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Questions Presented for Discussion after Presentations
Question #1:  Should other planning initiatives be referred to in the Integrated Watershed Management Plan (IWMP)?
Question #2:  How specific should the IWMP be in terms of its identification of who should do what, and when?
Commentary Resulting from Table Discussions 
Table 1:

Question 1:

· LUF – all in context of the LUF and regional plan
· Specific to water; include all plans

· IWMP should be a lens to the review of other plans

· Provide a referencing of all other plans

Question 2:

· Provide a lead stakeholder

· Provide a prioritization and some level of specificity to provide direction

· Provide timelines for the goals and objectives to be assigned and implemented

Table 2:

Question 1:  Yes – comprehensive

· Cumulative effects management; all other developments should refer to this plan

· Water storage, sloughs, ‘rurban’ development; push is towards development that gets rid (drainage projects) of these types of recharge
· Drainage projects
· Sell it to the municipalities to implement and update statutory plans

Question 2:

· Define vision as clearly as possible

· Guidelines for industry and others; make it a tool for knowledge which brings responsibility

· If the aim of the IWMP is to inform and influence, then a higher degree of details is necessary for the plan

Table 3:

Question 1:
· Consensus on option B; A is too narrow; B allows users to the plan to have access to relevant information; listing by jurisdiction and interactions
Question 2:

· Prioritize goals, objectives and actions

· Prioritize the objectives; understand that not all are achievable; pick your battles; those that take priority are more specific

· If it is too vague, no responsibility will be taken = apathy

· Specify what needs to be done, who needs to do it and a date

Table 4:
Question 1:

· Companies can do what they can, but you’re only a part

· Cumulative effects that are measurable are one thing

· A lot of things impact cumulatively but cannot be measured

· BMPs are usually intuitive but have they really been tested and proven?

· Are all plans under the same rules?

· All planning initiatives need to comply with legislation

· They are not being enforced

· Municipal development regulations, biophysical assessments and common rules apply to all applicants

· Costs vary according to complexity of biophysical assessment and municipal resources

· Land-use planning must be properly funded

· ID it in the plans

Comment:  CRB Growth plan and NSWA IWMP will be best able to inform and influence the NS regional plan

Question:  Can IWMP actually represent the overall outcomes of the entire NSRP?  Cart before the horse 

Les’ Answer:  NSWA IWMP was multi-stakeholder and developed with science and technical work to provide for evidence-based recommendations
Question 2:  How Specific?

· Specifically list the lead agency

· Say who should do what is important

· Yes, but who allocates resources

· GOA has the regulatory authority and should but…

· e.g.  NSRWI – mapping was requested from AENV and they agreed, but then nothing ever happened

· Specify who has responsibility and the funding to do it

· If programs or initiatives are proposed, strategies to actually fund and carry out the work need to be developed, otherwise go home

· If current day levels are ok, anyone new will be putting pressure and the cumulative effect results in deterioration; who pays – everyone, the whole industry or just the new guys?
· Everyone should have to find long-term balance

· Responsibility should be linked to accountability

Table 5:
Question 1:

· Other plans should be compliant (integrated?) with IWMP

· Should be adopted at some level to give some authority

· Assuming the plans will be integrated is not realistic; need practical application to ensure it’s effective and used on the ground

Question 2:

· The more specific, the more likely the IWMP will be effective

· Need monitoring and evaluation mechanism

· Setting priorities would be helpful/necessary to focus efforts

Table 6:

Question 1:

· Municipal development plans should be referred to specifically

· Questions are backward; must have an express need from municipalities for more information like an IWMP

· Items a), b) and c) are too general – no direction

· Municipal plans bridge information between IWMP and others

· For many municipalities who don’t have resources, these IWMPs can provide valuable information

· Having municipalities at the table when IWMPs are created – get buy in

· Value of NSWA not in telling municipalities what to do but in providing information

· Also need guidance from municipalities on how IWMPs can be integrated/included

· Useful for municipal plans specifically

· Provide a framework in which IWMPs can be incorporated into municipal plans

Question 2:  How specific should actions be and who should be involved/named, dates, time frames
· Need to clarify roles, responsibilities and time lines

· Specific examples of who should talk to who and what documents are there; include some in the plan – what is being managed on the landscape

· Certainly not any less detail

· Unless get more specific about who is responsible and/or capable of achieving goals, not much value 

· General statement asking who should provide lead role can be the starting point for public consultation

· Time lines for expectations from groups at least on a general scale

· Examples of what success can look like

· Too prescriptive can make groups uncomfortable and may not fit with LUF

· Unless specific on expectations, hard to measure progress

· Engage watershed stewardship groups to be involved

Table 7:

Question 1:  Yes

· Do not reinvent the wheel

· IWMP symbiotic with existing plans; hand-in-hand with other supportive plans

· Reference what is existing (current plans); give other plans credence

· Find a way to keep track of other plans; monitor members from other groups

· Changes in IWMP – filtered out to other group’s plans

· IWMP promoted by municipalities and counties

Question 2:  Specificity
· Be as specific as possible; time lines; players

· Focus on specific outcomes

· Get specific with 20% of priority targets allows for flexibility (80% - 20% rule)

· Prioritize targets

· Specificity puts issues “on the radar”

Table 8:
Question 1:

· IWMP should not be restricted by other plans but should be aware of other plans; refer to other plans if they work within the IWMP

· If IWMP has a better approach, then it should reference the other plans and suggest the IWMP approach is  better

· Do First Nations/Metis have any plans that should be considered?

Question 2:

· Prioritize goals and objectives and assign parties and dates to higher priority items

· Make them specific if they have data/knowledge/parties that can complete those goals and objectives

· Not all goals and objectives need to have the same level of specificity

Table 9:

Question 1: 

(Reference) any new plans implemented

NSWA should make every effort to establish the IWMP as a recognized reference document to inform municipal statutory plans at various scales - MDP, IDP, ASP, ARP, etc.

Question 2:

If the aim of the IWMP is to inform and influence other stakeholders, then a higher degree of detail is necessary

Comments from Three Individuals Responding to the Questions

First:

Question 1:

· Very meaningful (to reference other plans); we reference them and they reference us

· There will always be more work coming; that does not stop us from proceeding on the obvious

· Plan review/revision is normal to getting work done

· LUF is a special case; IWMP and RAC should directly refer to each other

Question 2:

· Plan; measure; enforce

· State:  Obvious lead, lead stakeholder, NSWA to work 

· Measure; enforce

· Not yet having agreement on who; need not issuing plan with or without their agreement

· Current level is appropriate
· Less will lead to no action

· More will allow avoidance due to irrelevance of past specifics

· Details, e.g. times to come, to be set in future, e.g. relative date

Second:

Question 1:

· No - a) Assume these plans will be integrated…
· At the very least - b) Reference these types of planning documents…

· Not reinvent the wheel - c) Identify a particular type of plan…
· A plan is of little use if it is not on the ground living…

· Find plans that are complimentary and adopt & support them; they will strengthen your effort

· The more you can converge the better; think of geese in flight

Question 2:

· One thing to target who does what when it is so variable… does that actually influence anyone?  When truly they will determine when on their own terms

· Select specificity based on what you want accomplished; e.g. get groups to work together is different from reducing an impact specifically

· Watch out for actions that start with; discuss, engage, look at

· Pretend you are reporting on the success of each action…
· Is it phased in an achievable manner; did people talk; was that enough; 

· Results report on any and all activity

· Benefit of specifics is that it can be empowering if one specific sector or community is taking action; it can set the example for others or put pressure; it will reveal gap areas etc.

· May be a lot of work to compile with that level of detail, but is valuable

Third:
Question 1:

· Engage ASAP with First Nations and Metis environmental and economic advisors to check on their plans

· Don’t feel undermined if other plans reflect the same values

· Be sure to include indigenous knowledge

Question 2:
· There needs to be a clear articulation of water quality with water quantity objectives – specific thresholds

· There needs to be a clear articulation of the values of accountability and transparency that are necessary for any water allocation decisions

· There should be a clear articulation of the need to respect the treaty rights of affected First Nations and Metis communities

· There should be a clear articulation of the desired outcomes to encourage industrial best practices and a transition away from an economy that relies on “water heavy” and “water polluting” industries

· Essentially articulate clear measures for areas of high priority and more vague/flexible directions for areas of less priority

