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9504-49 Street NW, Edmonton, Alberta TGB 2M9 Phone: 780-496-5577 Fax: 780-495-0610
Minutes:  Board of Directors Meeting #74
December 16, 2009 9:30 am – 3:30 pm
250 Diamond Ave, Spruce Grove
Board Members:


Dr. Les Gammie, Utility; Candace Vanin - Federal Government;  Bill Fox - Agriculture;  Tracy Scott - NGO;  Pat Alexander - Municipal; Andrew Schoepf - Provincial Government;  Sid Lodewyk - City of Edmonton;  Rod Kause – Utility; Ted Bentley – NGO; Dr. Naomi Krogman- Member at Large;  Bob Winship – Forestry;  Pat Gordeyko- Municipal;  [11:30am] Jamie Wuite - Provincial Government;
IWMP Steering Committee Members:  Stephanie Neufeld - Epcor; Dave Christiansen - ASRD; Andy Boyd - ENGO; Sharon Reedyk - AAFC; Dave Mussell - AENV

Guests:  Ed Hoyes - Fulton Smyl - Weyerhaeuser
NSWA Staff:
David Trew, Billie Milholland, Gordon Thompson, Graham Watt-Gremm, Tom Cottrell, 


Jayme Nelson
Regrets: 
Laurie Danielson - Industry 
	Reference
	Action Registry
	Status

	
	Board of Directors Meeting #74 December 16, 2009
	C - complete

I - incomplete

	74.2.0
	Everyone to provide comments to ED to forward to Abells-Henry on the sector engagement recommendations
	

	74.3.3
	Watt-Gremm will make available the raw data tables used in the linear disturbance map from the NSWA Atlas project, data sourced from ASRD as to all transportation, transmission lines, cut lines, etc
	

	74.3.3
	IWMP writing committee will provide a draft plan for writing the IWMP which identifies a clear process [with timelines and those responsible listed] for incorporating information, feedback and final drafting of the IWMP.
	

	74.3.3
	Vanin distribute the risk amplifiers and risk attenuater paper referenced by Dr. Krogman.
	C

	74.3.3
	IWMP draft plan with key milestones is needed as soon as possible for review by the BoD and the full IWMP SC.
	


74.1.0
Welcome and Call to Order – Dr. Les Gammie

Scott/Fox: Agenda adopted as presented.
74.2.0
IWMP Sector Engagement Work Plan - Susan Abells/Mike Henry

-Reviewed their past work on IRM-NES, and explained recent evolution 
of CEMS and LUF


-Proposed five recommendations:



1) - Shift engagement focus from sector-based to issue-based


2) - Launch place-based cross-sector initiatives



3) - Build a web-based knowledge network



4) - Form NSWA Knowledge Committee



5) - Align and integrate engagement with the IWMP


· Common issues need to be relevant to the appropriate scale [i.e. geographic/decision making]
· The engagement process is iterative, covering issues according to a relevant scale from broad to regional.
· NSWA's work recognizes that regionalist, site specific local issues have been identified. The challenge is to scale up issues to cover the watershed, and leverage the data/knowledge that exists.
· QUESTIONS TO ANSWER: How to achieve implementation following the development of the plan?
· 
· 
·  How to arrive at common understanding by sector? How to build trust? How to get diverse groups to work together? 
· What does shared governance really mean? 
ACTION:  Everyone to provide comments to ED to forward to Abells-Henry on these recommendations

Scott suggested that its all the same or similar people working on WPAC's and LUF - if we do our job right we'll be hitting the target. 
The precursor to any consultation is education and providing common learning/understanding

Reedyk suggested that all the work done by IWMP in early years was about confirming and determining the issues, so what's needed now is the consultation on the recommendations coming forward from the IWMP, within the context of 'what we heard in 2005 as the issues'.
74.3.0
IWMP Update to the NSWA Board – Sharon Reedyk/Tom Cottrell
3.1
IWMP-SC Committee Activities 


3.2
Update on 2008-2009 Projects:

a) Groundwater project by Worley Parsons 

b) WQ Model work by Tetratech 

c) WQ Objectives report by Golder in which re-write took significant time and is now complete


d) ALCES report by Sullivan is posted on the NSWA website 

e) Rural municipal forum report from Feb'09;

2009-10 Projects:


1) John Thompson/Watracon and Mark Anielski - value of EG&S for the basin. Compared to 

Stats Can economic analysis, GWG will provide landscape based info and 
data


2) WQ modeling project - link TetraTech WQ model to the IH CEMS pilot model


3) Sector engagement and consultation with Abells-Henry; 

4) IFN Project - is also proceeding, TAC has been struck and goal is to define IFN for NSR
3.3 
Draft IWMP Recommendations - 

Reedyk reported on the Recommendations table 

: 

Goal #1 focuses on point-source loadings to the NSR 

Goal #2 focuses on watershed function as it affects ecosystem function, both mainstem and

tributaries.

Non-point sources will be addressed at the sub-watershed scale. Wetlands and linear 
disturbance by green zone and white zone. Land use/land cover inventory discussion has yet to 
occur on implementation, timelines and who the players will be.
Over all focus is WQ parameters, goal of no declining trends in WQ, no degradation over time
 review of SoW report and the indicators, 18 recommendations from SoW are being 
considered.
Schoepf liked the table and linear aspect of linkages of the goals/objectives. He suggested taking it
down to the sub-watershed level will require the need for sub-basin plans. 
Q - Schoep - how are the IWMP goals in the ToR addressed? 
A - Recommendations fairly reflective of ToR goals; 
however the SC will ensure that they are cross-referenced if there are gaps. The idea is
 to scope out scale related [tributary to reach to sub-watershed to 
region to entire WPAC area] ? to discover which of these objectives meet the original ToR goals.  The SC 
saw an earlier draft of this. The writing sub-committee has developed the table and meets 
again tomorrow. The process (?) will involve presentations and affirmation of the recommendations. The  
final draft of the recommendations table will be better presented at the next SC meeting in 
January'10.

Gammie requested a draft plan for writing the IWMP plan to complement the recommendations 
table [draft plan for the planning recommendations document]
Q - Boyd asked what the reference was to the linear disturbance metrics calculated in 2008?
ACTION:  Watt-Gremm will make available the raw data tables used in the linear disturbance map 
from the NSWA Atlas project, data sourced from ASRD as to all transportation, transmission 
lines, cut lines, etc.

Schoepf asked who carries the pen (?), as in it will be an iterative process, when, where and why will 
suggestions or information be included or incorporated
ACTION:  IWMP writing committee will provide a draft plan for writing the IWMP which identifies a 
clear process [with timelines and those responsible listed] for incorporating information, feedback 
and final drafting of the IWMP.

ACTION:  Vanin will distribute the risk amplifiers and risk attenuator paper referenced by Dr. Krogman 

ACTION:  IWMP draft plan with key milestones is needed as soon as possible for review by the 
BoD and the full IWMP SC. 
Discussion on revising the IWMP ToR, updates and any changes will be completed in Jan'10, 

action from previous BoD meeting.

3.4
Related topics: 
3.4.1 
Vermilion sub-basin project: Watt-Gremm reported on highlights - Lakeland College's Conservation and Restoration Ecology [CARE] program and students are now linked via Michael Crowe. He gave a demonstration of mind mapping of issues for VRWMP, nesting of IWMP to a sub-watershed plan, and the working model that VRWMP is testing. Questions to be explored: How do we share information with decision makers? How do we replicate the sub-watershed work in other watershed?
3.4.2 
An NSR Water Management Plan is expected within the context of the provision of an IWMP, and if NSWA wants to provide recommendations to AENV, a process must be developed to move them forward.
3.5  
Q&A Discussion

There was suggested, a need for additional info on the IFN and WQ objectives. The process began with WQ because it was understood that water quantity was less of an issue and WQ was significant for the IWMP and IFN work. The IFN TAC is trying to address what is needed, as well as the priorities, timelines, objectives, etc.

- It is predicted that the IWMP will be completed by Dec 2010 or Mar 2011 at the latest.

4.4.0
WQ Objectives Update – Gord Thompson/Stephanie Neufeld
4.1
TAC Process - Gord Thompson provided a .ppt
4.2
Philosophy & Proposed Objectives – The basic guiding principle = no degradation, maintain current water quality, with site-specific objectives only. The objective table has been condensed along with related text revisions. It is a review of 20 years of data and guidelines from various sources [AB WQ guidelines, CCME, USEPA]. The modified guidelines become site-specific objectives.
· WQ in the NSR is better than the objectives
· Approach has broadened the objectives as a 'numerical concentration' or 'narrative statement' that supports or protects a current water use at a site-specific location.
· Upstream - all the indicators are better than guideline limits

· Downstream - most of the indicators [not all] are somewhat better than guideline limits

· The few indicators that are better than guideline must maintain existing WQ 
· Indicators exceeding guidelines [TSS, coliforms, TOC] must meet the guideline and encourage a declining trend
4.3
Application & Implications - Implications of maintaining WQ with expected population growth. 
· An emphasis on incremental increases of loads, mitigation or management is needed.

· Monitoring is needed to track, growth that will put pressures on the river, lower river flows, increase use. IFN limits may necessitate load reductions
· Stakeholder input may be 'we want to get even better'. The CoE is proposing that on TSS
Q - Lodewyk - how happy were you with the data?  
A - Thompson rated data as fairly good. There are monthly samples at key locations, the aspect of sampling is temporal, 
P, N and coliform levels have become substantially better since 2005 due to upgrades on Goldbar plant.For drinking water protection - median levels are good, but the peaks are not. The 'peaks' are a big issue for source protection. Monthly samples are meant for annual time scales or 3 year time scales; it does not deal with spring run-off or other seasonal issues. It does not mean that the WQ of the tributaries is good. If we go out to the public or broad public stakeholders it must be kept within context, in terms of presenting the work. The emphasis is on the hydrology of the mainstem where the majority of water comes from the headwaters, except during extreme weather events or spring run-off when it comes from the tributaries
Q - Bentley pointed out, measurement numbers are long term averages, not time/site specific. We need real time measurements for the WPAC area. It does exist for Edm [via Epcor] - can this be achieved for the rest of the river in the future?
Q - Schoepf - to what degree is the graduated management response incorporated in this work? AENV has processes identified for investigative response, mitigative response, etc. 
Schoepf suggested a review of the AB provincial 'mixing zones' guidelines. It might lead to a recommendation to the GOA to review the mixing zones guidelines because when they were considered, they don't add up numerically/spatially and need to be improved
· This report assesses current WQ, ie. here's where we are at 
· It can be used as a catalyst for future discussions, concerns, views, and to make a statement in the IWMP as to the importance of WQ and what we want to see as WQ guidelines for site specific reaches of the NSR.

· Now we need stakeholder feedback
· 
· Trace contaminants, heavy metals and pharmaceuticals haven't been done; the report covers initial parameters - future work is needed on these
4.4 Status of Report -Thompson reported that draft report is done. Prior to the Christmas break it will be sent out for feedback and then a mechanism for refine/revise will be developed in order to be ready for the IH meeting at the end of Jan'10.
· The NSR flow is highly variable eg. winter ice cover conditions and open water conditions for each parameter vary by flow rate. There is a need to provide a realistic set of indicators as a starting point for discussion.
In October 2009, the I
· WMP SC indicated a desire to get the indicators out to public asap, but the BoD pointed out that a stakeholder engagement process needed to be put in place first.
74.5.0
NSR Headwaters ILM Project - Bob Winship – presentation 
· He gave an update on industrial surface activities in the green zone

· Forest hydrology - water balance - Q = P -ET

· In order to protect surface water - topographic and stream order needs to be considered and we need to use predictive mapping tools.
· Foothills = snow [rapid flush]. Boreal = rainfall throughout the season [holds more back]

· There are no pulp mills, but substantial use of fresh water injection by oil & gas sector
· Large run-off events, early in the spring result in the greatest run-off from clear cut areas in headwaters
· ?? chronic low level of sedimentation vs high run-off events - AB has the best/strictest stream bank crossings permit process however there is no monitoring done after the fact

Q - Does Weyerhaeuser do monitoring? 
A - Not much

Comment - TSS monitoring is needed - Epcor is getting very high TSS upstream of Drayton but the source is not clear.
· NCC has interesting model for 1st order streams where slumped stream/river banks cause significant sediment loadings. 

Gammie reported that the 3 worse TSS events have happened in the last 10 yrs. He wants to know what's happening out there.
· Roads plus crossings have significant impacts, but to be able to find one main source is unlikely.
· Operating statements vs. permitting requirements – The industry likes operating statements because they encompasse the need and obligation for monitoring and maintenance/management.
· ILM - forest advisory committees in place since 1991 [IRM]. Suggests - those that make the footprint, solve the footprint problem. Stream crossing associations would collaborate if there were incentives. (?) 
ACTION: Use existing multi-stakeholder groups, cross-sectoral or local - not too local because then it becomes special interest or too issue specific 
· Green Zone stats - approx 4000 ha withdrawn from FMA's each year with a return average of 5 to 1, average life of a oil/gas well site is 50+ years
· There is a need for abandoned dispositions to be treed, not just grassed.

· A
· bandoned oil sites are noted and not dispositions (?), they will stay and no one reclaims them

· The orphan well fund helps to reclaim some, but it is not enough to pay for all. It is cheaper to pay the annual disposition fee than to reclaim it

· A very small percentage of these sites are done.
· WRENNs modeling for detailed flow impact analysis - FMA watershed research and monitoring

· The mountain pine beetle problem in AB is not going away - timber perspective try to harvest before the beetles come. There is monthly monitoring and salvage.
· Roads and crossing are the biggest issue/contributor/challenge

74.6.0
AB Land Stewardship Act Update - Cindy Chiasson, AB Environmental Law Centre
· Evaluation forms circulated


· Environmental Law Centre’s focus is public education and legal reform work

· LUF Update - 3 bodies influence each Regional plan:

a) Land Use Secretariat [LUS] is accountable directly to cabinet


b) Regional Advisory Committee [RAC] - appointed by cabinet as a means of providing local input

 and advice into the development of the regional plan. It is purely advisory.

c) The public role is not clearly defined currently - may have a 3 stage plan* [see below]
· The cabinet is the decision maker for the regional plan - cabinet sets the ToR, 
· ToR for the Regional Plan sets the roles/responsibilities of the RAC and LUS
· Cabinet approves the regional plan, amend it, and according to ALSA, the regional plan may be put in place with or without a RAC, LUS or any public input at all.
· Sub-regional plans may be done in relation to a particular area or region eg. Capital Region Plan
· Sub-regional plans may be done in relation to a particular resource eg. Water management plan

· ALSA guides all of this
· None of the above is set in regulations, yet

· It is a court-phobic process - so much discretion is held by cabinet, because it is a brand new system, and they feel the accountability should be political, so votes will determine lifespan/duration [ie. Election cycle]
· Recourse through the courts will be minimal

· Depending on the ToR of any regional plan, any sub-regional plan may or may not be recommended by the RAC's, and ultimately cabinet decides

· If cabinet chooses to put a plan in place without the advice/input of RAC or LUS or public, it may be directed to LUS, or certainly be a time-sensitive issue - expected to be quite rare 
· ToR's also identified out of scope items - what's off the table
· Regulatory hierarchy - if there's conflict - ALSA amends 27 other acts, links to the regional plan [ie super Act/regulation], other Acts and regulations should/must align with the regional plan and in turn with ALSA
· ASLA does not create any new appeal processes
· N
· ew amendments to Forest Act and Public Lands act will allow appeals by Apr 2010
· ALSA doesn't specify amendment process for a regional plan if compliance is in question
· Conservation tools in ALSA are new 'enabling legislation' for:
a) Conservation directives have compensation provisions
b) CE's and agricultural CE's 
c) Transferable development credits  [TDC's] 

d) Conservation offsets - eg. Lower Athabasca is asking for 20% more conservation lands - are they looking at determining what's protected already and adding agricultural lands or what?
· Conservation and stewardship strategy document is to be completed in 2010, along with the IAFE recommendations on TDC's by March 2010
· Enforcement - all decisions must comply with the regional plan - if in non-compliance then have to look for: 
a) Existing appeal processes 
b) Complaint to LUS Commissioner [LUS commissioner has ability to go to courts to get a stop order but expected that this would be rarely used]

· Regulations are not the focus, regulations will come out eventually
· First focus is getting the regional plans done and out within 14-18 months 
· Each RAC is chaired by ADM level officials who have direct pipeline to cabinet
· SSRP chair was ADM from Environment but is leaving to Sask, so AARD ADM is chairing it soon

3 stages of public input 
a) Info out sessions - aka open houses 
eg. SSRB - more interactive - factsheets and seeking on-line input until Jan 2010, and open houses

b) Draft vision for plan

c) Draft plan

NSWA has since met with Heather Kennedy of Lower Athabasca RAC and needs to provide input by mid Feb'10 - Prior to an open house that Bill Fox attended, the RAC knew nothing about NSWA

Questions unanswered: 
· Can WPAC's provide input or assistance in helping with bulletins, factsheets, and basin overview documents? [SSRB had a regional overview document that had been done by provincial staff]
· What is the capacity of provincial staff to facilitate and resource by 2012 - huge HR requirements 
Elements of a Regional Plan:
· Regional profile

· Strategies, actions approaches

· Policy context

· Regional vision statement

· Regional outcomes

· Objectives and goals

· Monitoring and reporting [provincial responsibility]

· 50-yr minimum planning horizon

· 5-10 year effectiveness

eg. Lower Athabasca scope - primary focus is economic development [oils sands and timber], land conservation [boreal forest], water thresholds, air [NOx and Sox], and Aboriginal traditional use of lands

Economic development has 3 scenarios, BAU, middle growth [4M barrels/d] and huge growth [6M barrels/d]
Eg. South Saskatchewan Regional Plan [SSRP] - population growth, water supply and demand, landscape conservation [eastern slopes], economic growth [agric, energy, forestry, recreation & tourism], thresholds for surface water quantity and quality, air quality, aboriginal traditional use, major multi-use corridors

Scott reported that at SSRP open houses - the way the questions were formatted creates a bad situation for winners and losers, ranking the questions, rather than finding balance

What else to watch for
· Interim or transitional issues - how do you deal with issues now and plans that take 3 yrs to develop/roll out?

· Implementation - how will province-wide agencies manage? Corporately or administratively have to align with requirements of the specific regional plans
· Up front clarify or determine role of gaining information and communicating information, what is fair play to effectively communicate eg. Cindy's colleague is on the SSRB RAC and regular emails are received as updates.
New update - the RAC's seats may be designated [eg. AAMDC, AUMA, agriculture, one fed, etc.] according to Morris Seiferling [Oct'09]

Adjourned 4:30pm
Next meeting of the NSWA Board of Directors is Jan 20, 2010.
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