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| ntroduction

(All italicized quotes are drawn directly from the presentations and submissions of consultation
participants unless otherwise indicated.)

“ Watersheds are a basic natural unit for under standing what keeps the Island
alive and healthy. If they're in good shape, then we can build our human
economy on top of them and have a good quality of life.”

“The public perspectiveisthat our river systemisin trouble.”
“ Water quality is deteriorating as we speak.”
“ Following current guidelines will not improve the water sheds.”

“ PEl isat a crossroads in environmental history. We are at a point where we
can decide to join many parts of the world in making the environment a priority,
or we can wait to see what happens — most likely with disastrous results.”

(Fred Cheverie & Rob Sharkie, Guardian, February 12, 2007)

Thereisagrowing feeling of urgency, a sense that we are at atipping point, a critical moment for
addressing the range of environmental issues that come to be reflected in our watersheds, and in the
quality and quantity of our water. It isincreasingly clear that the issues that Islanders face are serious
ones, requiring innovative ideas and committed attention, and that “thereis a limited window of
opportunity to focus concerns into meaningful actions.” Asif to emphasize the seriousness of the issues
we face, abig wind blew during the last week of our consultations, covering whole parts of the Island
with red soil inaway few have ever seen before, giving the appearance of a“sad, bleeding land.”
(David Weale, Guardian, February 26, 2007)

Based on these consultations, it is apparent that the participants we heard from are deeply concerned
about and deeply committed to the watersheds of Prince Edward Island. Thiswas evident in their
thoughtful and thorough presentations, grounded in broad knowledge of their watersheds and the issues
they face, and in the tremendous work of the many watershed groups across the Isand. We heard a great
deal about ongoing efforts to restore streams, to improve habitat, and to educate and engage members of
their communities. There appears to be considerable satisfaction in such successful watershed work that

corrects and mitigates some of the problemsin the water.
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However, there is also considerable frustration when the waters run red as they increasingly do, when the
work of such watershed groups is undone by rain and wind that bring siltation and worry about the
consequences of what that silt carries into the water. It isimperative to find “upstream” solutions to our

environmental issues to prevent the problems that these groups work so hard to correct and mitigate.

Peopl e approached these consultations with a combination of hopefulness and skepticism. They were
hopeful that the results of this process would bring perspectives and actions that will truly address the
root causes of the pressing environmental issues that watersheds face. But they were also wary, bringing
to our attention previous consultations and the considerable body of excellent reports (e.g. the Royal
Commission on the Land, the Roundtable on Resource Land Use and Stewardship) where they perceived
that recommendations have gone unimplemented. They were skeptical about the short time frame the
current consultations provided for such important issues, speculated about political motives, and even

raised the question of whether elected politicians can ever be stewards of the environment.

The members of the committee feel that ISlanders are at a critical juncture, that thisis atime when
implementing actions to produce significant environmental change is both necessary and possible. We
resonate with ideas we heard about the need for a new perspective toward our watersheds that is more
holistic and ecological: an approach that involves and considers all members of the community, human
and nonhuman; an approach that recognizes that we al live in interdependency with the land and water.
Our health and well-being are inextricably connected with the health and well-being of our land and our

water.

In one sense, we are all “downstream.” Each of us experiences the consequences of a degraded and
disturbed watershed. We areall “upstream” as well, each with our own profound ecological footprint.
We are all responsible, each of us part of the problem, and each of us part of the solution. The path to a
sustainable future requires us each to accept our dual roles and to join together in an inclusive,

community based planning process.
Our intention is that the views of Islanders expressed in this report, along with our recommendations

will provide an ecological vision to guide usin taking actions to ensure the health and well-being of our

watersheds, our Island, and ourselves.
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Background for the Consultations

In November 2006, the Minister of Environment, Energy and Forestry tasked the Environmental

Advisory Council (EAC) with conducting public consultations across PEI on managing land and water

on awatershed basis. Four members of the EAC were selected to conduct these consultations; co-chairs

Sherra Profit, a Summerside lawyer, and R. EImer MacDonald, a potato and beef farmer from Augustine

Cove; Dr. Jim Kemp, a UPEI biology professor from North River, and Don Matheson, retired teacher
and Christmas tree grower from Oyster Bed Bridge. The EAC selected Dr. Don Mazer, aretired UPEI

professor of psychology and environmenta studies from Suffolk, to facilitate these consultations and to

assist in the preparation of the report.

The purpose of these consultations was to hear the views of Islanders and provide recommendations to

the Minister on avariety of key issuesin watersheds including, but not limited to:

Priority environmental issues related to watersheds

Public support for community-led watershed planning and management

Levelsof financia support that would be necessary to implement watershed planning and
management on PEI

Suggestions on sources of funding

Technical support required by watershed groups

Structure of watershed groups

Governance on awatershed basis

The EAC held five meetings across the Island:

January 29 — Charlottetown, West Royalty Community Centre
January 31 — Kinkora, Kanata Club

February 5 — Pool€e' s Corner, The Whim Inn

February 13 — EImsdale, Westisle Composite High School

February 19 — Miscouche, Centennial Rec Centre
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A press conference that included Premier Pat Binns and Minister of Environment, Energy and Forestry
Jamie Ballem, along with members of the EAC, formally announced the consultations. To raise
awareness and encourage participation in the process, key stakeholders (e.g. watershed groups and other
organizations) were notified by letter, ads were placed in all Island newspapers, and several articles from
diverse perspectives (the Canada Research Chair in Environmental Science at UPEI, two watershed
co-ordinators, the Minister) were submitted to Island newspapers discussing the importance of watershed
issues. Thoseinterested in presenting at meetings were encouraged to call the Department of
Environment, Energy and Forestry in advance and to submit awritten brief. All written submissions
were posted on the consultations website: www.gov.pe.ca/go/watershedconsul tations (One contributor
requested that their letter not be posted on the website because it discussed a personal experience. We
honoured that request.) A number of people who did not present briefs at the meetings chose the option

to submit their ideas for posting on the website.

We conducted a transparent process, where all Islanders had access to the information being presented.

No private meetings were held, and all written and oral presentations were a matter of public record.

The committee was pleased by the degree of public involvement in this process. There were 30 to 100
people at each meeting and each was a full night of briefs and discussion. There were 39 presentations
at the meetings, and an additional 26 individuals or groups made written submissions. We heard from
23 of the approximately 34 watershed groups on the Idand, as well as representatives of farming,
fishing, aboriginal and municipal organizations and a diverse group of other Islanders. A list of

participants is presented in Appendix A.

Page 4 A Report on the Public Consultations on Managing Land and Water on a Watershed Basis



Findingson Major Issues

Reflectionsin the Water — Major Environmental 1ssuesin Watersheds

“Why isthe pond red after every rain?” *“ Arethere any fish in the pond? |
don’'t see anyone fishing anymore.” “How deep isthe water? | don’t remember
being able to see the bottom before.” (Wright’s Creek Watershed )

“ Less than two centuries ago, large sailing ships were built in and launched
fromhere. Last year, one of the landowners along the river in proximity to
wher e these ships used to be built, sold her canoe because the thick aquatic
vegetation and low water level prevented her fromlaunchingit.” (Wheatley
River Water shed)

Trees that were planted 40 feet fromthe river at the Bunbury nursery in the
1960s are now beginning to topple over.” (Hillsborough River Water shed)

“We have as much stage 1 [lobster] larvae as the North side of PEI; when it
comes to stage 4, we have hardly any.” (Central Northumberland Strait
Fisherman’s Association)

“ All other living organismsin our environment do not have this option of
having their water treated so that it attains an acceptable quality.” (PEI
Shellfish Association)

“1n 2002, we were involved in a large cleanup involving over 12,000 dead fish
from three separate fishkill events on the Wilmot River. This had a profound
effect on our group, agriculture and society in general.” (Prince County
Flyfishers)

The large range of environmental problems that are experienced in watersheds seem to be reflected in
our surface and groundwater. Many presenterstold us that “Water quality isthefirst issue.” The
examples provided above are just severa of the many provided to us that illustrate the problems with our
water. Water quality isreflected in both what we can see and sense (e.g. siltation, algae blooms, sea
lettuce, dead fish, shellfish contamination, noxious odours, anoxic conditions) and what we cannot see
(e.0. nitrates, phosphates, rising temperatures). While each watershed is unique, there was broad
agreement about the major environmental issues they all faced, and the key sources that contribute to

these problems. Many of the other issues participants identified on the land (e.g. loss/degradation of
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forests, urban and strip development) seem ultimately to be connected to and reflected in the quality of
water. Water quality seems to be a good reflection of, and barometer of the health of awatershed.

The amount of water in our watercourses and water tables was also addressed as an issue. In the last
century, normal household water use on PEI has gone from 23 litres aday to 1,100-1,800 litres a day
(Water on PEI, information booklet). We heard of rivers that regularly have only 30-35 centimetres (12-
14 inches) of water, shallowness in the bays, and concerns about the levels of the riversthat provide
water for the cities, asthe Winter River does for Charlottetown. Future growing demands for clean

water will only exacerbate this concern.

The following key issues are seen as the major problems in the degradation and contamination of

streams, ponds, estuaries and groundwater.

Siltation was a problem that was addressed by alarge majority of the contributors. Even with attempts
to prevent runoff (e.g. buffer zone legislation, required crop rotation, efforts by the Department of
Transportation and Public Works), many streams continue to have problems with the infilling of silt.
Many of the efforts of watershed groups have been focused on preventing or minimizing this problem

and reducing its impact.

“Riverslike the Dunk and the Wilmot are red or discoloured up to 25% of the
year.”

“With an average heavy rain, Andrew’s Pond turns mud red for a week ... and
the area of open water is now significantly smaller.”

Among the major consequences of such siltation are loss of fish habitat and rise in the water
temperatures. The loss of topsoil dueto wind and rain erosion is aconcern. We are more familiar with
the effects of rain and runoff from fields because it is apparent in our streams and ponds and has such a
direct impact on the work of watershed groups. However, the “ loss of topsoil due to wind erosion has
been largely ignored, and until very recently denied by many acrossthe Island.” We were all made very
aware of the effects of wind erosion when a major wind storm occurred during the time of our

consultations.
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Nutrient enrichment and nitrates in surface and groundwater was a source of considerable concern
to many participants. Nitrate levels were seen by many as being dangerously high, “an all-time high in
both surface and groundwater,” and “while much has been made of the potential hazards of increased
nitratesin our drinking water, almost nothing has been done to reverse the problem.” Nitrate
concentrations in wells were problematic in some areas. Nutrient enrichment poses serious problemsin
watercourses, contributing to the growth of sealettuce and algal blooms and to potentially anoxic
conditions that are destructive of habitat and produce afoul odour. While “filtration systems can help a
household water supply, you can't filter ariver system, let alone a watershed.” The principal sources of
nutrient enrichment appear to be agricultural chemicals and manure. The problem is highly related to
the siltation of waterways resulting from runoff from fields and other types of erosion. Thereisaso
concern about the role of faulty and outdated septic systems, and disposal of untreated sewagein

Watercourses.

Decr eased biodiver sity was also amajor concern. Participants from many areas told us about the
marked decline of fish in the streams and in the ponds. Severa contributors spoke about the fishkillsin
their areas, and of shellfish closures. Others noted the decline of growing lobster larvae in certain aress,
and fewer oysters, clams and eels. Habitat alteration of streams has had an impact on vertebrate and
invertebrate communities and the proliferation of sealettuce in estuaries has had a marked effect on
those aquatic habitats. Diversity of forest ecosystemsis aso in decline with few remaining old growth
species and domination by rapidly growing conifers with little intrinsic ecological value. The marked
decline in forest cover has intensified with recent clearcutting, and its impact on wildlife habitat was

identified as an important problem by a number of participants.

Other key problemsidentified include, but are not limited to:

. Pesticidesin theair and water — A number of participants raised concerns about the impact of
high levels of pesticide use on health and water quality.

. Poor tidal exchange — This was seen as an important contributor to the decrease in the quality of
water and fish habitat.

. L ocal impacts of climate change — This concerned severa participants — e.g. erosion and the
subsequent siltation in watercourses will be influenced by milder winters with less snow cover

and by more variable and extreme weather events.
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Contributing Factorsto the Major Environmental | ssuesin Watersheds

“ Aswater is a common resource required to sustain humans, we all have a
moral responsibility to maintain the quality and quantity of this precious
resource for future generations. It seems only appropriate that those who have
mor e impact on the water resource need to take more responsibility.”

Agricultural Practices

PEI isaland of intensive agriculture. In other places, farming occurs “out in the country,” far from the
view of most people. But on PEI, dueto its small area, high population density and increasing
“suburbanization” of rural areas, agricultureis avisible activity that takes place within many of our
communities. Farmers are our neighbours, and what takes place on the land is salient and important to

|slanders.

Agricultural practices were consistently identified as a source of many of the major watershed problems.
Many participants linked the levels of fertilizer and pesticide use, limited crop rotation, insufficient
buffer zones, the absences of hedgerows, improper nutrient storage, plowing practices (on sloped land,
too close to watercourses, fall plowing and the absences of cover crops) to the issues they experienced
with siltation, nutrient enrichment and other problems. Concerns about deep irrigation wells were

mentioned by a number of participants as afactor in water levels.

While participants were very clear in their identification of agricultural practices as a major source of
environmental issues, they were also clearly supportive of the farming community, particularly the
changes that many farmers have made to implement environmentally sustainable practices. In recent
years, the provincial government (“government”) has enacted legislation on buffer zones, crop rotation,
and plowing on sloped land. We learned that PEI has the highest rate of endorsement of Environmental
Farm Plansin Canada and increasing numbers of farmers are devel oping Nutrient Management Plans.
Farmers are initiating their own organizations, such as Agri Conservation Clubs to move toward more
sustainable practices. Participants expressed a clear acknowledgment and appreciation of those farmers
who were accepting these changes, complying with these regulations, and enrolling in these useful

programs.
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But a paradox concerning agriculture seemed to emerge. Along with recent progressive measures, there
is also the perception that the state of the environment is getting even worse. Many participants were
deeply concerned “water quality is deteriorating as we speak.” We heard concerns that normal
practices in agriculture have moved to a more unsustainable “industrial model.” Even recommended
maximum levels of nitrates for humans may have a negative effect on aquatic life and there are mgjor
areas of PEI that have levels far exceeding this. The policy signals to produce as much food as cheaply
as possible have not changed and thisis a significant barrier to sustainable practices. Thereare also
more farmers who lease land in communities outside their own, who may be less connected to this
leased land. There are more large farms, and many farmers must work within the demanding
requirements of the processing industry. Participants also noted that there were still farmers who would

not comply with regulations, or would seek ways around them.

Regulations and Enfor cement

Thereis awidely shared perception that existing government regul ations are unevenly and sporadically
enforced, that penalties may be inadequate and that prosecutions are rare. Thisis a source of
considerable frustration to watershed groups, and they urge government to address the problems that

groups work to mitigate and correct so that they do not recur.

“ As our field crew was working upstream, diligently cleaning up and making yet
another brush-mat to catch silt, a major anoxic event was occurring downstream
... Dead fish were found along large stretches of theriver ... We were | eft
wondering about the purpose of our group. How could our field crew feel that
their work was worthwhile?”

Parti cipants commented about problems with enforcement of crop rotation regulations, and pointed to
the fact that there were avariety of acceptable reasons for shorter than three year rotations. We heard
reports of farmers plowing near the watercourses and of inadequate buffer zones.

“ The lack of enforcement of existing laws is very frustrating, not only to our

group, but to other members of society, including farmers who try to abide by the

rules of law but see other members of their profession blatantly disregard the
law with no punishment.”
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In some cases, participants pointed to inadequate (“bare minimum requirements’) or unclear regulations,
e.g. how do you figure the percentage of alowable cutsin riparian areas? In other cases, there are no
regulations. For example, when members of the Wright's Creek group traced the siltation problemsin
their pond to acres of unseeded, open clay left from development projects in Sherwood, they learned that

there were no regulations to address this.

Public concern about the lack of effective regulation and enforcement was one of the stronger findings of
these consultations. Participants have expressed that without such effective regulation and government

leadership, they have serious concerns about the ultimate value of watershed planning and work.

Deforestation

Loss of forest cover and degradation in the quality of the forests is both a major environmental problem
for watersheds and a contributing factor to the previously mentioned problems. Trees provide avariety
of valuable ecological goods and services. The reduction of these services through increased harvesting
and clearcutting clearly impacts upon siltation and nutrient levels in our watercourses. The reduction in
forest cover threatens habitat and biodiversity, and puts undue pressure on existing buffer zones which
are often inadequate. When thereisreplanting, it is often focused on a small number of rapidly growing

species which can all be subsequently harvested together.

A magjor focus of watershed groups is reforestation. Many groups have tree nurseries, and spend
considerable time and effort in planting to enhance buffer zones. “Over our history, we have established
over 100,000 new trees and shrubs in the Dunk and Wilmot watersheds.” Asin other examples,
practices that are happening “upstream” seem to jeopardize the good “ downstream” work of watershed

groups.

Development

The landscape of PEI has changed dramatically over the past 30 years. Between 1971 and 1996, the
amount of land on PEI identified as urban increased by 144%, the largest increase in Canada (PEI
Federation of Municipalities). “Urban sprawl” is now an element of the rural areas of the province, as

cities reach out farther in the countryside, and less expensive land in unincorporated surrounding
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communities is taken up for strip development. The siltation in Wright’s Creek, mentioned previoudly,
only began with the residential and commercia development in Sherwood in the 1970s. A range of
construction practices can impact on the watershed. The increasing “suburbanization” of rura life also
impacts on water quality with more septic systems, and with the use of pesticides on our lawns and
gardens. Thediversity of interestsin such rural/urban communities can contribute to conflict and pose
significant issues for community watershed planning. As one farmer put it, “We always farmin the view

of others... 'malways aware of it ... | feel like a nuisance sometimes.”

Development in tourism and recreation can also contribute to watershed problems. Some participants
were concerned about the role of the many golf courses on the Island in nutrient loading. The impact of
septic systems, particularly older ones, on groundwater was also raised as an issue by several

participants.

Land Use Planning

Related to development issuesis the lack of clear land use planning and policiesin PEI. Many
participants commented on the need for a broad vision of land use as a hecessary ingredient of any
community based watershed management planning. As one person put it, government needs to engage
in the same kind of planning process for the whole Island that watershed groups are currently being

asked to do by government for watersheds.

Municipalities

Municipalities contribute to watershed problems through the extraction of large amounts of water, and
by untreated sewage. The two major cities are among the largest water users in the province, and
extraction of water by the city of Charlottetown from the Winter River was identified by its watershed
group astheir first issue. Water levelsin that river are frequently quite low and the impact of the city’s

water usage is a concern for watershed workers and other residents.

Our committee was disappointed that neither Charlottetown nor Summerside chose to present their ideas
about watersheds and watershed planning at the consultations. Considering that they are major water

usersin the province and have sewage systems, we hoped they would take a more activerolein this
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process. Thiswas evidence of the state of disconnect that comes with a* consumer” mentality toward
resources, where individual s and organizations see themselves principally as “users’ with little

knowledge of or responsibility for the source of their water.

It is encouraging that, in recent years, there has been more dial ogue between the city of Charlottetown
and the Winter River watershed group, and that the city has offered some support for the group’ s work.
The presentation we heard from the Federation of Municipalities also indicates their recognition of the
importance of the health of watersheds for their municipal water needs. “We must ensure that there
continues to be an abundant supply of clean water to supply these water systems by taking appropriate
stepstoday.” But the Federation brought no examples to the committee of municipalities that were
actively working to take responsibility for the health of the watersheds that supply their clean water.
Cities and municipalities and their many residents need to see themselves more as “ stakeholders” than
users, and take an active role in protecting water by such means as promoting conservation and

partnering with watershed groups.

Ponds

We heard a number of reports from groups describing the negative impact of beaver activity on habitat.
These effects remained even after beavers had abandoned the area. End of life ponds were also

mentioned as an important contributing factor to silt entrapment and raised water temperatures.

Public Works

While a number of participants noted the significant improvements in the practices of the Department of
Transportation and Public Works, there were still those who identified highway construction as an
important contributing factor to siltation in their areas. There were also concerns raised about the effects

on brooks and streams of the amount of sand and salt used on provincia roads.

The impact of causeways on water exchange has been an ongoing issue. When one watershed group
sought to revisit this issue with government officials recently, they were quickly told that there was
adequate water exchange and the causeway was not an issue, based on studies done amost 10 years

before. Thisresponse had a negative impact on the group, and impeded their ability to act on what had
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emerged as a key issue through their community based process. In a post meeting discussion, a
government official told one of us that public perceptions about the sources of particular problemsis not
always supported by scientific data, and used the example of a causeway. Thisincident raises important
issues about the relationship between “local” and “expert” knowledge, and how to integrate them most

effectively in the service of watershed groups.

TheValue of Watershed Management Planning

There was strong support for community based watershed management planning from almost all
participants. It was perceived that arange of benefits could emerge from this process. As one group that

had completed a watershed management plan said:

“Thisexercise, if done slowly and properly, will lead all stakeholdersto finding
common ground. Stakeholders will realize that a healthy, sustainable community
will be based on environmental, economic and social values. Watershed
planning can and will lead to citizens of various occupations attaining respect
for each other through dialogue.”

The planning process rai ses awareness about human environmental impact, and fosters stewardship,
consensus building and communication. The importance of inclusiveness of the full range of interests,
opinions and backgrounds in the planning process cannot be overemphasized, and the success of the

process was seen as being jeopardized if it is dominated by any particular interest.

Participants believed that watershed management planning could play amajor role in addressing the key
environmental issues in watersheds. There are also things that watershed planning and work cannot do,
even with the most successful planning process. It is government that needs to provide the clear and
consistent policy and the leadership to support watershed groups. Community based planning needs to
be carried out in conjunction with the government, which could provide “water shed benchmarks

including water quality, forest cover, protected areas and nutrient use.”
“What government should be doing more of now is providing the kind of protection that local watershed

improvement groups can't” (Guardian, January 24, 2007). Government leadership, vision, and

commitment to existing and necessary regulation can provide the framework of environmental protection
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within which watershed planning can operate most effectively. With sufficient funding and technical
assistance added, most watershed groups would regard this as the kind of support they require from

government.

There were some cautions raised about such a community based process. The major concern was the
potential for planning to “ produce counter productive animosities between groups engaged in the
process.” From the perspective of one participant involved in many planning initiatives, “Planning
processes work well when they are conducted within a clear policy framework and with some level of
gover nment commitment to the process.” Such a caution can help us to recognize some necessary

conditions for successful community based planning that only government can provide.

It was a so recognized that many watershed groups are not at a stage, or may not be large enough, to
engage in watershed planning, or to even obtain funding. These groups were seen as deserving support
for their valuable “on the ground” work; the full watershed planning process just may not be appropriate
for al groups.

Experiences of Watershed Groups

We heard from a broad range of groups in the 250 watersheds, from those whose focus was asingle
pond (e.g. Arsenault’s Pond Improvement Committee, Leard’ s Pond Environmental Committee) to
others that encompassed large areas (e.g. Bedeque Bay Environmental Management Association). There
are groups just forming (e.g. DeSable River Enhancement and Activity Management) and others that are
well established and have completed watershed management plans (e.g. Souris River Watershed
Management Committee, Trout River Environmental Committee). Most watershed groups began their
work with afocus on stream and watercourse restoration and enhancement, and this task remains at the

centre of the efforts of those groups.

The following list provides examples of the impressive range of activities of watershed management
groups:

. digging out spring

. building brushmats
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. building check dams

. constructing trails

. cleaning debris and deadfall from streams

. developing tree nurseries

. planting trees

. enhancing riparian zones

. fencing cattle from streams

. enhancing of recreational activities

. measuring/monitoring the quality and depth of watercourses

. having educational and awareness activitiesto increase involvement and participation of

community members

. organizing recreationa events (e.g. walks, skates)
. involving and raising awareness of key organizations and agencies
. publishing and distributing newsl etters

. hosting invited speakers

. conducting roadside cleanups

Members find this work very satisfying and there is a broad consensus that such work is having avery
positive impact on our watercourses. There are also the frustrations that arise when the conditions that
groups correct and mitigate are not addressed: “ We spent four years doing the right stuff but there was

no improvement in fish habitat due to soil erosion.”

While watershed groups have memberships of varying size, it istypical for asmall number of members
to take on the bulk of the responsibilities, and they work with limited budgets. Most people seem to
have along period of involvement with their watershed groups, and the issues of burnout and how to
involve more members of the community were very common concerns at our meetings. Watershed
groups typically make multiple applications to secure the funding for their projects for the year. With
limited money to support these projects, not all groups get funding, contributing to an unwelcome sense
of competitiveness among groups. Even those rare persons that are paid as co-ordinators and

supervisors appear to do agreat deal of work on their own time.
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Guiding Principles

Many groups develop some vision statement, mandate or goals to guide their activities. Several

examples are:

“ A healthy sustainable community, based on environmental, economic and
social values, with special consideration for resource-based industriesincluding
agriculture, tourism, fisheries, forestry, and aquaculture.”

Souris River Watershed Management Committee

“To preserve and protect the Winter River watershed in a healthy, pristine state;
to develop projects and activities that will maintain or restore theriver to such a
state; and to promote an appreciation and respect through public awareness and
education for the beauty, importance and environmental diversity of the
watershed.”

Winter River Environmental Committee

“To restore the environmental quality of the watershed and to enhance the
diversity of plants and animals contained within it, for the social and economic
well being of people who live and work in the area and for those who benefit
fromits natural resources. Protection of the environment will remain at the
forefront of the activities of this organization.”

Wheatley River Improvement Group

I ssues/Frustrationsfor Water shed Groups

“Itisclear that thereis a serious disconnect between upper levels of gover nment
and the on-the-ground work that environmental groups do.”

There was considerabl e frustration with aspects of these consultations among watershed groups. “ If
government truly wanted to hear the opinions of Islanders and environmental organizations there would
be more time allotted to prepare for and to speak on this very important topic. To be given only a few
minutes to present isinsulting.” Organizations were also concerned about the timing of the
consultations which concurred with the time when the applications for funding that groups rely on for
their work were due. Our consultations also overlapped with a series of meetings held by several
watershed organizations directly related to their own community watershed planning process. The
committee learned that some watershed groups did not make presentations because of insufficient time
to meet together to consult about their briefs. Watershed groups wondered why they were finally being
consulted at this point, and why they were not asked about the issues of which they wished to speak.
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Such frustration was accompanied by expressions of skepticism with this process due to the lack of
meaningful action on key issues like nitrates, sporadic enforcement of environmental regulations, and
unimplemented recommendations from thoughtful and thorough previous reports on land use. “One of
our main concerns with this process is that the provincial government appears to be absconding fromits
rolein the overall protection of our watersheds, while superficially, at least, giving the appearance that

they are consulting the public about what needs to be done.”

Watershed groups brought a number of key issuesto our attention that are barriers to their effective

operation:

Funding issues — In addition to needing considerably more funding to do their work, the process of
applying for funding is cumbersome and time consuming. Watershed groups need to file multiple
applications to different funding sources each year to obtain support for their work. By the time that
funding generally arrives (usualy in June), groups have lost access to many university students, who
may also be seeking up to 16 weeks of work compared with the eight to 10 weeks allowed by most
provincial and federal agencies. The different wages paid to people doing the same work by different
funding sources contributes to stress and morale problems among work crews. Since a portion of the
grant is generally withheld until the end of the project, groups often have to operate on an overdraft

basis.

Some funding sources will support only specific yearly projects, rather than the core funding required to
maintain and develop an organization with the capacity for long term planning. Furthermore, priorities
for supportable projects may change from year to year (“a project of the day” approach), another barrier
to effective planning. For example, one watershed group told of receiving support from one agency to
develop atree nursery, but no support the next year when they applied for money to transplant these trees
from the nursery to the watershed. These projects were regarded as being too similar by the agency. The

group gave the trees away to arearesidents.
Accounting and paperwork take up an undue amount of time and energy. Watershed groups

experience a sense of distrust from government when not allowed to manage their small budgets in what

they see as areasonable manner. “ We find it interesting that the gover nment appearsto trust community-
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led groups sufficiently to let them undertake long-term planning as well as short-termremedial activities
in their water sheds, yet do not trust the same groups enough for them to manage in a responsible

manner what amounts to a few thousand dollars every year.”

Attracting volunteers and finding ways to involve more members of the community is an ongoing
challenge for most watershed groups. There are very dedicated workers who eventually burn out and
others who may come to feel entrapped in their positions with organizations because there is no one else

to take their place.

Technical assistance — All watershed groups reported a very high level of satisfaction with the
valuable help they receive from the provincial watershed coordinators. They also feel that these co-
ordinators are overextended and that more people are needed in these positions. some recommend twice

or three times as many co-ordinators.

Key Ingredients of Successful Watershed Planning

In hearing about the experiences of arange of watershed groups at different stages in the planning
process and in their development, severa ingredients emerged as required aspects of a successful

planning process:

An inclusive community based process — Planning is a group activity requiring the ongoing
involvement of a broad spectrum of interests and perspectives from the community at every step of the
process. All stakeholders must be included, and participants reminded us that “ we are all stakeholders.”
People need to be included in this process from different identifiable sectors such as fishing, tourism,
farming, business, landowners, aborigina peoples, and anglers. Equally important are all those
individual 1slanders who live on and appreciate the land — walkers, children, and those who value the
waters for their solitude, wildlife and beauty. We all need to feel a shared responsibility for the well-

being of our watersheds, and that our voices will be heard.

Watershed planning is aso an exercise in community development. During the course of meeting to

develop amodel of a healthy watershed, environmental issues become connected to the social and
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economic life of communities. Many people are needed to contribute their diverse visions of a heathy
watershed, and then to take the time to find common ground to generate a sense of collective ownership

and broad support for the plan.

If differences aren’t worked through, the political cost of action is very high for
politicians and they tend to cherry pick the easier recommendations and pass on
the hard ones.”

Ongoing consultation is needed with the broader community to ensure that those most directly involved
in planning have “got it right” and reflected a vision that most people will actively support and work to
achieve. The stronger and more cohesive communities that can emerge from such an exercisein
communication and co-operation should be in a better position to effectively work together to protect
their watersheds.

Promoting inclusiveness and “buy in” to watershed planning is a major issue and challenge for
watershed groups. It isevident that many users of water are very disconnected from the watersheds that

supply it, and from the planning process, as was noted earlier in reference to cities.

The recently released manual, A Guide to Watershed Planning on Prince Edward Island
(Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry), provides helpful ideas for devel oping a community

based and inclusive planning process.

A special kind of leadership — Successful watershed planning and work often seems to have revolved
around one particular person with special qualities, a person with a deep commitment and love of the
watershed, one who can and will go out and talk to virtually everyone in the community with interest and
respect, atireless worker and organizer, persistent and committed, and not easily discouraged. Itis
widely acknowledged that such people are rare, and they are deeply respected and appreciated in the
watershed community. Dave Biggar was such a person and, sadly, he passed away during the time that

these consultations were being conducted.
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It is not surprising that these types of |eaders are susceptible to burnout. It becomes increasingly
important that there are strong groups around them to share the work and the responsibility, all moving

toward the collectively developed vision for the watershed.

Government support — For watershed planning to be successful, groups need financial and technical
support from government to help implement the plans they develop to address the environmental issues
that they face. The development of needed regulations and their consistent enforcement, as well as clear

government policies and visions to address the “upstream” sources of watershed problems are required.

Public education and awareness — As stated, a successful inclusive community based process
requires a high degree of public involvement. It isimportant to engage a broad range of people to
participate in the planning process and to have volunteers interested in direct watershed work. An
equally important aspect of involvement is better informed citizens who take an active interest in issues
related to watersheds, who discuss these issues with others, and support and encourage the measures
needed to promote watershed health. Public education isakey to such involvement. It isimportant to
help people increase their awareness of their local watersheds, to understand the importance of
watersheds more generally, and to learn about how different policies and practices affect the health of
watersheds.
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Needs and | deas for Water shed Management Planning

Visions/Paradigms

“ Effective water shed management must begin with the political will for change.
The courage of our elected officials to strive toward creating a new and
improved vision for our watershedsisa vital first step.”

We heard from many persons about the need for an overarching vision for healthy watersheds and for a
healthy and sustainable Island. This vision could guide the process of planning for individual watershed
groups, and help us to evaluate the desirability of different policies and practices. What is our vision of
PEI watershedsin 10 years? In 25 years? In 50 years? In 100 years? What kinds of policies and
practices in our watersheds and on the land now will help usto achieve thisvision? What kinds of
policies and practices will negatively impact upon such avision? How can we reward and support
desirable practices and discourage and deter those that threaten the environmental health of watersheds
and of PEI? This suggests a planning process for the entire Island similar to the planning process

suggested for watershed groups — Community Based | sland Management (Stewardship) Planning,
perhaps.

Thereisauseful distinction between the “micro” issues (e.g. siltation and nutrients) and the “macro”
issues (e.g. our rolein the world and our collective responsibility to address environmental issues). We
need a paradigm shift to guide our vision, and to help us address these issues. We can draw upon “the
aboriginal ecocentric worldview as an ethos for managing ecosystems, and admit that the status quo of
‘dominion over natural life resources for the sole creation of wealth’ is fundamentally flawed logic.”
Such a paradigm would recognize the interdependencies among all living things, and that our human
health and well-being are intimately connected with the health and well-being of our watersheds, this
Island and this Earth. We would acknowledge the many ecological goods and services that natural
systems provide for humans. “Systems thinking” can help usto better understand how al things are
connected, and to appreciate the “ downstream” consequences of our actions, even though they might not

bevisbleto us.
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As aguide to evaluating actions, one presenter suggested that, like the Hippocratic oath, we should
“above all do no harm.” Another writer suggested the old Boy Scout maxim, *“ Always leave the
campground better than you found it.” Thiswould be a useful and challenging criteria for assessing and
guiding policies and practices. We have been accustomed to addressing environmental issues from more
of anillness/risk perspective. For example, we try to determine just what level of nitrates we can allow
before it endangers health. Our tendency has been to operate as close as we can to the margins of safety.
We usually only study something (e.g. a particular chemical) in isolation and evaluate its effects without
acknowledging the difficulty of predicting the effects in interaction with all the other ingredientsin a
system (“the cocktail effect”).

If we left our “ecological campground” better than we found it, we would be focusing on practices that
contribute to the health and sustainability of a watershed, rather than the degree of risk we would be
willing to tolerate in our hopes of avoiding illness. We would place an emphasis on devel oping means
of quickly identifying issues so that we can prevent problems from arising. Importance needs to be
placed on the outcomes of practices, and not solely the practices themselves. One group of writers
suggested that we develop “benchmarks’ of ecological health (e.g for nutrient use, buffer zones and
water quality) with the aim of exceeding these levelsin watershed work and other practices. We need
clear indicators of whether we are at least sustaining, and hopefully enhancing the health of our
watersheds through our actions. Programs could be devel oped to support and reward these desirable

outcomes.

Ongoing Needs of Watershed Groups

Watershed groups have consistently identified a number of important needs including, but not limited to:

. Core funding on an ongoing basis.

. Increased funding.

. Funding for afull time staff person for each group to develop and follow up on watershed plans.
. Funding for longer periods of employment for summer workers.

. A streamlined process for obtaining funds — one application for all agencies.

. Funding needs to be in place much earlier for hiring university students and getting on the land at

a better time for project work (e.g. tree planting).
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. A streamlined process of reporting.

. Greater control/discretion over the use of their funds.

. A movement away from yearly, project-based funding that may have changing yearly priorities,
toward more stable multi-year funding. Thiswould facilitate planning and implementing more
extended projects, and reduce pressures of the yearly funding/project cycle that takes so much
energy. Long term approaches are needed. “ If there isto be a sustained effort to improve
water sheds on PEI, they cannot be projects with a three year life span.”

. Support for the diverse range of groupsinvolved in different activities. Funding should not be
limited to those groups engaged in watershed planning.

. More provincia watershed co-ordinators.

. Easier access to a broad range of information related to other watersheds, Island-wide. Many
groups supported the idea of aregular (annual, semi-annual) meeting of watershed groups, or a

council that met regularly.

. More research and technical support.
. Better methods of attracting volunteers.
. Greater ownership from residents and other stakeholders. Thisis a key need mentioned by

amost al groups, and as with attracting volunteers, there are few clear directions about how
these needs might be met. This could be auseful focus for the kind of meeting of watershed

groups suggested above.

. Enforcement of existing regulations.

. Input with government on projects that will have an impact on their local watersheds and on all
watersheds.

Level and Sources of Funding

Two key questions that were posed in the consultations concerned:
. the level of support necessary to implement watershed planning and management across PEI;

. suggestions on where this funding might come from.

One suggestion that came from several sources provides auseful context for reflecting on financial

support for watershed management: we should conduct a full cost accounting of the costs of not doing
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anything at this time taking into consideration the socia, cultural and environmenta losses we will
suffer if we do not take action now. This cost could be compared with the cost of addressing these
issues presently, helping to frame the question of how much government might feel we can afford. What
are the costs of dealing with extensively contaminated groundwater compared with the costs of

preventative measures that we can take presently?

Generally, these questions about funding were not particularly useful to consultation participants, and
many chose not to address them at all. But those who did offer opinions believed that it would require a
substantial financial commitment far above existing levels available for watershed work. One brief
noted that although environmental issues now seem to be at the forefront of public concern, only 1% of
the provincia budget is allocated to the Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry. This amount
must be reconsidered in light of existing priorities and in light of the fact that each department of the
provincial government affects and is affected by the health of our watersheds. The co-ordinator of a
watershed group that had been through the planning process provided a sample itemized budget with an
estimate of $97,000 per year for core costs; project funding would be additional. Two other contributors
suggested $250,000 to $333,000 per year for larger groups or smaller groups that had consolidated. One
of these briefs estimated $2.5 million per year would be needed for watershed groups across PEI.

On the sources of funding, most participants felt that it was a public responsibility, and a number
suggested cost sharing between the federal and provincia governments. In support of such public

funding, one presenter suggested that:

“ Government consistently subsidizes large private organizations because of real
or imagined economic benefit, often with no or little direct benefit to Ilanders. ...
Funding environmental groups would be a win-win situation since you are
employing Islanders to work on the Island to improve the Island for everyone,
tourists included.”

Participants al so suggested seeking private sources of funding. They strongly believed that all
stakeholders should contribute and that corporations and companies should support volunteer
environmental organizations. One brief suggested that those whose products were detrimental to the

environment should provide even more in funding programs. It was also noted that if government
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supported full time co-ordinators for watershed groups, a key duty of such co-ordinators should be to

find additional funds outside of government.

Some specific suggestions for generating funding were:

. Earmarking the funds generated by the Wildlife Conservation Fund Licence attached to Island
angling licences for watershed enhancement and restoration activities. Government should
match these funds.

. Each and every government department must commit a percentage of its budget to go toward

supporting healthy watersheds.

. Community fund-raising events.

Research and Technical Support

There were avariety of suggestions about useful research and technical support for watershed groups. It
was evident that there was a very high degree of satisfaction with the level and quality of technical
support provided by the three provincial watershed co-ordinators. Participants felt that they were very

overextended and strongly advocated hiring more co-ordinators, perhaps three times as many.

There was also considerable support for monitoring water quality by regular testing for nutrientsin the
streams. Well trained students and volunteers have done water sampling successfully and support from
government for the analysis for these samples would be of great assistance to watershed groups. Several
participants suggested that the results of such testing be published on the government website. Another

wanted to see data on the number of contaminated wells made available.

Access to information isimportant for watershed groups. In water testing, watershed groups have been
aided by access to the government’ s geographical data base, enabling them to see where different crops
are grown in their watersheds. Groups would benefit from access to government, university and

independent research, and through information exchanges with other groups.

A variety of interesting technical ideas related to key watershed issues were brought to our attention:

. Species specific planting of buffer zones with plants that have a higher nutrient uptake.

A Report on the Public Consultations on Managing Land and Water on a Watershed Basis Page 25



. “Silt fences’ to control erosion.

. Zero runoff storm management techniques.

A number of contributors posed research and information questions, including how to access relevant

information, that they felt were important in addressing watershed issues and facilitating the work of

their watershed groups:

. Issues related to pond dynamics: e.g. what oxygen levels are needed, depth of water needed for
trout, how to achieve the correct water temperature, what kinds of trees should be planted and
where?

. Research related to general issues faced by watersheds:. e.g. methods of silt control; improved

crop rotation with innovative crops; better means of applying, supplementing or replacing
nitrates; and improved pest management.
. Very specific research questions: e.g. What is the relationship between water quality and
property values on PEI? What are the effects of different types of geothermal heating systems?
. What isthe impact of end of life ponds on watershed hedlth (e.g. ponds created by beavers and
then abandoned; ponds infilled with silt)?

Structure/Organization

The principle of inclusiveness needs to guide watershed planning by bringing together a diverse group of
stakeholders, including the general public. The negotiation required within such a broad range of

interestsis more likely to result in a plan with greater collective ownership.

There are issues posed by the fact that there are so many watersheds on PEI (about 250), and such a
range in the areas covered by different watersheds — some are very small. Furthermore, the watershed
groups themselves vary in size and are at different stages of development. In our consultations, we heard
strong endorsement of the ideathat all watershed groups deserve support for their work. The question

then arises whether there should be consolidation or integration of groups.

At one end of the spectrum are those who feel that “this should not even be debated yet. Each group has

its own specific origins and group of volunteers dedicated to their work.” One of the strengths and
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values of watersheds as an organizing ideaistheir local quality, that people are working close to home
on the land and in the water with which they are most deeply connected, and with members of their own
communities. “ Each watershed group needsits own identity.” A key issue is whether the groups
themselves have control over decisions to join with other watersheds or community organizations. After
two unsuccessful attempts to work with adjacent groups, one member concluded “unless my group is
forced into amalgamation as the only way to survive, we're not for it. . .we wish to keep our individual

identity.”

But members of watershed groups, especially small ones see the value of joining with other groups for
particular purposes (e.g. administration, specific projects) or with groupsin adjacent areas to work on
common concerns. One group with alimited membership joined with surrounding community councils
and municipalities and invited representation from their councils onto their board. One contributor
suggests 12-15 groups could be organized around the mgjor rivers and estuaries on PEI, and proposed a
more centralized approach to the structure and organization of watershed groups in contrast to the
grassroots origins of existing groups. Another participant suggests a very centralized approach where
the Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry would serve as the planning, information
management and administrative centre for watershed issues, prioritizing the watersheds requiring work,

and facilitating interdepartmenta and stakeholder invol vement.

One contributor suggested the Canadian Rivers Heritage System (CRHS) as a useful model for

watersheds. The CRHS program offers a comprehensive system of river management based on national
minimum standards for natural, cultural/human and recreationa values. The Hillsborough and the Three
Rivers (Montague, Brudenell and Cardigan) were selected for the CRHS program. Surrounding communities
develop a management plan for the river to maintain and enhance these three values. While the process and
aims are somewhat different from those recommended for watershed planning, the CRHS program does

offer another model of community involvement and planning focused around our watercourses.

There is considerable interest in the idea of some type of watershed management committee, which
could meet regularly, and could be composed of representatives of watershed groups, relevant
government departments and municipalities. Such agroup would provide auseful context for sharing

information and provide mutual support for ongoing work. There were also suggestions that such a
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group could be aforum for ongoing consultations needed between government and watershed groups on
all issues and policies that have an impact on watersheds. One brief recommended that this group
become the organization to oversee watershed enhancement and restoration efforts on PEI, and be
mandated to disperse government funds to watershed groups based on their watershed management

plans.

New Programs

Much attention has been focused on agriculture during these consultations. Because PEI is a place of
intensive agriculture, agriculture takes place within the view of al of usand is present in most
communities, including the increasingly suburban ones as the cities extend their reach. Agricultureisa
major industry on PEI with alarge socia, economic and environmental impact on the Island. The well-

being of farmers and their practices concern and affect all Islanders.

Many participantstold us clearly that “finger pointing” is abarrier to community based watershed
management planning. Participants were also very clear that agricultural practices are a major
contributing factor to the degradation of watersheds, and that it is imperative to have policies and
programs that effectively address the negative impact of agriculture. Therewas ahigh level of
appreciation for the many farmers who had made positive changesin their practices on the land:
adhering to guidelines for crop rotation, buffer zones, sloped land; and developing Environmental Farm
and Nutrient Management Plans. Participants believed that farmers' efforts to change their practices
need to be widely supported — by government, by industry and by the general public. Most participants
believed that if we regard watersheds as a collective responsibility, the responsibility for the changes
needed in agriculture should be collectively supported, and that the costs should not be borne by the

farmer aone.
Changes in agricultural practices are needed, and there needs to be a public willingness to share in the

responsibility for these changes. Suggested paths to change are: regulation and enforcement; and the

development of programs that promote sustainable agricultural practices.
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Much of what we heard about such programs came from members of the agricultural community.
Severa ideas came from watershed groups who encouraged the development of incentives, tax credits
and low interest loans for landowners instituting changes. Most participants felt that it is essential to
find ways for watershed groups and farmers to work collaboratively, and to integrate farmers into the

planning process.

Two programs were brought to our attention by the agricultural community: Agri Conservation Clubs,
introduced by the PEI Soil and Crop Improvement Association; and Alternative Land Use Services
(ALUS), presented by the Federation of Agriculture and a representative of a Manitoba farm
organization. Both are grassroots programs organized by farmers for farmers that promote a high level
of ownership among participants. They reflect a proactive stance toward environmental stewardship,
where farmers recognize that their practices have a profound impact on the health of the environment.
Both programs seek to engage farmers in hel ping them move toward sustainabl e practices that can
provide the ecological goods and services from which all of us benefit. Pilot projects with these
programs have had high rates of participation because they “present things to farmers in ways they will
readily understand.” Farmers, even those reluctant to change their practices, are more likely to be
responsive to their own colleagues than to the appeals of other groups, and more engaged in a process

over which they fedl considerable ownership.

Involving farmersin the work and planning process of watershed groups isimportant and these
programs address this in several ways. Both have been successful in recruiting and influencing the
practices of the high percentage of farmers required within awatershed to preserve or enhance its
environmental health: an ALUS pilot project in Manitoba attracted 70% of the district farmers who
owned 75% of the land, while an Agri Conservation Club in the Souris River area accounted for 45-50%
of the cleared land in that watershed. In ALUS, local watershed groups identify the environmentally
sensitive lands that are designated for alternative use. Members of Agri Conservation Clubs joined

local watershed groups and served as board members.
While there are common benefits of these programs, each hasits own unique features. Agri

Conservation Clubs use a “ social marketing” approach to help participants identify barriers to and

benefits from improved practices. Incorporating leaders in sustainable agriculture into clubsis one
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means of establishing norms for environmentally beneficial practices. Memberswork with a club co-
ordinator, and with the group, to devel op means of implementing solutions to issues identified in their
Environmental Farm Plans. The aim of this program is to promote behavioural change and enhance
environmental awareness and the Clubs seem to be quite effective in achieving these goals. For
example, there were dramatic increases in testing manure for nutrients and keeping proper field records
among members, and high percentages devel oped Nutrient Management Plans while al club participants
developed Environmental Farm Plans. AsaClub and as individuals, they are guided by the strategic
goals they develop on key environmental issues; for one group, the goal was “ to reduce nutrient loading
of streams and groundwater.” Agri Conservation Clubs reflect a means for farmersto take
responsibility for their environmental behaviour and for implementing meaningful change toward more
sustainable practices. Since the pilot project that funded two local clubs has ended, this program would

require government support to be widely implemented.

ALUS contributes to the health of watersheds through offering incentives for positive agricultural
practices that provide ecologica goods and services. Farmers are paid alocally determined rate per acre
to engage in more environmentally beneficial alternatives to their traditional agricultural practices on
land that isidentified as more likely to contribute to watershed problems. Such lands could be identified
by local watershed groups. This approach attempts to reduce environmental impact while retaining full
working farms, in contrast to the more costly approach of setting land aside. 1n addition to changing
land use practices, ALUS can potentially have an important impact on the perspective of farmers. As
one participant in the program said, “ Thisisthe first time I’ ve looked at a wetland and didn’t think of

how to drainit.”

This program requires substantia financial investment, but it was suggested that “there’s a huge cost in
not doing this.” The Federation of Agriculture has estimated a yearly budget of $7.5 million to
implement ALUS across the Island ($5 million for providing ongoing ecological goods and services and
$2.5 million for one time capital costs for changesto farms). The Federation of Agriculture, dong with
the Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry, and the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Aquacultureis currently developing an ALUS pilot project. If approved, it will be implemented in the
Souris and Trout River watersheds, and local watershed groups would participate in identifying the land

designated for alternative use.
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Along with the very positive responses from a number of participants who heard about ALUS, some
concerns were raised about the idea of rewarding farmers for delivering ecological goods and services.
Of concern was the idea of paying farmers not to engage in practices that are harmful to everyone asthis
would set a poor standard; “Do we pay people not to litter, not to vandalize?” It was suggested that any
rewards need to be for activities that are beyond those that are legislated: people should not be paid for
keeping thelaw. The concept of ecological goods and servicesis avery important and useful idea, but
also acomplex one. Farmers deliver ecological goods and services through sound agricultural practices
on their own land. These services are unavailable when farmers engage in practices that do not reflect
such sound stewardship. While public financial support of good agricultural practices was widely

endorsed, there is concern with the idea that good stewardship should require such support or reward.

During our consultations, anumber of farmers spoke about the demands of the major costs they incurred
in implementing changes to adhere to recent environmental regulations. “It is getting to the point where
it is cost prohibitive for farmersto introduce some of these principlesinto their operations.” They
indicated that they could not recover these costs through their products and that they need assistance.
The “cost of protecting our environment ... should not be the sole responsibility of the farmer.” The
challenge is to find ways to incorporate the concept of ecologica goods and services without
contributing to the idea that farmers cannot afford to implement sound stewardship practices unless they

are paid.

The Role of Government

“ Politicians seeking reelection have not proven to be good stewards of the land.”

“With all due respect, the questions posed by your committee will not lead to
improved water sheds unless we can move politicians to protect watersheds lik