CEPI Steering Committee Meeting Minutes 

Sept. 20, 2006

EFWC Boardroom

 Eskasoni, NS

10:00 am

Present

Charlie Dennis, UINR; Shelley Porter; UINR-CEPI; Brian MacSween, NSDNR; Justin Huston, NSFA; Kevin Squires, BBDFG; Fred Baechler, ADI Ltd.; Rick McCready, CBRM; John MacInnes, NSFA; Robert Livingstone, SRDWA; Jason Naug, DFO-Oceans Management; Lindiwe Macdonald, EC; Andrea Doucette, Stora-Enso; Albert Marshall, UINR-CEPI.
Regrets:

Ian Green, Destination Richmond; Bruce Hatcher, CBU; Pat Bates, BSS; Dave Harris, DNR; Steve MacCormack, LNG.
Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 10:29 am by Charlie Dennis.
Opening Prayer
Albert Marshall opened the meeting with a prayer.
Introductions

Roundtable introductions were done for those who were new to the table. 

Additions/Deletions to the Agenda

There were no changes to the agenda.

Review of Minutes from August 16, 2006

Jason Naug asked that a correction be made to comments attributed to Rick McCready, on p. 6, regarding sharing of information related to developments, EIA’s and regulations between municipalities and other government agencies.  Although protocols do exist between provincial and federal agencies, there are none in place for municipalities.  Justin Huston commented these types of agreements/protocols could be a deliverable in the management plan.  Albert M. recommended that it should be simply a part of doing business for these agencies to inform Pitu’paq and CEPI about developments that affect the mandates of the latter committees.  Currently, responses are reactive; in the true spirit of collaboration, participants should be informed while things are in process, not after developments have been approved or even have already begun.
Motion: Fred Baechler moved the minutes be accepted pending the recommended changes; Robert Livingstone seconded; all approved, motion carried.

Business Arising from the Minutes
There was some discussion regarding the calculation of the value of in-kind contributions to CEPI.  This information was requested by Lindiwe MacDonald at one of the summer meetings. Some information has been received from committee members, but not all have contacted her. Lindiwe M. emphasized that senior management need to see the true value of the initiative, and this is one way of putting a number on it.  It is a good measure of the effort going into the CEPI.  Lindiwe M. has a formula to calculate contributions, and will share it with anyone who needs a template.  

Charlie Dennis asked if each organization can and must use this formula? There was some discussion and questions regarding the formula and how it is applied.  Lindiwe M. indicated that things such as travel, and even unpublished data or reports, or maps, publicity, etc. can be included as in-kind contributions.  Volunteer time is also valued at a salaried rate.  
Jason N. asked if there could be a ‘backfiring effect’, in that some agencies could look at their in-kind and conclude they contribute too much, thereby negatively affecting funding in the future.  This will have to be considered.
There should also be a breakdown by private vs. public agencies.  

Justin H. reminded members to also count the time they dedicate to CEPI between meetings.  Charlie D. suggested this calculation be added to the agenda for the next meeting, and for committee members to please bring their estimates, suggestions, and ideas around this issue.
From the Nova Forest Alliance presentation portion of the minutes, it was noted that Pictou Landing already has a program through the NFA.  FNFP [First Nations Forestry Program] is involved with this model forest project, which has non-timber forest products as one of its foci.  It may be a good idea for UINR to seek a partnership with Pictou Landing.  Andrea Doucette informed the committee that the woodlands unit of Stora-Enso is seeking Forestry Stewardship Council [FSC] certification this Fall.  Their application has been submitted to the international agency for approval.  One aspect of this application process is non-timber forest products.   
Lindiwe M. commented that First Nations took an interest in the Forestry Stewardship Council standards because they take First Nations into account.  Canadian standards do not consider First Nations concerns, etc.

Fred B. asked if water management was part of the FSC standards.  Andrea D. said they are looking at the effects of forestry on watersheds; the goals and standards are related to forestry practices and conditions.  Fred B. asked if there was a possibility for the CEPI to do a monitoring project.  Andrea D. replied that this was a distinct possibility, but she was not able to comment on funding.  A literature review is being conducted on the effects of forestry on watersheds.  There is interest in partnerships.
Charlie D. apologized, but indicated our agenda for the day is rather involved and we must get on with it.
SOE Planning – chaired by Jason Naug
The completion of the SOE is vital to the management planning process.  We can’t plan if we do not have a good idea of the watershed’s current health.  We also must identify data gaps.

a. Discussion on purpose and audiences for SOE report 
We must always keep the end user in mind when developing our plan.  The SOE can be used to communicate with the public regarding the health of the Bras d’Or.  It may also be used to support program or policy changes.

b. Current status of SOE report 
Only two sections of the SOE have been attempted, marine water quality and freshwater quality.  These sections must be finalized.  Lindiwe M. gave some more background on SOE reporting, and distributed copies of the SOE for Casco Bay (prepared by the Casco Bay Estuary Partnership) as an example of a readable, “user-friendly” SOE.  We need to develop an action plan directly tied to the indicators in the SOE, those measurable variables that tell us what we need to know about the “health” of the Bras d’Or. 

Albert M. said we also need to include Traditional Ecological Knowledge [TEK] and the actual needs of the communities and make sure these are addressed in the context of communities’ values. Up until now it seems that TEK is only mentioned or acknowledged, not truly integrated.  This should be done as a supplement to the modern science we do.  It doesn’t seem as if TEK has been meaningfully integrated into the SOE.

Lindiwe M. said this was also a concern of EC.  All the historical data we have may be in the form of TEK. Albert M. indicated he would like to see TEK used to build an alternative, more holistic perspective; he also would like to see a true balance of TEK and modern science, not just lip service paid to traditional ways.
Jason N. suggested perhaps we need two separate documents, a summary and a comprehensive report.  Fred B. asked who really is the final audience for this?  Jason N. said definitely not a technical one, so this cannot be a technical report.  There was discussion around the type and number of documents required.  We may need several.  The management plan may address some issues for many audiences. The critical document is the one for managers. The Communications Committee may have to create various documents tailored to the needs of the communities and the governments involved.
Justin H. asked that the distinction between the EOAR and the SOE be explained, and Jason N. offered the explanation.  The EOAR is a broader, more descriptive document.

Discussion then turned to the current status of the SOE.  Fred B. reminded the committee that these are draft documents, and need to be reviewed.  If anyone has comments or criticisms on the freshwater chapter, please submit them to Fred ASAP so he can complete the final draft.

Albert M. asked that we emphasize that communities have control and will have input.  Planning should be community-driven.  People must be able to see where they fit.

Rick McCready had some comments on the draft reports.  In the marine SOE, he has identified 18 areas he feels require clarification.  There are significant data gaps, and he does not feel as it stands the report is adequate for use in making recommendations to a municipal council.  Rick M.’s comments will be forwarded to EC scientists via Lindiwe M.  Justin H. commented that we may have bitten off more than we can chew with this project.  We need to focus our resources better.
Lindiwe M. said the need for consistencies with definitions etc. is critical.  

Charlie D. would like to have something ready for the Senior Council meeting in November – is this possible?  Lindiwe M. and Jason N. both indicated this was unlikely.

The next part of the meeting consisted of attempting to identify indicators related to various environments of the Bras d’Or.

c. Potential indicators of ecosystem health 
Indicators are required related to the marine environment, freshwater environment, terrestrial environment, human uses, etc.  Justin H. commented that one of the CEPI’s roles is to identify research needs.  Lindiwe M. emphasized this must include TEK.  Justin H. said TEK can change benchmarks, because it is more far-reaching (older).  
There was a general discussion about indicators, which to use and techniques for their measurement.

LUNCH BREAK: 12:10 pm
Reconvened 1:12 pm
Discussion of SOE, cont.   
Lists of possible indicators for several parameters are below.  At the end of the day, it was decided this list should be reviewed against the published literature.  Along with our list, we need to take current management responses into account (for example, DNR already has an integrated resource management plan); as well as evaluate what monitoring is being done, and what monitoring tools are available.  

Possible indicators include:

1)  Watershed

· Hydrology
· Precipitation Chemistry - Total Precipitation & Depth of Snow Pack

· Groundwater Level

· Total Dissolved Solids in Streams

· Stream Flow

· Suspended Sediment in Streams

· Nutrients in Streams

· Plants
· Rare Plants

· Invasive Plants

· Medicinal Plants


· Forests 
· Percentage of Clear-cut

· Percentage of Mature Forest

· Road Density

· Spraying

· Age Class Distribution

· Species variety

· Protected Areas

· Riparian Zones


· Fish
· Salmon 

· Trout

· Benthic Invertebrates

· Gaspereaux


· Wildlife
· Marten

· Moose 

· Deer

· Lynx

· Songbirds

· Raptors

· Migratory Birds

· Beavers 

· Common Loons

· Amphibians 

· Reptiles


· Habitat

· Forests – Old Growth

· Wetlands, bogs, fens, coastal zones, & percentage of total area
· Significant Habitat (DNR)

· Barrens

· Stream Habitat


2)  Marine

· Fish

· Herring

· Mussels

· Oysters

· Eels


· Plants

· Eel Grass


· Sea Level

· Bras d’Or Lake Level

· Shoreline Erosion


· Introduced Species

· Star Tunicate
· MSX

· Green Crab


· Water Quality

· Chemical

· Sedimentation

· See report (p.47)

3)  Human Uses

· Population clusters & seasonal population (note: gaps in the information for ¾ of watershed) 

· Agriculture

· Forestry

· Residential development

· Industrial development

· Roads (traffic density & rail lines) 
· Recreation

· Cottages

· Boating 

· ATV use

· Golf courses 

· Fishing

· Hunting

· Trapping

· Drilled wells

· Septic fields

· Sewage treatment plants

· Mining & quarries

· Land ownership patterns

· Dump & landfill sites

· Wharfs & marinas 

· Shipping

· Aquaculture

· Parks/protected areas (percentage)

· Hydro-lines

4)  Management Reponses

· Need to increase communication & partnerships between government, industry & communities.

· Develop a monitoring group.

5)  Management Tools

· GIS/TEK

· Wildlife surveys

· Water quality surveys

· Management plans

· Environmental assessments
The meeting concluded with some pondering of our progress or lack thereof.  It was decided we needed to look at other SOEs and watershed management plans.  Jason Naug asked that everyone make an effort to send information from other watershed plans and SOE’s.
Next Meeting
October 18, 2006

9:30 am, EFWC Boardroom, Eskasoni

Closing Prayer
Albert Marshall
Meeting adjourned at 3:05 pm.
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