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Abstract 

Stakeholders engaged in land use planning and development in Halifax County and in 
Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM) have recognized Waters Advisory Boards 
(W ABs) for their expertise in water resource protection for over 35 years. During this 
time, W ABs have played a significant role in providing informal advice to land use 
planning and development stakeholders, and formal advice to municipal government 
units, about implementing ecologically responsible land use practices designed to protect 
HRM water resources. Despite these efforts, water resources continue to be degraded as a 
result of non-ecologically responsible land use practices. 

The Halifax Watershed Advisory Board (HWAB) has been formally designated, 
through a "Motion in Council'', to provide advice to HRM about how to protect water 
resources with respect to land use planning and development activities under its 
jurisdiction defined by its Terms of Reference. Given the role of the Halifax Watershed 
Advisory Board (HWAB), this case study found that the HW AB's ability to influence 
water resource protection through the land use planning and development activity review 
process is constrained. Factors contributing to the HW AB's ability to influence were 
identified through the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses of data collected 
through direct observations, documentation and policy review, archival records, and 
surveys and interviews with land use planning and development stakeholders. The 
findings were analysed based on what the literature describes as an influential natural 
resource advisory group process. Recommendations were made on how the HW AB could 
have more influence on land use planning and development activities to protect water 
resources in HRM. 
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1 Case Study of the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board 

"A land ethic of course cannot prevent the alteration, management, 
and use of these "resources, " but it does affirm their right to continued 
existence, and at least in spots, their continued existence in a natural 
state" (Leopold, 1949). 

1.1 STUDY SCOPE 

The cumulative effects of non-ecologically responsible land use practices degrade 

water quality, water quantity, and quality of life associated with water resources, create 

health risks and undesirable aesthetic effects, and render habitats unsuitable for wildlife 

(Scott et al., 1991; Keizer et al, 1993; Griffiths Muecke, 1994; Wilson 2000; Dillon 2002; 

Brandes et al., 2005; HRM RMPS, 2006). In Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM), 

examples of non-ecologically responsible land use practices include stream-bank erosion 

due to vegetation removal, non-impervious surfaces (e.g., paved driveways) adjacent to 

waterways, malfunctioning (or absent) septic systems allowing untreated sewage effluent 

to run into watercourses, and fish-kills resulting from ground-breaking activities on land 

containing pyritic slate. These and other development-related activities all contribute to 

the degradation of water quality, water quantity, and quality of life and an increase in 

public demand for water resource protection. 

At least as early as the 1930s, governments in Canada recognized the need for 

natural resource management (Gillies, 1989). Throughout North America, particularly in 

the 1960s, the public demanded input into the decisions that affected the environment and 

quality of life in response to massive increases in urban development (Grant, 1994 ). 

About the same time resource management was being demanded by the public domain 

(Grant, 1994; Gillies, 1989; Sinclair, 2002; Brandes et al., 2005; and Webler & Tuler, 

2006), citizen advisory boards were seen as a way to directly involve stakeholders in a 

given activity process to address concerns expressed by citizens and regulators about 

health, safety, and environmental issues, and to address issues concerning acceptability 

and legitimacy (Branch and Bradbury, 2006; Manzer, pers. comm., 2007). The public in 
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the Halifax County/HRM region 1 were part of this ground swell, urging governments to 

protect the public's health and safety with respect to local water resources. The Halifax 

County/HRM region government agencies recognized the value of tapping into the water 

resource protection expertise local citizens had to offer, to make up for what was lacking 

within its municipal staff (Griffiths Muecke 1988; Manzer, pers. comm. 2007). In l 971, 

Dartmouth City Council responded by creating the Dartmouth Lakes Advisory 

Committee (DLAC) through a "Motion in Council" to act as Dartmouth's water resource 

advisor- the first Waters2 Advisory Board (W AB) of the Halifax County/HRM region 

(Manzer, pers. comm. 2007). 

Since then, as many as six3 W ABs have functioned in the Halifax County/HRM 

region, providing advice to various agencies about how to protect the water resources 

within their jurisdictions from the impacts of land use planning and development 

activities. The Halifax Watershed Advisory Board (HWAB) was the latest HRM W AB to 

be created, in February 1996. 

A WAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources is affected by many 

factors within the land use planning and development activity review process. Foremost 

in the process are the stakeholders, each playing a role (or multiple roles) in influencing 

the decision toward an outcome of his/her activity of interest. W ABs are a form of public 

participation stakeholder. The stakeholders with the final say in the review process in this 

study are the Council/councillors. The scope of this study is focussed on the HW AB 

stakeholders who play the role of appointed water resource protection advisors to 

Council, within the land use planning and development activity review process, 

according to its Terms of Reference (ToR). The timeframe of this study is from 

February1996 to January 2005. 

1 Prior to April, 1996, there were four municipal units within Halifax County; The City of Halifax, The City 
of Dartmouth, The Town of Bedford and Halifax County which were amalgamated to become the Halifax 
Regional Municipality (HRM) in April 1996. 
2 In this study the term "waters" is used as an encompassing reference to a watershed, river(s), and lake(s). 
3 Only the four waters advisory groups that had jurisdiction over Halifax County's four municipal units 
which existed immediately prior to amalgamation are focused on in this study. 
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1.2 STUDY QUESTION AND DEFINITIONS 

To gain insight into an HRM WAB's ability to influence water resource protection 

in its role to provide advice to Council through the land use planning and development 

activity review process, the research question posed is: 

"Given its role, how is the HWAB able to influence water resource protection?" 

The terms "HWAB's role", "ability to influence", "water resource", and "water 

resource protection" are frequently used in this study and are defined below. 

• The HWAB's role is defined by its ToR, which is introduced in section 1 .4, and 

described in greater detail in Chapter 4. 

• Abi1ity to influence is defined as the capacity to have an impact upon someone or an 

event to achieve a desired outcome, which, in this study, is the protection of water 

resources. 

• Water resource is derived from the Province of Nova Scotia's Environment Act 

definition, which states "all fresh and marine waters comprising all surface water, 

groundwater4 and coastal water" (Province of Nova Scotia, 1 994-95). Wetlands are 

also included as a water resource in this study. 

• Water resource protection is about mitigating the impacts of land use planning and 

development activity on the water quality, water quantity, and quality of life 

associated with water resources, through ecologically responsible land use practices 

designed so the ecological integrity of the watershed's ecosystem is minimally 

affected. An ecosystem containing a healthy diversity of living and non-living 

organisms that interact has ecological integrity. 

• Land use planning and development activity is what the reviewing stakeholders are 

influencing through the design/development, review and approval stages of the 

4 Groundwater sources do not necessarily follow the boundaries of a natural watershed and cannot be 
considered an absolute component of a particular watershed so it needs to be defined as a distinct entity. 
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process; and what the stewards are responsible for upholding and performing during 

the implementation and operational stages of the process . 

. 1.3 RATIONALE 

In a report to Environment Canada and Fisheries and Oceans entitled Watershed 

Advisory Groups in Nova Scotia: An assessment of their present and possible roles in 

watershed management Griffiths Muecke (1988) explain that since the "appropriate 

environmental expertise" was not adequately found within municipal government or 

provincial environment departments, advisory groups took "on the role of local 

environmental protectors and advisors." According to Griffiths Muecke (1988), "[t]he 

division of jurisdictional authority over water between three levels of government, 

several government departments, and a number of pieces of legislation, [sic) means that 

no one agency has the overall responsibility for fresh surface water." As a result of no 

one having overall responsibility, "[t]here are significant gaps in the major pieces of 

legislation when it comes to providing a legal framework for water quality management 

and planning" (Griffiths Muecke, 1988). This means that the WABs "are operating in a 

jurisdictional no-mans-land with little or no legislative back-up" Griffiths Muecke 

(1988). However, Griffiths Muecke ( 1988) argues that W ABs can help to compensate for 

the void in jurisdictional authority with its knowledge and expertise that can influence the 

decision to use ecologically responsible land use practices through the land use planning 

and development activity review process. 

The Griffiths Muecke ( 1988) study determined that the main strength of advisory 

groups is they "provide a forum for consultation and discussion between competing 

interests on water quality management, and a mechanism to identify preventive actions 

which can forestall future water management problems" (Griffiths Muecke, 1988). 

However, their study also found waters advisory group roles were not "well defined 

within any level of government," and varied depending on the structure of each group. 

The Nova Scotia waters advisory groups studied by Griffiths Muecke (1988) were 

organized according to three general styles of operation: policy advisory, technical 

advisory and citizen advisory. The policy role involved "bringing about change through 
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new policies and legislation." The technical role involved gathering "technical 

information for the council" to use "as background material for decisions on 

developments affecting waterways." The citizen role brought "local concerns and issues 

to council's attention." Most WABs were found in their study to concurrently use more 

than one style, in that each group overlapped "some aspects of policy, technical review 

and public input" (Griffiths Muecke, 1988). Furthermore, as advisers rather than 

lobbyers, W ABs have the means to incorporate environmental protection into economic 

development processes in their local community (Griffiths Muecke, 1988). 

Since the Griffiths Muecke (1988) study, literature sources including Gillies (1989), 

Dockstator (1991), Bengston (1994), Mitchell (1995), Vasseur et al., (1997), Phillips & 

Graham (1998), Sinclair & Hutchison (1998), Ho (1999), McGinnis (1999), Branch & 

Bradbury, (2006), and Webler & Tuler (2006) have identified key factors of successful 

Natural Resource Advisory Boards (NRABs). There are also many literature sources 

including Keizer (1993), Vaughan (1993), Mitchel & Sbrubsole (1994), Ho (1999), 

Michaels (1999), Wilson (2000), Dillon (2002), and Brandes et al. (2005) who discuss 

watershed management elements. By exploring the factors of successful NRABs, 

elements of watershed management, and the context within which the HW AB operates, 

this study develops recommendations on how the HW AB may enhance its ability to 

influence water resource protection in its role to provide advice to Council through the 

land use planning and development activity review process. 

It has been almost 20 years since the study conducted by Griffiths Muecke (1988) 

about W ABs in Nova Scotia assessed the roles W ABs play in watershed management in 

Nova Scotia. The HW AB was not included in that study because it did not exist at that 

time. The literature sources who studied W ABs identified the positive aspects of W ABs 

as developing supportive relationships, providing a positive public profile, having 

working relationships with proponents from an economic standpoint, helping to introduce 

water resource protection by-laws, initiating consultation between competing interests, 

and creating mechanisms to identify preventive actions to mitigate future water resource 

problems. W ABs also provide hands-on management at the municipal level, and can 

provide a useful mechanism for integrating economic development and environmental 

management. 
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This study of the HW AB goes further than previous literature sources to show what 

factors contribute to an HRM WAB's ability to influence the protection of water 

resources according to its ToR, and to identify ways its ability to influence the protection 

of water resources may be enhanced. 

1.4 HRM W AB ROLE 

The three existing HRM W ABs5 have slightly different purposes for advising on 

matters related to lakes, natural waterways, and watersheds, due to their evolution within 

the political landscape and their ToR. The Griffiths Muecke Study (1988) found the 

W ABs they studied, which included the Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Board (DLAB) and 

the Bedford Waters Advisory Board (BW AB), had a common cause in wanting "to see 

water quality and water quantity managemenfcriteria incorporated into development 

decisions." The HW AB has the same cause. Each HRM WAB provides knowledge of 

local water resource and community issues, and expertise on water resource protection 

techniques to Councils, and the other stakeholders involved with the land use planning 

and development activity review process. Current HRM W ABs work within a 

cooperative land use planning and development activity review process as shown in Fig. 

I: W AB Input to HRM Development Application and Rezoning Applications on the next 

page. 

5 Duling the course of this study the three existing W ABs were the DLAB, the B W AB and the HW AB. 
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Figure I: W AB Input to HRM Development Agreement and Rezoning 

Source: HW AB 
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1.5 THEHWAB 

The purpose of the HW AB is 

"[T]o advise Community or Regional Council on all matters related to 
the management and alteration of the lakes, rivers, watercourses, coastal 
inlets and their watersheds within Halifax Regional Municipality6, and to 
act as an advisory resource in providing Community or Regional Council 
with recommendations for their sustainable use" (HW AB ToR). 

The HW AB responsibilities associated with its purpose are listed in the ToR 

(Appendix A), and define the HWAB's role. The HWAB's area of jurisdiction is 

illustrated in Figure IT HRM Waters Advisory Board Jurisdictions on the next page. A 

colour map depicting the jurisdictions of each W AB in relation to polling districts and 

watershed boundaries is found in Appendix B: HRM Watershed Boundaries, Municipal 

Polling Districts and WAB Jurisdictions. Stobo et al. (undated) describe the function of 

the HWAB as "an example of how partnering between the public, government and 

proponents of industrial, residential, or recreational development can be conducted in a 

non-confrontational (manner) to mitigate degradation of the environment." 

The majority of cases reviewed by the HW AB are by request from the HRM 

Planning Department regarding land use planning and development activity proposals. 

Occasionally, the HWAB provides recommendations on documents from agencies 

outside HRM or from HRM staff, and on activities brought to the HWAB's attention by 

the public, or by HWAB representatives. The objective of the HWAB is defined in 

Appendix C: Guidelines for Protecting our Water Resources 7 as "the protection of water 

quality and quantity, as well as the quality of life associated with our water resources." 

6 According to the HWAB Terms of Reference "where the words "Halifax Regional Municipality" or "the 
Municipality" are stated, these shall refer to those areas as defined on the accompanying map setting out 
the area of jurisdiction of the Board" (Appendix B). 
7 The Guidelines for Protecting Our Water Resources was created by the H W AB to guide it and 
development proponents in making its recommendations for water resource protection. 
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I-IRM Waters Advisory Board Jurisdictions 
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The HW AB was chosen as a case study subject out of all the HRM W ABs because: 

• the HWAB's strict focus is on protecting water quality, water quantity, and quality of 

life associated with water resources helps to confine this study's focus area; 

• the HW AB application review process covers the broadest range of land 

development-related cases in HRM (See Figure II: HRM Waters Advisory Board 

Jurisdictions); 

• the HW AB jurisdiction broadly covers HRM geographic and settlement types 

including urban, suburban and rural areas; 

• the HWAB has essentially operated post-amalgamation, allowing this study to 

observe the evolution of the role of the HW AB within the context of a developing 

municipal unit while allowing this study to cover a more manageable time span of 1 0  

years compared to 30; and 

• the HW AB uses all three advisory board styles defined by Griffiths Muecke ( 1988) 

i.e., policy, technical, and citizen advisory roles. 

1.6 STUDY OBJECTIVES 

To help explain how the HW AB is able to influence water resource protection in its 

role to provide advice to Council through the land use planning and development activity 

review process, this study will concentrate on three objectives: 

• to present the context of the HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection in 

its role to advise Council through the land use planning and development activity 

rev1ew process; 

• to identify the factors that contribute to the HWAB's ability to influence water 

resource protection in its role to provide advice to Council through the land use 

planning and development activity review process; and 

• to recommend how to enhance the HWAB's ability to influence water resource 

protection in its role to provide advice to Council through the land use planning and 

development activity review process. 
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1. 7 STUDY BIASES 

The researcher is a member of the Shubenacadie Watershed Environmental 

Protection Society (SWEPS), one of the waters protection groups interviewed for this 

study. Some may argue that potential biases are produced when the researcher is also a 

participant of the research. According to Yin, (2003) in his book Case Study Research: 

Design and Methods, this position provides an opportunity to "perceive reality from the 

viewpoint of someone 'inside' the case study rather than external to it" and that "many 

have argued that such a perspective is invaluable in producing an 'accurate' portrayal of a 

case study phenomenon." The researcher was cognisant throughout this study of her 

biases and has taken steps to provide a balanced approach to the research. 

1.8 STUDY OUTLINE 

This study explains what contributes to the HWAB's ability to influence water 

resource protection in the context of its role, set out by its ToR, in the land use planning 

and development activity review process, and recommends how the HWAB's ability to 

influence water resource protection may be enhanced. 

This chapter outlined the rationale and objectives of this study and introduced the 

HW AB. Chapter 2 describes the methods used to collect and analyse the data examined 

in this study. Chapter 3 provides the background literature on water resources, its 

management and protection, how land-use processes and governance affects them, and 

the factors that contribute to the success ofNRABs within an activity process. Chapter 4 

sets up the case study within the HRM context and explains the HWAB's role in more 

detail. Chapter 5 shows the findings that indicated what factors contribute to the 

HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection in its role to advise Council 

through the land use planning and development activity review process. The findings 

came from the quantitative analysis of the data from the HWAB's advisory reports 

containing its recommendations, and the qualitative analysis of the data collected from 

the documents, archival records, surveys and interviews, and meeting observations. 

Chapter 6 discusses the findings, and provides recommendations on how its ability to 

influence may be enhanced. Chapter 7 provides an overview of the study conclu�ions and 

recommendations for future research. 
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2 Research Methods 

This study uses a case study approach. Sources of guidance to this approach were 

Leedy & Ormrod (2001) and Yin (2003). The approach used in this study corresponds to 

the frameworks these authors describe for case studies and considers the different views 

each author expressed about a design. While Yin (2003) views the case study design as 

encompassing qualitative evidence, Leedy & Ormrod (2001) view the case study as a 

subset of a qualitative research design. The key characteristics each describes as 

components of a case study design complement each other and are used to support this 

study's research approach. 

2. 1 RESEARCH STRATEGY RATIONALE 

Case studies are among five research strategies that are used to collect and analyze 

empirical evidence (Yin, 2003). A case study asks in its initial study question "how" and 

"why" questions, more than "who'', "where", "what" and ''when", which the other 

strategies pose in addition to the "how" and "why" questions. Yin (2003) explains that 

case studies are more appropriate to use when asking "how" and "why" questions, 

"because such questions deal with operational links needing to be traced over time, rather 

than mere frequencies or incidence." The case study should satisfy the situation when "a 

"how" or "why" question is being asked about a contemporary set of events, over which 

the investigator has little or no control" (Yin, 2003). According to Leedy & Ormrod 

(2001)  and Yin (2003), case studies are well suited for learning more about a little known 

or poorly understood subject. They both also contend that it is useful for learning how a 

program changes over time. This study satisfies these conditions. 

Using multiple sources of data is considered necessary for the case study research 

design strategy (Yin, 2003), and considered an important method of data collection for 

case studies (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). Using the "triangulation" method of data 

collection for single case studies (as opposed to a multiple case study) is an important 

means to increase the validity of the case study findings since generalizations are difficult 

to assume if few sources of data are used. Comparing multiple data sources that converge 

12 



toward common facts or themes supports the validity of the research findings (Leedy & 

Ormrod, 2001 ;  Yin, 2003) where "any contradictions within the data are reconciled" 

(Leedy & Ormrod, 200 1). According to Leedy & Ormrod (2001 )  and Yin (2003), using 

multiple sources of evidence allows the researcher to "address a broader range of 

historical, attitudinal, and behavioural issues." Yin (2003) argues the most important 

advantage of this method is that it allows for "the development of converging lines of 

inquiry, a process of triangulation . . . .  " The design of this case study is based on 

constructing a generalized theory model supported by selections of interconnected themes 

that emerge from the analysis of triangulated data to explain how the HW AB is able to 

influence water resource protection in its role to provide advice to Council through the 

land use planning and development activity review process. 

2.2 DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

The methods of data collection described in the following subsections are 

components of the method of triangulation whereby all the data collected converge to 

form common facts or themes which together support the generalized theory about the 

case study. 

2.2.1 Direct Observations 

The researcher attended eight HWAB meetings and two BWAB meetings. Instead 

of attending DLAB meetings, the researcher interviewed their Chairperson. The method 

used to collect observations of the W AB operations was by transcribing notes in a 

notebook and later reviewing them for common themes or "factors" that converged with 

the data that was collected using the other methods. These observations provided a sense 

of the Board's operations and behavioural dynamics that was not apparent by analyzing 

the minutes and archival documents. 

2.2.2 Surveys and Interviews 

The documents associated with the surveys and interviews are found in Appe_µP,ix- p 

and further described in the sections below. This study's credibility is strengthened 
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through comments from live participants from a broad spectrum of stakeholders which 

adds another data collection source to the triangulation method. 

Ethical Considerations 

To conduct surveys with live participants requires approval through Dalhousie 

University's Social Sciences and Humanities Human Research Ethics Board to ensure 

that what is being asked of the individual is appropriate and ethical. Participants were 

invited to participate by various means described in the survey distribution section, based 

on a letter describing the study and what was expected of the participant found in 

Appendix D (a): Letfer of Invitation to Survey Participants. Those who agreed to 

participate were given a consent form found in Appendix D (b): Consent Forms to 

indicate whether their level of participation in the study was: 

• to opt in, understanding they will not be quoted; 

• to opt in, understanding they may be quoted anonymously; or 

• to opt in, understanding they may be quoted. 

The surveys and interview questionnaires were introduced with the consent forms. 

Since most participants consented to being quoted, the ability to keep the identities 

concealed (due to extrapolation) of those who did make comments and chose not to be 

quoted could be considered compromised. To overcome these concerns, the researcher 

did not include lists of names of HW AB representatives, councillors, proponents, or 

names of individual representatives who participated in the group meetings. 

Where faxes were used as a method of returning the surveys, the fax modem 

receiving the surveys was contained in the personal office computer of the researcher, so 

their results were not seen by anyone but the researcher. When the data was transcribed 

into spreadsheets, responses from those who consented were labelled according to their 

name, and those who did not consent to being quoted were labelled with a random letter. 
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Survey Design 

Three different questionnaires were developed to target three distinct groups of land 

use planning and development activity review process stakeholders. For the stakeholders 

who received HW AB recommendation reports, i.e., HRM planning staff, councillors, and 

proponents, their survey is found in Appendix D (c): Survey for Stakeholders Receiving 

HW AB Recommendation Reports. The survey for HW AB representatives (past and 

present) is found in Appendix D (d): Survey for HWAB Representatives. The survey for 

community waters groups is found in Appendix D (e): Questionnaire for Community 

Group Interviews. Each of these surveys was designed so they also could be used as a 

guide to conduct interviews with interested participants. The surveys for the community 

waters groups were designed with the idea that it would be used in a group meeting 

setting. 

Using three different sets of questionnaires tailored to each stakeholder group 

allowed the questions to focus on each group's different role in the land use planning and 

development activity review process to ascertain: 

• each stakeholder's perspective on land use planning and development activities; 

• the importance of protecting water resources from the impacts of such activities; 

• the HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection in its role within the land 

use planning and development activity review process; and 

• the role public participation plays in the land use planning and development activity 

review process. 

Open-ended questions, rating scales, and checklists were all used in the design of 

the surveys to elicit as wide a range as possible the stakeholders' perceptions about the 

focus of the study. The language used for the surveys was appropriate for the general 

public. 

To assist in the discussion of the findings, the sliding-scale numbers from the 

survey questionnaires were assigned terms in words to describe the level of importance 

indicated by the respondents: a five (5) is described as "very", a four ( 4) as "quite", a 

three (3) as "somewhat", a two (2) as "not very" and a one (1)  as "not at all". 
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The rankings from 1 to 5 ( 1 denoting "strongly disagree" and 5 denoting "strongly 

agree") asked for in the questionnaire regarding level of agreement where: a five (5) is 

described as "strongly agree", a four ( 4) as "agree'', a three (3) as "neither agree nor 

disagree", a two (2) as "disagree" and a one (1) as "strongly disagree". 

Survey Distribution and Collection 

The methods of distribution and collection used to facilitate stakeholder 

participation are described below. 

• Letters requesting current HW AB representatives to participate in the study were 

distributed to them at the HW AB meeting. Past HW AB representatives were 

telephoned to request their participation. Completed questionnaires were collected at 

subsequent HW AB meetings or mailed back to the researcher in the envelope 

provided. 

• Councillors (in the HWAB jurisdiction) were invited to participate in a letter, directed 

to them by the Municipal Clerk. Their completed questionnaires were either mailed 

back to the researcher or faxed via the Municipal Clerk. 

• Planners (in the HW AB jurisdiction) were invited by letter and urged to participate 

through the planner representative on the HWAB. These invitations to Planners were 

followed up by phone. The surveys were collected at the Municipal Office. 

• Developers were solicited by phone and selected randomly using the Homebuilders 

Association of Nova Scotia membership list. Their surveys were returned by mail or 

by fax machine. 

• Community waters groups were identified using an environmental list serve. One of 

the community groups filled out a survey independently of the researcher's presence, 

instead of participating in a group meeting (the preferred method of data collection 

from this sector). 

Interviews 

Individual interviews were guided by the respective surveys. The interview format 

used was via telephone or face-to-face meetings with past and present HW AB volunteer 
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representatives, planning staff, councillors and developers, and with community waters 

groups through group meeting interviews. Two interviews were conducted without using 

the survey as a guide - with the Chair of the DLAB and the former chair of the 

decommissioned Halifax Lakes and Waters Advisory Committee (HL WAC). 

Group Interviews 

Group interviews were conducted following a survey questionnaire consisting 

primarily of open-ended questions as the guiding instrument of the group interview. The 

questionnaire was designed for community waters groups to gather a sense of the land 

use planning and development activity issues in their community, water resource 

management issues, and their affect on these communities. 

2.2.3 Documentation and Policy Review 

The documents and policies that were reviewed include: 

• HRM Regional MunicipaJ Planning Strategy (HRM RMPS, 2006); 

• HRM Regional Planning Study Process Fact Sheets, and Open House comments; 

• HWAB meeting minutes from the HWAB's inception in February 1996 to January 

2005; 

• letters from the HW AB to internal and external agencies including other W ABs, 

Councils, provincial government departments, and HRM planning staff; 

• HW AB Recommendation (advisory) Reports on land use planning and development 

activity applications to councils, HRM planning staff, and to the development 

proponent; and 

• newspaper clippings that provided insight into the HW AB' s operational context. 

2.2.4 Archival Records 

To provide context to this study, the archival records reviewed included the 

organizationaJ chart of the HWAB's role in the land use planning and development 

application review process, past and current versions of each WAB's Terms of 

Reference, HW AB Guidelines, and W AB jurisdiction maps. 
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2.3 DATA ANALYSIS METHODS 

This study derives its analytic framework from the issues that swfaced through the 

quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data, collected from the documentation, 

archival records, and surveys and interviews, which were compared with the background 

literature describing the factors that contribute to a successful NRAB activity process. 

The following methods were used to conduct the data analysis: 

• a review of the archival records that define the role of the HW AB; 

• a quantitative analysis of the recommendations provided in the HW AB' s advisory 

reports, in HW AB minutes, in letters and memoranda to Council and to outside 

agencies regarding issues that were more broad in scope. This analysis identified the 

knowledge and expertise factors contributing to the HW AB's ability to influence 

water resource protection through the land use planning and development activity 

review process; 

• a qualitative analysis of the documentation, direct observations, interviews and 

surveys, and archival records to identify the governance factors contributing to the 

HW AB's ability to influence water resource protection through the land use planning 

and development activity review process; and 

• linkages to the factors contributing to an NRAB's ability to influence the outcome of 

activity in the background literature, with the factors that contribute to the HW AB's 

ability to influence the protection of water resources within its role, and how the 

HWAB's ability to influence may be enhanced. 

Organizing and preparing the collected data initially involved transcribing it into 

Excel spreadsheets. The documentation data was transcribed into an Excel spreadsheet 

labelled "case reviews". The surveys and group interviews were transcribed into a 

separate Excel spreadsheet and labelled "surveys and interviews". Individual interviews 

conducted with some of the participants were transcribed into individual files. Direct 

observations were transcribed into a notebook. 
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Two primary categories emerged along quantitative and qualitative lines as the 

documentation data was being transcribed into the "case reviews" spreadsheet: 

recommendations, and factors that contributed to the HW AB 's ability to influence water 

resource protection in its role to advise Council through the land use planning and 

development activity review process. This data was sorted into separate worksheets 

within the "case reviews" spreadsheet and labelled "recommendations" and "factors". 

2.3.1 Quantitative Data 

The "recommendations" data came from documentation containing the Board's 

advice on the cases they reviewed and provided to councils, the HRM planning 

department, and the development proponent. From the "recommendation" data 

spreadsheet, the data was categorized under the following headings: 

• Year First Mentioned; 

• Times Recommendation Mentioned; 

• Recommendation Type (e.g., development specifications, buffer, e�osion and 

sedimentation control plan); 

• HW AB Recommendations as Recorded in Minutes (verbatim from reports or 

minutes); 

• Land Use Project Type (e.g., single family dwelling, construction debris site); and 

• Notes (highlighting significance to research). 

Categorizing the recommendations under these headings allowed the data to be 

analyzed in a quantitative way to determine: 

• the numbers of cases upon which the HW AB made recommendations; 

• the sorts and frequencies of recommendations the HW AB made on land use 

application types; 

• the sorts and frequencies of recommendations the HW AB made on land use project 

types; and 
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2.3.2 Qualitative Data Analysis 

To analyze the qualitative "factors" data, the method of data triangulation was used. 

The data organization was guided by Leedy & Ormrod's (2001) methods of data 

convergence. 

Organizing the Data 

The qualitative data collected from the documents, and surveys and group interview 

data collection sources were sorted into spreadsheets according to which stakeholder the 

data came from. The "surveys and interviews" data were transcribed into their own 

spreadsheet to converge later with the analysis of the data transcribed into the "factors of 

impact" spreadsheet. Commonalities were sought within these data sources and coded 

under primary theme headings that emerged from the first round of data analysis. 

Coding 

Themes along the lines of the survey and group interview questioning were 

matched with the primary level categories in the "factors of impact" spreadsheet and 

coded by secondary theme categories that emerged from this round of data analysis. 

The secondary themes found in the survey and group interview responses were 

grouped under the common headings with the findings from the analysis of the 

documentation and meeting data sources. 

Interconnections 

The categories and subcategories that emerged from the analysis of all the data 

sources were sorted according to the factors and elements determined in the literature 

review to contribute to an NRAB's ability to influence the outcome of activity. Data from 

the direct observations, individual interviews, and newspaper articles enhanced the 

secondary theme data and were converged with the findings to help substantiate (or 

refute) the "factors" data and "survey and group interview" data factors contributing to 

the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources. 
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Selective Coding 

Analysis of the data within the secondary themes combined to create a model 

theory for discussion to show what contributes to the HW AB's ability to influence the 

protection of water resources in its role to advise Council through the land use planning 

and development activity review processes. 

2.3.3 Background Literature Link 

Background literature provides a framework to link the factors that contribute to the 

HW AB 's ability to influence the land use planning and development activity review 

process with the factors contributing to the NRAB's found in the literature. The 

framework used to link the background literature with the factors found to contribute to 

the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources was derived from the 

Branch & Bradbury (2006) Acceptability Diamond model. This model frames elements 

and factors of a successful NRAB process. The conclusions of the Branch & Bradbury 

(2006) study pointed to the "broader value of the Acceptability Diamond as a useful 

approach to evaluation" as a framework for agency managers to use when developing 

public participation programs that enhance managers' abilities to work with local 

communities. Branch & Bradbury (2006) state that an important next step is to apply the 

Acceptability Diamond elements to other NRAB processes to come up with "a more 

systematic mapping of the process requirements and outcome measures identified in the 

public participation and deliberation literature." This would "clarify how processes 

contribute to outcomes" Branch & Bradbury (2006). This study applies the Acceptability 

Diamond elements, which are defined by Branch & Bradbury (2006) as information 

disclosure, substantive issues, decision-making, relationships, and accountability, in the 

context of the HWAB's role in the land use planning and development activity review 

process to gain insight into what contributes to the HWAB's ability to influence its 

desired outcome of activity; i.e., water resource protection. 

2.3.4 Data interpretation 

The factors that emerged from the quantitative and qualitative data analyses 

explained how the HWAB's role in the land use planning and development activity 
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review process contributed to its ability to influence water resource protection. From 

these findings, the researcher linked the HW AB contributing factors with the 

Acceptability Diamond factors from the background literature. From the interpretations 

of the findings, the researcher developed recommendations about how to enhance the 

HW AB's ability to influence water resource protection in its role to provide advice to 

Council through the land use planning and development activity review process. 
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3 Water, Resource Governance, and Advisory Boards 

Chapter 3 reviews the literature about the importance of water as a resource, 

describes the impacts on healthy water ecosystems, and the techniques used to protect 

them. This chapter also describes what the literature says about how water resources are 

managed through formal and informal governance. Finally, this chapter outlines what the 

literature indicates are the factors that contribute to an NRAB's ability to influence the 

outcome of its activity of interest, which in this case study is water resource protection. 

3.1 WATER RESOURCES 

Water is a primary element for life. Water resources come from surface water 

sources flowing above ground through rivers, streams, lakes, creeks, ponds, springs, 

lagoons, wetlands, or other natural body of water. Water resources also come from 

groundwater, found almost everywhere underground, in the spaces between the soil and 

rock particles, and in rock crevices and cracks (Environment Canada, 2005f). 

Water is a resource for humans to generate electricity, transport goods, supply 

agricultural and industrial needs, and spend leisure time. GPI Atlantic has estimated the 

total value of water to Nova Scotians at $ 1 1  billion. This figure includes drinking water 

supply, industrial supplies, recreational use, waste treatment, food production, nutrient 

cycling, erosion control, and other services (Wilson, 2000). Water is also a resource for 

wildlife. Considering that all life depends on water and its movement, keeping our water 

resources clean and unobstructed is paramount. 

Water resources provided by surface and groundwater sources together play a role 

as ecological components within an ecosystem called a watershed (Brandes et al, 2005). 

This study is primarily focused on the protection of water quality, water quantity, and 

quality of life associated with water resources pertaining to natural watershed ecosystems 

as opposed to designated protected water supply areas9. The boundary of a natural 

9 There is a distinction between a natural watershed and a "designated" drinking water watershed or 
protected water area to supply water for a specific population. The former is defined by naturally occurring 
physical boundaries while the latter is typically defined using property lines (SNSMR. 2002-2005). 
"Designated" watersheds are protected under the Environment Act. 
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watershed is defmed at the points where water flows to one watershed or another 

(SNSMR, 2000-2002). For the purposes of water resource management, it is important to 

consider that groundwater does not necessarily follow surface watershed boundaries 

(Dillon, 2002; and Environment Canada, 2005h). Whether we live next to a lake or a 

brook, in the middle of a forest, or on top of a mountain, everyone lives in a watershed 

and, therefore, has an impact on its ecological integrity. 

3.1.1 Impacts on Water Resources 

A healthy ecosystem, containing all sorts of living and non-living organisms that 

interact, can be defined as having ecological integrity. Parks Canada (cited in Brandes et 

al., 2005) defines ecological integrity as "[t]he condition of an ecosystem where the 

structure and function of the ecosystem are unimpaired by stresses induced by human 

activity, and the ecosystem's biological diversity and supporting processes are likely to 

persist." Ecosystem health and subsequently the ecological integrity of that system is put 

at risk and could be said to be unhealthy when organisms become imbalanced when 

negatively impacted upon. This case study examines the HWAB's ability to influence the 

protection of the ecological integrity of water quality, water quantity, and quality of life 

associated with water resources, with respect to negative impacts from land use planning 

and development activities as described below. 

Water Quality 

The quality of water is put at risk when the potential impacts on it are not 

considered. The impacts on water quality and their cumulative effects must be weighed 

when deliberating land use planning and development activities. According to Brandes et 

al., (2005), "[t]o maintain reliable future water supplies, healthy aquatic systems, 

adequate instream flows and groundwater balance, all actions will have to be considered 

for their cumulative impact on the entire watershed." Most ecosystems can withstand a 

certain level of"abuse", but when stress surpasses the threshold that the ecosystem is 

able to handle, the system deteriorates as it "reaches a point where the natural cleaning 

processes can no longer cope" (Environment Canada, 2005b ). The cumulative effects on 

water resources are, however, rarely considered in individual land use planning and 
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development activity applications, possibly due to the challenge and cost to determine 

liability and issues around pollution, or simply because of uncertainties and unknowns of 

human impacts on ecological thresholds (Wilson, 2000). 

Water Quantity 

Impacts on water quantity caused by increased development are especially apparent 

in areas dependent on wells. In instances where wells run dry or water quantity is 

inadequate and/or water quality is degraded, the ecosystem is telling us that the 

cumulative effect of human impacts is putting unsustainable pressure on water quantity 

sources (Brandes et al, 2005). Piping water from one watershed supply to another may 

not be an ideal solution to address water resource demand, due to the potential to change 

water flow rates and biota in the receiving watershed (HW AB Minutes, March 2003), and 

the costs associated with building new infrastructures (HRM RMPS, 2006). 

Quality of Life Impacts 

The quality of human lives and wildlife are similarly affected by negative impacts on 

water resources. Single case pollution events may affect quality of life for only a short 

period, such as when swimming restrictions are put in place due to high bacterial counts, 

or when boil water orders are issued. The most serious impacts are those that result in 

long term consequences on quality of life, often as a result of cumulative negative 

impacts. Some examples include: an added tax burden to rectify infrastructure stresses, 

jeopardizing traditional natural resource-based industries (e.g., effluent discharging into 

coastal areas contaminating fish resources), and flood damage due to increased 

stormwater runoff. 

3.1.2 Water Resource Protection 

Naturally, the best way to protect water resources from negative land use planning 

and development activity impacts is to not disturb the land. The next best approach 

supported by Vaughan ( 1 993) and Brandes et al. (2006) is to permit fewer people to 

dwell in a given area so less nutrient loading results, thereby protecting the ecological 

integrity of the system. A collection of water resource protection technique 
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recommendations considered in the literature is outlined in Appendix E: Water 

Protection Techniques Recommended in Literature. A summary of the techniques 

includes: 

• implementation of stormwater management control techniques to protect water 

resources from the contaminants found in stormwater including dog feces, lawn and 

garden fertilizers, and oil/grit from asphalt driveways and parking lots; 

• using wildlife habitat protection methods to enhance and protect wildlife habitat 

within watersheds; and 

• monitoring water quality to determine any changes in it, and what, if any, negative 

impacts there may be on that water quality - especially in the post-development 

phase. 

Implementing these and other water resource protection techniques to mitigate the 

land use planning and development activities with the potential to impact on water 

quality, water quantity, and quality of life associated with water resources involves 

effective water resource planning and management. 

3.1.3 Water Resource Planning and Management 

Water resource management evolved in Canada in the 1960s in response to the 

public's increased knowledge of water resource protection issues, awareness of 

ecosystem functions, and concern about the "massive impacts" on natural resources due 

to urban development and major industrial activities (Dillon, 2002; and Environment 

Canada, 2005al ). Governments acknowledged "the importance of planning, managing 

and developing water in the context of ecosystems covering both aquatic and terrestrial 

resources" (Sinclair & Hutchison, 1 998 citing Mitchell & Shrubsole, 1994). The Canada 

Water Act, proclaimed in 1 970, changed the future of water management (Environment 

Canada, 2005al). In 1987 the Federal Water Policy ( 1 987) outlined the importance of 

watershed planning on a national scale. 

Dillon (2002) describes differences between a watershed plan, which recommends 

how "water resources are to be protected and improved as land uses change" and 
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watershed management strategies which "focus on water protection and supply." Dillon 

(2002) defined watershed planning and management ''as a cooperative effort by 

stakeholders, municipalities and government agencies to create a long-term management 

plan for resources within the watershed." Other literature sources (Morris, 1 999-2000; 

Brandes et al., 2005; Branch & Bradbury, 2006; and Webler & Tuler, 2006) support 

Dillon's (2002) assertion, suggesting that the most effective water resource management 

structure incorporates collaborative and/or cooperative watershed governance that include 

established and effective stakeholder groups supported by government authorities. 

3.2 WATER RESOURCE GOVERNANCE 

Water resources naturally flow across political boundaries, making the governance 

of water resources very complicated. Brandes et al. (2005) cite the Commission on 

Global Governance ( 1 995) in its definition of governance as: 

"[T]he sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and 
private, manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through 
which conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and co­
operative action may be taken. It includes formal institutions and regimes 
empowered to enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that 
people and institutions either have agreed to or perceive to be in their 
interest." 

From a developer's perspective, the key stakeholders in the land use planning and 

development activity review process are the politicians�articularly the local councillor, 

HRM staff, and the Chief Executive Officer, HRM planning and development staff, 

Provincial and sometimes Federal staff, advisory groups, commll!lity and special interest 

groups, and the media (Riles, 2008). 

In this study, the governance stakeholders are divided between the key stakeholders 

just listed above, who are formally responsible to design/develop, review and approve 

water resource protection policies and regulations within the land use planning and 

development activity review process (reviewing stakeholders), and those who are 

responsible for upholding the outcome of the reviewers' activities through the 

implementation and operation of the land use planning and development activity process 
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(steward stakeholders). The primary stakeholders focused on in this study are the 

reviewing stakeholders. 

3.2.1 Formal Governance Stakeholders 

In Canada, each level of government has some degree of responsibility for 

regulating and enforcing water use and for regulating and enforcing many of the land and 

air activities that may impact on water. No agency has sole responsibility over watershed 

management (Dil1on, 2002). Jurisdiction over water resource protection primarily falls 

under the Federal and Provincial governments. 

The Federal level of water resource governance is responsible for areas concerning 

fisheries and navigation, and specific overall responsibilities in the performances of 

external affairs defined under the Canada Water Act, the Federal Water Policy, the 

Canadian Environmental Protection Act, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 

1992, c. 32, and the Fisheries Act. 

Provinces have jurisdiction under the Constitution Act (1867) to create laws 

governing water through clauses such as "property and civil rights" and "the management 

and sale of public lands" since water is considered property, and water is included in the 

term "public lands" (Brandes et al. 2005, citing Pearse et al. 1985). Provinces set policy, 

legislate fees, permit uses, and manage water sources. Provincial legislation regarding 

water includes, but is not restricted to, matters regarding flow regulation, authorization of 

water use development, water supply, pollution control, and thermal and hydroelectric 

power development (Environment Canada, 2006 3). 

In Nova Scotia, the primary provincial ministries responsible for governing water 

sources include the Department of Environment and Labour (NSDEL), the Department of 

Natural Resources (NSDNR), and Service Nova Scotia and Municipal Relations 

(SNSMR). Watercourses are "vested in the Crown by virtue of section 103 of the 

Environment Act" (Land Registration Act. 2001, c. 6). Essentially all activities that may 

affect the banks or bed of a stream10 require a Water Approval under the Activities 

Designation Regulations and the Approval Procedure Regulations of the Environment 

Act except for the installation of a culvert in a watercourse between June 1 and 

10 
The "banks or bed of a stream" are defined under "watercourse" in the Provincial Environment Act. 
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September 30, when approval is not required. Fish habitat, however, is governed under 

the Federal Fisheries Act. The province downloads the responsibility of water for urban 

use to the municipality through a permit process to take water (Brandes et al., 2005). The 

current legislation/regulations associated with water resource protection under FederaJ 

and ProvinciaJ jurisdictions are described in Appendix F:  Water Governance 

Jurisdictions. 

Although municipalities have no empowerment or responsibilities over 

watercourses unless delegated by the Province, municipalities can play an important role 

to protect "lands adjacent to and upstream of watercourses and lakes through planning 

and control of development" (Dillon, 2002). 

The HRM RMPS (2006), described in more detail in Chapter 4, provides the formal 

governance policy regarding how land use planning and development activity in HRM 
"shall be" applied with respect to water resources. 

The HW AB has a formal governance role within the 1and use planning and 

development activity process, acknowledged through a "Motion in Council" as advisors 

to Council in accordance with its ToR. 

3.2.2 Informal Governance Stakeholders 

The stakeholders involved in the land use planning and development activity 

review process play a significant role in governing water resources. The definition of 

governance used in this report includes informal arrangements made by stakeholders and 

institutions with a perceived or agreed to interest in governing water resources whereby 

"conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and co-operative action may be 

taken" (Brandes et al., 2005 citing the Commission on Global Governance, 1 995). The 

stakeholders' informal governance activity is guided by each stakeholder sector's 

interest, which allows them to work together to reach, as closely as possible, each 

stakeholder's desired outcome of activity, within a common process. With respect to this 

case study, the common process is the land use planning and development activity review 

process. The desired outcome of activity, however, may differ with each stakeholder. It is 

through the informal governance process that the outcome of activity is reviewed by the 

stakeholders and then applied to a formal governance framework. The stakeholder of 
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primary interest in this study is the NRAB, which is considered a form of public 

participation by all the literature sources reviewed in this study. The informal governance 

factors are those that do not have to be formally approved or sanctioned by a higher 

agency; they are determined through the working arrangements the stakeholders have 

agreed to, or perceive to be in their best interest, to augment their ability to influence the 

outcome of the activity of interest through a cooperative public participation process. 

3.2.3 Public Participation 

Public participation is not considered just an opportunity; "today's citizens view it 

as a basic service and integral part of local governance" (Smillie, 2004 citing Phillips & 

Graham, 1998). Furthermore, public participation is considered in the literature to be an 

important governance component for any resource-based decision-making framework 

(Sinclair, 2002; Branch & Bradbury, 2006; and Webler & Tuler 2006). Michaels (1999) 

considers public participation to be "essential for ensuring watershed-wide respectful use 

ofland and water." 

Since the gradual inclusion of public participation in formal decision-making 

processes began in the 1960s and 1 970s, it has become an efficient way to provide 

citizens with information regarding land use planning and development activities early in 

the process, and to avoid protests and appeals after considerable investment has been 

made in a development project (Phillips & Graham, 1998). Ever since, the literature has 

tangled with answering questions on the topic about when and why the public should be 

consulted, who should participate, what resources are required, and how we assess 

whether the public participation process works (Phillips & Graham, 1998). One way to 

assess whether the public participation process is being "done" correctly is through an 

exploration of a public participation process' ability to influence the outcome of activity 

of interest. 

Perceptions of a "Good" Public Partic ipation Process 

The Webler & Tuler (2006) study takes a close look at stakeholders' or 

participants' views of what constitutes a "good" public participation process. Webler & 

Tuler (2006) tested "many elements of public participation in environmental assessment 
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and decision-making" through 10 different public participation processes, including three 

advisory boards. Study participants were invited to rank what they felt were essential 

components in a good assessment, or decision-making public participation process. 

Webler & Tuler (2006) found that there is "limited agreement and strong differences of 

opinion for what constitutes a good" public participation process, even within a common 

decision-making process. Each group of participants preferred a different "mixed" public 

participation process and each "mix" changed according to the context and the preference 

for specific outcomes from the process. The consensus arrived at by the Webler & Tuler 

(2006) study participants was that a "good" process should: 

• reach out to all stakeholders; 

• share information openly and readily; 

• engage people in meaningful interaction; and 

• attempt to satisfy multiple interests. 

Where participants' rankings differed regarding the elements of a "good" public 

participation process were with respect to: 

• how strongly science and information should be emphasized; 

• how much leadership and direction the process needed; 

• how participants should behave; 

• how to tackle issues of trust and power; and 

• what the goals should be to reach the desired outcome of the process. 

Webler & Tuler (2006) also found that not all public participation processes are 

alike due in part to: 

• differences of opinion; 

• differences in each group's process; 

• differences in the backgrounds and interests of the participants; and 

• differences between the group's ToR. 
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Overall, when trying to "do" public participation correctly, "things are not as 

simple as they may seem" because the outcome of what stakeholders perceive to be a 

"good" process will vary depending on the stakeholder asked. Knowing how stakeholders 

think about public participation processes and what stakeholders want from the process is 

essential to creating and implementing a legitimate and effective process that is largely 

accepted as meaningful and successful (Webler & Tuler, 2006). 

Perceptions Stakeholders Have About Their Roles 

The role of each stakeholder or "actor" may vary depending on whom you talk to. 

Grant (1 994) argues that the role each actor plays, i.e. politician, planner, public, 

developer, is perceived differently. Depending on which "actor" you talk to, there is an 

inherent ambiguity about what each player's role actually is. According to Lang & 

Armour ( 1980), Dockstator (1991), and Grant ( 1994), not only are there difficulties in 

determining what roles the stakeholders play, citizens have a strictly limited ability to 

influence outcomes. On many stages, citizens may have been given roles that give them 

the impression they are participating in the process. In reality, however, their impact on 

any given decision is limited (Grant, 1994; and Phillips & Graham, 1997). 

Another consideration, Webler & Tuler (2006) determined may influence 

stakeholder perceptions of a public participation process, is with the wording chosen to 

describe the process. In their study, the word "cooperative" was used to describe "a form 

of interaction that is more hierarchjcal and closer to consulting." The agency-oriented 

participants of their study, however, distinguished a difference between a cooperative 

process and a collaborative one. With respect to the importance of building trust in 

relationships, they defined a cooperative process as one that "seeks to build trust in the 

decision-maker, while a collaborative approach seeks to build trust among participants." 

In this study, the advisory board public participation process is considered to be a 

cooperative one, defined initially by Webler & Tuler (2006) as a form of interaction that 

is closer to consulting. This study's focus on a NRAB cooperative public participation 

process will provide insight into what contributes to its ability to influence the outcome 
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of activity (i.e., water resource protection) through the land use planning and 

development activity review process. 

3.3 NATURAL RESOURCE ADVISORY BOARDS 

In 1930, the Canadian government transferred ownership of provincial natural 

resources, including water resources, to the Provinces. Since then, resource management 

has evolved through many stages (Gillies, 1 989) - shifting from management aimed at 

sustaining yields of a single resource toward an ecological decision-making approach that 

aims to maintain the interconnectedness of natural systems (Bengston, 1994; and Brandes 

et al., 2005). 

Sinclair & Hutchison (1 998) found that the central challenge to facilitating 

ecosystem-oriented planning was in achieving more inclusive decision-making. Having a 

multi-stakeholder decision-making approach "threatens to replace the traditional three 

parties or actor groups common to most conflict series: proponents (industry/private 

sector interests), opponents (organized public interest groups) and regulator (government 

public sector interests)" (Greer-Wooten, 1992). Sinclair & Hutchison ( 1 998) noted that 

while there was plenty of material in the literature regarding multi-stakeholder decision­

making processes, there were also plenty of Canadian case studies regarding partnerships, 

alternative dispute resolution, co-management, and public participation. However, 

according to Sinclair & Hutchison (1998) little consideration was given to "the 

differences among these approaches, or to their complementary aspects" and that further 

studies were needed to determine the "synergistic" aspects of the varying approaches 

involving a broad range of stakeholders in the decision-making process. Vasseur et al., 

(1 997) found that few people explored what "components are essential for successful 

public participation" processes. Since then, authors including Branch & Bradbury (2006) 

and Web1er & Tuler (2006) have tackled those topics with their studies on the differences 

and complementary aspects of various public participatory decision-making processes, 

particularly those involving NRABs. 

Examination of the literature of NRAB (Griffiths Muecke, 1988; Gillies, 1989; 

Webler & Tu1er, 2006; and Branch & Bradbury, 2006) indicates that NRABs are non-
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government bodies that work outside government in either a formal or informal 

governance role, depending on the power the NRAB has been assigned by the agency 

(which could include a government agency, or a Crown corporation which manages a 

resource on behalf of a government agency). They consist primarily of local citizens who 

possess the qualifications set out by the ToR. An NRAB works cooperatively, 

collaboratively and/or as consultants (depending on the dynamics of the relationships 

between the stakeholders and the roles they have been assigned) within the decision­

making process L 1 • Their activities are influenced by the circumstances that inspired the 

board's creation, and are conducted according to the ToR arranged by the stakeholders 

and the agency. The common function of an NRAB is to provide advice to the agency, 

their staff, and the activity proponent through recommendations on the outcome of 

activities affecting the interest of the board and the agency (Griffiths Muecke, 1988; 

Gillies, 1989, Ho, 1 999; Branch & Bradbury, 2006; and Webler & Tuler, 2006). Advice 

is typically provided at the agency's request. 

There are many informal governance factors that contribute to the NRAB's ability 

to influence the outcome of activities "including the attributes of the organization and the 

relationship between the government, interests and the public" (Ho, 1 999, citing Filyk, 

1991 ). These factors contribute to the NRAB' s abi I ity to perform a public mediation and 

liaison role between a government body and the general public to deal with local and 

regional concerns with respect to the outcome of activity (Griffths-Muecke, 1988; and 

Gillies, 1989). Meanwhile, agencies formally request that the board provide them with 

advice to help them make better-informed decisions (Griffiths Muecke, 1988; Gillies, 

1989; Sinclair, 2002; and Branch & Bradbury, 2006). NRABs are known to continually 

remind the agency "about matters that they would not normally attend to" by keeping the 

NRAB's concerns high on staff's priority list Griffiths Muecke (1988). Generally, 

however, NRABs do not have any decision-making power regarding whether or not any 

of their recommendations will be applied. That power belongs to the formal governance 

agency to which they make their reports. 

1 1  
There are many different types of public participation processes that have been the subject of many 

studies that are beyond the scope of this study. 
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3.4 INFORMAL GOVERNANCE FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO INFLUENCE 

The informal governance factors contributing to an NRAB's ability to influence the 

outcome of activity are framed in the Branch & Bradbury (2006) Acceptability Diamond 

model described in section 3 .4 . 1 .  Many of the elements of this model are supported in the 

literature by Griffiths Muecke ( 1 988), Gillies (1989), Dockstator (1991), Vasseur ( 1 997), 

Phillips & Graham (1998), Ho ( 1999), Sinclair (2002), Wang (2002), Branch & Bradbury 

(2006) and Webler and Tuter (2006) as contributing factors to an advisory board's ability 

to influence the desired outcome of activity. These factors, and their purpose are outlined 

in Table 1: Informal Governance Factors of Influence Ability on page 40. They are also 

used in Chapters 5 to provide a checklist of the informal governance factors found to 

contribute to the HW AB' s ability to influence water resource protection in its role to 

advise Council through the land use planning and development activity review process. 

3.4.1 Acceptability Diamond 

Branch & Bradbury (2006) cite a number of literary sources supporting the 

argument that public participation processes are usually driven by the notion that "the 

agency, regulators, and/or the public will differ in viewpoints, values, and interests in 

ways that are important to identify and address". The Acceptability Diamond was 

developed by Bradbury et al., (1994) from extensive fieldwork on a study of the 

Application of a Conceptual Framework for Evaluating Public Participation in 

Environmental Risk Decision Making as a way to address stakeholders' differing 

viewpoints. The Acceptability Diamond is an important framework containing five 

components of agency-public interactions and public participation programs (shown in 

Fig. ID: Acceptability Diamond on the next page) that Branch & Bradbury (2006) used as 

"the basis for describing and comparing the performance of citizen advisory boards," 

which they linked to extensive literature sources regarding public participation 

assessment mechanisms. Branch & Bradbury (2006) found that this framework 

demonstrates that the decision-making process is just "one (although important) 

dimension of agency-public interactions and public participation programs that may have 

many different goals and types of activities." Branch & Bradbury (2006) looked at the 
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development and applications of two spectrums of advisory bodies based on a number of 

studies between 1995 and 2005: as many as 20 Site Specific Advisory Boards (SSABs) 

assigned to gather public perceptions of the risks associated with chemical weapons 

disposal were surveyed, and at least seven Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) were 

included in the studies conducted. These multiple NRAB studies conducted by Branch & 

Bradbury (2006) provided some guidance as to how the boards' performance could be 

enhanced using the Acceptability Diamond as the framework for evaluation. 

Figure III: The Acceptability Diamond (Branch & Bradbury, 2006) 

Accountability: 
Mechanisms enable 

stakeholders to 
confirm performance 
and follow-through on 

commitments with 
avenues for recourse 

Substantive issues: Power shared in 
identifying and defining issues and 

setting agenda of deliberations; 
stakeholders effective in protecting 
their own and community interests 

information 
consistently 
provided in 

timely manner 

Decision-making 
process: Made clear, 
fair and open; decision 

makers consistently 
identified and 

accessible 

Relationships: 
Relationships established 

and maintained that 
convey mutual respect and 

recognition; day-to-day 
behaviours demonstrate 

consideration of one 
another's interests and 

values 
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Information Disclosure Elements 

The central component of Branch & Bradbury's (2006) Acceptability Diamond is 

open disclosure of information. This component is considered the undercurrent of the 

other four. It is considered a "necessary, though not sufficient" element that demonstrates 

the commitment an agency has toward public interaction. This component is necessary to 

ensure community involvement and its ability to influence the decision-making process. 

Open disclosure provides the foundation for accountability so the public can be confident 

that tasks are being implemented as planned, that commitments are being kept and that 

concerns are being addressed (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). When policy and regulations 

require discretion by the agency, as to when and/or whether the information may be 

released to the public, the agency may not practice disclosure in such instances, causing 

relationships between the agency and other stakeholders to become strained (Branch & 

Bradbury, 2006). 

Substantive Issue Elements 

Substantive issues elements provide the boundaries for the public participation 

process where participants are able to make their interests and values known to the 

agency and have confidence that they will influence the agency. Tuler & Webler ( 1 999) 

and Branch & Bradbury (2006) citing Stephan (2005) found that "(a] key motivation for 

stakeholders to participate in public involvement activities" is to protect their and their 

community's interests and values. Branch & Bradbury (2006) found in the literature they 

reviewed (Vroom & Yetton, 1973; Vroom & Jago, 1988; Beirle & Konisky, 2000; 

Lawrence & Deagen, 200 1 ;  and Ryfe, 2005) that the main incentive for an agency to 

engage in a public participation process is the importance they place in addressing the 

differences of opinions, values, and interests that are expected between the agency, the 

regulators, and/or the public. A host of literature sources cited by Branch & Bradbury 

(2006), state that if the public participation process is seen to be ineffective or is 

"thwarted" by neglecting to provide the information and the means to express their 

interests and values, stakeholders are likely to view participation with cynicism or drop 

out of the process altogether. 
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To ensure that participants feel involved, the important elements for substantive 

public involvement include faci litating participation, providing a forum to express views 

and issues, an established structure and jurisdiction, a schedule of interaction, openness 

and accessibility, consensus decision-making12, a mix of participants that enable issues 

important to all stakeholders (including the agency) to be heard and addressed, and the 

ability to place issues on the agenda and to influence how they are framed (Sinclair & 

Hutchison, 1998; Webler & Tuler, 200612; and Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

Decision-making Elements 

Understanding the decision-making process of the agency poses the most difficult 

challenges for both the agency and the NRAB since it is often not clear what decisions 

were being made, who has the responsibility or the authority to make them, or what rules 

and information guide the decision-making process (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). The 

agency and group participants must clarify the decision-making elements-transparency, 

quality, and accessibility-to demonstrate whether involvement in or influence on the 

activity process is valid and possible (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

A decision-making influence element that should be included in the formal 

recommendations provided by an NRAB is ability for each representative to 

communicate informally and have access to the decision-makers at their level. 

Additionally, senior staff attendance at board meetings provides opportunities for the 

group's early input into the activity process and for feedback between the stakeholders 

(Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

Concerns expressed by the groups in the Branch & Bradbury (2006) study include a 

decrease in site authority, increased centralization of decision-making at that level, lack 

of policy regarding their role in the decision-making process, lack of authority they could 

offer, lack of ability to track their formal recommendations, and the inability to influence 

decisions informally, i.e., at meetings, and through subcommittees. The primary 

hindrances to public influence on decision-making were a lack of clear policy guidance 

12 Webler & Tuler (2006) found that not all participants in their studies felt that consensus decision-making 
was a priority. 
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and a lack of commitment from the decision-makers "to encourage and accept public 

influence" (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

To ensure quality and transparency of the decision-making process, interested 

stakeholders need: 

• to be aware of the decisions being considered; 

• to know who is responsible for each aspect of the activity process; 

• to have access to all the information that is considered necessary in making decisions 

to form a position; and 

• to have the ability to influence the process by making their interests, preferences and 

arguments known to the stakeholders at each level of the activity process before the 

decisions are made (Branch & Bradbury (2006). 

Relationship-building Elements 

Building relationships that foster respect, recognition, consideration of others' 

interests, and information accessibility are key factors to a successful relationship and 

public participation process. A good public space is also necessary to allow relationships 

to develop and to foster mutual respect and recognition. Leadership skills in managing 

small group relations and a commitment by each party to listen and to talk are paramount 

(Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

"Provide realistic recommendations; continue to 'push the envelope' to 
get HRM to strengthen its environmental sensitivity; work with HRM to 
encourage the province to improve its view of environment; educate HRM 
councillors and planners on alternatives" (Stobo, pers. comm., 2004). 

Accountability Elements 

Accountability implies an agreed-upon system of responsibilities and commitments 

that are transparent and enforced (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). Phillips & Graham ( 1 997) 

argue that experience tells us that effective public participation is best approached as a 

contract whereby all parties understand their roles and responsibilities. Accountability is 

the "guiding principle in administrative decision-making and service delivery" (Wang, 
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2002). Accountability refers to the relationship between two sectors of stakeholders: the 

"stewards"-those who perform specific tasks; and the "reviewers"-those who have the 

power of review. Ideally, stewards try to fulfill the tasks assigned by the reviewers. The 

reviewers concern themselves with how and to what extent the expected tasks are to be 

fulfilled. 

A "good" public participation process provides a means of communication so 

stakeholders can verify that the accountability mechanisms are in place and are being 

enforced. Branch & Bradbury (2006) found in their research that the public is generally 

sensitive to disparities of power and resources between the community they represent, the 

agencies, and the regulators. To reduce these disparities, a measure of accountability 

must be provided to the stakeholders in the form of information they need to monitor 

performance, and a forum for community representatives to bring issues to the attention 

of the agencies and regulators. 

Accountability is linked with transparency. Stakeholders who have the ability to 

interact are given the information they need to monitor performance, and have a means to 

bring issues to the attention of the agency, regulators, and the public (Branch & 

Bradbury, 2006). When a lack of accountability is perceived, distrust, opposition, and/or 

overly conservative requirements may result. If accountability is limited to the point 

where stakeholder involvement is undermined, stakeholders tend to feel their 

involvement in the process is ineffective, again creating cynicism and a propensity to 

drop out of the process (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

Table 1 :  Informal Governance Factors of Influence Ability 
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Sources: Gillies (1989); Dockstator (1991); Vasseur et al., (1997); Phillips & 
Graham (1 998); Ho (1 999); Sinclair (2002); and Branch and Bradbury (2006). 

3.5 FORMAL GOVERNANCE FACTORS OF INFLUENCE ABILITY 

In the Branch & Bradbury (2006) study, differences in agency policy, managerial 

approach, and stmcture affected the performance of the board in relation to the five 

elements of the Acceptability Diamond, and were additional contributing factors to a 

board's ability to influence the outcome of activity. Ho (1 999) citing Filyk (1991) found 

that "the role of the advisory groups in the policy process" contributes to the NRAB's 

ability to influence the outcome of activity. The following sections describe the 

structural, managerial, and policy contexts that were found in the literature to contribute 

to the ability of the NRA.Bs to influence the outcome of activity through its formal role 

with respect to the reporting agency. 

3.5.1 Policy Context 

Griffiths Muecke ( 1988) cited that lack of formal legislative authority (or the 

municipal equivalent - through a "Motion in Council") was clearly a hindrance to the 

influence of an advisory board. The Branch & Bradbury (2006) study also found that an 
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advisory board's ability to influence the activity process is affected by its status relative 

to the formal governance agency. NRAB arrangement5 made in accordance with formal 

governance policy, legislation, or "Motions in Council" have better ability to influence 

the outcome of activity than arrangements not connected to a formal governance 

framework. Boards with formal status exercised most of their energies by providing 

group recommendations, which required consensus, to the formal governance agency. 

The formal agency measured the board's effectiveness and value primarily on its ability 

to make consensus recommendations. In return, the formal governance agency in the 

Branch and Bradbury (2006) study were first encouraged and then later required to 

provide feedback about the board's recommendations on what the agency did with their 

advice. Conversely, in their study, the NRABs without status within the formal 

governance agency had more difficulty presenting informed and reasoned assessments of 

community priorities to the agencies, and were not required to provide recommendations 

as a group; they provided recommendations as individuals. Lack of status made it more 

difficult for these groups to perform: 

• on substantive issues - getting the issues and ideas on the agenda; and 

• on decision-making and accountability - getting recommendations to the agency and 

feedback in return. 

3.5.2 Managerial Context 

Branch & Bradbury (2006) found that a formal governance agency must provide 

"clarity and specificity of the agency's policy commitment to public participation" to 

help foster relationships and accountability between the agency and the board. Advisory 

boards with status as a formal advisory board for the agency found upper management 

level staff, field office managers, and contractor staff actively participating in board 

meetings. Such participation at meetings provided collaborative communication between 

the decision-making and public stakeholders, and provided many opportunities to 

establish personal relationships. In contrast, the NRABs that did not enjoy such 

collaborative opportunities, due to their informal status "had a greater disconnect" with 

other stakeholders and the formal agency (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). To ensure 
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collaboration and to avoid the pitfall of one-sided information gathering (from the public 

participation group to the agency) the goverrunent agency should be required to provide a 

report stating the agency's intended actions to deal with the advice and recommendations 

of the NRAB (Gillies, 1989; Sinclair, 2002). 

It is important for the agency to really understand the meaning of public 

participation. The basis ofthis understanding is found in an established ToR for the 

NRAB, which the agency should accurately and sincerely implement. Understanding is 

demonstrated when formal agencies give advisory boards "Mission Critical" status; i.e., 

they are provided the time and attention of upper level managers, and the necessary 

resources, training, and staff, resulting in better-performing advisory boards (Branch & 

Bradbury, 2006). Giving "Mission Critical" status to the NRAB demonstrates to staff and 

to the public the agency's strong commitment to public participation in general, and its 

endorsement of the NRAB's purpose. 

3.5.3 NRAB Structural Context 

The Branch & Bradbury (2006) study found that the composition of the advisory 

boards and the frequency and intensity of their activities play a role in the advisory 

board's ability to influence the decision-making process. Agency representatives, who 

serve on the board with "ex-officio" status provide information/presentations, participate 

actively in discussions, jointly receive advice and recommendations from the boards' 

representatives, but may not provide recommendations. Having a citizen member as chair 

of the board has a significant effect on the advisory board's ability to influence the 

outcome of activity. The value of having local expertise provided by an advisory board is 

undermined when there is no role differentiation between the board representatives, 

especially when the representative from the formal governance agency may provide 

recommendations in the same capacity as the citizen representatives. Such undermining 

of the process was most evident in the Branch & Bradbury (2006) study when the co­

chairs were evenly divided between the agency and the citizens' advisory group; the 

agency "co-chair was clearly in the lead." Board composition, therefore, should be 

chosen carefully. Careful selection processes are needed for choosing representatives on 

advisory boards to ensure that all interested groups consider the representatives as fairly 
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representing the full range of interests; "[i]n short, getting the right people in the right 

context, and vice versa, is key to effective engagements" (Graham & Phillips, 1998). 

Representatives at the table have a responsibility to effectively network with their 

respective constituencies to serve as a link to the broader community that they represent 

rather than representing themselves (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). Overall, the location and 

expertise that members represent, provides for more balanced representation on the 

Board. Table 2 below outlines the factors that contribute to the NRAB's ability to 

influence the outcome of activity from a formal governance perspective. 

Table 2: Formal Governance Factors Contributing to Ability to Influence 
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In a formal context, an NRAB's role varies according to the policies under which 

they are governed, how and under what circumstances they were created, their 

operational structure, and how they are managed by the agency. 

3.6 SUMMARY 

Based on the literature reviewed in this chapter, the ability of an NRAB to 

influence the outcome of the agency-public activity depends on both formal and informal 

governance factors. The formal governance factors establish the context of the NRAB's 

formal role. The formal context then contributes to the NRAB's ability to influence the 

outcome of activity within the informal governance context, in terms of the information 

disclosure, substantive issues, decision-making process, relationship, and accountability 

elements. Together, the formal and informal governance factors contribute to the 

NRAB's ability to influence the outcome of the activity. 

Chapter 4 ofthis study looks at the case study advisory board, i.e., the HW AB 

within the context of how it is managed, structured, operates, and formally governed, and 

how it was developed. Chapter 5 looks at the factors that contribute to the HW AB 's 

ability to influence the outcome of activity in both the formal and informal governance 

contexts discussed in this chapter. 
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4 The HW AB: Operational Context and Role 

Chapter 3 looked at some of the relevant l iterature including formal and informal 

governance models that provide a framework of factors and elements that contribute to an 

NRAB's ability to influence the outcome of activity. Chapter 4 explains the land use 

planning and development activity context within HRM, how water resources are 

managed, and the HW AB' s formal role as a water resource protection advisor to Council 

through an explanation of its T oR. 

4.1 HRM LAND USE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Consistent with the trend in other areas of North America in the 1960s, land 

consumption in HRM has quadrupled. The residential development demand that is 

expected to accumulate in HRM suburban (52 percent) and rural areas (22 percent) will 

have the greatest impact on water resources in those areas (HRM RMPS, 2006). At a 

projected rate of growth of 50% over the next 25 years, approximately 50,000 more acres 

will be required for residential lands in HRM. According to the 2001 Census, the fastest 

residential growth within HRM is in the rural commutershed. Regardless of the amount 

of growth, development will impact on water resources through both new housing 

developments and infrastructures needed to support them (The Natural Step, 2004). 

Careful planning and responsible governance are vital to protect water resources. 

In their study on waters advisory groups in Nova Scotia, Griffiths Muecke ( 1988) 

made recommendations about how to protect and maintain water resources for residents 

and wildlife alike, including: 

• incorporating policies and regulations into all development applications to enhance 

compliance with water resources protection techniques, promoted through watershed 

management strategies� and 

• requiring all developments to include design policies through development 

agreements that highlight the importance of habitat protection to developers. 
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In its HRM RMPS (2006) (also referred to as "the Plan") HRM has designed water 

resource management policies to support watershed protection measures developed 

through the secondary planning strategy process (HRM RMPS, 2006). An overview of 

the HRM RMPS (2006) policies respecting water resources is provided in the next 

section. 

4.2 HRM REGIONAL PLAN 

HRM is rich with an abundance of water. Dartmouth is known as the "City of 

Lakes". The estimated number of lakes in HRM is 1 100, contained within approximately 

53 major river basins (watersheds) (Blouin, pers. comm., 2005). With the sustained 

encroachment on water resources by land use and development activities, HRM and 

community leaders recognize the need to develop a water resource management strategy. 

HRM commissioned Dillon Consulting Ltd. to conduct its Water Resource 

Management Study (WRMS) report on the existing state of watershed management in 

HRM, and to make recommendations (Dillon, 2002). The WRMS underscores the 

importance of watersheds as ''the fundamental unit for understanding water resources and 

undertaking watershed planning" (Dillon, 2002). Dillon (2002) argues that at the 

municipal level, the ranking of priority that HRM places on the health of water systems 

will steer land use planning and development activity toward ecologically responsible 

land use practices that mitigate their impact on water resources. Dillon (2002) also argues 

that community input will affect how policies will direct development. Subsequently, 

Dillon's WRMS (2002) provides the basis of the policies regarding the environment in 

the first HRM RMPS (2006) for HRM, which took effect August, 2006. 

"Water, a limited and precious resource, is one ofHRM's highly valued 
environmental assets. Protection of this resource for potable waters supply, 
wildlife habitat, recreational enjoyment> and aesthetic value is important to 
HRM. HRM's strategy is aimed at protecting this resource through land use 
control and retention of those features that regulate water flow, mitigate 
flooding, reduce water pollution and protect ecological functions" (HRM 
RMPS, 2006). 
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The HRM RMPS (2006) outlines how, when, and where future growth should 

develop in HRM while considering that "[t]aking a balanced approach toward 

environmental protection and development is key to an environmentally and 

economically sustainable future." 

4.2.1 The Plan-for Watersheds 

The Plan (HRM RMPS, 2006) regards watersheds "as the fundamental unit for 

understanding water resources and undertaking watershed management" (HRM RMPS, 

2006). The Plan recognizes that because the water, soil, flora and fauna are all 

interconnected, "land use activities in one part of the watershed can adversely affect the 

quality and quantity of water in another" (HRM RMPS, 2006). Community (secondary) 

planning, therefore, must be based on a watershed analysis to protect the environmental 

features and functions needed to "sustain" the desired level of water quality and quantity 

(HRM RMPS, 2006). The finer details of watershed planning, however, will be 

undertaken after watershed studies for each watershed community have been carried out 

at the community (secondary) planning stage. Policies under E-17 of the Plan, listed in 

Appendix G are the guidelines from which the community planning strategies will be 

developed. 

4.2.2 The Plan-for Water Resource Protection 

The Plan aims to protect water resources in HRM through land use control, by 

regulation of water flow, by flood mitigation, by reducing water pollution and by 

protecting ecological functions. Restoration and protection of water in Halifax Harbour 

are also discussed in the Plan. The key areas of concern within the Plan regarding water 

resources are potable water, wetlands protection, riparian buffers, floodplains, and coastal 

inundation. These key areas are outlined in Table 3: Water Resource Protection in 

HRM's Regional Plan on the next page. Appendix G provides more detail about the 

regulations and policies E-8 to E16 that promote water resource protection in HRM. 
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Water Resource 
Protection Policies 

Potable Water 

Policy statement E-8 
(See 'Appendix G) 
outlines the application 
of a Protected Water 
Supply Zone. 

� Weuan® PfQt&C!!on 
l'dley E-9 {See Appendix Gj ouUines 
ih�· appltcan-on·of a 
Wetiands SchecMe 
Riparian Buffers 

Policy statements E-1 O 
- E-13 outline the 
application of by-laws 
respecting riparian 
zones (see Appendix 
G). 

Create Protected Water Supply Zones 
in areas that are used for municipal 
water supplies but are not provincially 
designated under the Env'}ronment Act. 

-cliate a weilamrs �Ulii ror all 
devek>pmerit prQpgnentf-� refer ft> �. 

whe11 deterqii11irtg ttle presence -of  
wetlands greater tllao 2000Jiz on their 
properties 1mtt -511Ch tim��1nrly are 
made suita� .Or dev�m 
acxorc:fing to provmelaf �ents.: 
- Require the retention of a 20-metre 
wide buffer along watercourses 
throughout HRM. 
- Does not apply in the Ha)ifax Harbour 
area designated on the GFLUM Map, 
Sheet Harbour lndustriaL Zones or the 
Waterfront residential Zones (RC-1) 
under the Shubenacadie Lakes 
Secondary Planning Strategy. 
- Allows HRM to designate riparian 
areas as open space a,nd other uses 
uhder a DP... :·, .,. 
- The policies regarding Jiparian- buffers 
may be relaxed for e'Xisting structures 
as of the date of the Plan. 

Purpose 

Regulate land uses in these 
areas, including those on private 
lands, to protect potable water 
quality. 

Manages water quality in 
-Protected Water Supply Zones to 
allow for a variety of land uses in 
these water supply areas as long 

. · as the municipal water supply is 
not threatened. 

1li�I� ��i�oriti. �� . .a,·. · 8f D�Hd 1:·. · :·1 
r �,��f .® :��� lit�:

?e�elopmerrl ii;, ' 
propaneni'S to delernnne th� •• , . ·'"� , 
presendt of wettarnt.�s over "'· 
2000 m ". . · 

A method of watershed protection 
for all of HRM, by preventing 
development (or providing HRM-a 
means to acquire ownership for 
this purpose}, except for 
infrastructures that facilitate 
recreational and fishing use, and 
storm and wastewater; but only_ 
until more specific needs as 
determined by the watershed 
studies are met and implemented 
through each secondary planning 
process. 

Riparian areas protect water qualit 
wildlife (including fish) habitat and 
property by reducing stormwater anc 
flood impacts. They capture 
contaminants and nutrients, provide 
streambank stability and regulate 
water temperature. 
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Water Resource 
Protection Policies 
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4.2.3 The Plan-for Water Quality Monitoring 

Water quality monitoring provides baseline data that may be used for comparison 

with future water quaJity test results to help determine whether water quality objectives 

are being met. The Plan intends to meet "public health standards for body contact 

recreation" objectives measured through a long-term water quality monitoring program in 

selected lakes, conducted by qualified personnel, and financed by developers proposing 

large-scale development projects that could have a significant impact on the watershed. 

Details of such a program would be determined in consultation with the appropriate 

WAB (HRM RMPS, 2006). The Plan policy, regarding water quality monitoring, is 

specified in Policy E-1 8  (Appendix G). 

4.3 PUBLIC INTEREST IN WATER RESOURCE PROTECTION IN HRM 

Historically, HRM has become entangled in land-use disputes that reflect the 

variety of cultural values of Halifax residents. In many cases, these disputes have arisen 

as a result of conflicts between Haligonians who propose to keep up with larger centers 

like New York and Toronto in terms of development and economic progress, and those 

who propose the preservation of historic landmarks and natural environments (Grant, 

1994). Currently, the cultural climate in HRM is more receptive to the public's demand 

for more environmental protection. This is demonstrated through the incorporation of 

environmental policy, most notably illustrated through the HRM RMPS (2006) whereby 

"protection of water, land and air is a significant component . . . .  " 

Through the Regional Plan process, HRM found that a strong majority of the 

general public in HRM supported the protection of water resources, as indicated in Fig. 

IV: Residents Level of Support for More Protection of Water Resources on the next page. 
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Figure IV: Residents' Support for Protection of Water Resources 

grear�r o�o:e::.or 
Of \:\'2:f:r it�·"'/\.�" 

Residents who Support or do not Support Greater 
Protection of Water Resources (M�tro Quarter!)' Survey) 

Source: HRM Guide to Draft Plan, 2005 

HRM Regional Council has acknowledged the importance of the public's concern 

over water resource protection, through its adoption of the HRM RMPS (2006). The time 

policy-makers took to acknowledge the public's concern about land use planning and 

development activity impacts on water resources, however, does not correspond with 

how long the public has demonstrated this concern. 

4.4 EVOLUTION OF HRM WATERS ADVISORY BOARDS 

The Halifax County/HRM public also participated in the ground swell of public 

concern over massive development pressures in the 1 960s, as discussed in Chapter l ,  and 

have been advising local governments about how to protect the public's health and safety 

with respect to local water resources ever since. The City of Dartmouth was the first 

Halifax County/HRM government agency to recognize, relatively early on in the ground­

swell era, the value of tapping into the local water resource protection expertise that 

citizens were offering, to make up for what was lacking within its provincial and 

municipal staff (Griffiths Muecke 1988; and Manzer, pers. comm., 2007). In 1 97 1 ,  
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Dartmouth City Council formalized a body of expertise offered by citizens, through a 

"Motion in Council" that recognized the DLAC as the City of Dartmouth's water 

resource advisor. This Motion created the first waters advisory group in Halifax 

County/BRM (pers. comm. Audrey Manzer, 2007). 

Since then, as many as six14 waters advisory groups concerned about waters (i.e., 

any water body or watercourse) have functioned, at the same time, within Halifax 

County/BRM. These groups provided advice to various agencies about how to protect 

water resources from the impacts ofland use planning and development activities within 

their jurisdictions (Griffiths Muecke, 1988). ln 1986, there were six active waters 

advisory groups within Halifax County/HRM: 

• Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Committee (now the Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Board 

(DLAB)), 

• Halifax Lakes and Waterways Advisory Committee (HL WAC); 

• Bedford Waters Advisory Committee (now the Bedford Watershed Advisory Board 

(BWAB)); 

• Shubenacadie Lakes Advisory Board (SLAB); 

• Shubenacadie/Grand Lake Watershed Advisory Board (SGL W AB); and 

• Sackville Rivers Advisory Board (SRAB) (Griffiths Muecke, 1988). 

Two of these six waters advisory groups remain active-the DLAB and the 

BW AB. Most of the j urisdictions of the other waters advisory groups that have disbanded 

since 1986 were picked up when the Halifax County Municipality Watershed Advisory 

Board (HCMW AB) (now known as the HW AB) was created in February 1 996, and after 

the HL WAC disbanded in l 998. Because the HWAB is the case study, its formation is 

described in detail in the following subsection. 

4.4.1 Formation of the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board 

14 Only the four waters advisory groups with jurisdiction in Halifax County's four municipal units that 
existed immediately prior to amalgamation are focused on in this study. 
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In the summer of 1995, two Halifax County waters protection groups, SWEPS and 

the Sackville Rivers Association (SRA), requested that "the Mayor of Halifax County 

take action to ensure that the County area, which represented about 85% of land within 

the new HRM, [be] covered by a watershed group before amalgamation occurred" (Stobo 

et aJ., undated). SWEPS expressed their concern that after amalgamation "it is  likely that 

Halifax County will become subservient to the urban municipalities" (SWEPS, 1995). 

SWEPS felt that the Cities of Halifax and Dartmouth, and the Town of Bedford waters 

advisory groups' interests could overshadow Halifax County's interests. Furthermore, 

since the County area was a mix of rural, suburban and urban areas, it had 

" . . .  divergent objectives for water quality. Generally these objectives are 
to maintain either drinking water (rural) or recreational (urban) water 
qualities. In order that Halifax County's interests do not become secondary 
to the three urban municipalities we recommend that Halifax County set up 
a watershed advisory committee" (SWEPS, 1 995). 

It was also argued by SWEPS and the SRA that if an advisory board were not 

created before the amalgamation process, the opportunity to create this body might be 

lost. The Chair of the DLAB, Audrey Manzer (pers. comm., 2007), concurred that there 

was concern at the time that there may not be any provision to create a W AB 1 5  under a 

new regional unit. Under the Municipal Government Act (MGA), the "Council may 

establish, by policy, citizen advisory committees which shall advise the council, as 

directed by the council". However, there were no guarantees that such a body would be 

created. What is required is the commitment of the municipal council and the citizenry 

(SNSMR, 2000-2002: sec. 5.5 p. 2). The groups felt that after amalgamation, the 

required commitment to create a watershed advisory board for the County area (or 

indeed to maintain the existing ones) within a new council could be lost in the shuffle 

that would come with amalgamation. 

In response to these arguments and requests, Halifax County Council (HCC) 

requested that the Municipal Planning Advisory Committee (MPAC) investigate the 

establishment of a waters advisory committee for Halifax County Municipality (HCM) 

15 There was no guarantee, either, that the existing WABs would remain under the new Municipal Unit. 
Indeed, there was pressure after amalgamation by some councillors and HRM staff to disband the W ABs. 
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(HCM, Sept. 1995). At an MPAC meeting in September 1 995, 32 representatives from 

various watershed groups and local communities formulated a recommendation to 

Council that a watershed advisory committee be formed for Halifax County (SWCSMH, 

Jan. 2005). In October 1995, at an HCM Council session Re: Watershed Advisory 

Committee for HCM, Councillor Beverly Peters16 (Dist. 14) moved, seconded by 

Councillor Gordie Snow (Dist. 1 717) that: 

"A Watershed Advisory Committee be established, and that further the 
matter be refe1Ted back to the Municipal Planning Advisory Committee 
with direction that the Municipal Planning Advisory Committee work with 
community groups, and together, form an appropriate committee structure 
with terms of reference . . .  " (SWCSMH, Jan 2005). 

As directed by HCC, nine representatives from seven community groups, two 

County Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) representatives and one staff planner 

drafted the ToR for a Waters Advisory Board (WAB) for HCM, using the three existing 

waters advisory groups' ToR for discussion and guidance. HCM Council approved the 

ToR for the HCMW AB in December 1 995. 

Interested groups were encouraged to apply in writing to HCC, and include their 

groups' mandate, objectives, interests or concerns related to watershed protection. 

Citizens at large were also encouraged to apply. Seven individuals requested to be 

representatives of their polling district. The groups that submitted requests for 

representation on the Board were: 

• Shubenacadie Canal Commission 

• Soil and Water Conservation Society of Metro Halifax (SWCMH) 

• Ad Hoe Committee for the Sackville River Drainage Basin 

• Sackville Rivers Association (SRA) 

• Musquodoboit Rivers Association 

• Shubenacadie Watershed Environmental Protection Society (SWEPS) 

16 Beverley Peters was a Director of SWEPS at that time. 
17Tbe councillors who moved this motion represented the districts within SWEPS' area of interest. 
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• Petpeswick Inlet Property Owners Association (PIPOA) 

• Friends of First Lake (FoFL) 

The HCMWAB (now known as the HWAB) held its first meeting in February 

1996, filling the waters advisory group representation void in Halifax County. At this 

point, all municipal units of Halifax County were represented by waters groups: the 

HL WAC for the City of Halifax, the DLAC for the City of Dartmouth, the BWAC for the 

Town of Bedford, and the HCMW AB for Halifax County. Two months later, the four 

Halifax County municipal units amalgamated. 

4.4.2 Evolution ofHRM W AB Jurisdictions 

Immediately preceding amalgamation, each waters advisory group in Halifax 

County was assigned its jurisdiction, essentially along political boundary lines of the 

municipal unit it represented; i.e., The City of Halifax, The City of Dartmouth, The Town 

of Bedford, and The Halifax County Municipality. Changes made to the waters advisory 

group jurisdictions since amalgamation resulted from the redistribution of the Halifax 

Lakes and Waters Advisory Committee (HL WAC) jurisdiction after it was disbanded 

in 1998, and from the efforts of some of the W ABs and HRM staff to delineate their 

jurisdictional boundaries based on watersheds rather than political boundaries. 

After its dissolution in 1 998, the HLWAC jurisdiction was divided between the 

HW AB and the BW AB in a way that better reflected the watershed boundaries within the 

political boundaries of the former City of Halifax and the former Town of Bedford 

municipal units, respectively. The HW AB jurisdiction currently includes most of the 

former City of.Halifax and virtually all of the former Halifax County municipal unit 

boundaries as shown in Table 4: Community Council District WAB Jurisdictions on page 

60. The Map in Appendix B illustrates the current Waters Advisory Board (W AB) 

jurisdictions in relation to the polling districts. 
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4.4.3 The Reporting Process 

Currently, there are three active waters advisory boards: the BWAB, the DLAB and 

the HW AB. There are six Community Councils in HRM that have approval authority 

over land use planning and development activity proposal submissions within their 

District's Council (see Table 4: Community Council District WAB Jurisdictions on the 

next page). Each District's councillor represents his/her district on one community 

council, except for District 18, which is represented on two community councils. On each 

land use planning and development activity application submitted to HRM, directed by 

planning staff for review by the W AB with the water resource jurisdiction, an advisory 

report containing the W AB's recommendations is submitted to the Community Council 

responsible for approving the application. 
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Table 4: Community Council District W AB Jurisdictions 

The reporting procedures applicable to all HRM W ABs are illustrated in Figure V: 

HRM Development Agreement Process on the next page. Although this figure illustrates 

the development agreement (DA) process, this procedure is the primary one followed by 

the HW AB for the majority of the land use planning and development activity proposals 

it reviews at HRM' s request. 

18 * District Boundaries correspond with the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board, 13 February 
2004 decision 
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Figure V: HRM Development Agreement Process 

Source: HRM 
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4.5 THE ROLE OF THE HW AB 

Each HRM W AB has a ToR that defines its role in terms of purpose, 

responsibilities, representation, jurisdictions, board meeting structure, relationship to 

councils, and reporting procedures. Each HRM W AB's ToR are formally acknowledged 

and passed by a "Motion in Council" which gives the W AB formal status to advise 

Council, according to the terms defined in its ToR. 

This section describes the details of the HWAB's ToR, and briefly summarizes the 

HW AB's similarities and differences from the other W ABs' ToR. Chapter 5 will discuss 

in more detail how the formal and informal governance factors contribute to the HWAB's 

ability to influence the outcome of activity, in its role as water resource protection 

advisor to Council through the land use planning and development activity review 

process. 

4.5.1 HWAB Purpose 

The purpose of the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board (HW AB) is: 

" . . .  to advise Community or Regional Council on all matters related to 
the management and alteration of the lakes, rivers, waterways, coastal 
inlets and their watersheds within Halifax Regional Municipality19, and to 
act as an advisory resource in providing Community or Regional Council 
with recommendations for their sustainable use" (HW AB ToR, 2005). 

4.5.2 HW AB Responsibilities 

The HW AB is primarily responsible for: 

• providing leadership, promoting public awareness and education to the citizens of 

HRM6, and identifying issues and action on matters regarding the lakes, rivers, 

watercourses, and coastal inlets ofHRM6; 

• providing input to Regional and Community Council, and the Planning Advisory 

Committees on applications for DAs, rezoning, land use by-law amendments, and 

19 Referring "to those areas as defined on (Appendix B) setting out the area of jurisdiction of the Board." 
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major project proposals of the Halifax Regional Water Commission as to the potential 

impact on the lakes, rivers, watercourses and coastal inlets of HRM6; 

• monitoring studies being conducted and regulations being formulated by government 

bodies and providing recommendations to Regional and Community Council about 

the potential impact on the lakes, rivers, watercourses, and coastal inlets of HRM6; 

• cooperating with other similar agencies to address issues affecting the lakes, rivers, 

watercourses, and coastal inlets ofHRM6; 

• liaising with and encouraging input from community groups involved in watershed 

protection and related activities; and 

• advising on any other matters deemed necessary by Regional or Community Council, 

or Planning Advisory Committees (HW AB ToR). 

4.5.3 HW AB Representation 

Community Council-appointed representatives on the HW AB has limited 

restrictions in that it "may" consist of: 

• any community-based water interest group that has a broad-based interest in water 

resource issues within the geographical area ofHRM6; 

• one citizen representative appointed from each electoral district under the Board's 

jurisdictional boundaries who has expressed, in writing, to his/her respective 

Community Council about his/her interest in broad-based water resource protection 

within the Board's jurisdictional boundaries; 

• one councillor appointed by each Community Council under the Board's 

jurisdictional boundaries as an "ex-officio " (non-voting) member; 

• one representative of the Halifax Regional Development Agency; and 

• other appointments as determined from time-to-time by Community or Regional 

Council in consultation with the Board, including consultants (HW AB ToR) 

There is no limit to the number of representatives who may sit on the HW AB 

(Stobo et al., undated). There are no requirements for a representative to be from a 

specific professional sector. Representation is not considered for community-based water 
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interest groups with a one-watershed issue mandate. Such groups are encouraged, 

however, to present their issue(s) to the Board. 

Appointments to the Board are for a three-year term (two years for half of the first­

year appointments to provide continuity among the representation). Appointees may 

remain on the Board for subsequent three-year terms, if reappointed by Council. Any 

community-based organization that applies for representation on the Board must include 

the group's Memorandum of Understanding in its application to the respective Council. 

A specific individual from that organization may not be appointed as a representative on 

the Board. Instead, the appointment applies to the organization that designates a 

representative from its membership to represent their organization on the Board (HW AB 

ToR). The district councillor appoints district representatives after s/he reviews all the 

applications submitted by November 1 of each year. 

4.5.4 HW AB Current Jurisdiction 

The current jurisdiction of the HW AB encompasses the former Halifax County area 

and most of the former City of Halifax area (see Table 4: Community Council District 

WAB Jurisdictions on page 60 and Appendix B). The HW AB jurisdiction includes 27% 

of the residential areas in the downtown Halifax core, most of the 2 1  % of residents who 

live in the rural commutershed (rural commuters traveling to the urban core to work), and 

3% who live in the rural areas not within commuting distance, for a total of 5 1  % of 

HRM' s residential jurisdiction. The remaining 49% of residents who live in the suburbs 

are within the DLAB and the BWAC jurisdictional boundaries. 

The HWAB covers approximately 85% of HRM's land mass (Stobo et al., undated) 

plus the peninsula portion-former city municipal area-incorporated i n  the HW AB' s 

jurisdiction20 after the HL WAC was dissolved in 1998. The land area covered by the 

BW AB and the DLAB each cover a portion of the downtown and rural commutershed 

areas, amounting to approximately 1 5% of the land area of HRM. 

The greatest rise in growth within HRM has been in the rural commutershed, 

approximately 90% of which is covered under the jurisdiction of the HW AB according to 

20 Some of the H L WAC jurisdiction was absorbed by the B W AB as already mentioned. See more 
discussion on how this took place in Chapter 5. 
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the Generalized Future Land Use Map referred to in the Regional Plan (HRM RMPS, 

2006). This suggests that the HW AB may be concerned with proportionately more land 

use planning and development activities than its W AB counterparts. 

To correspond with the HWAB's jurisdictional boundary changes discussed in 

section 4.4.2 and in Chapter 5, and to simplify the name, the HWAB's name has changed 

a few times. The names of the HW AB included the Halifax County Municipality 

Watershed Advisory Board (HCMWAB), the Halifax/Halifax County Watershed 

Advisory Board (H/HCWAB), and finally the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board 

(HWAB). 

4.5.5 HW AB Board I Meeting Structure 

The Chair and Vice Chair are elected from within the Board's representation and 

hold office for a period of one year or until the end of their appointed term of office, 

whichever is less. The Vice Chair assumes the role of chairperson when the Chair is 

absent. The Board may assign ad hoe committees to work on specific cases from time to 

time. Meetings are held monthly or when called by the Chair. All meetings are open to 

the public and "shall include a public participation component" (HW AB ToR). All 

meetings function by consensus but when necessary "shall follow the Rules of Order 

approved for Committee of Council" or Community Council. 

The HW AB is supported by: 

• a legislative assistant from the Municipal Clerk's Office to take notes, to keep records 

of the proceedings, and to facilitate communication between the W ABs, municipal 

staff and councillors; 

• a municipal staff person who provides "advice and expertise on the municipal 

planning process" (Stobo et al. undated); and 

• various municipal planning "staff members who present development proposals or 

speak to the Board on various issues" (Stobo et al., undated) upon request of the 

Board. 
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4.5.6 HW AB Relationship to HRM Staff, Councils, and External Bodies 

The HW AB acts in an advisory manner to Community and Regional Councils: 

"Any plan, program, or proposed development activity within any 
watershed likely to have an effect on any lake, river, waterway, or coastal 
inlet shall be referred to the Board for its consideration and subsequent 
recommendations to Community or Regional Council" (HW AB ToR). 

The HW AB has no official relationship with any other bodies besides HRM 

Council. Instead, the HW AB has working relationships with the stakeholders involved 

with the land use planning and development activity review process ( e.g, HRM planning 

staff, and land use planning and development activity proponents). HRM planning staff 

representatives on the Board advise the HW AB at meetings regarding planning processes, 

regulations, and by-laws, and follow-up on questions the Board has about the planning 

process that cannot be answered at the meeting. In addition to the HRM staff planner 

representative on the Board, the HW AB relates with each project case planner who 

presents the land use application proposal to the HW AB. 

With approval of Council, the Board may also advise or appoint a liaison to work 

with a government agency's internal or external board, committee, or department. 

4.5. 7 HW AB Proposal Application Review Process 

Within the land use planning and development application review process that 

involves all the reviewing stakeholders outlined in Figure I· WAB Input to f-IRM 
Development Agreement and Rezoning on page7, the HWAB has its own review process. 

This gives the HW AB an opportunity to add its water resource protection advice to the 

application proposal before Council has a chance to approve or reject the proposal. 

Before a case comes before the HW AB, a letter of request for a proposed development, 

rezoning application, or amendment to existing planning documents (Municipal Planning 

Strategy/Land Use Bylaw/Subdivision Bylaw) is received by HRM planning staff 

through the municipal clerk. The request is then circulated to HRM departments and to 

outside agencies (including the HWAB) for review. 
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Any land use planning and development activity proposal that HRM planning 

services determines will likely have a direct impact on water resources under the 

HW AB's jurisdiction is referred to the Board. Concept Plans for municipal planning 

strategies and events (e.g. high water levels, spills) are also referred to the HW AB for 

advice. Typically, the HRM planner responsible for the case carries out this referral by 

informing the HW AB Chair and the HRM Legislative Assistant appointed to the HW AB 

in writing. A request for a review of the project is usually accompanied with supporting 

materials outlining the project, reference maps, relevant policies, and any other available 

documentation (Harvey, pers. comm., February 2007). Prior to each regularly scheduled 

HW AB meeting, the Legislative Assistant mails the meeting agenda and the required 

proposal documents to the Board representatives, to give them an opportunity to review 

project details in advance. Additional project details are often provided when the project 

is presented at the meeting. 

Occasionally, members of the public concerned about a situation that appears or has 

the potential to negatively impact on a watercourse, may request advice and assistance 

from the HW AB. Such requests may come by letter to the HW AB from a Board 

representative, a member of the general public, a community waters group, or any other 

concerned citizen or organization. Furthermore, since most representatives of the Board 

serve as "watchdogs" for the Board, occasionally an informal. report from representatives 

about a development prompts the HW AB to make recommendations on cases the HW AB 

may or may not have previously reviewed. 

Generally, the advice provided by the HWAB for each land use planning and 

development activity proposal review is based on the HW AB representatives' expertise, 

the HWAB ToR, and the HWAB Guidelines for Protecting Our Water Resources. The 

HWAB review process takes place at regular meetings using the following steps: 

l .  At HRM' s request, the HW AB reviews the land use proposal application, usually 

together with the planner assigned to the case (or representative on behalf of the 

assigned planner). Occasionally the proponent also attends the initial presentation of 

the case. 
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2 .  During and/or after the presentation by the case planner, H W  AB representatives 

discuss the case with the planner (and/or the proponent, if present). If enough 

information is presented at this stage, the HW AB begins to formulate its 

recommendations. If more information is required, the Board requests that proponents 

and the case planner come prepared to answer further questions at the next meeting. 

3.  If the HW AB determines that more clarification is  needed, requiring further 

discussion with the proponent present, further review of the proposal takes place at 

the next HW AB meeting, usually with the proponent and the case planner present. In 

very few cases, Board representatives request a site visit before they make 

recommendations. 

4. When enough information has been provided, the Board's recommendations are 

decided upon by consensus at that meeting, and a designated Board representative 

subsequently writes a draft report that will be reviewed at the next regularly 

scheduled H W  AB meeting. Further recommendations or amendments may be made 

at the draft recommendations review stage. Amendments to the draft 

recommendations are incorporated into the final recommendations. 

5. Once approved, the final recommendations are written up by the legislative assistant 

in HRM report format who then forwards the H W  AB recommendations report to the 

respective Council, the proponent, the case planner, and to other parties as 

determined by the HW AB. 

Time is of the essence with respect to reviewing proposal applications. Ideally, 

most proposal applications are reviewed and recommendations submitted after two Board 

meetings (within 4-5 weeks). For larger projects, such as planning strategies, which affect 

large areas, the review process may take many months. 

At the request of the HRM staff planner and/or the proponent, there may be a 

request to expedite a case. If enough information has been provided to enable the Board 

to make adequate recommendations, the Board honours the request. With the Board's 
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approval, the HW AB Chair may prepare the recommendations report before the next 

HW AB meeting in time for the planner to submit his/her report to Council. In such cases, 

the Chair reviews the initial draft and circulates it among the representatives between 

meetings for their approval. With the Board's approval, the Chair reviews and approves 

the recommendations on behalf of the Board before the next meeting to submit the report 

within the expedited timeframe. 

For larger project cases such as municipal planning strategy reviews, which also 

may overlap W AB jurisdictions, more than one W AB or a committee of W AB 

representatives may be called upon to provide recommendations. 

In its role as advisor to Council the HW AB has an opportunity to influence land use 

planning and development activity. The HW AB provides this advice through its formal 

recommendation reports to Council on each land use planning and development activity 

proposals it reviews. The HW AB also provides informal advice on land use planning and 

development activity applications at HRM staffs request, and on issues of concern 

outside of Council's land use planning and development activity review process. These 

may be brought to the attention of the HW AB by HRM staff, Board representatives, or by 

the general public. Informal advice from the HW AB is provided in letters or memoranda 

(submitted to specific agencies or proponents) as opposed to formal recommendation 

reports on HRM letterhead to Council. Sometimes copies of formal reports submitted to 

Councils, are provided to external bodies including other W ABs, other government level 

jurisdictions and/or to the Mayor, and, occasionally, to an individual. 

Overall, the HW AB recommendations demonstrate the knowledge and expertise 

inherent in the HW AB about how water quality, water quantity, and quality of life 

associated with water resources can be protected. This knowledge and expertise 

represents the HW AB 's inherent ability to influence the protection of water resources 

through its role defined by its ToR. 

4.5.8 HRM W AB Similarities and Differences 

The purposes and operations of all of the HRM W ABs are similar: 

• in their advisory roles to Council on matters related to water resource protection; 

69 



• in providing contract-like services for free (Stobo, pers. comm., 2004; and Manzer, 

pers. comm., 2007). 

• in being knowledgeable in the science field and in providing a forum for groups with 

a special interest in water resource issues; 

• in being open to representatives from the development/construction industry; 

• in consisting of voting representatives who are volunteers appointed by the W AB' s 

respective Community or Regional Council; 

• in requiring HRM staff representation and that each staff member (planner) "shall " 

be appointed by council to his or her respective board; 

• in that the request by prospective representatives be sent anytime to the Municipal 

Clerk and sent for approval to Community Council; and 

• in the confidentiality of representative applications, which may not be reviewed by 

the Board, but are reviewed by the respective councillor for the area in which the 

application is made. 

The purposes and operations of the HW AB differ from the other W ABs: 

• in that the HWAB does not regard safety issues within their watersheds as part of its 

ToR; 

• in that the HW AB (and the BW AB) include leadership and public awareness and 

"advocate(s) action on environmental and planning issues" within its ToRs, while the 

DLAB does not; 

• in that the HW AB does not state any professional status as a pre-requisite for 

representation, while the other W AB ToRs state that voting representatives "shall " be 

from specific professional sectors in an environmental science field; 

• in that the HW AB is the only W AB to designate within its ToR the appointment of 

non-specialized representatives; 

• in that the HW AB ToR states that a councillor "may be" appointed to the Board, and 

not "shall be" as the other W ABs' ToR require; 

• in that the HW AB ToR states "One citizen from each electoral district may be 

appointed" and not "shall " be; 
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• in that the HW AB seeks representatives from community groups that have an interest 

in water resource protection issues in addition to having representatives from each 

electoral district under the HW AB jurisdiction; 

• in that the HW AB has no representation number limit; 

• in that the HW AB includes in its ToR Rules of Order that meetings "contain a public 

participation component" allowing observers to participate in meeting discussions at 

HWAB meetings; and 

• in that the DLAB and the BWAB are primarily urban-centred and are therefore 

affected primarily by urban-type developments whereas the HW AB reviews cases 

from the urban-rural fringe, rural, and urban-centred areas. 

4.5.9 Land Use Activity Review Not Considered in HWAB Role 

To further clarify the role of the HW AB, some of the responsibilities not considered 

part of the HWAB role include follow-up site visits, "as-of-right" development 

application review, and follow-up of recommendations on land use planning and 

development activity approvals. 

The Board is not required to follow up on cases upon which it has made 

recommendations. It is not formally responsible for reviewing the land use planning and 

development activity approved agreement to determine whether its recommendations are 

included, or for making site visits to determine whether the proponent implemented the 

recommendations that were incorporated into the agreement. Whether or not the 

components of an approved land use planning and development activity agreement are 

implemented and operational is the responsibility of the stewards involved in the land use 

planning and development activity process (e.g., HRM Development Officer/Technician 

and inspectors). 

As a rule, the H W  AB does not review "as-of-right" development applications since 

they must be reviewed within 1 4  days, and do not require public scrutiny. As long as the 

development adheres to the zoning by-laws, and provincial regulations regarding on-site 

septic systems, the development application may proceed without further public or 

advisory board scrutiny. 
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5 Factors Contributing to HW AB Ability to Influence 

Chapter 3 set up the formal and informal governance factors that contribute to an 

NRAB's ability to influence the outcome of activity. Chapter 4 outlined the HRM context 

within which the HW AB performs its role, established formally through a "Motion in 

Council". The formal governance factors of influence are those that must be approved or 

established through a formal process, such as the approval of a WAB's ToR established 

through a "Motion in Council". The informal governance factors are those that do not 

have to be formally approved or sanctioned by a higher agency; they are determined 

through the working arrangements the stakeholders have agreed to, or perceive to be in 

their best interest to augment their ability to influence the outcome of the activity of 

interest. 

This chapter explains what was found in the documents, surveys and interviews, 

observations, and archival records to contribute to the HWAB's ability to influence the 

protection of water resources through the land use planning and development activity 

review process. The findings show the formal and informal governance factors 

contributing to the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources through 

its advice to Council on what ecologically responsible land use practices should be 

applied to the applications it reviewed between February I 996 and January 2005. This 

chapter begins with an overview of the outcome of the primary responsibilities performed 

by the HW AB in its role as a stakeholder in the land use planning and development 

activity review process. 

5.1 THE HW AB's REPORTING ACTIVITY OUTCOMES 

The HW AB's primary responsibility involves reviewing land use planning and 

development activity applications and making recommendations about what ecologically 

responsible land use practices should be incorporated into each application, through 

formal advisory reports to Council. When the HW AB was formed in 1996, most 

committee and advisory group reports, including the HWAB's, were initially sent to the 

HRM Planning Department. Staff incorporated the reports from the various committees 
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and advisory groups involved in the application review process and sent them to the PAC 

who then sent the recommendations to the Community Council. The HW AB changed 

their reporting procedure from having their recommendations incorporated into a report 

from staff, to forwarding its recommendation reports directly to the appropriate HRM 

regulatory agency (i.e., the Community Council responsible for approving the plan 

application). The HW AB then also sent their reports to the HRM staff case planner to 

attach it to his/her report to Council, to the proponent, and copied to whatever 

government department or external body the Board deemed appropriate to the proposal 

application. This reporting procedure has been maintained ever since. The following 

sections describe the details on the outcome of the HWAB's reporting activities. 

5.1.1 Land Use Planning and Development Activity Review Types 

The types of applications and numbers of times the HW AB reviewed each 

application type during the study timeframe, upon which the HW AB had some 

ability to influence the outcome of the land use planning and development activity, 

are listed in Table 5 :  Land Use Planning and Development Activity Reviewed on the 

next page. 
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Table 5: Land Use Planning and Development Activity Reviewed 

__ e·velopm.ent applicati9n fypes .. 
,� . , ,, ' · �- :·q..·, . .; � 

The most common type of project reviewed by the HW AB had a golf course 

component, followed by residential developments, single unit dwellings (including tourist 

cabins) and commercial developments (e.g., grocery store plaza). Other project types 

reviewed by the HW AB included specialized commercial developments such as 

campgrounds, garden centres, gas stations, lobster facilities; utilities/infrastructures for 

waste collection, a power plant, sewage, storm water, a water treatment facility, and a 

highway; and master/land-use plans. 
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5.1.2 Land Use Planning and Development Activity Recommendations 

According to the HWAB's ToR: 

"The Board's recommendations will be submitted to the applicable 
HRM regulatory body, HRM staff, the proponent, and a copy 
correspondence to other government departments, as the Board deems 
appropriate." 

The advisory reports the HW AB submits to Council, HRM staff, and to the 

proponent contain recommendations about which ecologically responsible land use 

practices should be applied to the project application. The recommendations include 

emerging technologies and the latest information regarding new issues and concerns. The 

HW AB made 72 sets of recommendations (amounting to approximately 500 individual 

recommendations) respecting water resource protection, on 72 of90 applications it 

reviewed between 1996 and 2005. The recommendations made by the HW AB were 

targeted to the activity being proposed and its potential impact on nearby water resources 

rather than to the application type, as shown in Table 6: Frequencies of 

Recommendations I Number of Land Use Projects on the next page. The most frequently 

recommended ecologically responsible land use practice the HW AB made was in relation 

to stormwater management. Other most frequent recommendation categories were with 

regard to water quality, erosion and sedimentation control, septic/sewage treatment 

specifications, design/development plan phase and other reports reviewed by advisory 

and decision-making agencies, and buffer (riparian areas) specifications. In many cases, 

the same recommendation category applied more than once to a project. For example, 

under the storm water category, the HW AB recommended 96 storm water actions on 42 

projects, indicating there were multiple stormwater recommendations made in many or 

most of these projects. Table 6 on the next page, lists the number ofrecommendations the 

HW AB applied to each project type. Appendix H: Frequencies of Pr�ject Types and 

Recommendations shows more details on the project types and the recommendations the 

HW AB made on them. 

75 



Table 6: Frequencies of Recommendations I Number of Land Use Projects 
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The HW AB also often supplemented such recommendations with letters to the 

policy and regulation decision-makers encouraging jurisdictional, policy, and/or 

regulatory changes designed for greater protection of water resources through policy and 

regulation. 

In addition to providing advice on land use planning and development activity 

applications presented to the HW AB by HRM staff, the Board identifies "issues and 

action on matters related to the Municipality's17 lakes, rivers, watercourses, and coastal 

inlets" (HW AB ToR). The HW AB exercises this aspect of its ToR by making unsolicited 

informal recommendations on projects the HW AB feels have the potential to impact 

water resources under the HWAB's jurisdiction to other agencies, including the Federal 

and Provincial governments. Where the HW AB felt stricter measures were needed to 

mitigate the potential impacts of a proposed land use planning and development activity, 

the HW AB frequently made recommendations beyond set policies and regulations to 

encourage proponents to implement ecologically responsible land use practises above the 

minimum requirements. HW AB advice, therefore, includes: 

• providing comments at Council's request on studies and processes affecting the 

management of water resources; 

• providing informal advice at the request ofHRM staff on applications that do not 

normally require public scrutiny, as in "as-of-right" cases; 
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• providing comments that Board representatives and the general public have requested 

for land use planning and development activities that may fall under provincial and/or 

federal jurisdictions; and 

• providing comments in letters to various agencies including the Mayor, and 

provincial government departments on projects lead by the Province, upon which the 

HW AB was not invited to provide comment but took the initiative to due to its 

concern over water resource protection. 

Also with respect to circumstances under which the HW AB reports to other 

government level activities, the HW AB is responsible "[to] monitor studies being 

conducted and regulations being formulated by various levels of government and 

comment and provide recommendations to Community or Regional Council on these 

with respect to the impact on the Municipality's lakes, rivers, watercourses, and coastal 

inlets" (HW AB ToR). 

The recommendations provided by the HW AB demonstrate the high level of 

competency the HW AB has with respect to water resource protection. Based on a 

quantitative data analysis of the Board's recommendations (see Appendix H), the HWAB 

demonstrates significant knowledge, expertise, and adeptness regarding the latest water 

resource protection technologies, techniques, and circumstances under which they should 

be applied, compared with the literature regarding water resource protection techniques 

(see Appendix E). The H W  AB shares its knowledge through its own Guidelines for 

Protecting our Water Resources (Appendix C) as a reference for the HWAB, and for 

proponents to refer to regarding which water resource protection techniques should be 

considered and under what circumstances they should be applied. Analysis of the Board's 

recommendations also provides some insight into where improvements in land use 

application policies and regulations may be warranted. 

Within this advisory role, however, there are many formal and informal governance 

factors involved in the land use planning and development activity review process that 

contribute to the HW AB's ability to influence the protection of water resources with its 

recommendations. The next two sections explain the factors that contribute to the 

HW AB' s ability to influence the incorporation of its water resource protection 
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recommendations in the outcome of the land use planning and development activity 

review process. 

5.2 FORMAL GOVERNANCE FACTORS 

The formal governance factors of this study that contribute to the HWAB's ability 

to influence the protection of water resources through the land use planning and 

development activity process are explained within the structural, managerial, and policy 

contexts. The boundaries within which the HWAB is able to influence the outcome of the 

land use planning and development activity review process are defined by formal 

governance factors including its ToR described in Chapter 4, and by policies and 

regulations set by the Federal, Provincial, and Municipal governments as described in 

Chapters 3 and 4, and Appendices F and G. This section focuses on five different issues 

that reoccurred in the research, which encompass the structural, managerial, and policy 

factors contributing to the HW AB' s ability to influence the protection of water resources 

within the formal governance contexts. These factors are explained in terms of the issues 

as they move across formal governance context lines. The five recurring issues discussed 

are Board composition and selection, jurisdiction, "as-of-right" and grandfather clause, 

secondary (community) planning, and enforcement and compliance. 

5.2.1 Composition and Board Selection 

Within the HW AB's ToR, there are no prerequisite qualifications for representation 

on the Board other than to have an interest in water resource issues and be a resident of 

one of the districts within the HWAB's jurisdiction. One representative left the Board in 

2004, in part because s/he did not agree that anyone without a scientific background 

should be permitted on the Board. However, when the Board was being formed, the same 

person encouraged community representation regardless of their background other than 

being a resident of the community and having an interest in water resource protection 
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issues. The Board's Chair, a qualified scientist21 , takes pride that the HW AB has a good 

cross-section of community representation. 

"The HW AB is not looking for scientists. The Board looks for someone 
who is concerned about the environment and the community issues and 
feels comfortable participating in the process. People stay involved because 
they get to voice their concerns - people feel that they have a responsibility 
to protect an area. There is a dynamic that needs to be protected to make 
people comfortable or else you'll leave scientists around the table 
pontificating. The lay people have given a different perspective on a number 
of occasions. The Tem1s of Reference guide how people are selected. We're 
talking about practical watershed issues, not just data tables - science does 
not necessarily address the issue" (Stobo, pers. comm., 2004). 

The survey conducted for this study found that of the fourteen (12 current and two 

past) HW AB representatives who responded to the survey, nine indicated they bad 

experience with watershed management issues before they sat on the Board. Seven 

indicated they were from recognized watershed groups, and seven were appointed by 

their district councillors to sit on the HWAB on behalf of their district. Collectively, the 

representatives had 60 years experience on the Board for an average of 4.5 years each. 

If representing the community, the public, the district, or a watershed group makes 

a person a representative of the general public in some capacity, 86% ofHWAB 

representatives considered they represented the public "very" well. 

In March 2002, a councillor from the Chebucto Community Council  (CCC) 

expressed concern that the potential representation on the HW AB was too large, which 

could make the Board less effective and less efficient. Both the North West and Chebucto 

Community Councils suggested splitting the H/HCW AB into two committees, one to 

deal with the former City of Halifax and the other with the former County of Halifax. 

HRM staff, which would be responsible for facilitating this change, did not feel the 

proposed splitting to be an option. 

The concern about the Board's effectiveness if its potential size were to be realized 

was expressed again at an HW AB meeting in May 2004 by the newly appointed "ex-

2 1  Dr. Wayne Stobo earned his Ph.D. (Ecology) from Dalhousie University in 1973. He recently retired 
from the Bedford lnstitute of Oceanography where he worked since 1999 as a Division Manager and 
Research Scientist. He authored over 130 scientific articles on the biology of fin fish, marine mammals and 
birds on the east coast of Canada (Scotian Wind.fields Incorporated, 2007). 
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officio" councillor representative on the Board. The Councillor noted at the time that 

within the last week, CCC had received three requests to approve representation on the 

Board. The Councillor suggested that a 'hold' be put on any future appointments and 

perhaps discuss this at a future meeting. The HW AB Chair took exception to the 

statement that the Board's representation was too large given the large area of jurisdiction 

of the Board. After the Councillor attended a few more HWAB meetings and had an 

opportunity to observe how efficiently and effectively the Board worked, the Councillor 

subsequently dropped the concern over the large number of potential representatives. 

This Councillor had an opportunity to, but chose not to suggest changing the 

representative size of the Board while participating in changing the HW AB's ToR in 

June 2005. 

The potential size of the Board does not appear to pose a problem for the HWAB. 

The Board's composition could amount to at least 30 assuming there are 10 (but there 

could be more) "recognized" community waters groups under the Board's jurisdiction, in 

addition to the potential for 18 district representatives. Despite the potential for such a 

large number of representatives on the Board, the maximum number of representatives at 

any time during the Board's existence over the timeframe of this study never exceeded 

16. The average attendance over the course of this study (97 meetings) was 12. 

Despite several attempts by the HW AB to develop a working relationshjp with the 

Nova Scotia Department of Environment and Labour (NSDEL), they remain at arms 

length. Attempts were made by the HW AB to have a member ofNSDEL attend HWAB 

meetings. A Board representative's conversation with the Environmental Engineer for the 

then NS Department of Environment22, recorded in the April 15, 1996 minutes, found 

that an Environment Department staff member may sit on the Board only if the Minister 

identifies the W AB in writing as an entity "to promote informed public participation, 

provide advice to the Minister respecting watershed management and undertake such 

aspects of watershed management as may be assigned to those persons by the Minister" 

Environment Act (1994-95, c. I, s. I 05(4); 2006, c. 30, s. 34). The HWAB Chair said that 

if the HW AB were to request the Board being identified by the Minister, according to the 

22 The NSDEL consists of the former Department of Environment and the Department of Labour. At print 
time, these Departments had been separated again. 
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Act as an entity of the Province, this would introduce complications involving the 

composition of the Board and the HW AB' s relationship with HRM (Stobo, pers. 

commun., June 2007). 

NSDEL conducted a Forum in September 1 997, to which the HRM W ABs were 

invited. The Forum was about setting up watershed advisory groups for the Province. It 

was recognized that in order for a W AB to be effective, it would need support from the 

Province. The resulting report provided by the Forum leaders acknowledged that 

resources would be required to support advisory groups. The idea apparently was shelved 

(Stobo, pers. comm., 2007). 

5.2.2 Jurisdiction 

Factors that have affected the delineations of the HW AB's jurisdictional boundaries 

set out in its ToR include: amalgamation; other W AB boundary changes; debates among 

staff, W ABs, and Councils regarding whether the W ABs' jurisdiction should be 

delineated according to political vs. watershed boundaries; and the perceptions of 

councils, staff and other W ABs. Changes in jurisdiction have prompted changes in the 

HW AB's name in the process. What prompted the changes and how they were resolved 

are discussed in this section. 

In addition to being the catalyst for the creation of the HWAB, amalgamation 

played a significant role in consolidating the roles and responsibilities of the four existing 

W ABs which were representing the four former Halifax County municipal units at the 

time. 

When the Harbour East Community Council (HECC) decided to appoint the DLAB 

as their sole official watershed advisory group for its Council, the Chair of the HW AB 

was compelled to express his concerns on behalf of the HW AB that some of the issues 

relating to the former County area may be missed as a result (HW AB correspondence to 

HECC, January 14, 1 998): 

"I have some concern with the potential consequences . .  .if [the] DLAB 
[is] to be the sole water quality/watershed advisory body for your 
Community Council. . . .  We are concerned that [this] motion would 
reconfigure a portion of the responsibilities without consideration of the 
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impact on adjacent areas; we could lose some representatives due to a re­
partitioning of areas of responsibility and thereby lose the ability to provide 
advice to Community Councils adjacent to yours." 

The HECC subsequently decided to continue having the HW AB report to 

them regarding projects in the former County areas of their jurisdiction. 

The most significant impact on the Board's jurisdictional boundary was caused by 

the CCC's decision to add the decommissioned HL WAC jurisdiction over Districts 15, 

16, 17 and 18 (former City area) to the HW AB 's jurisdiction, in July, 1998. This move 

caused concern among the Board representatives about the potential for an excessive 

workload. The Chair remarked that the Board's response time, therefore, might be slower 

than desired by Council. The planner representative on the Board at the time assured 

them that this situation would be only an interim measure until restructuring was 

completed (HW AB Minutes, July, 1998). However, the jurisdiction of the HWAB 

remains much the same. Furthermore, in November 1999, a report to Council 

recommended that the HW AB take over the jurisdiction of peninsular Halifax, which it 

did through a "Motion in Council". 

When the Board first formed, the HWAB, the HL WAC, and the BW AC, but not the 

DLAB, wanted to base their jurisdictions on watershed rather than political boundaries. 

The Department of Planning and Development, however, preferred to see the 

jurisdictions of each group split up by plan area boundaries (HW AB Minutes, March 

1996). The HW AB argued: 

"Our Board would prefer to see the development of advisory bodies 
based on watershed, rather than political boundaries. The reason is 
environmentally based - the detailed knowledge and expertise of the 
sensitivities and existing impacts on a watershed would reside within one 
group. They would advise more than one Community Council on further 
development within a watershed, but would be better able to provide 
ongoing advice consistent with good conservation practices, than several 
groups responsible for different parts of the same watershed". 

Repeated attempts over the years via letters and memos from the HW AB to at least 

two Councils, requesting that W AB jurisdictions be assigned along watershed lines, did 

not result in the boundary changes the HW AB desired. This passage from an HW AB 
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memo dated January 27, 1999 to Ron Cooper, Chair of the HECC, expresses the 

HWAB's position: 

"Our position, as outlined in the January 1 998 letter, is that any revision 
of geographical areas should be based on watershed boundaries, not 
political ones. The motions made in January and again in October 1998 to 
the HECC would perpetuate that arbitrary partitioning." 

However, the issue the HECC wanted to deal with in this exchange was their desire 

to have only one W AB reporting to them (i.e., the DLAB) not two. The argument from 

the HW AB perspective, on the other hand, was the HW AB did not want to relinquish 

their jurisdiction unless it was based on watershed boundaries. 

HRM staff supported delineating W AB jurisdictions along watershed boundaries. 

The HRM Environmental Policies Manager (EPM) noted in the HW AB Minutes (March 

1 998) that staff felt the use of the natural watershed boundaries to be the only sensible 

way to determine jurisdictions. He acknowledged staff had made recent changes to the 

DLAB's jurisdiction, but their boundaries still did not entirely follow the natural 

watershed boundaries. HRM staff determined that each W AB would meet with staff as 

part of the Regional Planning process to discuss how they wished to be involved in 

changing jurisdictional areas before staff would develop any specific changes. This 

position was supported by the HW AB in the same memo quoted above: 

"In the summer of 1 998, the HRM decided to review the mandates and 
jurisdictions of its advisory committees, including watershed/water 
advisory groups. That process has now been incorporated into the Regional 
Planning Process review. We hope that watershed boundaries model will be 
the method chosen to repartition the responsibilities of the various HRM 
watershed advisory groups. Any changes made during the interim may be 
redundant once that process is complete." 

By October 2001, after meetings between the W ABs and HRM staff, HRM staff 

made an effort to adjust the WAB jurisdictions (which would later require Council's 

approval) closer toward watershed boundaries. The HW AB agreed that the DLAB could 

take over some of the HWAB's jurisdiction based on watershed boundaries, and the 

jurisdictional boundaries were changed to reflect more of a watershed-based structure. 
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The changes in jurisdiction between these WABs affected Eastern Passage/Cow Bay, 

Cole Harbour/Westphal and a portion of Lake Major/Cherry Brook. The BWAB wanted 

to share the Anderson Lake watershed area in Burnside Park in consultation with the 

DLAB. A portion of the Anderson Lake watershed also fell within the HWAB's 

jurisdiction. It was discussed whether this should be relinquished to BWAB. The Board 

decided to do nothing at the time. The representative planner mentioned that it would be a 

number of years before anything developed in the area. If the issue came up again, it was 

concluded the Board would relinquish its jurisdiction to the BWAB. 

Attempts to further delineate boundaries according to watershed as opposed to 

political boundaries were resisted by the DLAB "[who] indicated that they had no desire 

to expand their area ofresponsibility. Changes had been made, not long ago, regarding 

identifying their area of jurisdiction in relation to watershed boundaries" (HW AB 

Minutes, July 2002). 

The area size of the HWAB's jurisdiction was initially cited as a reason for the 

length of the Board meetings. When HRM Regional Council decided that the Board's 

jurisdiction should include the disbanded HL WAC jurisdiction in 1998, the Board 

considered alerting HRM that a single group could not be expected to cover such a large 

area. The Board was assured that the size of the Board's jurisdiction would be considered 

in due time. 

Jn May and June 2000, the Board decided to address concerns about the length of 

time it was taking to address the agenda. HRM Planners were also expressing concern 

about how long it took the Board to respond to project applications (three meetings was 

the norm) (HWAB Minutes, May 2000). The Board determined that if the Board's 

jurisdiction was not broken in two, the Board's response time would slow down. At the 

next meeting, an HRM planner proposed that Halifax Harbour be the divide between the 

HWAB jurisdictions, along the east and west parts of the Harbour. An HRM staff person 

surmised at a meeting that neither the BWAB nor the DLAB would want to change their 

boundaries, so only the Board's jurisdiction would be considered. The CCC suggested 

splitting the HW AB into two committees, one to deal with the former City of Halifax and 

the other the former County of Halifax. The EPM expressed that HRM staff did not 

support splitting the HWAB in this manner. Splitting along the Harbour was a more 
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attractive option. A map was produced showing how all the HRM waters advisory boards 

could be split along watershed boundaries. The EPM figured that Regional Council 

would make a decision at some point after the Regional Plan was adopted. This division 

was never made. Issues over the length of meetings were resolved informally, however, 

without changing the HW AB's size or jurisdiction. 

Since its inception, the HWAB's ToR was formally changed three times regarding 

its reporting jurisdiction and its name. Any changes to the ToR must be acknowledged 

and approved by Council. 

The first change in 1998 reflected that the Board would report to the Community 

Council respective of the land use planning and development activity application, rather 

than to the Municipal Council (HWAB Minutes, March 1 998). 

The second change to the T oR included: 

• expanding the mandate of the HW AB after the disbanding of the HL WAC, to include 

most of its former jurisdiction, and reviewing the Halifax Regional Water 

Commission's major project proposals; 

• changing the Board's name to the Halifax and Halifax County Watershed Advisory 

Board, in light of the expanded mandate; and 

• ensuring the Board's ToR reflected the changes that occurred through amalgamation 

(HWAB Minutes, November 1999). 

The third change involved changing the inconsistencies in the three WABs' ToRs. 

The HRM staff EPM considered the inconsistencies regarding jurisdictional boundaries 

in the WAB's ToRs a hangover from the four municipal units prior to amalgamation. The 

HWAB agreed that reviewing the various ToR and deciding on a consistent approach had 

merit (HWAB Minutes, March 2002). Changes to the Board's jurisdiction were approved 

in July 2003 including: 

• changing the Board's name from Halifax/Halifax County Watershed Advisory Board 

(H/HCWAB) to Halifax Watershed Advisory Board (HW AB); and 
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• expanding the BWAB's jurisdiction to Fairview Cove, essentially taking in the 

Wentworth/Bedford South new development area. The HWAB had previously 

acquired this area from the HLWAC. However, since none of the Board's existing 

representatives were from districts contained in this area there was consensus among 

the Board that the proposed changes were appropriate. 

5.2.3 "As-of-right" Development and Grandfather Clauses 

A constant issue of concern for the HW AB was with respect to "as-of-right" 

development and how such developments might benefit from HWAB input. This topic 

was a recurring issue in the HW AB Minutes, and was discussed at Board meetings with 

various HRM staff on at least eleven occasions about how the Board could comment on 

"as-of-right" development applications. HRM staff argued that even if the Board were to 

have an opportunity to comment on "as-of-right' development and were to indicate 

concern about potential water resource impacts associated with the plans submitted, as 

long as the plan conforms to the regulations, the Development Officer can do nothing but 

approve the application (HWAB Minutes, June 2001). "As-of-right" development 

applications only need to adhere to regulations already in place. A Public Hearing process 

(including an HW AB review) is not required for "as-of-right" developments. 

To accommodate the Board's desire to comment on "as-of-right" development 

applications, the planner representative on the Board at the time advised "the Board may 

wish to make a recommendation to Council on other tools the municipality may wish to 

employ with regard to 'as-of-right' development" (HWAB Minutes, August 1996). 

While discussing how the Board could make recommendations on these development 

applications, HRM staff and some Board representatives were concerned that the volume 

of work impacting the Board would be prohibitive considering "the turnaround time 

requirement under the Planning Act" (HW AB Minutes, June 1 997), which is 14 days. 

This subject was revisited in August and again in October 1997, when the General 

Manager (GM) ofHRM Development Services visited the Board to discuss "as-of-right" 

issues and solutions. The GM commented that W ABs provide good advice but 

turnaround times are very tight, particularly for "as-of-right" developments. Since "time 

is money" to the developer, and the Board's comments do not need to be adhered to, 
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these situations present a problem. As a gesture to rectify the problem, the GM suggested 

that the Board provide a list of waterways of particular concern so staff could provide 

information to developers prior to the application submission in particular situations. The 

Chair of the HW AB felt this was not an option for the Board to consider since it deems 

all waterways to be important. He also stressed that the Board's advice usually translates 

into very little cost to the developer and that there are often simple solutions of which the 

developer is simply not aware. From HRM staff's perspective, the GM said plans often 

do not identify watercourses on or in the vicinity of the project. Therefore, according to 

the GM, a public education program would be a better option to raise developers' 

awareness rather than reviewing "as-of-right" development applications. He also 

suggested that the NS Home Builders Association might provide suggestions23. 

In September 2003, the subject of commenting on "as-of-right" development 

applications was raised again by the SRA HW AB representative who questioned the 

Board's responsibilities in its ToR to review "any plan, program or proposed 

development activity" with the potential to impact on a water resource, and whether this 

responsibility included "as-of-right" development. The Planner representative noted that 

Board responsibilities were never intended to include a review of"as-of-right" 

development applications. In response, the Board's Chair asked whether HRM had the 

capacity to enact any of the Board recommendations on "as-of-right" developments. The 

reply from the Planner representative was that the capacity to make recommendations 

would only be within the authority ofland use by-laws and building by-laws. DAs, on the 

other hand, are negotiated agreements. Rather than change the wording of the HWAB 

ToR, Board representatives agreed to leave it as is. However, the Board was not content 

to leave "as-of-right" development applications completely alone. 

Over time, the HW AB was provided with opportunities to review "as-of-right'' 

applications at the request of the case planner, or from a member of the community who 

had concerns about the potential impact a development might have on a watercourse. 

Almost half of the HW AB representatives expressed concern in the surveys about 

the Board's lack of ability to influence the outcome of "as-of-right" development 

23 A few months later, the Board attempted to contact developers to make a presentation about the HW AB 
but was discouraged from asking developers to make a presentation to them by then Acting Planning 
Department Managers at HRM. 
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applications, since developments may be constructed according to by-laws that may be 

inconsistent with current water resource protection recommendations. An anonymous 

HWAB representative expressed "[t]he present 'right of development' practice of HRM 

is not sensible on an environmental basis. This must stop and these developments must 

meet all standard development regulations." 

Also of concern to the HW AB with respect to its ability to provide 

recommendations on land use planning and development activity applications is the 

grandfather clause. This clause is an even more restrictive policy than "as-of-right" 

because it permits development of land as it is, without adhering to any new policies or 

bylaws that are put into place. The grandfather clause allows development to occur 

according to the laws that were in place when the property owner bought the land. "As-of 

right" developments at least must adhere to new policies once they are put into place. 

5.2.4 Secondary (Community) Planning Strategies 

As discussed in section 4.2, HRM commissioned Dillon Consulting Ltd. to conduct 

its WRMS on the existing state of watershed management in HRM, and to make 

recommendations (Dillon, 2002). Council further directed HRM staff to ensure that the 

advice of the HRM W ABs was sought to provide input into the HRM WRMS compiled 

by Dillon (2002). The outcome is that the environmental component of the Regional Plan 

is largely based on the Dillon (2002) WRMS. However, the only place the W ABs are 

acknowledged in the plan, is with regard to the Water Quality Monitoring Functional 

Plan (HRM RMPS, Section 2.4. l ). The Plan states: 

"To examine where and how [managing development on a watershed 
basis] long-term objectives may be met, an on-going water quality 
monitoring program is needed for selected lakes. The program is to be 
designed and undertaken by qualified persons financed in whole or in part 
by developers proposing large-scale developments that could have a 
significant impact on lakes through a master planning or development 
agreement process . ...  Details of the program are to be negotiated under the 
terms of a development agreement in consultation with the applicable 
Watershed Advisory Board" (HRM RMPS, 2006). 

This is the only passage in The Plan to mention the W ABs, suggesting that 

with respect to land use planning and development activities, their advice will 
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only be required for large-scale developments. HRM' s position regarding when a 

WAB's advice is most needed was also evident when the HWAB was discussing 

how to overcome its burgeoning workload, and staff suggested that they only 

look at large projects. The HW AB disagreed with this suggestion, reasoning that 

regardless of the size of the development, water resource protection strategies 

must be applied to all land use planning and development activities, regardless, 

since all land use practices have an impact on water resources. 

Upon review of each successive draft plan, more and more responsibility of the 

watershed-based planning responsibilities was deferred to the Secondary (Community) 

Planning stage, which follows the completion of the watershed studies. The outcomes of 

the watershed studies conducted in each area that "determine the carrying capacity of the 

watersheds to meet the water quality objectives" (HRM RMPS, 2006) will be prepared as 

"background information to be considered in the development of future secondary 

planning strategies" (HRM RMPS, 2006). When the community plans are reviewed, the 

W AB recommendations should be considered and applied in all possible cases. One 

HW AB representative surveyed recommended "shift[ing the] focus from specific 

application approvals to policy" (Frank Hope). The Regional Plan sets the stage for 

watershed management and protection. While the wording in the Regional Plan is not 

necessarily strong enough to protect water resources with respect to how the HW AB may 

recommend in most cases, the discretion allowed for in the development of the 

community (secondary) plans allows for stronger wording if desired. 

5.2.5 Enforcement and Compliance 

An HW AB representative suggested in the survey that municipal and provincial 

regulations should be more consistent to better protect water resources from non­

ecologically responsible land use practices. The lack of an overall body in charge of 

water resource management seriously affects the issues of enforcement and compliance; 

according to an HW AB surveyed representative "[ w ]hen other levels of government 

departments, e.g. environment, transportation may be involved" (Spencer Lee). 

As a result of informal follow-up activity by HW AB representatives, some 

disturbing gaps in the enforcement and compliance ofHRM's land use planning and 
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development activity approval, implementation and operational processes were identified. 

An examination of the land use planning and development activity review process 

indicated that development proponents' attention to the recommendations varied from 

one extreme i.e., no regard for the recommendations, whatsoever, to a significant regard 

for them. 

In terms of one type of land use planning and development activity application, i.e., 

DAs - the dominant application type reviewed by the HW AB - it is NSDEL's and 

HRM's responsibility to ensure that its conditions are met. The most exemplary 

demonstration of enforcement and compliance failure was with respect to a golf course 

development in East Petpeswick, which proceeded without a development permit and 

violated a number of regulations. Despite attempts by HRM to apply for a Stop Work 

Order - a provincial jurisdiction (HW AB Minutes, Nov. 2000) - HRM staff discovered 

that the land use activity did not qualify since Stop Work Orders cannot be issued for 

earthwork. The letters sent to the proponent under the authority of the HRM DA should 

have provided the san1e authoritative weight as a Stop Work Order, according to the 

Board's planner representative. However, the proponent completely ignored the 

communications "with impunity." Furthermore, the proponent had not even gotten to the 

point in the land use planning and development application phase where he could apply 

for a permit to construct the golf course because the proponent had not yet submitted the 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Stormwater Management Plan specifically 

required in the DA. Development Permits must not be issued without these plans. The 

Development Officer responsible for this project cited one of the problems in HRM's 

ability to prevent this project from proceeding without the required permits, was the 

difficulty in getting By-law Enforcement Officers out to inspect the progress of the 

development in a timely fashion (HW AB Minutes, October 2000). 

In another DA case, enforcement was also a concern with a development near 

Susie's Lake, with respect to the pyretic slate in the area, which, when disturbed, has the 

potential to seriously harm fish habitat. The presenting HRM Planner concun-ed that 

enforcement was a problem at HRM and "felt that there could be a monitoring role for 

the Board if  the certifications were forwarded to the Board" (HW AB Minutes, September 

1 999). 
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Community water protection groups also indicated in the group interviews that 

there were problems with enforcement stating: "Planners and NSDEL agreed that a 

development situation needed to be fixed, but the situation still exists" (SRA). A SWEPS 

representative commented, "no one is paying attention to what people are doing (land 

use-wise)." HWAB representatives have commented on numerous occasions in the 

Minutes, and in this study's HW AB representatives' surveys, about the lack of 

application procedures to administer maintenance and operation of protective measures. 

5.3 INFORMAL GOVERNANCE FACTORS 

This section explains how the informal governance factors contribute to the 

HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources, relative to the positions of 

the other stakeholders involved in the land use planning and development activity 

process. The factors and elements within the informal governance process that were 

found to contribute to the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources 

are framed within the context of the Acceptability Diamond. As explained in Chapter 3, 

Branch & Bradbury (2006) describe the "broader value of the Acceptability Diamond as 

a useful approach to evaluation" as a framework for agency managers to use when 

developing public participation programs that enhance managers' abilities to work with 

local communities. The Acceptability Diamond factors framing the :findings of the 

HWAB's activities, relative to the other stakeholders involved in the process, are 

information disclosure, substantive issues, decision-making, relationships, and 

accountability. Because the information disclosure factor is inherent within the other 

factors, it is considered within the discussion of the other four factors, in the sections 

following the description of the roles and opportunities of the stakeholders to influence 

the land use planning and development activity process. 

5.3.1 The Stakeholders Involved in the Process 

As described in Chapter 3, Branch and Bradbury (2006), define two types of 

stakeholders: the "stewards"-those who perform specific tasks; and the "reviewers"­

those who have the power of review. The reviewers concern themselves with how and to 
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what extent the expected tasks are to be fulfilled. Stewards try to fulfill the tasks assigned 

by the reviewers. This study found that the activities of the "reviewers" and the 

"stewards" could be broken down into four stages of the land use planning and 

development activity process, to demonstrate how each stakeholder may influence its 

outcome. The four stages (and what type of stakeholder is involved at that stage) are: 

• the design and development stage (reviewer); 

• the review and approval stage (reviewer) which involves the application review, 

revisions and approval; 

• the implementation stage (steward), where presumably most of the decisions have 

been made (decisions regarding the techniques used to break ground, construction 

methods, and development decisions also occur and may be tweaked at this stage); 

and 

• the operations stage (steward), which carries on until the deve1opment is demo1ished 

or reclamation takes place. 

Furthermore, the number of opportunities a stakeholder has to influence the land 

use planning and development activity process is a form of measurement regarding the 

level of influence a stakeholder has on the outcome of activity. Table 7: Land Use 

Planning and Development Activity Process Stakeholders on the next page illustrates the 

opportunities the two types of land use planning and development activity process 

stakeholders have to influence the outcome of the land use planning and development 

activity within the four stages just described. 
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Table 7: Land Use Planning and Development Activity Process Stakeholders 

Table 7 above shows ifthe proponent is also the landowner, s/he has the greatest 

degree of opportunity to influence the outcome of activity. The other stakeholders who 

may have multiple opportunities to influence the outcome of activity are the planners, the 

inspectors, the public (if also the resident), and perhaps the HW AB, depending on 

whether they have an opportunity to review follow-up reports. The HW AB ability to 

influence the outcome has the same degree of opportunity to influence the outcome of 

activity as inspectors, planners, the pubJic/community, and some landowners, but only 
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when they have an opportunity to review and report on follow-up reports. Otherwise, the 

HWAB will have the same degree of opportunity to influence as each of the remaining 

stakeholders including the PAC, Development Officers/Technicians, building contractors, 

construction workers, tenants, superintendents, and residents. 

CoWlcillors/Councils stand alone in their role as stakeholders because they hold the 

ultimate power within the land use activity decision-making process as determined by 

Provincial legislation. All the other reviewing stakeholders try to influence Council about 

what they believe the outcome of activity should be with respect to their interests. The 

steward stakeholders are expected to deliver the decision made by Council and apply the 

decisions regarding the outcome of activity. HRM staff are responsible for conducting the 

functions of Council. This responsibility includes being the liaison between HRM 

functions and the HW AB, and for facilitating communication between Council, staff, the 

development proponent, and the HW AB. 

Figure VI: Stakeholders on the next page further illustrates the roles performed by 

the two types of stakeholders and the stages where they have an influence on the outcome 

of the land use planning and development activity process. 
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Figure VI: Stakeholders 

Within the informal governance framework, the relationships between and 

perceptions held by each stakeholder factors into each stakeholders' ability to influence 

the desired outcome of activity. These factors, derived from Branch and Bradbury's 

(2006) Acceptability Diamond and defined in Chapter 3 are described in the following 

sections in the context of the HW AB' s ro1e as a stakeholder in the land use planning and 

development activity review process. 
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5.3.2 Substantive Issues 

Substantive issues address the power stakeholders share in identifying and defining 

i.ssues, setting the agenda of deliberations, and providing stakeholders with the ability to 

protect their own and their community's interests (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

The framework of power the HW AB shares with other stakeholders in the land use 

planning and development activity process was shown in Table 7: Land Use Planning 

and Development Activity Process Stakeholders on page 94. Within this power 

framework, for example, in the process of formulating its recommendations, the Board 

takes time to consider and deliberate the merits of various recommendations to practice 

ecologically responsible land use practices associated with land use planning and 

development activity, while being responsive to HRM's needs (HWAB Minutes, July 

1 997). The internal application/issue review process allows time for the HW AB to 

consider the desires of the other reviewing stakeholders including HRM Planning staff, 

the development proponent, and the public/community with representation on the Board. 

Although the HW AB sets its own agenda, what is put on the agenda relies foremost 

on what HRM staff brings to the Board's attention, since HRM staff are the front Ii ne 

regarding land use planning and development activity applications. In some cases, Board 

representatives and the public will ask to have issue items added to the agenda that may 

be a concern of the community. 

The following subsections outline the substantive issues found to factor into the 

HW AB's ability to exercise its power to influence the land use planning and development 

activity review process in cooperation with other stakeholders involved in the review 

process that are also vying for their own interests. 

HWAB's Ability to Influence Agenda 

Time constraints and an increasing workload being presented to the Board were 

substantive issues factors that contributed to the HWAB's ability to informally influence 

its agenda in cooperation with HRM staff, Council, and development proponents. 

As previously discussed in the section on formal influence factors, "as-of-right" 

development applications were of particular concern to the HW AB due to its inability to 

provide formal recommendation reports on them to Council. One of the reasons cited 
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during the discussion about why the HWAB could not effectively comment on "as-of­

right" developments, was the impracticality to comment due to the timeframe required to 

provide a response. After some deliberation about how they might have some sort of 

formal influence on the outcome of such development activity, it was decided that the 

best the HW AB could do was to review "as-of-right" development applications 

informally. They decided that the Board would hereafter address "as-of-right" 

developments on an individual basis. If the Board had major issues with a particular 

development, it could make informal recommendations directly to the developer rather 

than make formal recommendations to Council. This action provided preliminary advice 

to the case planner and to the development proponent as they developed their application. 

Furthermore, when a planner had serious concerns about an "as-of-right" development 

application, it was brought to the Board for their informal advice, usually at the concept 

plan (pre-development plan stage). 

During the discussion about "as-of-right" developments with the GM of 

Development Services in October 1997, the Board learned about an opportunity to fit into 

the Concept Plan review phase, viewed as a cooperative process with the developer 

(HWAB Minutes, August 1997). If the Board's comments were received within the 

required time frame (30 days), then staff would convey them to the developer. The 

HW AB requested HRM staff provide Concept Plans to the Board for their review. 

Subsequent to this meeting, the GM requested that when development officers received 

subdivision concept plans, they were to refer them to the Board (HWAB Minutes, Feb. 

1998). Having access to Concept Plans also would allow Board representatives to 

become "watchdogs" of developments in their area. The information could then be 

passed along to the groups some of the members represent (HWAB Minutes, July 1998). 

Concept Plans were required for "as-of-right" developments only in the former 

County area of HRM (HW AB Minutes, December 1999) - a good portion of the 

HW AB' s jurisdiction. HRM staff felt the Board could be a part of this development 

application review process if they could turn around their comments within a two-week 

period (HW AB Minutes, December 1999). 

Review of Subdivision Concept Plans also was offered to the Board by HRM staff 

as another opportunity for the HWAB to comment on major developments such as 
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subdivisions - another concern of the Board's - because their scale makes them all 

"water sensitive" (HW AB Minutes, Feb. 1999). At this time, District 1 and a portion of 

District 1 9  were exempt from the Sub-division By-law regarding Concept Plans because 

these districts were primarily rural (HW AB Minutes, Sept. 1998). Involvement in the 

Subdivision aspect of the Concept Plan review process was not so easily attained. 

In January 1 999, the HWAB wrote a letter to the Acting Manager of Development 

Services about the "deficiencies caused by 'as-of-right' development" to offer some 

solutions that staff might consider while HRM conducted a review of their Sub-division 

By-laws. Considering that HRM was reviewing/redrafting its Subdivision By-laws, 

within which the Concept Plans approval process was included, the H W  AB strongly 

urged HRM to request the Province to change the timeframe for the approval process to 

allow for an "environmental review component" by an HRM W AB. They also requested 

that the Concept Plan process be applied to all areas within HRM. 

The letter to the Acting Manager of HRM Development Services was unanswered. 

ln April 1 999, the planner representative on the HWAB alerted the Board that they had 

apparently been dropped from the Development Services circulation list since a number 

of large projects affecting watercourses were not being brought to the Board's attention. 

Following the Board's attempt to acquire input into the Concept Plan review process via 

another HRM staff person in November, the Acting Manager of HRM Development 

Services appeared to the Board in December 1 999, informing them of the status of the 

Subdivision By-law review. It was learned at this meeting that the Concept Plan 

requirement was extended to cover all of HRM (Letter to Acting Manager of HRM 

Development Services from the HW AB, January 1 7, 2000). 

HWAB's Ability to Control Workload and HRM Staff's Response 

After four months of having the opportunity to review Concept Plans, the Board 

reconsidered whether or not they should participate in this aspect of the review process. 

In April 2000, Board representatives acknowledged that they were overwhelmed with the 

time it was taking to work through their caseload at each meeting - over 5 and 6 hours 

per meeting - too much to ask of planning staff and volunteer Board representatives. 
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Subsequently, the Board discussed options to lighten the HW AB's workload so the 

agenda could be dealt with in a timely manner. 

HRM staff considered restricting the HWAB's project review caseload based on the 

size of the project's physical area thinking this might lighten the Board's workload. For 

example, they discussed whether the Board should deal with individual residences or 

focus more exclusively on larger development projects instead. The Chair noted the 

Board's mandate is to advise on water resource protection issues not just water quality, 

and that the magnitude of a development does not necessarily change the overall impact 

on the watershed. HRM staff and the Board decided not to restrict the applications 

presented to the HW AB by their size. 

The Board's increased workload was partly attributed to the Board inviting 

developers to bring Concept Plans to the HW AB in advance so advice could be provided 

at an early stage and incorporated into the plans. Problems were identified with 

developers coming to the Board prematurely, including disrupting Planning staff's 

caseload, and HW AB recommendations being drafted before a final development 

proposal (HWAB Minutes, April 2000). Furthermore, HWAB representatives found it 

frustrating to comment on Concept Plans since it was difficult to make adequate 

recommendations with so little information provided at this stage. After some discussion, 

it was determined that the Board "should deal with the big picture and become involved 

at the early stage" to give proponents a chance to incorporate HW AB advice into their 

land use plans (HW AB Minutes, May 2000). The Board felt the case planner could help 

by making the project proponent aware of the project information the HW AB needs. The 

Planner participating in this discussion agreed, considering the application review process 

would be streamlined if the planner in charge of the case provided some guidelines to the 

land use proponent, prior to the concept plan submission, about what the Board needed 

with respect to commenting on what land use practices should be incorporated into the 

proposal to protect water resources. 

Special meetings in September 2000 between the Chair, Vice Chair and two 

representatives of HRM staff, including the planner representative on the Board, 

proposed some solutions to the workload issues. After some discussion with the whole 
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Board, some general solutions were decided upon to make the project review process 

more efficient with respect to the Board's performance, including: 

• establishing limits on questions; 

• establishing presentation guidelines to staff and proponents including drafting 

recommendations that reflect the Board's mandate; 

• adhering to addressing watershed management matters; and 

• keeping Board representatives focused and concentrated on the issues at hand, 

refraining from asking sidebar questions, and coming prepared. 

In November 2000, between the Board and HRM planning staff it was decided that 

requests for presentations to the Board be submitted through the Planning department 

first, and follow the flowchart provided (see Figure V: HRM Development Agreement 

Process); i.e., letter of request to HRM, circulate applications through HRM staff, WAB 

receives plans for review, followed up with planning services preparing a report for the 

applicable council. 

Further solutions were proposed and adopted in November 2000 with respect to the 

development case proponent and planner presentation guidelines including: 

• restricting development proponents to half an hour, and to focus only on water quality 

issues; 

• providing all the items listed in the checklist for the initial presentation to the Board; 

i.e., a site plan, aerial photos of the site, construction schedule, erosion and 

sedimentation control plan, stormwater management and treatment plan, structures 

encroaching on or crossing watercourses and/or wetlands, water quality monitoring, 

and a management plan to deal with pyretic slate (SWCSMH, 2004); and 

• having the case planner present what the HW AB's identified concerns are with the 

application, to the proponent, and encouraging her/him to restrict their subsequent 

Board presentation to the relevant issues (HWAB Minutes, Nov. 2000). 
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After April 2001, HWAB meetings rarely but sometimes still went until I 0 pm. 

Previously meetings routinely went beyond this time, often to 1 1  pm. After the venue of 

the meetings changed to City Hall in March 2002, meetings rarely went past 9:30 pm 

because the custodian at this location strictly enforces this time limit. 

Ability to Influence Project Application Review Timeframe 

Under normal circumstances, the HW AB will take over a month to provide advice 

on any issue; the proposal is circulated to Board representatives prior to one of its 

monthly meetings, it is discussed at that meeting, and recommendations are drafted and 

approved at the next meeting. The Board's review process for major proposals usually 

takes a minimum of two months. The proposal is circulated before the meeting, it is 

discussed, and questions (for the proponent) are developed at that meeting. The questions 

are passed along to the proponent, who is asked to attend the next meeting to answer 

questions and participate in further discussion; after that discussion, the proponent leaves 

the meeting and the Board formulates its recommendations. These recommendations are 

drafted and then approved by the Board at the next meeting. The recommendations are 

usually provided to the planning officer involved in the project at the draft stage so that 

s/he can proceed with developing his/her report, with the understanding that until 

approved by the Board, the report is subject to amendments (HW AB Minutes, July, 

1 997). 

Over time, this presentation schedule evolved into the planner and developer 

presenting to the Board at the same time. A three meeting process was being compressed 

into two, placing a larger workload on the Board. An HRM planning staff person 

expressed concern over asking a developer to be tied up for three meetings, feeling that 

this was an undue length of time to wait for a recommendation from an advisory 

committee. Despite this concern, the review process reverted back to the original three­

meeting timeframe. The Chair noted that while recommendations are currently only 

approved at the second or third meeting, the planner working on the proposal could have 

them sometime prior to the meeting at which they were adopted for consideration in 

his/her report. 
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Ability to Influence Protection of HWAB's Interests 

Projects that involve multiple development phases and concerns about water quality 

which were brought to the Board's attention by an HW AB representative, by a member 

of the public, or by HRM planning staff have proven to be particularly difficult for the 

HW AB to influence in terms of its ability to protect the Board's interest. For example, 

one phase of the Glen Arbour development project was brought before the Board for 

review 42 times between 1 996 and 2002, largely due to issues concerning the degradation 

of water quality in Sandy Lake, apparently the result of post-development phosphorus 

loading (HWAB Minutes, June 1996 - September 2002) due to the length oftime it took 

the Board - from January to October 2002 - to acquire the water quality monitoring 

reports it was requesting from HRM. This case exercised the patience of the HW AB and 

demonstrates the substantive issues weaknesses with respect to the HWAB's ability to 

protect its and the community it represents' interests. 

The Board's recommendations on the project included a request for water quality 

monitoring reports. In addition to this expectation, concerns reported by community 

members that nearby lake water quality was being negatively affected by the project 

prompted the Board to seek the water quality monitoring reports recommended in their 

initial advisory report. The HWAB's attempt to get these (and other) water quality reports 

from HRM staff showcased the Board's frustration over HRM staff's apparent evasion to 

provide the information to the HW AB. The HW AB's level of frustration is highlighted in 

this excerpt from a letter the Board sent to the Senior Development Officer, Env. & 

Development, Engineering and Transportation Services, Regional Operations, dated 

December 16, 1998: 

"The development agreement required baseline sampling prior to 
initiation of construction, during construction and post-construction 
monitoring . . . .  [S]ampling occurred . . . .  Could I again request that your staff 
provide us with copies of the results of the above sampling activities, in full, 
as well as any additional sampling periods? Since the HRM entered into a 
DA . . .  stipulating such water sampling, there is . . .  expectation that such 
information would be reviewed and monitored by HRM staff . . .  If the HRM 
has not done this, then it may not be adhering to its responsibility to the 
development agreement. Do you have staff with the expertise to review 
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these data in the context of negative environmental impact? And i f  so could 
you inform our Board of the conclusions drawn?" 

After repeated requests that culminated in the letter quoted above, the Board 

eventually received a staff report which: 

• showed when and whether sampling had been conducted; 

• showed the results of development effects over time; 

• showed the results indicating that water quality in the lake had probably stabilized; 

and 

• showed that while the lake had not yet recovered to pre-development conditions, 

(despite the promise recorded in the HWAB Minutes (July 1 996) that "they will not 

do anything to impact lakes") it did recover, to some degree, from the effects found 

in 1 998-1 999 (HW AB Minutes, February 200224). 

In another case, again regarding a large project - the Western Commons Land Use 

Plan - the consultant's study was completed and their report written before the Board had 

an opportunity to provide its advice. The Board only became aware of the Plan Study 

from one of the Board's representatives (HW AB Minutes, November 1998). The Board 

questioned HRM staff about the matter in a letter expressing "puzzlement . . .  as an 

advisory group to the HRM, we had not been given the opportunity to become involved 

in the process to date" (HW AB Minutes, December 1998). The HRM's planner 

representative on the Board advised that they would be kept informed from that point 

forward. The planner responsible for the Study notified the Board in June, 1999 and 

explained that since the Study report was so large, it was not practical for each Board 

representative to receive a copy, so he gave a status report about what the Study 

recommended, and what HRM hoped to do with it, instead, at that time. 

Another planner explained later, that the delay in the Board getting the reports 

could be attributed to the strike at HRM (which lasted for many months). The Western 

Common Land Use Plan developed from the Study was eventually presented to the Board 

24 This was an isolated comment by an HRM staff planner regarding the status of the lake, which was made 
in February during discussions about how to get the full monitoring reports, which weren't acquired until 
October. 
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so they could make their recommendations, as they would do on any other typical land 

use planning and development activity application. In addition to the comments provided 

at an HW AB meeting, two Board representatives attended the Public Hearing regarding 

this project. They reported to the HWAB that the Board's recommendations were not 

discussed, but were simply identified by the planner as coming from the Board (HW AB 

Minutes, July 2000). 

The Board followed-up with a letter to HRM planning staff expressing its concern 

about not having the opportunity to comment during the Study process and further 

expressed hope that they would be involved in future projects/studies of this nature. This 

was one of a few instances where HRM planning management staff overlooked getting 

the Board's advice on a major land use planning and development activity project. 

5.3.3 Decision-making 

Understanding the decision-making process poses the most difficult challenges for 

both HRM and the HW AB since it is often not clear what decisions were being made, 

who has the responsibility or the authority to make them, or what rules and information 

guide the decision-making process. The agency and group participants must clarify the 

decision-making elements-transparency, quality, and accessibility-to demonstrate 

whether involvement in or influence on the activity process is valid and possible (Branch 

& Bradbury, 2006). 

The land use planning and development activity review process is the primary 

avenue through which the HW AB can exercise its ability to influence the implementation 

of land use practices that protect water resources. The quality and transparency of this 

process is assessed according to whether the HW AB: 

• knows what decisions are being considered; 

• knows who is responsible for each aspect of the activity process; 

• has access to all the information necessary to form a position to make decisions; and 

• has the ability to influence the process by making their interests, preferences and 

arguments known to the stakeholders at each level of the activity process before the 

decisions are made (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 
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Knowledge of the Decisions Being Considered 

The land use planning and development activity process does not stop after the 

HWAB has provided its advice, but the HWAB's formal involvement in it, does. Once 

the HWAB makes its advisory report to Council, the decision on the outcome of the 

project application is formally out of the HWAB's hands and left for the remaining 

stakeholders to handle. Furthermore, the HW AB does not have any formal avenue to 

know what decisions were made that resulted in the final outcome of the project. This 

includes not having any formal avenue to learn whether or not any of their 

recommendations were applied, and if not, why not. Board representatives often take it 

upon themselves, informally, to examine the resulting outcome of the application (e.g., a 

DA) to try to determine whether any of the HWAB's recommendations were formally 

applied, or visit a site to see whether their recommendations are being physically applied. 

In latter instances, HW AB representatives voluntarily monitor sites simply because they 

are "in the neighbourhood" of the project activity. In other cases, considering the size of 

the jurisdiction of the HWAB, monitoring out-of-the-way sites is prohibitive, due to time 

and transportation expenses needed to conduct the monitoring. An HW AB representative 

acknowledged in the survey "[t]he Board needs to get out as individuals or a group to see 

the results (or lack of) of their recommendations" (Lawrence White). 

Knowledge of who is Responsible for Each Aspect of the Activity Process 

The HW AB' s knowledge of who was responsible for which aspect of the land use 

planning and development activity process, and other stakeholders' awareness of the 

Board's role grew over time. When it became evident that certain stakeholders needed 

clarification of the Board's role, efforts were made by the HWAB and by HRM staff to 

clarify misconceptions and lack of knowledge about the Board's role. 

In some instances, land use planning and development activity proceeded without 

proper approvals due to: interim planners not being familiar with an application because 

they may be filling in for the original case planner; misunderstandings of normal 

procedures by the proponent; or a blatant disregard for regulations and procedures by the 

proponent. The latter instances revealed where there were knowledge gaps within the 
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HW AB and HRM staff about who was responsible for the permit, inspection, and 

enforcement aspects of the land use planning and development activity process, and 

where performance was wanting. 

Has Access to Alf Information Considered Necessary to Make Decisions 

There are many informal opportunities that contribute to the HWAB's ability to 

access the information it needs to make decisions on a given project application. Many 

examples were expressed already as an undercurrent of the substantive issues section, 

especially regarding the discussion about the HW AB 's workload and ensuring that 

proponents and HRM staff are prepared when they present to the Board. 

Ability to Influence by Making Interests and Preferences Known 

For 72 of the 90 project applications presented to the HW AB during the timeframe 

of this study, the Board was formally able to make its interests and preferences known to 

Council regarding water resource protection, HRM staff, and the proponent, via its 

formal recommendation reports to Council, and informally to other agencies via letters on 

over 50 issues of concern. For seven of these 72 project applications, recommendations 

were informally provided to proponents and/or at public hearings through HW AB 

minutes, rather than formally through official recommendation reports to Council. Such 

instances were due to either staff or the proponent needing recommendations before the 

Board had time to prepare an official report; or the case was simple enough that it did not 

require a detailed report. 

In 1 8  out of the 90 project applications that were presented to the HW AB during 

the timeframe of this study, the Board did not have a chance to review them before they 

reached the Public Hearing stage. In these cases the HW AB did not have an opportunity 

to provide recommendations at all. These lost opportunities were due to: 

• the case being put on hold by staff because of concerns about the application; 

• the Board not being provided an opportunity by HRM staff to make recommendations 

until after the application was approved by Council; 

• the HW AB failing to produce recommendations; and 
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• the Board determining that it should not provide comment for "political" reasons. 

In some of these cases, a representative of the HW AB might attend the Public 

Hearing to provide water resource advice as a representative of the public or community 

group. However, this last ditch attempt to provide comment from an individual HW AB 

representative's perspective, does not contribute the same influence that 

recommendations from the whole board would. Furthermore, the collective expertise of 

the whole Board providing recommendations to Council in advance does not provide 

councillors with an opportunjty to properly assess the HW AB's advice to shape their 

judgements prior to the Public Hearing. 

The HWAB is constrained in its ability to express exactly what it would 

recommend due to the issue of liability. HRM staff and HW AB representatives expressed 

a few times, the possibility ofHRM exposing itself to greater liability if the Board and 

others place conditions on a development. If a Board or Committee were to recommend a 

certain measure that did not work, the developer could sue the municipality (HW AB 

Minutes, October 1997). Therefore, the recommendations made by the HW AB must not 

provide technical advice. They should be non-prescriptive not prescriptive; e.g., "redirect 

stormwater flow" rather than "use 2m berms to direct stormwater flow" 

5.3.4 Accountability 

Accountability implies an agreed-upon system of responsibilities and commitments 

that are transparent and enforced (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). To ensure accountability in 

a good public participation process there should be provision for: 

• a means of communication for stakeholders to verify that accountability mechanisms 

are in place and enforced; 

• a measure of accountability in the form of information for stakeholders to monitor 

performance; and 

• a forum for community representatives to bring issues to the attention of the agencies, 

regulators, and the public. 
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Avenue to Verify Accountability Mechanisms are in Place and Enforced 

Board representatives often expressed in the Minutes, surveys, and in archival 

documents, and at meetings, particular frustration over: 

• lack of water quality monitoring reports received for the Board's review, despite 

repeated requests; 

• lack of opportunity to review and provide recommendations on "as-of-right" 

developments, and on development plans of large projects like Municipal Planning 

Strategies; 

• lack of adherence to the development agreement by the proponent; and 

• lack of knowledge of the Board's recommendations being applied and/or followed. 

Within the Board's recommendations, the Board invariably requests that a suite of 

reports be submitted to the Board for review. One of the HW AB representatives kept 

track of requested reports including baseline monitoring reports, surface water quality 

sampling reports, turf management plans (for golf courses), sediment control plans, 

erosion and sedimentation control plans, stormwater management plans, environmental 

construction plans, environmental protection plans, and sewage and stormwater treatment 

device maintenance inspection reports. Out of 1 8  cases for which various suites of reports 

were requested in the recommendations, the proponents provided four sets of results 

through HRM staff. Of the four sets of reports provided, one was incomplete. 

Water quality and water quantity data collection, and retrieval are not only 

important for comparison purposes but in some cases have been used to alert residents of 

potential health issues (HW AB Minutes, September 2002). Accounting for water quality 

and water quantity data impacts the influence of the HW AB. For example, Board 

requests for the Glen Arbour site water quality test results, resulted in HRM staff being 

unable to provide results for a considerable time because no one seemed to know exactly 

where the results were. The HRM EPM stated "it might be with the Development Officer 

or Planner" (HW AB Minutes, October 2002). This response implies that a clear protocol 

for storing, collecting, and following up on water quality reports may be (or had been) 

lacking in HRM, and/or that staff was unclear about the data storage protocol. 
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Available Monitoring Information 

An avenue for the HW AB to verify that its recommendations are in place and 

enforced is not formally established. The only mechanism found in this study for the 

HW AB to verify whether any of its recommendations are in place and/or enforced is 

through the watchdog role that HW AB representatives practice informally. 

Representatives of the HWAB have frequently expressed their frustration in the 

Minutes, in surveys, and in letters to HRM staff about the lack of feedback on the 

recommendations they provide to HRM, on most land use planning and development 

activity applications that HRM has asked the Board to review. One HW AB representative 

expressed particular concern in the Minutes that there is no follow-up vehicle, on behalf 

of the Board, to ensure that the proponent implements the Board's recommendations on 

any land use planning and development activity case it reviews. That representative felt it 

would be appropriate for the Board to have follow-up on the projects they reviewed to 

determine whether their recommendations were being employed. However, the Chair 

noted that this is not the way the process works. The HW AB is strictly an advisory body 

at the front end. Once Council makes a decision on the application, the Board has no 

more formal ability to influence the outcome. An HRM planner in attendance added that 

the development becomes "as-of-right" at this point (HW AB Minutes, September 1 996). 

Forum for Bringing Issues to tile Attention of Agencies, Regulators, and tile Public 

The HWAB is the primary forum for community representatives within the Board's 

jurisdiction to bring water resource issues, in relation to land use practices, to the 

attention of the agencies and regulators. This is exercised as the HW AB prepares its 

recommendations to Council through the application review process. In virtually all 

cases that have been brought to the Board's attention via HW AB representatives, or in 

letters from the public, the HW AB has been very responsive and has managed to bring 

the issues to the attention ofHRM staff, Council, the Province, and the Federal 

government, where applicable, through advisory reports, letters, and memoranda. 

As a forum for bringing water resource issues to the attention of the public, there is 

little evidence showing that the HWAB provides much support in that direction, although 
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there have been desires and attempts to do so. The HW AB have an avenue to bring issues 

to the attention of the public through its representatives who are encouraged to take issues 

back to the community group they represent and to provide a watchdog role for specific 

developments, and by attending Public Hearings on projects. However, the issues raised 

at Public Hearings by the general public regarding a land use planning and development 

activity application, do not necessarily concern themselves with water resource protection 

issues. Many issues raised tend to be concerned more with aesthetics and public 

infrastructures, such as schools and bussing, than about water resource protection. 

Although it is important for the general public to focus on aesthetics and public service 

issues, it is also important to ensure water resources are protected. Unless a waters 

advisory board representative is present to raise issues regarding land use practices and 

their impacts on water resources, they may not be considered. 

When HW AB representatives were asked about their role as educators of the 

public: two were "quite" confident; six indicated they were "somewhat" confident; and 

two were "not very" confident. No one was "very" confident in his/her ability to educate 

the public. Two of the three people who had no confidence that the HWAB was 

educating the public felt that it was not in the HW AB' s ToR. One HW AB representative 

did not answer this part of the question. Comments added were that they only educate 

developers, and that they were a "well kept secret." 

On the other hand, this study found HRM staff frequently expressing their 

recognition and consideration of the valuable role the HW AB plays in educating staff 

and land use planning and development activity proponents about how to protect water 

resources. An HRM staff planner commented in the HW AB Minutes (May, 2000) that 

the HWAB provides "value-added" advice to the Municipality and the development 

community in terms of environmenta1 protection mechanisms. For instance, only a few 

years ago stormceptors, infiltration trenches and engineered wetlands were unheard of. 

He added that this might still be the case, had it not been for the expertise of the 

volunteer boards (HW AB Minutes, May 2000). 
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5.3.5 Relationships 

Building relationships that foster respect, recognition, consideration of others' 

interests, and information accessibility are key factors to a successful relationship and 

public participation process (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). This section examines the 

informal relationships factors revealed in the surveys and interviews, observed at 

meetings, and expressed in the documents that the HW AB has with the land use planning 

and development activity process reviewing stakeholders who have influence over the 

governance of water resources. Among the reviewing stakeholders interviewed, 

collectively there were 89 years of experience dealing with the H W  AB: an average of 7.5 

years among the councillors; an average 9.25 years among HRM staff; and an average of 

3.5 years among the developers. 

The roles of each stakeholder and the perceptions each has of all of their roles are 

contributing factors to the HWAB's ability to influence the outcome of an activity in a 

process involving many stakeholders that represent diverse views and varying degrees of 

influence. The roles performed and the perceptions of each of the reviewer stakeholders 

are explained in the subsections below. 

Councils, Councillors, and the Mayor 

Opportunities for the HW AB to develop a relationship with Councils and their 

members were sporadic. In a few instances, the HW AB wrote letters to remind the 

respective Council of the role of the HW AB. Occasionally, Council referred consultants 

to the HW AB for advice on water protection issues, especially with respect to issues that 

might impact the whole Region. Otherwise, the primary communication between councils 

and the HW AB is through recommendation reports for land use application proposals. 

Personal relationships between the Board and Council/councillors did not have much 

opportunity to develop (except between specific HW AB representatives and their 

respective councillor established at the community level) until there was a councillor 

present on the Board on a relatively consistent basis beginning in April 2004. 

Through the timeframe of this study, until April 2004, three HWAB meetings had 

an HRM councillor in attendance, which did not provide much opportunity for a strong 

relationship to develop between Council and the HW AB. The HW AB expressed concern 
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that the Regional Council did not understand how the Board operated, which became 

apparent through questions from Council about the Board's Terms of Reference (HWAB 

Minutes, May, 2004). An opportunity to overcome Council 's  misunderstandings about 

the HW AB came about by accident, as a result of media attention over assumptions made 

by the HW AB on a water quality report. A councillor was immediately appointed by 

Regional Council to sit as an "ex-officio" representative of Council on the Board (in 

accordance with the existing ToR) to help to clarify issues before they garnered 

potentially unfavourable media attention. With this appointment, the Chair felt that some 

of the misunderstandings could be clarified and that perhaps the Board could explore 

ways to do things differently (HW AB Minutes, May 2004). 

Despite the perceived misunderstandings between the HW AB and Council, 

Councils have frequently demonstrated the value of the HW AB's role in the land use 

planning and development activity review process. For instance, regarding a rezoning 

application that was submitted to the HW AB in July 2001, Council agreed with the 

Board's assessment and recommendation that the application not be approved, despite 

HRM staffs support for the application. The case proceeded to the Utilities Review 

Board, which also supported the Board and Council's decision. Council also recognized 

the HW AB 's recommendations during the discussion of a Planning Strategy (HW AB 

Minutes, June 2002). Council demonstrated that it valued the HWAB's advice in this 

case when it asked HRM planning staff to clarify some of the issues raised by the Board. 

At a Board meeting, the Manager of the Regional Municipal Planning Strategy process 

stated, "Recommendations from the Watershed Advisory Boards, because of the level of 

knowledge and experience they represent, will be taken very seriously [by Council]. 

Since the various W ABs have been active for such a long time, they have ideas of what 

works and does not work, which is very valuable information" (HW AB Minutes, July, 

2002). This statement was verified in a couple of ways in an HRM staff report to 

Regional Council regarding the WRMS project prepared by Dillon Consulting Limited 

(2002). In an HRM staff report, it was noted that Regional Council specifically requested 

the WRMS report be presented to the W ABs for their feedback and recommendations. 

The report also recommended that HRM staff be directed to begin implementing the 

process described in the study "using as a basis the WRMS Report and the comments 
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provided by the Watershed Advisory Boards on the report" (HRM, 2003). It also stated 

"the W AB's priority recommendations have been considered in development of the 

implementation plan" and that "additional recommendations submitted by the Boards will 

[all] be considered when developing and implementing policy" (HRM, 2003). 

The Mayor's recognition of the HW AB has been noted in a few instances. On one 

occasion, the HW AB was invited by the Mayor of HRM to review a strategy paper. In 

another instance, the HW AB Chair remarked on the HW AB receiving positive feedback 

from the Mayor regarding the HW AB' s work. On matters falling under Provincial 

jurisdiction, or on matters affecting water resources in HRM in general, the HW AB often 

alerts the Mayor in the form of a letter or memorandum. The efforts and interest the 

HWAB has in "protecting and improving the water resources of HRM" was 

acknowledged in writing in a letter from the Mayor, dated May 1,  2001. 

Councillors also frequently demonstrate that they take the HWAB's role very 

seriously. A past HWAB representative demonstrated the value of his advice to his local 

councillor, explaining the councillor would call him for advice on water resource issues 

brought to the councillor's attention by the general public. Such action indicated that the 

councillor valued the advice provided by the HWAB representative, and that it was a 

factor in influencing the councillor's answer to the water resource issue question raised 

by the representative of the public. 

However, there is room for improved relations between the HW AB and Council to 

enhance the I-IW AB 's ability to influence water resource protection with respect to 

Council. One councillor commented in the survey that to improve the HW AB' s 

influence, the HW AB should outline a policy paper or list of achievements accomplished 

for the general public (councillors) to understand and appreciate [its] contributions and 

efforts. Another councillor commented that the HW AB needs "to have more input onto 

subdivision planning, especially when drainage and water discharge are significant 

issues." The same councillor felt the HWAB "[n]eeds to encourage water drainage 

easements and floodplain protection." Another councillor felt that he was better informed 

locally about water resource protection issues because of the work of groups such as SRA 

and BWAB more than from the HW AB. Another councillor felt that the lack of authority 

of the HW AB could be part of the problem and that the HW AB' s authority should be 
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stronger, while another expressed that recommendations from the HW AB needed to be 

tougher. Active HW AB representatives in bis/her community were cited as an important 

factor of influence by a councillor who stated that "if [a particular representative] wasn't 

on it I wouldn't know anything about [the HWAB]." 

Planning Advisory Committees (PACS) 

During a meeting the HW AB and BW AC Chairs had with the North West 

Community (NWC) PAC in April 1 999, it was obvious from the responses of the PAC 

members that they were unaware of the functions of the W ABs. The HW AB Chair was 

confident that after their meeting, however, the NWCP AC had a better understanding of 

the W AB functions. The HW AB Vice Chair subsequently suggested that the Board 

consider introducing themselves to other PACS, either in person or by a letter similar to 

that provided to development proponents. The HRM Legislative Assistant provided a list 

of the PA Cs to contact (HW AB Minutes, April 1999). 

In another instance, a PAC demonstrated its awareness of the HWAB's function by 

redirecting a land use planning and development activity application to the HW AB, with 

the stipulation that the HW AB's review of the application was required before the PAC 

could comment. The correct application review protocol is for the HW AB to review 

applications that have the potential to impact on water resources (see Figure V: HRM 

Development Agreement Process on page61) before review by the PAC. PA Cs then do 

their reviews and provide their advice to Community Councils from the perspective of 

planning matters. This PAC apparently realized that the project application had the 

potential to impact on water resources and directed the application to the HW AB when 

the PAC saw that the Board had apparently not had an opportunity to provide its advice 

on the land use planning and development activity proposa,1 before it made its own 

recommendations (HWAB Minutes, June 1999). The PAC's awareness of the Board's 

role provided a safety net regarding the application's potential impact on water resources. 

HRMstaff 

The stakeholder the HWAB relates with most frequently is HRM planning staff. 

There is plenty of evidence showing a cooperative relationship existing between the 
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HW AB and HRM staff, which has grown throughout the timeframe of this study. 

However, the cooperative relationship between HRM staff and the HW AB did not 

evolve without some challenges, which underscored differing agendas, and sometimes 

prevented the HW AB from having its desired influence in terms of ensuring the 

protection of water resources associated with land use planning and development 

activities. 

In many cases, the HW AB 's lack of i n:fluence was apparently due to HRM staffs 

misunderstanding of, or reluctance to tap into, the HW AB's knowledge and expertise. 

Such challenges were especially apparent when HRM played the role of development 

proponent, dealing with large land use planning and development activity projects. There 

were frequent instances recorded in the minutes, when such HRM planning staff and 

management appeared to resist circulating information to and from the HW AB. Not all of 

HRM's staff, particularly those responsible for large-scale development projects, 

considered involving the HWAB in the preliminary stages of the land use planning and 

development activity review process. In one of these instances, HRM staff indicated that 

the HW AB was not a body they needed to report to. One large-scale-project planning 

staff person, for example, asserted that "[i]t is not within the HWAB's ToR to report to 

staff, it reports to Council" (HW AB Minutes, June 2001 ). This response suggests that 

some staff did not consider they were accountable to the Board and that the HW AB 's 

requests for information were beyond the Board's mandate. There could have been other 

issues influencing HRM staff's perceptions as well, considering one HRM staff person's 

expression in the survey that the review time of the HWAB was a concern compared to 

another W AB. 

Large-scale-project planning staff perceptions of the HW AB's role may have been 

entrenched during the amalgamation process, when HRM Council was considering who 

should lead the interaction with the WABs - HRM's engineering or planning department. 

The planning department was chosen. Later reorganization of the planners' 

responsibilities determined that the HW AB would primarily liaise with planners working 

on land use planning and development applications rather than with planners working on 

more long-range issues such as municipal planning strategies (HW AB Minutes, Aug. 

1 997). However, relationships with particular planning department staff are not defined 
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in the ToR other than with respect to reporting, which may account for the unclear role of 

the HW AB by some HRM staff. 

The HW AB continued to strive to demonstrate their influence, although perceptions 

about the Board's role created significant frustration for the HW AB as it tried to access 

information it felt it was entitled to review. As suggested in the literature, resistance to 

providing requested information fosters mistrust. Maintaining open and transparent 

communications should have "Mission Critical" status within the agency to ensure the 

NRAB is properly equipped (Branch and Bradbury, 2006). 

In its preliminary stages, the Board's expertise and advice was often overlooked, 

by-passed, or put off, even after repeated requests by the Board for attention to various 

land use planning and development activity review concerns and issues. As time 

progressed, however, and the HW AB's experience with the planning process developed, 

the Board's expertise was readily acknowledged and more readily consulted by HRM 

staff as it "aged", which was evident through verbal expression occasionally in the 

Minutes, but most often through staff's actions. The HWAB was frequently invited to 

provide advice on special projects, to join committees, and to take on more 

responsibilities (e.g., to review Concept Plans). The HRM staff people who worked most 

closely with the HW AB, including the planner representative on the Board and the HRM 

EPM, most often acknowledged the influence of the HWAB and were most eager to 

provide information to the HW AB. For the most part, it is apparent that many HRM staff 

people respect the knowledge, expertise, and advice of the HW AB, and try to ensure that 

its needs are met. However, cooperative relationships rely on follow-up reporting 

according to HW AB representative, who commented in the survey, "if staff disregards 

recommendations then the Board should be advised and reasons provided" (Lawrence 

White). Improvements should be made, especially regarding feedback from HRM. 

Land Use Proponents 

Proponents of cases reviewed by the HW AB may include: HRM; real estate 

developers; development and landscaping contractors; individual small landowners; golf 

clubs; environmental, engineering, and architecture consultants; not-for profit community 

groups or associations; campground, trucking, tourism, fishing, grocery, recycling, 
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excavation or construction businesses; provincial government departments; and 

community economic development cooperatives. 

There is  some evidence showing land use planning and development activity 

proponents' respect for the advice of the HWAB. The Board's influence on a proponent 

was apparent, in one case where the Board's recommendations influenced the developer 

not to proceed further than the Concept Plan phase. The proponent changed his 

application so that the environmental concerns associated with the development were 

addressed. In that case, the development proponent could have developed "as of right" 

once a rezoning application was passed, but instead chose to abide by the 

recommendations of the HW AB. This demonstrates that the proponent has the power to 

decide which land use practices to use, given the information, regardless of whether the 

application is "as-of-right" or not. 

An indication of the Board's influence on land use planning and development 

activity proponents' preparedness was evident when planners and land use proponents 

arrived at Board meetings better prepared to present. For example, maps and materials 

needed for the HWAB to make appropriate recommendations were routinely provided, 

where they were not a few years earlier. 

The Board's relationship with land use planning and development activity 

proponents might have been more progressive, sooner, had they been encouraged by 

HRM Planning Staff Managers to proceed with their initial intention to present their 

Guidelines for Protecting our Water Resources (Appendix C) to this sector. The first 

version of the Board's Guidelines was produced in June 1998 and was designed to be 

available at all planning offices throughout the region (HW AB Minutes, June, 1998). It 
was particularly targeted toward proponents when they applied for building permits. 

When the representative planner on the Board at the time reported the HW AB's 

anticipated distribution method to the two HRM Acting Managers25, they suggested that 

the recommendations be distributed through Customer Services Centres and at 

Development Services Counters instead, because they did not feel it should be handed out 

with Building Permits. 

25 HRM was still undergoing reorganization of amalgamated staff at this time. 
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In late 1 998, the Board considered independently approaching development 

associations asking to appear on their agendas as a way to contact their members. The 

then Acting Manager of the HRM Planning Department felt the Board should send a copy 

of the Guidelines with a letter about the Board and its Guidelines and invite them to 

contact the Board for more information rather than ask to make a presentation. The Board 

emphasized that it was trying to be helpful and wished to encourage development in an 

environmentally friendly way (HW AB Minutes, September 1 998). The Board 

representative planner offered instead to include a reference to the Board's Guidelines in 

the several brochures targeted to homebuilders, and subdivision applicants, in the next 

revision. An HWAB representative further suggested the contents of the Guidelines be 

incorporated into the Municipal Planning Strategies (MPS). The effort of the HW AB to 

have a more proactive relationship with development proponents was discouraged in 

many respects by the response from HRM management. 

One of the developers commented "[i)n dealing with development, environmental 

protection, etc., all interested parties should first seek to understand all sides of the 

discussion, and want to achieve a common good. In the past, developments (and the 

mystique surrounding them) have been clouded with mistrust, half-truths and 

misinformation. Sadly, all parties are to blame." 

Community Waters Protection Groups 

Community waters protection groups are the key connection the HW AB has with 

communities regarding public expertise on water resource protection. Eight community 

waters protection groups initially submitted a request and were granted representation on 

the HW AB. Three of these original groups remain active in their community, and two -

SWEPS and the SRA - have consistently been represented on the HW AB since its 

formation. 

The community waters protection group interviews conducted for this study 

indicated that of the 16  SRA members, 14  were aware of the HWAB. All SWEPS 

members, and the FoFL Chair who filled out the questionnaire on behalf of his group, 

were aware of the HW AB. However, despite the SRA's consistent representation on the 

Board, only four of the representatives were aware of the role of the HW AB, while 1 2  
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representatives were not. Four of the five SWEPS members were aware while one was 

"not clear" of the HW AB role. These results indicate that the perceptions of many of the 

members who make up these community waters protection groups are not clear of the 

HW AB's role, despite having representation on the Board. 

ln June 2005, changes to the ToR specified that any community waters group 

prepared to help protect all water resources under the HW AB's jurisdiction (not only 

water resources of interest to that particular group), is welcome to request, in writing to 

Council, to have a representative appointed to the HW AB (HWAB ToR). 

Early in the Board's existence, all community waters groups with a seat on the 

Board were asked to provide a report to the Board indicating their activities and interests 

so they could be included on the contact sheet in the HW AB Guidelines. Staff felt that it 

was important to have this information available in case they received calls regarding 

information on local and community-based waters protection groups, as referred to in the 

new Guidelines pamphlet (HW AB Minutes, March 1998). Having waters protection 

groups on the Board was found to help the HW AB raise community awareness regarding 

local development issues that come to the Board's attention. 

The Public 

The Rules of Order of the HW AB' s ToR state "All meetings of the Board shall be 

open to the public and shall include a public participation component." This indicates that 

the public is welcome to attend HW AB meetings and to participate in their discussion of 

land use planning and development activity applications. The HWAB's relationship with 

the public is not, however, one of direct outreach. The Board does respond to public 

concerns that are expressed to the HW AB in writing, and relies on its district and 

community waters protection group representatives to bring issues of concern to the 

HWAB's attention. 

Having district representation on its Board is perhaps the most unique characteristic 

of all the HRM W ABs. District representatives are not required to have any particular 

background. It was felt when the HW AB was forming that it was essential for Board 

influence to have local community representation on the Board, regardless of the 

representative's background. Having district representation on the HW AB provides an 
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avenue for individuals with an interest in water resource protection to report to HRM 

through the Board. Such representation provides an historical and thoughtful perspective 

on the area in question, and helps to prevent the Board from becoming too scientific 

(Stobo, pers. comm., 2007). Representation of a particular district is restricted to one 

person. However, if the waters protection group representative also resides in a district 

that is al.ready represented on the HW AB by another person, both may have a seat on the 

Board. 

Otlrer groups/agencies/comm ittees 

The HW AB occasionally provides advice on and/or support for water resource 

protection initiatives being generated by agencies outside their geographic boundaries, 

with the potential to impact on water resources within their jurisdiction. Two examples of 

outside agencies are the Nova Forest Alliance Model Forest Program and the 

Municipality of East Hants regarding by-law amendments that could affect a lake on the 

HRM side of the municipal borders. 

5.4 HW AB PERCEPTIONS OF ITS ABILITY TO INFLUENCE 

Survey questionnaires and interviews were conducted to verify and supplement 

findings from the documents and direct observations regarding the HW AB 

representatives' perceptions about: 

• how land use planning and development activity practices should change to 

effectively protect water resources; 

• the Board's level of confidence in its ability to provide recommendations that 

influence policy and regulations that protect water resources; 

• other ways the HW AB may influence land use planning and development activities; 

and 

• barriers to the implementation of HW AB recommendations. 
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5.4.1 How Land Use Practices Should Change to Protect Water Resources 

Common themes emerged in surveys in the open-ended response from HW AB 

representatives to the question asking how to change land use planning and development 

activities so that water resources are better protected. The themes are listed in order from 

most to least frequently indicated, with the number of times they were indicated in 

parentheses. 

• Implement bonding/fines/penalties and/or legal action for non-compliance or for not 

meeting established requirements to protect water quality and water quantity (4). 

• Increase capacity to conduct, evaluate, and follow-up on water quality monitoring (3). 

• Relationship/communication that affects decision-making regarding water resource 

protection within municipal government is improving: HW AB - government 

communication may be further improved by making an annual presentation to 

Regional Council and providing HW AB meeting minutes/letters of recommendations 

to all levels of government departments and staff concerned about water resource 

issues (3). 

• "As-of-right" development - set higher standards that protect water quality and water 

quantity, or remove provisions for it (2). 

• Incorporate envirorunent.al development practices into municipal by-laws (2). 

• Large subdivisions (>600 acres) should undergo an environmental assessment ( 1 ). 

• Implement new technologies (e.g., on-site sewage treatment systems) (1) .  

• Governments need to improve ability to halt development in non-compliance 

development cases ( 1 ). 

5.4.2 Improvements in Land Activities since HWAB Started 

Some of the Board representatives' responses to the question whether land 

development practices had improved contain inferences indicating that representatives 

felt they may have had an influence on the land use planning and development activity. 

For instance, some representatives felt that proponents were better prepared when they 

presented their proposals, demonstrating the HWAB's influence and recognition of their 

needs. Another representative felt that they were helping developers understand the 
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issues. At first the Board found many issues with developments - now they were being 

dealt with before bringing their proposa1s to the HW AB for its review. 

The HW AB fe1t they added expertise to the land use planning and development 

activity process. A few representatives commented that they had seen positive changes in 

the land use planning and development activity process with respect to: 

• development agreements incorporating water resource protection measures; 

• more environmentally friendly proposals being submitted by developers; 

• planners seeking the HW AB' s input; and 

• developers being more receptive to the HW AB's recommendations. 

Of the thirteen who responded, 5 "neither agreed nor disagreed" and 5 "agreed" that 

development practices are better than they were than when they started on the HW AB. 

One representative "strongly disagreed" and two representatives "strongly agreed". 

HWAB representatives who neither agreed nor disagreed that 1and use practices were 

better, stated lack of resources within HRM as being an obstacle. They did, however, feel 

more attention was being paid to water sampling testing. One representative felt that the 

"planning department ofHRM usually includes all HW AB recommendations in 

development agreements but politicians often overrule them with bad effects on the 

watershed." One representative felt that there was "rapid destruction of environments in 

the absence of laws and up-to-date management practices." 

5.4.3 Confidence and Ability in Making Recommendations 

The HW AB representatives were asked in the survey to indicate their level of 

confidence in their ability to make recommendations that protect water resources from 

development impacts; to make adequate recommendations to council; and to influence 

changes to policies, development controls and regulations. 

Make Adequate Recommendations to Council 

Nine participants felt they were "quite" confident and three were "very" confident 

in their ability to make recommendations that would protect water resources from 
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development impacts. The representative who was "not very" confident felt they were 

"too easily overridden by 'as-of- right'." All HWAB representatives indicated that they 

are either "quite" (7) or "very" (7) confident that they are making the best 

recommendations possible to protect water sources with respect to development 

applications. Although their confidence is high, Board representatives expressed some 

limiting factors. 

Most respondents commented on the importance of the Board's activities and its 

ability to make unanimous recommendations to Councils. There is concern that 

recommendations may not be followed. One representative indicated "[i]f staff disregards 

recommendations then the Board should be advised and reasons provided." 

Nine of the representatives indicated they were "very" confident that the HW AB 

was doing its job to make adequate recommendations to councils, while three were 

"quite" confident. The remaining two were "somewhat" confident. 

Influence Changes to Policies, Development Controls and Regulations 

In the surveys, most HW AB representatives indicated that they were "very" to 

"quite" confident in their ability to make recommendations to Council. In comparison, 

their level of confidence in influencing changes to policies, development controls, and 

regulations decreased, indicating they were "quite" to "somewhat" confident Only one 

representative was "very" confident that the HW AB was influencing changes in policies, 

development controls, and regulations. The respondent with the least experience of all the 

respondents on the HW AB - 2 months - had the same level of confidence in both cases. 

In contrast, the person who had the least amount of confidence that the HW AB is 

influencing changes at the policy level was the only respondent who felt he represented 

the business sector. A concern observed at an HW AB meeting about the influence of the 

Board's recommendations was that the same recommendations are repeated over and 

over. It was felt that this elicited a sense of complacency among the subsequent reviewers 

in the sense that these recommendations come to be expected and therefore may be 
disregarded as "old news". This indicates that people may not really be paying attention. 

One HWAB representative felt that the Board needed to be more proactive about water 
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problems aside from those associated with land use planning and development activity 

proposals. 

5.4.4 Other ways the HW AB could influence changes 

Recurring themes are listed in order of most frequently mentioned (in parentheses) 

when the HW AB was asked in an open-ended question to suggest other ways the Board 

could influence changes to development practices that would effectively protect water 

resources with respect to development applications. 

• Continue the work the HW AB already does - considered by seven (7) of the HW AB 

representatives. 

• Educate/guide and/or lead HRM staff, developers, and provincial authorities toward 

better understanding of water resource protection issues - considered by six HWAB 

representatives. 

• Use an open/positive approach while working together with HRM staff and 

developers - considered by four HW AB representatives. 

• Develop and promote guidelines/recommendations - considered by five HW AB 

representatives. 

• Shift focus from application approval to changes in policy/legislation - considered by 

two HW AB representatives. 

• Split up HW AB responsibility into districts, improving ability to comment on "as-of­

right" development - considered by two HW AB representatives. 

5.4.5 Barriers to Implementation of HW AB Recommendations 

HW AB representatives are acutely aware that the land use planning and 

development activity proponent may or may not follow its recommendations in their final 

proposal submission, and that Council has the power to approve a land use planning and 

development activity proposal with or without the HWAB's recommendations. One 

HW AB representative stated that the Board makes the best "practical" rather than 

"possible" recommendations because they are bound by the ToR and must be "realistic". 

The Chair of the HW AB also acknowledged that the Board was not making the best 
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possible recommendations, for example, by asking for limnological studies of added 

nutrient loading for major residential, recreational and industrial development, except in 

extreme cases because the Board representatives "know HRM will not require it due to 

cost" (Stobo, pers. comm., 2004). The HW AB representatives perceive the following 

factors to have impacted the implementation of their recommendations: 

• costs are too high for HRM to administer, maintain or operate activities that help to 

protect watercourses; 

• HRM does not have the clout to stop or restrict developments that are negatively 

impacting on watercourses or that are disregarding the development agreement; 

• HRM cannot legally intervene on "as-of-right" development while the old by-laws 

and regulations are in place, and until the community planning strategies are passed; 

and 

• water quality monitoring is rarely conducted although recommended regularly. 

5.5 THE FACTORS INFLUENCING THE HW AB'S ABILITY 

This section pulls together the information in this Chapter into two matrices to 

assess the HW AB's ability to influence the outcome of activity in the context of the 

literature as presented in Chapter 3. The first looks at the formal governance factors 

contributing to the ability to influence within the policy, managerial, and structural 

contexts. The second looks at the information disclosure, substantive issues, decision­

ma.king, relationships, and accountability framed within the Branch & Bradbury (2006) 

Acceptability Diamond. This framework assesses the informal governance factors that 

contribute to the Board's ability to influence the water resource protection through its 

role in the land use planning and development activity review process. 

The degree of the HW AB's ability to influence the outcome of activity are assessed 

in formal governance Table 8: Formal Governance Factors Contributing to HWAB 

Influence on page 128 and in the informal governance Table 9: Informal Factors of 

HWAB 's Ability to Influence on page 129. The assessment terms used are "yes", "partly", 

"currently" and "no" and are defined as: 
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• "yes" - indicating that the HWAB's ability to influence fully meets this condition; 

• "partly" - indicating that the HWAB's ability to influence under this condition is 

partly met and that there is room for improvement in this area; 

• "currently" - indicating that the HWAB's ability to influence under this condition 

was being met during the course of the study, but that this condition could change 

later, depending on the Board's representatives and unless more definitive terms are 

established; and 

• "no" - indicating that the HW AB' s ability to influence does not meet this condition .. 

5.5.1 Formal Governance Factors 

In the Branch & Bradbury (2006) study, differences in agency policy, managerial 

approach, and structure affected the performance of the board in relation to the five 

elements of the Acceptability Diamond. Ho (1999) citing Filyk (1991) also argues that 

"the role of the advisory groups in the policy process" contributes to the NRAB's ability 

to influence the outcome of activity. The differences affecting the performance of 

advisory boards in the literature were due to the ranges in governing policies and 

management regimes under which they were managed and structured and that these were 

additional contributing factors to a board's ability to influence the outcome of activity in 

relation to the five elements of the Acceptability Diamond. The HW AB's ability to 

influence the land use planning and development activity decision-making process is 

found in a checklist in Table 8: Formal Governance Factors Contributing to HWAB 

Influence on the next page showing which factors contribute to the HWAB's ability to 

influence through its formal role as an advisor to Council, according to its ToR. 
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Table 8: Formal Governance Factors Contributing to HW AB Influence 

5.5.2 Informal Governance Factors 

The informal governance factors that are found to contribute to the HWAB's ability 

to influence the land use planning and development activity review process are adapted 

from Brandes et al.'s (2005) and Branch's & Bradbury's (2006) definitions of 

stakeholders; the Branch and Bradbury (2006) "Acceptability Diamond" model; and 

Gillies (1989), Dockstater (1991); Bengston (1 994); Mitchell (1 995); Vasseur et al., 

(1997); Phillips & Graham (1998); Sinclair & Hutchison (1998), and Webler & Tuler 

(2006) findings regarding a "good" public participation process. Generally the position 
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held in the literature is that public participation processes are usually driven by the notion 

that "the agency, regulators, and/or the public will differ in viewpoints, values, and 

interests in ways that are important to identify and address" (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

These factors are defined in Chapter 3 in Table ]: Informal Governance Factors of 

Influence Ability on page 40 and Table 2: Formal Governance Factors Contributing to 

Ability to Influence on page 46. 

The factors and elements framed in the Acceptability Diamond are compared with 

the factors that were found in this chapter to impact the HWAB's ability to influence the 

land use planning and development activity review process. Table 9: Informal Factors of 

HWAB 's Ability to Influence below, and on the next two pages, shows the degree to 

which the Acceptability Diamond factors were met that contributed to the HW AB's 

ability to influence water resource protection through its role in the land use planning and 

development activity review process. 

Table 9: Informal Factors of HW AB's Ability to Influence 
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5.6 CONCLUSIONS 

The HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection through its role in the 

land use planning and development activity review process is relative to formal and 

informal governance factors. The formal and informal governance factors found to 

contribute to the HWAB's ability to influence the land use planning and development 

activity review process explain how the HW AB is able to influence water resource 

protection within the context of its formal role as a water resource protection advisor to 

Council. The factors found to contribute to the HW AB's ability to influence the 

protection of water resources, as a reviewing stakeholder in the land use planning and 

development activity process, were compared with the factors that were found in the 

literature to contribute to an NRAB process that fulfills the desired outcome of activity of 

the stakeholders involved. This study provides insight into how the HWAB is able to 

influence the protection of water resources through the land use planning and 

development activity review process, and where its ability to influence could be 

enhanced. 

This study found the decisions made by Council on what land use practices will be 

used, is based on the influence of all of the stakeholders involved at the reviewing stage 

of the process. These reviewing stakeholders are the Council, the PA Cs, the W ABs 

(including the HW AB), HRM staff, the land use planning and development activity 

proponent, the public, and the community. Of all the reviewing stakeholders, the HWAB 

has by far the most expertise regarding water resource protection and is therefore a 

critical influence on the decisions that will impact the health of HRM's water resources. 

How the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources may be enhanced 

is discussed in the next chapter. 
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6 Discussion and Recommendations 

This chapter discusses the findings examined in Chapters 5 in response to the 

research question: Given its role, how is the HW AB able to influence water resource 

protection? The background explained in Chapter 4 provides the context within which the 

HWAB performs its role. Chapter 5 presented the findings of this study and assessed 

them against the literature presented in Chapter 3 to show what factors contribute to the 

HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection through its role within the land 

use planning and development activity review process. 

This chapter discusses the factors found in Chapter 5 that contribute to the 

HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection through its advice to Council in 

relation to the HWAB's role in formal and informal governance contexts. 

Recommendations about how to enhance the HWAB's ability to influence water resource 

protection by enhancing its role in relation to the policies, management, and structure, 

with respect to the Acceptability Diamond factors found in Chapter 5, through the land 

use planning and development activity review process, is discussed in this chapter. 

6.1 HW AB ROLE 

The Board is a formal advisor to Council, through a "Motion in Council", and 

informal advisor to stakeholders about using ecologically responsible land use practices 

to protect water resources through the land use planning and development activity review 

process. Compared with resource-based advisory boards in other jurisdictions outside the 

province, the HW AB responsibilities are narrowly focused on land use planning and 

development activities that may impact on water resources under its jurisdiction. In 

jurisdictions outside HRM, W AB responsibilities tend to range from being responsible 

for developing and implementing watershed management strategies, to researching and 

monitoring watershed health, to being a liaison and consultant between the formal 

governance agency and the public. The HWAB's role is closest to the latter. 

The ability of the HW AB to influence the land use planning and development 

activity review process as a means to protect water resources was demonstrated, on the 

surface, in the advice it provided to Councils. Suffice to say that if all the HW AB 
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recommendations were applied, water resources would be very well protected. However, 

there were other interests influencing the outcome of the land use planning and 

development activity review process, which inhibited the ability to apply HW AB 

recommendations. 

While deliberating and submitting its recommendations, regardless of whether they 

are applied, the HW AB educates proponents, HRM staff, and Council members alike 

about when, where, how and why ecologically responsible land use practices should be 

used to protect water resources. This is considered the HWAB's informal ability to 

influence the protection of water resources. To enhance the HWAB's ability to influence 

informally, involves enhancing the contributing factors and elements that were identified 

in Chapter 5 in the Acceptability Diamond. According to Branch & Bradbury (2006), the 

way to do this most efficiently and effectively is to also enhance the formal governance 

elements which include the policy, managerial, and structural elements affecting the 

HWAB's ability to influence water resources protection through the land use planning 

and development activity review process. 

6.2 ENHANCING HW AB's FORMAL AND INFORMAL GOVERNANCE ROLE 

With the creation of the Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Board in 1971 , the City of 

Dartmouth was the first municipal unit, in what was then Halifax County (now HRM) to 

recognize the value of waters group representatives to make up for the lack of water 

resource expertise to protect water resources within municipal staff (Griffiths Muecke 

1988). Since then, the ability of W ABs to influence the protection of water resources in 

HRM has been demonstrated by greater awareness among municipal planners and 

government policy-makers, resulting in more and more water resource protection 

measures being implemented. The Regional Plan (HRM RMPS, 2006) is testament to a 

greater awareness reflected in its water resource protection policies. Despite this desire 

and consistent advice from WABs for over 35 years, however, water resources are still 

being negatively impacted upon by ecologically irresponsible land use practices. The 

factors outlined in the following sections explain some of the reasons why the H W AB 's 

ability, in terms of its formal role, were not more influential in terms of protecting water 
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resources from the impacts of ecologically irresponsible land use practices. The following 

sections also explain how its role could be formally enhanced. The HW AB needs more 

responsibility through its ToR to help the HWAB enhance stakeholder awareness of the 

Board and its ability to influence through its participation in the land use planning and 

development activity review process. The recommendations combine both formal and 

informal governance enhancement factors since the conditions necessary for a "good" 

public participation process are not mutually exclusive, i.e., they cannot be separated 

along the lines of formal and informal governance factors. 

6.2.l HWAB Purpose and Responsibilities 

The HWAB's ToR indicate that part of its responsibilities is to educate the public. 

Being an educator implies having the ability to impart knowledge and expertise about a 

subject that in tum provides an opportunity to influence the audience about the decisions 

they make about the subject. The primary avenues the HW AB uses to educate 

stakeholders involved with any stage of the land use planning and development activity 

process 1s: 

• formally in the advisory reports it provides to Council, HRM staff, and the proponent; 

• informally via discussions in HW AB meetings; and 

• informally to other agencies via letters which contain recommendations on issues 

related to land use practices. 

The analysis of the HWAB's advisory reports revealed the knowledge and expertise 

of the HWAB regarding water resource protection techniques. The recommendations the 

HW AB provides are considered a form of public education about what land use practices 

the Board considers are necessary to protect water resources. The capacity of this advice 

as an education tool, however, is limited. The deficiencies appear to lie in the distribution 

of its recommendations - a primary means by which the HW AB is able to educate and 

influence stakeholders involved in the land use planning and development activity 

process about how to protect water resources. The stakeholders involved in the review 

process, and the opportunities they have to become educated and influenced are: 
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• Councillors when they read the HW AB advisory reports; 

• HRM case planner staff who attend HW AB meetings, as the recommendations are 

being deliberated, and in the Board's advisory reports; 

• HRM staff, including Development Officers, Technicians, and Managers who 

generally don't attend HW AB meetings, when they read the advisory reports; 

• proponents at HWAB meetings and through the advisory report; and 

• the public when the HW AB representatives share their knowledge and experience 

with fellow community residents, and when they attend HW AB meetings. 

These education and influence opportunities are the means by which stakeholders 

also gain insight into the role of the HW AB and how it operates. 

The HW AB needs to work on the education aspect of its role. Some HW AB 

representatives indicated they did not consider public education part of the HW AB's ToR 

(which it is). The fact that some HW AB representatives are not clear that they have a 

responsibility to educate the public indicates that the representatives themselves need to 

become better informed about their role. Also, the remarks made by councillors in 

particular, regarding the lack of visibility the HW AB has in the community, indicate that 

the responsibility of public educator may be best directed to individual representatives on 

the Board in the position to inform the public. For example, community waters protection 

groups with representatives on the Board need to bring information regarding land use 

planning and development activities occurring in their communities to the attention of 

their membership groups. District representatives could do this as well, through any of 

their group affiliations. Sharing information fosters better understanding about the role of 

the HWAB, and thereby enhances the Board's ability to influence the protection of water 

resources through the land use planning and development activity review process. 

Gaps have been identified in this study in the Board's ability to influence large 

projects, municipal plans, and strategies early in the process (generally where HRM is the 

proponent), and in its ability to review the follow-up monitoring reports requested in its 

recommendations. To fill these gaps would require educating those responsible (i.e., 

HRM staff managers, and Development Officers and Technicians) for assuring that the 
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HW AB is given the opportunity to be involved i n  these aspects of the land use planning 

and development activity review processes. 

Educating councillors, HRM staff managers, Development Officers and 

Technicians who, according to the findings of this study, have among the least 

opportunity to interact with the HW AB, would enhance the HWAB's opportunity to 

influence these stakeholders. Additionally, ifHRM were to formally, through policy, 

provide an opportunity for the HW AB to educate these stakeholders, this would 

demonstrate its policy commitment to the HWAB's activities, build relationships 

between HRM and the HW AB, generate better understanding about substantive issues in 

relation to the HWAB's role, and facilitate more inclusive decision-making and 

accountability in the process. 

An informal opportunity for the HW AB to educate and influence land use planning 

and development activity proponents and their subcontractors about water resource 

protection is through the Board's Guidelines. In later years, the HWAB's advisory reports 

usually recommended that the proponent refer to its Guidelines, which are "attached to 

the recommendation (advisory) report." Initial attempts, however, to educate proponents 

more broadly through a wider distribution of the HW AB' s Guide! ines was met with some 

resistance by HRM staff management, which limited its distribution to this sector. 

Limiting the distributing of the HWAB Guidelines with an attachment on the advisory 

report, only offers the Guidelines to proponents whose cases have been referred to the 

Board for advice. They are not provided, for example, for a development permit issued 

for an "as-of-right" development. Such limited distribution of the Guidelines, restricts the 

sources of water resource protection information that may help to educate the general 

public about how to protect water resources through ecologically responsible land use 

practices. To overcome this limitation, the HRM planning staff representative on the 

Board offered to mention the Guidelines in its next publication of the brochure handed 

out to development proponents, but it is not clear whether this was done. Wider 

distribution of the HWAB's Guidelines would facilitate more awareness of the Board and 

enhance its ability to influence water resource protection. 

Finally, Public Hearings provide an opportunity for members of the public to ask 

questions and to express to Council the concerns they have regarding a land use planning 
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and development activity proposal (i.e., for projects required to have a Public Hearing). 

Considering that councillors may not always read or understand the implications of the 

HWAB's recommendations in the Board's advisory report, having an HWAB 

representative present at Public Hearings could reinforce and/or clarify the Board's 

recommendations to Council and provide another chance to educate and influence 

councillors and the public regarding protection of water resources. 
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6.2.2 HW AB Composition and Selection Process 

Ensuring a "good" HWAB process with respect to the Board's composition 

involves careful consideration of the elements that influence representation on the Board. 

Factors to guard against in the advisory board composition and selection process are the 

centralization of authority on the Board (Branch & Bradbury, 2006). 

The literature indicates having an "ex-officio" councillor representative on the 

Board, is preferred since the "ex-officio" status allows the Board to make decisions 

independent of the councillor on the Board while the councillor provides valuable input, 

avoids conflict of interest, and has the opportunity to develop relationships with the 

Board representatives. "Ex-officio" status of councillors is included within the HWAB's 

ToR, which allows the Board flexibility to make the recommendations it desires, and 

enhances the Board's decision-making ability with a councillor's presence. 

However, this study discovered having a consistent councillor presence on the 

Board was only considered and decided upon by Council after a media report caused 

Regional Council to ensure Council addressed potentially serious communication issues 

directly with the HW AB. This suggests that Council was not committed to having a 

councillor present until a public relations issue prompted an interest to avoid "bad press" 

in the future. Having Council representation "may" be included on the Board according 

to its ToR, meaning that a councillor presence is not necessary. The current ToR states, 

on the other hand, "staff shall be made available for consultation purposes as required". 

Granted, planners generate an understanding between HRM planning processes and staff 

and the other Board representatives, but a consistent councillor presence on the Board, 

formally stated in the ToR, is recommended in this study. 

According to the literature, to protect water resources, having water resource 

expertise included in the land use planning and development activity review process is 

important because scientific understanding of the water quality is necessary to help 

determine how to mitigate impacts. The literature indicates "[p ]roper lake and watershed 

management requires an adequate scientific understanding of the natural processes that 

control lake properties, the types of pollutants being added, and their origin, 

concentrations, and effects on important lake processes" (Keizer et al, 1993). The HWAB 

ToR only refer to water resource experience in section 2. 1  which states the Board "may 
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include one representative from community based organizations which are recognized by 

HRM and the Board as having broad-based interest in watershed protection and related 

activities within the geographical area of responsibility of the Board." There is also a 

provision for a developer (or any other stakeholder interest) who may sit on the Board 

i.e., "such other members'', included in clause 2.2c of the ToR. Currently, HWAB 

representatives demonstrate significant knowledge and expertise regarding water resource 

issues through their recommendations. However, this study could not definitively 

detennine the extent of the scientific expertise on the Board i n  terms of the 

representatives' qualifications because they are not indicated in any documents reviewed 

in this study. HW AB representation applications to councils presumably contain the 

applicant's qualifications, but these are confidential. The review process, therefore, 

entrusts the councillors who are reviewing the applications with ensuring that the 

necessary expertise is provided on the HW AB. 

The HW AB provides an opportunity for each district that falls under the HW AB 

jurisdiction to be represented on the Board, regardless of whether the district already has 

a representative from a waters group on the Board or not. Community representation, 

therefore, is very well represented on the HW AB. Having broad community 

representation on the HW AB "provides a good level of expertise on the Board, via 

representatives who are familiar with the important environmental, economic and even 

political issues/concerns i n  their areas" (Stobo et al., undated). Representatives bring 

local issues of concern to the Board for consideration, providing an opportunity to be 

"proactive in advising HRM" as opposed to being reactive to issues that are presented to 

the Board by Council  (Stobo et al., undated). Board representatives also provide a 

watchdog perspective regarding water resource protection. Having a watchdog 

component through district representation may be lost if only scientists or other 

specialized backgrounds are permitted on the Board. 

The Board currently recommends that scientific expertise such as qualified 

hydrological, limnology, or engineering expertise be on hand during the land use 

planning and development project implementation to provide the expertise needed to 

ensure water resources are protected. Ensuring that such recommendations are 

implemented helps to make up for the lack of scientific expertise on Board. However, 

140 



while community representation is provided for in clause 2.2b of the ToR, considering 

the technical nature of the advice provided for by the HW AB, it is also important to 

ensure water resource science expertise is represented. Under the current ToR, it is 

possible for the Board to be without such representation. 

6.2.3 HWAB Jurisdiction 

Over the course of the HW AB study period, numerous jurisdictional issues 

surfaced. The first was with regard to amalgamation, which affected the HW AB in a 

positive manner, as it provided the impetus for waters community groups to form a 

watershed advisory board for their municipal unit before amalgamation "swallowed up" 

the County Municipality. Other jurisdictional issues provided challenges with respect to 

the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources. 

After amalgamation, another W AB who wanted to maintain most of its traditional 

jurisdiction as is, and a Community Council who preferred to have only one W AB report 

to them, influenced the direction taken to adjust HRM W AB jurisdiction boundary lines. 

Also affecting the HW AB and B W AB jurisdictions was the dissolution of the HL WAC. 
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The HW AB's, the BW AB's, and staffs desire to have W AB jurisdictions 

delineated by watershed rather than political boundaries was frequently a topic of 

discussion. HRM staff made an attempt to delineate WAB jurisdictions along watershed 

boundaries, which was initially met with some resistance by the DLAB. After some 

compromising between the BW AB, the DLAB, and the HW AB, HRM managed to 

delineate the W AB's jurisdictional boundaries closer to watershed boundary lines, but not 

completely. 

Dillon (2002) and the Natural Step (2004) frequently recommend that watersheds 

be protected through watershed-based planning boundaries rather than political 

boundaries. Dillon's (2002) WRMS underscores the importance of watersheds as "the 

fundamental unit for understanding water resources and undertaking watershed 

planning." 

The I-IRM RMPS (2006) recognizes that "[e]nvironmental features - water, soils, 

vegetation, habitat - within a watershed are all interconnected, and land use activities in 

one part of a watershed can adversely affect the quality and quantity of water in another" 

(HRM RMPS, 2006). According to the HRM RMPS (2006), planning on a watershed 

basis will be undertaken during the secondary planning phases. However, even when 

HRM W AB jurisdictions are delineated by watershed boundaries, jurisdictional problems 

still persist for the HW AB because some of the watersheds contained in its jurisdiction 

cross the Municipal boundary. Therefore, delineating W AB jurisdictions by watershed 

boundaries may require Provincial input, or at the very least, water resource management 

cooperation between the affected municipal units.27 The Nova Scotia Municipal 

Government Act provides for such collaboration (R.S.N.S. 1998. s. 200 (1 .2)) through 

joint planning strategies and through joint advisory committees in areas where 

watersheds cross over political boundaries, as in HRM and Hants Counties, for instance. 

27 Brandes et al. (2005) suggest that the Federal government must have direct responsibility over water 
resource management since all waters eventually end up in marine waters. 
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6.2.4 HW AB Relationship and Standing within HRM 

Factors to guard against in an advisory board's standing within the agency, 

according to Branch & Bradbury (2006), are lack of a public participation policy at the 

agency level, lack of the Board's ability to track recommendations, lack of clear policy 

guidance, and a lack of commitment from the agency to accept public influence. In many 

relationships, respect and acknowledgement grows with time. The HW AB's meeting 

structure and Board composition provide a good climate where relationships between the 

Board, planning staff, and the land use planning and development activity proponents 

may be formed and mutual understanding may be fostered. Consistent representation of a 

planner and a councillor on the Board, and having development proponents and the case 

planner present to the Board, allows the Board to make its interests, preferences, and 

arguments known to these stakeholders involved in the land use planning and 

development activity review process. Most Board representatives appear to have good 

relationships with each other, with the HRM councillors who have served on the Board, 

and with the planners who have represented HRM staff on the Board. Due to the 

consistent leadership and tenacity of the Board's Chair and Vice Chairs who have served 

over the years, this W AB has been able to generate productive relationships. However, 

there is room for improvement. 

There are many other stakeholders involved, at both the reviewer and steward 

levels of the land use planning and development activity process, who do not have an 

143 



opportunity to develop relationships with the Board who, therefore, lack understanding 

about its role and value. When stakeholders are not exposed to the HWAB's expertise 

and knowledge, the Board's ability to influence these stakeholders may be undermined, 

ignored, or dismissed. Each reviewer and steward in the land use planning and 

development activity process should have an opportunity to understand the HWAB's 

ability and to be influenced by it. 

Sometimes a project that should have been reviewed by the Board either came too 

late or not at all - after decisions had already been made, or at a time when changes were 

not possible or too expensive to alter - for the HW AB to make recommendations. In most 

cases, such neglect or oversight was apparently due to staff management's lack of 

understanding about the Board's role in the land use planning and development activity 

review process. They perceived that the Board's role was not to advise staff� its advice 

was strictly for Council through formal reports. An opportunity the HW AB had to inform 

PA Cs about the HW AB 's role, on the other hand, demonstrated why it is important for 

each reviewer of the land use planning and development activity reviewing stage to know 

the role of the HW AB and its ability to influence the process. When HRM staff 

overlooked a project that the Board should have reviewed before it was forwarded to the 

next stage in the review process, the PAC felt that the HW AB should have an opportunity 

to review the application before they proceeded with their own recommendations. In this 

instance, the PAC acted on its knowledge of the Board's role, which prevented a project 

from proceeding without HW AB recommendations. The PAC's action could have 

prevented ecologically irresponsible land use practices from impacting water resources as 

a result. To ensure that the HWAB receives all of the projects upon which it is entitled to 

provide recommendations, per its ToR, all stakeholders should understand the HW AB's 

responsibilities, its role in the land use planning and development activity review process, 

its ability to provide valuable advice, and the opportunities to be influenced by it. 

HRM W ABs are in a league by themselves as they work to influence the municipal 

decision-makers with their recommendations about what land use practices are the most 

ecologically responsible to use to protect water resources. As the HW AB works to fulfill 

its responsibilities with each land use planning and development activity project review, 

the HW AB' s ability to influence the protection of water resources changes. Within each 
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project review each stakeholder involved is trying to influence Council to include and/or 

consider the interests specific to their desired project decision outcome. Consider, too, 

that the interests of such stakeholders may have more in common with each other (e.g., 

economically) than with the HW AB. 

Even when recommendations are incorporated into an application, there is still no 

guarantee that the recommendations will be followed in practice due to factors that 

influence the other stakeholders involved in the land use planning and development 

activity review process. The influence that a recommendation has on the final agreement 

may depend on the planner, the proponent, and the council involved in each case because 

the recommendations provided by the HW AB are not required to be incorporated into the 

land use planning and development activity application. Planners and proponents have 

demonstrated their will to incorporate HW AB recommendations or aspects thereof into 

the proposed application, before Council reviews it. However, its up to Council whether 

or not any recommendations are included as a condition of approval. 

There also is an underlying feeling among volunteers, generally, that their efforts 

are taken for granted and not sufficiently acknowledged or recognized. For example, 

although HRM provides a legislative assistant to keep track of the meetings and 

development review process regarding the HW AB, coffee was not even provided at 

meetings, despite their length, until recently. The most important recommendation for 

agencies to consider, to get the maximum benefit from the HW AB's ability to influence 

the protection of water resources, is to regularly and consistently acknowledge the input 

and expertise provided by the volunteers upon which the regulatory agencies and the 

health of our water resources depend, by consistently acting on and acknowledging its 

recommendations. 
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6.2.5 "As-of-right" Development and Grandfather Clause 

Current policies associated with "as-of-right" development are considered by 

HW AB representatives to be among the most serious obstacle to water resource 

protection with respect to land development activity. Virtually all representatives of the 

HW AB feel that this type of development needs to be seriously overhauled. As 

commented in the survey by an HWAB representative, "[d]evelopment 'as-of-right' often 

frustrates good planning recommendations" (Frank Hope). 

The HW AB found a way to make .recommendations to "as-of-right" development 

through reviewing Concept Plans, but because they provide few details, the HW AB felt 

the recommendations might not be adequate in relation to the final plan. Furthermore, 

proponents are not required to consider HW AB recommendations on Concept Plans 

because they only need to adhere to the current by-laws and regulations already in place. 

Reviewing Concept Plans also increases the HWAB's workload. 

To overcome the problems associated with "as-of right" developments and 

grandfather clauses, this study recommends they be addressed at the Secondary 

(Community) Planning Strategy development stage. Ensuring that the WAB's advice is 

involved with the development of the secondary plans will usurp the need for WABs to 

comment on "as-of-right" Concept Plans and grandfather clauses, and decrease the 

HWAB's workload in the process. 
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Through the secondary planning process, individual plan areas wil1 be responsible 

for ensuring that protection of water resources are incorporated into the community 

planning strategies. The concern is whether water resource protection will be adequately 

considered. 

"The policies will affect where, when and how development happens 
and they reflect the priority the community places on the health of water 
systems including preservation of water quality and habitat for humans and 
non-humans. Implementation of the policies has significant economic 
implications because water resource management has a substantial price 
associated with both action and inaction" (Dillon, 2002). 

Within an ecosystem governance regime, policies and programs that change 

behaviour and promote productivity need to be created to support an infrastructure of a 

water system where water is viewed as finite and where ecological processes come first 

(Brandes et al, 2005). The HWAB can play a pivotal role in an ecosystem governance 

regime. The HRM RMPS falls short of meeting this study's desired model of Brandes et 

al.' s (2005) which is evident with statements like: "Although it is not the intention of the 

HRM RMPS (2006) to achieve pristine conditions for every watershed, there is a desire 

to achieve public health standards for body contact recreation and to maintain the existing 

trophic status of our lakes and rivers to the extent possible." The words "to the extent 

possible" opens the door for developers and landowners to find excuses why continuing 

to downgrade the trophic status of lakes and rivers may be justified, presumably in favour 

of economic stability. Unless there is W AB involvement in the process, the community 

planning process may not adequately consider all the implications of a given land use 

planning and development activity on water resources in the area "aimed at protecting 

this resource through land use control and retention of those features that regulate water 

flow, mitigate flooding, reduce water pollution, and protect ecological functions" (HRM 

RMPS, 2006). 

The Plan does provide a means for representatives of "other bodies" to provide 

direction in the transition between the regional planning and the secondary planning 

phases. This could provide a means for the HW AB to provide direction, according to the 

Plan's first governance policy, G-1, which states "HRM shal1 establish a Standing 
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Advisory Committee to provide direction for the transition from regional planning to 

Community Visioning and secondary planning, with representation from: 

• HRM Regional Council; 

• BRM senior management; 

• HRM residents drawn from urban, suburban and rural communities; and 

• other bodies as determined by Regional Council" (HRM RMPS, 2006). 

Conceivably, the policies set out in the Plan (see Appendix G) could be "watered 

down" when the by-laws are created in the community planning stage, which may favour 

economic implications over the environmental ones, unless the HW AB and presumably 

the other water advisory boards in HRM have adequate ability to influence those policies 

and regulations. The knowledge and expertise of the BRM W ABs would play a very 

important role in the secondary planning process. To be effective, policies must be 

backed up with regulations that are supported with expertise, knowledge, and authority 

vested in the public. However, the W ABs do not appear in the HRM RMPS (2006) as 

stakeholders to be considered in the community planning process, except with respect to 

watershed plans. 

The HW AB currently has an ability to influence the land use planning and 

development activity process through stakeholders who recognize the HWAB's 

knowledge and expertise, with regard to water resource protection. The Mayor, the 

public, HRM staff, and development proponents all have demonstrated their recognition 

and desire for HW AB input. Statements like "[ w ]here the Board would fit into this 

process has not been determined, but the integral role of the Board is recognized" 

(HW AB minutes, October 1998) are frequently mentioned in the HW AB minutes. In at 

least one instance, there was a discrepancy between the Board's recommendations and 

staffs report, which resulted in Council and the Utilities Review Board agreeing with the 

advice of the Board. This instance demonstrated that Council was influenced by the 

Board's recommendations over staffs. Recognizing the Board's expertise and knowledge 

in a more permanent manner, through changes in policy and regulation, rather than 

through repeated public hearings to settle disagreements between staff, proponents, and 
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Council would be more cost effective and efficient for both the taxpayer and the 

proponent. 

The HW AB's water protection advice needs to be better supported through 

regulations to substantively demonstrate HRM's commitment to the HW AB's 

involvement in the land use planning and development activity review process. In HRM, 
there are few regulations promoting the use of ecologically responsible land use practices 

to facilitate water resource oriented planning apart from Erosion and Sedimentation 

Control and Stormwater Management Plans. Many of the recommendations made by the 

HW AB are repeated over and over for similar projects, which could become standard 

policy, exercised through regulations and by�laws. Repeated HW AB recommendations 

for specific land use practices should be considered in policy and made into regulations. 

Making such recommendations into policy and/or regulation would enhance the HWAB's 

ability to influence in a substantive way because it would demonstrate a sharing of power 

with respect to "identifying issues and setting the agenda of deliberations" and would 

protect the interests of the HWAB representative's community. 
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6.2.6 HW AB Monitoring and follow-up 

Because most HW AB representatives are interested in knowing whether their 

recommendations are being followed, many Board representatives take on an informal 

monitoring role of development project activities at their own discretion. This informal 

monitoring or "watchdog" role raised many issues, and prompted investigations of some 

development project activities by the Board and HRM staff. In some cases this watchdog 

role alerted the HW AB about land use planning and development activities that could 

have benefited from Board input earlier in the process (as in the Western Common Plan). 

In other cases it alerted both the HW AB and HRM about projects being improperly 

applied, to the detriment of the water resources in the area (as in the East Petpeswick 

project). 

Under the former example, the HW AB raised awareness among HRM staff 

management about the Board's role and where HRM staff may have overlooked the value 

of their expertise. In the latter example, follow-up investigations exposed many 

inadequacies regarding the land use planning and development activity steward process, 

leading HRM staff and the Board to deliberate how to rectify these inadequacies. HRM 

staff admitted that their ability to monitor all projects was not consistent or practical and 

that the HW AB may wish to consider informally taking on this role. 

Assigning HW AB representatives, who may have more opportunity, to be 

"watchdogs" on projects upon which the HW AB provided advice, would help to fill a 

gap toward ensuring that an approved land use planning and development activity is 

being implemented properly. This role would also help to fulfill a desire of the HWAB to 

know whether or not its recommendations are being applied in the outcome of the 

decisions. 

Assigning project monitoring responsibilities to HW AB representatives would 

require changing the HW AB ToR to this effect, since the HW AB currently advises at the 

front end of the review process. On numerous occasions, however, the Board did request 

follow up water quality monitoring in its recommendations, a permissible request 

according to its ToR, but this request was not responded to on a consistent basis. One 

HW AB representative commented on the survey, "we do need to be kept informed if we 

are to be effective" (Anonymous participant). There was considerable evidence found in 
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the minutes, and in correspondence that the HWAB's recommendations were not always 

followed, with few explanations as to why not. If the ToR were to be changed to assign 

HW AB representatives a monitoring role, the travel distance some of these projects could 

be from the usual routes of volunteer representatives may be a deterrent for some who 

might otherwise take on this responsibility as a volunteer. To overcome this deterrent, 

travel compensation would be required for representatives to cover the expenses 

associated with monitoring project sites. Having formal authority to follow-up on projects 

and to comment on the findings would contribute to the HWAB's ability to influence the 

outcome of the current project and/or on the outcomes of future projects. 

The planner representative on the Board expressed in an HW AB meeting that it is 

difficult to discern whether the Board's recommendations are put into a development 

agreement or not, because the final development agreement is worded in a way that takes 

into account all of the recommendations provided from the broad spectrum ofreviewers 

who provide recommendations for each development case proposal. Council minutes do 

not always indicate which recommendations should be applied either. Lack of follow-up 

of the recommendations made by the HW AB is perceived by the researcher to be a 

weakness to the Board's ability to influence considering how difficult it is to discern by 

any other method whether the HW AB's recommendations are being followed or not. 

Although the HW AB only advises councils according to its ToR, other similarly 

structured resource advisory boards studied by Gillies (1989) and Branch & Bradbury 

(2006) have reporting systems whereby the agency provides feedback to the Boards on 

the agency's intended action on the NRAB's recommendations. Such follow-up is 

considered in the l iterature to be an important factor in a successful NRAB. For HRM to 

follow-up with the HW AB would provide a means of accountability between the HW AB, 

planning staff, councils, and the general public. Furthermore, accountability strengthens 

the influence and relationships between the stakeholders involved in the decision-making 

process (Gillies, 1 989; Branch & Bradbury, 2006; Webler & Tuler, 2006). 

Having to report to the HWAB also would require Council to pay attention to the 

recommendations provided to it by the HW AB to enable them to demonstrate the 

reasoning behind why the Board's recommendations were applied or not. Reports from 

the agency to the Board also provide the HW AB with knowledge about when and 
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whether the Board's recommendations are being applied. Providing the Board with this 

insight can further enhance the types of recommendations the Board makes. 

6.3 HW AB's ABILITY TO INFLUENCE 

The HW AB has, above all, raised awareness among HRM staff, HRM councillors, 

land use planning and development activity proponents, and HW AB representatives 

about water resource protection issues. This study found, however, that given the 

HWAB's role, its ability to influence the protection of water resources as a reviewing 

stakeholder in the land use planning and development activity process is limited. 

Discussion in this chapter of the factors found to contribute to the HW AB' s ability to 

influence the protection of water resources, as a reviewing stakeholder in the land use 

planning and development activity process, provided insight into how its ability to 

influence could be enhanced. These insights were expressed in the recommendations 

specified in this chapter. 

The overall recommendation this study offers is to consistently acknowledge and 

enhance the Board's role. HRM Council and staff could enhance the Board's role by 

providing the HW AB with "Mission Critical" status in the informal governance aspects 

of the land use planning and development activity process, and formally through policy 
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reform and resources provided by HRM Council and municipal government staff. Such 

support would demonstrate HRM's acknowledgement of the Board's ability to fill the 

gaps with respect to providing technical, historical, and local expertise about how to 

protect water resources under its jurisdiction in HRM. 
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7 HWAB's Ability to Influence Water Resource Protection 

Chapter 7 sums up the objectives of this study to explain how the HWAB is able to 

influence water resource protection in its role to advise Council through the land use 

planning and development activity review process: 

• within the context of the HW AB' s advisory role; 

• considering the formal and informal governance factors that contribute to the 

HWAB's ability to influence water resource protection through the land use planning 

and development activity review process; and 

• by recommending how the HW AB's ability to influence water resource protection 

may be enhanced. 

This chapter describes the HWAB's demonstrated ability to influence water 

resource protection, considering the factors that contribute to the HW AB's ability to 

influence in its formal and informal role within the land use planning and development 

activity review process. The recommendations on how the HWAB's ability to influence 

may be enhanced are recapped in the next section. The future study recommendations are 

included in the following section. The final remarks about the HW AB's ability to 

influence water resource protection conclude this Chapter and this study. 

7.1 HWAB'S DEMONSTRATED ABILITY TO INFLUENCE 

This case study of the HW AB explains how an NRAB is able to influence the 

protection of water resources in its role as an advisor to Council, through the land use 

planning and development activity review process. As shown within the framework of 

the Acceptability Diamond, the HWAB's ability to influence varies according to the 

degree in which the HW AB fulfilled the factors that contribute to a "good" NRAB 

process. The H W  AB's ability to influence left some of the factors of a "good" NRAB 

process unfulfilled. 
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The terms used to express how far the HW AB was able to demonstrate the 

Acceptability Diamond factors in the findings, were, "yes", "partly'', "currently", and 

"no". The degree to which the HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water 

resources was fulfilled, relative to the factors of "good" NRAB process, is listed under 

these terms in the section below. 

7.1.1 Fully ("Yes") 

This section lists the desirable factors that fully contribute to the HWAB's ability to 

influence the protection of water resources. 

• HRM provides a forum to express views and issues 

• HW AB structure and jurisdiction is established by the HRM 

• HW AB and HRM have a consistent and frequent schedule of interaction 

• HW AB operates by consensus decision-making28 

• HW AB provides formal recommendations to the HRM 

• HRM has developed clear policy intent with regard to HW AB influence on decision­

making 

7.1.2 Partly 

This section lists the desirable factors that partially contribute to the HW AB's 

ability to influence the protection of water resources. 

• HRM tasks are being implemented as expected by the HW AB 

• HRM demonstrates its commitments are being kept and concerns are being addressed 

• HW AB concerns are being addressed 

• HRM facilitates participation in the process 

• HRM is open and accessible to the NRAB 

• HWAB has ability to place issues on the agenda and to influence how they are framed 

• HW AB has awareness of the decisions being considered 

28 Webler & Tuler (2006) found that not all participants in their studies felt that consensus decision-making 
was a priority. 
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• HW AB and HRM have access to all the information that is considered necessary to 

form a position in decision-making process 

• HW AB has ability to influence the process by makjng their interests, preferences, and 

arguments known to the stakeholders at each level of the activity process before 

decisions are made 

• HWAB representatives have ability to communicate informally and have access to 

the decision-makers at their level 

• HW AB is included in the formal recommendations 

• HRM demonstrates a commitment to listen and to talk 

• HW AB and HRM demonstrate an understanding and consideration of each other's 

rights and interests 

• HRM ensures face to face and out of boardroom interactions between the public and 

the HRM 

• HRM gives the public process "Mission Critical" status in the activity process 

• HRM and HW AB have developed agreed upon responsibilities and commitments 

• HRM has created transparency through agency-public interactions, and public 

participation programs 

• HRM reduces the power differential through active participation of regulators in the 

interaction process 

• All stakeholders know who is responsible for each aspect of the activity process 

• HRM senior staff attend board meetings 

• HW AB and HRM share information openly and readily 

• HRM has established a clear, fair, and open process 

7.1.3 Currently 

Tms section lists the desirable factors that are currently satisfied to contribute to the 

HWAB's ability to influence the protection of water resources. 

• HW AB provides for a mix of participants that enable issues important to all 

stakeholders (including HRM) to be heard and addressed 
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• HRM reaches out to all stakeholders 

• HRM has created a public space for HW AB 

• HW AB has a skilled person to manage sma11 group interpersonal relationships 

• HRM facilitates communication and accessibility 

7.1.4 No 

This section lists the desirable factor that did not contribute to the HW AB's ability 

to influence the protection of water resources. 

• HRM required to provide a report stating its intended actions to deal with the advice 

and recommendations of the HW AB 

7.2 RECOMMENDATIONS TO ENHANCE THE HW AB' S ABILITY 

The recommendations the HW AB provided to Council demonstrated considerable 

knowledge and expertise regarding water resource protection. However, the formal and 

informal roles of the HWAB outlined in Chapters 4 and 5, were found to be too limited 

for HRM water resources to fully benefit from the HW AB's ability. To broaden the 

HWAB's role, this study made six recommendations to increase its formal and informal 

ability to influence the protection of water resources through the land use planning and 

development activity review process. The recommendations in Chapter 6 explained how 

the HW AB could enhance its ability to influence water resource protection through a 

"good" public participation process framed in Branch and Bradbury's (2006) 

Acceptability Diamond, and applied to the case study of the HW AB in Chapter 5. 

The six recommendations identified to enhance the HWAB's ability to influence 

water resource protection through the land use planning and development activity review 

process are: 

• Exercise the HW AB's ToR responsibility to promote "public awareness and 

education to the citizens ofHRM6" (HW AB ToR) about water resource protection 

• Ensure adequate representation on the Board is reflected in the ToR 
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• Govern watersheds according to natural watershed boundaries to overcome political 

regulatory overlap and enforcement gaps, and to facilitate monitoring and 

enforcement cooperation of neighbouring municipal jurisdictions 

• Foster "Mission Critical" status among HRM Council and staff regarding HW AB 

activities 

• Consider the HWAB's water resource protection recommendations in HRM policy 

and regulation reform 

• Enhance the HWAB 's responsibilities and thereby strengthen its ability to influence 

water resource protection 

7.3 QUESTIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

There were two questions that were raised time and again that were beyond the 

scope of this study, which frustrated the HWAB in relation to its ability to influence 

water resource protection. These questions were with respect to enforcement and 

regulatory issues which the HW AB seemed to be unable to overcome in its role within 

the land use planning and development activity review process: 

1 .  How can the enforcement gaps, jurisdictional overlap, and disregard for policies, 

regulations, and the HWAB's advice be overcome with respect to water resource 

protection? 

2. How can the role of the stewards involved in the land use planning and 

development activity process be enhanced with respect to the HWAB's ability to 

influence water resource protection? 

With regard to the first question: Because different levels of government have 

differing regulatory regimes over the same watershed areas, there are gaps and overlap in 

the overall water resource governance regime. Under these circumstances, when it comes 

to rectifying water resource protection issues in terms of which level of government is 

responsible for overseeing a problem, no jurisdiction appears to take responsibility. 

Further study is needed to determine how to address and manage water resource 
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protection and management problems due to overlapping jurisdictions associated with 

political vs. watershed boundaries and enforcement issues created by government level 

regulatory gaps and overlap. 

With regard to question 2: many of the negative impacts on water resources occur 

long after the reviewing stage of the land use planning and development activity process 

has been completed. This means they occur at the implementation and operational stages. 

The responsibility to ensure that the reviewed and approved land use planning and 

development activities are being upheld is in the hands of the stewards, (i.e., the 

Development Technicians/Officers, residents, inspectors, tenants, superintendents, 

construction workers, and landowners). They are in a front-line position to ensure that 

land use planning and development activities are being conducted in accordance with the 

agreements and bylaws. 

This study did not examine the activities of the steward stakeholders who are 

responsible for the implementation and operational stages of the land use planning and 

development activity process. However, their activities significantly influence the 

outcome of the larid use planning and development activity process with respect to water 

resource protection. This study recommends more study on how the stewards' 

involvement with the land use planning and development activity process may be 

enhanced to compliment the efforts of the HW AB (and W AB 's in general) to influence 

the protection of water resources in HRM. 

7.4 CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 

Over 35 years have passed since the first waters advisory board was established in 

Canada, right here in HRM. Yet, water quality, water quantity, and quality of life with 

respect to water resources continue to deteriorate in HRM. HRM is gradually making 

moves to change land use patterns to help protect water resources, but these efforts are 

progressing at a much slower rate than the apparent degradation of water resources in 

HRM. It is time to utilize, to the fullest extent, the HW AB's ability to influence the 

protection of water resources, by implementing the recommendations provided in this 

study to further protect the ecological integrity ofHRM's water resources. 
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HALIFAX WATERSHED ADVISORY BOARD 

1.0 PURPOSE 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

1 . 1  The Halifax Watershed Advisory Board is established to advise Community 
or Regional Council on all matters related to the management and alteration 
of the lakes, rivers, watercourses, coastal inlets and their watersheds within 
Halifax Regional Municipality\ and to act as an advisory resource in 
providing Community or Regional Council with recommendations for their 
sustainable use. 

Without limiting the generality of the above, the Board shall have the 
following principal responsibilities: 

(a) To provide leadership, promote public awareness and education, and 
identify issues and action on matters related to the Municipality's 
lakes, rivers. watercourses and coastal inlets (to the citizens of Halifax 
Regional Municipality); 

(b} To provide input to Community or Regional Council and the 
Community Planning Advisory Committees, on all applications for 
development agreements, rezonings, amendments to any land use 
by-law, and major project proposals of the Halifax Regional Water 
Commission, with regard to potential Impact on the Municipality's 
lakes, rivers, watercourses and coastal inlets; 

(c) To monitor studies being conducted and regulations being formulated 
by various levels of government and comment and provide 
recommendations to Community or Regional Council on these with 
respect to their impact on the Municipality's lakes, rivers, 
watercourses and coastal inlets; 

(d} To cooperate with other similar agencies in addressing issues 
affecting directly or indirectly the Municipality's lakes, rivers, 
watercourses and coastal inlets; 

Where the words "Halifax Regional Municipality" or "the Municipality" are stated, this 
shall refer to those areas as defined on the accompanying map seltlng out the area of 
jurisdiction of the Board. 
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(e) To liaise with and encourage input from local community based 
organizations involved in watershed protection and related activities; 
and 

(f) To advise on any other matters which Community or Regional Council 
and the Community Planning Advisory Committees deem necessary. 

2.0 COMPOSITION 

2.1 The Board may include one representative from community based 
organizations which are recognized by HRM and the Board as having broad­
based interest in watershed protection and related activities within the 
geographical area of responsibility of the Board. Groups with interest in a 
single issue would not be considered for membership. Such groups would 
be encouraged to make a presentation to the Board. 

2.2 The Board may also include: 

(a) one (1) Councillor appointed by each Community Council within the 
area of jurisdiction of the Board, as ex-officio members; 

(b) one (1) citizen from each electoral district within the 
jurisdiction of the Board. 

(c) such other members as determined from time-to-lime by Community 
or Regional Council in consultation with the Board. 

2.3 Staff shall be made available to the Board for consultation purposes as 
required. 

3.0 COMMITTEES 

3.1 The Board may appoint ad-hoe committees to deal with issues as needed. 

4.0 CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR 

4.1 The Board shall have a Chairperson from among Its members. The 
Chairperson shall hold office for a period of one year from the date of 
election or for the remainder of his/her term of office as a member of the 
Board whichever is less. 

4.2 The Board shall elect a Vice-Chairperson from among its members, who 
shall hold office for a period of one year from the date of election or for the 
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remainder of his/her term of office as a member of the Board, whichever is 
less. The Vice-Chairperson shall act as Chairperson at all times when the 
Chairperson is absent. 

4.3 A person designated by the Municipal Clerks Office shall act as the 
Recording Secretary for the Board. 

5.0 MEETINGS 

5.1 The Board shall meet monthly or at the call of the Chair. 

5.2 Where a development application has been referred to the Board pursuant 
to Section 1 .1  (b), time shall be of the essence. 

6.0 RULES OF ORDER 

6.1 All meetings of the Board shall be open to the public and shall include a 
public participation component. The Board shall function by consensus, but 
where necessary the Board shall follow the Rules of Order approved for the 
Committee of Council. In the absence of such approved Rules of Order, the 
rules shall be identical to those for Comrrunity Councils. 

7.0 RELATIONSHIP TO COMMUNITY OR REGIONAL COUNCIL 

7.1 The Board shall act only in an advisory manner to Community or Regional 
Council. Any plan, program or proposed development activity within any 
watershed likely to have an effect on any lake, river waterway or coastal inlet 
shall be referred to the Board for its consideration and subsequent 
recommendations to Community or Regional Council. 

8.0 RELATIONSHIP TO INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL BOARDS, COMMITTEES, 
COMMISSIONS AND DEPARTMENTS 

8.1 The Board may, with the approval of Community or Regional Council, advise 
and/or appoint a representative to serve as a liaison with any internal or 
external board, committee, or department. 

9.0 REPORTING 

9.1 The Board's recommendations will be submitted to the applicable HRM 
regulatory body, HRM staff, the proponent, and a copy correspondence to 
other government departments as the Board deems appropriate. 
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10.0 QUORUM 

4 

10.1 Fifty percent plus one shall constitute a quorum of the Board. 

1 1 .0 APPOINTMENTS 

11.1  All appointments to the Board shall be made by Community or Regional 
Council and shall stay in effect until a new appointment is made by 
Community or Regional Council. 

11 .2 All appointments shall become effective November 1st of each year. 

1 1 .3 The appointment of members of Community or Regional Council shall be 
made by the Community or Regional Council in November of each ye.ar. 

1 1 .4 All appointments shall be for three (3) years, with a provision that appointees 
may remain for subsequent terms, if reappointed by Community or Regional 
Council. One half of the first appointments to the Board shall be for two (2) 
years and the other one half shall be for three (3) years. All subsequent 
appointments shall be three (3) years. 

1 1 .5 Any organization (as described in Section 2.1) who wishes to have 
representation on the Board shall provide Corrmunity or Regional Council 
with a copy of its Memorandum of Association. 

1 1 .6 The appointment of a representative from an organization (as outlined in 
Section 10.5) shall not apply to an individual specifically, but rather, shall 
apply to any member of that organization who is designated by that 
organization to sit on the Board as its representative. 

1 1 .7 Citizens shall be sought in the usual manner of advertisement. Community 
or Regional Council shall, on the recommendation of the Board, select 
appointees from the list of volunteers. 

12.0 RESIGNATIONS 

12.1 Any resignation from the Board shall be tendered in writing to the 
Chairperson and Corrvrunity or Regional Council. 

12.2 If the resignee is a citizen appointee, Community or Regional Council on the 
recommendation of the Board, shall select an appropriate replacement from 
the list of volunteers, or shall actively seek a replacement from the 
community. Such replacement to fill a vacancy shall complete only the 

164 



Appendix B: Map of HRM (Contained in Back Pocket) 
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Appendix B 
HRM Primary Watershed Boundaries, Mtlllicipal 
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Guidelines 

for 
Protecting 

our 
¥.later Resources 

prepared by the 

Halifax Watershed Advisory Board 

The focus of the Watershed Advisory Boord is on the protection of water quality and quantity, as well 
as the quality of life associated with our water resources. The Board reviews development applications 
submitted to the Halifax Regional Municipality that could have an impact on local watercourses. The 
following guidelines discuss water protection issues associated with development and suggest a variety 
of ecologically responsible land use practices designed to protect our fragile water resources in 
freshwater, estuarine and morine environments. 

Hal/fax Watershed AdvJSory Board Guidelilld for Protecting our Water Resources 
September 2005 
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Soll Erosion 

Undisturbed soil generally has o high resistance to erosion from wind and water. However. after 
disturbance (i.e. removal of vegetation and regrading) many soil types are prone to erosion that con 
result in sedimentation of local watercourses and saltwater inlets. This sedimentation is both unsightly 
and potentially deadly to many forms of aquatic life. The reduction and elimination of sediment-laden, 
over-land runoff and erosion should be the goal of all developers and residents. To accomplish this, any 
development or lot improvement that disturbs soil should hove on Erosion and Sedimentation (E&S) 
Control Plan, in compliance with municipal and provincial codes. In small, single lot, homeowner projects, 
the E&S Plan could be as simple as soil coverage with tarps or straw and silt fencing to prevent silt laden 
water from escaping the site. Larger projects may require a comprehensive pion developed by qualified 
professionals to ensure that every precaution is taken. Methods to reduce or prevent this unwanted 
occurrence should be diligently undertaken, therefore: 

" Any development that disturbs soil should include an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Pla.n 
with the dtvelopment proposal. 

" Soil disturbance should be kept to a minimum. and where regrading or landscaping is carried 
out. the area exposed should be stabilized using an environmentally sound method such os 
sodding, hydro seeding or other proven methods. 

Storm Wattr Management Systems 

The term, 'storm water management systems.' generally refers to the infrastructure installed by a 
developer or a municipality to collect the run-off from roods, parking lots and other impermeable 
surfaces o.ssocioted with a development, as well as natural run-off. The system may include ditches, 
culverts. swales, subsurface interceptor drains, roadway curbs and gutters, catch basins, manholes, 

retention ponds, canals etc. Current systems often incorporate natural watercourses, flood plains, 
ravines, gullies, springs and creeks in the area. Storm water management requires that a storm 
drainage system be carefully designed and implemented before any development proceeds. Any storm 
water drainage system should be designed to achieve the following objectives: 

to prevent loss of life and to protect structures and property from damage due to a major 
storm event; 

to provide safe and convenient use of streets. lot areas, and other improvements during and 
following rain and snow events; 

to adequately convey storm water flow from upstream sources; 

to mitigate t�e adverse effects of storm water flow; downstream flooding and erosion; 

to preserve natural watercourses and areas of discharge into fresh and salt water bodies; 

to minimize the long term effect of development on receiving watercourses on ground water. 

Hal/fax Watershed Advisory Board 
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Therefore: 

.I' Storm water should not be discharged directly into natural watercourses . 

.I' Storm water management should be on integral part of overall site design and development 
and must meet all the requirements of the Halifax Regional Municipality Municipal Services 
System Design Standards. 

Buffer Strips 

A buffer strip is o zone of undisturbed vegetation and soil on both sides of a watercourse (including 
lake, pond, wetland) and salt water inlet or estuary. The buffer strip will help control storm water flow, 
reduce sedimentation and help protect the natural ecosystem processes within the watercourse. The 
width of the buffer strip is very important to the effectiveness of the buffer. Therefore: 

.I' A buffer strip of natural undisturbed vegetation should be provided adjacent to the 
ordinary high water mark on any watercourse and be a minimum of 30 metres wide on each 
side. Development proposals should identify this clearly on proposed final plans and 
developers are encouraged to provide deed covenants In an effort to protect watercourses. 
In situations where natural vegetation does not already exist. indigenous species should be 
planted to provide o 30 metre buffer. 

Setbacks for On-Site Sewage Disl>Osol Systems 

Historical research has shown that even with current Nova Scotia Environment and Labour regulated 
setbacks of 30.5 metres, nutrients, in particular phosphorus compounds, are reaching lakes relatively 
quickly. Other municipalities are attempting to limit the number of on-site sewage disposal systems 
around fakes by requiring wider lots or by simply setting the maximum number of lots permitted. 
However, increased setbacks for onsite systems result in longer time Scoles (possibly 30 - 40 years) 
allowing for more nutrients to be utilized before the effluent reaches a water body. Therefore: 

.I' Setbacks associated with onsite di.sposal (septic) systems for residential lots in new 
subdivisions should exceed the minimum standards of NSEL (i.e. 30.5 metres). Where 
possible, a minimum 100 metre setback Is encouraged from lakes and saltwater bodies. 

A floodploin is the orea adjacent too watercourse that is periodically inundated with floodwoters. The 
naturol tendency of freshwater systems to flood during and after periods of extreme rainfall events or 
snow melt often leads to the damage of property located within the floodplain or tidal area. At the 
same time floodplains play an important role in floodl'IOter management as water retention areas, 
reducing the risk or the extent of flooding downstream. Both to eliminate damage due to periodic 
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flooding and to conserve this natural f!oodwater management system, the following restrictiol'\S should 
be followed: 

./ There should be no development, land grade alteration or major vegetation removal within 
the 1 :  20 year floodplain . 

./ Any development within the 1 : 100 year floodplain fringe should be of such a nature that it 
will not be overly damaged by flooding or reduce the water storage capacity of the 
floodplain. 

Wetlands including Saltmarshes 

Wetlands ond salt marshes are very important to the health of our ecosystems. They are the areas of 
high biomass productivity and therefore require special attention for their continued protection. In 
the past. wetlands and soltmarshes were considered wastelands and therefore areas to be bulldozed and 
infilled to make way for development. These areas, especially along watercourses are essential in 
maintaining water quality and quantity. Wetlands and salt marshes are also important for the storage of 
carbon (decoyed plant material) which would otherwise be released as greenhouse gases, for aquifer 
recharge, water purification, flood control and stream base flow. Therefore: 

./ Natural wetlands and salt marshes should not be infilled, altered or destroyed . 

./ Where possible, artificial wetlands should be created to treat storm water and be isolated 
from natural systems. 

Surface Water 

This includes all watercourses and wetlands with the exception of groundwater . 

./ Wherever possible, all piped watercourses should be returned to their natural state. 

Groundwater 
The most abundant quantity of fresh water in the Halifax Regional Municipality is stored in the ground in 
bedrock fractures and in the pore spaces in the soil. Protection of these underground water storage 
systems (aquifers) from environmental damage requires careful study and cooperation from every land 
user. Even a small spi l l  of gasoline can cause a major contamination of groundwater. Effluent from 
septic tanks can result in water quality problems in adjacent wells. Rood salting is also a concern since 
it makes freshwater more saline. Taking water out of the aquifer (particularly when a number of wells 
ore located close together) con change the water flow patterns below ground and affect the overall 
supply. 

Hal/fax Watershed A(Mscxy $0(1!"(/ 
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Measures can be taken to mitigate the impact of development on the groundwater system but they 
cannot be relied upon as the only water protection plan for individual water supplies. The most 
important protection is provided by the well owner; therefore: 

./ All citizens should be aware of orry water supply well they have on their property. 
Well owners should be careful not to use chemicals or other materials near the well 
that could result in a water quality problem . 

./ Anyone with a concern about their well should contact Nova Scotia Environment and 
Labour in their area for assistance. 

Landscaping and Lot Maintenance 

After a new area has been developed, long term landscaping and lot maintenance has traditionolly 
involved the use of a wide variety of chemicals. Runoff laden with fertilizers and pesticides 
presents an ever-growing problem to watercourses and estuaries. Care in the planning and design 
stages can greatly help to reduce the amounts of chemicals used in landscaping and lot maintenance. 
For example: 

Sodded areas: 
Sod requires constant maintenance in the form of cutting, fertilizing, and pest control. Natural areas 
do not require the use of chemicals. Adjacent to watercourses, they cool the run-off and filter out 
contaminants. Rainfall is more readily absorbed into the ground in noturol are.as and vegetation slows 
down the rate of NJnoff thereby assisting in the prevention of erosion and/or flooding; therefore, 

.t' The extent of sodded areas should be reduced to allow increased naturalization; this is 
especially important around watercourses. 

Treatment of Pests and Weeds: 
The use of natural methods to control pests and weeds are seen as being favourable over the 
application of certain types of chemicals that may adversely impact water quality. HRM has strict 
controls on the application of pesticides (and herbicides) through its "Pesticide By-law (P-800)". 
which prohibits the application of certain chemicals without a permit. HRM is also a resource for 
information on alternative methods of pest and weed control through a list of permitted treatment 
applications, a "Sustainable Maintenance Tips• brochure and other documentation. All of these are 
available from the HRM website under Environmental Management Services . 

./ Natural means to control pests and weeds should be used wherever possible. 

Halifax Wotushed Advisory Board 
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Winter Maintenance: 
During the winter months, the use of salt as a de-icing agent may result in salt-laden run-off into 
water bodies. Solt has been designated as a toxic substance under the Canadian Environmental 
Protecti011 Act; therefore: 

./' The use of salt as a de-icing agent should be avoided wherever possible. 

Planting for soil and site conditions: 
Incorrect plantings will usually foil to adopt to new conditions or rely heavily on chemical supplements to 
survive. Today many plants ore sold based on their ability to grow in dry or wet conditions, shade or 
sun, sand or cloy type soils; therefore: 

./' Native species appropriate to the site conditions should be used where possible. 

Run-off: 
Water passing over roadways accumulates o high level of oils, fuels, metals, dirt, and other 
contaminants. When they ore flushed into a watercourse, they are at high concentrations and con 
adversely affect water quality. In addition, rain foiling on hot pavement will enter local watercourses 
ot elevated temperotll"es. These elevated temperatures con kill fish and cause heavy weed growth that 
displaces natural species, especially in shallow waters. Noturol areas trap and filter silt and treat 
contaminants ond the shade from trees and shrubs adjacent to the watercourse helps maintain water 
temperature, thus sustaining a healthy aquatic habitat; therefore: 

./' Run-off should be directed to natural vegetated orecs before entering o watercourse. 

Hclifax Worvsheo' Admory Board 
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Glossary of Terms 

erosion 
The. detoclunent of so11 portit:le.s by erosive forces, primarily wtitd, wafer, ice tJnd gravity. (Source: E1TJsion and 
Sedimentation Control Hal:tfboak for Construction Sites, Nova Sco tia Department of the Envtronment} 

erosion 6 sedimentation control plan 
A pion which identifies po�ntiaf problem situations and ncommends remedial actions to prevent erosion ond the 
sedimentation of woterc01Tses. 

floodplain 
The area of land around a watercourse or water body that has a statisttcal chance of being inundated by water. 

ground water 
All water naturally occurring under the surface of the Prov111ce. (Source: Environment Act, Province of Nova Scotia, 
1995) 
ordinary high wafer mark 
71oe accepted normal point of highest water 1n a watercourse during on average year. 

runoff 
The portion of precipitati&Jn on a droinoge area that is not absorbed Into the ground but is discharged into stnoms. 
Components af runoff include overland flaw (sheetflow}, open channel flow and grt>Und water flow. (Source: Erosion 
and SetfimentationControl Handbook for Construction Sites, Nova Scotio Department of the Environment) 

sedimenta tion or siltation 
Transportation and deposition af soil portides that become detached through erosioll (Sotree: Erasionond 
Sedimentation C,,ntrol Handbook for Construction Sites, Novo Sco tia t>eptrtment of the Environment} 

stabilization 
The process of establishing an enduring soil co..u of �lotion and/or rrwkh or other ground co11er in combi11atian 
with installing temporary or permanent structures for the purpose af mtnimizing soil erosioll (Source: Erosion and 
Sedimentation Contra! Handbook for Construction Sties, Nava Scotfa Department of the Environment} 

J :ZO year floodplain The f�quency of a flood of a certain magnitude (to that locale} to occur and cause {loading of the floodplain ta a 
determined depth for that locale. There is a 5% chanu: of a flood of that magnitude in any g1veJ> year. 
J: J 00 year floodplain 
The fre'fuency of a flood of a certain magnitude (to that locale) to occur and cause flooding of the floodplain to a 
determined depth for thol locok. There isa 1% chance of a flood of that magnitude In any given year. 

watercourse 
The bed and shore of every river, stream, lake, creek, pond, spring, lagoon or other natural body of water, and the 
water therein, within the jurisdiction of the Province, whether it contains water or not, and all ground water. (Source: 
Environment Act, Province of Nova Scotio, 1995) 

wetland 
Lands commonly referred to os marshes, SWOi!pS, fens, bogs and shallow water aretJS that ore soturoferi with W(lfer 
long enough to promote wetland or tltfuotic processes which ore indicated by poorly drained so11, vegetoNan and various 
kinds of biological activity which are adopted to a wet environment. (Soiree: Environmental Assessment Regulations 
pttrsuont ta the Envr'rr,,,,nent Act, p,.,,v;nce of No.., Scotia, 1995.) 

Hali�ax Watershed Advis:oty Board 
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Importont CMtot:ts ond phcne IKll!lbus . .• 

HAUFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPAUTY: 

Development SUviecs (for info on development/building permits and Sllbdivislon): 
(East cm Region) Building Permit Process 

Subdivision 
(Central Region) Bu�dlng Permit Process 

Subdivision 
(Wcs1ern Region) Bwlding Permit Prcce.ss 

Subdivision 

Planning Services (for info on land use ploMing issues and lnltiotlvu): 
(Eastern Region) 
(Central Region) 
(Western Region) 

HRM Coll Centre 

HRM website: 

DIRECT RE6ULATORY AUTHORITIES (PROVINCIAUFEllaUL): 

Novo Scatlo llej>ortment of t� EnvironrMnt, Central Region 
(for Information and permits on a.Iteration of watera><r$CS & wetlands) 

Coast Guard (fis�ri<s & Ocuns Canada) 

490-4490 
490-4435 
869-4375 
869-4380 
490·!5650 
490-5650 

490-44n 
869-4260 
490-4393 

490-4000 

WWW.hollfOJ<.Ca 

424-7773 

(for informatiOll and permits on oltuations (whorvu. rte.) affecting novigobk waters) 426-Z726 
(for 24 hour envitoMM:ntol poOution reporting) 1-800-!565-1633 

Fisheriu & Occcw Conodo. Habitat Management Bl"Olldl 426-4612 
(for Information and permits (thru NSOOE) on fish llobitat and alteration of llobitot) 

AGENCIES FOR INFORMAnoN ANC> AC>VICE: 

Environment Conodo 
(for general information) 

Nova Scotia Deportment of Nct\lral Rescxrces 
Coastal and rldol Waters �tion (for genenll lnformo1ion) 
Wetlands {for dossiflcotion and information) 

Nova Scatio DcpClrtment of A9ricul11P'e 
(for Information on noturol pest controls & organic fertilizers) 

HALIFAX WATERSHED ADVISORY BOARD•: 

Shcilogh Edmonds {HRM) 

426-7231 

424-3160 
679-6224 

1-877-461-6545 

490-6520 

There ore o number of local and communi1y based watershed P"Ot«tlon group• reprcnnted on tn.. 
Watershed AdviSCC"'( Boar-d. Information about tt.csc groups o.rd contact no mes ovallable on request. 

Ha/ifox Wotershed Advrsor-y 8rx:rrl 
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Appendix D :  Surveys and Interview Forms 

a) Letter oflnvitation to Survey Participants 

b) Consent Form 

C) Survey for Stakeholders Receiving HW AB Recommendation Reports 

d) Survey for HW AB Representatives 

e) Questionnaire for Community Group Interviews 
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a) Letter of Invitation to Survey Participants 

Anna McCarron 
MURP Candidate 
19 Thompson Drive, Wellington, NS B2T 114 
Phone/fax (please call first) : (902) 861-3624 
Email: plover@istar.ca 

Dear Participant 
March 8, 2004 

Re: Letter of request for an individual's or focus group's participation in study 

I am a Master of Urban and Rural Planning (MURP) candidate at Dalhousie University. I 
am conducting a research study concerning the etlectiveness of the Halifax Watershed 
Advisory Board (HW AB). The title of research study is: "The role and influence of a 
watershed advisory board in effecting change in land development practices and 
regulations: A case study of the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board." 

The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of the Halifax Watershed 
Advisory Board (HWAB) in influencing development processes so that water resources 
are protected. This study will evaluate the degree to which the HW AB recommendations 
are followed by Council and by developers. Participants will be asked about the extent to 
which they feel the HW AB affects change to development processes that protect water 
bodies and watercourses. Community groups will be asked, through focus group 
meetings, about development processes in the community and their impact on the water 
bodies and watercourses and quality of life. 

I am hereby requesting your participation in my study about your experiences with the 
HW AB and how well you feel the watersheds are being protected. A consent form is 
included which outlines the research method in more detail and what you will be asked to 
do as a participant. I will follow-up with a phone call in the near future. 

If you agree to participate, please return the consent form provided in the enclosed self­
addressed stamped envelope, or I will collect it, as discussed. Your participation will be 
kept strictly confidential and anonymity will be ensured unless you would prefer to be 
acknowledged. In that case, a waiver of confidentiality would need to be signed on the 
appropriate line. You should also know that you can withdraw from the interview at any 
time and any data already collected will be returned to you. 

Thank you for considering this request. I look forward to speaking with you soon. 

Sincerely, 
Anna McCarron 
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b) HALIFAX WATERSHED ADVISORY BOARD STUDY CONSENT FORM 

Title: 

Applicant: 

Degree Program: 

Thesis Supervisor: 

Contact Person: 

The role and influence of a watershed advisory board in 
effecting change in land development practices and 
regulations: A case study of the Halifax Watershed 
Advisory Board 

Anna McCarron, School of Planning, 
Faculty of Architecture and Planning, 
Dalhousie University, 
P. 0. Box 1 OOO, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, B3J 2X4 
Ph: (902) 860-1263 E-mail: acmccarr@dal.ca 

Master of Urban and Rural Planning 

Dr. Patricia Manuel, Associate Professor, 
School of Planning, Faculty of Architecture and Planning, 
Dalhousie University, 
P. 0. Box 1 OOO, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, B3J 2X4 
Ph. (902) 494-6597 Fax: (902) 423-6672 
E-mail :  pmanuel@dal.ca 

Please contact Anna McCarron at any time during the 
research period if you have any concerns or questions, or 
require information or assistance regarding this study. 
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Dear Participant, 

I invite you to take part in a research study being conducted by me, Anna McCarron, a graduate 
student at Dalhousie University. This research project will fulfil! part of the requirements for a 
Master of Urban and Rural Planning degree. The study is described below. This description also 
tells you about the risks, inconvenience, or discomfort which you might experience. Given the 
nature of the project, however, such risks are minimal. Participating in the study will not likely 
benefit you directly, but we will learn things that may benefit the Halifax Watershed Advisory 
Board, the Halifax Regional Municipality developers, and community watershed groups. You 
should discuss any questions you have about this study with me. Your participation is greatly 
appreciated. 

The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of the Halifax Watershed Advisory 
Board (HW AB) in influencing development processes so that water resources are protected. This 
study will  evaluate the degree to which the HWAB recommendations are followed by examining 
development applications, rezoning applications, and bylaw change requests. Site visits to 
selected developments will be conducted to detennine if and how many of the HW AB 
recommendations were implemented. 

All current and some past HW AB members, all former and present councilors and all developers 
involved with the process associated with specific development sites, as well as some HRM 
planning staff, are invited to participate in the research. However, no one is obligated to 
participate. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw from the study at any time. 
Also, if you chose to withdraw your information at any point during the research process, you 
may do so. I will conduct a one-on-one, face-to-face or telephone interview based on the 
questionnaire, in a location of your preference, or you may simply fill out the questionnaire 
provided with this package. You will be asked about your experiences with the HW AB process, 
and how well you believe water bodies, and watercourses are being protected through the HWAB 
advisory process. An interview process may take approximately one hour. Unfortunately, travel 
expenses cannot be reimbursed. I will make every effort to alleviate any expenses on your part 
by traveling to your destination. 

I also request permission to use direct quotes from our interview or the questionnaire. If you are 
willing to sign a waiver acknowledging your contribution to the study, any of your quotes used 
will be attributable to you. This signature line would also endorse the provision that you may 
review any attributed quotations prior to publication. Otherwise, all quotes will be kept 
anonymous, as per your signature on the line confirming your consent to use quotes directly from 
the interview and that anonymity will be ensured. lf you would prefer that your quotes not be 
used, but still agree to be interviewed, please indicate this on the appropriate line. All data will 
be secured in a locked cabinet or under a password on a computer. J will be the only person with 
access to this information. If the thesis supervisor requests data, names will not be associated with 
it. Through coding, your identity will be confidential and separate from your comments. Once 
the research is complete, all data will be stored at my supervisor's office at Dalhousie University 
under lock and key for a period of fives years, after which time the data will be destroyed. 
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I hereby request your permission to interview you about your experiences on the HW AB 
and agree to the terms set out in this consent form. Please sign below in the appropriate 
spaces if you agree to participate. Your involvement in this project is greatly appreciated 
and extremely important to complete the research work. 

I (Participant) consent to being 
interviewed by Anna Mccarron or filling out the questionnaire provided for the purposes 
of her research. I furthermore understand that I may withdraw from the research process 
at any time, that my participation is voluntary and that I have the right to decline to 
answer any question. I understand that I will not be reimbursed for any travel expenses 
that may be incurred through the research process. 

Participant's Signature: _____________ _ 

I (Participant) hereby consent to being 
acknowledged as a contributor to this study, and that any quotes used will be attributable 
to me. I also understand that I will have the opportunity to review any quotations 
attributable to me prior to publication: 

Participant's Signature: ____________ _ 

I (Participant) do D I do not Dconsent to quotes 
being used in the research thesis and understand that my name will not be associated with 
the quotes: 

Participant's Signature: ____________ _ 

Researcher's 
Signature: __________________ 

Date: _______ _ 

In the event that you have any difficulties with, or wish to voice concern about, any 
aspect of your participation in this study, you may contact Patricia Lindley, Director of 
Dalhousie University's Office of Human Research Ethics Administration for assistance: 
(902) 494-1 462, patricia.lindley@dal.ca 
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c) Halifax Watershed Advisory Board Study Questionnaire: 
(For Councillors and Developers and HRM staff) 

1 .  What is/was (please circle appropriate tense) your involvement with the HW AB? 

How many years? _yrs 

Recognized Watershed Group HW AB Rep D 

District representative D 

Councillor D 

HRM Staff 

Developer 

2. How important is public participation in achieving the goal of water resource 
protection in your district? 

Not at all Very 
2 3 4 5 

3 .  How important is protection of water resources? 

Not at all Very 
2 3 4 5 

D 

D 

4. Have any development projects impacted on a watercourse or water body in your area? 

Yes 0 No O Don't k.now 0 

If so, how? If you did not answer yes, please skip to # 6. 

5. lf you answered yes to #4, did they impact on the citizen's in the area? 

Yes D No 0 Don't k.now D 

If yes, how? If you did not answer yes, please skip to #6. 
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6. How effective do you feel the HW AB is in  influencing changes to development so that 
water resources are protected for wildlife habitat? 

Not at all Very Don't know 
2 3 4 5 

7. Please give some examples of how you feel water resources for wildlife habitat should 
be protected? 

8. How effective do you feel the HWAB is in influencing changes to development with 
respect to protecting quality of life for people living near watercourses? 

Not at all Very 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Please give some examples of how you feel water resources for quality oflife for 
people who live near watercourses should be protected? 

1 0. Do you think watershed protection should take precedence over development? 

YesD NoD 

Why or why not? 

1 1 .  Do you have any other comments you would like to offer? 

THANK YOU! 
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d) Halifax Watershed Advisory Board Study Questionnaire: 
(for past and present HW AB members) 

1 .  What is/was (please circle appropriate tense) your title as a HW AB member? 

How many years? __yrs 

Recognized Watershed Group HW AB Rep D 

District representative 

Council or 

D 

D 

HRM Staff 

Developer 

2. How important is public participation in influencing development regulations? 

Not at all Very 
2 3 4 5 

D 

D 

3. As an HW AB member, what sector do (did) you feel you represent( eel) (please check 
all that apply): 

D The general public 

D A watershed group 

D Other 

D Your district 

D Your community 

4. I adequately represent(ed) the sector indicated in #3 on the HWAB. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. The HW AB is making the best recommendations possible to protect watercourses and 
water bodies with respect to development applications. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Please describe any development practices or restrictions that are not being 
implemented that you feel should be, to protect watercourses and water bodies and 
quality oflife. 
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7. Have any of these practices or restrictions in #6 ever been recommended by the 
HWAB? 

YesO No D 

Please explain: 

8. How do you think the HW AB can best protect water resources? 

9. Current development practices are better than they were than when I started my term 
on the HWAB? 

Strongly disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 

Please comment: 

10. Did you have any experience in watershed management issues before you sat on the 
board? 

Yes 0 No O 

1 l .  How confident are you in your ability to make recommendations that will protect 
water resources from development impacts? 

Not at all Very 
] 2 3 4 5 

12. How confident do you feel that the HW AB process is doing its job to: 

a) educate the public; 
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Not at all Very 
1 2 3 4 5 

b) make adequate recommendations to Council 

Not at all Very 
1 2 3 4 5 

c) influence changes to policies, development controls and regulations? 

Not at all Very 
1 2 3 4 5 

13.  Can you suggest other ways to influence changes to development practices that would 
effectively protect watersheds? 

14. Any other comments? 

THANK YOU! 
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e) Halifax Watershed Advisory Board Study Questionnaire: 
(for watershed/community groups) 

1 .  How long has your group existed? 
Years 

2. Are you aware of the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board? 

Yes D NoD 

3. Are you aware of the role of the Halifax Watershed Advisory Board? 

Yes D NoD 

4. Is your watershed/community group represented on the HW AB? 

YesO NoD Don't know D 

How many years? __ 

5. Have the citizens in your community ever used the local water resources in the past 1 5  
years for the following: 

Drinking 

Boating 

Swimming 

D 
D 
0 

Fishing 

All of the above 

Other 

0 
0 
0 

6. Has the community ever stopped doing any of the activities indicated in #5 because of 
water quality/quantity issues? 

Yes D No 0 Don't know D 

If yes, which ones? If no, please skip to question 8. 

Drinking D Fishing 0 
Boating 0 All of the above 0 
Swimming D Other D 

Please explain. 
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7. Has the community ever been able to resume the following activities? 

Drinking D Fishing D 
Boating D All of the above D 
Swimming D Other D 

Please explain why. 

8. What kinds of developments have taken place in your community (please check all that 
apply): 

Residential: single unitO multiple 0 subdivision 0 
Commercial: single unitO multiple D strip mall D 

industrial park D 
Highway: single 0 double lane 0 

9. How have the developments in your community impacted on (please check all that 
apply): 

a) water bodies and watercourses 

negatively D positively D 

Please describe what kind of development and in what way. 

b) residents' ability to use water resources? 

negatively D positively D 

Please describe the kind of development and in what way. 

10. Generally, how does your community respond to development? (please check all that 
apply): 

Positively D negatively 0 indifferently D 
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It depends on what kind of development 0 

1 1 .  Please describe any positive or negative reactions your community has expressed to 
any of the developments described in # 8. 

12.  Please describe any recommendations with respect to development that you think 
should be made to Council that would best protect your community's water resources. 

1 3 .  Current development practices are better now than they were when the watershed 
group started? 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 3. Please describe how development practices in your community have improved or 
worsened. 

14. Please describe what development practices or restrictions you feel should be 
implemented or removed? 

1 5. Are there any further comments you would like to add? 

THANK YOU! 
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Appendix E: Water Protection Techniques Recommended in Literature 

Stormwater management 
control techniques 

-� Increase pe,rmeable 
surfaces., �� · �. 

- C r'�q!e/maintain more pervious. surfac�s ... 
�ith :� � Reduces need and costs -for ljigh-fapacity .. 

�r9oftop i$ardens, gravel driveways, permeal;>le ::. W.astewater. treatment systems 'a'nd �stres,� on�; iroaa surfaces, parking lots and park parpW.�ys. > collecti�n systems. - Protects W,�Jer9f}urs�s·{c: · 
·, 

· '" •· · from nutrients and contaminants·from entering ... 
.f ' ,_ . 

� 

Water systems thidught storm�a·ter n�rioff. 
lfjtegrated_. Water: "<;ycle 
fvfanagem�flt. (IW.CM) 

- Use storm.water and; wasteV;ater. effluenf to. ; ' :- ;r o 'preserve. wetfands. 
irrigate goifcatrse� a[i'd parkland� ·.:- .•:.o· �-. : T  o' 'repuce -water ..rf10w throU,gh sanita:ry,sewer 
- Allow wa'$tewat�;·.fro1n one" :gysteni to become ; . systei-ri's and the need for wasteWaler�treatment ,,, if., 

·y;· 
'i 

_ ��jL�;�: · the water �ourc� tof anothef �i·g., )a. golf cours� · :· ){ �; · 

:. '', - -tz� -�:�· ··· · 

·�,�(· f., EJ"�. _irrigation systenf could reuse:d:eated·," .. ·•· , -��x': '#? J�·) !· �r -:l. B: _ : wastev.iater from a''residentlal �r:ea fo�'cirby�; -� - . ·1 "'·" \z L "' - "· . ... . .. .. . ,... 

�-J--�.icf-;'.!�;;'l'�F' ;.�� �- �.o�ate ·a sewage treatment p�an!)'ie�Ho a: _ 
·�-��- �tr�,i:'l;;�� f: ,; t' power station and reuse the sewage biosoi(ds 

·� �,) · '' ·! .' · ' fronft tie treatment plant next dbdr: · -� ' _ � 
·fi.Plu,_stere

-
d sqbqj�isfon�°'"'. . - ?Ubtl_ivisions

_
� ioforpO,Jeite o�·�i!e rai��aj�ri1,. 

� ".� "'"* ,; - cqlf�etion· and�stprfl1water drainage :.:t:-l>:l"·� ... " - "· '···" · � ' -' t�q[ilg@.gie��� ,�:·.,;;r i7W .. ; ! ' f �. ;;;rf'.. � 

· E}_erms 

- ;Piliet;'\v�tef throug tl: a wetlind, hefore gtadual ly -· ..,. ::» · -:  - - " � .: .,.... • %  .. ..!"� �t4/";_;::t "'l:� t .. _ ,... / .- .; p�rcolating into a wat�tc�9 f.�e. �pr,efe.�abl¥' �Jter 
s;lt �,as been collected a�M� �ig��a��f; le�e�$ 
f\.av� _ been reduced beforehand.;r �::� � ··�-.. ; '.. "'"'·Build· ledges of earth or other maferlal that 

" tilre-C:( ..,,-educe or block the flow of water. 
. ·- . � . , 

� ';£'.,!'!;,,, 
- Acts as a se(59f1d�r9�filf�t, for run-off as a 
buffer to watercourse2i�f Je�. 

t,•; 
�>:� 

-� To help control and reduce water.fun:-dff ane. · 
� seairrfent between high .water le\rei� and )i ih' ' b ?,

)'

"':;.. 

> \>', • ..;,.. - . .-: �·�·- _;;: ,;: . L _ .. ,.� 

tw.ater:courses and-allow stormwaterga chance to 
�pejcd�te .iQfo ��� grqund .. fathe� tha�' runn@g t1' sttaigl1f into ·a waterco.urse. t _ flt . w'" "'* 
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� Techniq�e 
Floodplain areas 

"· Wildlife habitat protection 
methods 
Maintain wetlands 

Pollution prevention 

Determine contiguous 
corridors of undeveloped 
land 
Manage access to 
shorelines and wetlands 

Educate users, 
developers and 
contractors 

- Allow floodplains to remain undeveloped. 

- Minimize contaminant loading 

- Preserve exrsting vegetation 

- Minimize access points. 
- Ensure access areas are created in an 
ecologically sound manner (i.e . •  minimal 
vegetation removal, permeable surfaces. waste 
removal/receptacles). 
- Interpretive displays, school visits 

- Provide buffers for water Bodies/courses 
(allowing water to drain bac� into the 
watercourse gradually). 
- To minimize property damage resulting from 
flood events. 
- Protect the property from flood damage and 
prevent costs associated with infrastructures 
such as dykes and reservoirs associated with 
accommodating· floodwaters. 
ir:slheds 

- Reduces changes to current hydrologic 
regime. 
- Prevents toxins and sedimenffrom altering 
habitat health. 
- Counteracts the effects of habitat 
fragmentation. 

- Reduces damage. disturbance and predation. 

- Creates public awareness and attitudinal 
change. 
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!'.:,�''.:{ ;'; : : pr����-�ar�as-·�r�y.flC:t· �at�r�otiJs.�s,; sl1RPC?�ed ·;, - �9.t feg�taf�� �q'C?Cl)Vater,s.'_ . 

·· 4 by ��\µr�l,yeg.et�tlRH: ·: · . �: . . · . :;} . ;�,:.. . · , -J � ·k.��p lf�te�ays c
,
o�L. ·:, .� 

� "}. 
�dop,t :(at least) the Nova 
Scot/a Wildlife Habitat 
and;;Wa{ercqp[se ,. 
Pret,�ctioi)': Re'gulatio,ns for 
taiid:use devefopmecit ··°' 
(WHWPR) �:;,:1;' '' : - ___ ,_ ' k,.�-; c, . ,  

. s�tbacks r �,�{ f.-.' 1 .. � 
, .. 

- lq�a_ I drstanye, inl�p<t 1s; a m_1 h1mum J,Oq; r;netres* -· To m1t19���-; sed1mentat1on , erosion and 
or 330'ft. (although ;some bir.ds require. 200 · ·' " nutrient loading impacts. 
m'etres )' of a _streaf0 or open water which is the ' - To provide wirdt'[t,e habitqt .. 

, area m0st heavily used by wildlife. - To lend ae$thetic-qualitles fo,wat�rshed 
;.l�nsur�inter).11ittent �tr_eams .an.d' �rpol<s �re,,  .Ja+nd�capes.� , .. .  , '· · " · · ··· · ·;,;i 
protee.te� by a! lea._s� 50 metres. ·" · < · • '·•·. i:. 

. .:crea te"riparian zones · 

.: i.eave clumps- of tfees!' · ·-

... �;· �· ··:: . . 
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... ,.,�:.:� """:-e1'l ·:t ;� 0' 
- lncorp_orate into D.evelopfnent- Agr�ements- aod 
othef P.Jaonirfgf.eguJahon$� �/-"� ,., 0 ·,�;: ;. :i � 

·��].� ' '  & -··�· -:,., � '_'!:-·; ��-- ' <�i. < 

- Cre�te a witMrawat fefi!. .z:. '�""'' ,� �· fne' lack of�ith9rawal fee ih many c
·
ana�i9:n� . . . 

mup.icip�l\tie� is seen �s a "perverse subs;idf / i 
_,�,{ f le'ading fo· o'Y�r-consumptioritPY' ir}dh 1idual.s .aod ·" 

. , � .. � fotheT en!:H.i:$�{s" Br�ndes e!��( (Z0.05) 
, Mandg.te use oflow-flow. - Mancitatih'eqCiireroents for' low wafer-use 

�:::.-.ti. ,•. . 
... •• " � ._. ... - --�� : . ., ,., .... >. , it! . plumf)Lng fixtur,�s · ' · ,: . .i plumbing· fixtures including low-f19w " """'� . �.- '� h h d. d I I ·1· 4 • • 

• ':;i'.Zilc>�i"i" . """ .. -�:.«.:. " .s _ Q;�er �a s, an ow-v([> .ume _tot ets"' 

.�-:: .: 
:-"As a s;tor�i,,ya,ter 

SD<�nagem�_nt t9ol an .�,:;fY,�<��r��'i' ,contar.nmat1on control. �., ····•· ' �·- .  : l ' 
�. JQ mitigate:·sforriiwat�r damage to proper.if . .. 
- :r o prevenr. soif erosion. 

•. 
-�··· •; 

� -� 

f� � ·:�' -�? �·� � 

- E:imils-water usE( 

fub,{ic education 1.'e�r·:- - Maintaintcr;eate� .rneasures to mitigate7 imp<f,Cts "'.: Sl�.keholders (re�{den!�; and: lango�ners') �earn • '""� " . . · .• : ot';t•: ,t. , .l.. �· _ . :.:i • r ...;.1'<1�- ',; .,•-..;: ·· -. 'c;;•• c�·�•- . ' 
-�• " ..,.... _ -_.,�- :-.. ::i""� • �.' ' . ·�·; .·, . 1' ' . •� �"i.�;'\, ;;post::constructi_on'. '"-'. · .: • : . >. ·JI:' ""'""� � -�h.ow-tJ:ie,� J;l.O:Si�iVe!}' and tiegativefY::impatt water .. 

�. ··
· i; 

'� '." eu.bliccawarihe�_$, campaign�� cjh� education �. "resources' �n<f ho� to a�equately pretect .Water: ';,. � . � - c ""«' •:�L ·--�-.'",. " - · ;> ·� � • ·. >� :"" t •i_ 
·· .. .•• _,. ,�·�· ; · thrbttghJbcal commu'nity water groups. '" ��· re�t.Jrces. · ,. , � . ; ",, ''' '� 
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Road width. 
, . � -;�� 

" Slope design 
<�;:o1: -� :  _.;.:, - . '� �:. �. 

Stormwater analysis 

p9,sign_ and management 
orcontaminant control 
·� • I ;j' • 

"' 
MainfCfin vegetatipii' 

� �l -· - .• _._ '-;;. - -... ·" � :"1 

- create buffer Width. of no less than 15m that 
respects slop� and: .soil �conditions. 
�· Minimize the :width and length of road; 

. •  networks and cluster development�,; · � 

- Minimizes erosion and' provide� a spyrce of''.. 
contaminant control: · )� 
- Minim)zes'st:a1i.m�af�r: runoff �nd,'cor.iserves 
l�rge area�A �f 'natu'r�('V'.�.QetaJkm �rid promotes 
WilHr1fe" cofriGfor$< . . '!'f,�;� ·' L. " ·� ' ' � ·�' "' " ::,i· ;;:1 ;;,. • .• ;;. ·� 
... Slop�s. Mtoif..t :'#�ter to run off. rather than� 
pooling - creating patches of ice. ' 

- Provides runoff management optiqfis ':ao.d 
�ontaminant �ontrol measures. ''�!<[ �/�� 
- Shows commitme£1t to managem�r:l,f oti-� '·'. 
contamination'.'; · ' .,. · · 

Source: Adapted from Griffiths Muecke (1994); Dillon (2002); Pollution Probe (2004); Bancroft (2005); Brandes et al., (2005) 
citing Marsalek et al., (2002); Brandes et al (2005); HRM RMPS (2006). 
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Appendix F: Water Governance Jurisdictions 

Summary of Jurisdictions related to surface water, groundwater, wetlands, marine waters and adjacent lands (adapted from 
Dillon, 2002). 

[ � and Dltpartment 

i:-� 
_ N S Environment Act, 

Nova, Scotia 
Department of 
Environment and 
Labour 

snam1 and 
Rive111 

- Jurisdiction over 
watercourses, broadly 
defined ("bed and shore 
of... creek, spring ... ar:id 
the water therein, 
whether it contains 
water or not"); 
- Essentially all activities 
that may affect the banks 
or bed of a stream 
require· a Water Approval 
under the Activities 
Designation Regulations 
and the Approval 
Procedure Regulations 
of the Act except for the 
installation of a culvert in 
a watercourse between 
June 1 and September 
30, when approval is·not 
required. 
- Drinking water supply 
watersheds are 
designated under this 
Act and the activities 
within regulated. 

- &ame jurisdiction as 
streams and rivers, 
included in definition 

'o f,WatercQurses 

Wetlands 

- Protected under 
Wetlands Operational 
Bulletin and Wetlands 
Designation Policy 
jointly with the 
NSDNR ; 
- Not defined under 
Environment Act's 
definition of a 
watercourse; 
- Over 2 ha 
disturbance 
Requires 
Environmental 
Assessment 

- Not expUcitly 
included in definition 
of watercoulie� 
- lnclucfe9 in the 
definition of water 
resource 

� ' 
- Same jurisdiction as 
streams and rivers; -
Included in definition of 
watercourse 
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Acr anct Department 
of Authority 

NS Watercourse 
Resources Protection 
Act, Nova Scotia 
Department of 
Environment and 
Labour 

'f:Of:;a:;::, 
� _fllsta� lib1st'.IUllOl!a 

NS Crown Lands Act, 
Nova Scotia 
Department of Natural 
Resources 

" NS- � Act. Nova 'Scotia ! ll�nt of Natural 
R8source& 

Streams and 
Rivers 

- This Act primarily 
regulates the sale of 
potable water, 

• Through the Folltsts 
Ac.t, ��!<lr.)' .-�ioos 
1\111.>4 b,:: �UI�� J11 .. 
�ccu�ll;N: \'litltUw · "' 
Wil'dli}t ftub ic�i 1L:.r<.f 
'*'t1f'e1-rourses PY<ill?Cll;;m .'k'g.uf(rtfMs 11m.lcr U.:I: .1!!_� _ �· 
111,d 1be " h )test/W�iilHfe:L -'� 
(iuhtcltou:�dmit S1lll'tfan6._i�"1 lfw No\•n �ccrtia. µ 

k"ikes and 
Ponds 

-Same as streams and 
rivers. 

- Jurisdiction over bed of - Jurisdiction over bed 
streams and rivers as of lakes as Crown 
Crown Land Land 

�Wetlands 

- Not applicable 

- Not applicable, 
except for open water 
that fits watercourse 
definition 

.Marine Waters 

- Not applicable 

- Jurisdiction over 
bottom as Crown 
Land, with few �- -
exceptions for water 
lots 

� Groundwater 

- Same as streams and 
rivers. 
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' 'Act and Deoa'itment';· 1' S�!n,i's _ a}id
_
- -

·11 D'f'°'·<'N-- ... �· 'ii1 . ��·-- -�-
NS :('Aunicipal , -D' ! No J1Jiisdi�ibo over���"'� t > N.gjurisdiction oyer� -:� � - Not includ�d In 
GoiJemment Act waters· "� - ,, - - A:-}, waters · ;:- - - -- definition of: . > �. l ' � '.; '.·. .��-�· . . .. �.�; . ' ':. ... ·� Service Nova Scotia --The Act gives authority·,;: - - Lal<es·and - watercourse: 
and Municipal- Relations fo municipal 'Councils to - oiher bodies of water - Planning autliority 

pass by-laws and to included in definition given over wetlands 

Canada f;Javigabfe :" 
Waters' P;ptection A,ct, 

• Q�1l9!.lin'�n�0f - -
- Fislteties;and Oceans 
caoad a�� -,"' �'-

;v � .,, ... 

"'· 

gov,ern m1,.micipc;ilities If\.;, of w�tercourse; as l�nds _, 

a Vfay tha� coun"'cil '. - - Planning authority 
determine·s Is ·;� - given for lands 
appropriate within their . adjacent fo 
jurisdictions�- watercourse -
.:Exan'iples o( some '· 

twlaws. p:rotepting water 
resources in HRM are: 
:.:.lot,Gradif19 B,ylaw L­
-300 -HRM: " 
'�A ;� , -;;_ •;:."'Tops_oil �ergoval By­
law, Halif� Counfy, 
-� ...... ·-� �· �. ' ;�Pestieide.1 byla�, , t::JRM � . ��Wa$tewa,1er tlis�lia�ge 

. -�y--!i!w. HRM •· ;t, 

- Nb jurisdiction. over 
water-S; oceans �nd 
other bodies of water 
included in definition watercourse. 
of watercoufse_i 
- Planning-authority 
givenJor:lan4s -

1- adjacent to· 
watercourses 
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Appendix G:  HRM RMPS Water Resource Policies 

Potable water supply 

E-8 HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-law, establlsh a Protected Water 
Supply Zone. This Zone shall be applied to all publicly owned lands within designated 
public watersheds including, but not limited to, the Pockwock, First and Second Chain 
Lakes, Lake Major, Bennery Lake watersheds and to lands around Topsail Lake and Lake 
Lamont and Tomahawk Lake. This Zone shalJ also be applied to private lands within 
these watersheds as is necessary to protect the public water supply. The Zone shall permit 
water distribution and purification facilities, passive parks and trails, conservation related 
uses, and other uses as provided by the existing secondary planning strategies for these 
areas. 

Wetlands protection 

E-9 HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-law, establish a Wetlands Schedule to 
be used as a reference in detem1ining the presence of wetlands 2000 m2 or greater in area. 
On all applications for development approval, the by-law shall require the proponent to 
verify the existence and extent of any wetland shown on the schedule. The by-law shall 
prohibit development within any such wetland. 

Riparian buffers 

E-10 HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-law, require the retention of a 
minimum 20 metre wide riparian buffer along all watercourses throughout HRM to 
protect the chemical, physical and biological functions of marine and freshwater 
resources. The by-law shall generally prohibit all development within the riparian buffer 
but provisions shall be made to permit board walks, walkways and trails of limited width, 
fences, public road crossings, driveway crossings, wastewater, storm and water 
infrastructure, marine dependent uses, fisheries uses, boat ramps, wharfs, small-scale 
accessory buildings or structures and attached decks, conservation uses, parks on public 
lands and historical sites and monuments within the buffer. In addition, no alteration of 
land levels or the removal of vegetation in relation to development will be permitted. 

E-1 1 Policy E- 1 0  shall not apply to lands designated Halifax Harbour on the Generalized 
Future Land Use Map industrial lands within the port of Sheet Harbour and lands within 
the Waterfront Residential (R-1 C) Zone under the Shubenacadie Lakes Secondary 
Planning Strategy. 

E-12 Further to Policy E-10, where a use or development can be considered by 
development agreement, HRM shall consider, under the development agreement, the 
acquisition of riparian buffers as public open space as well as alternative uses within the 
buffers. 
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E-13 Further to Policy E-10, HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-law, relax 
the riparian buffer requirement for lots in existence on the effective date of this Plan and 
lots shown on current tentative and final subdivision applications, where otherwise 
development would be prohibitive. No relaxation to the buffer under the by-law shall be 
permitted for lots created after the effective date of this Plan. 

Floodplains 

E-14 HRM shall restrict development and prohibit the placement of fill or alteration of 
grades in association with development that restricts the capacity of flow or increases 
flood levels within the 1 in 100 year and 1 in 20 year floodplains for designated 
watercourses, under secondary planning strategies and land use by-laws. Boardwalks and 
walkways, conservation uses, historic sites and monuments and wastewater, stormwater 
and water infrastructure shall be permitted within floodplains. 

E-15 Notwithstanding Policy E-14, within the 1 in 100 year floodplain, provisions may 
be made in secondary planning strategies and land use by-laws to permit development 
which has been adequately flood-proofed. 

Coastal inundation 

E- 1 6  HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-law, prohibit all residential 
development on the coast within a 2.5 metre elevation above the ordinary high water 
mark, except for lands designated Halifax Harbour on the Generalized Future Land Use 
Map (Map 2) and industrial lands within the port of Sheet Harbour. Provisions shall be 
made within the by-law to permit residential accessory structures, marine dependant uses, 
open space uses, parking lots and temporary uses within the 2.5 metre elevation. 

Watershed planning 

E-17 Watershed or sub-watershed studies concerning natural watercourses shall be 
carried out as part of comprehensive secondary planning processes. These studies shall 
determine the carrying capacity of the watersheds to meet the water quality objectives 
which shall be adopted following the completion of the studies. The studies, where 
appropriate, shall be designed to: 

(a) recommend measures to protect and manage quantity and quality of groundwater 
resources; 
(b) recommend water quality objectives for key receiving watercourses in the study 
area; 
( c) determine the amount of development and maximum inputs that receiving lakes 
and rivers can assimilate without exceeding the water quality objectives 
recommended for the lakes and rivers within the watershed; 
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( d) determine the parameters to be attained or retained to achieve marine water 
quality objectives; 
(e) identify sources of contamination within the watershed; 
(f) identify remedial measures to improve fresh and marine water quality; 
(g) recommend strategies to adapt HRM' s storm water management guidelines to 
achieve the water quality objectives set out under the watershed study; 
(h) recommend methods to reduce and mitigate loss of permeable surfaces, native 
plants and native soils, groundwater recharge areas, and other important 
environmental functions within the watershed 1 1  and create methods to reduce cut and 
fill and overall grading of development sites; 
(i) identify and recommend measures to protect and manage natural corridors and 
critical habitats for terrestrial and aquatic species, including species at risk; 
G) identify appropriate riparian buffers for the watershed; 

(k) identify areas that are suitable and not suitable for development within the 
watershed; 
(J) recommend potential regulatory controls and management strategies to achieve the 
desired objectives; and 
(m) recommend a monitoring plan to assess if the specific water quality objectives for 
the watershed are being met. 

Functional Plans 

E-18 HRM shall prepare a Water Quality Monitoring Functional Plan to establish a 
comprehensive water quality monitoring program for the Municipality. 
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Appendix H: Frequencies of Project Types and Recommendations 

e 
Clubhotise' at' golf course . Stormwater M 
(1) ·�!,!>� i·'.:3,.;t';i!1i'' i ' " . . �. '" � :+.:i�:Y: ., :: •• ��; .• ' , • ' .. ·, • ' !/ i ' " �-

Commerci'an6). te: Grocery :"'PY,ritic slate (4);'' itdop_t; t �!? neUoss" prinCipJe (1); buffer (1); refer to HWAB 
Store Pl'azal> (3), buildings·� .. 41 Guidelines (1); enh�Wc�f existing wetland with vegetation (1); Erosion and 
(1). witll residential (1), · · '  · Sedimentatlon· control·P)a}r (�J !i water qoa1ify monitoring (4); hazardous" 
grocery and hardware. ' · material storage specs (1); minim_ize impervious syffaces (2); provide. :� 
combo (1) . >ll . design/development, plan for rel1iew;J3)i [etention ar:ea (3); septic appfoval 

., "'"" process (1 ); snow removal plan (1);· stc:>'rm,ceetofdesign spe9s · f) sf �PP, . 
""'l'\"' n•tmiMo control stonnwater outflow (1 ); stog;nceptor monitorin eG$\ (3); llJ!i 

provide sampling/monitoring repo�s f�r;:t$,lview (4); stormv.(i>. d)�.�:harge' 
. . .. , ,,, �Pft'.9.s (14) re: constructed wetlantf1. (4k fish passage (1), 'roofl'drau 1 1JoW,\:1• •·"· 4 c,on!rol (1), flow rates (1), overlan�; O�Re[.sal .

<1 � and oil an
,
�{ �f;i�. ��µ,arator.. 

device (2); groundwater recftarge �t ) i. r�mec:hatron and rest�ratron· (1); •·, 
h Stdr111water Management Plan (3)�; wastewater effluent t(�tment/dispers�I 

(3};.wastewa�er management coll�Ctit:>.A'System (1) . 4:��!':'��.n ,, ·� .. 

. Gas Bar (at Grocery Store) ,. Apply existing· pfaiin'ing' 1Strategy, (1); catchmen.t areal>. (=1)'; litter controf '(1); 
, ·�inim�ze impe.rvi?. rf�$t w;· bi� and grit S�P.�f.��iOQ (2);J; P,fOYjde :�'1 .. , 'i . • : �a .. mphng/momtao . P���fo.r .r�vrew (1), p�bl!.�l\ccess (1), st.OIJJl,)!Yater :ll 

' dlscharge ��es (�)t .. to:�i�rrf ed�frol (1 ); St2����.fer M�nag�,r;n
�
ent Plan (� ); . 

Water Quahty Monitoring (1) ''li, .#m r1.�··· ,,. 
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� " .;1 " 
Mixed-use - Transit oriented 
development (1) 
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. ,§�ptic a'pp,roval specs (1); Wastew�ter treatment spec�>; (1), ; pro�ide 
ll' is�·mpling moQ!Joring reports for r�y.i�W �1). . · ·· ", . 
. :;�;:n : t�atiere to tops.qil bxlaw �1); bondin� 're�ilireme�t (1); bUffe};j spec1>: ,{6)j ir .. 
. pr�tect 1ffetland (2); erosion (4) anqr ��p1mentat1on (2) control; convey land 

� ,  · J!'. ARM .(2); Erosion and Sedimentatidni<Control Plan (4); n�
_
�lear cutting(: ·�:· i:· ·· (2); oii"site·s.eptic (2); protect and convey wetlands to' HRM .. (-4); ;: i:f 

road/causeway development specs (1); Stormwater m�.nage·ment plans:(�) 
re Y,til i�e cleansing ability of wetlar:iR� {4); stormwater. �iseparge re flow �'.� 
reduction (2); fish passage (2) ,illf«r:·�: · . "' · 'j 
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Development specs, re 9JS.faq�e from shoreline; Em�;ge,ncy response pl�h 
re fuel spills' (1): :Eros!cm and Seqimentation Control Pfan (1}; Refer to·�-� 
N�PEL Gui��'!�Ef5c �2lt;, ft.�liG" aceess pathway :spe€$i :m: On-sit� septi9; 
sp_�cs (1); Provide design/development plan for revtew (2}; Sepbc/se"!age 
effluent treatmehVdispersal 1 (2) i ;Stormwater Management Plans q1 }; " 
Gatthment areas (1); Oil and grit separation (1); Water quality 
(groundwater) protecti9n . i• " .,;1·�. ..,41; L ' " .. 

Pyritic slate specs (1); Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan (1); Provide 
design/development plan for review (1 ); On-site septic re water:.� i' s\>� , :it.· ' 
conservation (1)). Pu�JiC.; �.du�tJ,op (1 ); Septic/sew�g� effluept treatment 1• 

dispersal speC:� (1); �Pro�ide,_ �ajripling/monitoring reports for revjew,. (-4); 
Monitoring of system by f;tRflit (j:); Water qualify fsu 'rface) moriiforing [specs 

' (6) re: bas�li.ne, ���tin.g, frequenq>; yr�,7!, <jl� ?,$1 P9�t construction>i {�);, "';-
,. paramet!i!FS, location, lab' (for J)hospfjop.is t�sffng) and by qu�.hfj�,Q.;p�rson; .,, 

Water quantity and: quality (groundwater�Ef« :pfot�ction - maltit�ln'' s&ll 
· 

matrix permeability (1) ., • l r� 
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