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Preface

Thanks are due to Don Gordon for initiating this important confer-
ence and for his encouragement and guidance throughout this project.
Our speakers and workshop leaders deserve much thanks for their sub-
stantial contribution of their professional expertise and experience to
provide the grist for the mill of discussions.  The workshop recorders
extended this to all by providing a useful synopsis at the Plenary.

 On the technical side, I extend thanks and appreciation to Tom Jory
and his staff at King�s who provided tape recordings of sufficient qual-
ity for transcription and to Mike Sukava for the dubbing.  A very spe-
cial acknowledgement is owing to Kellie Ross for her transcription of
the tape recordings.  Transcription of voices speaking at some distance
from the microphone muffled by the sounds of others in the room is a
challenge that deserves recognition.

On the matter of transcription, these Proceedings of the Best Evi-
dence represent our best effort at capturing what was said.  If the intent
of your statement is incorrectly given here, please accept my personal
apology.

Due to both technical and scheduling difficulties the publication
missed the target by 3 months.  My sincere apologies to those who
could have benefitted from this sooner.  I hope, however, that you will
be able to use this book as a reference and source for good ideas to
assist you and your municipality firstly, in framing a policy for buffers
that serve the ecological needs of the natural heritage system based on
the best evidence;  and, secondly, as a source creative and effective
ways to implement that policy.

I hope that we will be able to stay connected and to share with each
other the best achievable policy that can obtained in each municipality.
One method that be useful is the Federation of Ontario Naturalist dis-
cussion forum at <www.fon.org/zzzzzzz>.

- Bill DeYoung
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Introduction
Purpose of the Conference

The purpose of many conferences is to bring together a group of people
who typically belong to the same professional organization.  This confer-
ence distinguishes itself by deliberately bringing together numerous com-
munities of individuals.  The invitation list was targetted to municipal plan-
ners, conservation authority staff, environmental consultants, planning con-
sultants, naturalist organizations, students and volunteer members of mu-
nicipal advisory committees.  The attendance at the conference reflected
this broad spectrum of individuals.  What they have in common is a desire
to find a workable solution to the question of the need for, the characteris-
tics of , and the implementation of buffers.

The advertised purpose was to discuss the need for buffers and how to
implement municipal  guidelines for protected natural areas.  We said that
we would listen to the best evidence about why management of protected
natural areas is essential to maintaining the features and functions of differ-
ent habitats; to identify where buffers are required; to identify the neces-
sary characteristics of buffers; to discuss how to manage buffer zones;  to
discuss buffer guidelines for municipal planning; and, to move toward a
minimum performance standard for buffers in Carolinian Canada.

Progress was made on all aspects.  The definition of a buffer was not de-
clared before the conference and throughout the day several variations on
the theme were proferred.  The need for a common understanding and
agreement on a working definition for buffers and setbacks was called for
by many.  A few examples are found within the text from the speakers and
in the supplemental material toward the back of this book.  As well, agree-
ment on process for determining where and what kind of a buffer may be
required was spoken of  by many.  Within this planning process must come
agreement on the approach to the enviroment.  Does protection precede
development or is the natural heritage system the residue of the landscape
which is not developed?  Should the focus be on drawing lines around a
key feature or do we know enough to provide protection and maintenance
of the functions of the natural heritage system by establishing buffers?

The many unanswered questions from the conference include definitions,
process, approach to what to protect (a whole unit or the core), ownership
and management, and effective implementation of buffers for the benefit of
the natural heritage system.  Local solutions based on site-specific needs
modelled on minimum standards for assessment, evaluation, interpretation
and application seems to me to the outcome of the day.

- Bill DeYoung
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Good morning.  Thank you for coming to the Carolinian Canada Buff-
ers Best Evidence Conference.

Does anyone know what a buffer is?  Well, I hope we�ll have a clear
definition by the end of  the day.  First, I�d like to say, on behalf of King�s
College,  welcome to King�s College.  They are one of our sponsors, and
Gerald Killan is the Principal and he asked me to express his happiness and
delight that you are able to use King�s College facilities for this conference.
Gerald Killan is very active in environmental issues, including being on the
Ontario Parks Commission and the Thames River Heritage River Designa-
tion project.

 I�ll be the Event Chair.  My name is Bill De Young, I am a member of
EEPAC, The Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee
for the City of London.   If there are any questions or issues throughout the
day, just try to track me down and I will try to help out.  Importantly, I
would ask the workshop leader to meet with me, in this corner here, at
11:00 when we have our break, and we will do some last minute prepara-
tion for workshops in the afternoon.

At this time, I would like to introduce to you Don Gordon with Carolinian
Canada, who has some remarks.

Welcome
Bill De Young Event Chair
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The Big Picture
Don Gordon, Carolinian Canada

Thanks Bill.  They won�t be long.  That�s one of the best things about
being in the driver�s chair for something like this.  You don�t actually have
to speak for any length of time, you can let other people do the work.  I am
very glad to see you all here.  It has been a stressful day for our conference
organizer. We exceeded our expectations for the numbers, so I hope you
will bear with us in some of the shuffling back and forth we need to do.
This is a nice comfortable room and I�m sure we�re going to have a great
success.

I think most of you probably are familiar with the name Carolinian
Canada, though you might not be quite clear on what it is.  Carolinian
Canada is a coalition of non-government organizations, government agen-
cies, and individuals who all share a common commitment to stem the loss
and promote a significant increase in the size and quality of natural areas
within this eco-region.

Today we�ve been able to accomplish this conference only with the sup-
port of some very generous sponsors who have made it possible for us.
Bill has already mentioned King�s College who have provided the facilities,
but I would also like to thank the Urban League of London, Earth Tech
Canada, the City of London, the Middlesex Stewardship Committee, the
Federation of Ontario Naturalists and the McIlwraith Field Naturalists.  In
part, their contributions have made it possible for a number of students to
attend, as well as community representatives from community volunteer
organizations through a bursary program.  There are number of students
scattered around among us today, and I think more will be joining us as the
day goes through.  I would encourage them all to participate fully and ask
questions.  We have got some of the most knowledgeable people you�ll
find here today with us, and, for the rest of you, if you find yourself sitting
at lunch with a student, please make him feel welcome because promoting
student opportunity is a very important part of what Carolinian Canada
does.

I�d like to talk for a moment about why we are interested in this topic.
Carolinian Canada, as you know, for a number of years focused on a series
of Carolinian Canada sites.  These were key unprotected sites, but this
island of green approach has failed to work in addressing the degradation
of our natural heritage system.  We have found, that as conservation sci-
ence has advanced, natural values can only be protected within a network
of core areas and connecting links, with each piece functioning as part of a
big picture.  Carolinian Canada has recently undertaken a mapping and
analysis to project a vision of what a healthy and sustainable natural net-
work could look like.  There is a display across the road that will give you
a taste of this, and in the coming months we�ll have more and more educa-
tional materials surrounding this vision of a �Big Picture�.

our sponsors

the Big Picture:
a vision of what a healthy
and sustainable natural
network could look like
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The �Big Picture� is not something that is going to be accomplished
overnight, but will be a multi-generational project to bring our natural her-
itage system back up to a sustainable level in this part of the world.  So,
why is it important to restore the natural systems in Carolinian Canada?  In
the first place, the losses to our natural heritage are severe and there can be
no question that we have taken our system down further than it can man-
age.  We have now got to the point where we have threatened the air and
water quality; and, in turn, human health and all of this is going to have a
very negative impact upon the economy of our region in short order.

The environment and the economy are on the same side of the balance
sheet, and those who speak of balancing the environment against the
economy and vice versa have got it all wrong�what they really mean is
that they want to sacrifice the future for short term financial gain today.  I
think we have got to break this notion that they are competing interests;
rather, if we are going to have a vibrant economy and a vibrant life for our
children, we have to find a way to move both of these agendas forward
together.  Canadians pride themselves on their natural environment.  We
have poll after poll tell us how Canadians take a great sense of their iden-
tity from the wildness and the strength of Canada, the land of lakes and
rivers.  Well, the sad truth is that Carolinian Canada, this eco-region, is the
most degraded and abused landscape in the entire Great Lakes basin.  There
is nothing to be proud of in that, I think, so there is a challenge to us to
address the situation.

It has been our observation that local planning authorities are the key
strategic players in conserving and enhancing our natural features in this
region, and, for this reason, we are increasingly developing programs that
we hope will be of some use to planning authorities, municipal govern-
ments, conservation authorities and the development community that works
with them, so that we get better planning.  At a government level, right
from the highest level, we haven�t had enough resources put into the plan-
ning process to provide clear direction and standards.  The provincial gov-
ernment, not individuals within it, but the government as a whole, has kind
of dropped the ball here and has left it to competing interests to duke it out
at the Ontario Municipal Board.  The result of this is that municipal taxpay-
ers and the proponents of development are all paying a heavy price, and the
piecemeal results that are achieved are neither efficient nor effective.

Our hope today is that, with an exchange of  experience and knowledge,
we are going to be able to help you to achieve, better, quicker, and less
expensive planning decisions.  I expect we are going to hear a variety of
opinions today, and while we may try and forge some common interest,
I�m sure there is a diversity of opinion on the topic and, hopefully, we have
assembled a good panel of facilitators today to tease out these different
ideas.  I�d like to remind you, again, that this is a participatory conference
and we hope that you will share experiences from your own jurisdiction,
war stories good and bad.

environment and the
economy

role of government

we have threatened the
air and water quality;
and, in turn, human
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Perhaps, before I finish, while I�ve still got my soapbox here, I�d like to
challenge a few of the myths that I believe are hampering efforts at good
planning.   The first of these myths is that we can continue to grow without
limits.  We have already surpassed the carrying capacity of the region by
removing too much natural cover; and, if we are going to achieve a healthy
environment and a vibrant economy, we are going to have to leave behind
the status quo and look for new ways to have smart growth.  The second
myth would be that private property rights are absolute and unlimited.  Sad
to say, but one�s right of property extends only so far as it does not dimin-
ish the rights of neighbours and the community.  Property is not inherited
from our forebears; it is held in trust for our children.  A property owner�s
right of enjoyment is constrained by their duty of stewardship.  The third
myth is that land use planning is expropriation without compensation.  This
is nonsense.  Governments not only have a right, but they have a duty to
impose land use conditions for public benefit.  Speculators do not share
their profits with society and society has no responsibility for their losses.

I guess I�m wearing my heart on my sleeve here, and we�ll hear a variety
of opinions.  Certainly, I expect to hear opinions that run contrary to what
I have said, but I hope that you are all going to take something from this
day that�s going to help you fit your pieces into the big picture, and that
together we can adopt a strategy that leads to smart growth in this part of
the world, not simply open for business at all costs.

Thank you very much, and I hope you enjoy the day.

three myths:

growth without limits

private property rights

expropriation without
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Round
Robin
Reports

In this session we would like you to introduce yourself and tell us where
you come from and how buffers are part of the work that you do. You can
use your own style but the following questions may guide you.

Your name __________________________________________________________________

Name of Municipality/Township or organization:_____________________________________

Has your Municipality completed sub-watershed studies? ____ Yes      ____ No

If no, will these begin in the next year?

Does the Official Plan have environmental protection policies to establish a natural heritage

system?  ____ Yes   ____ No ____ Don�t know

Does the Municipality Official Plan have a Buffer Policy?  ____ Yes   ____ No ____ Don�t know

Are there buffer policy implementation guidelines?   ____ Yes   ____ No ____ Don�t know

Are there buffer management guidelines?   ____ Yes   ____ No ____ Don�t know

A question that I hope to  have answered today is __________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

In the past year we

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

In the coming year we hope to

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
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Thank you very much for laying out the challenge of the day, and  I
think you clearly laid out what the issues are for us today, so thank you for
that.  To echo what Don has said, I hope that it�s a day of dialogue and
discerning the best path that we can all follow together.  In order to get a
sense of who is here in the room with us and where you are from, and what
your expectations are of the day, we�ve allowed time for a round robin
session.  This just means stand up at your place if you have a loud enough
voice, or if you don�t, I encourage you to come and use the microphone,
and tell us a little bit about where you�re from, the name of the municipality
or organization you represent, and tell us why buffers are important to you.
What are the issues that you�ve experienced in the last little while? What
do you hope to achieve in the next little while?  For instance, does your
municipality have a sub-watershed study yet? And if not, when is it sched-
uled to be completed?   If you�ve got a sub-watershed study completed, are
the recommendations being implemented?  If they are not being imple-
mented, what�s needed to make it happen?

Those are the kinds of issues that I have suggested for standing up and
speaking.  The floor is open for the first brave soul to take it away.

**********
My name is Trish Mass and I am an aquatic biologist at the Grand River

Conservation Authority.  I am just going to read off my sheet here.  Some
of our municipalities have begun some sub-watershed studies, others are in
the process of just starting them.  We do have official plans that establish
natural heritage systems in them.  We have a municipal official planner who
has established policies along with our municipalities.  Other municipalities
don�t even have official plans, but we are starting that this year.  Buffer
policy implementation, guidelines, yes.  Buffer management guidelines, yes
as outlined in official plan documents.  The question that I have is - What is
the best way to implement buffers in established areas, by that I mean mu-
nicipal parks?  In the past year we have managed, in our group, to establish
varying buffers in parks, agricultural areas and industrial properties.  In the
coming year, we hope to publicize them, monitor their effectiveness, evaluate
their value to the public and evaluate any of the challenges ahead.

**********
My name�s Sandra Malcic, I�m from the Toronto and Region Conserva-

tion Authority.  We work with a number of municipal partners over a broad
jurisdiction.  We completed the watershed study in conjunction with the
Ministry of Natural Resources and other small municipal partners.  We
vote for our municipal partners to have official plans and environmental
protection policies to protect the natural heritage system in them.  A lot of
our municipal partners have buffer policies,  implementation guidelines,
and the guidelines are somewhat less formal.  The question that I hope to
have answered today is some direction on the tools and assignments re-
quired to protect more than the existing conditions, which includes not

Disclaimer:
This transcription is our best effort from the tape recordings.
If the intent of your statement is incorrectly given here, please accept our apologies.

Round Robin
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only buffers, but connections, corridors and linkages for things that are not
on the landscape today.  In the past year, the Toronto Region Conservation
Authority has, for several years been a part of  natural heritage strategy.
That strategy includes recognition of the existing conditions as well as
devising a strategy to protect the broader regional picture, including some
of those things that I mentioned corridors and linkages for things that are
not on the landscape today including buffers, configuration, shape, size, et
cetera and natural features, and in the upcoming year we hope to develop
policies at the Conservation Authority around that natural heritage system
to be used for municipal planning as a process and hope to work with our
municipalities to help them adopt it through their plans and other mecha-
nisms that the municipality has.

**********
My name is Domenic Lunardo of the City of Vaughn and am partnered

with the Toronto Conservation Authority.  We do have environmental poli-
cies in our official plans, but I think that what we are struggling to bridging
the gap between policies and implementation. How big the buffer should
be?  Do we actually need a buffer?  I think someone mentioned about
compensation for buffers.  We are fortunate to have an acquisition policy
within our OP to acquire new lands in public ownership; not all woodlots
but a percentage of them.  So what I�m hoping to get out of today�s session
is how we bridge the gap in policy which everyone seems to buy into -
these good policies, including the development community, but I think we
fail within the serious limitations.

**********
My name�s Brian Henshaw.  I�m a consultant working in mostly Dur-

ham region.  The thing I would like to get out of this workshop is an
understanding of what a buffer is.  Somebody mentioned it before, but I am
really interested in stimulating debate about the critical function zone that
supports natural features that you are interested in and the area of land, for
whatever it might be, that should go outside of that critical function zone.
I think we concentrate too much on drawing a line around a feature with-
out thinking about how the attributes and functions actually work outside
of the key feature, and that�s really the language that we need.  I think we
all need to speak the same language, so that maybe critical function zone,
adjacent lands area, and barriers are all part of a booklet.  I think when
somebody says buffer that everyone thinks of a different thing.   That is the
first hurdle that we need to get past in my opinion.

**********
My name is Jim Robb, our organization is Friends of the Rouge Water-

shed and we work for the watershed  in the eastern GTA Markam,
Stouffville, Richmond Hill.  In terms of sub-watershed studies, the _______
offers some protection to ______ parks and the area north of the Steeles
region is undergoing the final stages of the  Rouge Park management plan.
But there is kind of disconnect there between the Conservation Authority
which looks at the watershed  issues and Rouge Park plan which is looking
at a green space issue and I don�t think we�ve got the sub-watershed stud-
ies in place yet to extend.  We do have some overall studies which _____

to protect the broader
regional picture,

including some of those
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corridors and linkages for
things that are not on the
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buffers
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implementation
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better sub-watershed studies.  The official plans do have environmental
protection policies, but I agree there is a great disconnect between the
policies and implementation.

Markham has less than 5% forest cover and is probably similar to some
parts of southwestern Ontario  The York region official plan which covers
that area has a 25% forest cover objective and yet it has been going back-
wards ever since it has been passed.  There is no implementation strategy
to set  milestones for acquisition and funding to actually reach those objec-
tives, as I see it.  In terms of buffer management guidelines, the GRCA has
a standard 10 metre setback, we find that woefully inadequate.  In terms of
the pressures that developing areas have: trails, ________ external forces
of development, so I would like to see more evidence that could be brought
to bear.  Good scientific evidence to influence public policy to expand the
buffers so we actually can contain these areas to protect them from over-
use to external forces.

 In the past year, our organization has worked with a lot of partners
throughout the watershed, to plant and  maintain over 20,000 new trees
and shrubs.  We have employed several young university graduates and co-
op students and volunteers from schools and community groups and we
have restored the vegetation along approximately 3 kilometres of the Rouge
and have restored about 15 hectares of habitat.  The restoration combined
shrubs, wild flowers and trees, so there is some progress that�s positive in
the Rouge Watershed but development is so fast the areas are shrinking as
the pressures increase.

**********
My name is John Nemeth, I am the manager of Environmental Services

for the Town of Richmond Hill.  I think what I want to get out of your
conference today is an understanding of why almost our planning is being
done at the Ontario Municipal Board.  Almost every square inch of the
municipality has got an application on it that is at a potential point now of
actually severing the corridors from all the Oak Ridges Moraine.  I�d like
today to come to some sort of an understanding or get some sort of a
glimmer of hope of how we could get the land development industry and
the Ontario Municipal Board and the municipalities all on the same line as
to what a buffer is, its importance, and its ecological function.

**********
I�m Caroline Barker from the Town of Ajax.  The Town has just com-

pleted an integrated ecological review of identifiable natural features.  We
also just adopted our new official plan which has afforded a level of protec-
tion to all features identified in the ecological review.  We have identified a
two-tiered system of protection whereby we protect our features through
environmental protection and adjacent to that, there are required buffers
also designated for environmental protection.  Also, we have our environ-
mental resources which we use to connect to our environmental protection
resources whereby we are requiring detailed environmental impact studies
to establish the buffers required.  In the absence of an environmental im-
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pact study we have established minimum buffers.  Lastly, we are requiring
environmental reviews prior to development that is adjacent to or within
an identified environmental features.  So, today I would like work on im-
plementation portion of buffers and I hope to gain an understanding of the
ecological importance of buffers and how they are affected by human ac-
tivities.

**********
I�m Bridget Roach, I am a grad student from the University of Western

Ontario.  My master�s thesis is on evaluating the floodplain policy of the
City of London.  I am glad to be here with people who are actually in-
volved in the industry and implementing the guidelines or policies for buff-
ers.  In particular, I am interested in the size of the buffers and whether
buffer policies are adhered to for a particular development.

**********
Dan Schaefer of the Middlesex Stewardship Committee.  I guess what I

would like to get out of today�s workshop is just some ideas of how to
influence landowners to establish riparian buffers, maybe there is more than
one way.  In the last year, we have been working with landowners to try to
develop a bit of a buffer program and we just recently received a bit of
money from Eco-Action so we will be establishing some buffers in the
County.  We are also working with Upper Thames and the County of Mid-
dlesex and Nature Conservancy and Carolinian Canada to do a natural
heritage study, in the County and we hope that will have a big effect to-
wards buffers, also.

**********
I am Hal Schraeder. I�m from the Ministry of Natural Resources.  I�m a

Provincial Public Servant and I�ve come to help you.  I�m struggling with
the idea that maybe I�m becoming a widespread believer that buffers are
kind of a panacea to what ails the progressive rehabilitation of our natural
heritage system and I�m looking to have that discussed in the context of
natural heritage system management.  The Ministry of Natural Resources
for the Province has published a natural heritage technical manual, and
what we are trying to do is influence the municipalities to actually apply
some of the work that is espoused in that manual, because we can�t do
things to people, as you well know.

**********
My name is William Pol, I�m with the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and

Housing.  I am here to help Hal Schraeder help you.  I just started with the
Ministry about a month ago and I think, from a planning perspective for
local municipalities, with the approvals of planning, moving from Toronto
to the London Regional office, we may be able to help the local municipali-
ties access information a bit quicker through us and Hal.  Today I�d like to
learn more about changing some of the community values with respect to
buffers and natural heritage features so that the Province and the local
municipalities don�t have to use more institutional policies or zoning regu-
lations to protect the features that, I think, the community really values.

**********
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My name is Andrew Beck, I from the Essex Conservation Authority.
In the Essex region, we have put together a sub-watershed analysis, its our
final diversity conservation strategy which we plan to be implementing in
the coming year.  It targets various areas of concern both private and pub-
lic land where we can implement different techniques such as buffers.  I
think the question I would like to have answered today is more from an
economic standpoint.  I�m kind of interested in some tangible incentives
that landowners can understand, that would offset or give them reason to
put a buffer strip on their land.  I think that is an important aspect in the
Essex region.  In the past we have worked with landowners as well as
private sector businesses and municipalities to do a lot of buffer work and
a lot of stream stabilization.  In the coming year, we hope to implement this
conservation strategy.

**********
My name is Brett Lusyk, I am landscape architect for the Town of

Oakville Parks and Recreation Department and I hope to answered today,
or to identify a process to amend the current Planning Act to apply for a
mechanism to secure significant woodlot or natural areas without penaliz-
ing the existing parkland dedication requirements.  And also, I would ask
our good friends from the Provincial Government to help us out in that we
are facing tremendous pressures within our development areas even though
we go through extensive sub-watershed studies and identify significant
natural features and woodlots.  The bottom line is money and reimburse-
ment to the developers.  We go through hoops on every plan to try and
secure those areas.  As someone else has already indicated, it�s a matter of
a gap between the policies, you know, those warm fuzzy feelings and those
warm fuzzy statements and the actual reality.  We have seen woodlots carved
up in the Town of Oakville.  We have made our best efforts to save as much
as possible, and I think we have done a tremendous job; but, the problem is
how do we execute those warm fuzzy feelings when we�ve had a lack of
support throughout the senior levels of government to do that.

**********
My name is Linda Harvey, I�m with EEPAC of London right now and

had worked on environmental planning which was carried out in BC on
Vancouver Island.  We don�t have an OMB.  We have lawyers. And we
have the province. In the planning business what we have to do is work
around the planning issues for the communitiy.  By negotiating  and taking
a different approach because it is cheaper and to get buy-in from others for
environmental policies.   We are coming at this from a different angle.
What I�d like to get out of today a sense of what is happening in Ontario
and see if I can take my experience from BC and learn from you guys,  and
actually put them to use here in London through EEPAC in terms of wetlands
and buffers to protect them.

**********
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I�m Rob Milne and I am representing Watershed Report Card today and
some Lake Simcoe Naturalists and a couple of NGOs.  With the Watershed
Report Card we have developed a series of manuals to help small commu-
nity leaders to go out and assess the health of your watershed.  We tried, in
the assessment part, to take a functional approach and part of that deals
with buffers and look at the movement between uplands and low land ar-
eas.  With functional approach we were trying the look at the academic
literature on that we see that there is a real problem when you try to put a
distance on a buffer.  We have the policy numbers, but we didn�t want to go
to policy.  So I what I hope to get out of today is to see where the scientific
literature is coming from or where we are getting that with these distances.
It is really difficult.  Every different species has a different buffer distance
and different elements sometimes, so it is really complicated.  The other
thing is, with the Lake Simcoe Naturalists in the field, we are dealing with
up in Georgina we are dealing with an area of green land designed that was
great, but it is not officially accepted in the plan.  So when you are trying to
preserve corridors and buffers and that you are finding it very difficult
when you are dealing with documents that you should do all this stuff,
when it actually comes to planning it is usually ignored.  Those are some of
the things I�d like to address today.

**********
I am Dave Wake, I�m wearing two hats today.  I do environmental plan-

ning for the Ministry of Transportation, I also do a lot of work for the
Mcllwraith Field Naturalists here in London on natural areas issues.  I think
that no matter which way you are looking at it, as several other speakers
have mentioned already, there is a need for a better understanding of what
buffers are really about, and what we are trying to achieve, so that we can
all have intelligent conversations around the table, and I think that from
both sides we have some consistency in that understanding we stand a
better chance of really achieving something.  I think there are a lot of posi-
tive opportunities here for a good exchange of information from a range of
experiences.

**********
My name is Michelle Kanter and I am with the Nature Conservancy of

Canada.   I guess we approach buffers in two different ways.  One is
__________  We should think about buffers, but there are opportunities to
get a core area to build a buffer around it to give the land a breather and
perhaps using some of those tools .. to be a bit more creative about how we
regulatory or policy   [end of tape]

**********
My name is Gregg Barrett and I am with the City of London.  I guess a

lot of things that I�d like to get out of this are mostly within the context of
implementation.  I want to echo, I think, a lot of things that have been said
already, but try to come up with some understanding as to what are appro-
priate buffers.   Some of you have already mentioned that you have differ-
ent buffer standards for different species of plants or animals or whatever.
We have to try to come up with some common understanding, I think,within
the context of that we work in, too.  Should we have different buffer stand-
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ards, or maybe even different expectations within the urban setting, and
should we be looking at something that may not be entirely scientifically
pure, but would still help us meet the intent and deal with the fact that we
are within an urban context, so that we are not dealing with a pure natural
system?  I guess, probably because it�s the last one that it�s going to be the
biggest one, it�s the one that I think we probably all grapple with the most.
How do we move beyond the compensation issue?  It�s not just cash, it�s
not just that you have to pay for lost opportunity.  I think we have to come
to some understanding as to what the role and the function of these issues
when we are talking about buffers and then try to integrate those with
development plans and with development expectations so that we are not
constantly sitting down and saying �Okay, we�ll meet you part way, but
how much are you going to pay us for it?�  I don�t think that that should
even be on the table.

**********
I�m Christine Patty and I am the Coordinator of the Friends of  Second

Marsh Stewardship program in Oshawa.  We are a non-government or-
ganization and Departmental ___ with the City of Oshawa and multiple
community groups and Rotary Clubs.   We have a sort of different perspec-
tive than a lot of you here.  Some of the things that we have done is have
community groups adopt city parks to increase the buffers that are along
the streams.  A lot of things that we are going to be doing in the next little
while is working with private landowners who actually own land along the
streams.  I guess that�s why I�m here today, is to learn more about how I
could work with landowners and how to really get them interested in es-
tablishing these buffers on their lands.  A lot of them are aware that they
are losing a lot of land each year to erosion and some of them are very
interested, for that reason, but others are still a little bit suspicious of using
land for
naturalization.

**********
I�m Doris Campbell and I am a volunteer with the Dorchester Mill Pond

Committee and development________ is surrounded by just a very small
band of Carolinian forest and that is surrounded by a very minor  ________.
A very complex filtering process and ________ private property.
________long negotiation with Environment Canada funding for the project
to coordinate this.  In the process we have produced a lot of material for
the homeowner and for the schools about restoration, buffers around the
Mill Pond, resident training programme about garlic mustard removal.
About 50% of the homeowners adjacent to the pond are supportive.  Some
are not at all____ We are also concerned with other areas in the township
such as the Dorchester Swamp which is an ANSI.  A subdivision is being
built very close to it.  They didn�t request input from those outside of the
boundary for the application______ but we have we have just established a
committee.

**********

we are within an urban
context

 we are not dealing with a
pure natural system

how I could work with
landowners  to get them
interested in establishing

these buffers on their
lands



20

I�m Deanna Peterson, and I�m another one of those students that you
had mentioned.  I�m doing my Master�s at the U of T in area of Forestry
and I am studying what edge characteristics make an urban________ for-
est more susceptible to a major high dying rate of vegetation and these
edge characteristics include_______ .   Stable buffers are what interest me
and finding out if they increase the likelihood of invasion by exotic plants
and also I would like to know what kind of buffers these Municipalities
have for the different municipalities ________

**********
My name is Ken Forgeron, and I am a planner with the Region of Niagara

and we have done very little watershed planning.  Our environmental poli-
cies are probably 25 years out of date.  We�re begging, borrowing and
stealing from the best examples of  raw material such as Bonnie�s group in
London and Hamilton Wentworth and are trying to develop a sort of land-
scape approach to natural heritage and environmental management.  We
are expecting a big battle this coming year.  We�ve had a bit of an experi-
ence, particularly from the farming community, which I am really inter-
ested in the answers to all of the questions that were posed today.  They are
all very relevant to our questions, particularly the agricultural community -
who seem to give us the roughest time.  All of  our councillors in Niagara
seem to receive same comments from farmers.   Number one, they don�t
like to protect the natural areas.  Number two, they don�t want to provide
buffers, and the compensation issue is certainly one we are going to have
address whether we like it or not.  Despite this _______ farmers really feel
that other parts of society benefit from their work on their property, they
lose some of their land and some economic opportunities.  They feel that
wildlife are only things that feed on their crops and they can�t sit outside
because of mosquitoes.  All of these kinds of things-we think that farmers
are people too, and don�t get some of the benefits.  But, anyway, we have
to face those on a day-to-day basis and make informed decisions and we
haven�t even addressed the development industry within the urban setting.
So we really need to sell this to the farming community first and I am
looking for some ammunition to deal with the farmers and get good man-
agement policies in our regional plan, or it could be another 25 years be-
fore we have this opportunity again.

**********
My name is Jason Budd, I work for Knutson Planning here in London

and we represent developers and I think it comes down to being an issue of
utility, where in a business there is basically generated fby demand that we
generate as a populous that work and live in urban areas and grow natu-
rally and as a result, someone has to build the houses.  You can�t get some-
thing for nothing.  There is an intrinsic value to certain things, but the
developers, the business man who is trying to make a living, and I just
wanted to bring that point up.  I think that�s basically it.  I hope I didn�t put
a thorn in anyone�s side yet.  I�m open for discussion on this when we go
into it later on this afternoon, but I just thought I�d bring up the fact that
there is a real money issue here, and there is also an issue of making a
living, putting food on the table.

**********
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My name is Ron I�ll be presenting for the Region of Halton and I will
talk about inputting into their planning Department effectively putting meas-
urable goals in their official plan______ this year.  Measurable environ-
mental goals stuck in there so that there is something to grade things against.
Also, we are going to hand over to the EAC committee effectively an audi-
tor�s function.  It will be able to take the information from the region and
environmental information and actually audit it against the measurable goals
within the OP so that the region will actually know what we are gaining or
losing at any time over the next five years.  We are also going to be devel-
oping woodland policies.  From what I understand about woodlands, they
are effectively not on the landscape but we�ll be identifying areas that don�t
have trees today but could be woodlands.   We will be developing wildlife
policies and natural heritage policies that goes far beyond anything we
have ever done to the moment.  We are going to actually try to be putting
the values of the citizens of the region actually into this environmental
plan.  There is no good any longer to be identifying things on the land-
scape.  What we want to do is understand from the public if they want
clean air and what price they are going to have to pay for it.  If they want
clean water, what is the price they are going to have to pay for it, and so on
and so forth.

We are effectively going to use woodland buffers as a way of actually
making sure that our recharge areas are protected and the stream water
quality will be maintained at its current level and that we are going to
actually start to improve.   We are going to bring in satellite industries as a
basis doing a lot of this stuff and a monitoring program both for surface
ground waters and woodland areas themselves.

The whole purpose of this is actually to help integrate the environmen-
tal information and bring it into the planning process.    For too long we
have spent a huge amount of money and resources and time, especially for
watershed studies, and only a small little wee piece of it can actually get
into the planning process.  This is fairly destructive.  The idea is to hack out
all the rest of that stuff from the sub-watershed plans at the moment and
get rid of it.  The reason is this, if we don�t start completing these studies,
we can�t input the plan and the planning decisions are made in the setting of
while they�re studies are still going on.  We no longer can sustain that.  So,
as a result, we are going to streamline all the processes so that the informa-
tion gets into the current planning system then try to change the planning
system so that more information can get in.  That is the management ap-
proach, that is the way we are going to look at this stuff, and there are
going to be experiments which effectively report to people which things
actually work and which things are failing so that nobody repeats the
 failures.

**********
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Canadian Wildlife service for the Federal Environment Canada.  I work
out of the Guelph office.  I am a biologist. I work on wetlands, species at
risk and sustainable agriculture.  We are currently launching a program that
some of you may be aware of.   Species at risk or endangered species
legislation has been tabled.  We are developing a part of that overall pro-
gram to recover species at risk. In Ontario and in Canada most of the
species in need of recovery are in the Carolinian zone.  We are developing
a habitat enrichment program for increasing progressive recovery and pre-
vention of species becoming further at risk.  I am most interested today to
learn the answers to the questions that we have just heard ____ threatening
the environment the most need of an answer and I am intrigued, I guess,
and interested to learn about the municipal perspective.

**********

Bill: Thank you to all who participated and those who haven�t yet
had their chance to speak can speak during the workshops later this after-
noon, or during the panel discussion which will follow the refreshment
break.

When I listened to the different people speaking, I generated an issues
list and there are some common things in there and I think that the agenda
that is structured for today will address many of the questions that were
raised today.  One of the things I heard, that was very important, was that
there is a community of communities present in this room, and that is very
good.  I am very happy to know that there is a mixture of people working
at the grassroots community level, people working at the municipal plan-
ning level, and the environmental consultants who are out there helping us
mediate the satisfaction of our needs.  It�s trying to balance the public good
and the private right.  It is a very difficult challenge and the workshops are
structured in that way, that there are three themes.  There is the scientific/
technical advice and there are community values, and they have to be
 mediated through municipal policy.  That is a tough job for all the planners
who are here, and if there are any politicians, even tougher, I suppose.

We heard that some of the planning decisions are made at the OMB and
in Dorchester they are made by community action.  There are different
ways to make policy.  The central issue that I heard was implementation.
Some municipalities are very proud of the policy that they have and they
go to the extent of calling them warm and fuzzy feelings and that's an
accolade, but there has to be some implementation, and that will be one
theme in one part of the workshops.  The other issue was economic incen-
tive, and, in contrast to that, it is the non-regulatory approach.  And so, is
it by regulation, is it strictly a matter of utility and dollars and cents and, as
Greg said, 'it's either 5% or cash in lieu, or let's meet you halfway'.  That's
not good enough.  The other thing I heard was the importance of language
and that was the first question that I asked-does anybody have a simple
definition of buffers?   I don't think there is a clear simple one, but will take
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notes during the day and will try to work towards a clear understanding of
the common language.  I heard the use of the phrase adjacent lands.  I only
heard it once, but in the Provincial policy statement, there is a separate
clause dealing specifically with adjacent lands and that's where the notion
of buffers comes into play.

The other thing I did not hear was the use of the word setback and that
will be some part of the discussion for today.  That gets down to the me-
chanics of how to implement the buffer.  The other part was what is the
function of a buffer and what are we trying to achieve by it, and that's part
of the scientific evidence, and there will be workshops on the technical
advice and trying the establish if we have got the right technical advice and
if we know what it is that we are trying to protect and what the minimum
widths are.  If we only had minimum widths, do we get minimum habitat or
do we get functional habitat?

Another thing I heard was having a target set in the sub-watershed plan
of 25% natural heritage system coverage and some municipalities have
30%.   Carolinian Canada is recommending 30% natural cover in a plan-
ning area.  That looks good on paper, and it even looks better on a map,
but can we achieve it on the landscape?  That will be something to be
addressed today as well.    I hope, John, that there is a glimmer at the end
of the day.

That concludes the Round Robin.

Disclaimer:
This transcription is our best effort from the tape recordings.
If the intent of your statement is incorrectly given here, please accept our apologies.
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It�s exciting to hear the enthusiasm amongst all of you.  You are obvious
making connections, either old friends, or making new ones and that�s good
to hear.  At this time, I would like to introduce the panel to you to help us
set the tone and style for the balance of the day.  We already established
that, I think, quite well during the Round Robin session, but I�d like to
reinforce that that today we have a community of communities represented.

 On our panel this morning, I�m very pleased to introduce, on my far
right, Gary Epp.  Gary Epp is a PhD Ecologist and he works with Earth
Tech.  He is a senior Ecologist with Earth Tech and he has been in the
consulting business for the last 11 years.  His clients include:  developers,
the London Development Institute, the Urban Development Institute, nu-
merous conservation authorities, and, recently, the City of London.  So, he
fulfills his role as an ecologist working on both sides of the fence, as it
were.

Next to Gary, in the middle of the panel, is Jane Bowles.  Jane is a PhD
Ecologist.  She has been a free-lance ecologist for the last 18 years and, in
addition, teaches part-time in the Departments of Plant Sciences and Ge-
ography at the University of Western Ontario.  As well, she has served on
EPAC for the City of London for about 7 years and was active throughout
the sub-watershed study process that was there and she hasn�t quite suf-
fered burnout, because she is with us today.

Next to Jane, on my right is Jack Imhof.  Jack is an ecologist and his
specialty is aquatic and watershed planning and he has been with the Min-
istry of Natural Resources for the past 21 years.  One of his areas of  inter-
est is ecological restoration in riparian habitats.

What I�d like them to talk about is their point of view on what a buffer
is, what are the needs or function for having a buffer, what is the Provincial
policy statement or Provincial policy generally and Planning Act say about
how  can we protect buffers, do we have the right to protect buffers; and
also to talk about what are the planning realities, what�s happening on the
ground and what�s happening at City Planning and at the Board hearings
about how lines are drawn on maps.  To start it off, I�d like to ask Gary Epp
to do that.

Each panelist has five to seven minutes to make their presentation.  Then
each panelist may take two minutes to respond and again at the conclusion
of all three.  In about half an hour, the floor will be open and you may direct
questions to  the panelists.

Panel Discussion:
Ecological Needs,  Minimum Standards, and

Planning Realities

Gary Epp

Jane Bowles

Jack Imhof

Introductions:



25

Gary Epp: I�m glad that Bill clarified the fact that I�m not solely a
developer�s consultant, but I might be here to provide, what some may
consider, a dissenting voice.  I�m here to say, in my opinion, a standardiza-
tion of buffers is the wrong approach to looking  at preventing impacts on
natural systems.

By way of a brief definition, in my mind, buffers are areas of land within
which management practices are conducted to prevent impacts on natural
regions.  Basically, they are geared towards the features and functions and
be relative to those natural impacts of adjacent land use.  Why should buff-
ers not be standardized?  I think that there are a couple reasons.  One being
that ecological systems are very complex and diverse and I don�t think
we�ll have too much argument on that and therefore, in any given situation,
we have to look at the complexity of the particular ecological system that
we are dealing with.  Secondly, land use impacts are highly variable.  Imag-
ine the difference between a park adjacent to a natural feature might be
very different from, say, an ore smelting plant.  And, lastly, the knowledge
base for buffers and how we determine buffers-at least to come up with any
standards-is very limited.  There are certain areas where there is a lot more
information than others.  Riparian buffer information is a lot greater than
information for forests or for any other types of  other uses.

 I don�t think that we�ve got the knowledge base upon which we can
develop standards and I think that what we need to do is look at the eco-
logical buffers on a site-specific basis.  I have a point to put on the develop-
er�s consultant path and not only from that perspective, I think from both
sides of the equation, preservationists and developers, the principal buffer
solutions are the way to go.  We really need to have some rationale for why
a buffer gets developed and what it�s aimed to do.  So, buffers should
provide a specific function and that should be based on ecological require-
ments of the features and functions that you are dealing with, and also, the
potential impact.  So, if you are looking at that ore smelting plant, what are
the potential impacts of that plant, and how do we prevent those impacts
from occurring on a natural feature, and what is it about that natural fea-
ture that we want to protect-is it a rare species, is it an uncommon forest
community, is it a riparian zone?  Standards provide distances and that�s
about it.  Beyond that, there is not much you can do.  I know that in the
planning realm there is real need to provide some sort of conclusive an-
swers and numbers.  One number is good, but, in my opinion, there is no
magic pill that provides us with the answer for even groups of types of eco
systems by applying buffers.

 I think what�s needed are guidelines, preferable process for determin-
ing buffers.  So, some sort of credible process by which we determine what
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is the most appropriate buffer is for a particular scenario.  One of the ways
that we, in our work, go about establishing buffers, and I�ll try not to spend
too much time on this, is that there are two areas after we have defined
what exactly the ecological features are that we want to protect.  As much
as we don�t like to claim that ecological systems have defined boundaries,
when we come to dealing with ecological systems, from a planning con-
text, we do have to provide some kind of definition of the area.  So that is
the first step in determining some sort of buffer.  But the two main areas, in
my opinion, are the ecological requirement and the proposed land use re-
quirement.  So, what really needs to be done is to first identify the features
and functions of that ecological system you want to protect, develop some
management objectives based on those requirements and then determine
what the management implementation requirements might be for buffers,
and this applies also to the main focus of the management plan for that
feature itself.  Also, you need to identify the proposed land use is that you
are buffering the system from, to determine what potential development
impacts might be and come up with some sort of mitigation measures that
you can combine with those requirements to come up with a suitable buffer
for that particular scenario.  The way we do this is in discrete management
units, because for any large development scenario, you may have a mix of
proposed land uses adjacent to a mix of ecological features, and the juxta-
position of those two different bodies is what you have to look at for deter-
mining a buffer.  And, then that buffer comes into the larger environmental
management plan for a particular area.

So, this is the type of thing that I think we should be working towards,
as opposed to providing standards that really can�t be applied to every
scenario.  I think it is the sensibility of that process that provides us with
the opportunity to avoid unnecessary OMB hearings.  It also provides cred-
ibility at the Board to provide you with some sort of guideline for justifying
your buffers, but I think in terms of avoiding that unnecessary step, this
type of a credible process of municipal level or provincial level will provide
us with ways of avoiding disputes and negotiating some sort of acceptable
buffers that both parties, municipalities, preservation groups and develop-
ers can live with.  Thank you.

**********
Jane Bowles: I agree very much with what Gary said at the beginning,

that it is problem of complex issues in setting standard boundaries at a set
distance.  There are definite problems with that.  It should be a case to case
consideration for each circumstance, but, the problem at the end, was a
nice flow chart and a nice model that says that yes, this is the management
unit.  That�s usually where the disagreement starts, and that still ends up
being the municipality�s ecologists against the developer�s ecologists, and
who is right and where the boundary should be drawn, and who writes the
impact statement, and whether all the impacts are really considered, be-
cause these problems are not simple problems.  There is still a big gap in
the implementation of how this is done.  There are a lot of mistakes being
made, and, as somebody said earlier, this makes of what�s been done up to
date a howling failure.

**********
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Jack Imhof: I have to admit that I have a tendency, like Jane, to agree
quite a bit with what Gary said at the beginning.  You�ll probably hear me
voicing a lot of his similar comments in the next few minutes.  Again, the
biggest problem with all these things, and I do not have solutions either
yet, is the actual implementation on the ground of all these wonderful ideas
that we are all discussing here.   But I will make a slight disagreement with
Jane that I don�t mind making horrible mistakes as long as I learn from
them and adjust myself and try to do something better the next time.  I
think that�s been the challenge of all municipalities, and this is why it�s
really wonderful to see everybody here.  Let�s learn from each other�s mis-
takes.  I think we learn a lot faster than with a few occasional success
stories.  So let�s learn from our mistakes and see that we don�t repeat them
in every municipality each year over the next five or six years.  I think that
mistakes are okay, and my wish is that we should be documenting better
how we are approaching this, and how we are trying to implement it, and
we should be sharing that information.  As an example, for storm water
management, the best management practice is there is an organization called
SWAMP (Storm Water Assessment Management Program) which is more
or less funded partly by government and partly by NGO�s and the industry
which basically monitors new ideas on storm water management and re-
ports back to everybody every couple of years and provides documenta-
tion of what they have learned from these sort of things. Maybe for buffers,
we should develop that process as well.

I suppose I have to have a definition of buffer.  First of all, I�ll tell you
where I�m coming from right away, most of the focus of my career has
been looking very generally at forms and functions of watersheds, espe-
cially to the lakes and rivers extending to the land adjacent to them some-
times called riparian systems.  One of the things I�ll be talking about will
apply more so to a very broad topic that is within the valley itself and the
river.  I�ll leave the constructs for an upland habitat and the environment to
people like Jane, and Angus Norman and others who spend much more of
their time solving those difficult questions.

When I think of buffers, first of all, one has to realize that buffers are a
human instrument.  It is not an ecological  feature; it is a human instrument
by which we separate a certain human use from some recognized or iden-
tified natural feature that we wish to protect.  In fact, that�s how we usually
apply buffers.  These things can be placed in a way that they provide some
form of function to protect those special natural features and also the ulti-
mate objective is that they will ensure these features persist in time.  The
difficulty with all of this is trying to understand the pathways by which
degradative processes occur and how they affect critical natural features
and then ensuring that you have designed your buffer to capture those
pathways and modify processes.

I guess my one statement over Provincial standards is going to come
right now, and it has been voiced by others already.  My approach to the
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program, what I call contextual planning, contextual from the standpoint
of truly understanding how these systems function.  Some feel that you can
make understandable decisions based upon the potential effect the change
in use on that landscape.  So, my comment is that if we rely on minimum
standards, we will be left with a minimum environment.  We have to go
beyond the concept of standard.  That�s there to provide a certain mini-
mum requirement, but that may not be what society wants.  If you, as a
community, want something much more, then you are going to have to
move well beyond that, which means very difficult and complex political
process, which everyone is quite well aware of.

So, again, planning from a standpoint of the environment has to be con-
textual.  We have to understand the system we are trying to maintain.  Just
getting back to the old thing that ecologists talk about-composition, struc-
ture, and function.  Just because you�ve got the features delineated doesn�t
mean you understand how they function and what is driving and maintain-
ing that system.  If you don�t understand what is driving and maintaining
that system how can you look after it.  So, at some point, you have to
understand some level of the biophysical interactions, chemical interac-
tions which provide, at some level, the understanding of fundamental cause
and effect relationships.  Now this gets back to the old idea of fundamental
ecological theory that everything is connected to everything else, which
everybody thinks, �Oh my God, that means that we will be in planning and
studying forever�, but one comment that should be made is that not every-
thing is incredibly important.

There are a lot of drivers; maybe a few drivers in the aid of environmen-
tal systems and everything else are secondary loops.   They are still impor-
tant and modify the system, but is usually only half a dozen drivers that are
really  effect or maintain that system at some state, so we need to sort that
out as well.  The reason we need to sort out the contextual information is
that this is the type of information that we need to plug into our traditional
process.  It doesn�t usurp our traditional process on a political boundary
level, but provides context.  If you are in a municipality that derives water
supply, for example from a recharge area outside of its political boundaries
then we cannot manage our water supply if we only worked within the
political boundaries.  We have to understand where it comes from so that
we can work with the municipality in the up slope to ensure the preserva-
tion of our resource.  This would be the same for wetland feature or what-
ever else you have.  You have to know where the water is coming from that
sustains that system and the nutrients and energy.

The other comment that people said, well what�s that persistent view
that land classification what have you, it all depends on the type of question
you are asking and the type of environment that you are into so that you�re
into management of a large ungulates on a landscape, big things like moose,
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then you probably will be looking at managing the forest on a very broad
landscape.  Using the Ecological Land Classification System.  If you are
worried about fish and rivers, then you use watershed as your analytical
tool, because watershed better defines where the critical environment for
that animal, which is water,-comes from.  So using water as an example,
we look at higher planning on a very coarse or a very fine scale.  Watershed
analysis would feed into, say, a regional plan.  The watershed regional plan
would feed into the official planning process, the valley segment or channel
of the riparian zone would lead into a secondary plan and with site analysis
would then feed into your plan of subdivision.  Each one gives you more
and more detailed information as a guide and they often complement one
another.  That is just an example within the catchment.  Again, this infor-
mation is necessary and goes back to what Gary was saying:  this provides
you with the understanding of how my activities are going to affect the
features of the society and local areas that society decides are important.
In that situation, then, we create buffers on certain landscapes to ensure
that the pathways that have a negative effect on the system are modified or
captured and that the process we want to protect, ensure the protection of
the given function.    Thank you.

**********
JaneBowles: I agree with what Jack said, it�s a complicated process

and there are things to be considered, that can be considered, that are im-
portant and other things have to fall into that, kind of less important, but
you have to take less notice of them category, because otherwise it gets too
complicated and you just have to throw up your hands and walk away,
which we can�t afford to do.

**********
Gary: I hate to keep on this track of agreeing on points.  I�ll try and

find something.  But I think some of what Jack has said supports the notion
of determining buffers on a site-specific basis and that is the part of the
argument-we have to understand the systems that we are buffering in order
to provide an appropriate buffer in any particular scenario.  Now, I think,
certainly, when we�re dealing with the different contexts of planning from
sub-watershed right down to draft plans, there should be a refinement as
Jack says, but I think some of that needs some sort of a process that we can
all live with.  I think there needs to be a buy-in on a process.  I agree with
Jane to a certain extent-that pretty flow charts don�t do it.  What we need
is a buy-in to that process to determine how buffers get dealt with on a site-
specific basis.  I think one of the points that I�d like to make in terms of
some of the student input here is that one of the things that is really lacking,
in my opinion, is a solid research base to provide us with scientific knowl-
edge for coming up with appropriate buffers.  We�ve done a great deal of
literature search on buffers, and there seems to be a lot in Jack�s field, but
not as much in other fields, and there is a real need for basic research on
development-related impacts and different requirements for buffers, for
species and for eco systems, different communities, buffer needs at differ-
ent levels.  No matter how credible the process is, we need sufficient scien-
tific knowledge on which to base decisions within that process.

**********
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Jane: Gary has more or less summed up what I was going to say.  I�ll
start off, again, by defining what a buffer is.  It�s really an interspace be-
tween two adjacent land use regions.  It may be wide or narrow depending
on the circumstances, and we know quite a lot.  We need information about
what function the buffer has.  We know quite a lot about what edge effects
are and this is just some of the edge effect that you get on a natural area.
Some things that you have to consider, and all of the impacts and many
others, have various distances over which they operate and, as Gary said,
there is quite a lot of literature about this, but the literature doesn�t always
conform to itself and it depends on what you are studying.  A lot of the
studies aren�t particularly well done.  So we have a range of edge effects
which could be interpreted as how wide a buffer should be.  It varies be-
tween 600 metres and about 5 or 10 or 15.  So this is a problem.  We have
some information, but we don�t have sufficient information.

There are also other things to consider, and that is things like the aspect
and the exposure, so these are site-specific.  The specific habitat that you
are trying to protect, what the adjacent land uses are, and also what the
existing edge or existing buffer is like.  If you look at this type you know
the type of buffer is very important, as well as how long it�s been estab-
lished, the age of it, how well developed it is, whether it�s in an expanding
state or static state, whether it has a hard or a soft edge, whether it is a
wide edge or a narrow one.  All these things have to be considered.

Now  the important thing, and I think it is sort of on the minds of all the
people here, it�s not what the established buffer is, because we have a number
of remnant woodlots in Ontario that have been established for several to
many decades and these have edges developed on them and they have, to a
certain extent, a buffer.  What the problem is, is the land use change that
occurs with urban development buffers because you get the buffers being
shaved off.  You get boundaries drawn around where habitat ends and
that�s very much the case of how the ecologist would see the habitat.  Bits
of woodlot remain in upland, talking about terrestrial buffers not just ripar-
ian buffers.  Habitats get fragmented so entirely new edges get created
with entirely new impacts.

The other difference, that is completely unstudied, is what the changes
in the adjacent land use is from, say, an agricultural to an urban develop-
ment.  There is limited literature so far in looking at these impacts of urban
development land use next to natural areas, and what literature there is
suggests these impacts are nearly always detrimental.  So what we have
here is a change in the impact and humans in their activities, and the things
that accompany humans-and I�m talking about pets and things-tend to be
very aggressive in their impact on the edge.  So, these impacts tend to be
much more extensive than the impacts in agricultural areas.  I�m talking
about things like recreation, people getting in and cutting down trees for
firewood.  Encroachment, which Doris talks about, around the Mill Pond
in Dorchester where the backyards come to the edges of the woodlot then
people expropriate a few more metres, several to many, for compost heaps
and wood piles, lawns and that kind of thing.  Pets, garbage, pets get in and
add to the degradation problem.  So, it seems to me that where we should
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be having bigger and better and more rigorous buffers for around woodlots
or natural areas in urban settings, we are actually doing away with them
and giving in to the minimum.  I have never yet in my wildest hopes or
dreams seen anything where the Provincial Policy Statements of 50 metres
for a woodlot or 120 metres for a wetland which, as a possible zone of
interest, has never been achieved or established or set.  This hasn�t hap-
pened.  Usually, you are lucky if you get a fence outside the edges of the
woodlot .  That, to me, is problem.  We need bigger buffers and we�re
creating smaller ones.

**********
Gary: I am going to disagree with a little bit of that and not simply for

argument�s sake.  I think, certainly, some of the fundamental stuff that Jane
talked about, I agree with, but some of the issues related to adjacent land
uses and impacts resulting from some of the, I guess, residential types of
land uses that Jane talked about cannot always be dealt with within a buffer,
and I think that although this is a discussion on buffers, I think we have to
look at buffers within the context of an overall environmental management
plan, some of which involves public education, and some of which involves
buffers, some of which involves management of the ecological feature and
function that we are trying to protect.  Certainly, providing some outra-
geous distance would prevent land owners from walking that distance and
depositing compost in a natural area, but I think an effective education
program and public participation program, woodlot stewardship programs
can do a lot more to that end than providing some distance within the
buffer that may or may not work.  So,  in that sense, I don�t think buffers
provide all the solutions to some of the impacts coming from particular
land use.

**********
Jack: I hate to agree with Gary, because he�s a consultant he told me.

But I will agree with Jane that I have seen where we�ve placed buffers and
then people have more or less trashed them. There is no doubt that that can
occur, but I will agree with Gary that it is an educational system, and peo-
ple have to realize those buffers are there for their benefit, not just for the
environment it�s trying to protect.  I can think of Idlewood subdivision up
in Chickapee in Kitchener that John Plank designed quite a few years ago,
in which he spent probably more time working with the people who bought
the houses in the subdivision to explain to them why it was important than
the actual time being spent in designing the system, which works very, very
well.  But he felt, and I agree, that people have to take ownership of their
local environment and given the fact that there are many fewer of us left in
Provincial government and Conservation Authorities, and so on, people
that live adjacent to these features have to take ownership.  If they don�t
too bad.  If they lose the environment, it�s too bad.  So, our role as provin-
cial agencies these days is to facilitate, to help provide the community with
the information and tools, but ultimately they have to take ownership.  This
gets back to the educational aspect.

**********
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Bill: I�d like to open the floor to questions from the audience, and,
because it�s a large room, it may be necessary to go to the microphone, but
at least project your voice as best you can, and you may direct it to the
entire panel, or to a specific person.

**********
Question from floor I guess for the sake of  discussion purposes,

I want to take a little bit of issue with the three notable members.  I think
part of the problem we�re finding with planning is that planning is based on
standards, setbacks�side yard setbacks, front yard setbacks, road quarter
widths, and I think the whole planning process understands those and while
I agree with you it�s not the be all and end all, I think we need to have
bigger minimum standards, and then from there work on more of these
issues of the sub-watershed plans and the different things, because, if we
don�t what we seem to be getting into is more and more money for consult-
ants and for lawyers who argue it out, and it�s the best consultant or lawyer
at the Ontario Municipal Board or the person with the most influence and
contacts with the Municipal Council and the most money to spend on the
issue who ends up winning.  So, I guess I�d like you to address that, but the
planning system really works on a lot of things like standard setbacks and I
think we need to develop, perhaps on a watershed or sub-watershed basis,
but some minimum standards and then from there go to the ecological
criteria and the feature and function issues.  I hope you can comment on
that.  One other thing that really bothers me is that we�re working from a
very fragmented and damaged landscape and I think ecological potential is
something that gets totally lost.  Areas where we have good fertile soils
with a good moisture content which are often near wetlands or near exist-
ing forests or existing valleys are areas that have the best potential to be
restored to protect feature and function, and I think we are totally losing
that.  So, to all the panel, if you could reply to those two things-how the
planning system works on standards and what we�re doing in terms of
potential.

**********
Gary: I don�t see anything wrong with additional money for consult-

ants.  Certainly I can understand your position, particularly when it comes
to having some standards that can be applied.  The danger I see in having
standards set out that can be applied by just about anyone in any particular
scenario is that the appropriate work to determine appropriate buffers for a
particular scenario doesn�t get done.  And when financial constraints exist
for municipalities, and this is something I�ve taken issue with on the Natu-
ral Heritage Reference Manual, is what happens when budgets get cut�
this is nothing against planners or municipal planning bodies�is that that
manual and the numbers that are in the manual get applied to plans without
appropriate thought being given, and without the expertise being applied
to those different scenarios.  I think that minimum standards or setbacks
work for things such as building setbacks for geotechnical purposes, but
because of the complexity of ecological systems, I think you do have to
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look at it on a site-specific basis and I think a credible process is the way to
go.  There are too many different combinations and permutations of adja-
cent land uses and ecological systems to come up with a set standard, even
a minimum standard.  I think the danger that exists with minimum stand-
ards is that that is what gets applied.

**********
Jane: I�m almost agreeing with Gary again, a bit.  If there is going to

be more money around, I�d like some more to be for the municipalities for
reviewing the plans that consultants come up with because that�s one of the
big problems, is that plans, environmental impact statements and so on get
made by a consultant and, unless the municipality has expertise to see the
flaws in such a plan, if any, then they tend to get rubber stamped, and that�s
dangerous.  With minimum standards, again, they can be a weapon because
people tend to go for the minimum standard and say, �well you know the
minimum standard is x meters - we�ll go for that�, again, as Gary said,
without any thought about what�s really needed, and sometimes the mini-
mum may not be needed and sometimes a lot more than the minimum may
be needed.  So that�s another problem.  One of the concepts of buffers in
core areas in protecting natural areas is a sort of idea developed by Norton
as much as anybody. You have a core area and then around it you establish
a zone of protection to protect that minimum core.  The problem is, that
just simply doesn�t work in a landscape that is as fragmented as many of
those we have in Ontario.  We don�t have any core interior forest.  We�re
protecting little remnants--the minimum--and it�s important to maintain those
and give those as much protection as we can, and that may include extend-
ing the boundaries of them and connecting them up and linking them to
adjacent areas, and so on, which brings the whole buffer issue back into a
sort of natural heritage system issue rather than just protecting the core.

**********
Jack: Not that I want to see more money to consultants, I will say

that I agree with Jane and Gary that, well first of all, one thing, I guess, we
have to live with are minimum standards that are in our various policy
documents and they are being used.  I would much prefer, as you say, to
have them used as a start of the process rather than the endpoint, but as
both Gary and Jane have mentioned, we see that the fairly wealthy munici-
palities can afford to try to do much better.  The rural and poorer munici-
palities, especially with the downloading of responsibilities, but again, with
very little money to increase their staff to contend with that download of
responsibility, they basically just pull out the book and say �what�s the
minimum�, and they apply it.  To a large degree, a minimum standards
concept was founded in engineering which ensured that certain standards
were met for certain types of physical interactions or principles.  The diffi-
culty is, when you�re dealing with environmental systems where there are
physical, chemical and biological interactions occurring, those standards
are a shot in the dark, and that�s where I think I�d rather have a credible
process.  Again, it doesn�t have to be onerous and extremely extensive, but
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it has to be fairly specific, and one of the other things we�ve been trying to
sort out is whether or not could we classify landscapes.  We have done
ELC.  Can we classify it on a biophysical basis within watersheds.  As well,
there are certain segments of channel form and structure that persist be-
cause of certain aspects of slope and geology.  If we can classify those,
what type of functions do they have, then that shortens the planning proc-
ess by understanding that certain classes of systems will operate in certain
ways.  That could maybe help us to get beyond the minimum standards and
to more of the functional end.  Yes, we have to live with the fact that we do
have standards and we are applying them the best way possible.  Our plan-
ning process is probably a lot better than one anywhere else despite what
people think.  It is probably one of the best ones that I have seen in North
America.  But we do have to go much beyond that.  I remember talking to
one of my colleagues in Guelph, John Fitzgibbon, about watershed plans
and my angst about whether or not Guelph was going to accept the Hanlon
watershed study.  His comment was, who cares.  He said, �It�s a public
document it�s the best thing going.  It�s the best information that we possi-
bly have on how the system functions.  It�s in the public domain.�

**********
Question from floor The broader functions that may be mentioned

in an ecological assessment.  Additionally, I think that independent munici-
palities and how much money they have to spend ___without minimum
standards to adhere to the minimum standards.  In forcing them _______ I
believe the rationale for nothing over and over again, so I don�t know if I
totally agree that by setting minimum standards you are getting _______.  I
agree that ecological assessments have to be undertaken to determine ap-
propriate buffers, but I think there is real rationale for minimum standards
in the technically broader regional functions, and you can also allow some
municipalities to have that callback against the ______.  So, to get back to
the whole implementation aspect, and because minimum standards and
broader policies are no longer warm and fuzzy, you actually have some
rules you can fall back on when it comes to implementation.

**********
Gary: I�ll say something quickly.  I think that when you are talking

about, and I do agree with you in part, and that is when you are looking at
an area site-specifically, scale is a big issue and there is no reason why you
can�t to some extent come up with site-specific guidelines or ranges for
buffers within the watershed or sub-watershed.  So, I think that comes into
play within the context of sub-watershed and watershed planning study,
and that really should be geared towards that sub-watershed and the fea-
tures and functions within that sub-watershed.  What, I guess, I would
object to is having a Provincial minimum standard applied to watersheds
because I think your watershed is going to be very different than a water-
shed in North Bay, versus a watershed in the Niagara region, so I think to
that degree there is no reason what you can�t come up with some sort of
ranges for protection and requirements of implementing buffers within dif-
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ferent areas without providing one number that absolutely gets applied, so
you can, quite simply, mandate an EIS to develop buffers and a process
through which that gets determined, but also provide some sort of a man-
agement zone within which those EIS�s have to be done and that�s part of
what comes through in the Provincial Policy Statement.  The concept of an
adjacent lands is the areas within which these types of studies have to de-
termine various different environmental management requirements.  So, in
part, I agree with you, but I wouldn�t want to put a hard and fast number
on the entire watershed, but certainly a requirement for it.  I wouldn�t want
that on a provincial level.

**********
Question from floor My name is Max Shop, I�m a consultant

ecologist.  I�d like to say I don�t know if throwing more money at the
ecologists is going to resolve the problem.  Sorry about that Gary.  I would
agree with most of what the panel said, but I think that what didn�t come
up, perhaps, is the real gap between the process and the implementation,
and I don�t think you really addressed the implementation part of it.  Jane,
I think in one of your responses that you brought out a key thing.  What
you end up with when you go through that nice logical process is just the
developers� ecologists arguing with the municipalities� ecologists and I
think that�s mostly a reflection of the fact that there are still a lot of un-
knowns in terms of how big buffers should be and what the real impacts
are, and possibly some degree a reflection of who we work for.  My partner
actually said, to get an argument you just have to put two ecologists in the
room, but maybe its just something inherent in our discipline.  But, in any
case, to get to the implementation level, it seems that the difference be-
tween the two points of view are going to get resolved either by planners
working with developers and coming to some compromise and ecologists
are often cut out of that decision making, or it goes to the OMB, in which
case the decisions are often made by the people who least understand the
technical issues.  I think those two things are to be avoided.   I guess my
question to panel is, although a process such as the one Gary outlined is
probably the best way to go academically, I think it really only works if we
know a little bit more about the impacts we are dealing with.  Do you think
a set of minimum standards is an interim while we get our act together and
try to figure out exactly how wide buffers should be and what impacts are,
at which point maybe we can go to just using some kind of a process to
establish these.

**********
Jack: I was just thinking that I remember when we were invited by

Municipal Affairs and Housing to prepare the Provincial Policy Statement
and our criteria to it, we said that we would like them to be based on good
science and good information, and the answer back from them was �we�ve
got six months, give us some standards�.   Our comment was �that�s great
can you help us with a little bit of cash flow in the longer term so that we
can collect the data to refine those numbers�, and the answer was, �what�s
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your problem�.  So, ideally, and this gets back to it and you�re right, at
some point you have to make some decisions to start at some process.  I
would much rather see minimum standards set through a watershed-sub-
watershed process at least to get some data to better refine things rather
than that the standard that is applied across the Province.  I also agree with
that you implementation is the key.  The elegance is in the details, and I see
most of our fundamental big issue planning decisions made at the OMB.
You are right, by the people who have the least amount of knowledge and
understanding of the situation.  So, the challenge is how we can try to get
the win-win.  I cannot tell people what the answer is, all I can tell them is
when it comes to how wide a buffer should be is what functions they are
going to gain and lose as they reduce or expand that buffer, and it�s up to
them to decide.  It is up to me to provide that information to the OMB and
then they can make that decision.  That is the only process I can see.  But,
one thing that we have found is if you can get the developers and their
consultants on board at the very beginning of the process of trying to sort
this out, usually  you end up with a better product because people can see
the information together, there is nothing being hidden, and usually you
can work together towards this.  We saw this happen through our sub-
watershed planning and further implementation with the City of Waterloo.
They were asked to do and Elora Creek watershed study and there were
still points of dissension here and there, but, in the main, most of the major
things we wanted done with buffers were achieved, and that was in con-
junction with the developers and their consultants.

**********
Question from floor  I am the Chair of the City of Walsn EAC

committee and I have a couple of questions.   Do you believe that the best
place to use the process that we are hearing today would be at the EIR
stage and to make a request of the consultant and developer half way.   Is
there something besides the normal  checklist for an EIR that we should be
adding into the process to ensure buffer requirements are understood.

**********

Jane: I think what Jack just said is really important, that it�s essential
to have some ground rules set out whether there are minimum standards,
which I don�t particularly agree with, or whether there are ranges of rules
and sets of circumstances under which things should apply, because once
things get to the stage of actually getting on the ground, and doing a sur-
vey, usually someone has a grand vision of a subdivision or something in
their mind and is much harder to change that than to have them come in at
the beginning and know which areas they can and cannot develop in.  When
this has been working for the wetland evaluation.  Now everybody knows
that they are not going to be able to develop in wetlands so they don�t even
try any more and so it�s getting the whole mind set, the whole attitude of
what needs to be taken care of at a much more fundamental stage than
trying to fight all these battles, and go to the OMB and have all those
decisions made there.

**********
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Question from floor This one is for Gary.  I think that most peo-
ple who have experience with buffers is analogous to a head gasket.  They
are very thin and they are subject to intense heat and they don�t work most
of the time.   I think part of the solution, this is more of a comment again to
Gary.  This is short list:  there are five types of infrastructure in communi-
ties - we�re talking urban areas so there has got to be some contextual
paradigm within urban areas for the most part.  We have a recreational
aesthetic infrastructure.  Every community needs that.  We have ecological
infrastructure and natural heritage system, and its coming into its own.  We
have a utility infrastructure, poles, wires, water pipes, and sewer lines.  We
have living or sedentary  infrastructures where we, our species lives.  Then
we have our entrepreneurial infrastructure, where we busy ourselves dur-
ing the other part of the day when we�re not at home.  It strikes me that a
lot of the guidelines still needs to be reserved to elevating ecological infra-
structure to the same level as the rest, because if that happens, all these
other infrastructures are well served by setbacks and buffers because peo-
ple don�t tolerate minimum separation distances that have people living on
top of each other.  Are we getting there, or are we going to continue to
have natural heritage systems as the residue of our settlement history on
the landscape?

**********
Gary: Certainly I wouldn�t be justified in saying we are there, but I

would tend to agree with you that we have to elevate the importance of
ecological systems and need to provide natural heritage networks that are
somewhat approaching sustainability or that should be the goal.  I think
we�re getting there; we�re on the road to getting there.  Don�t ask me how
far along that road we are, because I don�t think that anyone can say, but I
think we are on the way to getting there.  I think things like the implemen-
tation of ESA criteria in official plans, the requirements for EIS�s for vari-
ous different development proposals are all mechanisms by which we get
there.  Now each of those have their implementation aches and pains, but
really, in order to provide something that will maximize the natural herit-
age system, we have to go through that process, because to apply some-
thing that we know nothing about in terms of stopping something down,
we can�t justify, we don�t know how it�s going to work.  It doesn�t neces-
sarily provide us with any additional protection, it may be underachieving
what we want, so I think that we have to recognize the importance and
deal with it accordingly, but deal with it through some sort of attempt to
understand the system and how that system has impacts placed upon it.

**********
Jack: Just one quick point.  I felt the earth shudder under my feet a

few weeks ago when I got an e-mail with a paper that was presented at an
engineering conference on water by a Municipal Engineer who was mak-
ing an argument that rivers, streams and riparian zones flowing through an
urban area should be managed as assets of the community, just as the infra-
structure for pipes should be, and that it should be managed in a way that
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maintains environmental health, because it provides service to the commu-
nity.   I have the paper and I�ll be happy to distribute it to anybody who
wants it.  It�s by Kevin Cober and Mary Trudeau from Ottawa Carleton.  I
think that that is a refreshing thought to begin the concept of trying to
figure out how that infrastructure should be better managed and viewed by
the community.

**********

Question from floor  I am a consultant.  I just want to say I really
do think we do need minimum standards, but the minimum standards we
need are those that apply to EIS�s because, my experience is that not only
are they all varying a lot, but also, the people who interpret them have huge
degrees of experience and abilities to do that and that�s where the mini-
mum standards are required.  I know we have the guidelines, but we need
enforceable minimum standards for the EIS process, otherwise the whole
thing won�t work.  Your flow chart won�t work unless we all do the same
level.  Just one example of that is just defining what the natural area is.  If
you have a big wetland and adjacent upland old field, almost all consultants
will draw a line around the wetland and then buffer it, whereas, they don�t
even know what the resources are, for instance, breeding water fowl that
are in that adjacent upland field.  Is that part of the feature, or is that part of
the booklet? And that�s where we need those solid guidelines and enforce-
able minimum standards.  That was a question.

Jane: Your voice is supposed to go up at the end.  I really
agree with that.  I think a lot of the problem that we have with establishing
where the boundaries are, and where the limits of development are, and
where the buffers are, is because there are no standards for an EIS.  Some
of them are really bad that come out and some of them are really good.
There are a lot of things in between.  There are very few people in munici-
palities who are qualified to make that judgment.  There are a lot of deci-
sions being made based on a nice glossy report with colour maps and pho-
tos even if what�s in it is complete garbage.  I do agree with that.

**********

Gary: I just wanted to say one thing.  All our reports are good.
I think, in terms of a credible process, certainly you need some standards
for an EIS.  The difficulty comes into play when you are dealing with dif-
ferent systems, different development scenarios, different conditions under
which you are trying to establish minimum requirements even for an EIS.
One of the things that I found very helpful, and maybe Bonnie at the City of
London could hopefully support me one this, is that scoping meetings at
the beginning of an EIS process are extremely helpful.  What a scoping
meeting does is it helps you to define requirements for an EIS, and it is
focused towards the particular development scenario, if that�s the case, or
for the particular feature and draws out important issues that need to be
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dealt with during the process of conducting an EIS.  Then you get buy-in
from both parties, the municipality and its EEPAC members as well as the
developer and the developer�s consultant.  Then there is a clear under-
standing as to what needs to be done to determine appropriate manage-
ment practices, protection measures, whatever.  I think that�s one of the
steps in a process that is critical when you are conducting any sort of envi-
ronmental impact study.  Within that is the determination of buffers.  I think
that that�s one way of developing, again, on a site-specific basis, some
minimum requirements for how these studies get done.  It eliminates the
degree to which you have disagreement at the end. There is less disagree-
ment on exactly what it was that was required of the study and more fo-
cused on the findings of the study.

**********

Question from floor:  Just a brief comment on the discussion of
______.  I read a lot and I am focused on that about an hour ago when we
talked about ______ shortcomings and a lot of time is spent on the front
end of an area.  I think there would be a lot of gain in findings communities
and so on and so forth.  I find that as a reviewer of municipalities, that I�m
really disappointed in what comes out the ______.  There�s lots we can
build upon, but we don�t seem to get to the end of the process and that is
partly  the community�s responsibility to make sure that the consultants
come back with visual presentation of  management practice and guide-
lines.

**********

Bill: Thank you, I think that kind of discussion will take place in the
workshops this afternoon on implementation.  I�d like to thank those who
participated in this panel discussion.  I�d like to especially thank our three
panelists who took the time to prepare for this session.   They have very
busy schedules, and if you need to take some time to relax, and I�d like to
encourage them to take a walk in the woods.  Take a walk in Carolinian
Canada  and to go out there and get to relax, and to do what Steven Covey
says and �sharpen their saw�.  But I hope they don�t bring their saw with
them when they go.
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Afternoon Workshops

Riparian

Lessons Learned

Context and Approaches to Planning for Buffer Areas

What Rural Landowners Telling Us

Wodlands

Take it to the limit

Protecting the back forty

The Ring Around the ESA and Other Suburban Myths

Implementation

Drawing the Line

Criteria for Effectiveness

Community Assertiveness

Angus Norman

Barb Rosser

Tracey Ryan

Jane Bowles

Muriel Andreae

Michelle Kanter

Bonnie Bergsma

Linda Harvey

Hal Schraeder

Bill: The three workshops went on simultaneously.  It was not pos-
sible for two-thirds of you to attend one of the workshops, so, in order to
get as much benefit out of the day as possible, I arranged to have a
recorder for each session to take notes.  That person is going to come up
next and make a little synopsis of what they heard.   The other reason for
doing this, is that everybody can get a full picture, or a sense of what has
gone on today, and to come closer to the language that we need to identify
what a buffer is, can we define a buffer, and characterize the functions that
we�re trying to protect?  And also, what are some ideas that people have
discussed throughout the day about how to implement an effective buffer
policy?

The first ones that I�d like to hear from are the Riparian Workshops.
The first one was Angus Norman, who spoke.  He was followed by Barb
Rosser and then by Tracey Ryan.  So, in order, I�d like Steve to come
forward and Mike Leonard, and Rebecca, and then one after the other do
your sessions and that will hold the Riparian workshops together.

Plenary Session



41

First, I�d like to defer any questions to Angus Norman, who is the per-
son who did the presentation.  My name is Steve Couture, I work with the
City of London in the Planning Policy.

With regards to the �Riparian: Lessons Learned�.   One of the key mes-
sages, in fact, probably the key message is, we have a long way to go with
regards to knowledge.   Key take home points:   Angus has done a litera-
ture review.  He is publishing something by way of a professional publica-
tion that is a limited consolidation of the information, but slowly and surely
we are developing the base of knowledge with regards to riparian and
wetland habitats and buffer areas.  We are definitely better off in some
areas than others.  We have a better idea of what we need to look for.  We
know that buffer distances are variable due to the large number and huge
number of factors that have to be studied, and site specific analysis makes
sense, but it is a very onerous and possibly expensive thing to do on a
regular basis.  So Dr. Epp, my apologies, but truthfully very expensive,
very onerous to take on.

Suggestions for Actions:   How do we go about creating buffers to
protect water quality and water quantity?   We do need more funding,
either through government organizations, private development or munici-
pal involvement to establish the scientific base on these ecological func-
tions and their interactions.

With regards to the recommendations:   To the plenary, integration of
this knowledge is very important, which will provide us with a better un-
derstanding of the hydrological regime, a water budget that will not just
focus on the site, but on the area involved.  End of pipe solutions, with
regards to a comment, a question, that came forward from one gentleman.
The end of pipe solution has been, for many many years, the simplest, most
cost effective solution. It is not necessarily the best one, as we are all find-
ing out.  The language that is used to communicate to the participants, the
stakeholders and so forth, has to be simple language.  For those who are
technically oriented, experts and so forth, you have to be very simple in
terms of the jargon that you use when you are communicating your ideas.
It is extremely useful to demonstrate, with example sites, real examples of
people who are involved in decision-making and, finally, they need to be
proactive in identifying the natural heritage system.  I think the primary
example here is, you have to have your natural heritage polices in place,
through your planning process.  The Provincial Polices are there, the mu-
nicipal polices, through your official plan can identify the natural heritage
of a system.  However, without that, you are really facing an uphill battle.
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My name is Mike Leonard.  Barb Rosser spoke to the group on that
exciting piece of writing called Provincial Policy Statement 2.3. (Riparian:
Context and Approaches to Planning for Buffer Areas.)   I know I felt five
years younger the moment I walked into her conversation because she was
talking about the difference between have regard for as opposed as to be
consistent with.  This took me back to 1995.  Once stepping back through
the Planning Act framework for eventually establishing buffers, riparian
and otherwise, in Ontario, Barb dealt with some of the other legislative
mechanisms.  I know that she touched lightly on the Conservation Authori-
ty�s Act, and I am certain that that has no connection with the fact that she
comes from Ailsa Craig, where, this summer they are recreating the his-
toric event �Stock Car Racing on the Local Flood Plain�.  So, if there are
any discrepancies there, you can actually speak to her.

I think one of the more interesting aspects that Barb got into was the
fact that, in looking at preservation of urban woodlands, (this is where I
got confused because I thought it was a buffers conference only, but any-
way), she got into some of the precedents in various communities in On-
tario, and especially an interesting one up in Vaughn where, depending on
the perspective of people in the room, either there was a great voluntary
sense of stewardship from the development industry, or somebody who, I
think, was a bit more cynical, mentioned that perhaps it was a limited form
of extortion under the provisions to the Development Charges Act.  I should
say at this point, I think the reason Vaughn probably is in the forefront is
because, as a development services manager, they had the good foresight
many years ago to hire a landscape architect from the University of To-
ronto.

I would close my presentation and comments on Barb�s presentation in
terms of saying that I think there were many more questions opened up.  I
think there were probably topics for three or four more days like this con-
tained. And one of the more important ones, in closing, probably would be
recounting Middlesex County�s experience.  I don�t see Steve Evans here
in the audience, so I�ll be quite blunt and frank.  But, what happens when at
the front end of an upper tier official plan you devote a lot of resources to
characterizing the natural environment, but what happens to Schedule A at
the back end of an upper tier plan when you haven�t had a chance to de-
velop those strategies in context of the constituency�s mindset.
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My name is Rebecca Brewer, I�m a grade 11 student from Lucas Sec-
ondary School.  Please forgive me if I�ve missed a few key points.  I�ll try
my best.  This was the discussion with Tracey Ryan entitled �Riparian:
What Rural Landowners are Telling Us�.  Pretty much the purpose was to
learn the needs and concerns of private landowners instead of focussing so
much on the others.   So, I found that the message was that we want to
understand their side and facilitate them instead of them having to bend to
our needs and wants.  So, some really interesting points - the fact that
landowners actually do undertake making buffers on their own.  They don�t
always need someone to come up to them and say, we want you to try
having a buffer here, or you have to do this.  They actually do so on their
own without somebody having to come up to them.

Also, for the watersheds, the minimum buffer is 8 feet.  That�s not a lot,
but we found that you have to take that 8 feet because that 8 feet is better
than nothing.  Then you can work on that and build from that.  At least you
have that much.  A really interesting thing was that farmers have made
buffers mostly just to improve their stream bank stability to avoid erosion,
to improve water quality, and improve fish and wildlife habitat and have
better drain maintenance.  It seems with our discussions before, that the
main concern would be the wildlife coming and eating off their crops.  This
problem is actually a very minor one for the farm landowners.   They found
that 90% of the farmers had placed buffers for the satisfaction of being a
good steward, not because they had to, because they were pressured into
it, or for the money.  They also found that most farmers involved with
buffers were part time farmers, so they had other income and they had
more time to try to maintain the buffers.

We found we need to educate landowners. We can�t expect them to
know everything.  There need to be more innovative techniques of incen-
tives for farmers-not necessarily money.  Buffers other than natural ones-
we can�t just expect them to have a buffer that won�t benefit them at all.
We still need to give them some economic gain since they have lost that
land to their crops and everything.  So, maybe if it can still give them some
economic gains like, maybe, having Christmas trees planted on there so
that after the birds migrate they can cut them down and sell them for Christ-
mas trees and then replant, or even just having grass and let it grow and
then once the nesting is done you can cut it and feed it to the livestock.  So,
landowners have to be given options that they can adapt to their situation.
You can�t give them specifics, because then that is going to frustrate them
even more.  We need to provide them with examples of buffers so they can
see that we are also doing it too-not just expecting them to do it and putting
it all the responsibility on them.  So, we need realistic expectations from
them.  We can�t expect them to give us so much of their land because that�s
what most of them making their living off of, so we can�t just say, give us
all of this.  We have to work with the landowners to determine acceptable
buffer widths because it will be dependent on how much land they have.
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Bill: The next series of workshops were on the Woodlands and
Upland corridors theme.  Jane Bowles, Muriel Andreae and Michelle Kanter
spoke.  I�d like to ask Leslie Adams, Jack Lorimer and David Wake in turn
to come forward and to give their report on what they heard in the work-
shops.

**********

My name is Leslie Adams and I sat in on the title of the session was
�Woodlands:  Take It To the Limit�.  It was Jane Bowles who was our
presenter.  It is kind of hard to define what exactly we are trying to get at.
We are a little bit all over the place, but the message that I would take away
from this is that, in general, we are dealing with fragmented areas when we
are talking about buffers and we are not really sure of what the questions
are that we are trying to answer right now.  Like, edge, buffer-what are we
looking at right now?

Some of the key points, I would say, would be trying to identify what
values we are attempting to protect.  Also, it would be important to evalu-
ate the difference between how land is currently being used, and, when you
are going to have the change, what degree of changes.  When the zoning is
changed, how different are they pre- and post-land use change?   Another
thing that came out, that I felt was a key point was, we need to know what
services are wanted and needed by the population, and we need to deter-
mine if those services are met in the community. One of the examples that
we were talking about was partying in the ESAs.  Obviously there is a need
for that service in the community so it something that should be addressed.

We also looked at the fact that there really are four uses or four needs
that buffers serve.  The ones that we basically addressed were looking at it
from a filter for land use change.  That would be one of the services and
functions that a buffer may serve.  We also touched on its conduit function-
where you�re looking at it as a ring around an ESA where your trails are
being put in or if you are looking at a connectivity between two patches of
woodlot.  Another area of function could be the habitat for species diver-
sity.

We didn�t get into any issues pertaining to that and is a sink or source
for natural functions and resources.  I guess the thing I would come away
with-we really didn�t get into any plenary recommendations or ways to
move in the future, but some of the things we did get quite more in depth
would be looking at the edge and the way the edge is established in relation
to how it will be when the land use is changed.  We also looked at, if the
buffer has to be similar to the area it�s protecting.  Do you want it to be a
continuous area and have buffers as a measure to mitigate land use change?
We also talked a bit about thinking about cumulative impact, and we kind
of came to an agreement that residential development takes away from the
ecological integrity of the area we are looking at.
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My name is Muriel Andreae.  The session I was facilitating was on
Municipal policy and I started by talking about an example from Caradoc
Township, West of London, the site where this proposed subdivision, which
will result in 16 acres out of a 66 acre woodland being developed.  How-
ever the woodland was not recognized in the OP or the ZB of the munici-
pality.  There is no council or public support for the woodland preserva-
tion, so there was no municipal policy in that example.   But that was the
example that I put on the overhead with the air photos just to start a
discussion of what sort of buffer should a significant woodland have.

 One of the opinions was that it should be 120 metres.  Start right there,
120 metres away from the edge of the trees.  Nobody in the room had such
a policy in place.  Vaughn appeared to have the most detailed policy.
Tableland woods are zoned.  The zone line is at the point of the trees and
one metre more.  That becomes public land after negotiation with the de-
velopers and the CA�s managing the woodlands under an agreement.  A
subdivision agreement requires a chain link fence on the private property
which abuts that significant woodland.  Tough negotiating; money is limit-
ing.  The best case is that someone had a seven and a half metre strip
outside of the drip line.  Seven and a half metres being half of the 15 metres
that they went into the negotiating room with, basically.  But, also interest-
ing to me is that this strip outside of the drip line is to be naturalized, not
used as a trail, which is something that we discussed in Strathroy, because
the developer could then say, well that�s part of our recreational, we should
get credit for that as recreation if we put the trail outside of the woodland.

Oakville has criteria to identify the significant woodlands, zoning is to
the drip line with an additional buffer on the northwest edge, i.e., the high
wind direction, the cold wind direction edge in some cases.  In that case,
they put the fence on the public property and the public purse is maintain-
ing the fence, because we�ve had discussions earlier in Jane�s session par-
ticularly with residential and recreational encroachment into the wood-
land.  Dollars are limiting; they have only been able to acquire about a third
ot the woodlands. In London, there are new criteria for identifying signifi-
cant woodlands in lesser sites, shall I say, they are requiring protection of
about one third of the canopy of the woodland.   Other municipalities felt
that survival of isolated trees on private lots was very unlikely.  Individual
trees don�t equal a woodland.

Thinking back about it afterwards, I am getting quite discouraged about
discussion of buffers and such a range in the room in terms of where people
were on municipal policy for buffers.  I felt we really need to get natural
heritage areas into the policies.  If more municipalities take part in a knowl-
edgeable discussion of what the municipalities will do with their buffers.
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My name is David Wake.  I attended Michelle Kanter�s discussion enti-
tled �Woodlands: The Ring Around the ESA and Other Suburban Myths�.
Michelle provided  a number of very interesting myths that we thought
about.

If it has a tree, it�s an ESA, if it doesn�t have a tree, it needs mowing, or
if I live near it it�s important.  Just to give a sense of the thought stimulating
comments that were put forward.  I think the kind of messages that we
heard is that there is a very strong need to understand the purpose and
function of buffers and we need both policy and education.  You can�t
achieve good work on buffers without doing both.

Suggestions for action, for the need to involve the future residents, and
maybe that can be done by doing surveys of those already living adjacent to
natural areas.  There is also a need, certainly from the point of view of
municipalities, to set a good example in one area of how these things can
work, and then, perhaps, we can achieve more in others.

In terms of  recommendations, there is lots of science on ecological
values of natural areas; but, we need to learn a lot more about the impacts
of the adjacent land uses.  We need to involve the communities.  We need
to consider recreational needs and desires of the people in those communi-
ties.  If there are to be buffers, we need to encourage appropriate uses
within them, and tools to get there would include monitoring and research,
ongoing commitment, budget, and, always, stewardship of those in the
adjacent properties.
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The third series of workshops were on implementation of buffer guide-
lines.  Bonnie Bergsma, Linda Harvey and Hal Schraeder made presenta-
tions, and to hear what they presented I would invite Caroline Hart, Maureen
Jones and Tunde Otto to come forward to give their reports.

I�m Carolyn Hart, I attended Bonnie Bergsma�s presentation on �Draw-
ing the Line�.  The main message that we learned this afternoon was that
ecosystems operate across the landscape and we can�t attempt to confine
them within lines that are drawn.  We understood that we can, however, try
to implement an approach whereby we would work towards attempting to
find fixed-width, reasonable minimum buffers and determine site specific
variable width buffer prescriptions, based on models.  However, we agreed
that these theoretical concepts are very difficult to argue at the OMB.

Two model approaches were discussed by Bonnie.  She gave to us some
examples in the City of London whereby the whole patch approach is used.
That means, the area under question on the site is looked at as a whole
where the different components of that natural area add value to the whole,
such as diversity.  A buffer is established to protect the whole unit rather
than only the individual feature.  She also discussed a second approach
known as the core approach, whereby the core of the feature is identified
for protection.  Two buffer zones are established around these cores.  Very
minimum activity is permitted in the first zone while more activity may be
permitted in the second zone.  These two approaches are examples of ways
buffers can be achieved for natural areas.

One of the other things that was discussed was the goal of buffers and
what they are attempting to achieve.  We agreed that they are necessary to
minimize the impacts on the features and functions and to maximize long
term viability of the feature.  We also need to achieve a balance between
the needs of people and the needs of wildlife through appropriate buffer
design.  Lastly, we need to acknowledge the natural limits on natural sys-
tems and their functions.
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Hi, I�m Maureen Jones with AquaforBeech.  I was at Linda Harvey�s
session this afternoon and that was one of the implementation ones and we
were talking about the criteria for effective implementation of environmen-
tal policy by local government.  Linda gave a very good presentation with
a handout that helped all of us, especially me for taking notes.  Some of the
key messages that came out of that was that policy implementation is dif-
ferent than effective implementation.  So, you can have the policy, but that
doesn�t necessarily mean it�s going to be effective.  She indicated that local
government arena provides unique challenges and opportunities for imple-
mentation and we also talked about how there is a need for bottom up
approaches rather than regulation and the imposition of standards.  Linda
talked about six criteria for effective implementation and I will just run
through those briefly.

The first one was that it produces tangible outcomes, both  short term
and long term, and she acknowledged or recognized the need that long
term outcomes require change in behaviour and that you also need to pro-
vide the ways and means for implementation.   The second criterion is that
it needs to recognize goals and objectives.  The third one is that it needs to
include provisions for performance, measuring, monitoring, and reporting.
The fourth criterion was that effective implementation should cultivate
 co-operation and commitment; and, that is with all of the various parties
that are involved and affected.   The fifth was that effective implementation
must fit within the existing context�that being the physical, the commu-
nity, organizational and regulatory context.  The last criterion for effective
implementation is that it engages government and stakeholders in a proc-
ess of collaboration, conflict and feedback to learn and adapt over time.
She felt that conflict was a very useful and informative part of the process
because it allows people to identify other factors that need to be consid-
ered in implementation.

We didn�t really have any specific recommendations, I don�t think, that
came out of the discussion, but some of the questions that came out of our
discussion were, how do you measure the effectiveness of implementa-
tion?  How do you rebuild or instill trust between various participants?
There was some discussion about how trust tends to break down or has
broken down between communities and developers and planning depart-
ments, and so on.  Another question was, how do you deal with conflicting
goals and objectives, and how do you involve the local community if one
doesn�t really exist yet.  Somebody was talking about a rural situation where
there really isn�t a local community that comes out to meetings and so on,
so how do you involve that and ensure that those needs or values are rep-
resentative and you can�t rely on special interest groups to necessarily rep-
resent them.  Some of these suggestions for action, that Linda mentioned,
and that came out of our discussion, key things were to use indicators to
measure, monitor and report.  She identified the need for face to face com-
munication and the need to include costs of management in implementa-
tion plans.
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Hello, my name is Tunde Otto and I will be speaking about Hal
Schraeder�s session.  The goal was to talk about implementation and com-
munity assertiveness.  Hal began by putting forward a concept of what
might be important for assertiveness, to consider the triple E solution, as
he called it.  Effective, Efficient and Efficacious.  Effective, we can all
imagine what that is.  Efficient, so does it perform well what you are imple-
menting.  Is it low maintenance or high maintenance, how efficient it is.
Efficacious, which some of us do and don�t know what it is.  Efficacious is
used in the medical field to determine whether a treatment is effective.  It is
giving you what you are looking for.  We suggested that you could use this,
as well, to assess whether what you have implemented is working.  It was
raised whether what is theory is what is being practiced.  Hal suggested
that you should consider that you are never making mistakes; but, instead
you are gaining experience.  So, things are worth trying.  He also was
questioning and throwing this out to the group, as to whether or not going
to look at buffers, specifically, is a form of reductionism in the bigger pic-
ture of ecology and ecosystems.

Then there was talk about the official plan.  Is it a contract, or a vision?
There was talk about it being a vision, from the group, and then again there
were some who thought it was a contract.  The biggest question was, does
the official plan show us where we want to be 20 years from now?  Then
we talked about the implementation of the official plan being the key to its
effectiveness.  There were comments and discussion and some things were
about the fact that the environmental agenda is really a local matter.  So it
comes down more to the local official plan.  Of course, the local official
plan is governed or parented by the greater official plan of the province.

There was the comment of thinking globally, acting locally.  There was
discussion of educating the local community; isn�t that always the bottom
line we come up with.  Talk about educating children.  And finally, talk
about how do we get discussions within the community, because every-
body has their own interests.  How do we get people to talk about their
interests and work together, perhaps for a common goal or two or three
common goals and how can everybody�s views be incorporated?  This is,
of course, in respect to the environment.  Just in summary then, there was
the role for the community.  We also talked about the role for politicians
and meeting the community�s needs, as we are taxpayers and we are paying
the politicians who help meet our needs.  Coming together to try to work
together and communicate and find what makes people tick, as I men-
tioned.  For example, if they have clean water it might be a good sign the
environment is healthy, but help them realize that we have to steward or
consider the environment in creating that effect, so that if we are active,
proactive instead of retroactive, that might help sooner meet our needs.

Implementation:
Community

Assertiveness
- Hal Schraeder

the triple E solution:
Effective
 Efficient

Efficacious

official plan:
 a contract, or a vision
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Bill: Thank you to all the people who have made the reporting pres-
entations.  What we heard from them is that they received a lot from the
workshop presenters and I would like to ask each of the workshop pre-
senters, to come forward and receive a token of acknowledgement of our
appreciation for their efforts in preparing for today�s workshops and pre-
senting it.   Angus, Barb, Tracey, Jane, Muriel, Michelle, Bonnie, Linda
and Hal, please come forward.

I�d like to let you know that there is so much information that was
presented this morning in the two sessions and then the note-taking and we
have just heard back through this last 45 minutes.  There is so much infor-
mation that you couldn�t all take it down and keep it all in your heads, so
there will be proceedings report and I am making a commitment to having
that ready by June 15, in the mail by June 15, so we�ll see if I make my
commitment.  That�s my target.

Due to both technical and scheduling difficulties the publication missed
the target by 3 months.  My apologies to those who could have benefit-
ted from this sooner.

Ideas for future conferences from the floor included:
buffers, again
GIS
cumulative effects
enivoronmental impact studies  and how to do them right
monitoring

**********
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Supplemental Material
provided by Workshop Leaders
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Speaking Notes
Criteria for Effective Implementation

of Environmental Policy
by Local Government

By
Linda Harvey

Local Government

Level of government closest to the people
- Directly accountable to citizens on a daily basis;
- Also accountable to Provincial and Federal government

standards;
- Sometimes, local and provincial priorities/values diverge.

Limited resources
- Ability to generate revenue limited� property tax, user fees

etc., and grants from senior government.
- Trend for senior government devolution of tasks requiring

local governments to do more with less.
- Professional/technical capacity limited in some jurisdictions.

Limited statute authority
- In environmental regulation, local governments may have

jurisdiction over some activities but not others within a land-
scape unit, watershed, or ecosystem.  (e.g. land use and
density, but not forestry, aggregate extraction, or agriculture).

Implementation of environmental policies at the local govern-
ment level requires consideration of these factors in order to be
effective.  The following 6 criteria help delineate what makes im-
plementation effective at the local level.
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1. Effective implementation produces tangible outcomes.

· Tangible outcomes:  The policy needs to actually ACCOMPLISH something.
It�s possible to do a lot and accomplish nothing (e.g. conservation covenants that
are never enforced).

· Make sure that the implementation strategy provides ways and means.

WAYS

How we�re going to go about it

· Regulation?

· Non-regulatory

�cooperative approach/negotiation

 �self-regulating/community-driven

SHORT TERM OUTCOMES
Prevent degradation of natural system by:

Regulating activity; Negotiating, cooperating.

LONG TERM OUTCOMES
Changing behaviour by:

Working cooperatively,
increasing the conservation
ethic in the community, devel-
oping commitment,  Monitor-
ing and learning over time;

MEANS

What resources do we need to
make it happen?

  · If regulating, how will we
administer, monitor and enforce?
What actions, or penalties will
produce the desired effect?
Inspections? Mandated
restoration? Mandated public
education initiatives? Fines?

· If non-regulatory, how will be set
up a workable approach, how will
we ensure that we are achieving
an adequate standard of
protection? How do we ensure
equity?

· Look at non-traditional
resources:

�community expertise and com-
mitment

�stakeholders with common inter-
ests

�public/private partnerships
�partnerships between levels of

government
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2. Effective implementation recognizes goals and objectives

· What do we want to do
and how will be know when we�ve done it?

Ask this question often!  Goals and objectives can provide a
yardstick throughout the policy�s formulation, implementation,
and review, keeping programs on track, and revealing the need
to adapt and revise either the original goal or the implementa-
tion plan to respond to new information.

· Align the implementation strategy as close
as possible to the goals and objectives.

(e.g. are there political aspects in the implementation strategy
that will confound the ability to meet science-based goals &
objectives?)

· Consensus on goals and objectives facili-
tates implementation.

Where conflict prevents consensus, the conflict can result in
learning about other factors that need to be addressed.



55

3. Effective implementation includes the provision for
performance measurement, monitoring and reporting.

· Ensure that policy outcomes are having a
desired effect
- To prevent degradation of natural systems due to ineffec-

tive policy;
- To maintain accountability to senior levels of government,

and the community;
- To allow learning to occur.

· Use indicators to measure, monitor and
report
on an ongoing basis
- This provides an early warning system of negative im-

pacts, so activities can be adapted;
- Information is available to meet senior government re-

quirements for accountability;
- Learning and the concept of continual improvement are

hallmarks of performance measuring, monitoring and
reporting on progress.  Traditional �evaluation� and �audit-
ing� are more judgemental/negative.  .

�In simplest terms, an individual�s or society�s ca-
pacity to improve their situation and contribute to
the well-being of the enveloping ecosystem, depends
on taking action that leads to some positive outcome.
If the nature of the outcome is not being recognized
and assessed against desired ends, little or no learn-
ing occurs.  If there is no such feedback, any im-
provement is by chance if it occurs at all.�

Hodge, R.A., Hardi, P., and Bell, D. 1999. Seeing change Through the Lens of
Sustainability. Background Paper Draft: 8 April 1999 for the workshop �Beyond
Delusion: Science and Policy Dialogue on Designing Effective Indicators of
Sustainable Development�, The International Institute For Sustainable Develop-
ment, Costa Rica, 6-9 May, 1999. P. 1
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4. Effective implementation cultivates co-operation
and commitment.

· In the short-term, regulation and the imposition of standards are
effective in limiting human activity.
- There are limits to how far regulation can go in protecting natural

areas, given what we know about local governments.
- Enforcement is expensive and local governments are under

pressure to provide more with less.
- If the community perceives some interest to be a priority, it has

the ability to zone and regulate land use to reflect these local
values.  These values may not priorize protection of natural areas
over other land uses, leading to passive and active resistance to
policy.

· To protect natural systems over the long-term, a change has to
occur in the daily interaction between people and the land on

which we live

· Increasing the normative commitment of staff, politicians, and the
community is essential in substantively integrating natural area pro-
tection into the variety of land uses identified by the community as
having value.

· Choosing policy implementation processes that are cooperative,
interactive and empowering vs. bureaucratic can increase nor-
mative commitment.
- Learning occurs through the experience of protecting the natural

environment.
- Costs are shared as developers engage professionals vs. govern-

ment providing all of the issue identification, prescription and
advice.

- Direct costs to government are reduced through more efficient
utilization of resources available in the community (e.g. EEPAC).

· Rationality affects commitment and compliance
- The policy should be rational and scientifically defensible in order

to justify the restrictions that are being imposed on people�s
activity.
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5. Effective implementation fits into an
existing context.

· Physical
- Does the implementation plan take into account the physical

characteristics of the landscape and the nature of the system
being protected?

Are different standards required for different types of wetlands:
fens, bogs�?

Is a setback distance or buffer on flat terrain adequate for rolling
topography or steep slopes?

· Community
- What are the values and priorities established by the public in

official community plans and zoning bylaws?

- Is there economic stress in the community that could undermine
implementation of an environmental policy?

- Is there interest in taking on a stewardship role, or does the
community rely on government to protect natural systems?

· Organizational
- What level of experience and expertise does the municipality

have in implementing environmental policy?

- Will implementation of the policy be a significant divergence from
past practice? Is there likely to be commitment to the policy, or
resistance and apathy?

- How many departments will be affected and how can efforts be
coordinated to gain efficiencies in the implementation process?

- Is a change management plan necessary to guide the transition
period from past practice to the new way of providing service?

· Regulatory

- Does the implementation plan conflict or duplicate any existing
Federal, Provincial or local government programs in place?
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6. Effective implementation engages government and
stakeholders in a process of collaboration, conflict and
feedback to learn and adapt over time.

· Conflicting values and competition for land use are a fact of life
in local government.

· Include conflict management in implementation plans as a way
to provide feedback and learn.

· Choose implementation tools that provide opportunities to
involve people in the process of protecting natural areas.  This helps
build normative commitment through participation and learning.

· Engage stakeholders in developing indicators, measuring
performance, monitoring, and reporting results.  This can be a
shared learning experience that can also help build normative
commitment.

Effective Implementation and Sustainability

· Effective policy implementation criteria contain some key
themes from implementation theory and everyday experience.

- taking the long-view to learn and adapt over time
- enhancing normative commitment
- forming partnerships and using cooperative approaches
- taking a holistic view of the context of ecosystems and human

systems

These are also key concepts of sustainability.

· By creating a truly effective environmental policy
implementation strategy, local governments can move
along a parallel path toward more sustainable
communities.
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SUMMARY

Six Criteria For Effective Implementation

1 � Effective implementation produces tangible
outcomes.

2 � Effective implementation recognizes goals and
objectives.

3 � Effective implementation includes the provision
for performance measurement, monitoring and
reporting.

4 � Effective Implementation cultivates co-operation
and commitment.

5 � Effective implementation fits into an existing
context.

6 � Effective Implementation engages government
and stakeholders in a process of collaboration,
conflict and feedback to learn and adapt over
time.
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The following pages are excerpted from the book
�Vegetative Buffer Strips and Wetlands� which is an
 up-to-date literature review by Angus Norman of the Ministry of
Natural Resources, Science and Technology  Unit, London.
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Vegetative Buffers for Wetland Protection and Provision of Habitat
in Southern Ontario

Definitions and Descriptions

There are many definitions in the literature characterizing vegetation retained, created or man-
aged adjacent to lakes, rivers and wetlands for purposes of water quality protection and the provi-
sion and protection of habitat for a wide range of fish and wildlife species. Terms used include,
riparian buffers, buffer strips, vegetated buffers, vegetated filter strips and filter strips.

The main features identified in this range of definitions and descriptions are:

§ They occur on lands adjacent to lakes, rivers, streams and wetlands
§ They are often in a riparian zone
§ The area may be periodically flooded
§ The surface may be rough and the vegetation heterogeneous (vegetative buffer)
§ The surface is smooth and the vegetation homogenous (vegetative filter)
§ The vegetation may occur naturally or be planted
§ The vegetation may or may not be managed ·  The band of vegetation may vary in

width
§ They separate environmentally sensitive areas and development
§ They lessen the impact of human disturbance
§ They slow water runoff
§ They reduce erosion
§ They help stabilize banks
§ They help protect water quality
§ They provide some protection from non-point source pollution
§ They trap sediment and other pollutants
§ They provide habitat in the riparian zone
§ They provide some habitat protection for the adjacent down-slope wetland/ water body
§ They connect wetlands and other natural heritage features
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Urban Considerations

In urban practice vegetative buffer strips are only one component in an
integrated stormwater management system.

A series of BMP�s should be utilized depending on the nature of the site,
the nature of development and environmental protection goals and
objectives

Before development land in a watershed is available and costs of
establishing a buffer strip and other best management practices at that
time are relatively low. Costs are comparatively low when an existing
grass or meadow area is reserved at the site before development begins

Further savings can be realized if the filter strip is used as an-on-site
erosion control practice during the construction phase of development. If
a filter strip has been used as a sediment control measure during the
construction phase, it is advisable to re-grade and re-seed the top edge of
the strip.

A buffer strip to work effectively in an urban environment should:

1. have the top edge of the filter strip follow across the same
elevational contour

2. be equipped with some sort of level spreading device (i.e. a device
such as a shallow stone trench to convert concentrated flows
into sheet flow)

3. be densely vegetated with a mix of erosion-resistant plant species
that effectively bind the soil

4. be graded to a uniform, even, and relatively low slope

5. if necessary have berms placed at 50 to 100 foot (15 to 30 m)
intervals perpendicular to the top edge of the strip to prevent
runoff from bypassing the strip
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Widths

n absolute minimum - 6 m ( 20 feet ) -minimum - grade slope as close
to zero as drainage permits

n better performance -15 to 23 m + 1m for each 1 % increase in slope

n widths of 31m to 92 m needed for adequate removal of smaller
particles found in urban runoff

n If minimum width ( 6 m ) is used slopes should be graded as close to
zero as drainage permits. Narrow filter strips to be effective in im-
proving water quality must be managed as a lawn or short grass
meadow. These strips should be mowed 2 to 3 times a year to sup-
press weeds and interrupt natural succession; clippings should then
he removed.

n Wooded filter strips are preferred to grassed strips. If an existing
wooded belt cannot be preserved at the site, the grassed strip should
be managed to gradually become wooded by intentional plantings.
The maintenance required for a buffer strip depends on whether or
not natural vegetative succession is allowed to proceed. Under most
conditions, the gradual transformation from grass to meadow to
second growth forest will enhance rather than detract from the
performance of wider buffer strips. This process can be enhanced
with intentional landscape plantings. Maintenance tasks and costs are
both sharply reduced for these �natural� buffer strips.

n To prevent concentrated flows from forming, it is advisable to have
each buffer strip serve a contributing area of five acres or less.

n All buffer strips should be inspected on an annual basis for damage.
Extra strip maintenance must be devoted in the first few months and
years to make sure the strip becomes adequately established includ-
ing extra watering, fertilization and reseeding. Periodic spot repairs,
watering and fertilization may be required to maintain a dense, vigor-
ous growth of vegetation. Accumulated sediments deposited near the
top of the strip will need to be manually removed over time to keep
the original grade.
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Recommendations

n Use good land use practices and best management practices to help
protect both the wetland and the adjacent riparian zone.

n Use vegetated buffer strips to help protect the wetland.

n Use wide vegetated buffer strips wherever possible to help protect
ecological functions of the riparian zone.

n Manage runoff so that flow is shallow and uniform i.e. sheet flow.
Use best management practices to help accomplish this.

n Assess the factors contributing to erosion, sedimentation, contami-
nant and high nutrient runoff and utilize a series of bet management
practices that are most appropriate.

n In all operations, try to maintain good ground cover to help control
erosion at the source.

n Avoid using minimum vegetative buffer widths wherever possible.

n Use wide buffer strips comprised of herbaceous vegetation, shrubs
and trees wherever possible to help protect water quality and provide
wildlife habitat.

n Use settling basins to trap sediments and contaminants from inten-
sive uses such as feed lots or in some urban situations before runoff
reaches the vegetative buffer strip.

n In winter, during snowmelt and periods of high rainfall, use other
best management practices to help reduce erosion, sedimentation and
runoff of high nutrient and contaminant levels.

n In intensive use situations such as certain farm or urban operations
where space is limited, use herhaceous vegetation and mow it 2 or 3
times per year and remove the cuttings.

n Use on slopes lcss than 10% or preferably 1css than 5%

n In urban situations, plan for space and management of vegetated
buffer strips before construction.

n Inspect the buffer strip a few times per year to ensure there is a
dense vigorous growth of vegetation. Repair damage where needed
as soon as possible.

n Riparian zones adjacent to wetlands are important for many species
of wildlife that use wetlands. .
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The following widths of vegetative buffer strip have been shown to help
protect the ecological functions identified

Protection of bank erosion and sedimentation

Some protection from sedimentation and contaminants
Some habitat for edge species

Better protection from sedimentation and contaminants
Habitat for edge species

Good protection from sedimentation and contaminants
Good habitat for edge species

Good water quality protection
Supports some neo-tropical bird species

Good water quality protection
Good habitat for neo-tropical bird species and ground nesting waterfowl

Width of
Vegetative
Buffer Strip

Ecological Function Protected

3 - 5 m

15 m

30 m

50 m

100 m

300 m



67

BUFFER ZONES
From a planner perspective zoning by-laws are the most effective and

versatile regulatory tools that are used to implement the policies of an
Official Plan.

Zoning, as a management tool for habitat protection, is used to differen-
tiate between areas of development and areas of no development, or open
space. In the zoning of land, a buffer is a transition zone between two land
uses that separates and protects one from the other.  The width of the
buffer zone must be large enough to sustain the two land uses on either side
without conflict or impact.

From an ecologist perspective, drawing a hard line, or a zone boundary,
on a map is contrary to the concept of ecosystem, because nature operates
within fluxes and across gradients, not within lines (Riley & Mohr, 1994)
and ecosystem boundaries are not fixed in time and space on the landscape.

In a fragmented landscape the boundaries of the remnant terrestrial
patches are based only in part on ecological criteria, but are strongly influ-
enced by ownership patterns and past land uses. Thus any boundary be-
tween natural vegetation and other land uses becomes our operational start-
ing point. From there, defining an ecosystem boundary requires under-
standing of the constraints, both natural and anthropogenic or technologi-
cal that the ecosystem is operating under.  This is where buffers play an
important role in the management of natural systems.

In order to define buffers, we must first define the goal.

GOALS OF BUFFERS
- To minimize ecological impacts to features and functions of sites, and

maximize the long-term viability of natural systems and species
(Riley & Mohr, 1994).

- To achieve a reasonable balance between the needs of people living in
a community and the needs of wildlife - based on ecological princi-
ples and the best scientific information available (Duerksen et al
1997).

- to acknowledge the natural limits on system functions and not try to
exceed them; and to acknowledge that anthropogenic constraints on
system functions are potentially preventable, modifiable or removable
(Merriam, 1994).

1. BUFFER ZONES
2. GOALS OF BUFFERS
3. DRAWING THE LINE -
CORE/BUFFER CONCEPT
versus WHOLE PATCH
CONCEPT
4. FIXED-WIDTH versus SITE
SPECIFIC BUFFERS
5. REALITIES OF BUFFER
MANAGEMENT AND
OWNERSHIP
6. CASE EXAMPLES IN
LONDON

IMPLEMENTATION OF BUFFERS
DRAWING THE LINE  AND OTHER SITE-SCALE TOOLS

- Bonnie Bergsma
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DRAWING THE LINES - CORE/BUFFER CONCEPT versus
WHOLE PATCH CONCEPT
How we draw the line delineating the area to which buffers are applied

is a critical first step.  In the fragmented landscape, setting ecological bounda-
ries of natural areas based on what is left over is what we have to work
with. The determination of buffers is generally done after the ecological
boundaries have been delineated. What do we include in ecological bounda-
ries?

The Core/Buffer Concept is widely used in conservation planning ap-
proaches, particularly in wilderness or more forested settings. In this ap-
proach a process of identifying areas of relative degrees of sensitivity, sig-
nificance and ecological features and functions is completed to the extent
that the natural area is separated into parts which are then treated individu-
ally as having lesser or greater significance. A core area is identified for
protection. Buffers are added, generally two zones.

Where this type of functional approach has been used in fragmented
landscapes, we do not end up with two buffer zones. As a rule, this core
area is always smaller than the whole patch. The shrubby vegetation, or
young previously grazed forests, or disturbed forests or  regeneration of-
ten present on the edge of the existing natural area is defined as non-sig-
nificant to the whole, cut out of the boundary and then a minimum width
added back in under the heading of buffer. All it does is result in the protec-
tion of a smaller internal area and the creation of new internal edges.

The concept would be more acceptable if multiple buffer zones are cre-
ated with inner zones consisting of existing vegetation important to the
integrity of the area and sufficient to accommodate shifts in the ecosystem
over time and an outer zone which may support compatible uses such as
passive recreational trails, vegetation restoration, stormwater management
facilities and other softer development forms.

The Whole Patch Concept is one which is supported by the City of
London for Environmentally Significant Areas. All naturalized vegetation
within the patch is identified for inclusion in the boundaries including rea-
sonable amounts of shrub thickets, younger woodlands and plantations that
add supporting habitat, diversity, connectivity, internal linkages, visual and
spatial buffers, restoration opportunities and contribute to the ecological
integrity of the whole. The whole patch approach is an outward approach
which looks at the fragment in relation to the role it plays or potentially
could play, in the larger landscape in which it is situated.

The determination of buffers is done after the ecological boundaries
have been delineated. All lands required for buffer are designated in the
same open space zone as the patch. Other site management tools to reduce
the size and intensity of the zone of disturbance to the natural area at the
zone boundary are then included in the subdivision agreements or develop-
ment agreements for site plans. These may include such things as: use re-
strictions, tree protection and retention plans, controls on fencing and ac-
cess, development phasing, controls on construction activities, etc.
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FIXED-WIDTH versus SITE SPECIFIC BUFFERS

fixed width and site-specific variable width
Application
to protect specific functions

e.g. riparian 30 m to reflect site specific conditions
e.g. variable topography and soils

Advantages
-easy to administer
-does not require ecological expertise
- more flexible for varying site conditions and management practices
- tailor made
- may protect the environment more effectively without undue cost

Disadvantages
- results in arbitrary boundaries not reflective of site specific conditions
- requires expertise
- hard to connect the variable width boundaries in areas that grade

together

Problems with both
- how to see the boundaries in the field
- how to monitor and enforce

Solution
- implement fixed width reasonable minimum buffers and determine

site-specific variable width buffer prescriptions based on models

REASONABLE MINIMUM WIDTH BUFFERS FOR TYPICAL
CONDITIONS

Wildlife habitat - 100 m
Woodlands - 50 m
Wetlands - 30 m
Riparian Corridors and Valleys -  30 m
Corridors -  100 m (urban) to 200 m (rural)
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REALITIES OF BUFFER MANAGEMENT AND OWNERSHIP
- we tend only to get the minimum that is achievable based on environ-

mental, social and economic interests, rather than what is ecologi-
cally most appropriate.

- regulatory buffers require monitoring and enforcement to ensure
effectiveness.

- buffer boundaries must be clearly evident and easily identifiable to be
enforced and monitored.

- as a rule, buffers are subject to reduction in size over time through
encroachment

- On blocks of land subject to site plan, or in rural areas, it is possible to
have a separate buffer zone identified and implemented and main-
tained over time.

- On individual lots on plans of subdivision, it is not feasible to have
multiple zones and restrictions on lots for several reasons. First it is
cumbersome to enforce and monitor a buffer that encompasses
multiple landowners. Second, it relies upon education and steward-
ship initiatives which are voluntary and if not embraced by the owner,
compromises the area which is to be protected.

- it is far easier and ecologically more viable to develop a management
program for the buffer as part of the larger open space block and
maintain it under one ownership, preferably public or other conserva-
tion body.

- Regulatory approaches need to be balanced with integrated ap-
proaches that include education and citizen involvement, cooperative
management coupled with buffer demonstration areas, financial and
other incentive tools for landowners to conserve buffers, acquisition
programs, private-sector initiatives, development agreements.
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CASE STUDY 1 - LONDON
Subdivision with single lots adjacent to an ESA
large active river and tributary
steep slopes with seepage areas
wildlife corridor
former apple orchard
rare species

Buffer Goals
1. Protect the Ecological Resource
- protection of slopes for long term stability and encroachment
- protection of watercourse
- protection of a wildlife corridor
- protection of existing natural vegetation
- protection of seepage areas and ground water recharge/discharge = water balance
2. Provide opportunity for enhancement
- compensation for loss of orchard habitat
- location of storm water management pond in between the fill line and flood line
3. Provide social/recreational values
- allowance for trail location behind lots

Parameters for buffers to extend to the rear lot line - all lines are mapped and the
greater of the lines becomes the boundary of the buffer

- use of minimum fixed width and variable buffers.
- multiple zones within the buffer

1. Riparian buffer -minimum 30 m from the watercourse
2. Slope buffer - minimum 10 m from the long term stable angle
3. Vegetation buffer - to the edge of the existing naturalized vegetation (if trees meas-

ured at the outer drip line)
4. Naturalization and trail areas - between the rear lots and  the existing vegetation

CASE STUDY 2 - LONDON

Subdivision with Blocks adjacent to a locally significant wetland
- riparian wetland
- unusual skunk cabbage dominant gently sloping wetland
- upland island
- seepage slopes linkage to forested open space areas
- water pipeline easement identified for recreational access
- high ground water table

OMB Hearing on issues related to wetland boundary and buffers
-approved 15 m riparian buffer
-approved 5 -15 m wetland buffers
-deferred areas on seepage slopes and linkage for further study
-additional setbacks for rear yard areas and areas where no basements could be built.
-designated buffers in a special open space zone, the area which could be used for

density calculations
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i)  Ecological buffers serve to protect the ecological function and integ-
rity of the Natural Heritage System.  Buffers may be required around, or
adjacent to, the shorelines of lakes, rivers and streams and other compo-
nents of the Natural Heritage System.

ii) The location, width, composition and use of ecological buffers neces-
sary to protect natural heritage areas from impacts of development on
adjacent lands will be specified through a community planning study and/
or an environmental impact study.

iii) In addition to buffer lands, additional techniques may be required in
minimizing the impact of development on the Natural Heritage System,
including but not limited to:

a)  The use of site planning to orient the development away from natural
heritage areas;

b)  The acceptance of lands immediately adjacent to natural heritage
areas as part of the required parkland dedication for the proposed devel-
opment;

c)  The use of a setback from the boundary of natural heritage areas for
reconstruction purposes;

d)  Restriction of public access by providing a limited number of access
points to natural heritage areas; and

e)  Other measures, such as fencing.

An example of policy in Official Plan language is this one from the City of
London Official Plan.  This section along with the balance of other environ-
mental policies in Chapter 15 were the subject of an Ontario Municipal
Board hearing.  The challenge by the London Development Institute was
substantively rejected by the Board and some phrases were strengthened.
The work that remains is to transfer this official plan language for policy
guidance into effective day-to-day management procedures to ensure that
the Natural Heritage System is ecologically viable.

The City shall prepare and adopt a Guideline Docu-
ment setting out recommend criteria and param-
eters to facilitate the identification of Ecological
Buffers.

Official Plan
15.3.6

City of London

OMB Decision
No. 1048, June
3/99

Ecological Buffers
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2.3.1 Natural heritage features and areas will be protected from incom-
patible development.

a) Development and site alteration will not be permitted in:
· significant wetlands south and east of the Canadian Shield; and
· significant portions of the habitat of endangered and threatened spe-

cies.
b) Development and site alteration may be permitted in:

· fish habitat;
· significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield;
· significant woodlands south and east of the Canadian Shield;
· significant valleylands south and east of the Canadian Shield;
· significant wildlife habitat; and
· significant areas of natural and scientific interest

if it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative im-
pacts on the natural features or the ecological functions for
which the area is identified.

2.3.2 Development and site alteration may be permitted on adjacent lands
to a) and b) if it has been demonstrated that there will be no nega-
tive impacts on the natural features or on the ecological functions
for which the area is identified.

2.3.3 The diversity of natural features in an area, and the natural connec-
tions between them should be maintained, and improved where
possible.

2.3.4 Nothing in policy 2.3 is intended to limit the ability of agricultural
uses to continue.

Natural Heritage

Provincial Policy
Statement  2.3
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�All fish habitat is protected by federal legislation which is adminis-
tered by the Ministry of Natural Resources in conjunction with the fed-
eral Department of Fisheries and Oceans.

�All fish habitat, including that used seasonally, shall be protected.
The Ministry of Natural Resources, or its designate, may be consulted
when development is proposed which may affect fish habitat in order to
ascertain development alternatives that will achieve no net loss of pro-
ductive capacity and seek a net gain of productive capacity whenever
feasible.  Development may be permitted if it does not harmfully alter,
disrupt or destroy fish habitat.  The relocation and redesign of develop-
ment proposals is preferred over mitigation and compensation of fish
habitat.  A net gain can be achieved through the restoration of degraded
habitat, the enhancement of existing habitat and/or creation of new habitat
where possible.

Fish habitat protection may require a development setback and an
appropriate vegetative buffer, the width of which will be determined in
consultation with the Ministry of Natural Resources.

Area municipalities are required to consult with the Ministry of Natural
Resources and the conservation authority to determine environmental
protection methods which will minimize or prevent fish habitat degra-
dation, ensure no net loss of fish or fish habitat and protect the values of
Significant Biotic Areas when maintaining municipal drains or estab-
lishing new ones�(Region of Haldimand-Norfolk, 1997).1

1Official Plan for the Regional Municipality of Haldimand-Norfolk, p. 66-67

FISH HABITAT

development
setback  and an
appropriate
vegetative buffer

An example of Official Plan text pertaining to
development setback and buffer.

This is taken from the section on �enhanced policies� in NATURAL HERITAGE
PLANNING POLICY IN ONTARIO: A REVIEW OF COUNTY AND REGIONAL
OFFICIAL PLANS carried out by The Best Policies Working Group of the
Ontario Professional Planners Institute and published in August 1999.

Enhanced policies address the full range of
natural heritage features as set forth in the Pro-
vincial Policy Statement and the natural con-
nections between them.  Effective controls on
development and site alteration within natural
heritage areas are in place.
p. 15-17

Best Policies
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Definition & Purpose of Buffers and Setbacks

- C of London, EEPAC proposal 991115

Setback
� boundary between private and public
� measured from feature (ESA, naturalized vegetation) to rear lot line
� protect property from encroachment by public
� protect individuals from hazards

Buffers
soft zone to protect natural function or feature

Objectives
� control encroachment (rubbish, lawn extension, garden)
� limit access
� assert ownership
� privacy (visual screen)
� multiple-use objectives
� recreation
� public access and recreational utilization
� reduce edge effect
� wildlife/aquatic habitat maintenance/enhancement
� water quality/water quantity

Authority for
Section 15.6.12

The Subwatershed Plans identify �antifragmentation� areas which, if natural-
ized, would have the greatest potential for enhancing the Natural Heritage Sys-
tem.  Naturalizing these areas would restore some of the historic habitat diversity.

Comprehensive Set of Policy Statements (Bill 163)
Goal 1A  ... the naturally vegetated or potentially revegetated areas that link or

border natural areas and provide ecological functions such as habitat, passage,
hydrological flow, connection or buffering from adjacent impacts.  They can oc-
cur across or along uplands, lowlands or slopes.  Ravine, valley, river and stream
corridors are further defined as landform depressions, usually with water flowing
through or standing in them for some period of the year.  Ravine, and valley
corridors may be defined locally by considerations such as their natural features
and functions, minimum setbacks from crest of slope, top of ravine or valley bank
or top of projected stable slope.
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Performance Management Zone
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Johnson, Alan W. & Diane M. Ryba (1992). A Literature Review of Recommended Buffer Widths to Maintain Various
Functions of Stream Riparian Areas.  King County Surface Water Management Division, Washington, USA (MS 29 pp)

Recommended Buffer Widths
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Angus Norman Barb Rosser Tracey Ryan

N Mean Median N Mean Median N Mean Median

Factors in choosing to attend [Scale 1 = Extremely Unimportant�7 = Extremely Important]

Relevance to work 15 5.27 5.0 18.0 5.17 5 12 4.50 5

Speaker 14 4.14 4.0 18.0 4.00 4 12 4.50 4.5

Title 16 4.94 5.0 18.0 5.06 5 12 5.33 5.5

Rating of [ Scale 1 = Very Poor � 5 = Very Good]

WorkshopFormat 15 3.40 3.0 18.0 3.72 4 11 4.27 4

FacilitationStyle 15 3.33 3.0 16.0 3.69 4 12 4.00 4

Presentation 15 3.20 3.0 18.0 3.94 4 12 4.33 4

Were your objectives achieved   11 0.45 0 16 0.88 1 10 1.00 1

Jane Bowles Muriel Andreae Michelle Kanter

N Mean Median N Mean Median N Mean Median

Factors in choosing to attend [Scale 1 = Extremely Unimportant�7 = Extremely Important]

Relevance to work 14 6.00 6 7 5.29 5 23 5.91 6

Speaker 13 4.46 4 7 4.14 4 22 3.68 3.5

Title 14 5.29 5 7 4.71 5 23 5.30 5

Rating of [ Scale 1 = Very Poor � 5 = Very Good]

WorkshopFormat 14 3.43 4 7 3.57 3 24 3.75 4

FacilitationStyle 14 3.93 4 7 4.00 4 23 3.74 4

Presentation 14 3.36 3 7 3.86 4 24 3.79 4

Were your objectives achieved   11 0.36 0 4 0.25 0 18 0.67 1

Bonnie Bergsma Linda Harvey Hal Schraeder

N Mean Median N Mean Median N Mean Median

Factors in choosing to attend [Scale 1 = Extremely Unimportant�7 = Extremely Important]

Relevance to work 13 6.92 7 17 5.12 5 7 6.29

6

Speaker 12 3.58 3.5 16 3.56 3 7 5.00 6

Title 13 5.00 5 17 4.41 4 7 5.86 6

Rating of [ Scale 1 = Very Poor � 5 = Very Good]

WorkshopFormat 13 3.54 4 16 3.50 4 7 4.43 5

FacilitationStyle 13 3.54 4 16 3.56 3.5 7 4.00 4

Presentation 13 3.62 4 16 3.94 4 7 4.43 4

Were your objectives achieved   12 0.58 1 14 0.50 0.5 7 0.86 1

Overall
N Mean Median

Factors in choosing to attend [Scale 1 = Extremely Unimportant�7 = Extremely Important]

Relevance to work 126 5.6 6

Speaker 121 4.0 4

Title 127 5.1 5

Rating of [ Scale 1 = Very Poor � 5 = Very Good]

WorkshopFormat 125 3.7 4

FacilitationStyle 123 3.7 4

Presentation 126 3.8 4

Were your objectives achieved 103 0.6 1

Workshop Evaluation Summary
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The majority of  conference participants attended the conference to learn from others because it
had value for their work.

Reasons for attending this conference Mean Median Mode Percent ranking as 6 or 7

to improve knowledge 6.12 6 7 77
to learn form others 6.13 6 6 77
the value to my work 6 6 6 77
the agenda 5.4 5 5 42
PD Day 4.5 5 6 38
Cost 4.3 4 4 27
Financial Support 3 2 1 14

Generally, the facilities and food were rated as good.  Two areas that should be improved are the
size and quality of the workshop rooms and better time management.

One of the workshop rooms was inappropriate for the number of delegates.   A sign-up list at
time of registration to determine the number of participants per session would enable achieving a
balance.

A  request for more time or a longer conference were written by many.  The structure of the
workshops was also a common comment.  It was suggested that the workshop leader deliver a
focussed and short presentation and only after that to open the floor to discussion.  The number of
times that an individual may comment should be limited by setting out rules at the beginning and
asking for agreement.  Schedule five minute breaks between sessions.

Handouts and an early turn-around on the conference proceedings were requested.

Facilities Food Time Management
KingsSite  am Room  WshopRooms Dining  pm Room  Preparation  am break  pm break  Luncheon

N 69 68 69 67 64 67 68 67 66 68
Mean 4.25 4.12 3.61 4.06 4.09 4.04 4.29 4.42 4.18 3.82
Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Mode 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4

Conference Evaluation
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C - Comments beside questions
R - Recommendation to make a successful conference

Conference Cost & Student/ngo support
     C - thought cost was moderate, not low
     C - great to hear that high school and university students
were here
     C - conf fee was not low

Facilities
     Directions to site & rooms
          C - confusing about where rooms were, where to go
          C - better directions to the conference and within site to
rooms
          C - better directions to the conference were needed
          C - Kings was easy to find; free parking is a plus
     Food
          C - fruit was great
          C - lunch was a little short
          C - afternoon refreshments outside was great; fresh fruit
is always the key
          C - fabulous fruit
          C - lunch was disgusting
          C - should be reusable or recyclable cups and plates
          C - meat, fish, some protein needed for luncheon
     Morning Room
          C - morning room was hard to find
          C - dining room should have microphone for announce-
ments and speeches
          C - more microphones throughout morning meeting room
          C - sound poor in morning sessions
     Workshop Rooms
          C - workshop rooms were small
          C - Room 176 was very warm and stuffy
          C - Rm 176 was tight; not enough seats
          C - Rm 176 was too small; lack of air
          C - Room 178 was bad
          C - Rm 176 too small; hot!
          C - Room 176 was too small
          C - room too small
          C - Room 176 was not good; too small; very stuffy
          C - workshops room were good except 174
          C - workshop rooms were too small
          C - hard seats in workshop rooms
          C - student desks are hard for left-handers
     Afternoon Room
          C - lecture halls not very cheerful, no windows

Time
     Not enough time
          C - not enough time in afternoon plenary
          C - not enough time in morning panel
          C - not enough time
          C - not enough time though, to get into the ��meat�� of
the matter
          C - too little time per sessions
          C - need more details and more time in plenary
          C - more time needed on this issue
          C - It is always easy to go over time; good job at keeping
sessions almost on time
          C - morning panel was too short
          C - morning panel was too brief
          C - thanks for being on time
          C - too many things to cover, not enough time
          C - time mgt � too much to cover
          C - more time would have been useful
          C - too short a time to discuss in plenary session

          C - no time to discuss conclusions
          R - although the workshop sessions seem too short a
whole hour might be tiring and 3 sets probably couldn�t be held
          R - need 5 min break between sessions
          R - more time!
Conference length
          C - one day is sufficient although probably benefit from
second meeting at a later date; with range of interests participat-
ing�group not met before, should maybe have been 1.5 days
          C - one day not enough; a day of solutions to follow would
have been good
          C - one day is sufficient; but need to focus more
          C - one day sufficient for a brainstorm but not to get to a
solution
          C - overall I think this type of conference required more
than one day to discuss the diverse topics that were presented.
          C - one day is insufficient, topic too vast
          C - one day is enough but I�d stay for more
          C - too much info to be reviewed in one afternoon
          R - either a 2 day conference or part of a series over a
period of time
          R- It was too much information and too many topics for a
one day workshop
     Suggestion
          C - would suggest earlier start but build in time for
displays; many not set up before 10 as planned
          C - afternoon plenary was a good summary but hearing
speaker�s summaries is tiresome; could have been shorter
          C - I found the presentations too long in the afternoon
which didn�t leave enough time for discussion
          C - plenary session helped but it went too fast
          C - much time spent discussing problems, but perhaps
due to time constraints there was little in the way of useful
conclusions at the end ie buffers �best evidence�
          C - needed more time for discussion, expected more
��evidence�� to be presented
          C - have a timer for all sessions
          R - set aside as much time as possible for discussions.
Try to encourage debates

Participation
     C - Round Robin at the beginning was good to foster
discussion throughout the day
     C - it was a good discussion but I did not learn anything new
or have enough info exchange with practitioners in other
municipalities
     C - very interesting issues; lots of viewpoints from different
agencies, groups and government
     C - most people seemed most focussed on how to get core
areas meaningfully protected and weren�t yet at the stage of
dealing with buffers
     C - I really enjoyed the contributions from different people in
the �audience� ie discussion format as opposed to lecture format
     C - It was an excellent forum for determining what does exist
in terms of buffer policy/knowledge and what need to be done to
ensure or initiate sound environmental planning
     R - do GTA, rural, small, intermediate town/city examples;
look at differences, etc.
     R - Utilize actual case studies � have sessions on various
municipal case studies, planning process and impacts.  Present
points of view of developers, municipalities, local EAC
     R - break into two groups � those with an in depth knowl-
edge of issues; another for those who are trying to get a general
understanding of the issues
     R - more scientists that are studying buffers should have been
asked to present their data, ie Masters or PHD students current



research in this area
     R - focus on municipalities in general, not just London for
the benefit of those who are not from the area
     R - bit of overemphasis on London and City of London �
suggest move next meeting to another Carolinian Canada
Community
     R- invite local decision makers � elected officials - for free
     R - more variety in participants: industry, business should be
more involved; more politicians also
     R - lots of municipal representatives; need development
industry input
     R - still need to engage agriculture, aboriginals and develop-
ers � didn�t hear from these groups or feel they were repre-
sented here.

Round Robin
     R - drop the round robin; end earlier
     C - morning intros good
     R - Round Robin excellent way to introduce issues and start
discussions between attendees; well �facilitated�

Panel
     C - morning panel was intimidating
     C - morning panel was a good way to flush out range of
issues
     C - panel somewhat informative
     C - morning panel gave different points of view
     C - panel was a good discussion
     C - panel � not many questions
     C - panel discussion was mildly informative

Workshop
     R - smaller workshops if possible
     R - smaller groups to allow more complete participation
     R - could engage participants in smaller groups to work on
examples
     R - ask facilitators to get the group to begin with an agree-
ment or acknowledgment that individuals can speak no more
than twice in each meeting
     R - Presenters should have presented info then allow
questions
     R - more interaction in smaller groups with more practical
examples
     R - more opportunity for info exchange and discussion with
practitioners in othe municipalities
     R - provide more info on the workshops to help people
determine which workshops to attend
     R - need speakers to focus more on concrete examples
demonstrating benefits and detriments emanating from the
buffers that were implemented; otherwise the conference tends
to hang too much on the general concepts
     R - I would suggest that sessions remained more focussed on
the issue at hand (sessions tended to stray away from buffers
themselves).
     R - one thing that I would recommend is to have a more in
depth description of the workshops taking place
     R - handouts prior to the start of each presentation like Linda
Harvey
     R - perhaps only 2 concurrent sessions, rather than 3 to
ensure one is able to get adequate information, and not miss too
many other discussions/sessions

Plenary
     C - afternoon plenary session � people reported presenta-
tions; not sure about next step to clarify issues; thought after-
noon session would be more facilitated workshop, but was
presentations with questions and comments; I only attended
implementation sessions; bit rushed, not sure achieved consen-
sus
     C - afternoon plenary clarified issues to a degree; time was a
limit
     C - plenary clarified, sort of
     C - plenary clarified the need for more information
     C - afternon summary plenary session helped
     C - plenary provided more questions than answers
     C - plenary created more questions
     C - plenary clarified some issues
     C - plenary clarified somewhat

Overall
     Favourable
          C - overall the conference was very useful
          C - I thought the day was very well organized.  I heard a
lot but I am still not ready to say I know how to implement a
buffer plan.  I hear that others are struggling, that the scientific
info is lacking.
          C - the day gave me things to think about but not answers
          C - It illustrated a real need to show information, policies,
etc. to protect vanishing ecosytems.
          C - This conference illustrated the great diversity and
levels of protection afforded natural open spaces (woodlots, etc.)
with various communities.
          C - overall, I learned the things that I needed to know
          C - conf helped me to understand what�s going on with
natural area protection
          C - provides useful benchmarks from other areas
          C - I came away with a lot of new knowledge

     Unfavourable
          C - no new information or specific targets
          C - conf provided little in the way of direction
          C - disappointed in outcome; too much focus on problem
rather than solutions.
          C - overall, not useful; nothing new
          C - not sure question of buffers was answered
          R - covering a lot here; maybe more focus on one or two
key issues
          R - presentations were not really well organized; it
seemed to be more of a discussion of what a person or munici-
pality think that they have the best policies that work but not
backed by research
          R - define a small number of issues to address and focus
discussion on those issues,  Discussion at this conference was
too dispersed to draw conclusions.  It might have been better to
focus on one or two particular scenarios e.g. a buffer
          in an upland situation where urban development is
proposed.
          R - need much more specific info; clearer more relevant
examples not just general ideas and overviews; use of examples,
samples of municipalities where various distances have been
utilized
          R - tell all speakers to avoid use of all acronyms
          R- no recognition of political and financial realities and
mechanisms to sell at these levels



     Mixed
          C - There is so much more to cover; more questions asked
than answered
          C - conference somewhat useful, overall
          C - many questions raised but not answered
          C - re objectives: satisfaction is proportional to the
reciprocal of expectations
          C - objectives �  not set buffers but I suppose shouldn�t
expect miracles
          C - some objectives were met
          C - Overall I was hoping to go away with a guideline to
developing an achievable buffer policy
          C - objectives achieved partly; difficult subject
          C - objectives met half & half
          C - it should be if goals are focussed
          C - hoping for more examples plus research
          R - otherwise, very good structure

     General
          C - so much focus on resident issues and not the forest
issues
          C - It also illustrates the dire need to have mechanisms to
acquire natural areas�buffer areas mean nothing if the resource
is lost!
          C - what about planning guideline
          C - difficult to focus on buffers
          C - implementation mechanisms more critical to me
          C - need more agreement on basic buffer parameters, use
same language
          C - more handouts please
          C - proceedings will help cover other workshops
          C - Tracey Ryan�s talk was very good
          C - King�s is a bad example for buffers
          C - need to decrease number of comments per person in
workshops
          C - buffers = something to polish your car with
          C - no urban perspective
          C - seemed to be most focussed on pleasing people that
live next to buffers vs the ecological backing for buffers
          C - The groups were rather large which probably limited
the input from most of the groups; not really a criticism, it just
reflects the success of response to the workshop
          C- not enough details

Other
     R - recycle tags
     R - more displays; resource materials; experts contact list
     R - a rainy day so that we would have felt better about being
stuck inside; otherwise, well done!
     R - provide proceedings to take home with contact info to
follow up with any of the speakers
     R - I would very much appreciate a list of participants
including addresses.
     R - I am looking forward to receiving the information from
the conference.
     R - beer
     R - be more practical about how things/policies are imple-
mented

New Conference Themes
     R - Lobby to open the Planning Act to force addition 5%
taken for natural areas separate from the 5% dedication for
parkland!!!
     R - next conference re monitoring
     R - how to do an EIS
     R - how to evaluate cumulative effects
     R - monitoring
     R - monitoring
     R - how to evaluate performance of buffers
     R - profile successful buffer projects that have been
implemented; provide tools and techniques
     R - monitoring guides and guidelines
     R - focus on an issue and seek solutions that can be
applied; or better understanding to bring solutions in one�s
local area
     R - need more ��how to�s��
     R - next conference: cumulative effects, GIS, EIS guide-
lines, defining core for natural area
     R - more case studies with technical info
     R - identify research needs and ways to achieve them
     R - next time monitoring
     R - future studies � EIS guidelines
     R - next conference on EIS
     R - EIS standards relying on speakers with local knowl-
edge and broad view of topics
     R- next conference re doing EIS�s consistently
     R- Maybe have separate workshops for defining types of
buffers, implementation of buffers, etc.
     R - perhaps working groups should be struck (ie technical
group, policy group, implementation group, stewardship
group) to provide more focus on issues
     R - needs a discussion paper ahead of time with alterna-
tives presented for language and approaches, etc. to focus
purpose of conference; could include a literature ereview, a
few tables
     R- need a better balance between identifying issues and
implementation mechanisms on this issue
     R- Focus on natural heritage system planning � this was
lacking
     R- Focus on implementation and networking to make
necessary systemic changes to improve buffers � this was
lacking
     R- need to explore the role of the Province of Ontario and
its failure legislatively to provide the tools for municipalities
to work with
     R- relationship to the Planning process needs to be further
explored
     R - I am involved in organizing the Riparian workshop.  I
commend you on broad participation and engagement of
municipalities in today�s workshop.  I would recommend you
do this again!
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Conference Participants Page 1 of 5

Name Affiliation Address Town Prov Code Fax e-mail
Leslie Adams POWER 38 Mill Pond Dr Georgetown ON L7G 4S6 paw@globalserve.net

John Ambrose U  of Guelph 34 Norwich St East Guelph ON N1H 2G6 519-767-1991 jambrose@uoguelph.ca

Muriel Andreae St Clair Region Conservation Authority 205 Mill Pond Cr Strathroy ON N7G 3P9 519-245-3348 mandreae@scrca.on.ca

Adele Arbour City of Thorold 8 Carleton St South, Box 1044 Thorold ON L2V 4A7 905-227-8137 venture@thorold.com

Chris Audet Earth Tech Canada 45 Green Belt Dr Don Mills ON M3C 3K3 416-445-5276 chris_audet@earthtech.ca

Joni Baechler Urban League of London 23 Jennifer Gardens London ON N5X 3K2 519-660-6395 baechler@execulink.com

Gregg Barrett City of London, Parks Planning Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 gbarrett@city.london.on.ca

Rob Barrs Development Engineering 361 Dufferin Ave London ON N6B 1Z5 519-672-4182 deveng@wwdc.com

Rob Bayley City of Vaughan 2141 Major Mackenzie Dr Vaughan ON L6A 1T1 905-832-8545 bayleyr@city.vaughan.on.ca

Bonnie Bergsma C of L Parks Planning Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 bbergsma@city.london.on.ca

Douglas Bocking Thames River Heritage River Designation 641 Hillcrest Dr London ON N6K 1A8 dbocking@julian.uwo.ca

Teresa Bosco City of Toronto 500 University Ave, 4th Floor Toronto ON M5G 1V7 416-392-6657 tbosca@city.toronto.on.ca

Jane Bowles University of Western Ontario Dept of Plant Sciences London ON N6A 5B7 519-661-3935 jbowles@julian.uwo.ca

Erick Boyd Twp of Middlesex Centre 10227 Ilderton Rd, RR 2 Ilderton ON N0M 2A0 519-666-0271 boyde@middlesexcentre.on.ca

Rebecca Breuer Lucas Secondary School 571 Willowdale Ave London ON N5X 1J2 hope3@hotmail.com

Jason Budd Knutson Planning Inc 562 Wellington St London ON N6A 3R5 519-858-0759 jbudd@knutson.on.ca

Tara Buonpensiero City of Brampton 2 Wellington St West Brampton ON L6Y 4R2 905-874-3369 tara.buonpensiero@city.brampton.on.ca

Ron Burnett Development Engineering 361 Dufferin Ave London ON N6B 1Z5 519-672-4182 deveng@wwdc.com

Steve Couture City of London, Planning Policy Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 scouture@city.london.on.ca

Ken Dance Dance Environmental Inc 193 Lakeside Dr Kitchener ON N2M 4C7 519-570-1777 dancenv@sentex.net

Kathleen Davis-Baas Caledon Environmental Advisory Committee 15849 Airport Road Caledon East ON L0N 1E0

Peter De Iulio Town of Flamborough 163 Dundas St East, Box 50 Waterdown ON L0R 2H0 905-689-3338 pdeiulo@town.flamborough.on.ca

Bill De Young EEPAC, London 314 Cromwell Street London ON N6A 1Z6 519-645-8188 wdeyoung@julian.uwo.ca

Norman DeFraeye Bird & Hale Ltd. 2 Carlton Street, Suite 1002 Toronto ON M5B  J3 416-598-3903 bnh@pathcom.com
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Name Affiliation Address Town Prov Code Fax e-mail
Rosemary Dickinson Urban League 1118 St Anthony Rd London ON N6H 2P6 sdickins@julian.uwo.ca

Chris Ellingwood Niblett Environmental Associates Box 160, 1484 Highway 7A Bethany ON L0A 1A0 705-277-1951 nea@accel.net

Ken Elliott Ministry of Natural Resources 659 Exeter Road London ON N6E 1L3 519-873-4645 ken.elliott@mnr.gov.on.ca

Gary Epp Earth Tech Canada Suite 502 - 101 Frederick St Kitchener ON N2H 6R2 519-570-3379 gepp@earthtech.ca

David Featherstone Conservation Halton 2596 Britannia Rd W, RR 2 Milton ON L9T 2X6 905-336-7014 enserv@hrca.on.ca

John Fleming City of London, Planning Policy Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 jfleming@city.london.on.ca

Martin Ford City of Kitchener Kitchener ON

Doug Forder Canadian Wildlife Service 4905 Dufferin St Downsview ON M3H 5T4 416-739-5845 doug.forder@ec.gc.ca

Ken Forgeron Region of Niagara 2201 St Davids, Box 1042 Thorold ON L2V 4TM 905-641-5208 ptaylor@region.niagara.on.ca

Don Fraser Gartner Lee 140 Renfrew Dr, Ste. 102 Markham ON L3Y 5V4 905-477-1456 dfraser@gartnerlee.com

Trevor Friesen Consultant 160 Palmer St Guelph ON N1E 2R6 519-824-9921 tfriesen@sentex.net

Noah Gaetz Maitland Valley Conservation Authority Goderich ON ngaetz@mvca.on.ca

Anthony Goodban Goodban Ecological Consulting 879 Cabot Trail Milton ON L9T 3W4 905-693-9065 goodbanrich@interhop.net

Don Gordon Carolinian Canada 793 William St London ON N5Y 2R7 519-439-3709 dgordon@carolinian.org

Terry Grawey City of London, Planning Sub-division Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 tgrawey@city.london.on.ca

Dan Gregory Plant Ecologist 183 Old Upper Middle Rd Oakville ON L6H 1M2 905-845-6348 planteco@sympatico.ca

Carolyn Hart Town of Ajax 65 Harwood Ave Ajax ON L1S 2H9 905-686-0360 hart@townofajax.com

Linda Harvey EEPAC, London London ON linda98@istar.ca

Patty Hayman St Clair Region Conservation Authority 205 Mill Pond Cres Strathroy ON N7G 3P9 519-245-3348 phayman@scrca.on.ca

Brian Henshaw Box 86 Brooklin ON L0B 1C0 905-655-5761 bhenshaw@home.com

Sarah Henstock Town of Aurora 100 John West Way Aurora ON L4G 6J1 905-727-5025 shenstock@town.aurora.on.ca

Audrey Hollasch Town of Richmond Hill Box 300 Richmond Hill ON L4C 4Y5 905-771-2481 aeh@town.richmond-hill.on.ca

Thom Hunt City of Windsor 350 City Hall Square Windsor ON N9A 6S1 519-255-6680 thunt@city.windsor.on.ca

Brian Hutchison The Jones Consulting Group 64 Cedar Pointe Dr, Unit 1403 Barrie ON L4N 5R7

Christina Idziak Forestry, U of Toronto 33 Willcocks St Toronto ON M5S 3B3 416-978-3834 christina.idziak@utoronto.ca



Name Affiliation Address Town Prov Code Fax e-mail
Jack Imhof Ministry of Natural Resources Guelph ON jack.imhof@mnr.gov.on.ca

Erin Jamieson Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority RR 3 Exeter ON N0M 1S5 519-235-1963 abca@execulink.com

Maureen Jones Aquafor Beech Ltd 200 Queens Ave, Ste 304 London ON N6A 1J3 519-642-4058 london@aquaforbeech.com

Michelle Kanter Nature Conservancy of Canada 121 Wyndham St N, Ste 202 Guelph ON N1H 4E9 519-826-9206 michellek@natureconservancy.ca

Doris Kanter Dorchester Mill Pond Dorchester ON

Orest Katolyk City of London, Planning Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 okatolyk@city.london.on.ca

Susan Keir Keir Corp. 35 Anglesey Blvd Toronto ON M9A 3B6 416-239-4432 skeir@attglobal.net

W.A. Kenney Forestry, U of Toronto 33 Willcocks St Toronto ON M5S 3B3 a.kenney@utoronto.ca

Lisa King Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 1424 Clarke Road London ON N5V 5B9 519-451-1188 kingl@thamesriver.org

Jim Kirchin City of Cambridge Box 669 Cambridge ON N1R 5W8 519-622-6184 kirchin@city.cambridge.on.ca

Dan Kraus ESG International 361 Southgate Dr Guelph ON N1G 3M5 519-836-2493 dkraus@esg.net

Michael Leonard BioLogic 368 Oxford St East London ON N6A 1V7 519-645-2474

Jeff Leunissen City of London, Planning Sub-division Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 jleuniss@city.london.on.ca

Jack Lorimer EEPAC, London 1625 Hillside Dr London ON N6G 2R1 lorimer@julian.uwo.ca

Brett Lucyk Town of Oakville Oakville ON blucyk@town.oakville.on.ca

Domenic Lunardo City of Vaughan 2141 Major Mackenzie Dr Vaughan ON L6A 1T1 905-832-8545 lunardod@city.vaughan.on.ca

Cynthia MacDonald Grand River Conservation Authority 400 Clyde Road Cambridge ON N1R 5W6 519-621-4844 cmacdonald@grandriver.on.ca

Andrew Mack Essex Region Conservation Authority 350 Fairview Ave W Essex ON N8M 1Y6 519-776-8688 amack@erca.org

Andrew MacPherson City of London, Parks Planning Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 amacpherson@city.london.on.ca

Joanne Magee Town of Oakville Oakville ON 905-338-4414 jmagee@town.oakville.on.ca

Sarah Mainguy North-South Environmental 4 Maple Leaf Lane, RR 3 Guelph ON N1H 6H9

Sandra Malcic Toronto Region Conservation Authority 5 Shoreham Dr Downsview ON M3N 1S4 416-661-6398 smalcic@trca.on.ca

Susan Mariglia Town of Ajax Ajax ON 905-686-0360 Mariglia@townofajax.com

Phillip Masschelein Sifton Properties Ltd Box 5099, 800-195 Dufferin London ON N6A 4M8 519-434-1009 pmasschelein@sifton.com

Laurie Maynard Canadian Wildlife Service 75 Farquhar St Guelph ON N1H 3N4 519-826-2113 laurie.maynard@ec.gc.ca



Name Affiliation Address Town Prov Code Fax e-mail
Mike McMurtry Ministry of Natural Resources 50 Bloomington Rd W Aurora ON L4G 3G8 905-713-7360 mike.mcmurtry@mnr.gov.on.ca

Heather McNeely City of London, Planning Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Ave London ON N6A 4L9 519-661-5397 hmcneely@city.london.on.ca

Deanne Meadus U of Toronto 33 Willcocks St Toronto ON M5S 3B3 416-978-3834 deanne.meadus@utoronto.ca

Craig Merkley Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 1424 Clarke Rd London ON N5V 5B9 519-451-1188 merkleyc@thamesriver.org

Rob Milne Wilfred Laurier University 75 University Ave Waterloo ON N2L 3G1 519-725-1342 rmilne@wlu.ca

John Nemeth Town of Richmond Hill Box 300 Richmond Hill ON L4C 4Y5 905-771-3481 jcn@town.richmond-hill.on.ca

Angus Norman Ministry of Natural Resources 659 Exeter Rd London ON N6E 1L3 519-873-4645 angus.norman@mnr.gov.on.ca

Glenn O�Connor O�Connor Consultants 3310 South Service Rd, Suite Burlington ON L7N 3M6 ocon@oconnor-consultants.com

Tunde Otto-Harris Halton EEAC RR 1 Limehouse ON L0P 1H0 905-825-8822 tunde@hotmail.com

Kathleen Ovens Earth Tech Canada 101 Frederick St, Ste 502 Kitchener ON N2H 6R2 519-570-3379 kovens@earthtech.ca

Kristina Patte Friends of Second Marsh 206 King St E, Box 26066 Oshawa ON L1H 1C0 905-723-4762 secondmarsh@sprint.ca

William Pol Municipal Affairs & Housing 659 Exeter Rd London ON N6E 1L3 519-873-4018 william.pol@mah.gov.on.ca

Wayne Reeves City of Toronto 500 University Ave, 4th Floor Toronto ON M5G 1V7 416-392-6657 wreeves@city.toronto.on.ca

Jim Robb Friends of the Rouge Watershed 2259 Meadowvale Rd Scarborough ON M1X 1R2 416-431-0866 jimrobb@frw.on.ca

Serena Roberts 2459 Stoll Drive Oakvlle ON L6S 7K8 serena79@hotmail.com

Bridget Roche University of Western Ontario London ON beroche@julian.uwo.ca

Barbara Rosser Planning Consultant 4688 Elginfield Rd Ailsa Craig ON N0M 1A0 519-293-3945 daigle.rosser@ailsacraig.isp.on.ca

Tammie Ryall County of Middlesex 399 Ridout St N London ON N6A 2P1

Tracey Ryan Grand River Conservation Authority Cambridge ON tryan@grandriver.on.ca

Cathy Saunders Twp of Middlesex Centre 10227 Ilderton Rd, RR 2 Ilderton ON N0M 2A0 519-666-0271 saunderc@middlesexcentre.on.ca

Dan Schaefer Middlesex Stewardship Committee 353 Talbot St W Aylmer ON N5H 2S8 519-773-9014 dan.schaefer@mnr.gov.on.ca

Dave Schmitt City of Kitchener Box 1118, 82 Chandler Dr Kitchener ON N2G 4G7 519-741-2693 dave.schmitt@city.kitchener.on.ca

Hal Schraeder Ministry of Natural Resources Aylmer ON hal.schraeder@mnr.gov.on.ca

John Sennema Drewlo Holdings RR 3 Komoka ON N0L 1R0 519-472-8860 drewloholding@odyssey.on.ca

Mirek Sharp North - South Environmental 35 Crawford Cr, Ste. BU1, Box Campbellville ON L0P 1B0 905-854-0001 msharp@nsenvironmental.com



Name Affiliation Address Town Prov Code Fax e-mail
Janet Smiderle 33 Marksam Rd Guelph ON N1H 1X1 David_Smiderle@haygroup.com

April Souwand City of Cambridge 73 Water St N, Box 669 Cambridge ON N1R 5W8 519-622-6184 souwanda@city.cambridge.on.ca

Barbara Steiner City of Kitchener Kitchener ON

David Stinson Ogemawahj Tribal Council Box 46, Rama Rd Rama ON 705-329-2509 otcserv1@csolve.net

Rob Thun Town of Oakville 1225 Trafalgar Rd, Box 310 Oakville ON L6J 5A6 905-338-4414 slivingstone@town.oakville.on.ca

Ken Ursic Dougan & Associates 7 Waterloo Ave Guelph ON N1H 3H2 519-822-5389 kenursic@home.com

Dave Wake Ministry of Transportation 659 Exeter Rd London ON N6E 1L3 dave.wake@mto.gov.on.ca

Winifred Wake McIlwraith Field Naturalists 597 Kildare Road London ON N6H 3H8 wakedg@wwdc.com

Gerry Waldron Essex County Field Naturalists 7641 County Rd 20, RR 1 Amherstburg ON N9V 2Y7 519-736-1276 waldron@ican.net

Frank Walsh Fisheries and Oceans 136 Crosbie Rd, Suite 301 St John�s NF A1B 3K3 709-772-2659 walshf@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Sarah Ward Marshall Macklin Monaghan 80 Commerce Valley Dr East Thornhill ON L3T 7N4 905-882-1857 wards@mmm.ca

Gary Wilson City of Hamilton 71 Main St West Hamilton ON L8P 4Y5 905-546-4202 gwilson@city.hamilton.on.ca

Jack Winkler Branching Out Tree Service 25 Queen Anne Circle London ON N6H 4B6

Debbie Wylie Bousfield, Dale, Harris, Cutler & Smith Inc 3 Church St, Ste 200 Toronto ON M5E 1M2 416-947-0781 dwylie@interlog.com

Liz Yerex Grand River Conservation Authority Cambridge ON N1R 5W6 519-621-4945 lyerex@grandriver.on.ca
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