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Monitoring--what process and requirements should
be in place to provide a) quality assurance to policy
and guidance documents and b) cumulative impact
assessment.

Implementation--how to draw lines to protect natural
heritage system; what guidance documents are
needed for both Comprehensive (1:30000 OP scale)
and Site Specific (1:4000 or 1:10000) environmental
impact studies.

Policy--what policies need to be in place in order to
be ready for development applications that satisfy
PPS 2.3, community goals, etc.; how to identify and
protect significant features in policy?

ISSUES

The site straddles the Maumee Moraine, has wetland
and woodland features, variable topography, a utility
corridor and arterial roads. A development proposal
would include High, Medium and Low density
residential.

The CASE in brief

Case Study
Natural Heritage Planning
Conference May 1, 2001

Panel Discussion on Case Study for
Policy, Implementation and Monitoring
Bill: In the afternoon workshops we will work through the case study
that you have in your conference kit. Following an overview of the
Greenfields Development Project, our panel of experts will comment on
it from their respective points of view. Please take out your case study
sheets and follow along with me as I take you through the several layers
of the map.
In the south west quadrant of the Municipality of Townsend, the
Greenfields Development Corporation is ready to pour concrete. Is
Townsend ready? Based on record data, Greenfields brings this sketch to
the Townsend Planning Department. The planners and engineers concern
themselves with issues of urban density, transportation networks and the
new guy says something about compact urban form.
In the conventional development scenarios some
re-allocation of earth’s resources would be needed
to deal with the elevations, grading and storm water
management.

Topography & Watersheds

In 1997, the Province of Ontario reissued Policy
Statements on land use planning. The complex
interrelationships of environment, economic and
social factors are recognized in this Policy
Statement. Common sense tells us that getting
things right the first time avoids costly remedial
measures to correct problems, or, as Hal would say,
to provide palliative care. It is the Policy of the
Province of Ontario that natural heritage features
and areas will be protected from incompatible
development.

Case Study
Greenfields Development
Natural Heritage Planning
Conference May 1, 2001

Hydrology
surface water
Stormwater
conduit

These features include, provinicially significant wetlands, habitat of
threatened and endangered species, fish habitat, wetlands, woodlands,
valley lands, wildlife habitat and areas of natural and scientific interest.
Development may not have negative impacts on the natural features or
the ecological functions for which the area is identified. Evaluation of
wetlands for significance is necessary to determine that development is
not permitted in them and that adjacent lands may be developed if it is
demonstrated that there will be no negative impact on the natural features,
or on ecological functions of the wetland. The quality and quantity of
ground water and surface water and the function of sensitive ground water
recharge or discharge areas, aquifers and head waters will be protected or
enhanced. Likewise, woodlands, valleylands and the wildlife habitat must
also be evaluated.
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Issues
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which the area is identified.
Significance for these is evaluated in terms of features, functions,
representation or amount, and contributing to the quality and diversity of
an identifiable geographical area or natural heritage system.
The scoping that Brian described for development and for the project
evaluation must extend more broadly to the surrounding landscape. The
diversity of natural features in an area and the natural connections between
them should be maintained and improved, where possible. Significance
for these is based on a comparative evaluation in terms of amount, content,
representation, or effect.
Putting it all together, in order to satisfy Provincial policy, there is a set
of issues to be addressed before a municipality is able to consider the
project proposal from Greenfields Development. The Municipality of
Townsend needs to have language in its Official Plan to secure the natural
heritage system. It must have procedures and guidance documents to
manage the change in land use patterns while protecting the environment
and public health. For example, how to evaluate a woodland; or, how to
complete an environmental impact study. To be cost effective and efficient
in its resources, it seeks to do the right things right the first time.
******

Issues -- Landscape

Case Study
Greenfields Development
Natural Heritage Planning
Conference May 1, 2001
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The Expert Panel

The consultant team of William Pol, Gary Epp and Ken Ursic will now
have a few minutes each to introduce their points of view which will be
elaborated on in the afternoon workshops.

William Pol

Sitting immediately on my left is William Pol. He is a Municipal and
Minstry of Municipal
Planning Advisor for Municipal Affairs and Housing, and he works out of
the Municipal Services Office in Southwestern Ontario, here in London, Affairs and Housing
Ontario. William is formerly with the City of London Planning Department
and William was the lead Planner for the Stoneycreek Community Plan in
the City’s northeast.
In the middle is Gary Epp who is a PhD Ecologist who works for Earth
Tech (Canada) Inc. He lives in Waterloo with his wife, a young daughter,
a son and step children. Gary is a Senior Ecologist with Earth Tech and
has been in the consulting business for the past 12 years. His clients include,
developers, the London Development Institute, numerous conservation
authorities, and several municipalities including The City of London. Gary
has represented the Urban Development Institute at the table in the review
of the Natural Heritage Technical Manual. Gary maintains objectivity in
fulfilling his role as an Ecologist, working both sides of the water divide,
as it were.
Sitting beside Gary, on my far left, is Ken Ursic. Ken is an Terrestrial
Biologist with forestry training. Ken has worked on more than 70 projects
in the private and public sectors in the past six years at Dougan & Associates
in Guelph, Ontario. These studies have included biological inventories of
wetlands and woodlands, watershed studies, impact assessments and
ecosystem analysis of green ways in urban and suburban areas. His special
lines of interest include ecosystem monitoring and analysis and also

Gary Epp
Earth Tech

Ken Ursic
Dougan &
Associates
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environmental impact assessments.
William Pol: I will be speaking as a land use planner from a municipal
perspective and will take off my provincial hat for the moment.
My first expectation would be that the Municipality would have
established the goals and vision for their natural heritage system. They
would have established and set out for their plan the objectives they are
trying to achieve over the course of the official plan life, which is a 20
year perspective.

establish a baseline
prior to development

In terms of context, I would expect that the Municipality would have
information prior to entertaining the low density, medium density, high
density proposals with respect to perhaps a sub-watershed study, a natural
heritage inventory, perhaps even some ground water evaluation so that
they have established a baseline prior to development.
Within the official plan policies, I would expect, not only the objectives
on where they are trying to go, but when new applications come forward,
the process by which they will consider changes to the policies. As we
have with all environments, including the natural environment, things
change over time, the values of the community change, and the official
plan should have that mechanism where applications can be received,
considered by the public and council, and decisions made on how the
natural environment will be protected.
Finally, in accordance, a good planning the policy should have a
feedback loop, so that as development occurs over time, those changes
are monitored and there is an opportunity for council and the public to reevaluate where their natural heritage system has succeeded and where
there are opportunities for improvement.
There may also be some policy or guideline documents with respect to
the evaluation and monitoring and, perhaps, I’ll let Gary and Ken speak to
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those.
Gary Epp: Implementation is often the most elusive yet critical step in
any planning process, and certainly, natural heritage planning is no different
from that. Just by way of policy context, and I don’t want to overlap with
policy too much, but we’ve heard from Brian about how the Natural
Heritage Reference Manual was developed and that came out of the
development of the Provincial Policy Statement which was developed
through section 3 of the Planning Act. But as far as implementation is
concerned, at this point in time, and I agree with the fact that we need
implementation at different levels, but for the most part right now we deal
with implementation at the municipal official plan level.

Policy Context

At that stage, policies get developed that, hopefully,
are consistent with Provincial Policy Statement.
Supporting those policies, and where the implementation
is very important, is criteria and guidelines that deal with
the different components of natural heritage planning and
certainly, within that context, there is an opportunity for a
feedback loop where monitoring which Ken will talk about
with regards to natural heritage planning. Hopefully, in
the Official Plan review process there is an opportunity
for feedback and review of criteria, guidelines, and policies
at the Municipal Official Plan level.

Plan ning A ct
S e c tio n 3
Provincia l P olicy Sta tem ent
N a tura l H e rita ge P o lic y 2 .3
N a tura l H erita ge R eference M a nua l
M unicipa l O fficia l P la n P olicies
C riteria & G uidelines

OP Review
N a tura l H erita g e Pla nning
Im plem enta tion

Now when the Provincial Policy Statement came out, there were certain
aspects of it which were fairly clear in terms of natural heritage planning.
Certainly, the protection of significant wetlands south and east of the
Canadian shield and threatened species habitat in the same area is fairly
clear. So, implementation is a little more direct in those cases, however,
there are certain challenges that the PPS, leave us to define at the regional
and municipal levels. Those relate such things as significant woodlands,
significant valley lands, wildlife habitat, the concept of no negative impact,
adjacent lands, and what are adjacent lands for different environments,
and what diversity really means for your particular area. Then, there are
natural connections to consider.
Certainly, natural heritage planning needs to be done in a systems
approach, but, in order for that to happen we really need to define what
the different components of natural heritage systems are. The Provincial
Policy Statement has left us with a number of areas that really need to be
defined at the municipal level and at the region level, also at the provincial
level. These are some of the areas that individual municipalities have the
challenge of implementing.
The key to implementation is a solid framework. In my opinion, that is
both at the policy and criterion guidelines level. Clear defensible policies,
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collaboration
between planners,
scientists and the
public

criteria, and guidelines are required for significant features and functions
within the context of a natural heritage system, and in order for that to
work, it has to be done in collaboration between planners, scientists and
the public. In order for a natural heritage system to be meaningful to your
particular area, it has got to have public buy in. We can throw all the
science we want at a particular issue, but if we don’t have public buy in
and acceptance of what the natural heritage system means for that particular
area, it is a tough row to hoe to protect that area if you don’t have that kind
of buy in.
Now, what are the steps to implementation? First, I think, for natural
heritage planning, you need some sort of a vision for your area, wherever
the bounds or whether it’s a municipality or a region. There has to be
some buy in at each of the levels as to what the vision is for that area, and
how much you want to protect. Is it everything? Is it just what is significant?
Do you want to deal with a systems approach? Then, that has to be formed
into some sort of a natural heritage system. Of course, we need to identify
and delineate areas; that is a critical point when we are dealing with
implementation. You need to know what it is you’re going to protect and
deal with, and where it is. There has to be some form of identification and
delineation. Once you have done so, there needs to be a mechanism in
place to designate those particular areas and zone them appropriately, such
that the protection measures are in place, certainly to a certain level for
protection of natural heritage features and functions.
Then you need to deal with the threats. Environmental impact study
processes are needed and how do you deal with development pressures on
those areas, even once you have designated them and put them in place.
How do you deal with the threats? We have heard about a number of
different threats in Carolinian Canada, particularly for those areas that are
already designated. Then we need to know what the successes of what we
have implemented and monitor that in order to determine whether our
implementation is effective and how we can improve on it, feed it back to
the official plan, and criterion guideline level in order to refine things,
because our knowledge is ever evolving and certainly our knowledge of
how to deal with natural heritage planning is evolving. Really, we are at
an infant stage when it comes to natural heritage planning in this Province
and we have got a long way to go.

Tools for Implementation
n

Clear and Defensible Policies
n An Identified Natural Heritage System
n Criteria & Guidelines for NHS Components
(Woodlands, Valleylands, Habitat, …)
n Acquisition & Stewardship Programs
n Environmental Impact Study Process
n Rehabilitation & Enhancement Plans
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What are the tools for implementation, and this applies
to hopefully most areas, certainly clear and defensible
policies. Your implementation can’t go anywhere unless
you have got very clear and defensible policies, because
you will be challenged at the Municipal Board when it
comes to environmental management and protection. You
need an identified natural heritage system so that all the
players know what the rules are, where the extent of what
you want to protect is, and in order for everybody to have
a common knowledge of what the direction and vision is
for a particular area. Then you need criterion guidelines
to back that up, to identify it, to provide some scientific

background to the identification and protection of areas. They certainly
need to be developed. In different areas a number of the different
components of natural heritage systems, namely, significant woodlands,
significant valley lands, habitat et cetera, and the concept of no negative
impact must be defined. A lot of these things appear to be fine on surface
level, but then you start getting into defending what “no negative impact”
is or defining what a significant woodland is. You really need very clear
criterion guidelines. The City of London is an example of an area that is
going through the process of providing fairly concrete significant woodland
criterion evaluation system, but I think this is lacking in quite a few
municipalities around the Province. We certainly have a lot of different
components to deal with in the natural heritage system.

defending what
“no negative
impact” is

Acquisition and stewardship programs: what do we do with the natural
heritage system once we have identified it? Does the municipality want it
acquired, or do we want to implement stewardship programs for those
areas?
Then, of course, you need an environmental impact study process that
Brian talked about. Certainly, the scoping aspect is very important. When
we were talking about this within the Natural Heritage Review Manual
process, environmental impact studies were the focus of a lot of discussion
and scoping really seemed to be the answer in terms of how we deal with
environmental impact studies and the process, because you can’t possibly
come up with a long wish list for an environmental impact study that can
be tailored to every situation. So, I think scoping of environmental impact
issues, specific to an area, specific to a project, is the key to really providing
an area with an effective means of protection and assessing real impacts
for a particular area. Rehabilitation and enhancement plans, certainly build
upon the framework of a natural heritage system, and, considering the
systems that we have in Ontario, there is a real need to have that component
intrinsic in the natural heritage planning process in order to provide us
with viable ecosystems that can carry us into the next century.
set the rules early
What are the keys to success for implementation? First, and foremost,
is to set the rules early. There is nothing worse than trying to protect a
significant woodland after the fact, because the rules weren’t set early
enough. It’s never too early. Now is really too late when you think about
it. You need to develop policies that are comprehensive.
They have to be linked to guidance documents, but they
Successful Implementation
have to have policy backing at the provincial level and
there really needs to be a train of thought from the
n Set the Rules Early
provincial level through municipal official plans right into
n Develop Comprehensive Policies
the guidance documents where the real implementation
happens. They have to be specific to planning
n Specific to the Planning Jurisdiction
jurisdictions. I know there is a call for a certain level of
n Establish a Natural Heritage System
standardization across the Province, but there are different
n Consult with Experts
types of areas that require different levels of protection.
n Consult with the Public
Different targets should be set for different areas,
n Review & UpUp-date
depending on what you have within your area. Certainly,
Carolinian Canada is different from Northern Ontario,
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and there are going to be different targets that need to be set. Certainly,
within different municipalities and even within an urban context of a
particular municipality, you may want to set different targets that may be
unrealistic in other municipalities, but have relevance to your particular
municipality. That can apply to protection of locally significant wetlands
and significant woodlands or even areas that may or may not be considered
significant. You need to establish a natural heritage system. Everything
really should be built upon that framework.

I think you need to always consult with experts because, when it comes
to challenges you are going to be faced up against experts, so as much as
this is an advertisement, I think that it is true to form that you will be
challenged by experts at the Municipal Board. So, when you are developing
your guidance documents, your criterion guidelines, whatever, you need
to involve experts, whether you have them on staff or not. That is the crux
of how far you will get with your natural heritage protection is the backing
in terms of guidance documents.

Then consult with the public, always, because really we are the keepers
and protectors, hopefully, of the natural heritage system within whatever
municipality we are in. Really, the natural heritage system belongs to
everybody, and that is the public. You are part of the public, but in order
to sell the protection of natural heritage system, you really need to have
that public buy in. Of course, in order to be up with the times in terms of
how you protect things and plan for areas you need to review and update.
That can be done through the official plan process or simply through
updating your own natural heritage system.
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Ken Ursic: I was pretty impressed with the Round Robin session. I
was jotting down questions and I’ve been thinking that it would be great
to have a second day just to sit down and to try to tackle those questions.
A lot of insights coming from so many different backgrounds represented
here.
I was asked to speak about monitoring, but it seems like other people
have been talking about monitoring throughout the discussions, and not
just the nature of monitoring, it really does permeate and extend into every
aspect of good planning. I think of monitoring as just taking the blinders
off. If you’re not observing and collecting information and gathering
information, you are not monitoring. We do monitoring when we drive.
We do monitoring when we plan for transportation and all these other
aspects, but when it comes to natural heritage we tend to put the blinders
on. The Provincial Policy Statement, even if you look at the Natural
Heritage Training Manual, it does include monitoring, but there is only a
paragraph on it towards the end, and then Section 6 that deals with larger
scale monitoring issues, like performance indicators. There is just lip
service paid to it and the same is true when it comes to the implementation
level which Gary just said was critically important for actually making
natural heritage systems work.
I’m a terrestrial Ecologist, my training is in Botany. I am also not an
Environmental Planner, so I don’t know all that much about policy other
than what it takes to undertake impact assessments, sub-watershed studies,
and secondary plans, those types of things. In terms of policy, I think
those planning documents, the policies, the guidelines for impact
assessments, they really need to be beefed up in terms of monitoring.
Monitoring actually begins at the inventory stage. As soon as you are
collecting your baseline data for any development, you are also undertaking
monitoring. So it is also valuable at that point in time to look forward and
consider what may potentially be on that piece of ground in the future by
context, and relationship with the natural heritage system you are trying
to protect. You might as well be collecting data at that point in time to
assist you with long term monitoring your goals and objectives.
Adaptive management and other techniques can be used to assist
planners in dealing with natural heritage systems. As an Ecologist, I know
that natural systems can be extremely complex and extremely dynamic as
well, and it is very difficult to be able to predict which way an ecosystem
will develop. Even in the science of ecology, it hasn’t been that long since
we have learned to deal with describing how two different organisms or
two different environmental factors actually interact. It took us a long
time to actually come up with methods to test the interaction of two things.
I guess it’s with the current level of sophistication in the science of ecology.
It’s still difficult to determine how three things interact, properly; even
under laboratory conditions this can be a challenge. So when you think of
an ecosystem with all its different components—all interacting at different
levels with different scales, space and time—then you have the task of
actually planning for what this thing is going to become or for what you’d
like to turn it into. It’s a formidable challenge. The only way the planners

monitoring is taking
the blinders off

when it comes to natural
heritage we tend to put
the blinders on

guidelines for impact
assessments need to be
beefed up in terms of
monitoring

it’s difficult to determine
how three things
interact...with different
scales, space and time
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the only way the
planners can start to
deal with this
uncertainty, is to monitor

Most ESA’s throughout
the province have
degraded over the
years because of the
impacts of urban
development infringing
on them

Section 6 deals with
performance
indicators...the net
loss of habitat per
given time
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can actually start to deal with this uncertainty, the only thing they can do
is actually monitor. You can’t just inventory this. You can’t be content
with the fact that we actually know we have evaluated this feature. It’s a
significant wetland and we have planned for it. That’s not planning. You
have to monitor, continuously, to be able to understand the system, where
it came from, where it’s going, what its future needs are. The only way
you can collect that information is to constantly monitor what you have.
Otherwise, we are going back to Hal’s analogy as a palliative care patient
who is being monitored using administered drugs. But even the palliative
care patient gets monitored on a daily basis. We are not doing that with
our natural systems.
I heard a comment from naturalists in London about the state of the
ESA’s and how they have degraded over the years; this is true. Most ESA’s
throughout the province have degraded over the years because of the
impacts of urban development infringing on them. Very little has actually
been done to monitor the direction they are heading in and actually take
steps to improve conditions. Adaptive management is a new technique or
experimental framework that they are looking at where it’s combined with
monitoring and you actually collect information using a variety of methods.
It is undertaken by a variety of stakeholders and it’s a much more responsive
system to identify problems early on, and I understand MNR has delved
into the world of adaptive management. It is still pretty theoretical, at this
point in time, but it may be one solution, and this set of options needs to be
written into the policies we have.
As most monitoring occurs at the impact assessment level and the
implementation phase, the way it gets written into polices and official
plans is often through impact assessment guidelines. Although it is not
even written into a great many impact assessment guidelines. There are
only a few municipalities that actually have monitoring written as a specific
requirement. Part of the problem is that municipalities don’t have the
resources to undertake monitoring and so they are a little reluctant to put
it in. At a larger scale, a landscape scale or, let’s say the scale of a planning
jurisdiction or planning authority, the Provincial Policy Statement has
Section 6 which deals with performance indicators, and this is what
municipalities should be writing into their official plans in terms of
reviewing basically state of the environment type reporting. Performance
indicators could be the net loss of habitat per given time. This could be
reviewed annually and would be very helpful to illustrate, to the politicians
and different stakeholders, how close to meeting your targets you are, or
if you are heading in a completely opposite direction. Unless you are
monitoring and doing that accounting of how many natural features you
have in your landscape. Those are all natural features, not just the ones
highlighted for protection in the Provincial Policy statement. You should
really have a good understanding of how many habitats we are losing
because, in the future, meadows may become significant and other marginal
features we have in the landscape today may be recognized as significant,
so we shouldn’t be short sighted. We should account for everything we
have and everything we are losing, and document it and try to learn from
it and build it into a policy of responsiveness.

I think that performance indicators are a good technique to get
municipalities to recognize what is happening in the landscape. I know
there are a few areas in Ontario where they are doing state of watershed
reporting or state of the environment reporting. They are basically report
cards, like Mike Harris’ report cards on the education system or other
features. I believe each municipality should have some sort of standardized
report card to indicate the state of its natural heritage resources, and, perhaps
if you come up with a standardized system, or protocol, as I believe the
World Wildlife Fund calls it, it could bridge the gap between the provincial
government and the local level and could actually start communicating
more effectively in terms of planning.

each municipality
should have
standardized report
card to indicate the
state of its natural
heritage resources

I heard from the Round Robin discussion that the Aylmer office is
looking at doing remote sensing natural heritage systems and doing
analyses on that. So there are resources available, it’s just that we are so
fragmented, and a lot of us are isolated and focussed on specific paths,
that there are rare opportunities to actually network and make these things
happen. So, forums like this are much appreciated to be able to just inform
other people about what you are doing and what’s possible.
I think that state of environment reporting, on a municipal level to the
Province is a good step. The performance indicators can be very, very
general. They don’t have to be detailed. They don’t require a lot of
fieldwork and ground sweeping. They can just be simple things like how
often has the tree bylaw been enforced this year? How often have we
contaminated a stream? How often have we posted a fish eating advisory?
Those types of really general things that don’t require going into the field,
taking a detailed sampling that you would at a site level, but just generally
giving environmental practice reporting.

How often has the tree
bylaw been enforced ?
How often have we
contaminated a stream?
How often have we posted
a fish eating advisory?

******
Wil Pol: Just on the reporting issue: Has the Province initiated through
the Municipal Performance Measures Programme some natural
environment measures that municipalities are required to report and
publicize?
Sally Colman: We heard from our regional management training team
on state of the resource reporting which may be coming out in Southern
Ontario as a way to comment on the state of the environment. On a local
level one of the examples that I can throw out as a starting point for the OBM woodland layer and
more recent satellite
agencies or community groups to say what data we have and can use for
imagery to compare
monitoring starting point. In our office, the GIS gurus were able to use
woodlands that are still on
the OBM woodland layer and reflect that against the more recent satellite the ground or that have
imagery to compare woodlands that are still on the ground or that have
been removed or some
been removed or some areas that have been reforested over the years.
areas that have been
That would be over about a twenty year time frame and we can use that as reforested over a twenty
year time frame
a map. We can start a discussion on certain areas about how good the
monitoring was and the environmental components that might be useful
to consider.
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efficacy monitoring—
is the change
desirable, and is it
helpful

compliance monitoring
basically looks at whether
the proponent has
implemented the
mitigation measure

effectiveness
monitoring looks at
how things are
working over the long
term

monitoring can only be
as good as the steps
ahead of it
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Hal Schraeder: The whole issue of monitoring is multidimensional.
A lot of monitoring that occurs in government is efficiency-type monitoring.
How much paper do we push per day per number of people employed.
Then there is effectiveness monitoring, if anything changes out there, can
we see it. Finally, the new industry is efficacy monitoring—is the change
desirable, and is it helpful? That’s where science has got to go. Counting
paper and just watching things change is easy but it takes a lot of resources
to do that, and, as a result, there are no resources available for efficacy
monitoring. If we knew we were getting heealthier then we would know
if we need to better rehabilitate the landscape.
Ken: There are techniques you could use. I should back up and say
that there are two types of monitoring that Provincial Policy Statement
identifies and that’s compliance monitoring and effectiveness monitoring.
The compliance monitoring basically looks at whether the proponent has
implemented the mitigation measures, the promises they’ve made to the
plan, and also looking at whether these implementation measures are
actually working.
The effectiveness monitoring looks at how things are working over the
long term and they are usually specified where a new type of monitoring
protocol is being used or where it is suspected that some impacts may
potentially occur. So in marginal cases, I feel that monitoring is just
collecting information. It is just collecting information to determine
whether you have met your goals or objectives so you can’t just monitor
for the sake of monitoring. It has to be coupled with some objective. A
lot of the official plans out there have good visions and a lot of them have
adopted what the Provincial Policy statement says in terms of their visions
for natural heritage systems, but that the monitoring is not actually there
to check and provide the feedback to provide to the municipality to
determine whether it is working. That baseline information can be collected
from numerous studies, it just needs to be synthesized and something has
to be done with it, and, unfortunately a lot of the municipalities are too
understaffed to be able to collect all the impact assessment and subwatershed studies, try to review them, try to make some sense out of it and
see where it fits into official plan visions.
Gary: I had one point to make, and that has to do with the fact that
monitoring is at the bottom-end of a series of steps in natural heritage
planning and it can only be as good as the steps ahead of it, these being the
guideline documents, the planning for a natural heritage system, which
are then, again, based on solid policies, so really your monitoring can
only be as effective as everything that precedes it in terms of setting up

the framework for monitoring and then I think there are two, or, at the risk
of throwing more types of monitoring into more general types of
monitoring. One is monitoring of the environment and environmental
health, whether it’s at a site specific level or the municipal level or the
provincial level. But, then there is monitoring of your policy and whether
it is effective and that can be monitored through tying into the site specific
monitoring, but also looking at things like official plan and challenges
and the case’s success at the OMB based on the polices and guidelines.
Are they solid enough to withstand the test challenges, and then you are
monitoring for policy should feedback to your official plan review process
such that you have got the basis for review and revision of policies and
guideline documents such that they are more effective in the future.
Comment from the floor: I have concerns about the number of times
that we are challenged at the OMB which could be a function of the quality
of the municipal policy but it could also be a measure of the development
pressure on a certain area.

the number of times that
we are challenged at the
OMB could be a
function of the quality of
the municipal policy

Gary: Yes, certainly, and the amount of money that the proponent has.
Bill: Not to confuse things further, but, I think that the work Ken
described was a long list of the things that we need to do with monitoring,
but Gary kept using the same word monitoring when, I think that, Gary
meant evaluation. What you do with the data that you’ve collected and
how do you make good use of it, and the kind of evaluation that you would
do would depend on how well do you think the system is right now. Then
you’d be asking the question, is the policy and are the guidance documents
delivering what they promise to deliver? It is an accountability kind of
evaluation. Is it doing what it promised? Is it delivering? Another kind
would be advocacy, where we think that like Don that we need much more
on landscape. We need to create linkages, or have larger woodlots that
can support interior species, and that will be an advocacy kind of evaluation
and we would identify that we don’t have enough represented on the
landscape, and we would advocate for change.
******
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