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Workshop Summary 

1. The course brought together participants from many levels of government, consulting wetland 

practitioners, developers, and representatives from several nongovernmental organizations to learn 

about the importance of wetland restoration in urbanized and urbanizing watersheds, options for 

improving watershed health including wetland restoration and creation, project planning/design 

alternatives and potential environmental outcomes associated with various development options. 

2. Presentations highlighted a range of possible approaches to restoring wetlands and improving 

watershed health, but field trips to local case study sites demonstrated that although there have 

been some creative approaches involving fish habitat creation and stormwater management, there 

are many opportunities to improve erosion and water quality management that would lead to 

better watershed health around HRM.  

3. Case studies and presentations highlighted the need for wetland restoration and creation work in 

HRM and raised awareness among different key stakeholders (e.g., Halifax Water and municipal 

planning staff, consultants, government staff, developers). Although it provided a good overview of 

wetland restoration techniques and explored local opportunities through examination and 

discussion of case studies in the field and through presentations, there was little opportunity to 

learn from projects in-progress on the ground.  

4. A number of participants felt a more “hands-on” course would be beneficial. Using a demonstration 

site, such as the Boston Pizza site that was visited in Sackville, where participants could learn how to 

rehabilitate a compromised urban landscape would probably be of interest. A step by step approach 

that included everything from initial surveying the topography with a GPS, laying out grade stakes, 

installing shallow piezometers, testing water for contaminant leachate, disposal of rubble and toxic 

asphalt, re-vegetation of the restored upland and wetland soils, reading site plans and overseeing 

contract work with grading equipment, calculating a water budget, site monitoring and evaluating 

the need for adaptive management for a site would likely work well but require multiple course 

meeting dates. 

5. General Feedback from Group (ideas, issues, concerns etc.) at Wrap-up Session; 

o Getting the right mix of people in the group to work as partners on future projects will 

be the key to success. The feeling was that we had done pretty well in bringing together 

course participants, but ideally more developers and Development Officers would be 

involved. This is a “team sport” - need lots of different people with many different skills. 

o The importance of the watershed perspective was brought up by many in the group and 

the need for better, more comprehensive/regional planning earlier in the development 

process. 



o Comprehensive planning would help us to deal with and minimize unwanted cumulative 

effects of development on wetlands and other natural habitats by providing guidance 

upfront about where development is and is not appropriate. Could use a public-

participatory GIS to help develop the plan. 

o Comprehensive plans would also be helpful in identifying the best opportunities (most 

effective) for doing restoration.  

o Identification of and prioritization of best opportunities is badly needed. 

o Protection of wetlands, other key natural habitats (e.g., upland forests) and linkages 

between them will be much cheaper and more effective than trying to retrofit the 

system to bring some of these back after they have been converted to other uses. 

o Artificial systems (e.g., stormwater treatment wetlands) can provide important 

ecosystem services and water management, but are often difficult to put on the ground 

because of structural impediments within government (e.g., “red-book” and “white-

book” constraints), lack of clear guidelines, resistance from operational staff or 

contractors) 

o A cost-benefit analysis/full-cost accounting approach is needed to examine the specific 

project plans as well as for some typical situations where traditional engineering designs 

are compared to low impact design alternatives (constructed wetlands, vegetated 

swales, porous pavement). A “hardscaping” vs “greenscaping” economics comparison is 

needed.  

o Given the added expense that is typical of doing restoration in an urban setting relative 

to rural Nova Scotia, urban restoration is unlikely to occur unless it is required as part of 

compensation in the Wetland Alteration Approval process from NSE. 

o Good baseline data on typical wetland conditions will be critical to develop performance 

indicators for evaluating restoration success. So far, there has been little of this kind of 

research done on any wetlands in HRM or elsewhere in the province.  

o Monitoring is occurring at restoration sites, but without baseline condition measures to 

use as reference points it is hard to assess whether a restoration has been successful. It 

was suggested that we probably need to expand our monitoring time horizons to 

evaluate restoration success meaningfully. 

o Need more specific “how-to” information about getting restoration done on the ground  

 site layout and design to heavy equipment work to berm establishment and 

replanting techniques 

 hands-on exercise was very helpful, but many would like more 



o Some felt the onus was on the consultant to educate the proponent on key issues and 

options that will minimize environmental impacts. 

o A good option for long-term site management at restoration locations are the ENGOs 

(e.g., Clean Nova Scotia, EAC, Watershed Associations). 

o One said the course will change the way her company will do their work 

o Because of the complexity of many of these types of projects there are often questions 

of jurisdiction which can be difficult to overcome. These often boil down to assuring 

whoever is accountable for the project in the end is involved with the project upfront 

and in approval of the design and approach. 

6. Ways to keep the group working together (summarized feedback from group); 

o Pick a large watershed (maybe Sackville River) and develop a comprehensive planning 

strategy. Birch Cove – Blue Mountain Lakes and Nine Mile River Watersheds were also 

suggested as good places for comprehensive watershed studies. An opportunity with 

the Open Spaces-Cole Harbour estuary project was also identified. 

o Develop and work on a pilot demonstration project from start to finish (e.g., Dalhousie 

Wastewater/Blue-Being Constructed Wetland redevelopment and expansion – funding 

may be available from compensation projects (e.g., possibly the nearby Highway 107 

extension or other projects). Professional development hours for engineers could be 

donated to this sort of project. 

o Start a Facebook page/website to post information that will keep the group abreast of 

projects people are working on, needs they have or surplus resources (e.g. wetland 

surface soils, rubble) that are available. Megan Milloy volunteered to start a Facebook 

page. 

o Ad hoc meetings of the group when one of us is at a stage in a project when input is 

needed (could be a new project, one in midstream, or one that is completed). The point 

is to provide feedback for the organizer and a learning experience for the group. 

o Participation in wetland restorations sessions at CLRA/ARC conferences each fall. CLRA 

in Sydney is the next meeting. 

o Evening meetings with the local ARC Chapter that Bob Pett has been organizing. 

o Ecological Restoration Society and Association of Stormwater Management 

Professionals – other organizations that are working on these issues could provide 

forums. Kevin Erwin’s wetland restoration list serve was also mentioned as a way to stay 

networked. 

o Could have an annual meeting of practitioners in the Maritimes 


