
6What we’ve heard so far
Community Engagement

Online Survey
An online survey was prepared to gain public input on risk 
tolerance, evaluation criteria and competing priorities. 117 
responses were received.

Overall, the results indicate strong support 
for protect (89%), accommodate (83%) 
and avoid (82%) strategies. Retreat did not 
receive the same level of support (33%). 

Developing an IFHMP Flood Mitigation Strategy involves 
challenging tradeoff s and diffi  cult decisions.  In October 2015, 
District Council approved an expanded community engagement 
plan for the IFHMP.  The plan targets an ‘Involve’ level of 
engagement.  

At the ‘Involve’ level of engagement, the District commits to:

• Listen to the public’s concerns and values.

• Consider their input when developing and choosing 
alternatives. 

• Provide feedback on how public input infl uenced the decision 
process.  

Key steps in the IFHMP`s expanded engagement process are 
shown in the table below.  Activities shown in italics are not yet 
complete. 

Making Diffi  cult Decisions 
The online survey questions simplifi ed very complex issues. 
This was done to help respondents gain an appreciation of the 
diffi  cult decisions facing the District and to help the project 
team understand the communityès priorities.

What is most important? 
Charts below show how the public rated diffi  cult decisions 
between competing objectives:

Stakeholder Feedback
Over the Winter, District Staff  met with Squamish Nation, a ‘highly 
aff ected landowners group’ and a Stakeholders group regarding 
the Squamish/Mamquam River Floodplain. 

Generally, all groups supported to improving diking infrastructure 
and adopting a higher standard of protection. 

The majority of stakeholders also supported accommodating fl ood 
hazard through the use of fl ood construction levels and allowing 
passage of fl oodwaters during a dike breach.

There was support for limiting development in the highest 
hazard areas by the Stakeholders Group while the Highly Aff ected 
Landowners Group preferred to see the lands developed using 
dike protection and fl ood construction levels for mitigation. Minimizing costs to 

taxpayers

Providing development 
opportunities

Protecting the 
environment

Avoiding social, cultural 
& community impacts

1
2
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91% supported using all practical 
approaches to mitigate fl ood risk. Protecting the environment.

These results show clear preferences between the four objectives. 
Survey reponses tell us that the public’s priorities are:

82% supported discouraging development 
in high risk fl ood plain areas.

95% considered reducing the risk of injury or 
death to be the most important objective

Providing development opportunities

MONTH COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITY

Nov 2015

Highly Aff ected Stakeholders Workshop
Squamish Nation Workshop
Community Stakeholders Workshop
Online Survey

Dec 2015 IFHMP Project Team Workshops

Feb 2016

Community Stakeholders Workshop
Technical Working Group Meeting
District Council Presentation
Public Open House (this event)

March 2016
Squamish Nation Chiefs and Council Presentation
Stakeholder follow-up discussions
Online Survey

April 2016 Council Presentation
Technical Working Group Meeting

Avoiding social, cultural & community impacts

Minimizing costs to taxpayers
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