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ABSTRACT

A Capacity Assessment and Legislative Review of the Clean Water Act in Ontario:
Past, Present and Future

Degree: Master of Environmental Science and Management
Year of Convocation: 2009
Full Name: Andrea Torok
Name of Graduate Program: Environmental Science and Management
Ryerson. University

Historically an unequal distribution of capacity existed among local Municipalities and
Conservation Authorities with regards to protecting water in Ontario, as well there was
no specific legislation pertaining solely to source water protection. The aim of this
research project is to present and analyze through a comparative assessment, the financial
capacity requirements and the technical, institutional, social and political capacity
progress observed among the 19 Source Protection Regions across Ontario in terms of

protecting source water following the Walkerton event and the enactment of the Clean

Water Act (CWA).

The results indicate that through the enactment of the CWA, capacity building initiatives
have taken place through a top-down model with the provincial governments’ guidance,
direction and support to local municipalities and CAs. When the provincial government
takes control and provides capacity related assistance, the lower level municipal and CA
governments become regulated; functioning more effectively and with a level of

consistency across the province.
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1.0  INTRODUCTION

The aim of this research project is to present and analyze through a comparative
assessment, the financial capacity requirements and the technical, institutional, social and
political capacity progress observed among the 19 Source Protection Regions (SPRs)
across Ontario in terms of protecting source water following both the Walkerton event in

May 2000 and the enactment of the Clean Water Act (CWA) in October 2006. Within

Ontario there are 38 Conservation Authorities (CAs) and under the CWA, Ontario

Regulation (O.Reg) 284/07, the CAs and their watershed boundaries have become the

Source Protection Areas (SPAs) also known as the Source Protection (SP) Authorities.

Across Ontario, 11 of the 38 CAs have entered into partnership agreements with two to

five neighbouring CAs to form the 19 SPAs / SPRs. Each SPR has a lead SP Authority

that represents the region and a Source Protection Committee (SPC) comprised of multi-
stakeholders who are responsible for the development of three major deliverables with
the assistance of the SP Authorities. The SP Authorities are responsible for providing
administra-tive and technical support to the SPCs and the SP protection program (MOE®,

2007, 1). The three deliverables the SPC is responsible for include:

1. Terms of Reference (TOR) — A work plan that outlines the tasks to be completed for
the Assessment Report (AR) and Source Protection Plan (SPP). The TOR includes
the estimated costs for each task, the timelines and who the lead is to conduct each
task. Based on the timelines as per O.Reg. 285/07 under the CWA the TOR
documents are to be submitted to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) fourteen
months after the first chair of the SPC is appointed (Government Ontario®, s.1.(2)(a),
Online). As such the TOR submission date was October 2008. An analysis of the
drafted TOR documents produced by the 19 SPCs representing the SPAs / SPRs
forms the basis of the comparative capacity assessment of this research project.

2. Assessment Report (AR) — A report that contains the technical, science-based tasks
outlining the vulnerable areas which include the wellhead protection areas (WHPAs)
for groundwater, intake protection zones (IPZs) for surface water, significant
groundwater recharge areas (SGRAs) and highly vulnerable aquifers (HVAs). Once

the AR is complete, each of these vulnerable areas will have been assessed based on

e



the threats present and a risk score will be scientifically determined. The risk score
will represent the likelihood of a contaminant of concern to impact drinking water
sources and will be classified as a significant, a moderate, a low or a negligible risk.
Based on the timelines as per O.Reg. 285/07 under the CWA, the AR is to be
submitted to the MOE, twelve months after the TOR documents are approved
(Government Ontario®, s.2. (a), Online), which results in a due date submission to the
MOE, late 2009 / early 2010. '

3. Source Protection Plan (SPP) - The policies that have to be developed and
implemented to protect source water are based on the results of the AR. For example,
significant risks will require mandatory compliance with a risk reduction plan and / or
best management practices to reduce their likelihood of negatively impacting drinking
water sources. Monitoring programs will likely be implemented for moderate risks to
allow officials to observe water quality trends and respond appropriately in the event
of adverse water quality within a vulnerable area. Based on the timelines as per
O.Reg. 285/07 under the CWA the SPP is to be submitted to the MOE, at the fifth
anniversary of the first chair of a SPC being appointed (Government Ontario®, s.3.
(a), Online). As such, the completion of the SPP is to be submitted the MOE in
August of 2012.

1.1  Report Outline

Presented in this chapter is the research problem, which leads to the objectives and
hypothesis of this project. Chapter two presents the methodology utilized to carry out
this research and chapter three is a literature review illustrating the various events leading
up to and following the Walkerton event. The literature review is two-fold. First,
outlining the environmental legislation relating to water protection in Canada at the
Federal, Provincial and local Municipal and CA levels. The United States (US) is also
discussed and some of their successes and lessons learned are recommended for Ontario.
Secondly, is the capacity component, which discusses the historical unequal (mal)
distribution of capacity to carry out source protection for the CAs and Municipalities,
exemplifying the need for capacity development and building in Ontario. Specific CA

and Municipal case studies are presented from previous research that has been conducted.
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Chapter four presents the recent actions and progress in Ontario as a result of CWA (SP
program) and how it has provided capacity (financial, technical, institutional, social and
political) to CAs (known as SPAs / SP Authorities) and local Municipalities. Chapter
four also contains the comparative capacity assessment used to examine the financial
capacity requirements and the technical, institutional, social and political capacities that
have emerged. The future of SP in Ontario is also discussed. Chapter five reviews the
original research problem, process and outcome. A discussion and recommendations
section is presented along with research limitations and assumptions. Further research is
suggested for source water protection (SWP) in Ontario and the main project conclusions
are acknowledged. The references section lists the documents used during this research
and the bibliography lists the web sites used to obtain the land areas of the SPAs / SPRs
and the TOR documents drafted by the SPCs consulted to conduct the comparative

capacity assessment component of this research.

1.2 Research Problem

Environmental legislation pertaining directly to SWP in Ontario is a new phenomenon.
The Ontario Clean Water Act (CWA) received royal assent in October 2006 and was
proclaimed in July 2007. The CWA was enacted as a result of the Walkerton event in
which seven people died and over 2000 fell ill due to a municipal well which was
contaminated with Escherichia coli (E.coli). In essence, it was the Walkerton event that
sounded an alarm leading to a definitive way of protecting source water utilized by
municipal drinking water systems in Ontario. The Walkerton event lead to Justice
O’Connor’s Two Part Inquiry that contained numerous recommendations, one of which
was that source waters should be protected through a multi-barrier approach. The
Canadian Council of Ministers et al (2002, 4) define the multi-barrier approach as “ ... an
integrated system of procedures, processes and tools that collectively prevent or reduce
the contamination of drinking water from source to tap in order to reduce the risks to
public health”. This approach begins by protecting drinking water at the source, then
treating it effectively, monitoring its quality regularly and taking immediate action when
problems are detected. Historically, water treatment was the first step at ensuring safe

drinking water; however, an additional barrier has been added to protect water at the
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source since earlier land use planning and development did not take into consideration

the implications they may have on drinking water.

It may be difficult to comprehend how an advanced and developed province such as
Ontario has lagged behind in protecting source waters, given that its jurisdiction contains
an abundance of fresh water resources. Seeing as historically SWP has not been a top
priority, numerous surface water bodies and aquifers have become deemed unsuitable for
drinking purposes. If this trend continues there will be many consequences relating to
water for the generations to come. In Ontario, source water consists of the Great Lakes,
inland lakes, rivers and streams as well as groundwater extracted from wells within
aquifers. These aquifers provide drinking water to the majority of Ontario’s rural
residents as well as more populated areas such as the Regional Municipality of Waterloo

(RMOW).

Approximately 70 to 75% of the earth’s surface is covered with water and this abundance
of water makes it appear as though water is an infinite resource. This assumption is
unquestionably false, as 97% of this water is saline and found within the oceans, while the
remaining 3% is freshwater that can be utilized by human-kind. Of this 3%, 68.7% is
locked in polar ice caps and glaciers, 30.1% is groundwater, 0.3% is surface water and the
remaining 0.9% has been listed by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) to be
other (United States Geological Survey', Online). Overall, only a fraction of the water on
earth is readily available for human consumption, which makes it extremely important to
safeguard and manage it effectively. In Ontario, approximately 82% of the population
(8.9 million people) relies on a municipal water supply system, the majority of which
(66% of the 82%) comes from the Great Lakes basin (Green Ontario Provincial Strategy,
Online). * With respect to groundwater, approximately 23% of Ontario’s population (2
million people) relies on it for their drinking water supply, as it is the only source of water
for 90% of the rural population (Green Ontario Provincial Strategy, Online). Rural non-
municipal domestic water well users are responsible for the protection of their own well
water supply as well as ensuring that it is free of contamination by obtaining regular water
samples for biological analyses. Although, the “responsibility for the quality of water in

private water wells rests with the well owner, [the] Ministry of Health and Long Term
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Care (MOHLTC) provides free microbiological testing of water samples from private

wells” (EBRa, 2007, Online).

Source water is defined as “... the lakes, rivers, and aquifers from which “raw” drinking
water is drawn” (Ivey et al, 2006, 193). It must be understood that SWP is a multi-facet
and complex undertaking because of the comprehensive and extensive hydrogeological
studies required during the initial phases followed by the regulatory measures (SPP) that
must be implemented and enforced for long term sustainability of source water.
Although SWP is viewed as a complex undertaking, the costs of protecting groundwater
from contamination are more advantageous than subsequent remediation. Preventing
groundwater contamination is clearly more desirable than remediation since the remedial
processes of cleaning up soil and contaminated groundwater are often lengthy and
expensive undertakings and seldom able to restore the aquifers to its pristine original
state. As well the human health related impacts can be severe. “In the United States, the
National Research Council (1994) estimated that over $1 trillion (US) would be needed
over a thirty-year period to clean up contaminated groundwater and soils” (de Loe et al,
2002, 217). Throughout Ontario, water quality problems have become persistent.
“Particularly troublesome may be [the] long-term contamination of groundwater upon
which a quarter of the Canadian population relies for domestic purposes” (Kreutzwiser,
1995, 280). Based on historical and existing land use patterns as well as the extensive
developments continuously occurring throughout Ontario, there are numerous land use
activities that pose threats and risks to both surface water and groundwater. As such the
CWA comes into play, which will require Municipalities to amend their official plans
(OPs) and zoning by-laws in order to comply with the SPP that are established in 2012

based on the results of the AR,

In Ontario, CAs operate on a watershed-basis, therefore they have played a major role in
surface water management since they initially developed as early as 1946, when the first
CA was formed which is known as the Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority
(ABCA) (Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority, Online). During the early 1990s,

CA roles began to include tasks related to groundwater management, such as data
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collection, monitoring and planning. Since groundwater management is a relatively new
challenge for the CAs in Ontario, their capacity for safeguarding groundwater resources
is largely unknown according to Ivy et al (2002, 312). The hydrogeological connection
between surface water and groundwater make it logical for CAs to take on this additional
groundwater responsibility since they operate a watershed basis. “Inadequate capacity
has been identified as a recurring issue preventing achievement of many national and
international goals over the past two decades™ (Taylor, 2002, 3). Many aspects are
associated with the task of capacity building and these are not as simplistic as training
and education; rather “capacity building is a continuous process reflecting society’s need
to respond to new ideas and technologies and changing social and political realities”
(Taylor, 2002, 4). In order for SP actions to be developed, implemented and enforced

there has to be a sufficient level of capacity.

In present day, important scientific and technical challenges exist in protecting drinking
water; however, lack of scientific understanding cannot be used to explain the failures in
providing clean water. In Part Two of Justice O’Connor’s report he concluded that CAs
“are the organizations best positioned to bring about effective source protection
planning” (quoted by Krause et al, 2006 Presentation, 2). CAs are considered to be the
ideal leaders of source water protection in Ontario because “they are a partnership of
municipalities already operating on a watershed basis and they are experienced in the
kind of locally-based, collaborative planning that Justice O’Connor envisioned for this
process” (Krause et al, 2006 Presentation, 2). Unfortunately, the reality is that
historically Municipalities and CAs have had varying levels of capacity as there has been
an unequal (mal) distribution of capacity across Ontario to protect source water
resources. However, with the enactment of the CWA and the Provincial governments’
involvement with the MOE as the lead, it is anticipated that CA and Municipal capacities

will increase; inevitably they must in order for SP to be successful.

1.3 Research Objectives

The objective of this research is to communicate that a CWA is long overdue in Ontario

and that with the enforcement of a multi-barrier approach to source water protection
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through the CWA, as well as capacity building initiatives of the Province, source water in
Ontario can be protected effectively. The likelihood of another Walkerton event taking
place is considerably reduced if not eliminated, following the successful implementation
of SP policies and plans. However, in order for this undertaking to be successful, the
unequal (mal) distribution of capacity across the province at the CA and Municipal levels
must be rectified. This research presents a detailed illustration of the CWA through
presenting the Regulations that have been enacted as well as the guidance modules to
assist the technical requirements of the AR. A comparative capacity assessment is
conducted on the 19 SPAs / SPRs to examine their financial capacity requirements and
existing technical, institutional, social and political capacity progress following the
enactment of the CWA. Rather than dwelling on the past lack of source water legislation
and unequal distribution of capacity and resources across the province, the time has come
to protect source water resources through a multi-barrier approach using a scientific

approach followed by the implementation of SP policies and plans.

In order for groundwater protection and management to be effective, sufficient capacity
is required, as well as strict legislation and enforcement. de Loe and Kreutzwiser (2005,
241) state that the Walkerton tragedy reflects “serious implementation gaps in
groundwater protection [and in] Ontario, many of these implementation gaps relate to
shortfalls in local and provincial management capacity”. This research paper outlines the
recent initiatives of the Province and how they have trickled downwards to aid local
Municipalities and CAs with capacity to progress forward in the development of source
water planning for Ontario. The SP practices of our neighbours to the south, the US, are
discussed in terms of both successes and lessons learned; some of which could be applied
to assist Ontario’s SP program. The main focus of this research is source water, which
includes both surface water and groundwater since they are hydrogeologically connected
within watersheds. It is hypothesized that through the enactment of the CWA, capacity
building initiatives will take place through a top-down model, in which the provincial
government provides guidance, direction, and support to the local municipalities and CAs
to follow through with SP. The expectation is that when the provincial government takes
control, as well as provides an appropriate amount of capacity related assistance, the

lower level Municipal and CA governments not only become more regulated, they are
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also provided with the ability to function more effectively and there is a level of
consistency across the province. Ultimately, safe drinking water quality depends on the
degree to which governments are held accountable for their protection and safety and

without clear legislation; watershed-organizations such as the CAs are not fully supported

and guided.



2.0 METHODOLOGY

The literature review in the following chapter illustrates the Walkerton event, the lack of
drinking water legislation and the issues pertaining to capacity in terms of protecting
source water in Ontario historically. Based on the literature review, it is evident that SP
legislation in Ontario is long overdue and capacity building initiatives must be
implemented in order to support the legislation and ultimately safeguard source water.
The methodology utilized to investigate the past, present and future of source water
legislation and capacities in Ontario was conducted through a review of existing
documentation, including legislation, guidance materials, government web sites, journal
articles, text books, media, news releases and a comparative analysis of the TOR
documents. The TOR documents were prepared under the CWA by the SPC and uséd to
assess the capacities (financial, technical, institutional, social and political) of the SPAs /
SPRs across Ontario. The TOR documents analyzed were drafted and posted on the
individual SPC web sites for public review and comment from May 2008 to September
2008. The TOR documents were due for submission to the Minister of the Environment
at the end of October 2008 for approval. The analysis of the TOR documents allow for
comparisons to be made of the SPAs / SPRs regarding the capacity they require, as well

as the capacity they have to carry out SWP.

The comparative capacity assessment was conducted by means of a spreadsheet
examination using Microsoft Excel to analyze the information and data in the TOR .
documents. The comparative analysis identified similarities and differences between the
SPAs / SPRs and Municipalities based on their financial requirements, technical,
institutional, social and political capacities. The order in which the capacities were
investigated is as follows: institutional, financial, technical, political and social. The
reason being is that the institutional capacity was observed province-wide by reviewing
the CWA and its associated Regulations. Historically, SP activities were voluntarily
conducted; however with the enactment of the CWA they are now mandatory. As such,

the requirements of the Act and Regulations are presented and outlined in terms of the



structure of the SPC, the formation of the SPAs and SPRs, the timelines for completing

the work, and the development and specific requirements of the TOR documents.

The financial capacity was determined by calculating the budgetary requirements of the
SP program by summing up the estimated budgets proposed across the SPAs / SPRs to
determine the Provincial grand total until the development of the SPP in the summer of
2012. Furthermore, the budget was broken down into each of the tasks for the AR and
the SPP to determine the budget percentage requirements for the technical AR tasks and
the SPP tasks. Each SPAs / SPRs total was divided into the total Provincial requirement
to see percentage-wise how much each of the SPAs / SPRs requires. The distribution of
the financial requirements is presented and those requiring the most financial capacity
were identified along with a rationale as to the likely reasons they require the most
financial support. Those with the lowest financial requests are also presented. The
financial requirements are also presented based on the SP Authorities as the lead as well
as the Municipalities as the lead. Lastly, the costs are assessed in terms of the budget
which has been used (i.e. tasks ‘completed / in progress’ for the provincial fiscal 2008-
2009, ending March 31, 2009) and the ‘estimated’ future costs required for the
outstanding AR tasks and SPP development tasks until summer of 2012.

With regards to the technical project tasks, each task identified in the TOR documents
was presented in the Excel spreadsheets analyzed, along with the financial requirement
estimated and their timeline (‘completed / in progress’ versus ‘estimated”) in order to
determine how complete the tasks were at the time of this research. The timelines
presented in the TOR were used to critique the completion of the work for the 38 SPAs.
The technical tasks which have been completed by the majority of SPAs / SPRs are
identified as well as those tasks which have not yet been started (as of December 2008).
A more in-depth analysis was conducted by calculating (percentage-wise) the costs for
tasks ‘completed / in progress’, by dividing these costs with the total costs required for
the SPA / SPR. The percentage cost requirements are calculated for the SP Authorities
versus the Municipalities as the lead for both the AR and SPP tasks to determine the
difference in capacity relating to the technical tasks between the SP Authorities versus

the Municipalities. The final technical analytical component was to determine
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percentage-wise which tasks require the most financial capacity for both the AR and the

SPP.

Political capacity was observed by analyzing the partnerships among the SPAs / SPRs
and the municipalities in terms of capacity to assist with the AR and SPP, as well as
through identifying the roles and responsibilities of those involved as outlined by the
CWA. The TOR documents identify the lead for each of the tasks listed. The greater the
number of leads within a SPAs / SPRs illustrates the more likeliness of a successful
program for that area / region, since there is a greater awareness and interest by others
through their involvement as leads. When there are additional leads involved with the
tasks, partnership agreements must be formed with the lead SP Authority. Various leads
were presented in the TOR documents illustrating the lead for the project to be the SP
Authorities or Municipalities. Percentage analysis of the lead SP Authorities versus the
municipalities was also conducted to determine those parties most involved with the
program in each SPA / SPR. The other component of political capacity is that since the
Province is the ultimate leader providing the overall guidance and support for the
program political capacity can be generalized, such that it applies equally to each of the

SPAs / SPRs.

Social capacity includes various factors, which “include factors such as levels of citizen
awareness and concern, the quantity and quality of citizen participation in groundwater
[and source water] protection initiatives, and the extent to which people living in a region
see themselves as members of an interacting social group” (de Loe and Kreutzwiser,
2005, 248). Social capacity was assessed by reviewing the percentage of the budget
spent on undertaking communication initiatives for both the AR and SPP. As well, the
CWA contains various sections that relate to open house requirements, education,
outreach and consultation of the work being undertaken. Most of the social capacity
assessed was also considered to be a province-wide initiative since; the requirements are
outlined by the province through the CWA. As well the Ontario Drinking Water
Stewardship Program (ODWSP) is discussed as it provides awareness and outreach to the
public and specifically those who may qualify for financial assistance if they are situated

in close proximity to a drinking water source area.
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In addition to the five capacity measures outlined above, each SPA / SPR was assessed

based on the following sub-components within their jurisdiction:

- the total land area (kmz);
- the number of Municipalities; and
- the number of municipal drinking water systems (groundwater and surface

© water).

These sub-components were taken into consideration when determining the rationale of

the capacity requirements as well the capacity that was observed within the SPAs / SPRs.
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3.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

The following chapter presents a literature review which highlights the unequal (mal)
distribution of capacity and lack of SP legislation within Ontario. Various sections are
contained within this chapter, including:
e The Walkerton tragedy, the events, the physical causes and immediate activities;
e The legislation governing water in Canada prior to Walkerton at the Federal,
Provincial, Municipal and CA levels as well as within the US;
e The historical capacities financially, technically, institutionally, socially and
politically with case studies of select CAs and Municipalities in Ontario;
e The CWA and the technical AR tasks that are currently underway across Ontario,

which is the area that requires immediate capacity.

3.1 The Walkerton Tragedy

The following section outlines the events leading up to the Walkerton event.

3.1.1 The Events of May 2000

The Walkerton water system is owned by the municipality and for years it was operated
by the Walkerton Public Utilities Commission (PUC) (O’Connor, 2002, 7). The PUC is
governed under the Public Ultilities Act. According to Wellington et al (2007, 2-3), “such
PUCs are creatures of municipalities; the municipalities are financially responsible for
the capital borrowing required, and each municipality retains ownership of the assets
used by its respective PUC”. Three wells supplied the Walkerton water system; Well 5,
Well 6 and Well 7, while Stan Koebel was the PUCs general manager and his brother
Frank Koebel was the foreman (O’Connor, 2002, 7). Stan Koebel was certified as a class
3 operator of water distribution systems; however, “there were significant gaps in this
knowledge about the possible threats to the safety of water and the importance of
treatment and monitoring practices” (O’Connor, 2002, 184). In 1988, when Mr. Koebel
was certified as a class 2 operator, his name was submitted by his manager at the time

(Mr. Ian McLeod) to the MOE as part of the 1987 voluntary grand-parenting program for
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water operators. Mr. Koebel was not required to pass any tests and his certification was
essentially renewed as a matter of course and in 1996 he was recertified as a class 3
operator after the Walkerton water system was reclassified as a class 3 water distribution
system (O’Connor, 2002, 185). Under the OWRA, section 17 of Ontario Regulation
435/93 (later amended to O.Regl28/04 under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)),
states that “every operator employed at a waterworks facility must receive at least 40
hours of training each year” (O’Connor, 2002, 185). Stan Koebel’s training records for
1998 and 1999 indicate that 16 credit hours were documented as training, which is well
below the 40 hours required and much of what was recorded as training was not focused
on water safety issues. Stan Koebel’s interpreted meaning of ‘training’ in this regulation
was unreasonably broad (Connor, 2002, 186). Identically, Frank Koebel had also
received his certification through the voluhtary grand-parenting process and he did not
complete any courses or take any exams to test his skills and knowledge (O’Connor,
2002, 187). Both Stan and Frank Koebel had never read the Ontario Drinking Water
Objectives (ODWO) section pertaining to the indicators of unsafe water and neither knew
what E. coli was, nor of its implications to human health when present in drinking water.
Neither men had read the sections of the Chlorination Bulletin on the importance of
maintaining a total chlorine residual of at least 0.5 mg/L and they did not understand the
distinction between total chlorine and free chlorine; two important concepts in the
Chlorination Bulletin, nor did they know of the requirement pertaining to notifying the

MOE of adverse bacteriological results (O’Connor, 2002, 185).

During the period of May 8 to 12, 2000 approximately 134 millimetres of rain fell in
Walkerton. On May 13, 2000 Frank Koebel conducted a supposed routine daily check of
the operating wells in order to record the pumping rate of groundwater flows, chlorine
usage and most importantly to measure the chlorine residuals in the treated water.
Shockingly, O’Connor (2002, 7) states that “... for more than 20 years, it had been the
practice of PUC employees not to measure the chlorine residuals on most days and to
make up fictitious entries for residuals in the daily operating sheets ... Stan Koebel often
participated in this practice”. The May 13, 2000 inspection did not include the
measurement of the chlorine residual at Well 5, had it been measured, Frank Koebel

would have known that there was no residual chlorine in the water. This procedure
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continued day after day and on May 15, 2000 samples were collected and labelled “Well
7 raw”, Well 7 treated” andl“l 25 Durham Street”. O’Connor (2002, 8) states that “I am
satisfied that these samples were not taken at the locations indicated, but rather were most
likely taken at the Walkerton PUC Workshop, which is near to and down line from Well
5. It was not unusual for PUC employees to mislabel the bottles so that they did not
reflect the actual locations at which water samples were taken”. Stan Koebel also
obtained water three water samples from a water main at a construction site for
submission of microbiological testing. A&L Canada Laboratories (A&L) conducted the
analysis and telephoned Stan on May 17, 2000 to advise “... him that the three samples
from the construction site, which came from water pumped from the Walkerton
distribution system, were positive for E. coli and total coliforms” (O’Connor, 2002, 8).
As well, A&L reported that the Walkerton water system samples did not appear
acceptable either since a membrane filtration test resulted in the plate being covered with
E. coli and total coliforms. Essentially, three of the four samples contained E. coli and
total coliforms as well as gross contamination based on the membrane filtration test
(O’Connor, 2002, 9). The results were not forwarded by A&L to the MOE and as a result
the local health unit was not informed until May 23, 2000, which was six days after it

was known that the water was of poor quality, containing pathogens.

Meanwhile, on May 18, 2000 the first public indication of illness occurred when two
children were admitted to the hospital because of bloody diarrhea, while numerous other
children were absent from school. The following day the outbreak became more evident
as more children were absent and a retirement home and long-term facility as well as
many others in the community reported diarrhea and vomiting (O’Connor, 2002, 9). Stan
Koebel received a telephone call from the health unit questioning the water and said that
he thought the water was okay even though he knew of the adverse results of the May 15,
2000 samples. He was afraid that the health officials would then know that he operated
Well 7 without a chlorinator. “Ironically, it was not the operation of Well 7 ... that
caused the contamination ... the contamination entered the system through Well 5 from
May 12 (or shortly there after)” (O’Connor, 2002, 10). Stan Koebel was not aware that

E. coli was fatal; however after the call from the health unit he began flushing and super-
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chlorinating the system thinking that it would destroy the contaminants in the water

system.

On May 20, 2000 two additional calls from the health unit were made to Stan Koebel.
Mr. Koebel informed them of the chlorine residual in the system, which led them to
believe that the water was not related to the illnesses. Stan Koebel still did not reveal the
- adverse water quality results or that Well 7 was functioning without chlorination and his
reports indicating that he was obtaining residual measurements in the distribution system
put the health department at ease (O’Connor, 2002, 11). On May 21, 2000, another call
from the health unit was made to Stan Koebel, who again did not reveal the adverse
results; however, at this time the health unit decided to launch their own study by
obtaining 20 samples from locations throughout the distribution system. Meanwhile,
there were a growing number of illnesses, as the hospital received 270 calls reporting the
symptoms of the previously impacted people and the first of many ill children were
airlifted to London for emergency medical attention (O’Connor, 2002, 12). The
following day on May 22, 2000, the health unit urged the MOE to investigate the
situation. The MOE requested that the documents be forwarded to them and for the first
time the adverse results from May 17, 2000 were faxed to them by A&L (O’Connor,
2002, 12). Stan Koebel provided them with the daily operating sheets for Well 5 and
Well 6; however, spent a day forging the Well 7 information to conceal that it had been
operating without a chlorinator and then submitting the information to the MOE the
following day. On May 23, 2000, two of the water samples the Health Unit had collected
tested positive for E. coli for samples obtained “from dead ends in the system, which
explains why the contaminants were still present after Mr. Koebel’s extensive flushing
and chlorination over the weekend” (O’Connor, 2002, 12). When Stan Koebel was
confronted of these results, he finally informed the health unit of the adverse samples
from May 15, 2000. By May 24, 2000, “several patients had been transformed by
helicopter and ground ambulance from Walkerton to London for medical attention [and]
the first person died on May 22, a second on May 23 and two more on May 24”
(O*Connor, 2002, 12). In total seven people died and more than 2300 became ill.
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Section 3.1.2 Physical Causes of May 2000

The unexpected rainfall from May 8 to May 12, 2000, significantly allowed for the
transportation of contaminants to enter Well 5, which was a shallow well with a casing
that extended slightly less than 5 metres below the ground surface (O’Connor, 2002, 13).
The water from this well was drawn from an area of highly fractured bedrock, which
allows for surface bacteria to easily and quickly enter into the well. This bacterium
originated from manure that had been spread on a farm near Well 5 in late April 2000,
which matched the DNA typing of the material strains that were present in the humans —
E. coli O157:H7 and Campylobacter. “It is important to note that the owner of this farm
is not to be faulted in any way [since he] used what were widely accepted as best
management practices of spreading the manure” (O’Connor, 2002, 13). Furthermore,
according to Wellington et al (2007, 3), “in 1978 [the year in which well 5 was drilled], a
survey of the Walkerton wells conducted by Wilson Associates indicated that well
number 5 (in Walkerton) was vulnerable to surface contamination from farming activities
on an adjacent farm”. However, no further action was taken as per the findings of this

study.

The MOE’s “Chlorination of Potable Water Supplies”, Bulletin 65-W-4 from March
1987 was the applicable government document that “... required a water system like
Walkerton’s to treat well water with sufficient chlorine residual to inactivate any
contaminants in the raw water, and to sustain a chlorine residual of 0.5 mg/L of water
after 15 minutes of contact time” (O’Connor, 2002, 14). Had this level of chlorine
residual been maintained in Well 5, 99% of the bacteria (E. coli and Campylobacter)
would have been killed and the outbreak likely would have been prevented. If the
operators would have been diligently monitoring the chlorine residuals in the wells they
would have known that there was not enough chlorine in the system, *“at which point they
should have been able to take the proper steps to protect public health” (O’Connor, 2002,

14-15). This would have been a relatively simple process for a competent water operator.
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Essentially, the government of Ontario had two main policy guidelines that assisted in
making decisions about drinking water protection and management at the time of the
Walkerton event in May 2000. These were the ODWO, which wete revised in 1994 and
the Chlorination Bulletin, which was updated in March 1987. The Chlorination Bulletin
65-W-4 was first introduced in the 1970s and updated in 1987 when it was renamed the
“Chlorination of Potable Water Supplies”. O’Connor (2002, 457) describes “... this
document [as] a guideline for the disinfection of potable water and distribution systems
[as it] provides detailed information about various issues, including when disinfection is
required, minimum chlorine residuals, chlorination equipment, and monitoring”. Under
the OWRA, ODWO and the Ontario Water Quality Objectives (OWQO) set standards for
drinking water quality by having maximum acceptable concentrations (MAC) for
bacteria, toxic chemicals and radioactive material that can cause harm to human health or
interfere with the taste, odour, or appearance of drinking water. “The objectives are set
with consideration of the Canadian Water Quality Guidelines” (Wellington et al, 2007,
2). The ODWO is a publication of the MOE’s Water Policy Branch and was first
introduced in 1964, revised numerous times and superseded by O.Reg 459/00, the
Drinking Water Protection Regulation that came into effect in August 2000 under the
OWRA (O’Connor, 2002, 454). O.Reg 459/00 was further superseded by O.Reg 170/03
under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Under this regulation, the minimum
sampling requirements are outlined and samples shall be taken from the point at which
treated water enters the distribution system unless directed otherwise. For instance, for
groundwater systems, samples are to be obtained and analyzed for microbiology weekly
for raw water. This is because “microbiological quality is the most important aspect of
drinking water quality because of its association with dangerous water borne diseases,
which can strike quickly” (York Region, Online, 2003'). For the remaining parameters
the suggested minimum is also presented in the regulation; however, “... all public water
supply systems using groundwater [shall] be sampled as set out in the Certificate of
Approval ...” (O’Connor, 2002, 456). Based on these requirements, O’Connor (2002,
454) states that 13 samples should have been obtained per month for the Town of
Walkerton’s distribution system for microbiological testing, as well as one sample
weekly based on its size. Unfortunately at the time of the tragedy neither the

Chlorination Bulletin nor the ODWO was legally binding as they were guidelines with
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the objective to provide guidance to ensure that water was safe to drink. Following the
Walkerton event, the ODWO became O.Reg 459/00, thus becoming legally binding and
later amended to O.Reg 170/03 under the SDWA. O’Connor (2002, 457) states that there
were two ways in which the ODWO and the Chlorination Bulletin could have been
legally enforceable at the time of the Walkerton tragedy; “first, the MOE could have
made compliance with the ODWO a condition of the Certificate of Approval. Second,
the ODWO or portions of them could have been made the subject of a Field Order
(provincial officer’s order) or a Director’s Order under the OWRA and the
[Environmental - Protection Act] EPA”. Both regulations (O.Reg 128/04 and O.Reg
170/03) are under the SDWA and following each amendment became stricter through
mandatory requirements pertaining to the certification of drinking water operators and
drinking water systems testing, respectively. If adverse conditions (as defined by O.Reg
170/03) are detected within the samples, the laboratory is required to immediately notify
the MOE’s district office, who then immediately notifies the Medical Officer of Health
and the operating authority so that additional samples can be obtained as soon as possible
and/or corrective action can be initiated. Correction action includes disinfection or
flushing of the system until the parameter(s) is no longer in e;cceedance of the standards
(O’Connor, 2002, 455). It is the duty of the local Medical Officer of Health to issue a

boil water advisory if the circumstances warrant such actions.

Section 3.1.3 Immediate Activities Following Walkerton

Following the Walkerton tragedy, the provincial government of Ontario “pledged to do
whatever was necessary to help the people of Walkerton [and the] Premier and several
Cabinet Ministers visited Walkerton to learn firsthand about the community’s needs”
(Smith, 2000, 1). Some of these actions within the following 15 months of the tragedy
included the Government’s comprehensive support for additional public health resources,
the provision of bottled water, emergency funds and financial compensation for residents
of Walkerton, immediate and long term assistance to businesses, remediation of the
Walkerton waterworks, and financial aid to the municipality (Smith, 2000, 1). In terms
of restoring the publics’ confidence in Ontario’s drinking water, the most significant step

was the establishment of the Public Inquiry conducted by the Honorable Mr. Justice
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Dennis R. O’Connor as Commissioner to investigate why the Walkerton tragedy
happened and to offer recommendations to prevent another tragedy such as this from
taking place in the future and to ensure the safety of Ontario’s drinking water. (Smith,
2000, 1). Another initiative of the government to restore the publics’ confidence in
Ontario’s drinking water included launching Operation Clean Water in August 2000,
which, provided $240 million to help smaller municipalities and rural areas upgrade their
waterworks (Smith, 2000, 1). *“A key aspect of Operation Clean Water was the
enactment of the Drinking Water Protection Regulation under the OWRA which
establishes strict and mandatory reqﬁirements for waterworks dperators” (Smith, 2000, 1)

as previously discussed.

In addition, the Walkerton Inquiry has also lead to the enactment of various other Acts
including the Sustainable Water and Sewage Systems Act (SW & SSA), 2002, SDWA,
2002 and various years later the CWA, 2006. The Sustainable Water and Sewage
Systems Act, (SWSSA) 2002 Helps ensure clean, safe drinking water for Ontario residents
by making it mandatory for municipalities to assess and cost-recover the full amount of
water and sewer services (MOE5 , Online, 2008). A major concern that has been raised is
the pricing practice of waterworks utilities and the fact that they are not accounting for all
of their costs when they are charging consumers. Under the SWSSA, providers of water
and wastewatér must provide two plans for government approval. “The first inventories
the utility’s infrastructure and documents its full costs of service including source
protection, operating, financing, renewal and replacement and improvement”. The
second is a cost recovery plan that sets out how the utility will earn the revenues needed
to cover full costs” (Renzetti, 2004, 1). Municipalities can raise revenue from several
sources: taxation on property assessment, payment in lieu of taxes, developing charges,
user fees, licence fees, fines, and transfers from the provincial and federal governments
(O’Connor, 2002, 426-427). The challenge with the full cost recovery program is that it
is difficult to charge consumers with the non purchased inputs of raw water and the
absorptive capacity on the environment. “If all inputs were priced according to their
respective opportunity costs and if both agencies set output price at the marginal cost of
production, then consumers would pay the full cost and would be fully informed of the

costs of their consumption decisions, which in turn, would lead to an efficient allocation
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of resources” (Renzetti, 2004, 4). Renzetti (2004, 8) concludes that if consumers were
paying the full costs associated with water, there would be an increase by anywhere from
16% to 55%. This case study was based on data for the Niagara Region. City News
reported that there will be a 9% increase in water, which calculates to an average increase
of $47 per household (2008, News Cast). This is still well below the full-cost recovery

dollar amount.

In the Part Two Report of the Walkerton Inquiry, Commissioner Dennis O’Connor
recommended that the Ontario government enact the SDWA to deal with matters relating
to the treatment and distribution of drinking water. This Act expands on existing policy
and practice and introdﬁces new features to protect drinking water in Ontario with the
purpose of protecting human health through the control and regulation of drinking-water
systems and drinking-water testing (O.Reg 170/03) (MOE’, Online, 2008). Since the
CWA comprises a major component of this research paper it has been devoted an entire

chapter as it represents political capacity herein.
3.2  Legislation Governing Water in Canada and Ontario Prior to Walkerton

Regardless of the importance of water within Canada’s economic and social
development, the provincial and particularly federal governments were historically not
very active in water management until the 1950s and early 1960s. During this time, the
government’s main involvement was project oriented and aimed at achieving
economically efficient solutions to local floods and/or water supply problems
(Kreutzwiser, 269, 1995). As water quality problems continued to emerge during the
1960s, the 1970s marked a decade of considerable provincial activity directed towards
regulating water pollution (Kreutzwiser, 269, 1995). At this time, government efforts
were initiated to repair the environmental damages caused by post-war industrial
activities. The enactment of environmental protection legislature was brought about to
abate existing pollution and reducing discharges of contaminates to water (Estrin and
Swaigen, 1993, 519). Efforts to protect and sustain Canada’s water resources do subsist;
however, legislation centered strictly upon SWP are more recent, with the enactment of

the CWA in 2006 as an outcome of the Walkerton event.
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In Canada the responsibilities of groundwater management are divided among several
levels of government (de Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005, 248). Environmental legislation
has been enacted to protect and manage resources, such as water; however, historically
Estrin and Swaigen (1993, 519), state that the primary purpose of the majority of statutes
that were passed was to facilitate economic development rather than protect the
environment. The following subsections below summarize the various pieces of
legislation governing water and the responsibilities of the federal government of Canada,

the provincial government of Ontario and its” municipal and CA governments.

3.2.1 Federal Water Legislation and Responsibility

The Constitution Act enacted in 1867, allocates powers to the federal and provincial
levels of government. The Constitution Act is responsible for the shared jurisdiction
between Canada and Ontario over water, environmental protection and public health.
The “federal government has focused primarily on its constitutional responsibility for
fisheries and navigation, and for waters that lie on or across international borders, while
Ontario has assumed the primary responsibility for water management and drinking water
safety” (Canadian Environmental Law Association, Online, 2004). From Confederation
to the mid-1950s, the Canadian federal and provincial governments passed legislation to
prevent activities that interfered with navigation or the use of waterways to transport logs
and to protect fisheries, i.e. the Fisheries Act enacted in 1868 (Estrin and Swaigen 1993,
519). '

The Navigable Waters Protection Act is another federal piece of environmental
legislation that deals with water and prohibits any development that is built or placed in,
on, over, under, through or across navigable water, unless the work site and plans have
been approved by the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans (Department of Justice Canada',
Online). Furthermore, the Canada Water Act manages water resources through
conducting research, planning and implementing programs relating to the conservation,

development and utilization of water resources (Department of Justice Canada”, Online).
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Another act is the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, which contributes to
sustainable development through pollution prevention through ecologically efficient uses
of natural, social and economic resources (Department of Justice Canada’, Online). This
act is relatively young, enacted in 1988 by consolidating several existing statutes,
including Part I1I of the Canada Water Act, the Ocean Dumping Control Act, the Clean
Air Act and the Environmental Contaminates Act to create an ecosystem based approach
to regulate the releases of toxic contaminates into the environment, which includes water,
air and land pollution collectively as opposed to separately (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993,
526). With respect to a federal lead for groundwater protection, the Natural Resources
Canada (NRC) is responsible for groundwater quantity and Environment Canada (EC) is
responsible for protecting groundwater quality and freshwater (Rivera, 2005, 17). This

involvement is considered to be limited.

“In Canada, no federal source water protection legislation exists ... tresuiting in]
enormous variability from province-to-province regarding provincial and municipal
institutional arrangements for source protection” (Ivey and Kreutzwiser, 2006, 195).
Although Guidelines for Canadian Drinking Water have been established jointly by a
Federal-Provincial Advisory Committee on drinking water, they serve as
recommendations as opposed to legally binding standards. “The Guidelines contain
standards for microbiological, chemical/physical and radiological parameters, and specify
maximum acceptable concentrations (MACs) for contaminants™ (Legislative Assembly of
British Columbia, 2000, 9). Ontario has further developed its own Provincial Water
Quality Objectives (PWQO) for surface water based upon the Federal guideline. The
Provincial guideline is more stringent and therefore supersedes the use of the Federal

guidelines.

3.2.2 Provincial Water Legislation and Responsibility

In Canada, the British North America Act of 1867 and the Constitution Act of 1982,
grants the ownership of water flowing in or through jurisdictions to the provinces

(Kreutzwiser, 268, 1995). Since the federal governments’ involvement with watersheds

is limited the provinces are left with the majority of the water-related responsibilities. de
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Loe et al (2002, 217), state that ultimately groundwater protection takes place at the local
level involving local government, however, “across North America there is considerable
variation in the level of support for groundwater protection activities that local
governments and agencies receive from senior governments”. The MOE and Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR) are the most important Ontario government departments that
focus in the areas of conservation and protection of the environment (Estrin and Swaigen,

1993, 37).

Likely the most widely known legislation in Ontario is the Environmental Protection Act
(EPA) developed in 1972, which defines the “environment” in a broad sense to include
“air, land and water, or any combination or part thereof, of the Province of Ontario”
(Government Ontario', s.1, Online). “In practice the Environmental Protection Act and
the Ontario Resources Act (OWRA) have been used interchangeably by the ministry in
abating water pollution through preventive or clean-up orders and prosecuting pollution
offences” (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 529). The EPA is administered by the MOE and
contains various general provisions that can be used to protect surface water and
groundwater against contamination (Canadian Environmental Law Association, Online,
2004). The OWRA has also “been used when issuing approvals to potential sources of
water pollution and to create a framework for the establishment and operation of a system
of water supply and treatment facilities and municipal and industrial sewage treatment
facilities” (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 529). The OWRA was enacted in 1956, and
granted the provincial government the power to regulate water use and water quality
(Wellington et al, 2007, 1). Prior to the OWRA, between 1884 to 1956, the Public
Health Act was responsible for addressing matters related to water supply, sewage works,
private septic systems, and the discharge or deposit of material into watercourses (Estrin
and Swaigen, 1993, 530). The Public Health Act was administered by the municipalities
with assistance from the provincial Department of Health; however, with continuous
population growth, and industrial activity in Southern Ontario in the 1940s and 1950s, the
province had to step in and further assist the municipalities with sewage treatment and
disposal practices (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 530). The OWRA “in its present form,
includes a general prohibitioh against the discharge into water of polluting material that

may impair the quality of the water” (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 531). Water is defined
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as any well, lake, river, pond, spring, stream, reservoir, artificial watercourse, intermittent
watercourse, ground water or other water or watercourse (Government Ontario®, Online).
Overall, the OWRA “has been the Ontario government’s principal legislative instrument
for the control of water pollution and the management of water resources; [however],
several sections of the [EPA] are also applicable to water” (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993,

532).

Groundwater protection is just as important as surface water in terms of protection.
There are few laws, policies and programs developed to protect groundwater quality and
quantity. According to Estrin and Swaigen, (1993, 535) the “protection of groundwater
has largely been ignored in land-use planning, largely because it is invisible, and because
the people of Ontario do not rely on it for drinking water to the same extent as in other
provinces”.  Ultimately surface water and groundwater are often hydrologically
connected, thus ensuring that one is contaminate free, protects the other. Furthermore, as
populations increase and developments extend into rural areas, groundwater reliance for
domestic supplies is increasing. Unfortunately, such groundwater supplies are being
found contaminated as a result of leaking underground storage tanks, waste disposal sites,
chemical spills, malfunctioning of septic systems, pesticides, fertilizers and manure
(Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 535), all of which are considered to be threats to source
water. It is interesting to note that in 1991 the first extensive survey to determine the
quality of Ontario’s groundwater was done and revealed that approximately 37 percent of
rural wells were contaminated with farm chemicals and bacteria above the provincial
drinking water objectives (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 535). It is likely that it was quite
evident that there were drinking water concerns; however, it was unclear as to how to

rectify the situation, especially as a result of the financial difficulties throughout the

1990s.

In terms of protecting the quantity of water, the OWRA also governs water takings.
Under section 34 of the OWRA (Government Ontarios, Online), “a person shall not take
more than 50,000 litres of water on any day by any means except in accordance with a
permit issued...” This permit is known as a permit to take water (PTTW) and applies to

both groundwater and surface water takings. “A permit may be subject to terms and
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conditions ... [which] are intended to prevent the taking of water from causing
environmental degradation or undue interference with neighbours, or require the
permittee to pay compensation for any harm resulting from the taking the water” (Estrin
and Swaigen, 1993, 537). Water takings can have an impact upon source water in terms

of water quantity and depleting the resource.

Another regulation under the OWRA is with regards to well construction (O.Reg 903

e

formerly O.Reg 128/03) pertaining to wells. This regulation ... sets out minimum

standards for the construction and proper decommissioning of all types of wells; for
example water wells for public, private, municipal, rural, agricultural, commercial and
industrial uses, as well as test holes, dewatering wells, and monitoring wells” (EBRa,
2007, Online). O.Reg 903, attempts to ensure that wells are properly installed and
documented under the MOE water well database system. Well drillers must possess a
valid drilling licence, which is obtained following an exam that is administered by the
Director (Government Ontario’, s.8 (1), Online). Furthermore, O.Reg 903 outlines “the
minimum standards [relating to] well siting, construction, disinfection, tagging, reporting,
maintaining and proper abandonment™ (EBRa, 2007, Online). If wells are not properly
constructed and/or decommissioned they pose a threat because they act as a conduit for

contamination migration.

3.2.3 Municipal Water Legislation and Responsibility

Identical to many other Canadian provinces, the responsibility of ensuring and providing
safe drinking water is shared by many municipalities who are responsible for obtaining,
treating, storing and distributing drinking water. Local medical health officers must
ensure that the public is protected from any health hazards relating to drinking water,
while the government sets the policies and standards for the delivery of safe drinking
water (Smith, 2000, 4). Estrin and Swaigen (1993, 37) state that “the structure of local
governments is even more complex than that of federal and provincial government
departments and agencies [and there] are over 800 municipalities in Ontario, each which
has power under provincial legislation to pass bylaws regulating certain matters within its

boundaries”. Municipalities range in size from small rural villages to large cities like
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Metropolitan Toronto with categories such as towns, separated towns, townships,
districts, villages, counties, regional municipalities and cities, all of which have different
powers (Estrin and Swaigen (1993, 37). In northern Ontario, there are lands that are not
governed under a municipality, referred to as public lands, which are administered by the
MNR, while southern Ontario lands are typically a part of a municipality as part of a two-
tier government system; upper-tier and lower-tier (Estrin and Swaigen, 1993, 37). The
lower-tier is situated within the upper-tier referred to as counties, districts or regional

municipalities.

In Ontario, the powers of the municipalities are granted through “the Municipal Act
which contains over 500 sections, is one of Ontario’s oldest and longest statutes, [it] has
been amended many times since the 1890s [and] is confusing” (Estrin and Swaigen,
1993, 39). The Municipal Act ... permits municipal councils to construct and operate
municipal sewer and water systems ... [as well they] are empowered to enact bylaws to
control or prohibit industrial waste water discharges into their sewer systems” (Estrin and
Swaigen, 1993, 539). A discharge of hazardous industrial wastes into the municipal
supply system causes serious problems for the treatment facilities because they are
designed to treat organic wastes and some industrial wastes pass through the treatment
process untreated and are discharged into the receiving water bodies. These receiving

water bodies are often source waters utilized for potable consumption.

According to Ivey et al (2002, 311), “in Canada and the United States, local
organizations, especially municipalities and special purpose water management districts,
have long been key players in water management™. Their roles hav;e been increasing
particularly in the context of groundwater management. At the municipal level, the
municipalities govern with major responsibility, water within the built environment (i.e.
sewers and public water supply). The municipalities have the authority to enact by-laws
to control or prohibit industrial wastewater discharges into their sewer systems (Estrin
and Swaigen, 1993, 539). Furthermore, “land use planning is proving to be an especially
important avenue for municipal involvement in grounldwater protection [because] land
use activities significantly influence groundwater quality, and local governments will be

most familiar with those activities” (Ivey et al, 2002, 311-312). *Within the realm of
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land-use planning, source protection has been furthered by the inclusion of water-related
policies in comprehensive municipal plans; watershed-scale planning; zoning of sensitive
water supply areas (e.g., wellfields, buffers around reservoirs) ...” (Ivey and Kreutzwiser,
2006, 195 as stated by Greenberg, Mayer, Miller, Hordon, & Knee, 2003; Gullstrnad et
al., 2003; Tedrow, 1997; Yanggen & Webendorfer, 1991). Other municipal attempts of
SWP have been operational, relating to infrastructure, such as monitoring water quality,
upgrading wastewater treatment plants, implementing best management practices for
certain activities such as road salting and repairing sanitary sewer over flows (Ivey and
Kreutzwiser, 2006, 195 as stated by Granlund, Nysten, & Rintala, 1994; Gullstrand et al.,
2003, National Research Council, 2000). It is clearly evident that municipal governments
have numerous responsibilities and additional tasks such as source protection further

stretches their resources.

3.2.4 Conservation Authority Water Legislation and Responsibility

In 1946, the Conservation Authorities Act (CAA) was enacted. The Act was developed
as a “... response to the concern by agricultural, naturalist and sportsmen's groups, that
the renewable natural resources of the province were in an unhealthy state™ (Toronto and
Region Conservation, Online). Conservation authorities are bound by the CAA to
consider the impacts of water takings on the watershed (Canadian Environmental Law
Association, 2004, Online). Across Ontario there are 38 Conservation Authorities, who
“are local, watershed management agencies that deliver services and programs that
protect and mange water and other natural resources in partnership with government,
landowners and other organizations” (Conservation Ontario’, 2005, Online).
Approximately 90 percent of Ontario’s population (10.5 million people in over 250
municipalities) are located within a CA’s jurisdiction, which is where the populated areas
of Ontario are located, as well as where resource conflicts and degradation are the
greatest, thus where provincial investment is most required (Conservation Ontario', 2004,

Presentation).

The responsibility of managing natural resources is in the hands of the province;

however, issues such as erosion and water problems were in need of a different approach
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and following various municipal councils in agreement to become involved, the CAA
was enacted (Canadian Environmental Law Association, 2004, Online). The Canadian
Environmental Law Association (2004, Online) also discusses that following hurricane
hazel in 1954, the provincial government amended the CAA to enable CAs to acquire
lands for recreation and conservation purposes as well as to regulate those lands for the

safety of the community.

Furthermore, “CAs were created as a form of partnership between the municipalities and
the Province of Ontario, to manage the quality and quantity of surface waters in
particular, and natural resources in general” (Ivey et al, 2002, 314). The primary purpose
of the CAA was to manage resources on a watershed basis (Jones and Plewes, 1997).
CAs have played a major role in surface water management for over five decades and in
the past decade, they have assumed tasks related to groundwater management, such as
data collection, monitoring and planning (Ivy et al, 2002, 312). “CAs face many
challenges, including a complex institutional environment, fluctuating senior government
support, reduced funding, and concerns relating to communication and accountability”
(Ivy et al, 2002, 312 extracted from Thomson and Powell, 1992; Shrubsole, 1996).' With
the additional responsibility of groundwater management, CAs historically struggled to
varying degrees and there were concerns relating to their capacities. The world of
groundwater is considered relatively new to CAs as overtime, “[they] have become
involved in a wide range of activities and responsibilities, depending on the
environmental concerns of local residents, member municipalities and the province.
Each conservation authority's watershed management program is geared to its local needs
and, therefore, the authority may or may not implement all programs™ (Canadian
Environmental Law Association, 2004, Online). ‘As a result, there have been
inconsistencies within the CAs across the Province with regards to the programs being
implemented as well as the ways they performed their duties (i.e. some CAs have been

more involved with SWP than others); however this is changing as per the CWA.

According to Nelson (1995, 398), CAs, are considered to be the major watershed
coordinating agencies that could lead the development of a conservation or sustainable

strategy. There should be strategies developed to safeguard groundwater, especially in
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the settled central and southern regions where there is a mix of industrial, agricultural,
recreational, and other land use activities that make demanding pressures upon source
water. Additionally, Nelson (1995, 398) states that watersheds are often large enough to
contain several urban areas and economic activities, which have impacts upon the
environment, thus should be planned in an integrated manner. The National Research
Council indicates that watershed management usually enables a more consistent
environmental planning process across municipal boundaries (Ivy et al, 2002, 313). As a
result, it is logical to have watershed agencies (i.e. CAs) roles expand to accommodate
for SWP. According to Ivey et al (2002, 314) CAs have the power to:

Undertake research;

Acquire land;

Raise municipal levies;

Construct works;

Control surface water flows;

Create regulations;

Prescribe fees and permits;

Regulate the use of lands they own; and

Enter into agreements with other parties to manage the lands they do not own.

Furthermore Ivey et al (2002, 314) state that “these powers provide sufficient scope for
CAs to participate in many aspects of groundwater management”. This has resulted in

the CAs taking the lead of SWP, as is further discussed herein.

3.2.5 United States Water Legislation

As presented above, in Canada with respect to environmental legislation relating to water
there, has been a prominent issue and debate regarding the appropriate role of the federal
government in terms of setting national standards. Hill (2004) states that:

...concerned citizens and environmental organizations such as the Sierra Legal
Defense Fund have called on the Canadian federal government to issue national
standards pointing to the American Safe Drinking Water Act as a benchmark. The
centralized American system wherein the federal government effectively regulates
states through coercive legal and financial threats is in sharp contrast to the
Canadian decentralized model of each province setting its own standards.

The changes enacted through the US SDWA have granted the states additional powers as

long as they are at least as stringent as the federal requirements, while the opposite is the
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case in Canada, where the federal standards are less stringent than the provincial Ontario

standards.

In the US, groundwater is considered to be the nation’s most important natural resources.
Approximately, 40% of the water utilized for public supply and 97% of the water used by
the rural population consists of groundwater, while 30 to 40 % of the water used in the
US agricultural industry comes from groundwater (United States Geological Survey?,
Online). Overall, groundwater withdrawals continue to rise as populations increase and
surface water reservoirs become more limited, as such legislation and protective
measures are critical to manage groundwater resources for long term sustainability within
the US. Across the US, groundwater protection takes place at all three (Federal, State
and local) levels involving various agencies. The three federal agencies that are the most
involved in groundwater policy and programs include;

e the US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) — whose overall goal is to
“prevent adverse effects to human health and the environment, and to protect the
environmental integrity of the nation’s groundwater resources” (United States
Environmental Protection Agencyl, Online);

e the United States Geological Survey (USGS) — limits functions to resource
assessment programs that enable detection; and

e the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) — focuses on agricultural
programs to prevent groundwater contamination (United States Environmental

Protection Agencyz, Online).

Under the USDA is the Natural Resources Conservation Services Program, which
focuses on “watershed protection and on improving water management on farms, in rural
areas and in small communities through voluntary efforts supported largely by financial

incentives” (United Nations, 2003, 149).
The US EPA is relatively young, “established in 1970 to consolidate in one agency a

variety of federal research, monitoring, standard-setting and enforcement activities to

ensure environmental protection” (United States Environmental Protection Agency’,
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Online). Overall the US EPA plays a very important role in protecting the environment
through the development of groundwater prevention programs that involve Federal-State
partnerships where the US EPA sets technical standards and the States take on the
responsibility of their administration and enforcement (United States Environmental
Protection Agency’, Online). One such example is the national drinking water standards

which all states must meet.

The two main federal Acts governing water in the US are the Clean Water Act (US
CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act (US SDWA). The history leading up to these
Acts was the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) enacted in 1948. “During
the Great Depression of the 1930s, federal grants were made available to improve local
pollution abatement facilities, but efforts to establish a federal role other than the
protection of public health were unsuccessful [and in] many instances, industrial wastes
were discharged into rivers and underground without any treatment” (Deason et al, 2001,
185). Growing public awareness and concern in the early 1970s, led to amendments to
the FWPCA in 1972 to declare that the nation’s water resources are to be restored
through the use of permits for discharge of any broadly defined pollutants and by
mandating identical technological treatment standards for municipal and industrial
wastes. The timelines for implementing these changes in the 1972 amendments as
presented by Deason et al (2001, 185) were as follows:

* Dbest practical control technology for industrial wastes secondary treatment for all
publicly owned sewage treatment works by July 1, 1977; '

e best available treatment economically achievable by July 1, 1983; and

e the elimination of all discharges of pollution by 1985.

“On the basis of recommendations made by the National Commission on Water Quality,
legislation was enacted in 1977 that relaxed these deadlines and eliminated the zero
discharge goal, calling for more recycling and reuse of resources through the use of
alternative and innovative technologies for achieving the stated goals™ (Deason et al,
2001, 185). The 1977 amendments transformed the FWPCA into the CWA, which
“established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of

the United States [and it provided the] US EPA [with] the authority to implement
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pollution control programs such as setting wastewater standards for industry” (United
States Environmental Protection Agency, Online). The US CWA also continued to set
water quality standards for all contaminants in surface waters, and unless a permit was
obtained, the Act made it unlawful to discharge any pollutants from a point source into
navigable waters. The waters to which this Act refers to are largely surface waters, not
groundwater, which is covered under the US SDWA. Every two years, state wide reports
are published as “an overall assessment of the water quality in the US, providing an
objective measure of the success or failure of water quality policies of the nation”
(Deason et al, 2001, 186). In 2000, the US EPA reported to Congress that there has been
significant improvements in water quality in the years that the US CWA has been in
place, which Deason et al (2001, 186) states to be a reflection of the success of both the

US CWA and US SDWA.

In 1974, the US SDWA was developed to protect the quality of drinking water in the US
with regards to all water that is intended for potable purposes including both surface and
groundwater resources (United States Environmental Protection Agency’, Online).
Amendments to the SDWA were conducted in 1986, which
... authorized the USEPA to set maximum levels of contaminates allowable in
drinking water, to regulate underground injection wells, to oversee development
of Wellhead Protection programs, to designate areas that rely on a single aquifer
for their water supply ..., and to establish a nationwide program that encourages

states to develop programs to protect public water supply wells (United States
Environmental Protection Agencyz, Online).

The USEPA regulates drinking water through the US SDWA. The 1996 amendments to
the US SDWA also require that the states complete source water assessments for their
public water systems. According to Ainsworth and Jehn (2005, 45), these assessments
have four components which include:

Delineating source water protection areas;

Identifying sources of contamination that may affect the delineated areas;

Determining the susceptibility of public water systems to these sources; and
Providing the results of the assessment to the public.
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Under the US SDWA, states are permitted to establish and “enforce their own drinking
water standards as long as they are at least as protective as the federal standards”
(Legislative Assembly of British Columbia, 2000, 9).

If state governments demonstrate that their drinking water regulations are at least
as stringent as the federal ones, keep records and report information in accordance
with the EPA requirements, provide variances and exemptions in a manner at
least as stringent as required at the federal level and adopt and implement a plan
for the provision of safe drinking water in the times of emergency, then they are
entitled to “primacy” (Deason et al, 2001, 187).

At ihe time of Deason et al’s (2001, 187) report, all 57 states and territories in the US had
received primacy status, which under the 1996 amendments to the SDWA allowed for the
establishment of a multi-billion dollar state revolving fund to assist the states and
territories with water system improvements. “Under the Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund (DWSRF), and the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF), the federal
government provides annual capitalization grants to states that agree to match the grants
by at least 20 percent and allocate those federal/state dollars as below-market interest
loans to local communities” (Ernst and Hart, 2005, 19). As part of the application
process, states must approve a source of loan repayment, for example developer fees,
recreational fees, drinking water fees, dedicated local tax revenues, and non-profit
donations (Ernst and Hart, 2005, 19). de Loe et al (2002, 222), state that “the US
experience clearly shows that external funding from sources such as the Safe Drinking
Water Act’s State Revolving Fund may be the impetus for activities that might not
otherwise take place”. As well, federal rules allow the state revolving funds to be used
for a variety of projects. For instance, the DWSRF allows states to make loans to water
systems to acquire critical lands and implement protection measures. The CWSRF
provides assistance to communities, water systems, as well as projects relating to source
protection and improving water quality (Ernst and Hart, 2005, 19). “The 1996 US Safe
Drinking Water Act amendments established significant incentives for capacity
development in water systems” (de Loe et al, 2002, 230). Many states have developed
innovative funding strategies to allow for maximized protection of land contributing to
source water, so that potential pollution impacts are minimized. Some examples as

presented by Ernst and Hart (2005, 19) include:
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e California has allowed private borrowing and maximizing protection dollars. For
instance, non-profit land trusts can leverage additional private resources for water
quality improvement. One of the largest land acquisitions ever funded by the
CWSRF was the Nature Conservancy of California who purchased 12,362 acres of
Howard Ranch and Sacramento, California. The California State Water Resources
Control Board and the US EPA assisted with the $8 million dollar low interest loan
the Conservancy required to complete their $13.6 million fundraising target.

e Maryland has flexible interest rates and linked deposit plans that allow the state to
enter into partnerships with community lending institutions that assist with simple
and convenient ways borrowers can access non-point source capital improvement
dollars.

e Wisconsin has connected source protection with brownfields remediation when such
abandoned sites are contaminating drinking water. The state has a strong successful
history of remediating sites with CWSRF funds. In the early 1990s, the state enacted
legislation which offers incentives and regulatory flexibility for site clean-up.

e New Jersey has created a priority ranking system to determine where funds should be
spent based on threats identified that can potential lead to degraded water quality.
This was done by integrating the CWSRF and DWSRF, which illustrates the
flexibility among the funding programs.

e Ohio has developed incentives for non-point source protection programs though the
EPA who offers reduced loan rates to utilities and local governments responsible for

wastewater treatment if they support a watershed protection or restoration program.
3.3  Capacity for Source Water Protection in Ontario

Various authors have conducted research on groundwater protection and management
capacities in Ontario. Much of this research was conducted prior to the enactment of the
CWA and pertains to groundwater protection in terms of ‘capacity’ to eﬁ'ectiyely manage
water resources. “In the water field, the concepts of “capacity” and “capacity building”

have received considerable attention since the early 1990s™ (de Loe and Kreutzwiser,
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2005, 245). In the majority of these studies capacity is the ability to protect groundwater

in terms of the following five indicators:

e Financial;

e Technical;
e [nstitutional
e Social; and
e Political.

The US EPA defines “water system capacity as the ability to plan for, achieve, and
maintain compliance with applicable drinking water standards. Capacity has three
components: technical, managerial, and financial. Adequate capability in all three areas
is necessary for a system to have “capacity”™ (United States Environmental Protection
Agency', 1998, 9). Capacity building cannot be done without the support of the province
of Ontario. The following five subsections present a literature review on each of the five
capacities (financial, technical, institutional, social and political). Much of the capacity
literature review presented below focused on groundwater protection; however, there is a
strong correlation with source water, such that the underlying principals of capacity are
identical when referring to groundwater protection or SWP. The capacity of CAs and / or
municipalities to conduct SWP related activities will be variable and depend on the
following factors outlined by Ivey and Kreutzwiser (2006, 195), including the legal
authority they hold to manage activities that threaten source water and the level of social
and political support they have. Furthermore, it is the amount of knowledge they have as

well as resources such as leadership, financial availability, data and skilled staff.

3.3.1 Financial Capacity

Until the mid-1990s, the majority of CAs revenues came from general purpose provincial
transfers and municipal levies, which came from property taxes, thus are reflective of the
municipal populations within the borders of the CAs. Since the mid-1990s, CAs have
obtained an increasing amount of their income from their own fund raising activities, and
from a wider range of targeted federal and provincial grants (Ivey et al, 2002, 315-316).
In Shrubsole et al’s 1996 study outlined by Ivey et al (2002, 315), it was stated that the

provincial government was only funding projects that involved core provincial interest,
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which included those that related to flood control and support for taxes on provincially
designated or environmentally significant lands. “Programs not funded by the provincial
government, which many authorities consider core, include the development of watershed
strategies, environmental education, outdoor recreation, soil conservation, environmental
land use planning, habitat protection and restoration, rural landowner assistance, and
wetland management” (Ivey et al, 2002, 315). Secure and sufficient financial resources
are obvious assets for SWP and management; however Ivey et al (2002, 317) state that
“... areview of CA audited financial statements revealed that financial resources are not
a stand-alone indicator [of] CA involvement in groundwater management”. In 1998, the
total annual revenues of the 10 CAs most involved with groundwater management ranged
from under US$800,000 to over US$30 million, with median revenues of US$1,239,091
(Ivey et al, 2002, 317). “Only half of the 10 CAs with the highest annual revenues
ranked among the 10 CAs most active in groundwater management, [thus], capacity-
related factors other than the financial resources of the CA clearly figure in its ability to

become involved with groundwater management” (Ivey et al, 2002, 317).

Not only have the CAs struggled with lack of financial capacity, the MOE in 1992 to
1995 experienced budget cuts after the new government was elected in 1995. By 1999,
additional budget reductions occurred in amounts greater than $200 million, which meant
a reduction of 30% of staff (equal to 750 employees) (O’Connor, 2002, 34). Prior to
these budget cuts between 1985 and 1991, there was an increase of 184% in the MOE’s
budget, which was an increase in 48% of the funded MOE positions (Smith, 2000, 13).
According to Smith (2000, 3), “the MOE did not discover Stan Koebel’s improper
practices in the years from 1985 to 1991 when its budget increased by 184%. His ability
to escape detection had nothing to do with budget reductions”. This statement contradicts
O’Connor’s beliefs, which states that “before the decision was made to significantly
reduce the MOE’s budget in 1996, senior government officials, ministers, and the
Cabinet received numerous warnings that the impacts could result in increased risks to
the environment and human health”. These risks included those resulting from reducing
the number of proactive inspections — risks that turned out to be relevant to the events in
Walkerton (O’Connor, 2002, 34-35). Furthermore, Smith (2000, 3) states that frontline

services were cut the least when the MOE budgets were reduced and the number of
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environmental officers remained the same at the MOE office in Owen Sound (responsible
for Walkerton). “Senior public servants within the MOE, in consultation with the
responsible Cabinet Ministers, carefully considered the proposed budget reductions and
concluded that they could be implemented without creating any unmanageable risks to
public health or the environment. The budget reductions had nothing to do with the
events in Walkerton in May 2000” (Smith 2000, 3). Regardless, it is evident that there
were various failures in the Walkerton event, including the failure to properly monitor
and maintain the chlorine residual by Walkerton’s PUC staff, the failure to report the
adverse results to the Ministry of Health and the MOE by the lab and the Koebel’s, the
failure of the Ministry of the Health to issue a boil water advisory and the failure of the
MOE to follow up with actions to correct the deficiencies of their well inspection (West,
2008). Perhaps if one of these failures did not take place the Walkerton event could have
been preveﬁted. Nonetheless, Walkerton is changing the ways in which source water is
protected in Ontario and if anything, it is lesson learned for all government bodies and the

public.

The budget cuts at the provincial level had a trickle down effect upon the CAs, who also
had experienced significant reductions in funding from the province throughout the early
1990s and into the early 2000s. As a result, “CAs through their on-going commitment to
watershed management, have absorbed the shortfall in provincial funding but at the
expense of local priorities (Conservation Ontario', 2004, Presentation). For obvious
reasons, this had to cease. Ultimately, CAs accomplish their goals through partnerships
and historically, municipal and provincial governments have supported the CAs through a
sharing costs program, where “every dollar invested by the municipalities was matched
by the province” (Conservation Ontario', 2004, Presentation). In 1997, the province _
through the CA Policies and Procedures Manual committed to a 50% funding partnership
for eligible programs; however “based on a review of the 2002 audited financial
statements of the CAs, this funding commitment has not been met” (Conservation

Ontario', 2004, Presentation).

The main sources of revenue for CAs are mainly self-generated through activities, such

as fees for municipal plan input, review of zoning by-laws, draft plans of subdivisions
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and condominiums, consents, variance, site applications, land rentals and gate fees, to
name a few. Self generated revenues represented approximately 47% of CAs total
revenue in the early 2000s (Conservation Ontario', 2004, Presentation). Since 1992, CAs
have seen transfer payments cut by 87%, which equalled approximately $58.9 million per
that year, and from 2000 through 2003 cuts have been approximately $7.5 million per
year (Conservation Ontario', 2004, Presentation). As a result of the funding cuts to the
CAs, municipal contributions have had to increase from their average contributions
which equaled approximately 40% of CAs total revenues. In many cases, r-nunicipaI
levies to the CAs have reached their limit (Conservation Ontario', 2004, Presentation).

13

Fair, equitable and sustainable funding should be allocated; however, based on “... a
review of the 2002 Audited Financial Statements of the CAs ... the total expenditures for
activities eligible for 50% funding was almost $34 million” (Conservation Ontario',
2004, Presentation). This translates to $16 million which should have been transferred;
however, only $7.6 million was actually allocated to the CAs through a provincial
transfer payment, which is approximately $9 million short. The province had not been

maintaining their commitment.

de Loe and Kreutzwiser (2005, 247) state that “groundwater protection can be an
expensive, long term activity that is difficult to undertake effectively using ad hoc
funding through occasional grants or one-time commitments of funds”. Larger
municipalities generally have deeper and more stable bases to support groundwater
protection efforts, while smaller communities may be more reliant on one-time grants (de
Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005, 247). An example to illustrate how costly source water
protection studies are is presented by Murray (1995) in de Loe et al’s (2002, 221) study,
stating that “the delineation of the capture zone around a single wellfield in the Regional
Municipality of Waterloo cost approximately $325,000, while an important
hydrogeological reconnaissance study in this community can cost more than $950,000”
(Canadian dollars). “These costs likely are independent of the size of the municipality, as
they normally have more to do with the hydrogeological complexity of the aquifer on
which the community relies than with the number of people dependant on the resource”
(de Loe et al, 2002, 221-222). One factor that determines how much money can be spent

on groundwater protection is the size of the municipalities” budget as well as the level of
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reliance on external funding. For obviously reasons lack of financial capacity can
seriously impact a municipality’s ability to carry out important services and programs,

such as SWP.

Ivy et al (2002, 324) indicated that “while levels of interest vary from watershed to
watershed, 83% of the authorities canvassed [during their study] claimed that they are
interested in becoming more involved in groundwater management, subject to availability
of funding and staffing resources”. CAs require adequate funding, technical and staff
resources in order to take on the responsibilities of SWP. The drastic funding cuts by the
provincial government in 1995 illustrates that between 1993 and 1998, average total
revenues decreased by 11% and some CAs experienced decreases in total revenues by
more than 50% based on an analysis of audited financial statements (Ivy et al, 2002, 324).
This is considered to be a significant amount of financial resources lost, which would
unquestionably minimize or even halt groundwater protection activities for being actively

conducted, not to mention SWP activities.

3.3.2 Technical Capacity

In Ivey et al’s (2002, 316) study regarding the CAs in Ontario, the findings concluded
that groundwater-related management activities across the CAs is highly variable.
“Groundwater protection can be a complex and highly technical activity [and] the extent
to which a municipality is able to undertake these activities is an important measure of its
capacity” (de Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005, 246). In order to simplify the technical SWP
tasks and to allow for consistencies in the way in which they are conducted across the
province, a standard set of procedures in the form Draft Guidance Modules was published
in October 2006 by MOE. Further details peru;lining to these guidance modules are
discussed herein. “While documentation of groundwater management activities of
selected CAs is available, little documentation exists regarding the full range of
involvement of conservation authorities in groundwater management across Ontario
(Ivey et al, 2002, 316). During the summer of 1999, all the CAs throughout Ontario were

canvassed over the telephone to gather data ... related to the nature and extent of

authority involvement in a predetermined list of groundwater management activities,
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grouped generally into information management, watershed studies, groundwater quality
protection, groundwater quantity management, and public education and involvement”
(Ivey et al, 2002, 316). Only 25% of the CAs reported to having conducted short-term
groundwater monitoring, while less than a 25% of the CAs had undertaken long-term
groundwater monitoring programs. Between 1990 and 1995, 93% of CAs participated in
the 87 watershed and sub-watershed studies that were conducted. Of the 87 studies
conducted, 51% of the CAs listed groundwater quality and 45% listed groundwater
quantity as study issues (Ivey et al, 2002, 316). Ivey et al (2002, 316) further state that
“in most CAs groundwater management is not seen as a core activity, but for some its
importance is increasing”. According to Ivey et al, (2002, 317), there are various other
CA activities within watersheds that relate to groundwater quality and quantity
management and some of the most commonly reported programs were:
e designed to reduce the release of groundwater contaminants (e.g. stormwater
management, reported by 94 % of the CAs);
e review of municipal planning documents and decisions ( reported by 86% of the
CAs); and
e encouragement of taking on best management practices by landlords (reported by

78% of CAs).

de Loe and Kreutzwiser (2005, 246) state that (as quoted by Jaffer, 1987, 127) that “the
hydrogeological analyses required to undertake local groundwater protection planning are
simply beyond the technical abilities of most local planning staff”. Fortunately, “it may
not be necessary to have highly specialized experts on staff as long as people in key
organizations have skills and training to allow them to identify and understand problems,
implement solutions and work with external experts, such as consultants, or senior
government officials” (de Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005, 246). There are many other
factors that effect technical capacity, such as the availability of data and the level in
which the local organization is able to extract the resources of the other organizations.
As well, “smaller communities are often less able to recruit and retain trained staff than
larger, better financed communities” (de Loe et al, 2002, 221). Therefore, such smaller

communities are often more reliant on external staff to conduct the technical work. An
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important consideration in such cases is whether or not there is internal staff that can

interpret and use the technical work provided.

3.3.3 Institutional Capacity

de Loe and Kreutzwiser (2005, 247) state that “the quality of institutional arrangements
(laws, regulations, policies, plans, organizational structures) can be a significant
determinant of local capacity for groundwater protection”. Overlapping organizational
responsibilities of staff as well as weak or inappropriate legislation can significantly
diminish the capacity of an organization (de Loe et al, 2002, 222). Various researchers,
such as Libby declared by de Loe and Kreutzwiser (2005, 247) “...have claimed that
institutional weaknesses are the most serious barrier to effective groundwater protection™.
Both local organizations and senior level governments are important, since local
organizations such as Municipalities can create institutional arrangements that strengthen
their groundwater protection capabilities through:

e Land use planning instruments such as Municipal official plans, zoning
ordinances or by-laws, storm water management policies, and subdivision
controls;

¢ Source control measures, including sewer use ordinances and inspections;
e Measures designed to prevent pollution, including land acquisition; and
e Private land stewardship including incentive programs; and conservation

easements.

“Senior government institutional arrangements that influence local capacity for
groundwater protection include legislation relating to municipal responsibilities and
powers, water allocation, and pollution control; planning and groundwater protection
policies and financial and technical support programs” (de Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005,
247). Municipalities have the potential to create stronger foundations for groundwater
protection, which in turn would increase capacity through the development of clear
official plan policies (OPP) that are supported by zoniﬁg by-laws, subdivision controls,
and landowner education programs. “Given that municipalities in Ontario are under the

supervision of the provincial government, the second important institutional
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consideration is the institutional environment in which they must operate” (de Loe et al,
2002, 222). Essentially, governments are interconnected and the actions of one level

have an effect upon the other.

3.3.4 Social Capacity

During Ivey et al’s (2002, 317) study of CA capacities for groundwater management, it
was stated that efforts have been made by CAs to communicate with the watershed
residents about groundwater. However, only half of the CAs stated having developed or
distributed groundwater related education information, while even fewer CAs
demonstrated to have circulated promotional materials regarding the activities being
conducted by the CAs to manage groundwater (Ivey et al, 2002, 317). It is through
effective communication with the public that interest and concern towards groundwater
protection and management is promoted. “Even though many of the aspects of
groundwater protection are highly technical, and will be undertaken by municipal staff
and consultants, members of the community can play extremely important roles” (de Loe,
2002, 223). Enabling the public to play a role in the decision making process allows for a
more transparent program as well as compliance from the community since various
interests are being taken into consideration, ultimately leading to a more successful
program. de Loe (2002, 223) states that “...to some extent a municipality’s capacity for
groundwater protection is contingent on the relationship that exists between it and the
community, and the roles that community members play”. A list of measures that can be
used to determine the level of community awareness as presented by de Loe et al (2002,
223) are:

e Public education and outreach programs;

e Public recognition programs for voluntary land stewardship;

Identification of levels of community awareness and support;

Identification of pertinent interest groups;

Public liaison committees to facilitate ongoing public consultation; and

Public meetings and open houses to provide information and address questions.

Ultimately, “efforts to manage water resources in a watershed context are significantly

enhanced if people living within the watershed see themselves as part of the watershed
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community” (de Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005, 248). Education and awareness takes time

and must be continuously conducted in order to get the messages across clearly.

3.3.5 Political Capacity

Leadership is an important element of capacity in public sector organizations and needs
to be present so that direction and guidance can be provided. “The extent to which local
political leaders demonstrate support for groundwater protection through promoting the
technical activities ... and by creating appropriate institutional arrangements, is one
important measure of political capacity” (de Loe et al, 2002, 222). It is important that
senior level governments are in favour of the local-level groundwater protection and
provide enabling legislation, clear direction, and support through other agencies.
Political capacity takes time to be acquired successfully (in terms of legislation) since
there are procedures that must be followed when enacting laws (i.e. Bills going through
three readings prior to be passed). de Loe et al, (2002, 222) states that “weaknesses in
senior government institutional arrangements can constrain even the most committed
local governments”. As well, the ability in which senior governments are willing and
able to create horizontal and vertical linkages with other organizations is important. de
Loe et al (2002, 222-223) define horizontal linkages as those that are created with
external organizations at the local level, such as among municipalities, CAs, and non-
governmental organizations. Vertical linkages on the other hand, are those linkages
among senior level governments, such as Ontario provincial ministries, including the
MOE and the MNR. “Linkages and partnerships can lead to sharing of data, equipment,
staff, and the costs of studies, and can help municipalities overcome key institutional
problems, such as the fact that their jurisdiction ends at their boundaries, but aquifers may
not” (de Loe and Kreutzwiser, 2005, 248). For this reason, SWP can be extremely
challenging because drinking water sources often do cross municipal boundaries.
Decisions related to water use and land use activities in one community have the potential
to affect the quantity and quality of water in downstream communities (Ivey et al, 2006,
196). Ultimately, “social and political support can be developed and maintained through
clearly defined roles and responsibilities for source protection, identification of source

protection leaders, promoting the understanding of the impact of land use activities on
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water quality, and encouraging stakeholder participation in land- and water-related

decision making” (Ivey et al, 2006, 196).
3.4  Case Study of Historical Conservation Authorities Capacities

Due to the nature and watershed boundary existence of CAs throughout Ontario, they can
be considered key partners in water management. “Conservation authorities promote
watershed and subwatershed planning, which can provide a critical source of data on
water resources to municipalities” (de Loe et al, 2002, 223). There are various factors
that influence individual CAs level of involvement in active groundwater management.
Ivey et al (2002, 317) indicate that “... the level of reliance of watershed populations on
groundwater, and the capacity of the conservation authority” play a significant role on
how active a CA is. “Capacity-related concerns include a number of interrelated factors,
such as financial and human resources, community support, and institutional
arrangements” (Ivey et al, 2002, 317), that are considered to be a prominent concern for
SWP and management in Ontario. The following section presents specific CA capacities
based on past research to protect groundwater and to a limited extent source water since it

is a relatively new phenomenon on Ontario.

According to Ivey et al (2002, 316) the Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) is
responsible for implementing a large surface and groundwater SP program for the
RMOW , as such they are leading the way for CAs in a range of groundwater-related
activities. “Following the contamination of the water supply of the Town of Elmira by
N-nitroso dimethylamine, the RMOW developed a remarkable Water Resources
Protection Strategy to limit risks imposed by historical, existing and future land use
activities (de Loe et al, 2002, 219). Unfortunately mariy other communities across the
province of Ontario have not been able to develop and implement such programs, until
now that the CWA has been enacted and the activities are mandatory and not voluntary as

they were in the past.

In Ivy et al’s (2002, 319) study, two case studies were conducted for an in depth analysis.

The case studies were conducted on the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority
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(UTR CA) and the Ganaraska Region Conservation Authority [GAR CA]. Only the CAs
that demonstrated an interest in groundwater management during the telephone survey
were considered for this study after having canvassed all 38 CAs in 1999. Both of these
CAs were amongst the 10 CAs that exhibited the most involvement in groundwater
related activities and staff from both CAs stated that they were interested in increasing
their involvement with groundwater management. As well, these two CAs represent a
small (GARCA) and a medium (UTRCA) sized CA in southern Ontario. Ivy et al (2002,
320) state that it is the small to medium sized CAs that are most in need of capacity
building for groundwater management. “CA capacity to manage groundwater resources
depends, in part, on the nature and degree of groundwater related interactions among
watershed residents, municipal staff, political officials, industry, CA staff and board
members” (Ivey et, al, 2002, 318). Ivey et al’s study (2002, 326) concluded that both the
UTR CA and GAR CA have a moderate level of capacity to manage groundwater
resource within their watersheds. “The UTRCA’s organizational capacity and
community environments contribute favourably to its capacity” (Ivey et, al, 2002, 326).
UTR CA has exhibited a strong interest in protecting groundwater resources by the public
and both municipal and CA staff and past and present water quality issues relating to
activities have been well communicated to the public through education and outreach
materials (Ivey et al, 2002, 326). Actions that have limited UTR CAs capacity to manage
groundwater resources were related to the urban population’s reliance on the Great Lakes
for drinking water, which at the time of study was approximately 400,000 people, 75% of
which reside in the City of London (Ivey et al, 2002, 320). Furthermore, * ... industry’s
limited involvement in groundwater management activities, the authority’s largely
unrecognized role in groundwater management in the watershed, the lack of co-
ordination among local agencies in the watershed, and human and financial inadequacies™

(Ivey et al, 2002, 326).

On the other hand, the GAR CAs strengths include a high level of commitment to
groundwater management by municipalities, authority staff, board members, municipal
support for the CAs role in groundwater management, effective communication and co-
ordination among key members within the watershed. Capacity related weaknesses were

linked to the financial resources available and limited public concern about groundwater
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issues (Ivey et al, 2002, 326). GAR CAs population was approximately 80,000 at the
time of the study with 50% reliance on groundwater for potable purposes. This research
clearly illustrates “that CA capacity depends on a great extent on the support they receive
from municipalities, watershed residents, and senior government [and] it is unlikely that
sufficient in house technical and financial resources for groundwater management can be
acquired by most CAs” (Ivey et al, 2002, 326). Ivy et al's (2002, 323) comparative
research on the UTR CA and GAR CA illustrated that “the extent to which a community
is supportive of conservation authority involvement in groundwater management varied
from location to location”. For instance, UTR CA was slightly more supportive of
groundwater management than GAR CA as well they expressed more concern about
groundwater issues, such as contamination from intensive livestock operations and low
water levels than those residents situated in GAR CA, who felt that groundwater was not
a ‘hot’ issue since a portion of their watershed lies within the Oak Ridges Moraine, which
is already largely protected (Ivy et al, 2002, 323). Although there is variation from CA to

CA, none of the CAs exhibited sufficient capacity in all five indictors.
3.5  Case Study of Historical Municipalities Capacities

de Loe et al’s (2002, 224) study examined the following three communities: the City of
Guelph, the Town of Orangeville and the Town of Erin through a comparative approach
to determine the different dimensions of capacity and interactions among them. All three
communities are dependent upon groundwater for their drinking supply. The Town of
Erin is the smallest muﬁicipality of the three in terms of land area and population. The
Town of Erin had a population of approximately 11,000 at the time of the study, with no
communal sanitary sewer system, which is a concern and potential contaminate threat
upon the groundwater resources (de Loe et al, 2002, 224). The Town of Orangeville is
larger than the Town of Erin and had a population of approximately 22,188 in 1997 with
a growth rate of 3.59% from 1991 to 1995. The communities’ treated wastewater is
disposed directly in the Credit River, which has potential water quality implications
downstream. The City of Guelph was the largest and final municipality in the study with
a population of approximately 93,400 in 1997, with a growing population, estimated to

reach approximately 115,000 by 2011. The greater majority of the City of Guelph’s
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residents depend on groundwater as their source of municipal supply and because “of the
impacts of urbanization on groundwater quality and quantity, groundwater-related issues

are an important consideration for this community” (de Loe et al, 2002, 224).

The findings of the study determined that the City of Guelph had the strongest overall
capacity for groundwater protection, followed by the Town of Orangeville and lastly the
Town of Erin. “Both Guelph and Orangeville spent a large proportion of their revenue
fund on “environmental services™: 26% for Orangeville and 25.2% for Guelph”, while
Erin spent 16%, which reflects that much of the Towns population is rural (de Loe et al,
2002, 224-225). It is through land use planning activities that funds are spent towards
groundwater protection and the amount in which all three communities spent was
relatively small in comparison to the allowable budget. Guelph spend the most; for
instance, on detailed hydrogeological studies, which does align with the fact that larger
communities are more likely to be able to afford such technical studies (de Loe et al,
2002, 225). It was concluded that Guelph had the most technical activities completed as
of early 1999; having “completed basic studies aimed at defining its water resources;
identified contaminant sources; assessed and monitored groundwater quality; launched
activities aimed at managing water quality concerns in both urban and rural area;
instituted data management systems; and developed pollution contingency planning
measures” (de Loe et al, 2002, 225). Orangeville had the next most technical works
completed, including having defined their water resources, contaminant sources, water
quality management and data management. Erin had completed the least amount of
technical work, having only completed defining their water resources. “To a large extent,
a municipality’s technical capacity is a function of its staff capabilities” (de Loe et al,
2002, 226). All three communities relied heavily upon consultants to conduct the
technical work since it was determined that it was not cost effective to have groundwater
experts on staff (de Loe et al, 2002, 226). “Links with other agencies and with
community members have a significant impact on Guelph’s technical capacity ... [as
well] Guelph worked closely with its local conservation authority and with members of

the community” (de Loe et al, 2002, 226).
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With regards to institutional capacity, Guelph had the most, followed by Orangeville and
then Erin. The institutional arrangements were based on the following activities that
were taking place, as outlined by de Loe et al (2002, 227);

e Official plan policy statements that promote the maintenance or enhancement of
groundwater quality;

Designated sensitive areas for protection;

Performance standards;

Storm water management and groundwater policies;

Zoning by-laws prohibiting certain land use on sensitive lands;
Subdivision development controls;

Sewer use by-laws;

Reporting environmental performance;

Conservation easements and land acquisition;

Inspections; and

Incentive programs for best management practices.

Guelph was involved with all of the above listed institutional arrangements, while
Orangeville was involved with all but two and Erin was involved with only half of them.

Social related capacity was also the strongest in Guelph, while Orangeville and Erin were
identical. The Town of Erin believed that there was some awareness and concern for
groundwater since the Town was involved with a subwatershed study led by Credit
Valley Conservation (CVC); however, once the study ended so did the education and
outreach to the public (de Loe et al, 2002, 228). Orangeville believed that the awareness
was quite low as the “... town’s director of public works believed that many community
members did not even realize that their municipal supply was drawn from groundwater,
believing instead that it came from the nearby Orangeville Reservoir, a water control
facility” (de Loe et al, 2002, 229). Guelph had the strongest social capacity through the
creation of two important groups, which promoted groundwater protection. “Outside of
participation in these organized groups, there have been numerous opportunities for
citizens to express their concerns, for instance, through public meetings relating to
subwatershed studies” (de Loe et al, 2002, 227). Also during the study, Guelph was
involved in various public education initiatives, such as school tours, participation in
Children’s Groundwater Festival, and the development of an environmental stewardship
manual (de Loe et al, 2002, 229). Combined, these measures have enhanced the city’s

groundwater protection
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The final capacity discussed in de Loe et al’s (2002, 229) study was political, and again
Guelph exhibited the strongest level, while Erin had some support through measures such
as OP statements. Erin’s town council did not endorse the subwatershed study or
incorporate it into its OP and few attempts were made to foster external linkages with
CVC relating to groundwater protection (de Loe et al, 2002, 227). Orangeville’s
councillors demonstrated growing support for the groundwater protection and had strong
relations with CVC, which was evident based on data sharing, monitoring and
subwatershed studies. Horizontal linkages with other municipalities were less evident.
However, while it was indicated in the OP that partnerships were to be developed, there
was no clear indication that this was going to be followed through. “For instance,
Orangeville tended to share information with surrounding municipalities only if

approached, rather than actively doing so” (de Loe et al, 2002, 229).

The final conclusions were that the size of the city/town does have an effect on their
capacities to protect groundwater. Guelph’s larger size permitted the financial resources
to staff technical experts, which were financially unavailable to smaller communities. In
addition, Guelph also demonstrated higher capacity in areas that have less to do with the
size of a community, such as political commitment, citizen involvement, linkages with

external agencies and institutional arrangements (de Loe et al, 2002, 230).

A municipality in Ontario that is very well resourced is the RMOW with regards to
technical water related information, financial resources, staff, partnerships with the
GRCA and consultants. The “RMOW and GRCA have actively monitored and modeled
water resources, collected data, and conducted research related to water supplies for more
than a decade, and as a result are much better off in terms of knowledge and technical
resources than most Ontario municipalities” (Ivey et al, 2006, 203). The RMOW is one

of the strongest examples of source protection in Canada.

Obviously financial resources have accounted for a notable reason as to why source
protection has lagged behind. “Recognizing the importance of this resource, the Ontario
government has invested $19.3 million in 97 groundwater studies since 1998 [with] these

studies ... being conducted by partnerships of municipalities and conservation
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authorities” (MOEﬁ, 2008, Online). Beginning in 1998, $4.3 million was invested by the
MOE to conduct 34 groundwater studies across Ontario, to promote the development of
local groundwater protection strategies. With contributions from municipalities, the total
investment in these studies was valued at $6.6 million (MOE®, 2008, Online). In 2001-
2002, an additional 31 municipal groundwater studies were funded costing the Province
$10 million. The balance of the $19.3 million was $5 million in 2002-2003 to achieve
the goal of mapping WHPAs in all communities that rely on groundwater and mapping
sensitive groundwater areas across all of southern Ontario. These studies are -often
referred to as the 2002 Municipal Groundwater Studies. In total, 32 study areas were
approved for funding in 2002-2003 (MOE®, 2008, Online). As such, Ontario has become
a leader with its funding and by the end of 2004, over 95% of Ontario communities that
rely on groundwater [had] a common base of information on their groundwater
resources” (MOEE’, 2008, Online). On February 12, 2004, the MOE announced that a
new law would be introduced, requiring the development and implementation of SPPs for
every watershed in the province (MOE®, 2008, Online). This piece of legislation is

known as the CWA and is further discussed in detail below.

3.6 Clean Water Act

Prior to the enactment of the CWA, “source water protection planning [was] undertaken
on a voluntary basis by municipalities and conservation authorities [which led] to
inconsistencies across the province [and] without a comprehensive source water
protection program, public health [remained] at risk” (MOE', 2004, 2). The CWA
(formerly known as Bill 43) received royal assent in October 2006 and was procléimcd
law on July 3, 2007, also when its’ first five associated regulations came into effect.
These regulations include the Source Protection Areas and Regions, Source Protection
Committees, Terms of Reference, Time Limits, and Miscellaneous Regulations. The
intent of this legislation is to ensure that communities are able to protect their municipal
drinking water supplies now and in the future from overuse and contamination, protecting
both the quality and quantity of source waters. The CWA will protect “... municipal
drinking water supplies through developing collaborative, locally driven, science-based

protection plans” (MOE?, 2008). The SPPs are to be developed following the completion
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of the technical ARs, which describe both groundwater and surface water vulnerable
areas (i.e. WHPAs, IPZs, HVAs and SGRAs). As well, land use activities that are
determined to be a threat will be mapped and scored based on their vulnerability to
contaminate drinking water sources. The scoring will determine the level of risk that
each particular threat has in terms of being a negligible, a low, a moderate or a significant
risk to drinking water. The SPPs will then contain mandatory risk reduction strategies to
be implemented and enforced for the threats that are significant risks, while moderate
risks will likely be required to following a monitoring program. The technical AR tasks
are further discussed below as immediate capacity is required in these areas since the

tasks are currently underway.

3.6.1 Technical Assessment Report Components

The technical projects conducted as part of the AR are crucial components of the SPP.
“The information and analysis generated by these studies will support the development of
local and regional groundwater strategies [and the] information from these studies is vital
in that it will also provide data to support the development of a province-wide watershed-
based source water protection framework” (MOE®, 2008, Online). The layout and
structure of the completed ARs across the 19 SPAs / SPRs will be determined by the
partner groups involved. Essentially, the major components of the AR as stated by the
Lake Erie (LE) SPC in the Grand River (GR) SPA Terms of Reference (TOR) (2008, 4)

are outlined below:

Watershed Characterization (WC);

Groundwater Vulnerability Analysis;

Surface Water Vulnerability Analysis;

Issues Evaluation, Threats Inventory;

Water Quality Risk Assessment (RA); and

Water Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment (RA).

An explanation of each of the main technical tasks listed above is presented in further
- detail below as it ties into the comparative assessment component of this research. In

October 2006, the MOE provided draft guidance modules to assist with each of the
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technical tasks outlined above. These are used to describe the activities that will make up

each of the technical projects forming the AR.

3.6.2 Watershed Characterization

The Watershed Characterization report will document descriptions of natural features,
population size and distribution, land use and human-made influences, water quality
(surface and groundwater), and water use throughout the watershed. “A preliminary list
of land use activities that are known to pose a threat to the quality or quantity of drinking
water and a summary of the issues and concerns that exist in the watershed” (Lake Erie
SPC, 2008, 4). As well, this preliminary information will relate to the physical,
sociological, and economic characteristics of the watershed (MOET, 2006, 5). “A
‘watershed” is the entire area of land that is drained by a river and its tributaries” (MOE"',
2006, 5). The Watershed Characterization report is likely the first technical document to
be completed since it is essentially an overview and somewhat broad introduction to the

watershed and is further narrowed within other technical projects.

3.6.3 Groundwater Vulnerability Analysis

The groundwater vulnerability analysis will involve the delineation of the WHPAs
around municipal drinking water supply wells, HVAs, SGRAs and future municipal
supply areas. The relative vulnerability within each of these areas will be characterized as
high, medium or low. The categorization is intended to reflect the susceptibility of the
aquifer(s) in the vulnerable areas to surface (or near surface) sources of contamination.
Vulnerable areas will be delineated and given vulnerability scores and the level of
uncertainty associated with each score, as required for the Water Quality RA process
(Lake Erie SPC, 2008, 4-5). IKey sources of information that will assist with the
groundwater vulnerability analysis, as outlined in the draft guidance module (MOE®,
2006, 8) include:

Water well records and other borehole records and mapping;
Quaternary geology and bedrock geology mapping;

Aquifer and aquitard mapping or thickness mapping (where available);
Aquifer parameters;
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Depth to water table and piezometric surface water mapping;
Overburden thickness mapping;

Geological cross-sections; and

Topographical surface and surface water feature mapping.

It is important to note that not all SPAs / SPRs will have all of the information available
to them, as such these data gaps will need to be determined to identify ongoing and future
needs so that eventually the gaps can be filled in appropriately. “The ‘gap analysis’ will
consider factors such as the availability, quality and coverage of existing data and
existing groundwater studies” (MOE?, 2006, 9). As stated earlier, at “the end of 2004,
over 95% of Ontario communities that rely on groundwater [had] a common base of
information on their groundwater resources” (MOE?®, 2008, Online). Much of this earlier
work will be utilized to avoid the duplication of efforts and funding for the technical

requirements of the CWA.

The delineation of WHPAs will illustrate the subsurface area that supplies water to a
well’s capture zones at various time of travel (TOT) rates. As presented by the MOE®
(2006, 10) in draft guidance module 3, each WHPA must be sub-divided into the

following four zones:

e Zone A — pathogen security / prohibition zone with a 100 metre radius;
Zone B — pathogen management zone with a 2 year TOT capture zone;
Zone C — dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) / contaminant protection
zone with a 5 year TOT capture zone; and
e Zone D - secondary protection zone with a 25 year TOT capture zone.
These zones are used to identify the varying levels of potential risks to the well from both
pathogens and chemical contaminants and these zones will assist in the prioritization of

the risk management plans (RMPs) that will manage these particular threats.

3.6.4 Surface Water Vulnerability Analysis

The purpose of the surface water vulnerability analysis is to identify the IPZs surrounding
a surface water municipal drinking water intake. There are three IPZs that are to be

delineated and these include:
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e [PZ-1 which is a one kilometre radius for Great Lake intakes and 200 metres for
river intakes. This zone is the most vulnerable as it is the closest to the intake;

e IPZ-2 consists of at least a two hour TOT, which at minimum would allow the
water treatment operator to implement appropriate emergency actions to take
place in the event of a spill requiring the intake to be closed off; and

e [PZ-3 is the area that contributes water to the intake under specified conditions
such as varying storm events. For Great Lakes intakes this zone does not need to

be delineated because it includes a significantly large portion of land.

Once each of the IPZs is delineated a vulnerability score for each of the zones is

assigned. This score refers to the comparative likelihood of a contaminant of concern

reaching the intake, also taking into consideration the potential human-made pathways

that may allow contaminants of concern to enter the water directly, such as storm sewers,

sanitary sewers, combined sewers, cooling water discharge sewers, and open drainage
ditches (Lake Erie SPC, 2008, 5).

As presented in the MOE’ (2006, 6), draft guidance module 4, the informatidn that will

be used to characterize the municipal surface water drinking intakes includes:

The technical characteristics of the intake such as the geographical location of the
intake crib, its depth and the length of the pipe extend from shore into the surface
water body;

Interviews with the water treatment plant operators regarding response time to shut
down the plant in the event of an emergency;

Review of existing documentation, such as engineering reports, studies, assessments,
etcetera that could provide useful information about the intake and surrounding
hydrodynamic and hydrologic conditions;

Bathymetry of the water body near area lake bed showing the intake crib and pipe;
Limnology of the surface water body structure and behaviour in the intake area;

Local and regional current, flow, drift patterns of the water;

Prevailing wind direction and intensity;
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e Long and seasonal weather patterns as they influence wave formation, magnitude and
direction;

e Local and regional erosion and scouring patterns by currents, wave and ice;

¢ Sediment and substrate characteristics at the intake and local lakebed;

e Raw water quality profile at the intake;

e Local watershed influences;

e Local and regional shipping routes and patterns; and

e Local recreational uses, historical shoreline, modifications, engineering works and

historical land uses.

The IPZs will be delineated and assigned vulnerability scores, obtained by multiplying
the zone vulnerability factor with the source vulnerability factor (MOEQ, 2006, 17). The
zone vulnerability factor is associated with factors such as runoff generation, transport
© pathways, and distance of threat(s) to the watercourse, while the source vulnerability
factor is associated with specific factors relating to the intake such as its depth from the
top of the water surface, the length of the intake pipe from shore and historical water
records of past incidences exceeding water quality standards (MOE’, 2006, 18-19). The
IPZs will be considered as vulnerable areas in the Water Quality RA, and the
vulnerability scoring will be used to rank threats to drinking water in the surface water

quality RA (Lake Erie SPC, 2008, 5).

3.6.5 Issues Evaluation, Threats Inventory, Water Quality Risk Assessment

The objective of this module is to identify and evaluate threats and issues as they relate to
the quality of drinking water in each vulnerable area. As defined in the MOE'® (2006, 3)
draft module 5, “issues are problems that currently exist in the source water, or that can
be reasonably predicted to be a problem ... if rising trends continue [and] threats are
activities on the landscape that, if managed improperly, may cause an issue to occur in
the future”. Typically issues are associated with threats (i.e. land use activities — past,
present or future), but also issues can be a result of natural occurrences (MOE'”, 2006, 5).

The threats and issues will be determined and mapped around each drinking water intake,

-56 -



WHPA, HVA, SGRA and future municipal supply. Each contaminant of concern
associated with the drinking water threats will be assigned a hazard rating, which “is a
scientifically based value which represents the relative potential for a contaminant of
concern to impact drinking water sources at concentrations significant enough to cause
human illness” (MOE'O, 2006, 4). There are five major components of this module,
which include:

Drinking water issues inventory;

Drinking water threats inventory;

Prioritizing and evaluation of issues and threats;

Application of a hazard rating to each contaminant of concern associated with a
drinking water threat; and :

e Constructed transport pathways identification and inventory.

“Threats on the landscape ... may not currently be impacting source water but may pose
a risk to sources of drinking water [and a] fundamental goal of the Source Water
Protection process is to ensure that this risk is reduced” (MOE'®, 2006, 5). The MOE is
in the process of finalizing their database which contains over 3,000 different chemical
based threats that have been assigned specific values in order to calculate their respective
hazard rating to be used in the risk assessment stage of the technical work. The hazard
ratings are either chemical or pathogenic and will be used to further assist with the water

quality RA.

3.6.6 Water Quality Risk Assessment

The risks of specific threats (past, present or future identified in the previous module)
within a vulnerable area of a municipal drinking water system will be determined in this
module. The risk associated with the threat will be assessed based on two factors: its
hazard to human health, and the vulnerability of the drinking water source. This initial
RA will place the threat in one of four categories: significant risk, moderate risk, low
risk, or negligible risk (MOE'', 2006, 2). If the risk is negligible then no further action
will be required. “Threats that fall into the other categories may be passed on to the risk
management component of source water protection planning or may be re-assessed,
depending on the quality of information available to undertake the initial RA (MOE'"',

2006, 2). The risk is determined by numerical scores that represent the threats (obtained
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through the hazard score that was determined in previous module) and the vulnerability

(obtained through the groundwater vulnerability analysis or the surface water

vulnerability analysis). Thus, the risk is determined by multiplying the hazard rating by

the vulnerability score, which provides a product that is categorized as a significant risk,

a moderate risk, a low risk, or a negligible risk based on the following values as presented

in the draft guidance module 6 (MOE'', 2006, 9-10):

e Significant Risk is a score in the range of 80 to 100, which implies that both the
hazard and vulnerability is high, so action is required to mitigate the existing risk(s)
as well as prevent new risk(s) from arising. If it is not possible to eliminate existing,
potentially significant threats then stringent measures are required to manage the risk
posed by the threats and effective, timely contingency plans must be developed and
implemented through the SPPs.

e Moderate Risk is a score in the range of 60 to 79, which implies the combination of
either a high hazard and a lower vulnerability or vice versa, so action is required to
develop a SPP to manage and monitor the risks posed upon the source water.

e Low Risk is a score in the range of 40 to 59, which implies the combination of
moderate or low level hazards with a relatively lower vulnerability ranking, so
minimal controls and some level of monitoring are required to ensure effective
continued protection upon source water.

e Negligible Risk is a score in the range of less than 40, which implies the combination
of very low level hazards with low vulnerability rankings, so no further action is

required.
3.6.7 Water Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment

“The objective of a water budget analysis is to provide a technically sound methodology
for managing the quantity of existing and future sources of drinking water” (MOE'"?,
2006, 7). As presented in the Grand River (GR) SPA TOR by the Lake Erie (LE) SPC
(2008, 5), the Water Budget and Water Quantity RA process will:

e Estimate the quantity of water flowing through a watershed;
¢ Describe the pertinent processes and pathways water follows; and
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e Assess the reliability and availability of current and future water supply sources
from a quantity perspective.
“A water budget is an understanding and accounting of the movement of water and the
uses of water over time, on, through, and below the surface of the earth” (MOE'Z, 2006,
7). The water budget takes into account the following questions:

I. where is the water in terms of the various watershed hydrologic elements (e.g.
soils, aquifers, streams, lakes)?;

2. how does the water move between these elements (i.e., what are the pathways
through which the water travels)?; and

3. what and where are the stresses on the water (i.e., where are the water takings?)
and what are the trends (i.e., are levels declining, increasing, or remaining
constant over time)?

This work will be completed in various stages, beginning with a conceptual water budget,
which will then proceed to a more detailed water budget analysis consisting of a Tier 1, 2,
and/or 3 studies. The Tier 1 water budget consists of “a simple approach that estimates
the various elements of the hydrologic cycle including precipitation, evapotranspiration,
recharge, and runoff” (MOE", 2006, 30). Water takings, known as PTTW regulated
under the OWRA will be used to determine the amount of water being removed from the
hydrological system. The data is analyzed using a simple excel assessment to determine
which watersheds are experiencing stress. “Those areas experiencing a moderate to
significant level of stress will be subject to further water budget evaluation under Tier 2,
provided that the subwatershed contains a municipal water supply system” (MOE',
2006, 38). “For Tier 1 and Tier 2, the water reserve should be calculated as 10% of the
groundwater discharge within a subwatershed. It is noted that the thresholds defined for
groundwater are already set to assign a ‘moderate’ stress level to subwatersheds where
water demand is more than 10% of its recharge” (MOE'", 2006, 110). This threshold is
based on existing ‘rules of thumb’ that suggest that water demands less than 10% will not
result in observable changes to the hydrologic system (MOE'?, 2006, 110). The Tier 2
and 3 Stress Assessment will refine the water use estimates by utilizing local surveys of
the actual water used (MOE'%, 2006, 36). “The goal of the Tier 2 assessment is to
confirm or negate the stress assignment completed' in Tier 1 using a more detailed
approach that includes complex numerical modeling for groundwater systems and a

detailed time-continuous modeling for surface water systems” (MOE'?, 2006, 45). “The
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role of the Tier 2 assessment is to refine the estimation of water budget components to
facilitate a more reliable stress assessment and allow subwatersheds with marginal stress
levels to avoid the detailed local assessments in Tier 3”, which are not expected to be
required in most jurisdictions (MOE'?, 2006, 45). The areas that repeatedly exhibit stress
will require that appropriate risk management activities be completed in order to sustain

the long term availability of water within that subwatershed.
3.7  Summary of Literature Review

The literature review conducted as part of this research illustrates that historically an
unequal (mal) distribution of capacity existed among local Municipalities and CAs with
regards to protecting water in Ontario. As well, there was no specific legislation
pertaining solely to SWP. Essentially, this capacity issue and lack of legislation
prevented effective SWP in many areas throughout the Province of Ontario. Rather than
protecting water at the source, the protection measure was through the treatment of water.
In terms of the US they are considered to be more environmental progressive when it
comes to protecting source waters since they appear to have a more comprehensive SWP
program when compared to Ontario. All US states are required to develop and
implement a Source Water Assessment and Protection Plan. The majority of
responsibility for SWP is placed into the hands of state and local governments; however,
the federal government does play an extremely important role through the CWA and the
SDWA via incentives, regulations and programs that are associated with these statues.
The opposite is the case in Canada, such that the federal government does not play as an
important role, since no federal acts protecting source water have been enacted. As a
result, the way in which source water is regulated varies from province to province and
the standards are not consistent. These inconsistencies are further evident within the
province of Ontario as historically there were great capacity variations amongst local
municipalities and CAs. The following capacity comparative assessment chapter
analyzes the changes that have taken place across Ontario following the enactment of the
CWA to illustrate the présent situation as well anticipate the future of the SWP in Ontario

along with some of the inevitable challenges.
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40 COMPARATIVE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT OF THE SPAs AND SPRs

The following sections comprise the comparative capacity assessment of the research
conducted. To recap, the literature review presented herein has illustrated that
historically an unequal (mal) distribution of capacity existed throughout Ontario to
protect water — institutionally, financially, technically, socially, and politically at the CA
and Municipal levels. As well, various case studies have shown that there is variation in
the capacities of CAs and municipalities, and typically larger organizations are more.
likely to have greater capacity. “The Provincial Government has committed to pay 100%
of the costs to develop Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans to protect
sources of municipal drinking water [which] covers both work plans presented in [the]
Terms of Reference” (Essex Region SPC, 2008, 9). This comparative capacity
assessment examines the activities occurring throughout the province during the initial
stages of the CWA through analyzing the TOR documents that have been drafted by the
19 SPCs across the province. The findings are presented below for the five capacity
indicators as they currently exist during the preparation of the AR. Institutional capacity
is presented first in order to provide the reader with the information to understand the
structure of the CWA through its associated regulations. The financial capacity

requirements are discussed next, followed by the technical, social and political capacities.

The TOR sources used to conduct the comparative analysis are presented in the
Bibliography of this report, rather than being referenced after each statement since the
data has been adapted from the TOR documents through calculations. Initially, summary
tables of all 38 SPAs were compiled using the TOR documents, which present the AR
tasks, the estimated budgets (for tasks ‘completed / in progress’ and ‘estimated’), the
timelines for completion and the lead for each task. These tables are presented in
Appendix B, Tables 1B through 38B. A prescreening of these 38 tables revealed that
there is consistency among the SPAs that have joined into partnership agreements with
neighbouring SPAs to form SPRs, with the exception of the financial capacity
requirement, which had some variation among the SPAs within the same SPR. This

makes sense logically as it is the same SPC that is representing all the SPAs within that
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SPR. Therefore it was decided that the comparative capacity assessment would be
narrowed to focus on the 11 SPRs (comprised of multiple SPAs) and the eight stand-
alone SPAs, rather than assessing all 38 SPAs individually. Details pertaining to the 19
SPAs / SPRs are presented in Appendix A, Tables 1A through 19A. Conducting the

assessment using this rationale was also logical from a data management perspective.

In summary, as presented on Table 1, one to five SPAs make up an SPR. Map 1
illustrates the location of the 19 SPAs / SPRs in northern and southern Ontario. Each
SPR has a lead SPAs which is illustrated by bold in Table 1. The largest SPR contains
five SPAs, which is the Trent Conservation Coalition (TCC) SPR. The second largest is
the Lake Erie (LE) SPR and Quinte Region (QR) SPR, both of which are comprised of
four SPAs.

There are four SPRs that are comprised of three SPAs, which include:

e the Thames, Sydenham & Region (T-SR) SPR;

o the Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula (S-GS-NBP) SPR;
e the South Georgian Bay — Lake Simcoe (SGB-LS) SPR; and

e the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario (CTC) SPR.

There are four SPRs, which are comprised of two SPAs and these include:

Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley (AB-MV) SPR;
Halton-Hamilton (HH) SPR;

Mississippi-Rideau (M-R) SPR; and

Raisin Region South Nation (RR-SN) SPR.

The remaining SPAs represent the eight stand-alone areas and include:

Essex Region (ER) SPA;

Niagara Peninsula (NP) SPA;

Cataraqui Region (CAR) SPA;

Lakehead Region (LH) SPA;

Sault Ste. Marie Region (SSMR) SPA;
Mattagami Region (MR) SPA;

Greater Sudbury District (GSD) SPA; and
North Bay-Mattawa (NB-M) SPA.
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The land area that the SPAs / SPRs cover is presented in Table 2 and ranges from
approximately 215 km? (stated by lvy et al, 2002, 314) (SSMR SPA) to 11,342 km*
(SGB-LS SPR), representing 0.2% to 9.9% of the total land area regulated under the
CWA, respectively. Graph 1, illustrates the percentage of land area that each of the
SPAs / SPRs cover. As presented the five largest SPAs / SPRs are:

SGB-LS SPR with a total land area of 11,342 kmz;
MR SPA with a total land area of 11,000 km?;
T-SR SPR with a total land area of 10,857 kmz;
LE SPR with a total land area of 10,710 km?; and
TCC SPR with a total land area of 9,570 km®.

It is interesting to note that of the top five largest SPAs / SPRs; all but one of them is a
stand-alone SPA, situated in northern Ontario (MR SPA). The remaining four are SPRs
located in southern Ontario. Conversely, the three smallest SPAs / SPRs land wise are
SSMR SPA (215 km?), HH SPR (of 1,512 km?) and ER SPA (1,600 km?).

With regards to the number of municipalities within each SPA / SPR, there are four SPRs
that have 60 or more municipalities within their region. These four SPRs are the same
SPRs which contain the most land area and include:

e TCC SPR with 70 municipalities (13% of the municipalities);

e SGB-LS SPR with 65 municipalities (12.1% of the municipalities);

e LE SPR with 65 municipalities (12.1% of the municipalities); and

e T-SR SPR with 60 municipalities (11.2% of the municipalities).
The percentage distribution of these SPRs with respect to municipalities ranges from
11.2% to 13.0%, while the remaining SPAs / SPRs have anywhere from 0.2% (MR SPA)
to 7.1% (M-R SPR). For instance, this means that of the total number of municipalities
(537) governed under the CWA in Ontario, these percentages are found within those
SPAs / SPRs. MR SPA on the other hand, which is the second largest in terms of land
area, contains the least number of municipalities, which is one or 0.2% of the 537
municipalities. Table 3 and Graph 2 illustrate the number of municipalities and

percentage distribution across the SPAs / SPRs.
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In terms of the number of municipal groundwater drinking water systems, the three SPAs
/ SPRs with the most are:
e SGB-LS SPR with 98 groundwater systems (approximately 301 wells),
representing 28.9% of the municipal groundwater systems;
e LE SPR with 53 groundwater systems (unknown number of wells), representing
15.6% of the municipal groundwater systems; and
e TCC SPR with 36 groundwater systems (approximately 82 wells), representing

10.6% of the municipal groundwater systems.

These three SPRs represent 55.1% of the municipal groundwater drinking systems in
Ontario. There are three SPAs that do not contain any municipal groundwater systems.
These are: MR SPA, ER SPA, and NP SPA, all of which are stand-alone SPAs. Overall,
the number of municipal groundwater drinking systems range from 1 in the LR SPA and
SSMR SPA to 98 in SGB-LS SPR. The SPAs in northern Ontario contain fewer
municipal groundwater drinking systems than the SPAs / SPRs in southern Ontario (i.e.

higher populations require more wells). Table 4 and Graph 3 illustrate these findings.

The majority of the municipal surface water drinking systems are located in:
e TCC SPR with 19 surface systems (approximately 21 intakes), representing
14.8% of the municipal surface systems;
e SGB-LS SPR with 15 surface systems (approximately 15 intakes), representing
11.7% of the municipal surface systems;
e RR-SN SPR with 14 surface systems (unknown number of intakes), representing
10.9% of the municipal surface systems; and
e CTC SPR with 10 surface systems (approximately 10 intakes), representing 7.8%
of the municipal surface systems.
These four SPRs represent 45.2% of the municipal surface water drinking systems in
Ontario. These values are illustrated in Table 5 and Graph 4. The five SPAs in northern
Ontario contain the fewest municipal surface water systems with one to three systems in
each of the five northern SPAs, representing 0.8% to 2.3% of the surface water systems

regulated under the CWA in Ontario. This is reasonable since the northern areas contain
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fewer populations and one surface water intake has the capacity to provide numerous

residents with drinking water.
4.1 Institutional Capacity Assessment

Institutionally, the CWA and its associated regulations put into place a Iégislative
framework for the SPP process. At the time of conducting this research, five regulations
had been enacted under the CWA, while the AR regulation had been drafted, posted on
the Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR) web site for public review and comment;
however are not yet finalized. The five existing regulations under the CWA include the
following and form the basis of the institutional capacity assessment for SP in Ontario:

. O.Reg 284/07 — Source Protection Areas and Regions; .
O.Reg 285/07 — Time Limits;
O.Reg 286/07 — Miscellaneous;
O.Reg 287/07 — Terms of Reference; and
O.Reg 288/07 — Source Protection Committees.

LR W

A summary of each of the regulations is presented below.

The first regulation is O.Reg 284/07 relating to the Source Protection Areas and Regions.
Table 1, presents a list of the 38 CAs, which have become the SPAs as regulated in
O.Reg 284/07, Part I, Table 1 under the CWA (Government 0ntario3, Online). Two
CAs, Moira River Conservation Authority and Napanee Region Conservation Authority
presented in O.Reg 284/07 are within the jurisdiction of Quinte Region, thus are not
presented individually in Table 1. As well, O.Reg 284/07, Part 1, Table 2 presents two
additional organizations which have formed to be SPAs. These include the Severn Sound
Environmental Association formed to be the Seven Sound Source Protection Area and the
Municipality of Northern Bruce Peninsula formed to be the Northern Bruce Peninsula
SPA (Government Ontario’, Online) for a total of 40 organizations functioning as SP
authorities making up the SPAs / SPRs. Map 1 illustrates the 19 SPAs / SPRs that have
been formed through partnership agreements between various SP Authorities. Table 1
presents the SPAs / SPRs and their respective SP Authorities. Table 3 lists the number of
municipalities within that specific SPA / SPR. It is important to note that the number of
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municipalities within the SPAs in O.Reg 284/07 is different that the number of
municipalities in Table 3 because these were totaled from each of the TOR documents
and it is evident that the various lower tier municipalities that exist within the upper tier
municipalities were included, accounting for the difference in numbers. While this
difference may imply that the list in O.Reg 284/07 is incorrect, it is simply the case that
the TORs are more detailed. The final table in O.Reg 284/07 under Part II, Table 3
presents the SPRs that have formed by the merging of SP Authorities (Government
Ontario®, Online). In total there are 11 SPRs that contain multiple SPAs with one of the
SP Authorities appointed to be the lead SP Authority. The remaining eight SPRs that are
not presented in O.Reg 284/07 are stand-alone SPAs, containing only one CA. For
instance, all of the CAs in Northern Ontario are stand-alone SPAs and include the
following CAs:

Lakehead Region (LR) CA;

Sault Ste. Marie (SSMR) CA;

Mattagami (MR) CA;

Nickel District CA (Greater Sudbury District (GSD); and
North Bay-Mattawa (NB-M) CA.

In southern Ontario there are three single CAs that form stand-alone SPAs and these

include:

e Essex Region (ER) CA;
e Niagara Peninsula (NP) CA; and
e (Cataraqui Region (CAR) CA.

The second regulation is O.Rég 285/07 — Time Limits outline the due dates for the three
major reports to be completed. These include the TOR, the AR and the SPP. Essentially,
the due dates are set based upon the date in which the first chair of an SPC was appointed
(Government, Ontario®, Online). Based on the time of this research, these due dates are
established to be as follows:

e TOR - October 2008;
e AR —Fall 2009 through Winter 2010;
SPP — Summer 2012.
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The third regulation, O.Reg 286/07 Miscellaneous discusses various items such as
amendments to agreements made among the SPAs which have joined to form an SPR,
drinking water systems that cannot be included in the TOR, Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
River basin agreements and exemptions (Government Ontario’, Online). For the purpose
of this regulation, since it does not directly tie-into the résearch of this paper, no further

discussion will be made.

The fourth regulation is O.Reg 287/07 Terms of Reference (TOR), which is the first
major submission requirement that the SPCs need to fulfill and submit to the MOE. The
TOR shall contain the following information as per the regulation (Government Ontario®,
Online):

e A map illustrating the boundaries of the SP Authorities and municipalities within
the SPA. If the SPA is part of a SPR (multiple SPAs) then a map of the SPR shall
be presented as well;

e A list of all the municipalities in the SPA(s);

e A copy of all the municipal resolutions passed by councils of municipalities;

e A table presenting the following information for each of the planned and existing
drinking water systems:

The drinking water systems (DWIS) number, if assigned;

The name of the drinking water system;

0 O ©

The owner of the drinking water system;

The operating authority of the drinking water system; and

0

o Whether the drinking water system obtains its water from groundwater or
surface water.
e A list of matters that require consultation (during the AR preparation) with
neighbouring SPCs based on cross boundary issues;
e A work plan that identifies all of the major tasks that are to be completed as per
the AR and SPP which includes the following information:
o The lead organization responsible for performing the task;
o The estimated timeline of when the task is to be conducted; and

o The estimated costs that are expected to be incurred to complete the task.
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All of this information was orgaﬁized and input into a Microsoft Access database tool
provided by the MOE. The purpose of using.this software tool was to allow for
consistency across the province, as well as to allow for ease in updating the information
as necessary. The TOR, which were drafted throughout May to September 2008, were
posted on the individual SPC (drinking water source protection) web sites for a public
review and comment period, which was at least 35 days as per the TOR O.Reg 287/07.
At a minimum at least one public open house must have been held at a location within the
SPA to allow for the public to attend to gain additional information relating to the TOR
as well as the SP program. As per the regulation (Government Ontario®, Online), “... a
draft of the proposed terms of reference [shall be] published on the Internet and [made]
available for inspection by the public at one or more locations that, in the opinion of the
source protection committee, are sufficiently accessible to give the public in the source
protection area a reasonable opportunity to inspect the draft”. As well, a copy of the
TOR must be given to the clerk of each municipality in the SPA, the chief of the band of
a First Nations reserve in the SPA, the chair of every SPC listed as having a matter that
requires consultation and every person or body that is established pursuant to the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1978 and is involved in the development or
implementation of a remedial action plan (RAP) or lake-wide management plan

(Government Ontario®, Online).

The final regulation discussed is O.Reg 288/07 Source Protection Committees, which
outlines the 19 SPCs that represent the 19 SPAs / SPRs as well as the number of
members on each committee. The SPC member numbers range from 10 to 22
(Government Ontario’, Online). The five SPAs in the north have 10 members. The five
largest SPRs, which include CTC SPR, LE SPR, SGB-LS SPR, T-SR SPR and TCC
SPR, have 22 members, while the remaining SPAs / SPRs have 16 members
(Government Ontario’, Online). The SPC is responsible for completing, approving and
submitting the TOR, AR and SPPs with the assistance of the SP authorities. The SPCs is
comprised of multi-stakeholders with varying backgrounds and the following rules apply
with regards to the formation of the committees as per (Government Ontario’, Online):

® One-third of the members must be persons appointed to reflect the interests of the

municipalities that are located within the SPAs / SPR;
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* One-third of the members must be persons appointed to reflect the interests of the
agricultural, commercial, or industrial sectors of the SPAs / SPRs economy; and

* One-third of the members must be persons appointed to reflect the interests other
than the interests referred to the two above, in particular, environmental, health

and other interests of the general public.

The SPC works closely with the municipalities, CAs, and provincial agencies, while.
leading the development of the three major documents that comprise the SP planning
process (TOR, AR and the SPP). “The committee will do this by following the Act, its
regulations, Director’s rules (in respect of assessment reports), and guidance material
created by the ministry, while working collaboratively with municipalities and source
protection authorities” (MOE’, 2007, Online). The draft Director’s Rules outlining the
technical requirements of the AR was posted for public comment and review on the
environmental registry in June 2008; however, has not yet been finalized and re-
published for use. This is not to say that the technical work has been halted, but rather
the work is underway following the draft versions and may réquirc changes as the final

AR regulations are finalized.
4.2 Financial Capacity Assessment

The McGuinty government has committed approximately $120 million to fund source
protection planning costs from 2004 through 2008, in order to help local communities
determine accurate information relating to their municipal water supply, how it
replenishes itself and what threats exist upon the quality of the water so that actions can
be implemented to reduce or eliminate these threats (MOE”, 2007, Online). “The
provincial funding includes $32 million provided by the [MOE] to municipalities and
[CAs] for technical studies, and $66 million provided by the [MNR] for capacity-building
and water budget work at the CAs. The capacity funding helped CAs boost their staffing
and expertise by an average of 10 per cent” (West, 2008, 13). Funding was provided to
CAs to hire staff and develop other resources to work with local communities towards

developing SPPs. Grants were also provided to both the CAs and municipalities to
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undertake technical studies relating to vulnerability zones and threats evaluations
(MOE", 2007, Online). Through the development of the spreadsheet analysis using
Microsoft Excel to summarize the 38 TORs documents completed by the 19 SPCs, it was
calculated that approximately $230,875,710 ($231 million) is the estimated required
_dollar amount to complete both the AR and SPP. This total and its breakdown is

presented in Table 12.

Of the $231 million, $81.2 million has been spent on the AR tasks ‘completed / in
progress’ until the end of the 2008-2009 provincial fiscal year (March, 31, 2009). This
leaves an estimated $92.7 million for the remaining AR tasks for a total of $179.9 million
to conduct the AR reports. Thus, 35.2% of the total budget is ‘completed / in progress’
for the ARs, 40.2% is ‘estimated’ for the remaining AR tasks and 24.7% is for the
completion of the SPP. The estimated SPP costs make up the balance of $56.9 million.
This cost distribution reveals that over 75% of the costs related to the SP program are for
the technical science based AR work. It is anticipated that additional funds will be
required for the implementation and enforcement of the SPPs since they are not presented
in the TOR. Table 15 presents the breakdown of these costs and percentages. It should
be noted that some of the SPCs did not provide dollar amounts to complete the SPP since
the regulations and guidance materials have not yet been drafted, nor have the AR tasks
been completed, which will likely affect the costs required for the SPP. Table 6, presents
the costs associated with completing the AR and Table 9 presents the costs for
completing the SPP. These tables also present the budget requirements for the AR and
SPP with SPAs / SPRs as the lead as well as the municipalities as the lead, which is
further assessed in the political capacity assessment section.
An analysis of the AR SPA / SPR budgets as presented on Table 7 illustrates that of the
total $134.5 million required, the SPRs requiring the highest budgets with the SP
Authority as the lead are as follows:

e TCC SPR - $29.2 million (21.5% of the total SPR AR budget);

e LE SPR - $12.1 million (8.9% of the total SPR AR budget);

¢ T-SR SPR - $10.4 million (7.7% of the total SPR AR budget);

¢ SGB-LS SPR - $9.2 million (6.8% of the total SPR AR budget); and

= 7).~



RR-SN SPR - $8.6 million (6.3% of the total SPR AR budget).

The municipal lead AR budget observations presented on Table 8 exhibit that of the total

$39.4 million requirement, the municipal SPRs requiring the highest AR budgets are as

follows:

TCC SPR - §17.4 million (45.7% of the total SPR municipal AR budget);

LE SPR - $6.8 million (17.8% of the total SPR municipal AR budget);
SGB-LS SPR - $4.9 million (12.9% of the total SPR municipal AR budget);
CTC SPR - of $4.1 million (10.6% of the total SPR municipal AR budget); and
S-GS-NBP SPR - $2.5 million (6.6% of the total SPR municipal AR budget).

As shown in Table 6, the five SPRs requiring the greatest budget when combining the SP

Authority lead and municipal leads AR task total includes:

TCC SPR at $46.7 million (26.8% of the total AR budget). Of this total, $24.9
million has been ‘completed / in progress’, accounting for 30.7% of the
‘completed / in progress’ AR budget;

LE SPR at $19 million (10.9% of the total AR budget). Of this total, $10.5
million has been ‘completed / in progress’, accounting for 12.9% of the
‘completed / in progress” AR budget;

SGB-LS SPR at $14.1 million (8.1% of the total AR budget). Of this total, $5.9
million has been ‘completed / in progress’, accounting for 7.2% of the ‘completed
/ in progress’ AR budget;

CTC SPR at $11.6 million (6.7% of the total AR budget). Of this total, $9.1
million has been ‘completed / in progress’, accounting for 11.3% of the
‘completed / in progress” AR budget; and

T-SR SPR at $11 million (6.3% of the total AR budget).  Of this total, $5.3
million has been ‘completed / in progress’, accounting for 6.6% of the ‘completed

/ in progress’ AR budget;

When taking into consideration the SP Authority and municipal AR budgets separately,

the TCC SPR and TCC municipalities are in need of the most financial capacity. LE was
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second, for both the SP Authority as the lead and the LE municipalities as the lead for the
second most financial capacity required. T-SR SPR was the third lead when taking into
consideration only the SP Authority as the lead for the AR financial capacity required,
while the SGB-LS was the third lead when taking into consideration the municipal lead

for the AR budget requirement.

The TCC combined AR budget is the highest of all AR budgets and can be attributed to
the fact that this SPR contains the most number of SPAs and municipalities, which is five
and 70, respectively. As well the TCC contains the most number of surface water
intakes. These observations correlate well with the fact that the LE SPR contains the
second most number of municipal groundwater systems, thus is in second for the
financial capacity requirement when combining the leads. SGB-LS SPR on the other
hand, contains the highest number of municipal groundwater systems and second highest
number of surface water systems, while exhibiting the third largest AR budgetary
requirement when combining the SP Authority and Municipal lead dollar values required

for the AR tasks.

The combined SPA and municipal AR budgets were most identical to the SPA / SPR
budgets, such that four of the five SPRs were the same (TCC SPR, LE SPR, SGB-LS
SPR and CTC SPR). Thus, these four SPRs require the most financial capacity to
conduct the AR tasks. The remaining combined AR budgetary requirements gradually
decrease from $8.6 million (RR-SN SPR) to $2.7 million (NB-M SPA). The five
northern SPAs are situated within the six lowest combined SPAs / SPRs and municipal
AR budgets, accounting for 2.4% or lower requirements of the total AR budget which is
$4.2 million down (SSMR SPA) to $2.7 million (NB-M SPA). Again, there are fewer
municipal drinking water systems in northern Onta-rio; thus less financial capacity is

required as observed.

An analysis of the SPP budgets with the SP Authorities as the lead is presented in Table
10. As illustrated of the total $54 million required, the SPRs requiring the highest
budgets are as follows:

e TCC SPR - $11.6 million (21.5% of the total SPR SPP budget);
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e ER SPR - $4.6 million (8.5% of the total SPR SPP budget);

e LE SPR - $4.5 million (8.3% of the total SPR SPP budget);

e SGB-LS SPR - $4.3 million (8.0% of the total SPR SPP budget); and
e T-SR SPR - $4.3 million (8.0% of the total SFR SPP budget).

The SPP budget with municipalities as the lead is presented on Table 11 and exhibited
that of the total $3.0 million, the Municipal SPRs SPP budgets are as followings:

e LE SPR with an SPP municipal budget requirement of $1.7 million (57.3% of the
total SPR municipal SPP budget);

e NP SPA with an SPP municipal budget requirement of $720,000 (24.1% of the
total SPR municipal SPP budget);

e GSD SPA with an SPP municipal budget requirement of $300,000 (10.1% of the
total SPR municipal SPP budget);

e TCC SPR with an SPP municipal budget requirement of $195,000 (6.5% of the
total SPR municipal SPP budget); and

e CTC SPR with an SPP municipal budget requirement of $60,000 (2.0% of the
total SPR municipal SPP budget).

No other SPAs / SPRs municipalities other than those listed directly above exhibited an
interest in being the lead for the development of the SPP. This is somewhat concerning
since it is the municipalities that will likely be responsible for implementing and
enforcing the SPPs. It is advised that they become a part of the process sooner rather
than later. The SGB-LS SPC in their TOR for SGB-LS SPR (2008, 32) stated that
“policy development will be co-managed by the South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe
Source Protection Region and a planning working group comprised of municipal staff,
South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe staff and SPC members. This task will involve
establishing and maintaining a municipal working group to provide input to the policy
development tasks above”. This means that the funds for completing this work have not
been separate out and allocated to the municipalities since the development of the SPPs is

not for another few years. As a result, the estimated costs separated out for the SPAs /
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SPRs as the lead may not be the most accurate, thus an analysis was also completed

merging the total costs of the SPAs / SPRs together with that of the municipal SPP

financial requirements.

The SPP budgetary requirements, to develop the SPP as presented in Table 9 is estimated
at $56.9 million, the five SPRs requiring the greatest budget when combining the SP
Authority and Municipal lead totals include:

e TCC SPR at $11.8 million (20.7% of the total SPP budget);

e LE SPR at $6.1 million (10.9% of the total SPP budget);

e ER SPA at $4.6 million (8.1% of the total SPP budget);

e SGB-LS SPR at $4.3 million (7.6% of the total SPP budget); and

e T-SR SPR at $4.3 million (7.5% of the total SPP budget).

Identical conclusions can be drawn upon these observations, such that the TCC SPR
contains the most number of SPAs and Municipalities, therefore will require extensive
consultation while developing the SPP. LE SPR, again contains numerous municipal
groundwater systems and municipalities. It is surprising to observe that the ER SPA is
amongst the top five for its SPP budgetary requirements. SGB-LS SPR and T-SR SPR
are inline with the expected findings and observations since SGB-LS SPR has been in the
top rankings for all financial requirements, while T-SR SPR has been .in most of the top
financial requirements. Thus, the top five SPRs requiring the most financial capacity are

TCC, LE, SGB-LS, CTC and T-SR.

With regards to the ER SPA, the ER SPC has outlined va:yiné concerns that they have
(2008, 9). They state the following with regards to funding and that to-date the Province
has not committed funding to pay for: '

o The inclusion of "other" drinking water systems in the SPP process by municipal
councils as further discussed below, or

J Implementing SPP, which could be a municipal, CA and/or MOE responsibility

(all can potentially be assigned some implementation tasks in SPPs, although the CWA
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specifies the municipalities will be responsible for matters such as resulting OP policies,

and RMP requirements for significant risks.)

“Implementation costs cannot be estimated until it is determined how many local
drinking water risks there are and what types of policies will be used to address them
(policy development is not scheduled to begin until 2010)” (ER SPC, 2008, 9). The ER
SPA, along with various other participants “through-out the Province, have advised the
MOE that municipalities are very concerned about potential implementation costs they
may incur and will continue to raise this issue at the Provincial level” (ER SPC, 2008, 9).
As such is it likely that the ER SPA has over estimated its’ financial capacity requirement
for the SPP since there is some concern regarding future implementation and

enforcement.
4.3  Technical Capacity Assessment

During the pre-screening phase of this research, Table 1B through 38B in Appendix B
were assessed and it was observed that for the most part all of the SPAs / SPRs are at an
identical stage in terms of completing the following tasks; ‘Watershed Characterization
(WC) reports’, ‘Conceptual Water Budgets (CWB)’ and ‘Tier 1 Water Quantity Risk
Assessment (RA)’ as of the end of 2008, with the excel.ption of the following:

e LE SPR completed CWB only;

e CTC SPR has not completed the WC report;

e NP SPA has not completed the WC report;

e M-R SPR has completion dates of December 2009 for all of their AR tasks, as
such it is presumed that the WC report, CWB and Tier 1 Water Quantity RA are
not completed; and

e NB-M SPA; also has forecasted completion dates (October 2009) for all of their
AR tasks, as such it is presumed that Ithe WC report, CWB and Tier 1 Water

Quantity RA are not completed.
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The WC, CWB and Tier 1 Water Quantity RA are the initial documents being

conducted as per the AR under the CWA as they are broader in scope and allow for

the collection of detailed background information which will later be refined. The

other components of the technical work which has largely been completed, relates to

the 2002 Municipal Groundwater Studies. These studies included the delineation of
the various WHPAs based on TOT. The following SPC TOR documents have

indicated that these are complete:

e RR-SN SPR for both groundwater (WHPAs) and surface water (IPZs);

¢ QR SPR for the majority of municipal systems;

e SGB-LS SPR for a majority of the municipal systems the WHPAs and IPZs
have been delineated; however the vulnerability scoring is underway, as such
the dates have been forecasted for completion;

e LE SPR has completed the WHPAs for the Regional Municipality of
Waterloo drinking water systems;

e CTC SPR has completed the delineation of the IPZ-1 and IPZ-2 for the Lake
Ontario municipal surface water drinking systems; and

¢ NP SPA has completed the IPZ delineations for the municipal surface water

intakes supplying the Regional Municipality of Niagara.

With regards to the other technical tasks as part of the AR, it was observed that the

majority of the projects have been started prior to December 2008. Below is a list of the

SPA / SPR and the tasks that have not yet begun, excluding consultation on the overall
AR since none of the SPAs / SPRs are at that stage:

ER SPA - tasks associated with HVAs, SGRAs, idenf;ifying risks in the IPZ;
T-SR SPR - tasks associated with determining risks in the HVAs and SGRAs;
AB-MV SPR - delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs and a pilot
study on non-municipal drinking water systems;

S-GS-NBP SPR - Tier 3 Water Quantity RA, assessing risks in HVAs and
SGRAs; '

LE SPR — peer review and assess risks in WHPAs / IPZs of the Six Nations of

Grand River;
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e SGB-LS SPR — new planned system work, peer reviews and Tier 3 Water
Quantity RA;

e CTC SPR - assessing risks in IPZs;

e TCC SPR - tasks associated with HVAs and SGRAs;

e M-R SPR - assessing risks in WHPAs / IPZs;

e CAR SPR - additional Tier 2 Water Quantity RA research; and

e GSD SPA — Tier 3 Water Quantity RA;

The following SPAs / SPRs have started all the AR tasks except the consultation and
compilation of the AR:

NP SPA;

QR SPR;
RR-SN SPR;
LR SPA; and
SSMR SPA.

Three of the SPAs / SPRs did not include their start dates for beginning tasks. These

included:
e HH SPR;
e NB-M SPA:; and
¢ MR SPA.

Following the pre-screening assessment of the 38 SPAs, a more narrow review was
conducted on the 19 SPAs / SPRs with regards to the percentage of AR tasks completed
with the SP Authorities and municipalities as the lead. This was conducted by observing
the financial requirements of the AR in terms of whether they were presented in the TOR
as ‘Completed / In Progress’ or as “Estimated’ costs. The dollar amounts were converted
into percentage values to determine how complete the technical tasks are as of the end of
December 2008. These values are presented in Table 13. As shown this analysis
exhibits that anywhere from 0% (NB-M SPA) of the AR tasks has been completed to
81.2% (GSD SPA) as the SP Authorities being the technical lead for the work. This is
not to say that none of the AR tasks have been started, but that since all of the budget

estimates were presented as ‘estimated’ costs rather then being separated out to illustrate
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the costs ‘completed / in progress’ versus those that are ‘estimated’ for the future, which
was the case for the NB-M SPA TOR. For the most part the remaining 18 SPRs did
separate their costs into those ‘completed / in progress’ and those ‘estimated’. This
illustrates a relatively staggered percentage distribution of the costs ‘completed / in
progress’ with approximately half (nine of the 19 SPAs / SPRs) having at least 50% of
their technical work ‘completed / in progress’ with the remaining to be completed
throughout 2009. Another key piece of information is that not all of the SPAs / SPRs
have municipalities assisting with the work, such as GSD SPA who is leading the work
themselves. These nine SPAs / SPRs and their percentage of AR completion is as
follows:

GSD - 81.2%;

CTC - 76.7%,;
S-GS-NBP - 71.8%;
LE - 63.7%,;

QR - 61.8%;

M-R - 61.1%;
TCC=52.6%;

NP — 52.4%; and
SGB-LS - 50.3%.

In terms of the technical tasks being lead by the Municipalities, Table 13 shows that
25.5% (SGB-LS SPR) to 100% (HH SPR) of the AR tasks have been completed with
seven of the 11 SPRs representing 50% or greater completion. SGB-LS contains the
most number of groundwater wells than any other SPA / SPR, which is likely why they
are slightly behind in the technical tasks. The fact that the tasks with the Municipalities
as the lead have a greater percentage of ‘completed / in progress’ allows one to conclude
that technical tasks were underway voluntarily prior to the CWA as per the 2002
Municipal Groundwater Studies. Varying levels of technical capacity are evident since
the percentage ‘completed / in progress’ vary (i.e. are not identical). As well, not SPAs /
SPRs have municipalities which are taking on a lead role. The SPAs / SPRs with

municipalities as leads have the following percentage completion rates:

HH - 100% (based on no starting timeline in TOR);
S-GS-NBP - 85.7%;

CTC - 82.9%;

M-R - 75.0%;
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QR — 68.9%;

NP - 56.0%;

TCC - 54.7%;

MR - 52.4% (based on no starting timeline in TOR);
T-SR —46.3%;

LE - 40.0%;

SGB-LS -25.5%

Based on the summary tables presented in Table 14 and Graphs 5 through 23, which
display the percentage of the total funds spent on the AR and SPP tasks, (broken down as
the SP Authorities and the municipalities as the lead), it is evident that there is great
variation in the financial expenditures for the AR and SPP across the SPRs. In terms of
the AR with the SP Authorities as the lead, the costs range from 48.3% (LE SPR) to
98.1% (SSMR SPA) of the total costs being spent on the AR. A summary of the
percentage range distribution is as follows:

* 48% to 49.9%, inclusive includes three SPAs / SPRs;

e 50% to 59.9%, inclusive includes four SPAs / SPRs;

e  60% to 69.9% inclusive, includes seven SPAs / SPRs;

e  70% to 79.9% inclusive, includes two SPAs / SPRs;

e 80% to 89.9% inclusive, includes one SPR; and

o 90% to 99.9% inclusive, includes two SPAs SPRs.

Based on this distribution the majority (14 of the 19) of the SPAs / SPRs are spending
48% to 69.9% their budgets on the AR, which is clearly depicted in the graphs. It is
presumed that since the Director’s Rules for the SPP have not yet been drafted many of
the SPCs when drafting their TOR did not complete the dollar requirements for the SPP.
The SPP budget percentages are all below 50% with the highest budget required being
46.8% (ER SPA) to a low of 1.9% (SSMR SPA). Since the AR findings have not yet
been determined it is difficult, next to impossible to determine accurately what the costs

will be to develop the SPP.

The municipal lead AR task percentages are much lower than those of the SP Authorities

as the lead. The municipal lead percentages ranged from 0.4% (GSD SPA) to 29.9%
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(TCC SPR). This is due to a large extent because there are a lot less municipal leads for
the AR than there are SP Authorities as leads. Again, the case is true with respect to the
SPP percentages with the municipalities as the lead. These percentages ranged from
0.3% (TCC SPR) to 12.3% (NP SPA). These are also likely low for the same reason as
the SP Authorities lead SPP percentages, which is because it is difficult / impossible to
determine the costs of SPP development without the technical information readily
available. This will require further refinement as the technical work becomes published

and finalized.

The final analytical component of the technical comparative analysis was that of

determining where the majority of the budget (percentage-wise) was being spent for both

the AR and the SPP. Beginning with the AR technical tasks, it was observed (as per

Tables 1A through 19A), that the majority of the funds for the AR are being spent on the

coordinating and supporting projects tasks for the AR. The percentages of the dollar

values spent on these tasks ranged from 16.3% (HH SPR) to 76.8% (QR SPR). This task
includes the salaries of CA / SPA / SPC staff and members, which explains why it
accounts for the highest percentage of cost. It was observed that the five northern SPAs
all exhibited large budget percentages for the coordinating and supporting projects task.

These three largest percentages were associated with the following tasks:

* GSD SPA - 47.8% for coordinating and supporting projects, 12.2% for information
management and 9.6% for delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs;

e NB-M SPA - 50.3% for coordinating and supporting projects, 9.6% for information
management and 8.6% for undertaking communications;

e Lakehead Region (LR) SPA — 65.2% for coordinating and supporting projects, 9.2%
for information management and 4.6% for delineating and applying vulnerability
scores to WHPAs or IPZs;

e MR SPA — 76.4% for coordinating and supporting projects; 16.9%, for information
management and 2.2% for undertaking communications; and

e SSMR SPA - 76.0% for coordinating and supporting projects; 5.1%, for information

management and 4.6% for applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs.
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These highest percentages were observed within the northern SPAs. Although there are
fewer municipal drinking water systems in ﬁorthern Ontario, this illustrates that
coordinating and supporting projects and information management is a significant
component of the AR. With regards to information management it will be important to
ensure the accuracy of the delineated drinking water protection areas and a
comprehensive approach will be required by the SPAs for information management, such
that the maps and policies produced be defensible and reproducible (RR-SN SPC, 2008,
16). Also due to the enormous amount of data required to fulfill the legislated
requirements, it is important to involve neighbouring SPCs as well as discuss information
management approaches and ways to achieve similar standards and protocols for sharing
information (RR-SN SPC, 2008, 16).

In terms of actual technical tasks, there were four SPRs that had a significant portion of
their budget allocated to conducting Tier 3 Water Quantity RA. These SPRs included the
following, along with the percentages:

e LE SPR — decided that it would be financially wiser to skip the Tier 1 and conduct the
necessary Tier 2 and 3 Water Quantity RA. These two tasks accounted for the second
and third most demanding in terms of the actual percentage of the total AR budget,
with that of 10.6% and 36.2%, respectively. Of the municipal AR budget, a
significant portion (46.4% of the municipal AR budget) was spent on identifying
issues and inventorying threats;

e SGB-LS SPR — exhibited 48.7% of the municipal AR budget to be towards a Tier 3
Water Quantity RA with the majority of this budget going to York Region and a
portion to the City of Barrie;

e CTC SPR - presented 27.8% of the municipal AR budget to be towards a Tier 3
Water Quantity RA; and

e HH SPR — illustrated 27.8% of the municipal AR budget to be towards a Tier 3 Water
Quantity RA.

Overall, for the most part aside from a large portion of the funds going towards

supporting and coordinating projects and a Tier 3 Water Quantity RA, the next costly
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technical task was observed to be delineating and applying vulnerability scores to
WHPAs and IPZs, followed by identifying issues and inventorying threats. These
specific percentages are presented in Tables 1A through 19A.

With regards to the SPP tasks, again the coordinating and supporting projects task
received the greatest percentage of the SPP budget. This percent ranged from 25.4% (HH
SPR) to 100% (AB-MV SPR). AB-MV SPR did not distribute its funds across the
various tasks for SPP. Realistically, this will have to be done, likely once more clear
direction is provided as well as the completion of the technical work. The SPP task that
contained the second largest percent of the SPP budget was ‘policy development to
address drinking water threats’. This policy task was either represented as the lead being
the SP Authorities or municipalities. As such it ranged from being 100% (with a
municipal lead) to 1.0% with SP Authorities as a lead. Again it is likely difficult /
" impossible to determine accurate costs of policy development estimates prior to having

concrete technical studies completed.
4.4  Political Capacity Assessment

During the initial stages of the TOR development the lead SP Authorities contacted all of
the municipalities within their jurisdictions and requested a meeting with each to discuss
the requirements of the CWA and how they would be completed. A large topic of
discussion at these meetings was to determine whether or not the municipalities would be
interested as being the lead for any of the technical project requirements. There were
varying responses; however for the most part the SP Authorities are the leads as evident
in the TORs and presented in Appendix A, Table 1A through 19A. As shown in these
tables, the SPP budget does not take into account the implementation and enforcement of
the SPPs. This has yet to be determined. As stated in the Mississippi Valley SPA TOR,
“there are still many unknowns about how SPP will be prepared and what they will
contain” (Rideau-Mississippi SPC, 2008, 40). It is anticipated that once the SPP
regulation is drafted and more municipalities become educated about the SP program,
there will likely be an increase in involvement, especially if the municipalities will be

responsible for implementation and enforcement. The MOE is developing a SPP
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Regulation, Director’s Rules and guidance which will provide these necessary details. At
this time the Mississippi-Rideau Source Protection Committee is shown as the lead for all
SPP tasks. “The Clean Water Act allows municipal councils to pass a resolution to
undertake source protection plan tasks within their municipality” (Rideau-Mississippi

SPC, 2008, 40).

Under the CWA the roles and responsibilities are outlined and the CAs will exercise and
perform the powers and duties of the SP Authority and will be considered the SP
authority when undertaking this work. Essentially, the SP authority follows the same
structure as the CA boards, which are made up of members that are appointed by
municipal councils. The SP Authority administers the CWA process and is responsible
for forming a SPC, overseeing the SP program staff and budget, and ensuring that the
SPC develops ARs and SPPs in accordance with all legislative requirements (ER SPC,
2008, 9). The SPC conducts research and develops the proposed SPP in consultation

with local municipalities and the public (Cataraqui SPC, 2008, 1).

The responsibilities of the lead SPA, as per under the CWA, section 6(2) (Government
Ontario?, 2006, Online), is to:
a) assist the other SP Authorities in the SPR in exercising their powers and
performing their powers and duties under the CWA;
b) provide scientific, technical and administrative support and resources to the other
SP Authorities in the SPR for the purposes of the CWA;
c) serve as a liaison between the MOE and the other SP Authorities in the SPR as
per the CWA; and

d) carry out any other functions prescribed by the regulations.

Municipalities are key partners in SPP because of the following reasons as stated by the

ER SPC (2008, 12):
e they own and/or operate the municipal residential drinking water systems which
are the focus of the CWA;
e their Councils can include other drinking water systems in the source protection

process;
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e they can chose to lead the technical studies or policy development for their
munhicipality
e they could be responsible for implementing parts of SPPs once they are developed
and approved; and
e SPPs could trigger changes to municipal OPs and/or Zoning By-laws in some
cases.
As well, Municipalities will play a strong role in development and implementation of
SPPs in that areas under municipal jurisdiction since they are alreédy responsible for the
delivery of municipal drinking water and land use planning activities. It is anticipated
that the proposed SP process will build upon this work. The goal of the policies and
implementation measures will be to reduce the risks posed by certain activities. An
example of a way in which such a measure could exist is by requiring individual property
o.wners to take action on significant drinking water threats located within WHPAs and/or
IPZs by for instance using best management practices. “Ontario municipalities can build
stronger foundations for [source] water protection (and thus increase capacity) through
developing clear official plan policies relating to [source] water protection, which are
supported by zoning by-laws, subdivision controls, and landowner education” (de Loe et

al, 2002, 222).

The distribution of the $231 million dollars is $173.9 million to conduct the AR with the
balance of $56.9 million (Table 9) for the development of the SPP. Of the $173.9
million to conduct the AR, $134.5 million is the budget allocated the SP Authorities as
the lead; While the municipal leads for the AR work have a budget of $39.4 million as
shown in Table 6. Based on these estimated dollar amounts it is evident that the SP
Authorities are more heavily involved than the municipalities with the technical AR tasks
to be completed. An identical observation can be stated with regards to the SPP, since of
the $56.9 million, $53.9 million has been allocated to the SP Authorities as the lead and
the remaining $2.9 million is the budgetary request of the municipal leads to complete the

SPP as shown in Table 9.
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During the comparative assessment compoﬁent of this research, the number of SP
authority and municipal partnerships formed within the SPAs / SPRs was reviewed to
determine how much political capacity is present within the SPAs / SPRs. This was
conducted using Tables 1B through 38B and Graphs 5 through 23. The level of
political capacity can be assessed by the number of municipalities involved in terms of
the number of leads involved with the AR and SPP tasks as well as the percentage costs
required by the municipalities versus the SP Authority leads. In summary, seven of the
19 SPAs / SPRs did not contain additional support beyond their SPA and SPC members,
such as municipalities within their SPA / SPR. Four of these seven SPAs / SPRs are
stand-alone SPAs. These seven SPAs / SPRs included:

RR-SN SPR;
AB-MW SPR;
QR SPR;

ER SPA;

CAR SPA;
NB-M SPA; and
SSMR SPA.

Of the remaining 12 SPAs / SPRs, the municipal partnerships that have been established,

beginning with those that have the most partnerships include:

e SGB-LS SPR with support from all three of the SP authorities within the SPR and 11
municipalities, including the City of Barrie, York Region, Durham Region, Peel
Region, City of Kawartha Lakes, Township of Essa, Township of Adjala-Tosorontio,
Town of Wasaga Beach, Town of Mono, Town of Shelburne and the Town of
Mulmur. This support is for the development of the AR.

e CTC SPR with support from all three of the SP authorities within the SPR plus ER
SPA and Halton CA and eight municipalities, including the City of Toronto, Peel
Region, York Region, Durham Region, Halton Region, Town of Mono, Town of
Orangeville and the Town of Erin, plus the Lake Ontario Collaborative Study Group.
This support is for the development of the AR.

e LE SPR with sﬁpport from all four of the SP authorities within the SPR and five
municipalities including the Region of Waterloo, the City of Guelph, County of
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Oxford, City of Brantford and the County of Haldimand for the development of the
AR. Furthermore, for the development of the SPP, the above mentioned five
municipalities plus Wellington County, Centre of Wellington, Perth County and
County of Brant are in partnership agreements.

T-SR SPR with support from one of the two SP authorities (SCR SPA) and
neighbouring ER SPA as well as six municipalities including the City of London,
County of Oxford, Municipality of Thames Centre, Town of St. Mary’s, Municipality
of Chatham-Kent and the Municipality of West Elgin for the AR tasks. As well the
SPC is noted as a lead for the SPP tasks.

TCC SPR with support from all five of the SP authorities (with limited involvement
from GAR SPA) and four municipalities including the Peel Region, Durham Region,
City of Kawartha Lakes and Hamilton Township for the development of the AR.
Durham Region is involved with the SPP task for policy development.

S-GS-NBP SPR with support from all three of the SP authorities and two
municipalities including the Municipality of Arran-Eldersliec and the Township of
Chatsworth for the development of the AR. The SPC is noted to be involved with the
SPP tasks.

LR SPA is involved with the AR and SPP tasks, along with assistance for the AR
from the City of Thunder Bay and the Municipality of Oliver Paipoonge.

M-R SPR with support from both SP authorities in the SPR (referred to as CA staff in
the TOR) and the Village of West Port and City of Ottawa for the development of the
AR. The SPC is noted to be involved with the SPP tasks.

HH SPR with support from both the SP authorities in the SPR and Halton Region for
the development of the AR. ;

NP SPA with the support from the Region of Niagara and the Lake Ontario
Collaborative Study Group for the development of the AR.

GSD SPA with support from the Wahnapitae First Nations and the SPC for the
development of both the AR and the SPP.

MR SPA with support from the City of Timmins for the AR development.

Based on these findings, it is evident that the northern SPAs have fewer partnerships due

to the fact that they have fewer municipal drinking water systems as well as fewer
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municipalities when compared to the southern SPAs / SPRs. The large urbanized areas in
southern Ontario, which consist of the City of Toronto, York Region, Durham Region,
Peel Region, Halton Region, Waterloo Region, City of Barrie and the City of London
have all formed partnership agreements with their local SPAs / SPRs. As such, they have
agreed to take on the lead role of completing various tasks. Most of these municipalities
listed, have formed multiple partnerships as a result of their municipal boundaries
spanning across more than one SPA / SPR. It is important that SPCs interact with their
neighbouring regions to address such cross boundary matters. A section devoted to such
matters is presented in the TOR documents. The uncertainty lies with regards to the SP
policies and how they will be implemented. It would be ideal if a municipality that spans
more than one SPA / SPR follows one set of the policies developed, rather than a
mishmash of policies. Many municipalities, such as the City of Barrie and the Region of
Durham have requested to be involved with the policy development through co-
management. This was presented in the Lake Simcoe-Black River TOR by the SGB-LS
SPC (2008, 32), “policy development will be co-managed by the South Georgian Bay-
Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region and a planning working group comprised of
municipal Staff‘, South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe staff and SPC members”.
Developing policy through co-maﬁagcment allows for a centrally coordinated procedure
ensuring consistency across the SPR. As well, since the decision making is comprised of
multi-stakeholders, there must be consensus among the members. The top five SPRs
(TCC, LE, SGB-LS, CTC and T-SR) requiring the most financial capacity are also the
SPRs with the most partnerships.

The lead SP Authority will be responsible for co-ordinating the efforts of the authorities
and municipalities within the SPR as well as providing administrative and technical
support to the SPC during the development of the TOR, AR and the SPP, which is the
responsibility of the SPC (MOE?, 2006, Online). The MOE continues to work closely
with various partners including the MNR and CAs. The MNR supporis the MOE in
developing legislation, regulations, policies, technical guidelines, facilitating access to
information and participating with the ministry in partnership funding for source

protection. As well, the MNR provides funding to CAs through a Memorandum of

.



Agreement, to develop water budgets, staffing and undertake technical studies (MOE?,
2006, Online).

4.5  Social Capacity Assessment

Social capacity is essentially the involvement of the public with the activities taking place
with regards to safeguarding their municipal drinking water supply. The CWA requires
that consultation with the public be conducted. For instance, during the preparation of
the TOR, it was required that each SPA / SPR hold at least one open house to allow for
the public to assist with the process by reviewing and providing comments on the drafted
TOR posted on the SPC web sites. A review of all the TORs, revealed that the number of
open houses as part of the TOR ranged from one (GSD SPC, 2008, 11) to ten (M-R SPR,
2008, 10). It was observed that the majority of the SPAs / SPRs held three public open

houses to discuss the TOR and source protection program within Ontario.

Public participation is very important throughout the process and will result in better
SPPs since it is more likely that the public will allow for practical and workable
solutions. It is strongly encouraged that interested individuals and groups get involved in
the process. Since 2005 CA staff has undertaken various public awareness initiatives to
educate people about the CWA through public meetings, presentations, press releases,
TV commercials, Calendars and web site updates (ER SPC, 2008, 12). Both the SPC
and CA staff are committed to timely and transparent sharing of information with
interested individuals and the public. Engaging the local community in SPP will likely
build partnerships to protect common interests of various stakeholders. The SPCs have
been formulated to work together through the development of the source protection
program. They are active members within the communities, meet monthly and attend
water-related conferences, festivals, seminars (to name a few) in order to be heard by as

many people as possible.

The drafted TORs were placed onto each of the 19 SPC web sites for a minimum 35 day
public review and comment period. All SPAs / SPRs have a web site in which

information is frequently placed and updated, including copies of the monthly agendas
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and meeting minutes. As well, the SPC meetings are open to the public to allow them to
observe the meetings and discussions. It is expected that as the technical work is
completed, these will also be placed on the web sites. As well hard copies of the TOR

were distributed to all of the municipal clerks within the SPA / SPR.

In contemporary society, the internet is one of the fastest ways of obtaining information
and communicating with large populations in a short period of time. All of the SPAs /
SPRs listed a communication task under the AR and SPP tasks to be conducted.
However, the costs and percentage represent_ation of these dollar amounts was
surprisingly low for both the AR and SPP. The ‘undertaking communication initiatives’
task ranged from 0.7% (LE SPR) to 16.6% (NP SPA) of the AR budget. The TCC SPR
was second highest at 11.2% for AR communication. For the SPP, the ‘undertaking
communication initiatives’ task ranged from 1.9% (LE SPR) to 21.1% (TCC) of the SPP
budget. In both instances LE SPR reported the lowest percentage of their budget for
communication. As expected based on some of the previous observations, it is not
surprising that the TCC SPR has the largest communication budget since they have the
most SPAs and municipalities that make up their region. Some of the SPAs / SPRs
combined the communication and information management costs into the coordinating
and supporting projects tasks, thus it is difficult to assess the exact budget percentages

allocated.

Another program that requires extensive communication and outreach to the public and
local businesses is the ODWSP. The CWA does not allow compensation to be paid to
affected property owners; however section 97 of the CWA establishes the ODWSP,
whose purpose is to provide financial assistance to those whose activities aﬁd properties
may be affected by the implementation of SPP requirements (Government Ontario®,
Online). For instance, providing funding for septic system upgrades and well repairs
would be covered under the ODWSP if the property owner is within the immediate
vulnerable WHPAs / IPZs of a drinking water system. The program also provides for
education to raise awareness of the importance and opportunities for individuals to take

actions to protect sources of drinking water. A draft regulation was released by the MOE
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for public comment in April and May 2008. It is not certain as to when this will be

finalized.

The ODWSP has funding until 2011 to provide grants to undertake early actions to
address risks in very close proximity to municipal drinking water intakes prior to the
approved SPP (ER SPC, 2008, 10). “Eligible projects include 'Pollution Prevention
Reviews' (site evaluation by specialist Consultant), upgrade or repair of faulty septic
systems, repair or decommissioning of wells, or buffers along waterways™ (ER SPC,
2008, 10). Numerous SPCs will continue to request that the province funds the program
beyond 2011 in order to provide financial assistance to property owners affected by new
policies and risk reduction strategies that may result from approved SPP. Implementation
costs cannot be estimated until it is determined how many local drinking water risks there
are and what types of policies will be used to address them (policy development is
scheduled to start in 2010) (as stated in the TRCA TOR by the CTC SPC, 2008). The
SPCs are aware that municipalities and potentially affected landowners and businesses
are very concerned about potential implementation costs they may incur with respect to
current activities and land uses. They will continue to raise these issues at the provincial
level on behalf of our local stakeholders as they become knowledgeable about the nature

of the specific costs and the impacted parties through completing the AR and SPP.
4.6 Summary of Comparative Capacity Assessment Findings

Capacity for source water pi‘otection is a complex and multi-dimensional undertaking.
Both institutionally and politically, a SP program has been developed through enacting
legislation (the CWA) with the goal of protecting source water quantity and quality. The
ultimate lead of this program is the MOE through its guidance, support and leadership,
not to mention 100% funding commitment. The SPC also plays a significant role through
the development of the TOR, AR and SPP. The CWA has attempted to clearly outline
the roles and responsibilities of those involved. As indicated in the literature review it is
crucial that the roles and responsibilities be clearly identified to allow for a successful SP
program and historically this was lacking throughout Ontario. The partnership that have
formed amongst the CAs through the SPAs by various SPAs joining with others to form
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SPRs will collectively benefit both the CAs, municipalities and the public in their efforts
to protect source water. Ultimately, this will allow for resources to be pooled together
allowing for more capacity to provide assistance to the smaller and medium CAs and
municipalities who require additional support, in terms of staffing resources, technical
expertise, equipment and data sharing, thus reducing duplication of efforts through
working together as a team. As well, this will provide for political capacity through

linkages and partnerships, likely leading to strengthening institutional capacity.

The five largest SPRs containing the most SPC members and SPAs are TCC SPR, LE
SPR, SGB-LS, T-SR SPR and CTC SPR. On various accounts, four of these five SPRs
(TCC SPR, LE SPR, SGB-LS, and T-SR SPR) were continuously on top for the
following indicator items:

the largest land areas;

the most municipalities within their jurisdiction;

the most SP Authorities and municipal partners within their SPR;

the SPRs requiring the most financial capacity for AR and SPP lead by SP

Authorities;

e TCC, LE, SGB-LS and CTC requiring the most financial capacity for AR lead by
municipalities;

e LE, TCC and CTC (within top five) requiring the most financial capacity for SPP
lead by municipalities; '

e SGB-LS, LE and TCC for the most municipal groundwater systems; and

e TCC and SGB-LS for the most municipal surface water systems.

Fox and Kinhead (Online) state that “more than 90% of Ontario residents currently live
within watersheds under CA jurisdictions and this proportion is continuing to increase in
step with trends in immigration and urbanization”. Furthermore, SPP poses more
significant challenges for smaller local communities than it does for larger ones (Timmer
et al, 2007, 188). This case was evident in the capacity assessment conducted, which
illustrated that the SPRs made up of larger urban centers have more political capacity as a
‘result of the more partnerships amongst the municipalities and SPAs. The larger SPRs in
southern Ontario have developed more partnerships than those in the north and those that

are stand-alone SPAs.

-9] -



The research conducted as part of this project determined that approximately $231
million dollars will be required by the SP authorities within the SPR throughout Ontario.
Of the $231 million, $120 million has been already been committed to by the McGuinty
government from 2004 to 2008. By the end of the 2008-2009 provincial fiscal in March
31, 2009, it was calculated that 35.2% ($81.2 million) of the total budget estimated ($231
million) will have been utilized to carry out the technical AR tasks. A remaining $92.7
million has been budgeting to complete the AR tasks (40.2% of the total budget). While
$56.9 million is for the SPP, accounting 24.7% of the total estimated budget. These
details are presented in Table 15. The SPP costs estimated appear relatively low
comparatively to the grand total of $231 million. The combined SP Authority and
municipal lead SPP budgets were identical to the SP Authorities AR budgets, such that
four of the five SPA / SPRs were the same (TCC SPR, LE SPR, SGB-LS SPR and T-SR
SPR); however overall, both the SP Authority leads were most involved with the AR and
SPP when compared to the municipalities. Typically, the municipalities were involved
with delineating the WHPAs, identifying issues and threats, and determining the risks
within the WHPAs, while the SPAs took on the lead for the other tasks. The
municipalities did exhibit a greater percentage of ‘completed / in progress’ tasks than the
SPAs, which correlates with the fact that much of this work was done during the 2002

Municipal Groundwater Studies.

The other completed tasks for the most part were identical across the board, having the
WC reports, CWB and Tier 1 Water Quantity RAs very near completion or completed.
The majority of the projects had been started prior to December 2008 across the SPAs /
SPRs with the exception of those associated with determining risks in HVAs and SGRAs,
some of the new planned systems/wells and the Tier 3 Water Quantity RA. The Tier 3
Water Quantity RA requires that the Tier 2 Water Quantity RA be completed and
finalized. Many of the SPAs / SPRs will not require a Tier 3; however, the heavily
populated areas of SGB-LS, LE, T-SR and HH will require a Tier 3. RR-SN and S-GS-
NBP are yet to be determined and the two northern SPAs of GSD and SSMR will be
undertaking Tier 3’s. The majority of the funds for the tasks is being spent on
‘coordinating and supporting’ tasks for the AR, which accounts for much of the

administrative duties associated with organizing the SP program as well as for the SPC
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and SPA staff managing the consultants with many of the technical projects. The second
most costly AR task is the Tier 3 Water Quantity RA, followed by delineating and
applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs and IPZs, and then identifying issues and
inventorying threats. From the SPP perspective the majority of the SPP estimated budget
was committed towards the ‘coordinating and supporting role’; however the next largest

portion of funds was allocated to ‘policy development to address drinking water threats’.

In summary, the pre-screening of the 38 SPAs was a challenging and complex
undertaking due to the large amount of information when taking into account all the
SPAs and the necessary tasks, along with the completion dates. The important
observation that was discovered through this assessment is that all of the SPAs / SPRs are
well underway in conducting their technical work. Many of the tasks, which have
forecasted completion dates have been started; however, since the final Director’s Rules,
pertaining to the AR have not yet been finalized by the MOE, it is difficult / impossible to
complete the specific projects. On that. note, all of the AR tasks are planned to be
completed by the end of 2009 with consultation of the reports to be done in 2010. There
is uncertainty as to the overall legislative strength of the Act since the ODWSP, AR and '
SPP regulations are not yet finalized or drafted, thus could not be assessed; however the

intent is for strict and enforceable legislation.

From a technical capacity standpoint, if CAs / municipalities are unable to support
experts in house, the reliance on external consultants has proven to be successful. Across
Ontario consultants have played a major role in undertaking the technical studies
conducted thus far.  As well, consultants throughout Ontario continue to play an
important role in the technical projects being currently untaken as part of the AR.
Building trusting working relationships with environmental consultants is a vital capacity

building tool for SWP in Ontario.

As well, it is important to state the once the AR and SPP are complete, the program must
be sustained through continuous capacity building initiatives. The SP program fosters a
continuous improvement philosophy for ongoing refinement of the work completed. The

technical details will change as new drinking water systems are added and / or
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decommissioned, as such the AR will require updates in time. Therefore it is also

important for those most involved with SP that they build capacity within their local

levels.

Socially, ongoing community and public awareness, outreach and education will
ultimately lead to a more informed and knowledgeable society. The social task of
‘undertaking communication’ appeared relatively identical across the SPAs / SPRs and
observed to be lower than expected inlterms of the percentage of costs being spent and
estimated for communication. The ODWSP is another avenue of education and outreach.
Based on the nature of this program it is likely that much of the expenditures for
education and outreach are coming out of that program. The CWA and associated
ODWSP are both new initiatives and it is anticipated that overtime community awareness
and education will continue to increase. SWP should be made a high priority through
communicating the benefits, especially the financial ones to demonstrate how successful
protection can cap or reduce treatment costs over time. Typically, there is insufficient
public support because local governments fail to educate the public (Ernst and Hart,
2005, 5). It appears as though the tools are in place for SWP education and outreach
across Ontario; however time is required to continually deliver the message effectively

and to as many people as possible.

Overall, the comparative assessment of the 19 SPRs across Ontario illustrates that there is
still varying capacitieé throughout the province and that some areas are still lagging
behind. These areas are those that are stand-alone SPAs, which are either smaller in
southern Ontario or are located in the sparse northern Ontario. This is considered to be
acceptable because mandatory actions to protection source water are underway across the
province and those that were lagging behind historically are now on a more even and
level playing ground to protect their resources, which should be considered significant

progress from the ways in which source water was historically protected.
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4.7 Future of Source Protection in Ontario

Following the completion of the technical AR, the SPC will be required to develop a SP
plan for each SP area within the SPR as legislated under the CWA. Specific details
regarding the content and methods will be available once the province enacts the SPP
regulation, which is anticipated for spring 2009 (RR-SN, 2008, 15). The SPPs will be
policy documents that will address necessary actions required to protect and enhance
drinking water in the SPR. The SPC “will establish criteria for policy development,
priority areas based on the assessment report, monitoring and implementation
requirements” (RR-SN, 2008, 15). It is recognized that great importance lies with
working with local municipalities on the development of the SPPs since they will
influence OPs and zoning by-laws. Timmer et al (2007, 197) go as far as to state that
“for municipalities to incorporate a watershed perspective into their planning and source
water protection activities, it will be necessary for the provincial government to ...
support it with appropriate institutional arrangements”. As well, various committees,
such as the RR-SN SPC have “...specifically included the development of policies that
address funding requirements for the implementation of source protection plans on
private land” (RR-SN, 2008, 15). Additional staffing resources, including planners and
decision-makers may likely be required to assist the SPCs with providing advice as to

how to incorporate technical AR information into the SP plans.

Madny lessons can be learned from the experiences of our neighbours to the south, the US
regarding policy implementation. Deason et al (2001, 185) states that “prior to the
enactment of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments in 1972, ... no
national policy exited in the United States calling for the protecti.on of the quality of the
nation’s water resources”. The FWPCA led to the enactment of the CWA and the SDWA
in the US; both Acts have led to efforts simplifying policies, such as the one stated by the
1972 amendments with a “goal of restoration of the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s water resources” (Deason et al, 2001, 185). The inability of
being able to precisely define this phrase has lead to an ecological approach of watershed
management to achieve sustainable development (Deason et al, 2001, 188). “This

approach is based upon the belated recognition that the regulation of specific discharges
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is not going to achieve the desired water quality because, in many areas, at least half of
the pollutants found in the nation’s water come from nonpoint sources which have been
largely ignored in the nation’s water pollution control efforts” (Deason et al, 2001, 188).
The watershed approach is built upon the principle that many water quality issues are best
solved at the watershed level as opposed to the individual bodies of water. As well, the
“watershed approach focuses on public and private sector efforts on addressing the
highest priority problems that exist within hydrologically-defined geographic areas”
(Deason et al, 2001, 188). This is also the attempt of the CWA in Ontario, through
identifying the issues and threats that are present in vulnerable drinking water areas and
then determining the risk associated with each threat in terms of classifying them as
significant, moderate, low or negligible. The significant risks are the high priority action
areas that will require immediate attention in the formulation a policy and a SPP to
reduce the risk. These policies will be heavily reliant upon institutional arrangements. In
Ontario, “institutional arrangements for land use planning and wastewater management
give municipalities access to a variety of tools that could be used to protect source water
quality” (Ivy et al, 2006, 201). Ivy et al (2001, 201) outline the following acts which
assist with such insﬁtutional arrangements:

e Planning Act, which authorizes municipal use of OPs and policies, zoning by-laws,

interim control bylaws, site planning and subdivision planning;
e Drainage Act, which grants municipalities powers to use sewer use bylaws to regulate
discharges to municipal wastewater systems and;
e Conservation Land Act, which allows municipalities to hold conservation easements

also known as voluntarily agreements registered against the title of a parcel of land.

According to Ivey et al (2006, 202), the RMOW has already developed policies as part of
their Regional Official Policies Plan (ROPP) to minimize potential sources of water
contamination by:

discouraging new private septic systems and wells;

e directing lower-tier municipalities to prohibit new development using hazardous
substances in the floodplain;

e requiring consideration of assimilative capacity of water systems when planning for
growth;
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* requiring environmental audits and clean up of contaminated sites when land use
change is proposed;

e instituting a sewer use bylaw; and

* encouraging work with businesses and agriculture to minimize environment impacts.

The three most important lessons learned by the US relating to water policy formulation
as outlined by Deason et al (2001, 188) are: institutional reform, improved processes for
conflict resolution and increased use of modern planning and decision making
procedures. The thought is that some of these measures, if not already in the works, could

be utilized by Ontario to effectively implement SPPs and policies.

The first is that of an institutional reform with regards to water resources policy
development, which Deason et al (2001, 188) state to be an apparent oxymoron because
there appears to be both too many and too few actors. The US federal government is a
prime example of too many actors. “Jurisdiction over water resources policy is
fragmented among at least thirteen Congressional committees, twenty-three
Congressional subcommittees, eight Cabinet level departments, six independent agencies
and two White House offices™ (Deason et al, 2001, 188). More complicating is the fact
that the federal entitles with authority over water resource planning are not the same
entities that have jurisdiction over the funding for water-related projects. In Ontario,
since there is minimal federal government involvement the case is somewhat different
than in the US. Although in the SP program in Ontario there are many actors, their roles
and responsibilities have been clearly defined by the CWA. The program does focus
itself on the multi-stakeholder principle in order to allow for good representation of the
general public. Those to be involved with the policy development tasks of the SPPs will
be coming to the table knowing their specific roles and responsibilities. It is likely
through consensus that the plans and policies will be developed, thus all the parties
involved will have to be on the same page, especially since the planning aspect of the
policies will tie directly into the funding requirements. For the time being the MOE is
providing 100% of the funding for the AR. It is anticipated that since the MOE will be
approving the SPPs / policies, they shall likely provide some of the necessary funds to
implement and enforce the SPPs or at least a method for determining ways to obtain such

monies. Ernst and Hart (2005, 18) suggest creating “financial and regulatory incentives
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to build commitment of local stakeholders, especially around multijurisdictional or
resource-based planning efforts. Support to create public funding programs broad
enough to include source water protection, and make funding easy to find with one-stop

shopping for water-related funding sources”.

Furthermore, Deason et al (2001, 189) states that the federal US government has omitted
the inclusion of Indians and local communities when formulating policies, when they
should be incorporating their views, especially those of the lower tier governments who
will ultimately have to implement the policies. Ontario is well on route as they have
provided for the inclusion of varying groups to represent the SPRs on their SPC,
including First Nations. The CWA is the first provincial attempt to include First Nations
onto a committee since they are legislated under Federal jurisdiction. The second lesson
learned is that of conflict resolution and utilizing mechanisms to resolve major water
resources conflicts in the US. The following four mechanisms have been used: 1.
litigation, 2. legislation, 3. negotiated agreements, and 4. market mechanisms. Of these
four mechanisms, Deason et al (2001, 190) indicates that “the Supreme Court has made
its position abundantly clear: States should resolve their conflicts among themselves™.
This is because it is more likely that the conflicts will be wisely solved through
cooperation, conference, and mutual concession than by proceeding in court. In Ontario,
the MOE encourages alternative dispute resolution in attempt to resolve issues raised by

stakeholders involved with SP.

The final lesson learned is that of the increased use of modern planning and decision
making procedures. “Work at pilot sites participating in the source protection
implementation project has seen several tangible results” (Peckenham et al, 2005, 68). In
many ways, the RMOW has been the pilot project for Ontario and lessons learned from
them could be applied to the other areas throughout Ontario. For instance, once such
challenge is that despite the availability of land use planning powers that municipalities
have, there is a lack of regulatory power over existing land use activities. Ivy et al (2006,
204), states that although financial incentives have been successful at encouraging best
management practices with the agricultural and business communities, and in turn

contributing to SP, there is still the concern that historic and existing land use activities
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are threatening source water quality. “Some planning tools, such as zoning and interim
control bylaws, lack flexibility and precision for application of source water protection,
[i.e.] while land use zoning could restrict potentially harmful types of businesses from
sensitive water supply areas, key informants suggested that it could also restrict many
benign land use activities” (Ivey et al, 2006, 204). Furthermore, municipaliti'es within
Ontario do not have the legal authority to restrict land uses because of chemical use,
rather they have to work backwards to identify and restrict those businesses and
industries that may use harmful chemicals. Flexibility in the institutional arrangements
would allow municipalities to prioritize SWP. “In some cases, relatively minor changes
in institutional arrangements, or delegation of powers ... could enhance flexibility and
ensure that legal authority is available to the organizations with the capacity to implement
programs and policies™ (Ivey et al, 2006, 206). An example would be amendments to the
Ontario Planning Act to be less restrictive with more flexibility regarding development
permits, allowing for broaden legal authority among the municipalities for SWP.
Unfortunately, there is no easy solution, since there is no one size fits all to source
protection; however it is important that institutional arrangements, such as SP plans and

policies remain flexible.
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5.0 SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

Essentially, protecting source water is a two fold process requiring strict and enforceable
legislation and capacity building initiatives. Both of these components must function
collectively to be successful and a way in which they can be utilized is through the multi-
barrier approach. This approach begins at protecting water at the source and takes into
consideration the land use activities surrounding the area to determine the risks to water
that are present. The multi-barrier approach has gained much popularity, especially
through the US due to the US SDWA. In Ontario, the Walkerton event led to various
changes in the way in which source water will be protected, one of which is through the
CWA and the capacity building initiatives that have been provided by the Province of
Ontario (i.e. MOE).

Essentially, the most critical threats to source water must be identified and the
information shared to involve and motivate a broad constituency, especially since often
times the threats span jurisdictional boundaries making the situations even more complex
(Ernst and Hart, 2005, 6). Building upon existing issues and programs as well as
integrating SWP into high-priority initiatives such as storm water management and land
conservation would be considered an effective strategy (Ernst and Hart, 2005, 12). For
instance, existing mapping of transport pathways that have the potential to allow
contaminants of concern to impact drinking water sources (i.e. storm sewers discharging
into lakes with drinking water intakes) are being utilized throughout Ontario as part of
the AR. Where data and mapping does not exist, the information is being generated to

fill in data gaps that are present.
5.1  Review of Original Problem

The original problem leading to this research was the lack of SWP legislation in Ontario,
and the unequal (mal) distribution of capacity across the CAs and municipalities to
protect drinking water at the source. The objective of this research was to communicate

that a CWA is long overdue in Ontario and that with the enforcement of a multi-barrier
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approach to SWP through the CWA as well as capacity building initiatives through the
Province, source water in Ontario can be protected effectively. The likelihood of another
Walkerton event taking place is considerably reduced if not eliminated, following the
successful implementation of SWP planning, including risk reduction measures,
enforcement, continuous monitoring and updating of scientific data and information
relating to the drinking water sources. However, in order for this to be successful, the
unequal distribution of capacity across the province at the CA and Municipal levels must
be rectified. Historically, the roles, responsibilities were not clearly defined, funds were
lacking and the tools available for SWP implementation varied from jurisdiction to

jurisdiction. An attempt to align jurisdictions across Ontario is the CWA.
5.2 Research Process and Outcome

The research process was to examine the CWA and its associated regulations to observe
the political and institutional capacity that the province has provided to local CAs / SPAs
and municipalities. As well, the draft TOR documents drafted by the SPCs was analyzed
in a comparative assessment by examining the 19 SPAs / SPRs throughout Ontario to
observe their financial capacity requirements and existing technical, institutional, social
and political capacity progress following the enactment of the CWA. The outcome w;as
that there is still variation in the level of capacity throughout Ontario within the SPA /
SPRs; however, a more level ground has been established through the development of the
SP program, legislation, regulation and technical guidance modules. This has allowed
CAs and municipalities with capacity to conduct SP more than ever experienced
historically. It is evident that not every municipality is engaged in SP as heavily as
others. Many municipalities are still minimally involved and are depending on the
capacities of the SPAs / SPRs in their jurisdiction. The hypothesis of this research was
proven to be correct, such that through the enactment of the CWA, capacity building
initiatives will take place through a top-down model where the provincial government
provides guidance, direction and support to the local municipalities and CAs. The
expectation was proven true, such that when the provincial government takes charge as
well as provides an appropriate amount of capacity related assistance, the lower level

Municipal and CA governments not only become more regulated; however they are
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provided with the ability to function more effectively as there is a level of consistency

across the province.

The CWA has clearly defined the roles and responsibilities of the active players including
the province (MOE), the SPAs, the SPCs and municipalities. The program is still
relatively new and as it unfolds the expectation is that continuous improvement will
occur throughout the years. Ongoing awareness, outreach and education are critical and
required as this capacity indicator was observed to be the most deficient as well as most
difficult to measure based on the methodology utilized. Institutionally the challenge that
lies ahead is with regards to how the SPP will be implemented and enforced. Financially
the requirements have been determined and the technical projects are underway following
identical timelines throughout the province, which are considered somewhat aggressive,
especially since. the AR and SPP regulations have not been finalized and drafted,
respectively. Challenges exist in terms of compensation to business owners that may be
situated within a vulnerable area. Politically, the Act has been enacted; however,
additional regulations are forthcoming to further implement the program. The AR
regulation shall be finalized within the very near future and the SPP likely next year
(2009). Ultimately the SPP will require risk reduction strategies to be implemented and
enforced. For instance, a shallow well with a casing drawing water from highly fractured
bedrock (such as the Walkerton Well 5) would likely be considered a significant risk
because of its ability to allow bacteria to easily and quickly enter the well. As such, this
well would require mandatory risk reductions to be implemented in order to reduce the

risk.

The outcome of this research also illustrated that the larger SPAs / SPRs require more
financial capacity. There was a correlation between the largest SPRs and the fact that
they most often times contain the largest land areas, the most number of municipalities,
the largest number of municipal drinking water systems and populations within their
jurisdiction. As well the larger SPRs have more political capacity in terms of the number
of partnerships with municipalities. It is anticipated that the number of municipalities
involved will increase overtime as the program further develops. At the present time, the

municipally lead tasks are more complete than those lead by the SP Authorities; however
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the majority of the tasks are lead by the SP Authorities, while the municipally lead tasks
are from the historical 2002 Municipal Groundwater Studies. The AR tasks require more
financial capacity than the SPP development based on the estimated costs provided.
Coordinating and supporting projects, information management, tier 3 water quantity
RAs, delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs and IPZs account for the
most costly AR tasks. While for the SPP coordinating and supporting projects and the

development of policy to address drinking water threats are the most costly at this time.

The province has provided much of the political capacity to date with the enactment of
the CWA as well as its support and guidance through the development of the technical
guidance modules. Varying levels of technical capacity are evident since the percentage
‘completed / in progress’ varies across the SPAs / SPRs; however the timelines
implemented will require that all SPAs / SPRs are done by late 2009 / early 2010, at

which point technically all regions will be at the same stage.
5.3  Discussion and Recommendations

As presented throughout this paper, the capacity issues related to SWP have existed for
decades. Presenting the issues and concerns relating to SP is much easier than addressing
them and providing resolution because as presented in this paper there are numerous
capacity related aspects that need to be taken into account for a successful SP program. It
is even challenging to determine which of the five capacities is of most importance. As
stated by Leach and Pelkey. in Timmer et al (2007, 189), “adequate funding was the most
commonly cited key to successful watershed management”. Initially, it was believed by
the author that funding was the utmost important; however, this research has lead to the
conclusion that the five capacity indicators are all closely intertwined and strongly
dependant upon one another. For instance, without money, not much can be done from a
technical, social, political and institutional standpoint. However without legislation (a
political capacity), technical work voluntarily does not get accomplished (unless it is
RMOW which is an exception). Without the social capacity, which also requires
funding, the education and outreach aspect does not take place and most people do not

become informed or aware of where their water comes from and what implications their
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actions can have upon water quality and quantity wise. Institutionally, municipalities are
already facing budget shortages and demanding work loads. As such “any capacity
building programme must consider not only todays problems but also must anticipate
tomorrows issues”... (Tortajada, 2001, 493). Timmer et al (2007, 187) states that
“source water protection is now recognized as a priority in jurisdictions across the
world”. Therefore, it is here to stay and capacity building initiatives must be developed.
A viable action plan should be created that guides and motivates implementation (Ernst
and Hart, 2005, 14). In Ontario, the MOE has developed the CWA, its associated
regulations, which have developed new organizations to be involved (SPCs and SPAs),
timelines for which the work is to be completed, and guidance modules to assist with the
technical work as well as the funding to carryout the tasks. However lots of work still

lies ahead.

There is no one correct solution for implementing SWP; however the use of a multi-
barrier approach is likely the most proactive a program can get based on the information
and knowledge that presently exists within our realm. Further research may prove this

incorrect; however only time will tell.
5.4  Research Limitations and Assumptions

This capacity assessment of the 19 SPRs across Ontario was conducted through the
analysis of the draft TOR documents posted for public review and comment on the
individual SPC web site through May 2008 to September 2008. Following the comment
period, these documents were submitted to the province for review and approval. A
limitation is that these documents are not yet finalized and approved by the Minister. It is
assumed that the information contained and analyzed within the TOR documents will not

change drastically in the very near future to alter the findings of this project.

The first reason as to why the TOR documents may cﬁange is related to the release of the
finalized AR regulation (Director’s Rules), which was posted for public review and
comment from June through August 2008. A revision to the AR regulation may lead to

changes in the estimated budgets allocated to the technical AR tasks. As well, the time
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lines in the TOR documents may have to be altered if there is a delay in the delivery of

the AR and SPP regulations by the Province.

Another reason the TOR documents may change is due to unforeseeable changes that
may occur, requiring an amendment (i.e. the addition of a new drinking water system or
an existing drinking water system inadvertently missed). These types of changes will
have to be brought forth by the municipalities within the SPRs. The SP program is one
that will be continuously and constantly in flux because of the ever changing world of
water as well as social and political realities. For instance, wells are often taken offline
for various reasons, while new ones are constructed in order to meet population demands.
It should be understood that the TOR is a living document and its contents may require

modification from time to time.

The final limitation of this research is that the SPP regulation has not yet been drafted.
As such, many of the TOR documents indicated that the SPP budgets may change once
the SPP regulation is finalized. Some of the TOR documents did not provide SPP costs
for many of the tasks under the SPP; rather they indicated that these were to be
determined once more information is available with regards to both the AR results as well
as the SPP regulation. Therefore, the SPP budgets are likely underestimated and this
should be kept in mind. Any changes made to the TOR documents are beyond the
control of the author, thus the TOR documents as presented at the time of is research are
considered to be sufficient for the study that was undertaken. As the program unfolds it

is likely that capacities will change yet again as they have from historical times.

5.5 Conclusions

Since the Walkerton Event in 2000, the Province of Ontario has implemented numerous
measures to improve the safety of drinking water for residents relying on municipal
sources. The literature reviewed illustrates that historically, specific source protection
legislation was non-existent, while capacities were unequally (mal) distributed across the
Province. Various pieces of legislation have been enacted beginning with the initial

focus of treating water, and implementing stricter certification programs for drinking
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water operators as well as a more proactive measure of safeguarding water at the source.
As presented during this research, the financial costs of such and undertaking are large.
The Province has currently committed to providing 100% of the funds for the program;
however, it is not certain as to when the flow of this money will cease. Both the US and
Ontario experience clearly demonstrated that funding is the ultimate force for SWP
because without political support and funding, much of these activities are not performed.
Nonetheless, the capacity measures provided in the recent years are significant
improvements to historical practice.  Based on the comparative capacity assessment
conducted as part of this research, the five largest SPRs containing the most SPC
members and SPAs are TCC SPR, LE SPR, SGB-LS, T-SR SPR and CTC SPR. On
various accounts, four of these five SPRs (TCC SPR, LE SPR, SGB-LS, and T-SR SPR)
were continuously on top for the following indicator items, indicating stronger capacity:

o the largest land areas;
the most municipalities within their jurisdiction;

e the most SP Authorities and municipal partners within their SPR;

e the SPRs requiring the most financial capacity for AR and SPP lead by SP
Authorities;

e TCC, LE, SGB-LS and CTC requiring the most financial capacity for AR lead by
municipalities;

e LE, TCC and CTC (within top five) requiring the most financial capacity for SPP
lead by municipalities;

e SGB-LS, LE and TCC for the most municipal groundwater systems; and

¢ TCC and SGB-LS for the most municipal surface water systems.

Although many of the other SPAs / SPRs were not on top, capacity-wise, they are well
underway with their technical AR work in comparison to the ways in which source water

was protected historically.

Environmental legislation pertaining to water has existed in Ontario; however the CWA
is the first to focus specifically on source water. The CWA allows for an open and
transparent SP program, comprised of multi-stakeholder committees across the Province,
encouraging the formation of partnerships and geared to promote education and outreach
to the public. As demonstrated in this capacity assessment, financial capacity is an
important indicator of a successful program, as it is the underlying principle as well as a

necessity. When strong political capacity in the form of a clear legislative framework is
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developed and the funds are available, only then can the program successfully proceed
through other variables. The technical work can be conducted to determine the areas
which require further attention in the form of policy implementation for risk reduction.
The key is to allow for flexibility in the policies through the development of a range of
implementation tools with the regulatory approach used only as a last resort when
compliance is critical. Based on how history has unfolded with regards to legislation and
negative mishaps, such as Walkerton, a wealth of information and cxpérience has been
developed to meet the challenges of tomorrow. Additionally, new challenges have come
into play, such as future costs, SPP enforcement and implementation. Ultimately,
education is important and once society understands the programs they are more likely to
become involved. The capacity issues function collectively as a cycle and it is
challenging to pinpoint which capacity measure has more significance on the programs
success because as one capacity is moved the other four are misaligned. According to de
Loe & Kreutzwiser (2005, 242) as stated by Hamdy et al., 1998 and World Water
Assessment Programme, 2003 “... the most important factors accounting for poor public
water supplies and outbreaks of waterborne diseases in drinking water appear to be
institutional and organizational, and include inadequate financial resources; weak
standards, or a failure to implement standards; lack of skilled staff; rivalries among
agencies; and insufficient political will”. Essentially, this concludes that all five
capacities must be synchronized for successful SWP since they are all important and
function together. SWP is two fold and requires strict enforceable legislation and
capacity building initiatives. The Province has provided the legislation which is strict in
terms of the AR and SPP completion; however the timelines for implementation and
enforcement of the SPP is uncertain at this time. The ultimate goal of the CWA is to
develop policies that lead to the effective management of drinking water resources
without impeding society, but allowing for the goal of long term water sustainability.
Water is a basic necessity of life, required by everything that is living and humans, most
often unconsciously contribute to the degradation of water just by having to live.
Fortunately, this realization can prompt change for the good of society by learning from
past failures and successes. Successful SWP should be actively promoted to build
momentum and encourage replication (Ernst and Hart, 2005, 16). Overtime, this

replication will hopefully allow for continuous improvement and victory.
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5.6 Future Research

As discussed in the limitations section, there is the chance that changes may occur to the
drafted TOR documents. Once the AR and SPP are approved by the Minister, future
research could be undertaken to see how accurate the TOR documents were in terms of
planning out the work, financially, technically, politically following the prescribed time
lines. As well it would be beneficial to observe social and institutional changes relating
to the outcome of continued educate and outreach. It is expected that both public and
- municipal participation shall increase over time as the SP program gains momentum and
optimistically popularity. Much of the awareness, education and outreach will likely be

through the ODWSP, which must be continuous and ongoing.

As well additional research relating to full-cost recovery and / or the ODWSP would be
valuable since funding is a critical component of protecting source water. Whether the
funding is directly related to the program (i.e. technical AR tasks) or towards assisting
affected property owners, it is important and research to determine how such funds could
be generated would be vital for the long term sustainability and acceptance of the
program. This research has proven to illustrate the funds required for such a program are
significant and the estimated costs determined are likely underestimated somewhat and
are only estimated to 2012. Source protection must become self-sustaining by one means
or another and this has yet to be determined. In addition, further research could be done

to assess the future capacity of implementing the SPPs once they are developed in 2012.

With regards to the SPP and policy implementation and enforcement, there is much
uncertainty as to how this will be carried forward and by whom. There is speculation that
it will be the responsibility of the municipalities, which has raised numerous concerns in
terms of financial, technical and human resource capacities. Much of this links back to
the funding aspect of SP, as it cannot be emphasized strongly enough that appropriate
funds are extremely crucial for a successful program. The future allocation of resources
could also be a potential study area to determine a procedure as to how the funding would

be most cost-effectively distributed to implement and enforce the SPPs.
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TABLE 1A: ESSEX SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Combined
A ent Report (AR) Tasks 5 Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
ol ompleted / In Estimated (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Progress Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the it report $ 1,960,000 | $ 1,960,000 37.6% 20.0%
|Information management for the assessment report preparation $ 145,000 | $ 145,000 2.8% 1.5%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report 3 136,000 | $ 136,000 2.6% 1.4%
Undertaking a watershed characterization $ 320001 % 32,000 0.6% 0.3%
Conducting a conceptual water budget § 64,000 $ 64,000 1.2% 0.7%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 5 180,000 $ 180,000 3.4% 1.8%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 40,000 | § 40,000 0.8% 0.4%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs $ 68,000 | $ 68,000 1.3% 0.7%
A ing risks in HVAs $ 30,000 | $ 30,000 0.6% 0.3%
|Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ - $ -
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs $ = $ =
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ - 3 -
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to IPZs $ 1,400,000 | § 1,400,000 26.8% 14.3%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in IPZs $ 761,000 | $ 761,000 14.6% 7.8%
Assess risk in IPZs 5 252,000 | $ 252,000 4.8% 2.6%
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report $ - $ - 0.0% 0.0%
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Collaboration on Great Lakes and International Issues S 150,000 | § 150,000 2.9% 1.5%
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 244,000 | § 4,974,000 53.2%
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 5,218,000 100.0%
|source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks P;f;g':g;;f 'T::;‘,’“Bfg;:f
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 3 1,620,000 35.3% 16.5%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan 3 160,000 3.5% 1.6%
Information management for source protection plan preparation $ 80,000 1.7% 0.8%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies) . 0.0%
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk ts in AR 0.0%
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) $ 900,000 19.6% 9.2%
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ 250,000 5.5% 2.6%
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ 525,000 11.5% 5.4%
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources) $ 100,000 2.2% 1.0%
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 750,000 16.4% 7.7%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Implement costs/funding responsibilities $ 200,000 4.4% 2.0%
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL $ - $ 4,585,000 46.8%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 4,585,000 100.0% 100.0%
Essex Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 9,803,000

Source: Essex Region Source Protection Committee. Essex Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (May 2008).
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TABLE 2A: THAMES-SYDENHAM AND REGION SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

Source: Thames-Sydenham and Region Source Protection Committee (Aug 12, 2008).

BUDGET Combined
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed /In (Completed + el Total B‘u;g::
Progress . od 3
C inating and supporting proj for the report $ 2362598 % 2017500 8 4,380,098 42.0% 28.7%
{Information ] for the it report preparati $ 24052118 165.000 | § 405,521 3.9% 2.7%
Undertaking ications initiatives for the report $ 131,750 | $ - 221,000 § 352,750 3.4% 2.3%
Undertaking a watershed ch i $ 28274 $ - 3 29,274 0.3% 0.2%
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 566,173 8§ - 5 566,173 5.4% 3.7%
(Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress $ 156,800 | § 254700 § 411,500 3.9% 2.7%
(Cond a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress s 330000 S 330,000 3.2% 2.2%
(Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity nsk assessment $ 650,000 | § 650,000 6.2% 4.3%
Delineating and applying vul bility scores to HVAs $ 20000 § 29,000 0.3% 0.2%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs ] 40,000 | § 40,000 0.4% 0.3%
Assessing risks in HVAs $ 42000 % 42,000 0.4% 0.3%
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ 15000] § 15,000 0.1% 0.1%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs 3 50,000 | § 50,000 0.5% 0.3%
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ 42000| § 42,000 0.4% 0.3%
Delfineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 719381 8 331,300 § 1,050.771 10.1% 6.9%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 668,007 | § 256,760 | § - 924,767 8.9% 8.1%
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 206244 | 5 404,020 | $ 610,264 5.8% 4.0%
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report $ 150001 § 15,000 0.1% 0.1%
Other A Report Preg jon Task: GUDI - IPZ Studies $ 150,000 | § 150,000 1.4% 1.0%
Other A Report Prep Task: Peer Reviews and Resulting edits of vulnerability work : ) 270,000 ) § 270,000 2.6% 1.8%
(Other A t Report F jon Task: F ing of First Nations Water i $ 60,000 | § gg,om 0.6% 0.4%
[Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 5,080,748 |$ 5,343,370 68.3%
A Report TOTAL $ 10,424,118 100%
M IF | D g Water Systems
|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs cr IPZs 5 14_549;87 5 100,350 | § 248,017 44.8% 1.6%
|identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in WHPAs or IPZs $ 79947 | $ 68000 $ 147,947 26.9% 1.0%
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 28567 | S 34500 § 63,067 11.5% 0.4%
Other A Report Prep Task: GUDI - IPZ Studies $ : s 65000 S 65,000 11.8% 0.4%
Task: Review of Past \M:ﬁd remodeling WHPAs and vulnerability scores 5 - $ 12,000} § 12,000 2.2% 0.1%
Task: Update existing WHPA to for system expansion and ¥ $ - $ 15000 § 15,000 2.7% 0.1%
SUB TOTAL $ 254,181 | § 294,850 3.6%
TOTAL $ 549,031 100.0%
Pi Py of
SPP Budget Total b
Ci g and supy proj for the source p plan $ 3,670,000 0.9 0.2
Undertaking ications initiatives for the source prof plan 1S 230,000 0.1 0.0
Inf for source p ion plan preparati $ 190,000 0.0 0.0
|Es g evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact is of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to lete SPP based on risk in AR
Policy develop to drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 5 50,000 0.0 0.0
Policy develop it for itoring (where required andfor permissible in Act & Regs)
Policy pment for Great Lakes ek (where required/p in Act & Regs) B 130,000 0.0 0.0
Establishing Simelines for policy gk
Consultation on the overall prog source p ion plan $ 25,000 0.0 0.0
(Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 4,295,000 100.0% 28.1%
100.0%
T-SR SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 15,268,149
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TABLE 3A: AUSABLE BAYFIELD MAITLAND VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET

[Assesment Report (AR) Tasks

Completed / In
Progress

Eati 4

P t of AR
Budget

P ge of
Total Budget

Coordinating and supporting projects for the it report

Info ion it for the report prep ion

Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report

3,200,000

3,200,000

55.8%

53.0%

Undertaking a watershed ch rization

$ 150,000

150,000

2.6%

2.5%

Conducting a ¢ tual water budget

$ 85,000

85,000

1.5%

1.4%

Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress it

$ 290,000

290,000

5.1%

4.8%

Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment

70,000

|| ) e

70,000

1.2%

1.2%

Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment

Delineating and applying wulnerability scores to HVAs

200,000

200,000

3.3%

Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs

A ing risks in HVAs

|Applying wulnerability scores to SGRAs

Identifying issues, i ts and

ying th ing hazards in SGRAs

|Assessing risk in SGRAs

Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs

1,495,000

1,495,000

26.1%

24.8%

Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs

|Assess risk in WHPAs

Delineating and by I bility scores to IPZs

Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in IPZs

Assess risk in IPZs

Consultation on the overall proposed report

Other A it Report Preparation Task: Pilot on non-municipal drinking water systems

75,000

75,000

1.3%

1.2%

Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Pre-screening of intake for 2 FN systems

170,000

170,000

3.0%

2.8%

Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 4

n|e

5,210,000

95.0%

Assessment Report TOTAL

5,735,000

100.0%

|Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks

P t of

P, + of

SPP Budget

Total Budget

Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan

Undertaking « ications initiatives for the source protection plan

|Information t for source protection plan p: i

300,000

100.0%

5.0%

Establishing 1 criteria for selecting policies (impact ts of draft policies)

Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk ts in AR

Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs)

devel t for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or p ible in Act & Regs)

Policy develog

Policy [
it for Great Lakes el ts (where required/per ible in Act & Regs)

|Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources)

|Establishing timelines for policy implementation

Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan

Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:

|Source Protection Plan TOTAL

300,000

100.0%

5.0%

Ausable Bayfiled-Maitland Valley SPR GRAND TOTAL

Source: Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley Source Protection Committee. (July 30, 2008).

6,035,000

100.0%
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TABLE 4A: SAUGEEN, GREY SAUBLE, AND NORTHERN BRUCE PENINSULA SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

R I———~

Source: Saugeen, Grey Sauble, and Northem Bruce Peninsula Source Protection Committee, (August 15, 2008).

BUDGET Combined
Budget ge of AR| Per ge of
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks W:::m* In E i {Completed + g Total Budget
Estimated
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report $ 1,390,499 | § 843594 | § 2,234 093 39.0% 23.5%
Inft ion g for the report preparati $ 1972168 | § 25500 | 8 222718 3.9% 2.3%
Ui g icati initiatives for the report $ 84829 | § 49920 | § 134,749 2.4% 1.4%
Undertaking a watershed ch ization s 28461 - 13 28,481 0.5% 0.3%
Conducting a ptual water budget $ 218287 | § - 13 218,287 3.8% 2.3%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and strass it $ 136418 | § 75749 | § 212 167 3.7% 2.2%
Conducting a fier 2 water budget lysis and stress it 3 - s 50,000 | § 50,000 0.9% 0.5%
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk it $ - TBD
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ - $ 18500 | § 18,500 0.3% 0.2%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs $ - $ - $ -
Assessing risks in HVAs 5 - 5 - $ -
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 3 - 3 12,500 | $ 12,500 0.2% 0.1%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing h in SGRAs s - $ « s =
Assessing risk in SGRAs s = s - 3 =
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs H 959435 | § 199433 | § 1,158,868 20.2% 12.2%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing | is in WHPAs or IPZs 3 946395 | § 186,727 | § 1,133,122 19.8% 11.9%
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 156,428 | § 128476 | $ 284,904 5.0% . 3.0%
Ce ion on the overall proposed as L report $ - s - S =
Other A it Report Preg Task: Water Quality Analy $ - 3 244701 8 24 470 0.4% 0.3%
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 4117970 | $ 1,614,869 60.3%
sment R TOTAL $ 5,732,839 100.0%
Jldmldpd Residential Drinking Water Systems
D ing and ing vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 997485 | § 147,647 | § 1,145,132 452% 12.0%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in WHPAs or IPZs $ 971222 | § 134327 | 8 1,105,549 43.7% 11.6%
|Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 200303 | § 80,057 | § 280,360 11.1% 2.9%
2,169,010 | $ 362,031 26.6%
2,531,041 100.0%
F ge of P tage of
SPP Budget Total Budget
$ - |s 1110751 89.4% 11.7%
s =8 99,667 8.0% 1.0%
s =|s 32,582 2.6% 0.3%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk nts in AR
Policy development to drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 5 ¥
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) s =
[Policy pment for Great Lakes el {where requiredipermissible in Acl & Regs) s S
|Estabiishing timelines for palicy implementation $ E
[Consultation on the overall prop source protection plan $ -
Other Source P Plan Prep n Task:
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL $ = $ 1,243,000 13.1%
|Sour|:e Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,243,000 100.0% 100.0%
S-GS-NBP SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 9,506,880
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TABLE 5A: LAKE ERIE SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

|Assesment Report (AR} Tasks Completed ! In = (Completed + M‘; e SCAR F"'“'"""E : of Total
Progress Estimated)
[Coordinating and supporting projects for the sssessment report 3 2,530,700 | § 2,576,000 | § 5,106,700 42.1% 20.3%
Information management for the assessment report preparation ] 266,900 | § 65900 | $ 332,800 2.T% 1.3%
i ; for the assessment report s 237008 52,700 | § 85,400 0.7% 0.3%
[Undertaking » watershed characterization s 344008 - Is 34,400 0.3% 0.1%
= ga waler budget 5 300300 | § - 3 300,300 2.5% 12%
Cmdue&nnn&u'wtuh@m_d&wwmm 3 - 3 - $ -
IConducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment 5 1,289000 [ § - | 3 1,289,000 10.6% 5.1%
a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quaniity risk as $ 3,200.000 | § 1,200,000 | § 4,400,000 36.2% 17.5%
Dedi g and applying dity scores to HVAs 3 83400 | § 2900 |%S 86,300 0.7% 0.3%
ing issues, | threats and assessing hazards in HVAs 3 . 3 = $ >
risks in HVAs 3 - 15 $ -
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs
ing issues, threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs
risk in SGRAs
and applying vul ility scores to WHPAs or IPZs
issues, ing threats and hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs
[Consultalion on the overall proposed report 5 = 5 = 5 -
[Other A Report Preparation Task: Peer Review 3 6700 |8 242000 | $ 248,700 2.9% 14%
Other Report Prep Task: Report Compil; $ - Is 155,000 | $ 155,000 1.3% 0.6%
[Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 7,735,100 | $ 500 48.3%
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 12,139,600 100.0%
pal Residential ing Water
Del and applying vul ility scores to WHPAs or IPZs 3 988,000 | $ 1,404,800 | § 2,392,800 35.1% 9.5%
identityng msues, | ying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs of IPZs s 1,597,800 | § 1,567,200 | § 3,165,000 46.4% 12.5%
risk in WHPAs or IPZs 3 144,700 | § 1,120300 | § 1,265,000 18.5% 5.0%
unicipal Assessment SUB TOTAL s 2,730,500 | § 4,092,300 27.1%
unicipal Assessment TOTAL $ 6,822,800 100.0%
: of SPP Perc of Total
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks "'“'::;“ m
[Coordinating and supporting projects for the source plan $ - 5 3,603,600 B80.6% 14.3%
[Undertaking communicati for the source p il $ = 5 24,000 1.9% 0.3%
g for source protection plan preparation 5 - 5 88,200 2.0% 0.4%
B iteria for selecting palicies impact of draft policies)
istrative priority setting of work required to SPP based on risk in AR
Policy devel t to address drinking water threats (where required andior ible in ActRegs) 5 - 15 506,900 11.3% 2,0%
Policy development for itoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) 5 = 5 190,000 4.2% 0.8%
[Policy devek it for Great Lakes el {where requiredj issible in Act & Regs) 5 - 5 =
|E g imelines for policy impl $ ra 3 =
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 35 - 5 -
[Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: SPP Compilation $ - Is -
[Other Source F Plan Prep Task: 5 $ - 3 -
?m Protection Plan TOTAL $ 4,472,700 100.0% 17.8%
ipal Residential Drinking Water
$ - 3 1,245,400 T2.8% 5.0%
5 - 5 454 200 26.6% 1.8%
s - |s 10,000 0.6% 0.0%
er Source Plan Preparation Task: 3 - 3 -
[Municipal Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,709,600 100.0% 6.8%
100.0%
LE SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 25,144,700

Source: Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee. (Sept. 2008).
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TABLE 6A: SOUTH GEORGIAN BAY-LAKE SIMCOE SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Tombined
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Compl fin ———— Bu:d.gel Perce:na‘ge of AR] Percentage of
(Comp + g Total Budget
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report 2,247,779 4,647,779 50.5% 25.2%
Information mai ment for the assessment rt pr ation 84843 | % 2,400,000 84,843 0.9% 0.5%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the W report 124,381 124,381 1.4% 0.7%
Undertaking a watershed characterization s 3 90,298 - 30,298.13 1.0% 0.5%
(Conducting a ual water b t 580,798 - 580,798.34 6.3% 3.1%
Conducting a tier 1 water b 1 al sis and stress nent 131,401 - 1,400.93 1.4% 0.7%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress § = 3 679,000 678,000.00 7.4% 3.7%
Cond! a tier 3 water t analysis and water quantity risk assessment =
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs - -
Identifying issues, invenlorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs = $ 200,100 200,100.00 2.2% 1.1%
Assessing risks in HVAs = =
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs - -
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs - 3 = y
|Assessing risk in SGRAs = =
Delineating and i vulnerabili scores to IPZs 3 538600] $ 50,000 588,600.00 6.4% 3.2%
Delineating and applying ility scores to WHPAS 44,900/ § 314,800 356,800.00 3.9% 2.0%
Identi issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs 3 521,600] § 111,300 632,800.00 6.9% 3.4%
Assess risk in WHPAs 3 260,700 § 552,100 812 800.00 3.8% 4.4%
Consultation on the overall proposed asse report -
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Peer review of HVAs and SGRAs [ - § 99,900 99,900.00 1.1% 0.5%
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: New planned intake (City of Barrie) $ - $ 60,000 60,000.00 0.7% 0.3%
Refine WHPAS to address surface water influence (GUDI) 3 110,000 110,000.00 1.2% 0.6%
Mﬂumem Report SUB TOTAL $ 4,625,300 | § 4,577,300 49.9%
Report TOTAL $ 9,202,600 100.0%
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems
|C lineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs 438,300 | § 84,800 523,100 10.6% 2.8%
|dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs 585,700 184,900 770,600 15.7% 4.2%
Assess risk in WHPAs 228,500 758,100 986,600 20.1% 5.3%
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk - 2,395,000 2,395,000 48.7% 13.0%
New planned system technical work - 58,400 58,400 1.2% 0.3%
Refine WHPAs to address surface waler influence (GUDI) - 180,000 180,000 3.7% 1.0%
| Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 1,252,500 3,661,200 26.6%
Assessment Re TOTAL 4,913,700 100.0%
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks ; geokijiEm geof
SPP Budget Total Budget
oordinating and supporting projects for the source protection p $ 3,600,000 B83.2% 19.5%
Undertak mmmhmkmtmwum otection plan included in above
Infonﬂaﬂon agement for source protection plan preparatio included in above
Establishi 1-":-'--I g policies knamsanm‘lsofdmﬂ cies $ 325,000 7.5% 1.8%
Administrative priority setting of work required o comp SPansedmdd(nmsamenhinA 0.0% 0.0%
Policy develop o address drinki whrmm equired and/or p issible in $ 399,900 9.2% 22%
Policy development for monitoring msablaalﬂor lssblainau&Re_gg in cost directly above
Policy develop foermLakasdm'lmm equired/p issible in Act & Regs]
E stabli: 'ﬁmallneabr IimLﬂooOnhnosoumu
Establishing timelines for policy implementation in cost directly above
(Consultation on the overall proposed source protection pla
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Co-managed policy task in cost directly above
'Source Protection P TOTAL $ 4,324,900 100.0% 23.5%
- 100.0%
South Georglan Bay-Lake Simcoe Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 18,441,200

Source: South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee. South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug, 15, 2008).
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TABLE TA: CREDIT VALLEY, TORONTO AND REGION, CENTRAL LAKE ONTARIO SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Combined
Assesment Report (AR)Tasks Completed / In td QUOLARILP 8 08
aiinl Estimated (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Prog Estimated
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report 3595200 § 846,900 4,442 100 58.0% 20.7%
Information management for the assessment report preparation 186,300 47,000 233,300 3.1% E%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment repo 177,830 163,000 340,830 4.5% 2.3%
Undertaking a watershed characterization 154,990 75,000 229,990 3.1% 5%
Conducting a conceptual water budge! 409,025 - 408,025 5.4% 2.7%
Conducting a tier 1 water budge : 574,665 - 574 665 7.6% 3.8%
Conducting a tier 2 water b : 345200 64,300 409,500 5.4% 2.7%
Conducting a tier 3 water budget ana -
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs 37,900] § - 37,900 0.5% 0.3%
Deli ] ing vulnerability scores to HVAs 9,000 18,000 27,000 0.4% 2%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs 7,050 12,100 29,150 0.4% .2%
Assessing risks in HVAs 21,400 19,700 41,100 0.5% 0.3%
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 27,000 - 27,000 0.4% 0.2%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assassing hazards in SGRAs 24,050 ,100 29,150 0.4% 2%
Assessing risk in SGRAs 21,300 18,700 41,00¢ 0.5% . 3%
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment repo 177.830 183,000 360,83 4.8% 4%
(Other Assessment Report Preparation Task. report compilation - 300,000 300,00 4.0% 0%
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 5,778,740 1,753,800 50.4%
Assessment Report TOTAL 7,532,540 100.0%
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Syst lis and Lake Ontario Sources!
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk as: it § 965,000 | $ 160,000 1,125,000 27.8% 7.5%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs $ 563,870 2,700 566,570 14.0% 3.8%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs 412 870 8,000 420,870 10.4% 2.8%
Assess risk in WHPAs 09,100 22100 131,200 3.2% 0.9%
Undertaking a watershed 'type' characterization 419,225 - 419,225 10.3% 2.8%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to IPZ1 and IPZ-2 345 000 - 345,000 B.5% 2.3%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to IPZ-3 - 500,000 500,000 12.3% 3.3%
Identitying issues, inventarying threats and assessing hazards in IPZs 426,800 - 426,800 10.5% 2.9%
(Assess risk in IPZs 117,750 = 117,750 2.9% 0.8%
Municipal Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 3,359,615 692,800 2TA%
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL $ 4,052,415 100.0%
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks . i B
SPP Budget Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection pian - 2,150,500 2,150,500 65.0% 14.4%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan = 562,050 562,050 17.0% 3.8%
Information management for source protection plan preparation - 75,500 75,500 2.3% 0.5%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies -
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments -
Policy development to address drinking water threats e required and/or permissible in - - -
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & = - -
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Groundwater sources) - = .
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection pls - 522 200 522 200 15.8% 3.5%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: SPP compilation - = -
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL - 3,310,250 22.1%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 3,310,250 100.0%
Municipal SPP Lead - Lake Ontario Sources
Policy develop for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs! - - $ -
Policy Input from Durham Region - 60,000 60,000 100.0% 0.4%
Establishing timelines for policy imple ation (Lake Ontario sources) - - -
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 60,000 100.0% 0.4%
100.0%
Crecit Valley, Toronto & Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 14,955,205

Source: Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee. (July, 2008).
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TABLE 8A: HALTON-HAMILTON SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COST!

BUDGET Combined
Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
ASSOSTRICE RIBRL (AT S ke Co;‘lrpieted £in Estimated (Completed + Budget Total Budget
b e Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report $ 1,174,400 | $ 1,174,400 16.3% 10.3%
Information management for the assessment report preparation $ 945,200 | $ 949,200 13.2% 8.4%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the sment report $ 643,600 | $ 643,600 8.9% 5.7%

|Undertaking a watershed characterization $ 64,800 $ 64,800 0.9% 0.6%
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 123,400 $ 123,400 1.7% 1.1%
Conducting a tier 1. water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 101,000 | § 101,000 1.4% 0.9%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 474,000 | § 474,000 6.6% 4.2%
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk as ent $ 2,000,000 | $ 2,000,000 27.8% 17.6%

|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 189,600 | $ 189,600 2.6% 1.7%

|identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs $ -

|Assessing risks in HVAs $ 101,000 | $ 101,000 1.4% 0.9%
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 5 189,600 | $ 189,600 2.6% 1.7%

|!dentifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in SGRAs 3 -

IAssess-ng risk in SGRAs $ 111,000 | $ 111,000 1.5% 1.0%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 477,000 | $ 477,000 6.6% 4.2%
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 3 147,000 | § 147,000 2.0% 1.3%
Consultation on the overall proposed sment report $ E
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: 1 GUDI system $ 450,000 | $ 450,000 6.3% 4.0%
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 188,200 | $ 7,007,400 63.3%
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 7,195,600 100.0%
|MuniciEI Residential Drinking Water Systems (Wells and Lake Ontario Sources
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 629,900 100.0% 5.5%
[Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL $ 629,900 100.0% 5.5%

Percentage of | Percentage of
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget

|Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 3 900,600 25.4% 7.9%
|Un&enaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 548,200 15.5% 4.8%
Information management for source protection plan preparation $ 280,400 7.9% 2.5%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies) $ 350,000 9.9% 3.1%
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in 0.0% 0.0%
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in $ 907,000 25.6% 8.0%

|Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Reg $ 110,400 3.1% 1.0%

|Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ 47,200 1.3% 0.4%

|Establishing timelines for policy implementation g 78,800 2.2% 0.7%
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan g 103,800 2.9% 0.9%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: $ 212,600 6.0% 1.9%
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL $ - 3 3,539,000 31.1%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL : 3,539,000 100.0% 100.0%

Halton-Hamilton Region SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 11,364,500

Source: Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Committee. (Aug. 7, 2008).
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TABLE 9A: NIAGARA PENINSULA REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Combined
= Budget Percentage of AR | Percentage of
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In - K. (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Progress
Coordinating and su jects for the assessment 3 1,197,512 900,000 2,097,512 68.8% 35.9%
|information management for the ass report preparation b 37,678 42,000 79,678 2.6% 1.4%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report 171,314 334,000 505,314 16.6% 8.7%
Undertaking a watershed characterization 911 | § 20,000 21,911 0.7% 0.4%
Conducting a conceptual water budget 63,472 - 63,472 2.1% 1.1%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress t 123,560 47,650 171,210 5.6% 2.9%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress -
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment X
Delineating and applying wulnerability scores to HVAs § 2.778 - 2,778 0.1% 0.0%
|!dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs - 7,000 7,000 0.2% 0.1%
Assessing risks in HVAs - 5,000 5,000 2% 0.1%
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs - ] - ] - 0.0% 0.0%
Identifying issues, i ying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs - § 6,000 6,000 0.2% 0.1%
Assessing risk in SGRAs ] - ] - -
Dehnean_ng and agﬂﬁgg vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs -
denti issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs -
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs = -
C. Itation on the overall proposed $ - 40,000 40,000 1.3% 0.7%
Other A t Report Preparation Task: A ble Assessment Report 3 - § 50,000 | $ 50,000 1.6% 0.9%
A t Report SUB TOTAL $ 1,598,225 1,451,650 52.3%
A t Report TOTAL $ 3,049,875 100.0%
wulnerability scores to WHPASs or IPZs [ 424725| § - ] 424,725 56.0% 7.3%
rying threats and assessing hazards in WHPASs or IPZs ] - ] 264,784 | § 264,784 34.9% 4.5%
PZs = ] - 68,608 | § 68,608 9.0% 1.2%
teport SUB TOTAL b 424,725 | § 333,392 13.0%
758,117 100.0%
Percentage of SPP| Percentage of
urce Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks Budget Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 965,000 73.7% 16.5%
Undertaking communications initiatives for Ihe source pmtecuon plan 175,000 13.4% 3.0%
lnfonnabu': g t for source pr plan preg 40,000 3.1% 0.7%
] 0.0% 0.0%
SPP based on risk assessments in AR 0.0% 0.0%
Policy d to address water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 3 10,000 0.8% 0.2%
Policy development for monitoring (where mquhad dvisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) ] 0,000 0.8% 0.2%
Palicy develop it for Great I.akas lements tmw ] 5,000 1.1% 0.3%
Establi timelines for entation § 20,000 1.5% 0.3%
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan § 60,000 4.6% 1.0%
14,000 1.1% 0.2%
1,309,000 100.0% 22.4%
Municipal Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks #
Policy development to add drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 3 240,000 33.3% 4.1%
Policy develog t for itoring (where required aﬂwsablemdforpemussmlnM&Regs) ] 80,000 25.0% 3.1%
icy develof for Great Lakes elements (where required/p ible in Act & Regs) ] 240,000 33.3% 4.1%
ing timelines for implementation ] 60,000 8.3% 1.0%
720,000 100.0% 12.3%
100.0%
Niagara Peninsula Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 5,836,992

Source: Niagara Peninsula Source Protection Committee. (July, 22, 2008).
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TABLE 10A: TRENT COAL REGION TOTAL COSTS
—F— Percentage of AR | Parcentage of T
of of Total
im Completed +
piarmns Budget Required . Budget
BATEIRT 026,000 11,508 187 3.4% T8T%
1,736, B4z 2,580,000 1318, 842 14E% A%
829 84T 2,454,000 3,283 847 7% %
3,306,618 - 305,618 1 %‘ g
1278072 218012 A
1,750,594 7T, ) 468 558 EA% ¥a)
- ¥ 380,000 AT% 4%
- 340000 390,000 2% 5%
= 170,000 170,000 5% 3%
= 17,000 17,000 % 0%
= 51,000 51,000 2% 1%
= 170, 170, 0.5% 0.I%
- ﬁ T 0.1% 0.0%
0,000 0.1% 0%
2000 20,000 A ans
6,000 6,000 0.0% 0.0%
2 70000 U] Y S—
- 80,000 540,000 23% 1.2%
A8 ITRATY 13,838,364 [, S
8217138 T00.0%
3 Tge2ze8| & 00000 § 1,862 768 T0.7% 3%
3 374400] 5 814,000 § 1,188,400 8% 20%
s 714,932 § 98000 5 312532 1E% 05%
3 474000] 5 BO000| S 000 1% 0%
5 350,000 § 840,000 | § 1%01:1 T.0% 1%
3 102000 § ﬁ ] 158,000 0% (53]
3 TTE347 | § 3 416,347 4% 0%
[ 11 s % 1 5% 0%
3 Frafire] B 500003 16% 05%
s 2338084 | § 340,000 | § 148% 4%
s 845572 3 nngls 10.4% 1%
3 335,364 138000 § 7% 0%
3 BO2S00| § 80000 § T5%
s il 3 2000,000] § 3%
3 1518001 2800001 § 0.7%
3 o 120, 3 0%
] - 1 [] 0.1%
3 = 13 1 3 0.0%
3 Ta000[ 5 7D, 7 0.2%
3 3ag21s 2, 0%
3 S00]3 30001 8 0.0%
3 FLikET] 3 [ S
3 1 3 ] 0%
3 3 ] 0.i%
= £l 1.2%
= 3 oe% |
- 3 g%
5,558,607
Percentage of Total
Budget
3 C £
3 =15
3 - 13
- [%5
< Bl |
= D%
= 0%
- 9%
] N
E] o ] [EL
] Eg
Trent Conservation Coalition SPA GRAND TOTAL ]

Source: Trent

{uby 17, 2008).
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TABLE 11A: QUINTE REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGE Combined
A t Report Tasks Completed :”DGET Sucges Pitsantage ot AR Pf'f:'é“ﬂe c;'
b o::::ress - Estimated (Completed + Budget Required ‘:!equ::'ege
Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report $ 1,617,039 | § 1,091,133 | § 2,708,172 57.6% 38.3%
Information management for the assessment report preparation $ 85811 8 25,000 $ 110,811 2.4% 1.6%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report $ 422271 8 30,000 | $ 72,227 1.5% 1.0%
|Undertaking a watershed characterization $ 38,538 $ 38,538 0.8% 0.5%
|Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 210,350 $ 210,350 4.5% 3.0%
|Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 179,120 | $ 70,000 | $ 249,120 5.3% 3.5%
|Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress sment $ = $ 96,000 | $ 96,000 2.0% 1.4%
|Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk sment ] -
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 6,946 $ 6,946 0.1% 0.1%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and sing hazards in HVAs $ - $ - $ -
Assessing risks in HVAs $ -
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ -
|ldentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs $ =
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ -
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 486,014 |- § 155,000 | $ 641,014 13.6%. 9.1%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 283,069 | § 96,000 | $ 379,069 8.1% 5.4%
IIdenti[Iing issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 38216 | § 114,000 | $ 152,216 3.2% 2.2%
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 3 -
Consultation on the overall proposed sment report $ 35,000 | § 35,000 0.7% 0.5%
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Water quantity analysis $ -
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 5 2,987,330 | § 1,712,133 66.4%
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 4,699,463 100.0%
Percentage of
Source Protection Plan Tasks Percentage of 3PP Total Budget
Budget Required
Required
|Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) $ - $ 2,190,000 92.0% 30.9%
lUndertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ - $ 70,000 2.9% 1.0%
lInformation management for source protection plan preparation $ 50,000 2.1% 0.7%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
[Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
|Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in $ -
|Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ -
|Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ -
|Establishing timelines for policy implementation $ =
|Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 70,000 2.9% 1.0%
[Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Misc unknown costs associated with Rules not
|Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 2,380,000 100.0% 33.6%
100.0%
Quinte Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 7,079,463

Source: Quinte Region Source Protection Committee. (Aug. 2008).
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TABLE 12A: MISSISSIPPI-RIDEAU SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Combined

Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of

Asssiiont Rapor Teske Completed / In Progress | Estimated Costs| (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Estimated)

Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report L $ 1,790,360 | § 1,600,000 | § 3,390,360 53.4 37.0
|Information management for the assessment report preparation [ 121,154 | § 48,000 $ 169,154 2.7 1.8
|Undertaking communications initiatives for the nent report b 28,494 | § 115,000 | $ 143,494 2.3 1.6
|Undertaking a watershed characterization B 78,736 | $ - $ 78,736 1.2 0.9

Conducting a conceptual water budget 5 403,730 | $ 15,000 | $ 418,730 6.6 4.6

Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 315634 | § | B 315,634 5.0 3.4

Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ - $ 75,000| $ 75,000 1.2 0.8

Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk nent $ =

Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 3 -
|identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs and SGRAs $ ™
JAssessing risks in HVAs and SGRAs S -
|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs § =
lidentifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs and IPZs $ 594,334 | § 80,000 % 674,334 10.6 7.4
|Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ = |'$ 300,000 | $ 300,000 4.7 3.3

Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report $ -

Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Kemptville and Merrickville Groundwater $ 543,156 | $ 169,040 | $ 712,196 11.2 7.8

Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Public Consultation 3 - 5 70000| % 70,000 1.1 0.8

A ment Report SUB TOTAL $ 3,875,598 | § 2,472,040 69.2
|Assessment Report TOTAL $ 6,347,638 100.0

Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems

Other A 1ent Report Preparation Task: Westport Groundwater Vulnerability Study $ 80994 | § 49,500 | $ 130,494 33.9 14

Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Ottawa River Surface Water Vulnerability Study 3 207,500] $ 46,500 | $ 254,000 66.1 2.8
iMunicipal A ment Report SUB TOTAL b 288,494 | § 96,000 4.2
[Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL 3 384,494 100.0

Percentage of | Percentage of

Source Protection Plan Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget
JCoordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) $ 2,125,000 87.0 23.2

Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 155,000 6.3 1.7

Information management for source protection plan preparation $ 72,000 2.9 0.8

Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies) 0.0 0.0
Iégminish'ative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR 0.0 0.0

Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in cost in above g - 0.0 0.0

Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) cost in above g - 0.0 0.0 -

Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 0.0 0.0

Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources) 0.0 0.0
|Establishing timelines for policy implementation $ 2 0.0 0.0

Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 0.0 0.0

Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Public Consultation $ 90,000 3.7 1.0
[gource Protection Plan TOTAL $ 2,442,000 100.0 26.6

100.0

Mississippi-Rideau SPA GRAND TOTAL

Source: Mississippi-Rideau Source Protection Region. (July 18, 2008).

$ 9,174,132
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TABLE 13A: CATARAQUI REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COST:

BUDGET Combined
Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
Assesment Report Tasks c"",“p'“‘d In 1 Egtimated (Completed + Budget Total Budget
LTOUress . Estimated)
|Coord3:_§ting and support_ipg projects for the assessment report 3 20535980 | % 2,053,590 48.7% 35.9%
Information management for the assessment report preparation $ 823511 % 82,351 2.0% 1.4%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report $ 59670 | $ 59,670 1.4% 1.0%
IUndert_gking a watershed characterization $ 26,255 3 26,255 0.6% 0.5%
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 155,596 3 155,596 3.7% 2.7%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 160,726 | § 160,726 3.8% 2.8%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 195850 | $ 195,850 4.6% 3.4%
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment 3 - 0.0% 0.0%
IDeIineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 145674 | $ 145 674 3.5% 2.6%
|ldentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs i 20,000 | $ 20,000 0.5% 0.4%
[Assessing risks in HVAs $ - $ -
|Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 3 - $ -
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs § - $ -
Assessing risk in SGRAs X $ - g -
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 548,868 548,868 13.0% 9.6%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPASs or IPZs $ 83070 | $ 83,070 2.0% 1.5%
ssess risk in WHPASs or IPZs $ 41,850 41,850 1.0% 0.7%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 87,330 87,330 2.1% 1.5%
A risk in WHPAs or IPZs - £ 300,674 300,674 7.1% 5.3%
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report $ 20,500 | § 20,500 0.5% 0.4%
|Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: $ 133,782 | § 133,782 3.2% 2.3%
IOlher Assessment Report Preparation Task: Additional Tier 2 WQRA research on threats that 5 50,000 | $ 50,000 1.2% 0.8%
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Proposed pilot project: appropriate methods to $ 50,000 | § 50,000 1.2% 0.9%
ment Report SUB TOTAL 3 181,852 | § 4,033,934 73.8%
A ment Report TOTAL $ 4,215,786 100.0%
Percentage of Percentage of
SolseR Petertion Fan T eie SPPBudget | Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) $ 915,600 61.2% 16.0%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 47,000 3.1% 0.8%
|Information management for source protection plan preparation $ 10,400 0.7% 0.2%
evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies) 0.0% 0.0%
dministrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR 0.0% 0.0%
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in $ 85,525 57% 1.5%
|Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) ] 85,525 5.7% 1.5%
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) b 85,525 5.7% 1.5%
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources) $ 85,525 5.7% 1.5%
]_Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Groundwater sources) 0.0% 0.0%
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 21,900 1.5% 0.4%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: $ 159,800 10.7% 2.8%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,496,800 100.0% 26.2%
100.0%

Cataraqui Region SPA GRANDTOTAL

Source: Cataraqui Source Protection Committee. (June 30, 2008).

$ 5,712,586
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TABLE 14A: RAISIN-SOUTH NATION SOURCE PROTECTION REGION TOTAL COSTS

BUD(ET Combined
Budget tage of AR| Percentage of
[rmssement Raport (AR} Tasks Completed /I | £ yimated Costs| (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Progress
(Coordinating and supporting projects for the it report $ 2,809,000 | 2,809,000 32.7 26.5
Infi ion management for the as report aration ] 400,000 | § 400,000 4.7 3.8
h.lndemk‘_w_vg communications initiatives for the assessment repor 353,000 | § 353,000 4.1 3.3
Undertaking a watershed characterization s 43,028 - § 43,028 0.5 0.4
Canductmn a ptual water budget 266,725 - f 266.725 3.1 2.5
ducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress nent 195,036 | § - ] 195,036 23 1.8
f‘ ducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress nent ] - 300000 3 300,000 35 28
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment ] - TBD
Delineating and applying wulnerability scores to HVAs § 19999 | § - 19,999 0.2 0.2
Identifying issues, inventorying threals and assessing hazards in HVAs 3 - § 39,999 39,999 0.5 0.4
Assessing risks in HVAs ] - § 9,999 9.999 0.1 0.1
/Applying wulnerability scores to SGRAs $ 19999 | 8 - $ 19,999 0.2 0.2
Idenﬁ‘l‘ying issues, inventorying threats and ing h ds in SGRAs 5 = $ 34999 | § 34,999 0.4 0.3
A ing risk in SGRAs ] - $ 9999 |3 9,999 0.1 0.1
ellneaung and agghgng wulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs -
Ide issues. inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs -
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs -
Consultation on the overall proposed t report $ -
Other A t Report Preparation Task: Non icipal drinking water syst $ - S 19,999 | $ 19,999 0.2 0.2
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems (G uu dwater)
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 213,571 | § 1,281.428 | § 1,494 999 17.4 14.1
i issues, inven ing threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs b 83,200 | § 499,200 | 3 582,400 6.8 55
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 4 39,000 234,000 | § 273,000 3.2 26
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report 3 - § 9,999 | § 9,999 0.1 0.1
Residential Drinking Water Syst (Surface Water)
in vulnsrabll smres to WHPAs or IPZs 3 896,857 | $ - 896,857 10.4 8.5
and as ing h ds in WHPAs or IPZs ] 567,204 - § 567,204 6 4
Assess risk in WHPASs or IPZs ] 229,113 = 229,113 iT 2
[Consultation on the overall p it report 3 - $ 9999 | $ 9,999 .1 0.1
Im.m TOTJ\L 2,573,132 | §___ 6,011,621 B1.1
t Report TOTAL [ 8,585,353 100.0
of | P tage of
|Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks SPP Eudget Total Budget
EEC L R O e 1,540,384 772 146
ndertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan 176,000 8.8 1.7
Irﬁnrmabon anagement for source protection plan preparation 100,000 5.0 0.9
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecti _.‘..._. pact assessments of draft policies 20,000 0 0.2
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR 19,999 .0 0.2
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in 19,999 0 0.2
Pobcy development b cirees idi) eubremend o inplemedition of PP 19,999 10 02
Policy deve where required aduisableandior issible in Act & Regs 19,999 1.0 0.2
Policy developme fm&eatuhssahmnts ere required/permissible in Act & Regs 19,999 1.0 0.
Establishing timelines for policy implementation 19,999 1.0 0.2
Consultation on the overall wnral pmpused source protection plan 19,999 .0 .
Other Source Protection Pl paration Task: Cannot define specific tasks at this time 19,999 0 0.2
Source Protection Fla_"l"omL 1,996,376 100.0 183
1 100.0
Raisin-South Nation SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 10,581,729

Source: Raisin-South Nation Source Protection Committee. (Aug. 21, 2008).
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TABLE 15A: LAKEHEAD REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET

Combined R]
Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
ASNSEETN Sopust (AR) Tasks c°:r';'g°rt::: In | Estimated (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the as 1ent report $ 943,967 | $ 1,099,600 | § 2,043,567 65.2% 42.7%
Information management for the assessment report preparation $ 177713 § 111640] § 289,353 9.2% 6.0%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment repor( $ 62219] % 73000] % 135,219 4.3% 2.8%
|Undertaktng a watershed characterization 3 24501 $ - $ 2,450 0.1% 0.1%
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 69,273 | $ - $ 69,273 2.2% 1.4%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 3 24590 | % 18,715 % 43,305 1.4% 0.9%
IConducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment
IConducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
lDellneaung and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs
|Assessing risks in HVAs
|Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs
lldentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs
|Assessing risk in SGRAs -
|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
1A risk in WHPAs or IPZs
IConsurtatlon on the overall proposed assessment report $ ] [ 55400 § 55,400 1.8% 1.2%
IOlher ent Report Preparation Task: $ - $ 96,000 | § 96,000 3.1% 2.0%
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 88,817 | $ 53828 | $ 142,645 4.6% 3.0%
IIdent_rm‘ ing issues, inventorying threats and sing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs| $ B3,271 ] § 54643 | § 137,914 4.4% 2.9%
|Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs ] 10,987 | § 107,525| $ 118,512 3.8% 2.5%
&mssment Report SUB TOTAL 5 1,463,287 | $ 1,670,351 65.5%
ment Report TOTAL s 3,133,638 100.0%
Percentage of | Percentage of
|Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan $ 1,237,050 74.9% 25.9%
IUndertakjng communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 94,290 5.7% 2.0%
Information management for source protection plan preparation § 144,200 8.7% 3.0%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft| 0.0% 0.0%
ministrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk 0.0% 0.0%
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or 3 - 0.0% 0.0%
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible $ - 0.0% 0.0%
|Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Y Act 0.0% 0.0%
Establishing timelines for policy implementation $ - 0.0% 0.0%
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 64,000 3.9% 1.3%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Cannot define specific tasks at $ 112,000 6.8% 2.3%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $§ 1,651,540 100.0% 34.5%
100.0%
Lakehead Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,785,178

Source: Lakehead Source Protection Committee. (June 20, 2008).
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TABLE 16A: SAULT STE. MARIE REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

Sault Ste. Marie Region SPA GRAND TOTAL

BUDGET Combined
Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
Assesmont Ruport (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Costs | (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Progress Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report $ 1,317,046 | § 1848200 | § 3,165,246 76.0 74.6
linformation management for the assessment report preparation $ 93,362 | § 120,000 | $ 213,362 5.1 5.0
Undertaking communications initiatives for the ent report $ 49548 | $ 112,500 | $ 162,048 3.9 3.8
Undertaking a watershed characterization $ 3,500| $ 1,800 $ 5,300 0.1 0.1
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 111,697 | $ - $ 111,697 2.7 26
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress sment $ 96,824 | $ 21800 $ 118,624 2.8 2.8
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress sment 3 = 3 = 3 =
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment $ - $ 121,310 | § 121,310 2.9 2.9
|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 3 - $ 5000 ]| % 5,000 0.1 0.1
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs $ =
|Assessing risks in HVAs $ - $ 7,500 | $ 7,500 0.2 0.2
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ - $ 200,000 | § 200,000 4.8 4.7
|ldentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs $ 1680 | 5 11,500 | $ 13,180 0.3 0.3
|Assessing risk in SGRAs $ R [ 7,500 $ 7,500 0.2 0.2
FDeI‘ineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 3 = $ 5000 % 5,000 0.1 0.1
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ - $ 10,000 | $ 10,000 0.2 0.2
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ - $ 10,000 | $ 10,000 0.2 0.2
Consultation on the overall proposed sment report $ = 3 10,000 | $ 10,000 0.2 0.2
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task:
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 1,673,657 | § 2,492,110 98.1
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 4,165,767 100.0
Percentage of Percentage of
|Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan
|Information management for source protection plan preparation
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
|Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) g 15,000 18.8 0.4
|Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ 15,000 18.8 0.4
|Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ 15,000 18.8 0.4
|Establishing timelines for policy implementation $ 15,000 18.8 0.4
- [Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: $ 20,000 25.0 0.5
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 80,000 100.0 1.9
100.0
$ 4,245,767
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TABLE 17A: MATTAGAMI REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Combined
Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
ASESAIIE Sapar (A1) Taske c“;‘ftﬁ::: : n | Estimated (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the 1ent report 2,113,004 | $ 2,113,004 76.4% 54.5%
|Information management for the as 1ent report preparation $ 467,103 | $ 467,103 16.9% 12.1%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report [ 60,069 | $ 60,069 2.2% 1.6%
Undertaking a watershed characterization b 19,511 3 19,511 0.7% 0.5%
Conducting a conceptual water budget 5 35,176 $ 35,176 1.3% 0.9%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 41,876 $ 41,876 1.5% 1.1%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress nent - 0.0% 0.0%
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment - 0.0% 0.0%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 12,000 ] 12,000 0.4% 0.3%
|ldentifying issues, inventorying threats and sing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 8,000 % 8,000 0.3% 0.2%
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report g - 0.0% 0.0%
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Water quantity analysis $ 8,000 3 8,000 0.3% 0.2%
A ment Report SUB TOTAL 5 116,562 2,648,176 71.4%
A ment Report TOTAL - 2,764,738 100.0%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs 8,000 | § 8,000 9.5% 0.2%
Assessing risks in HVAs 8,000 | § 8,000 9.5% 0.2%
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ 12,000 $ 12,000 14.3% 0.3%
ldentifzing issues, inventorying threats and sing hazards in SGRAs 8,000] % 8,000 9.5% 0.2%
|Assessing risk in SGRAs 8000| % 8,000 9.5% 0.2%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 15,492 b 15,492 18.4% 0.4%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 8,000 % 8,000 9.5% 0.2%
ess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 16,511 5 16,511 19.7% 0.4%
Municipal Assessment Report SUB TOTAL ] 44,003 40,000 2.2%
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL § 84,003 100.0%
Percentage of | Percentage of
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 3 750,000 73.2% 19.4%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 120,000 11.7% 3.1%
|Informat}on management for source protection plan preparation 40,000 3.9% 1.0%
|Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies) 0.0% 0.0%
Fministraﬁve priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk ents in AR 0.0% 0.0%
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in $ 25,000 2.4% 0.6%
|Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ 25,000 2.4% 0.6%
|Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 0.0% 0.0%
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources) 20,000 2.0% 0.5%
IEslablishing timelines for policy implementation (Groundwater sources) 0.0% 0.0%
|Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 20,000 2.0% 0.5%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Misc unknown costs associated with Rules not $ 25,000 2.4% 0.6%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,025,000 100.0% 26.5%
100.0%
Mattagami Region SPA GRAND TOTAL 3,873,741

Source: Mattagami Region Source Protection Committee. (July 18, 2008).
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TABLE 18A: GREATER SUDBURY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET Combined
Budget Percentage of AR| Percentage of
ASEORMEnt INE(RIY ettt °°:‘rf):’:::s’ In | Estimated Costs | (Completed + Budget Total Budget
Estimated)
Coordinating and supporting projects for the it report $ 1,370,843| § 363,249| § 1,734,092 47.8 26.9
|Information management for the went report preparation $ 428665 § 15,000] $ 443 665 12.2 6.9
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report $ 51,535] $ 18,750] $ 70,285 1.9 1.1
Undertaking a watershed characterization $ 33,534 $ 33,534 0.8 0.5
Conducting a conceptual water budget 3 99,052 $ 99,052 2.7 1.5
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 3 167,374 $ 167,374 4.6 26
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress ent $ 197,147 5 197,147 5.4 3.1
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk sment $ 139,885| $ 139,885 3.9 2.2
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 4,000] § 5,000] 3 9,000 0.2 0.1
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs k 4000 § 5,000( § 9,000 0.2 0.1
Assessing risks in HVAs $ 3,000] § 5,000 $ 8,000 0.2 0.1
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ 2,000] $ 5,000] $ 7,000 0.2 0.1
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in SGRAs $ 4,000] 3§ 5,000] $ 9,000 0.2 0.1
A 1g risk in SGRAs $ 3,000| $ 5,000] $ 8,000 0.2 0.1
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 5 310,388| § 37,500] $ 347,888 9.6 54
|dentifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 172,806| $ 37,500| § 210,308 5.8 3.3
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 3 91,360 $ 37,500] § 128,860 3.6 2.0
Consultation on the overall proposed nent report $ - 1,000 | § 1,000 0.03 0.02
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Provision for unanticipated tasks ] - 1,000 | § 1,000 0.03 0.02
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 2,942,704 | § 681,384 56.2
Assessment Report TOTAL 4 3,624,088 100.0
First Nations A ment Report (AR) Task
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Pre-screening for Wahnapitae FN drinking water system $ 25,000 $ -13 25,000 100 0.4
A ment Report TOTAL $ 25,000 100 0.4
Percentage of Percentage of
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget
[Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan $ -13 1,735,675 69.4 26.9
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source i al $ -1 8 74,533 3.0 1.2
Information management for source protection plan preparation $ -18 69,626 2.8 1.1
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecti icies (i assessments of draft policies) 0.0 0.0
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR - 0.0 0.0
t to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) § -1 5 168,750 6.8 2.6
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or issible in Act & Regs b -1 % 168,750 6.8 26
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 0.0 0.0
Establishing timelines for policy i mentation $ -1 8 24,000 1.0 0.4
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 3 -1 3 15,000 0.6 0.2
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Extra SPC meetings for policy development ] -1% 243,294 9.7 3.8
|Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 2,499,628 100.0 38.8
|First Nations Source Prot Plan (SPP) Tasks :
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Technical studies and developing policies for the $ -18 300,000 100 4.7
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 300,000 100 4.7
100.0
Greater Sudbury District SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 6,448,716

Source: Greater Sudbury Source Protection Committee. (May 22, 2008).
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TABLE 19A: NORTH BAY-MATTAWA REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA TOTAL COSTS

BUDGET
Percentage of AR| Percentage of
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Gompiuted | i Estimated Budget Total Budget
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the t report 3 1,371,400 50.3% 33.3%
|Information management for the assessment report preparation 262,000 9.6% 6.4%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report 235,000 8.6% 5.7%
Undertaking a watershed characterization § 54,000 2.0% 1.3%
Conducting a con al water budget 99,370 3.6% 2.4%
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 156,000 5.7% 3.8%
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress ment 3 78,500 2.9% 1.9%
|Conducting a tier 3 water budget lysis and water quantity risk it
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 3 8,200 0.3% 0.2%
Identifying issues, inventorying tt and ing hazards in HVAs 15,200 0.6% 0.4%
Assessing risks in HVAs 3 10,200 0.4% 0.2%
(Applying wulnerability to SGRAs 3 10,200 0.4% 0.2%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs 3 15,200 0.6% 0.4%
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ 10,200 0.4% 0.2%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
Assess risk in WHPASs or IPZs
(Consultation on the overall proposed it report $ 70,000 2.6% 1.7%
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task:
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk it $ 30,000 1.1% 0.7%
Delineating, ldentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 3 211,413 1.7% 5.1%
[Assess risk in WHPAS or IPZs 3 51,267 1.9% 1.2%
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 3 20,000 0.7% 0.5%
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPASs or IPZs 3 12,000 0.4% 0.3%
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 8,000 0.3% 0.2%
A t Report TOTAL $ 2,728,150 100.0% 66.2%
Percentage of Percentage of
1Soum Protection Plan Tasks SPP Budget Total Budget
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) $ 617,000 44.3% 15.0%
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 162,000 11.6% 3.9%
Information management for source protection re tion § 150,000 10.8% 3.6%
Establishing evaluation criteria for selectin es (impact assessments of draft policies
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) $ 61,000 4.4% 1.5%
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) S 61,000 4.4% 1.5%
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs)
icy implementation (Lake Ontario sources)
Establishing timelines for policy implementation $ 62,000 4.5% 1.5%
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 60,000 43% 1.5%
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:
ment to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in AcURegs) 3 135,000 9.7% 3.3%
t for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) 55,000 3.9% 1.3%
i lementation 30,000 2.2% 0.7%
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 1,393,000 100.0% 33.8%
100.0%
North Bay-Mattawa SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,121,150

Source: North Bay - Mattawa Source Protection Committee. (June 18, 2008).
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TABLE 1B: ESSEX REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

Assesment Report (AR) Tasks

BUDGET

Timeline

Completed | In Progress d Start C Land
Coordinating and supporting projects for the 1 report $ 1,960,000 1-Jun-05 31-Dec-09 ER SPA
Inf i for the report preparati s 145,000 1-Jun-05 31-Dec-09 ER SPA/ERSPC
L ing icati initiath for the report 5 136,000 1-Jan-06 31-Dec-09 ER SPA
Unds ga hed ch ri $ 32,000 1-Jun-06 31-Mar-09 ER SPA
C: ing a water budget 64,000 1-Oct-05 31-An_.|g—0? ER SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and siress 180,000 1-Now-07 30-Nov-08 ER SPA
(Conducting a tier 2 water budget ysis and siress
(Conducting a tier.3 water budget is and water quantity risk it
Delineating and applyi Inerability scores to HVAs H 40,000 1-Jun-07 30-Jul-09 ER SPA
Identifying issues, i ying threats and gh ds in HVAs $ 68,000 1-May-07 30-Jun-09 ER SPA/ER SPC
A ing risks in HVAs 3 30,000 1-Apr-09 31-Aug-08 ER SPA/ER SPC
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 35 - 1-Jan-09 30-Jun-09 ER SPA
Identifying issues. i ying threats and ing h ds in SGRAs 5 - 1-Jan-09 30-Jun-09 ER SPA /ER SPC
A ing risk in SGRAs s - 1-Apr-09 MN-Aug-09 ERSPA/ER SPC
Dei ing and i ility scores to IPZs $ 1,400,000 1-Jan-07 31-May-09 ER SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in IPZs $ 761,000 1-Nev-07 30-Jun-09 ER SPA/ER SPC
Assess risk in IPZs $ 252,000 1~Jan-08 31-Aug-09 ER SPA/ER SPC
Ci ion on the overall ¢ d report 5 - 1-Feb-08 31-Dec-09 ER SPA/ER SPC
Other A Report Preparation Task: Collaboration on Great Lakes and International Issues $ 150,000 1-Oct-08 31-Dec-08 ER SPA/ER SPC
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 244,000 | $ 4,974,000
Assessment Report TOTAL 5,218,000
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
(Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 5 1,620,000 1-Jan-10 31-Jan-13 ER 5PA
Undertaki ISPAfions initi for the source protection plan 3 160,000 1-Jan-10 31-Jan-13 ER SPA/ER SPC
Inf i g for source protaction plan preparati $ 80,000 1-Jan-10 31-Jan-13 ER SPA
Establishi luation criteria for selecting policies (impact of draft polici
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk in AR
Palicy developmant to add drinking water threats (where required andfor permissible in Act/Regs) $ 900,000 1-Jan-10 30-Jun-12 ER SPC (TBC)
Policy ! for itoring (where required, advisable and/or p i in Act & Regs) $ 250,000 1-Jun-11 20-Sep-12 ER SPC (TBC)
Policy development for Great Lakes el (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ 525,000 1-Sep-10 30-Jun-12 ER SPC (TBC)
E blishing timels for policy i ion (Lake Ontario ) 3 100,000 1=Jun-11 30-Sep-12 ER SPC (TBC)
Consultation on the overall proposed source p ion plan 5 750,000 1-Jan-10 31-Dec-12 ER SPC (TBC)
Other Source Py ion Plan Prep jon Task: ing ilities 5 200,000 1-Jun-11 31-Dec-12 ER SPC/ ER SPA (TBC)
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL - 5 4,585,000
|$wreo Protection Plan TOTAL $ 4,585,000
Essex Region SPA GRAND TOTAL H 9,803,000
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL - 5,218,000
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL H 4,585,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL 3 9,803,000

Source: Essex Region Source Protection Committee. Essex Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (May 2008).




TABLE 28: UPPER THAMES RIVER SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
[Assesment R [AR) Tasks Co ! Lead
ot (AR). - :‘;::‘ Estimated Start Completion
g and supporting projects for the assessment report s 2362508 | 8 2,017,500 1-Jan-05 31-Jan-10 UTR SPA
information man: nt for the assessment preparation s 2405218 165,000 1-Jan-05 31-Jan-10 UTR SPA
I king icati for the assessment report s 131,750 | § 221,000 1-Jan-05 31-Jan-10 UTR SPA
lum-n-ﬂ a walershed charactenzation s 282748 - 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-08 UTR SPA
(Conducting a plual water budget s se6173] 8 - 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-08 UTR SPA
Con a tier 1 water b analysis and stress assessment s 156,800 | § 254,700 1-Aug-07 31-Aug-08 UTR SPA
{Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment s 330,000 1-Oct-08 31-May-09 UTR SPA
[Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk s 650,000 1-Apr-09 30-Nov-05 UTR SPA
[Deiineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 29,000 1-May-08 31-Dec-08 UTR SPA
Identifying issues, orying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs $ 40,000 1-Dc1-08 1~Jun-09 UTR SPA
Assessing risks in HVAS s 42,000 1-Apr-09 1-Aug-09 UTR SPA
Applying vulnerabiity scores to SGRAs s 15,000 1-Oct-08 1-Dec08 UTR SPA
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs H 50.000 1-Dct-08 1-Jun-08 UTR SPA
sessing nisk i SORAS s 42,000 1-Apr-08 1-Aug09 UTR SPA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAS of IPZs s 131008 | § 142,890 1-Oct-08 30-Jun-08 UTR SPA
ifying issues, arying threats and as g hazards in WHPASs or IPZs s 385040 | 8 166,760 1-Apr-05 30-Apr09 UTR SPA
risk in WHPAs or IPZs. s 126277]8 233,520 1-Apr-06 30-Apr-06 UTR SPA
creultabion on the overall proposed assessment repo 5 15,000 1-Dec-09 31-Mar-10 UTR SPA
Other Assessment Repo on Task: GUDI - IPZ Studies ) 150,000 1-Apr-08 31-Mar09 UTR SPA
Other Assessment Repo on Task: Peer Reviews and Resulting edits of vulnerability work s 270,000 1-Oet-08 31-Jub0g UTR SPA
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Presc g of First Nations Water Supplies s 60,000 31-Dec-08 TBD
t Report SUB TOTAL 3 4130341 | § 4,894,370
TOTAL $ 9,024,711
I
= s 118,167 | 3 61,850 1-Apr-05 30-Jun-09 City of London, County of Orford, Mun of Thames Centre, Town of St Marys
W H 13667 | § 48,000 1-Apr-05 30-Jun-09 City of London, County of Crdord, Town of St Marys
[ s 1.967]8 13,000 1-Apr-08 30-Jun-06 City of London, County af Oxford, Town of St Marys
3 - 3 65.000 1-Julb0g 30-Sep-09 County of Ouford
1 $ = I 12,000 1=Jun-DB 31-Mar-09 Municipality of Thames Centre
5 - 5 15,000 1-Apr-08 31-Mar-08 of London
$ 164001 § 214,850
3 378,851
$ 3,670,000 Apr-04 20-Aug-12 UTR SPA
$ 230,000 1-Apr-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
3 180,000 1-Feb-10 20-Aug-12 UTR SPA
bl q cting po ' po 5 -
|Administrative el of work ired to SPP based on risk assessmants in AR s -
deveio 1o sddress waler thrests (whers r andior permissible in Act/Regs) s 50,000 1-Jan-10 20-fug-12
, advisable andior parmissible in Act & . s - 1-Apr-08 20-Aug-12
for Great Lakes elements (where rmissible in Act & R $ - 1-Apr-08 20-Aug-12
s : 1-Apr-08 20-8ug-12
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 3 25,000 i-Jan-12 3-Juk13
ree Protection Plan TOTAL 3 4,185,000
Upper Thames River SPA GRAND TOTAL s 13,568,562
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL ] 10,424,118
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 3 549,001
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL s 4,295,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 16,268,149

Source: Thames-Sydenham and Region Source Profection Committes. Upper Thames River Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug 12, 2008).
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TABLE 38: LOWER THAMES VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

: BUDGET Timeline
gl
(Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed |/ In Estimated Start Completion =2
Progress
[Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report ]
for the report i
U i tions initi for the report
Undertaking a watershed characterization
Conducting a o weater budget
C: a Her 1 water budget analysis and stress
= ting a tier 2 water budget analysis and siress
[Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
and applying vulnerat scores to HVAs s - 1
i issues, i ing threats and ng in HVAs 3 = 1-Oct-08
Assessing risks in HVAs 3 - 1-Apr-0
[Applying ity scores to SGRAs s 1-0ct-08|
issues, ing threats and ing hazards in SGRAs $ - 1-Oict-08
ing risk in SGRAs _ 3 = 1 0
|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs s 41187315 116,500 1-Apr-05|
Identitying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs s 213067 S 55,000
Assess risk in WHPAS of IPZs s 479675 132,500
(Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report
(Other Report Prep Task:
Other Report Pr Task: | Tier 2 WQRA research on threats that may pose a high level of uncertainty
[Other A Report Preparation Task. Proposed pilot project appropriate methods to defineat WHPAs around private wells in a small
[Assessment SUB TOTAL 5 672907 | § 304,000
[Assessment Report TOTAL $ 976,907
Drinking Water Sy .
|Delineating and applying ity scores to WHPAs or IPZs. 3 265008 38,500 1-Apr-06 31-Mar-08|Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Municij of West E
I ng issues, ing threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs s 46,280 | § 20,000 1-Apr-08) 30-Jun-03|ER SPA & M of Chatham-Kent
]Mum risk in WHPAs or IPZs. $ 1740015 21,500 1- 31-Oct-09|ER SPA & Munici of Chatham-Kent
Municipal Assessment SUB TOTAL s 30,180 | § 80,000
Muni Assessment TOTAL 5 170,180
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
(= ing and projects for the source plan
L king ications initiatives for the source protection plan
management for source p plen preperation
E L criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
I ive pricrity seting of work required to complete SPP based on risk in AR
Policy develo to address drinking water threats (where required and/or p ible in ActRegs)
development for monitoring (where ired, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs)
nt for Great Lakes {where i in Act & Regs) 5 65,000 1-Jan-09) 20-Aug-12|SPC
Establishing for policy impl (Lake Ontario sources)
Estabiishing melines for policy impl thon { )
Ic on the overall d source plan
[other Source Protection Plan Preg Task:
|Sulml Protection Plan TOTAL $ 65,000
Lower Thames Valley SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 1,212,087
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 3 10,424,118
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 543,031
S5PR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 3 4,295,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL 5 15,268,149

Source: Thames-Sydenham and Region Source Protecion Committee. Lower Thames Valley Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug 12, 2008).
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TABLE 4B: ST. CLAIR REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

Timeline

|Assesmant Report (AR) Tasks

Completed / In
Progress

Estimated

Start

Completion

water budget analysis and stress

Miwzmmmlﬂmmﬂ“

g & tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk

[Delineating and applying vulnerabilty scores to HVAs

Identifying issues, rying threats and g hazards in HVAs

issues, threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs

and ap) vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs

5 178,500

issues, threats and hazards in WHPAs or IPZs

3 69,000

Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs

0 [om [om fon Jon [om fon Jon o
'

[Consultation on tha m!mEm assassment {‘Im

[ Cther Report Pre Task

Cther Assessment Report P n Task Additional Tier 2 WORA research on threats that may 8 high level of uncertai

Other Assassment Report Preparation Task: Proposed pilot project: appmpriate mathods to delineat WHPAs around private wells in a small

nt Rej SUB TOTAL

3 145,000

i TOTAL

422,500

Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks

|Coordinating and supporting projacts for the source protection plan (SPP)

ting communications inftiatives for the source protection pls

Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessmants of drafl policies

istrative priority setiing of work required fo complete SPP based on risk ass in AR

development to address drinking water threats (where required andor permissible in ActReg

for manttonng ble in Act & Reg

for Great Lakes slements (where requiredip ssible in Act & Regs

Establishing timelines for policy imp a0 Ontario sources|

Establishing timelines for policy imp tation (Groundwater sources)

Consultation on the overall proposed source pro

Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:

ource Protection Plan TOTAL

St. Clair Region SPA GRAND TOTAL

SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL

SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL

‘SPR GRAND TOTAL

Source: Thames-Sydenham and Region Source Protection Committes. St. Clair Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug 12, 2008).
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TABLE 5B: AUSABLE BAYFIELD REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
A Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Costs Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report
Inft ion g it for the report preparation S 1,600,000 7-Feb-05 20-Aug-12 ABMV SPC
Undertaking communications initiatives for the 1t report
Undertaking a watershed characterization 5 75,000 7-Feb-05 30-Apr-08 ABMV SPA
Conducting a ptual water budget $ 42,500 7-Mar-05 31-Mar-06 ABMV SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress $ 145,000 6-Mar-06 30-Apr-08 ABMV SPA
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress $ 35,000 1-May-08 31-Mar-09 ABMV SPC
Conducting a tier 3 water budget ysis and water quantity risk
Delineating and applying wul ibility scores to HVAs $ 100,000 6-Apr-09 20-Aug-11 ABMV SPC
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs
Assessing risks in HVAs
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in SGRAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs s 495,000 3-Apr-06 20-Aug-10 ABMV SPC
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs
Assess risk in WHPAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to IPZs
|dentifying issues, i torying threats and ing inIPZs
Assess risk in IPZs.
Consultation on the overall prop report
(Other A Report Preparation Task: Pilot on non-municipal drinking water systems $ 37,500 1-Apr-09 31-Mar-10 ABMV SPC
Other A Report Preg ion Task: Pre-screening of intake for 2 FN systems $ 170,000 2-Jun-08 30-Nov-09 ABMV SPC
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 262,500 | § 2,437,500
Assessment Report TOTAL : $ 2,700,000
|Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 20-Aug-12
Undertaking iications initiatives for the source g ion plan H 150,000 1-Apr-09 20-Aug-12 ABMV SPC
Inf ion manag for source p ion plan preparation 20-Aug-12
|Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
Admini ive priority setting of work required to p SPP based on risk asses: s in AR
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 20-Aug-12
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) 20-Aug-12
Policy devel it for Great Lakes el {where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 20-Aug-12
|Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources) 20-Aug-12
|Establishing timelines for policy implementation
IConsultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 20-Aug-12
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: 20-Aug-12
|Source P jon Plan TOTAL $ 150,000
Ausable Bayfield Region SPA GRAND TOTAL s 2,850,000
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 5,735,000
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 300,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 6,035,000

Source: Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley Source Protection Committee. Ausable Bayfield Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July 30, 2008).




TABLE 6B: MAITLAND VALLEY REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Ti
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report
Information management for the assessment report preparation $ 1,600,000 7-Feb-05 20-Aug-12 ABMV SPC
Undertaking communications inifiatives for the assessment report
Undertaking a watershed ch terization $ 75,000 7-Feb-05 30-Apr-0B|ABMV SPA
Conducting a plual water budg $ 42,500 7-Mar-05 31-Mar-06| ABMV SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress $ 145,000 6-Mar-06| 30-Apr-08|ABMV SPA
Conducting a tier 2 water budg lysis and stress assessment $ 35,000 1-May-08 31-Mar-09|ABMV SPC
(Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
Delineating and applying wulnerability scores to HVAs H 100,000 6-Apr-09) 20-Aug-11|ABMV SPC
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs
Assessing risks in HVAs
|Applying wulnerability scores to SGRAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threals and assessing hazards in SGRAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs $ 1,000,000 3-Apr-06 20-Aug-10|ABMV SPC
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs
|Assess risk in WHPAs
Delineating and applyi iinerability scores to IPZs
1 Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing | ds in IPZs
Assess risk in IPZs
l': Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report
w Oﬂwrﬁ.ssesm_uﬂl Report Preparation Task: Pilot on non-municipal drinking water systems $ 37,500 1-Apr-09 31-Mar-10|ABMV SPC
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 262,500 | § 2,772,500
I Assessment Report TOTAL 3 3,035,000
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPF) 20-Aug-12
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan ] 150,000 1-Apr-09 20-Aug-12|ABMV SPC
Information g t for source protection plan preparation 20-Aug-12
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting polici f ts of draft polici
|Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk is in AR
Policy development to address drinking waler threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 20-Aug-12|
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) 20-Aug-12
Policy development for Great Lakes el nts (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 20-Aug-12
|Establishing timelines for policy implementation {Lake Ontario sources) 12
Establishing timelines for policy implementation
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 20-Aug-12
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: 20-Aug-12|
|Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 150,000 |
Maitland Valley Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 3,185,000
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 5,735,000
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 5 300,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 6,035,000

Source: Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley Source Protection Committee. Maitland Valley Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July 30, 2008).
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TABLE 7B: SAUGEEN VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Start Completion Land
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the report $ 750644 | § 455542 1-Jan-05 1-Mov-08 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Infe i for the report prep i $ 106,498 $ 13,770 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-08|5V, GS, NBP SPAs
Undertaki ions initiatives for the it report $ 58724 | § 14,040 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Undertaking a watershed characterization s 15371 1% - 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a ptual water budget $ 117876 | § - 1-Jan-05 31-Jan-08 |5V, G5, NBP SPAs
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress 1t $ 736866 | S 40,905 1-Dec-07 3 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a tier 2 walter budget lysis and stress 3 = 3 27,000 1-Apr-08 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
C a tier 3 waler budget analysis and water quantity risk $ - TB8D 1-Jan-09
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 5 - 5 9,990 1-Jul-08
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs s - 5 - 1-Dec-08
Assessing risks in HVAs $ - $ - 1-Apr-09
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs s ] 6,750 1-Jul-08
ing issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in SGRAs $ = |3 = i-Dec-08
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ - $ - 1-Apr-09 31-0ct-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Delineating and applyil L ity scores to WHPASs or IPZs 5 351229 | § 103,700 1-Mar-06 1-Dec-08 |sv Gs: NBP SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 458514 | $ 111,811 1-Mar-08 1 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 3 53716 1§ 69,466 1-Mar-07 1-Aug-09| SV, GS, NBP SPAs
c ion on the overall p d report s S 2 - 1-Jan-08 1-Sep-09]SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Other A Report Prep ion Task: Water Quality Analysis 3 = $ 13.200 1-Jun-08 31-Mar-09 | SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 1,986,238 | § 866,174
|Assessment Report TOTAL $ 2,852,412
|Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 5 390,451 | § 52,249 20-Aug-12 (various) |SV, GS, NBP SPAs, Municipality of Arran-Elderslie
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or |PZs $ 476870 | $ 65,882 01-Aug-09 (various) |SV, GS. NBP SPAs, Munici of Arran-Elderslie
|Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ B2453 | § 36,185 01-Au varous, SV, GS, NBP SPAs, Municipality of Aran-Elderslie
Municipal Assessment SUB TOTAL $ 949,774 | § 154,316
|Hﬁl Assessment % TOTAL $ 1,104,080
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
c g and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) $ - $ 600,387 1-Nov-08 milzr\! GS, NBP SPAs
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ = $ 53,820 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|5V, GS, NBP SPAs
I i for source protection plan preparati $ - $ 17,595 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SV. GS, NBP SPAs
|Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact of draft policies)
|Administrative priority setting of work required to SPP based on risk in AR
Falcy development to add drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) $ - 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SPC
Policy p for monitoring (where required, advi andlor issible in Act & Regs) $ . 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SPC
{Palicy : for Great Lakes ek (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ - 1-Nov-08 20-Aug-12|SPC
|Establishing tmelines for policy imph i $ = 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SPC
Ci ion on the overall propo: source protection plan $ - 1-Nov-09 20- 12|SPC
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL 5 - $ 671,802
|$wm Protection Plan TOTAL $ 671,802
Saugeen Valley SPA GRAND TOTAL H 4,628,304
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 5,732,839
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 2,531,041
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,243,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 9,506,880

Source: Saugeen, Grey Sauble, and Northemn Bruce Peninsula Source P ion Ci i S alley Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (August 15, 2008),



TABLE EB: GREY SAUBLE SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed /In Estimated Start Completion e
Progress
Coordinating and supporting g for the report $ 514699 | § 312,129 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-091SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Information g for the report preparati s 729718 9,435 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
L ing ications initiatives for the report $ 20997 |8 28,860 1-Jan-05| 1-Nov-09]SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Undertaking a hed izath 3 10529 | § - 1-Jan-05 30-Apr-08[SV, GS, NBP SPAs
E ing a | water budget 5 80,766 | $ - 1-Jan-05 31-Jan-08]SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress s 50475 (S 28,027 1-Dec-07 30-Aug-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and siress s - |s 18,500 1-Apr-08] 1M|sv, GS, NBP SPAs
C a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk asse 5 - TBD 1-Jan-09 1-Nov-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Dels g and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs s - |s 6,845 1-Jul-08
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in HVAs $ - 1s - 1-Dec-08|
A risks in HVAs 3 3 3 - 1-Apr-09
[Applying vulnerability scores 1o SGRAs s ks 4,625 1-Jul-08
ifying issues, ying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAS s - Is - 1-Dec-08 1-Apr-09]SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ - 1s - 1-Apr-09 31-0ci-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Delineating and applying ility scores to WHPASs or IPZs s 539,114 | § 85,024 1-Mar-06| 1-Dec-08|SV, GS, NEP SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs s 451,064 | § 67,258 1-Mar-08| 1 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assess risk in WHPAS or IPZs $ 92190 s 53,108 1-Mar-07 1-Aug-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Consultation on the overall prop t report $ - |3 - 1-Jan-09 1-Sep-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Other A Report Preparation Task: Water Quality Analysis s = 1s 9,065 1-Jun-08 31-Mar-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 1,832,805 | § 622,876
Assessment Report TOTAL 5 2,455 681
Municip 1 Drinking Water Sy
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAS or IPZs B 538,042 | § 84,589 20-Aug-12 (various) |SV, GS, NBP SPAs, Township of Chatsworth, Municipality of Arran-Elderslie
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in WHPAs or IPZs s 4559018 62,421 01-Aug-09 (various) |SV, GS, NEP SPAs, Township of Chatsworth, Municipality of Arran-Elderslie
Assess risk in WHPASs or IPZs $ 105,768 | § 39,530 01-Aug-09 (various) |SV, GS, NEP SPAs, Township of Chatsworth, Munici of Arran-Elderslie
$ 1,009711 ] § 186,540
$ 1,286,251
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan s - |Is 409,821 1-Nov-08| 20-Aug-12|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
[ ing ications initiatives for the source jon plan $ - s 36,877 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Informati 0 for source p ion plan preparati 5 = s 12,055 1-Nov-08 20-Aug-12|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
B i jon criteria for selecting policies (impact as of draft p )
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk ts in AR
Policy devel, t to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) TBD 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SPC
Policy P for monitoring (where required, advisable andior permissible in Act & Regs) TBD 1-Nov-09 12|SPC
Policy development for Great Lakes el (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) TBD 1-Nov-09 12|SPC
Establishing timelines for policy imy i TBD 1-Nov-08| 12|SPC
c on the overall proposed source protection plan $ - 1-Nov-08] 12|sPc
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:
Source P, ion Plan SUB TOTAL $ - k8 458,753
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 458,753
Grey Sauble SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,200,685
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL H 5,732,839
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL s 2,531,041
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL B 1,243,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 9,506,880

Source: Saugeen, Grey Sauble, and M Bruce Peninsula Source P Commitiee. Grey Sauble Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (August 15, 2008).
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TABLE 9B: NORTHERN BRUCE PENINSULA SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks cupnphhd Iin Estimited Start c setion
rogress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report 5 125156 | § 75923 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
I i o for the report prep $ 17,749 | § 2,295 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-08 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Ui ing ications initiatives for the report $ 5108 | § 7,020 1-Jan-05 1-Nov-09 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Undertaking a watershed characterization 3 2561 |§ - 1-Jan-05 1-Mov-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a conceptual water budget 3 19645 | § = 1=Jan-05 31-Jan-08|5V, GS, NBP SPAs
(Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 3 12277 | % 6,817 1-Dec-07 SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ - $ 4 500 1-Apr-08 1-Se SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk s - 118D 1-Jan-09 1-Nov-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 5 - $ 1,665 1-Jul-08) 1-Dec-08 [SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in HVAs 5 = $ - 1-Dec-08 1 SV, GS, NBP S5PAs
Assassing risks in HVAs 2 H - s - 1-Apr-09 1-0ct-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ - $ 1,125 1=Jul-08 1-Dec-08 | SV, G5, NBP SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in SGRAs $ - $ - 1-Dec-08 1-Apr-08|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ = | - 1-Apr-09 31-Oct-09|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
D ing and applyi y scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 69092 | $ 10,709 1-Mar-06 1-Aug-08[SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs s 36817 | § 7,658 1-Mar-06 1-Oct-08 | SV, G5, NBP SPAs
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 5 10522 | § 5,902 1-Mar-07 1-Dec-08 |SV, GS, NBP SPAs
C ion on the overall proposed t report $ - 13 - 1-Jan-09 1&%[5\! GS, NBP SPAs
(Other A Report Prep ion Task: Water Quality Analysis 3 - $ 2,205 1-Jun-08| 31-Mar-09 [SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 3 208,927 | § 125819
Assessment TOTAL $ 424,746
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Sy
|Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 68,992 | 10,809 20-Aug-12 (various) |SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threals and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 38451 |8 6,024 01-Aug-09 (various) |SV, GS, NBP SPAs
$ 12,082 | § 4,342 owmgs :uﬂ'nnsi |sv, GS, NBP SPAs
$ 119525 | $ 21,175
$ 140,700
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
C g and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) $ - $ 100,543 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SV, GS, NBP SPAs
Undertaking icat inifiati for the source protection plan 5 = $ 8,970 1-Now-09 20-Aug-12|5V, GS, NBP SPAs
i g for source g plan preparati $ - $ 2932 1-Nov-09 20—&12’.8\4‘. GS, NBP SPAs
Establishi luation criteria for sel policies (impact of draft polici
A i ive priority setting of work ired to l: SPP based on risk in AR
Policy develop to add drinking water threats (where req andfor issible in Act/Regs) 3 = 1-Now-08 ZO-AL_lg:TZ NEP
Policy for itoring (where requi and/or g ible in Act & Regs) 5 - 1-Now-09 20-Aug-12|SPC
Policy development for Graat Lakes sl (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ - 1-Nov-08 20-Aug-12|SPC
FE lishing timeli for policy . i 5 = 1-Nov-09 20-Aug-12|SPC
C ion on the overall prog d source p ion plan $ - 1-Now-08 20-Aug-12|SPC
(Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task:
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL $ - 13 112,445
Is-wm Protection Plan TOTAL $ 112,445
Northemn Bruce Peninsula SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 677,891
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 5,732,839
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 2,531,041
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,243,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 9,506,880

Source: Saugeen, Grey Sauble, and Northern Bruce P la Source P ion Ci i Northem Bruce Peninsula Sourca Py ion Area Terms of Reference. (August 15, 2008).
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TABLE 11B: CATFISH CREEK SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET il
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed [ In Esti Start Com = Lead
Progress Pletio
Coordinating and supporti for the assessment re 116,400 118.500 1-Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Information management for the assessment report preparation 12,200 3,000 1-Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment repo 1,100 2,900 1-Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization 1,600 - ~Jan-05 31-Mar-09 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Conducting a conceptual water budgel 13,800 - -Jan-05 31-Dec-07 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment - -
(Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and siress assessment 59,700 - 1-Mar-07 31-Mar-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 11,700 100 1-Jul-07 31-Mar-09 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs - - 1-Oct-08 1-Oct-09 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Assessing risks in HVAs - - 1-Oct-08 31-Mar-09 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
(Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment repo 3 - |8 - 1-Oct-08 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Peer Review - 6,000 20-Jan-09 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Assessment Report Compilation - 7,500 20-Jan-09 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from CC SPA
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 216,500 138,000
Assessment Report TOTAL 354,500
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems (County of Oxford) (Brownsville
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 1,300 - 1-Jun-05 31-Mar-09 County of Oxford
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 8,900 3,000 -Jun-05 of Oxford
Assess riskin WHPAs or IPZs - 500 -Jun-06 30-Sep-09 County of Oxford
Municipal Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 10,200 3,500
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL 13,700
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection pis = 165,700 20-Jan-10 2-Aug-12 GRCA
dertaking communications initiatives for the source protection pla - 3,900 20-Jan-10 -Aug-12 GRCA
Information management for source protection plan preparatio - 4,000 20-Jan-10 2-Aug-12 GRCA
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policie
Administrative setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in = 23,300 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Policy de ant for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs = 8,700 20-Jan- 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Policy de pment for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs - - 20-Jan- 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Establishing timelines for policy implementatio - - 20-Jan- 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan - - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: SPP Compilation - - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: - - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 205,600
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems (County of Oxford) (Brownsville
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in - 2,500 20-Jan-10 29-Feb- County of Oxford
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs - 2,200 20-Jan-10 29-Feb- County of Oxford
Establishing timelines for policy implementation - - 1-Sep-1 28-Feb- County of Oxford
Municipal Source Protection Plan TOTAL 4,700
Catfish Creek SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 578,500
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL H 12,139,600
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 6,822,800
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 4,472,700
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,709,600
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 25,144,700

Source: Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee. Catfish Creek Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Sept. 2008).
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TABLE 128: KETTLE CREEK SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Repart (AR) Tasks Completed I In Estimated Start Completion ta
Progress
[Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report 124,000 126,200 ~Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from KG 5PA |
Information managemaent for the assessment g 13,000 3,200 ~Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from KC SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment 200 3,000 ~Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from KC SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization Jo0 > ~Jan-05 31-Mar09 GRCA with support from KC SPA
onceptual water budg 14,700 - ~Jan-05 31-Dec-07 GRCA with support from KC SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment = -
(Conducting a tier 2 water budget an is and stress assessment 63,500 - 1-Mar-07 31-Mar-10 GRCA with support fram KC SPA
Conducting a ber 3 water budg and water quantty risk assessment
[Dekineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 11,700 100 1=-Jul07 31-Mar-09 GRCA with support from KC SPA
ldentifying issues_inventorying threats and as: ing hazards in HVAS - - 1-Oct-08 31-Oct-09 GRCA with support from KC SPA
Assessing risks in HVAs = 3 - 1-0ct-08 31-Mar-09 GRCA with support from KC SPA
|Applying vulnerabdity scores to SGRAs
dentifying issues, i g threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs
sessing risk in SGRAs
De ting and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
dentifying issues_inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or [PZs
Assess sk in WHPAS or IPZs
ultation on the overall propossd assessment repor - - 1-Oct-08 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from KC SPA
Other Assessment Repo Task Peer Review 700 36,000 20-Jan-08 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from KC SPA
[Other Assessment Report Preparation Task_Assessmant Report Compilatio = 7,500 20-Jan08 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support from KC SPA
Assessment R SUB TOTAL 230,500 176,000
: TOTAL 406,500
Municipal Residential D gin
[Delineating and applying 34 000 5 000 ~Jun-05 31-Mar-09 GRCA
ldentifying issues_inventorying threats and a g hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 45,000 12,000 ~Jun-05 30-Sep-08 GRCA
ssess risk in WHPAs or IPZ2s - 11,000 ~Jun-08 m GRCA
Municipal Residential Drir g Water Systs {Elgin Water Board Assessment
O ting and applying vuln ty scores to WHPAs o IPZs 114,000 23,000 ~Jun-05 3-Mar-09 Elgin-Area Primary Water Board
|dentifying i to g threats and as ing hazands in WHPAs or IPZs 35,500 45,500 ~Jun-05 31-Mar-09 Elgin-Area P ‘Water Board
ess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 11,000 9,000 =Jun-06 N-SOEQQ El a P ‘Water Board
Municipal Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 240,500 105,500
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL 346,000
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
[Coordinating and supporting prajects for the source protection plar - 175,600 20-Jan-10 -Aug-12 GRCA
[Undertaking communications initiatives for the source - 4,100 20-Jan-10 -Aug-12 GRCA
Informatio gement for source pro plan praparatic - 4,300 20-Jan-10 -Aug-12 GRCA
stablshing evaluation criteria for sel c pact assessments of draft policies
Mnisirative priority setting of work vd 1 COmp SPP based on risk assessments in AR
P develop 1o address drinking water threats (where required andfor sible in ActRegs] = 24,800 | 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
Po for monitoring (wh quired, advisable and/or p issible in Act & Regs) - 8,300 20-Jan-1 20-Aug-12 GRCA
P opment for Great Lakes elements (where req d ssible in Act & Regs) - - 20-Jan-1 20-Aug-12 GRCA
stablishing timelines for pobcy impl bo - 20-Jan-1 20-Aug- GRCA
sultation on the overall prof source protection plan + 20-Jan-10 20-Aug- GRCA
Other Source Protection Plan Pre, Task SPP Ci t - - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug- GRCA
Othar Source Protection Plan Praparation Task: - - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug- GRCA
urce Protection Plan TOTAL 219,100
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems {Municipality of Central Elgin
[Po opment to address drinking water threats (where required andior p in Act/Regs) - 25,000 20-Jan-10 KC SPA
o development for monitoring (where reguired, advisable andlor p sible in Act & Regs) - 10,000 20-Jan-10 KC SPA
Establshing timelines for policy ntation - - 1-Sep-1 KC 5PA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task = - 20-Jan-10 KC SPA
Municipal Residential Drinking Water S Igin Area Primary Water Board Assessment
Puolicy d to address drinking water threats (where required andfor permissible in ActRegs| - 60,000 20-Jan-10 KC SPA
development for monitoring (where d,_advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) - 25,000 20-Jan-10 KC SPA
Establishing timelines for palicy implementation - 1-Bep-1 KC SPA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task - - 20-Jan-10 GRCA
[Municipal Source Protection Pl; OTAL 120,000
Hettle Creek SPA TOTAL 3 1,091,800
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL H 12,139,600
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 3 6,822,800
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 5 4,472,700
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 4 1,709,600
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 25,144,700

Source’ Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee. Kettle Creek Source Protection Area Terms of Referance. (Sept 2008).
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TABLE 13B: LONG POINT REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

Source. Lake Erie Region Source Protection Commities. Long Point Region Source Protecton Ares Terms of Reference. (Sapl 2008).

BUDGET imehne
Completed [ In Lead
e Estimated Start Completion
25 800 664,100 A-Jan0§ 20-Jan-10 GRCA with support iom LPR SPA
72,400 17,800 1-Jan05 20-an-10 GRCA with support from LPR SPA
5,400 17,000 1-Jan-05 20-Jan-10 GRCA with from LPR SPA
9,300 - 1=Jar-05 3109 GRCA with support from LPR SPA
81,400 1-Jan-05 31-Dec07 GRCA with support from LPR SPA
354500 - 1-Mar07 31-Mas-10 GRCA with support from LPR SPA
I E 1,200,000 1-Jan09 3 -Mar-11 GRCA with support rom LPR SPA
25,700 mi 1-ha 07 31-Mas.09 GRCA with rom LPR 5PA
- - 1-0c1-08. 31-0ct-08 GRCA with suppert om LPR SPA
- - 1-0cl-08 31-Mar-09 GRCA with suppert from LPR SPA
2 z 10008 -le10 NCA W mppert b LPASPA
330001 1-Api08 31-Mar00 GRCA wih support kom LPR SPA___ |
= 40000} 20-Jen-00 20-Jan10 GRCA wih support om LPR SPA__ |
LDESe1s L5300
A0
13000 § T5000]  t-Anos 3 Mar 05 Outord
R000] % 40,000 1-dun-05 30-Sep-08 Oudord
11500 § 15,100 1-dun-08 30-Sep09 Cnord
STe01 S 12,00, LG 2050900
L JE] SRARL - Viiis L Huoyad
= 13 250 Banie 2050000
Sahpy O Jepsw Houtol
149, 1 J-han-05 0-Sep06 Mool
18,700 ! Slnis ety Noriohs
L : 1620
el & 500 20-Jarn-10 12-Aug12 GRCA
ol 1 13-Aug13 GRCA
- |3 7900]  20-n10 12-Aug12 GRCA
- 137,400 | 10 20-Aug13 GRCA
= 515001 20-eniG 20Aug2 ORCA
- - W0Jan1d | 0hugiz GRCA
- - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
- - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
- - 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCA
= & 20-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GRCH
AN
- 12000  20-Jan-10 F-Feb-12 Crford
- 10900]  20-Jan-10 29-Feb-12 Ouford
- = 1-Sep-11 28-Feb12 Codford
- - 20-Jan-10 20-Auag-12 LPR SPA
= 17500|  20-Jan-10 29-Feb12 Hakimand
. 10000]  20-Jan-10 BFebi2 Hakdmand
& - 1-Sep-11 28-Feb-12 Haldimand
- = 20-Jan-10 P0-Aug-12 GRCA
. 17500 20-lan-10 B-Feb12 Nork
- 10,000 20-Jan-10 26-Feb12 L
& = 1-Sep11 FoFeb12 Neriok
- - 2-darn10 g 12 GRCA
TeR00
5585200
12,138,800
512800
AAT2TO0
1708600
$  dT00
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TABLE 14B: LAKES SIMCOE AND COL BLACK RIVER ARES
BUDGET Timeline
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Cost Start Lead
Progress
oordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report T49.260 ~Jan-05 30-Sep-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
information management for the assessmant report praparation 28281] S 800,000 ~Jan-05 30-Sep-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
ndertaking communications inftiatives for the assessment report 41,481 ~Jan-05 30-5i LSC-BR with from NV and 55
Undertaking a watershed characterization 30,009 - -Jan-05 30-Jun-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
onducting a conceptual water budg 193,509 - -Jan-05 31-Mar-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
onducting a ter 1 water budget an and stross assessment 43,800 - 1-Dec-07 31-Jul-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
onducting @ tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment - 327.000 1-May-08 30-Sep-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
onducting a ber 3 water budget an and watel g risk assessment LSC-ER with s from NV and S5
[Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAsS - =Jun-07 30-Sep-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
dentifymng issues, ntorying threats and g hazards in HVAs = s 66,700 ~Jun-08 31-Ma SC-BR with support from NV and 55
Assessing risks in HVAs - ~Jun-08 31-May-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
A g vulnerabiity scores to SGRAs - =Jun-07 30-Sep-08 LSC-BR with suppori fram NV and 55
g issues_inventorying threats and g hazards in SGRAs - 5 - ~Jun-08 31-May-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
Assessing risk in SGRAS = ~Jun-08 31-Aug-08 LSC-BR with support fram NV and 55
scores to IP2s 406200 | 5 25,000 ~Jun-06 30-Jun-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 58
ty scores to WHPAs 3 -1 £0,000 ~Jun-07 30-Jun-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 58
ing threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs 143.500] § - ~Jun-06 31-Mar-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
56,2000 § 150,000 ~Jun-06 31 Mar-12 "‘c‘iﬁhﬂ"im”“_“"——'— upport from NV and S5
posed assessment repe LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
3 Task Peer review ol HVAs and SGRAs - 33,300 1-Apr-08 1-Jun-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
Prepar Task New planned intake (City of Barrie - 50,000 1-Nov-08 31-Oct-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
TOTAL 1,702,400 1,542,000
3,344,400
a Water 5 te ‘'ork Region
bilty scores o WHPAs 70,200 = ~Jun-07 31 -Mar-08 ork Region
threats and ssing hazards in WHPAs 128,500 = =bun-07 31-Mar-09 ork Region
54700 B07200]idund7 31-Mar-s ork Region
and water quantity risk assessment - 1,495,000 -Oct-08 31-Aug-09 ‘ork Region
- 18,400 Api-09 31-Mar-10 ork Region
g Water 5 ; fon e S
rability scores to WHPAS 55,400 84,800 Jun-07 30-Jun-09 Durham Region
ying threats and sssessing hazards in WHPAs 55,400 184,800 ~Jun-07 30-Jun-09 Durham Region
55400 230,900 =~Jun-07 31-Mar-12 Durham Region
Refine WHPAs to address surface water influsnce (GUDI - 100,000 ~Jun-08 30-Jun-08 Durham Region
icip mh q
D pphying scores to WHPAs 23,600 = ~Jun-07 31-Mar-09 City of Barrie
| dentifyir bl invento anmm hazards in WHP As 60,500 - -Jun-07 31-Mar-09 City of Barria
sess risk in WHPAs 26,000 125,000 08 31-Mar-12 City of Barrie
cting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water g risk assessmant = 900,000 -Mar-08 31-Mar-10 City of Barrie
pls m -3l work 40,000 1-Aug-08 A1-Aug-08 City of Barrie
tial Drinking Water terns (City of Kawartha Lakes |
a __uu_ vulnerabiity scores to WHPAS 54,000 ~Jun-07 31-Mar-08 |Ci_lx of Kawartha Lakes
g EssUd to g threats and g hazards in WHPAs 14,400 - ~Jun-07 31-Mar-09 City of Kawartha Lakes
Assess risk hWAs 8.300 50,000 ~Jun-07 H-Mar-09 1:& of Kawartha Lakes
[Refing WHPAS to I\HMI surface wll.lr influence (GUDH - 40,000 ~Jun-08 30-Jun-09 City of Kawartha Lakes
617,400 3,476,200
Munlei pal Assessment 4,093,600
Source Protection Plan
oordinating and supporting projes ofection plan ] 1,200,000 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
ndertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan included in above -Oct-08 12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
Information management for source profection plan preparation inchuded in above -Oct-08 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
Esumh evaluation aurh for cting policies ct assessments of draft policies $ 150,000 |-Oct-09 LSC-BR with suppart from NV and S5
priority | Oct-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
Poll development to tddn“ drinking water hm afe required andior permissible in [ 133,300 -Det-08 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
Policy development for monitoring (where required. advisable andfor permissible in Act & Regs] in cost directly above Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
develcpment for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible ; Act & Regs -Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
[Establishing timelines for pol ntation (Lake Ontano sources) -Onct-08 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
tablishing imelines for policy imp ntation in cost directly above -Oct-00 LSC-BR with support frem NV and 55
onsultation on the overall proposed source protection p -Orct-08 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
ef Source Protection F‘hﬂ Preparation Task Co-managed policy task n cos! di above -Cret-08 20-Aug-12 Vanous
[Source Protection Plan 101AI E %.m:ﬁ |_

Lakes Simcoe & Couchiching-Black River SPA GRAND TOTAI

SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL

SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL

SPR GRAND TOTAL

E

5
3
$
3

8,821,300

9,202,600
4,913,700
4,324,900
18,441,200

Source: South Geargian Bay-Lake Simcoe Source Protection Commatee. Lakes Simcoe & Couchiching-Black River Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug, 15, 2008}
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TABLE 158: NOTTAWASAGA VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

Assezment Repod (AR) Tasks Completed  In Es " o Completh Lead
[Cosntinating and supporting projects 1o Th assessment 150 745,260 Jand5 % LEC-BR with support rom NV and S5
Informatian manag or 1 preparation. 282813 500,000 Jan0% LSC-BH with from NV and 55
po 41,460 | ~Jan 0% 3-5ep 08 SC-BR with from NV and 55
30, - - Jar0% 30-Jun-08 SC-BR with frem NV ard 55
il - 0% 31 s 08 SC-BR wih rom NV and 55
= 1-Dec07 IThd08_ weth am WV and
- T63,500]  1-May-08 30-Sep08 Wih support from N and 55
SC-BR with support kom NV and 5§
- 5 ~hun07 30-Sep O LEC-BR weth suspport from WY and 55
- 55,700 - Jun08 | Mgy-05 SC-BR wih support from NV 55
= ~uno7 and
- I3 - - Rin-08 May 0% wih from NV and S5
~ ~An-08. 3-Aug 08 SC-8R with Hrom NV and 55
68300 10,000 K06 30- k09 rom NV and 55
< 85,000 ~J07 S0-Jun08 ﬁﬂggww%
5 1 - ~dun o 31-Mar 02 Bom NV and 55
: ST o CEC B i s Fom Y s 35
and
[} o 33 300|  TApro T-Jun0a with and
$ 136246008 1
[Assessment Rep TAL ] 3,640,900
| Deiineating and applyng vulrerabiity scores to WHPAs =Jun-07 Mard5 City of Barmie
arying threats and hazaids in ~dun-07 | ar-08 City of Barre
Costs in LSC-BR SPA TOR _ﬁ Mar-12 City of Bame
Mar-10 %M
: EmET g0 ot ame
Tun7 31 Mar0% Peel Region
Costs in CTC TOR T-hun07 31 Mar09 Peel Region
1 Apr S 31-Mar-12 Pasl Regon
] |§m|s - T-dnaT 31 s Township of E:
— ) T £ e ——
3 17900] S 00001 TApro8 31 Mar-12
| Drinking Water [Township of Adjala-Tosorontio] A i
D and [y ; 3 B5500] 3 - Toduna7 31-Mar 09 T o Tosororin
Idareitying wsues, inventorying hieats and assessing hazards n WHE : .,g{‘s M :WM :“mu ol
e thek I VIS —— Townshiprofjiele-Toppromty -}
Deineating and applying vidnera bl Todundiy_ FIEE] Town of Wasags Beach |
2 o = -7 31Mar-08 Tawn of Wasaga Beach
T-Ape0g 31-Mar-12 Town of Wasaga Beach
1-Jun-07 31-Mar08 Town of Mono.
Costs nckuded i CTC TOR TohnT s Yoot oy’
[s 7] IiMar12 Town of Mono.
- <307 EIE ] Town of Shelbume |
=) ~dun07 31 Mar 55 Town of Shelbume
20,000 ﬁ 3 -Mar12 Town of Shelwame
0,000 o Jun09
5 T 07 FIETE ) Town of Mulmur
= o7 31 -Mar08 Town of Mulmi
25000 Tohpr06 1MariZ Town of Nulmur
3 1 -Od09 20-Aug1? LSC-BR wih Trom NV and 55
@u% l -Ocl-08. 0-Aug-12 LSC-BR with suppor from NV and 55
included in above | Ocl-08 20-Aug-12 ‘with suppodt fram NV and 55
1 |-Oct-08 NV ard 55
"—”@i:m LSO s st Tom Y a0 85
! IEE -Oct-08 12 LSC-BR with support from NV and 55
i cost ‘abave Dt i} with, and
Oet08 12 LSC-8R with rom NV and 55
008 20-Aug-12 gngmwng
= Ee=) with Trom NV and
009 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from N and 55
’nmﬁm Lt 08 20-Aug-12 varous
3 4134300
$ 9,200 600
¥ 4913700
L] 4,324,900
% 18,441,200

Valley SOurce Protection Area Tarma of Reference. (Aug. 15, 2008).
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TABLE 16B: SEVERN SOUND SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET

Timeline
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed | In Estimated Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and jects for the assessment report $ 749,260 1-Jan-05 30-Sep-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and S§S
|information management for the assessment mm $ 28,281 | $ 800,000 1-Jan-05 30-Sep-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Undertaking communications mma!mas for the t report $ 41,460 1-Jan-05 30-Sep-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
Undertaking a watershed ch i $ 30,099 | $ - 1-Jan-05 30-Jun-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 193599 | § - 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and §S
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 43800 | $ - 1-Dec-07 31-Jul-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and S8
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ - 18 188,500 1-May-08 30-Sep-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment LSC-BR with support from NV and 5SS
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ - 1-Jun-07 30-Sep-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and §S
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs $ - $ 66,700 1-Jun-08 31-May-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and S8
Assessing risks in HVAs costs directly above 1-Jun-08 31-May-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
|Applying wulnerability scores to SGRAs in water budget costs above 1-Jun-07 30-Sep-08 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Idenufying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in SGRAs $ - | in HVA cost above 1-Jun-08 31-May-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
g risk in SGRAs : costs directly above 1-Jun-08 31-Aug-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Deli g and applying vulnerability scores to IPZs 3 66,200 | § 15,000 1-Jun-06 30-Jun-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
Delineaiing and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs $ = I 80,000 1-Jun-07 30-Jun-09 LSC-ER with support from NV and SS
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs $ 143500 | § - 1-Jun-06 31-Mar-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Assess risk in WHPAs 3 66,200 | § 75,000 1-Jun-06 31-Mar-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Peer review of HVAs and SGRAs $ - $ 33,300 1-Apr-09 1-Jun-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and S§
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs $ 44900 | § 74,900 1-Jun-07 30-Jun-09 SS with support from LSC-BR and NV
Identifying issues, i torying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs $ 91,100 | § 111,300 1-Jun-06 31-Mar-09 SS with support from LSC-BR and NV
Assess risk in WHPAs . $ 62,100 | § 202,100 1-Jun-06 31-Mar-12 SS with support from LSC-BR and NV
Refine WHPAs to addi rface water influence (GUDI) $ - $ 110,000 1-Jun-08 30-Jun-08 SS with support from LSC-BR and NV
A t Report SUB TOTAL $ 1,560,500 | § 1,756,800
A ent Report TOTAL $ 3,317,300
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and su i jects for the source . $ 1,200,000 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan juded in above 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
|Information g t for source protection plan preparation included in above 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact ts of drafl policies) 5 75,000 1-Oct-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk as ts in 1-Oct-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in $ 133,300 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and §S
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) in cost directly above 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and §S
Policy development for Gﬂest Ld(es elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BR with support from NV and S5
imeli ntation (Lake Ontario sources) 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-ER with support from NV and SS
ntation in cost directly above 1-Oct-09 LSC-BR with support from NV and SS
1 source protection plan 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 LSC-BER with support from NV and SS
Task: Co-managed policy task in cost directly above 1-Oct-09 20-Aug-12 i
|Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,408,300
Severn Sound SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,725,600
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 9,202,600
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 4,913,700
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 4,324,900
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 18,441,200
Source: South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee. Sevemn Sound Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug, 15, 2008).



TABLE 178: TORONTO AND REGION REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREF

BUDGET i
(Assesment Report (AR)Tasks Completed / In Estimated Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the as it report 1,557,200 630,000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 TRCA
nformation management for the assessment report preparation L 65,900 18,000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 TRCA
Undertaking ications indiatives for the it report 177,830 163,000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 TRCA
Undertaking a watershed characlerization 51,600 25,000 1-Jan-05 30-Sep-09 TRCA
[Conducting a conc water 205,325 - 1-Apr-05 1-Dec-07 TRCA
(Conducti i water and stress assessment 143,965 - 1-Apr-06 30-Sey TRCA
water and siress assessment 137,800 - 1-Sep-08 31-Jul-08 TRCA
and water risk assessment
scores fo H\Ms - 9.00( 1 1-Dec-08 TRCA
- 7.,00( 1-Apr-06 1-Dec-08 TRCA
13,000 5,00 1-Sep-08 -Mar-09 TRCA
5,000 - 1-Sep-08 -Dec-08 TRCA
7,000 - 1-Apr-08 -Dec-08 TRCA
13,000 5,000 1-Sep-08 -Mar-08 TRCA
177,830 183,000 1-Apr-09 -Mar-10 TRCA
- 100,000 1-Apr-08 26-Feb-10 TRCA
2,559,450 | § 1,146,000
3,705,450
251,200 2,700 1-Apr-05 31-Mar-09 Peel, York, Durham
183,800 8,000 1-Apr-08 31-Mar-09 Peel, York, Durham
50,30( 22,10 1-Sep-08 31-Mar-09 Peel, York, Durham
419,225 - 1-Apr-05 30-Sep-09 Peel, York, Durham, Toronto and TRCA
and scores o IPZ1 and IPZ-2 345,000 - 1-Apr-05 -Jan-08 Pee, York, Durham, Toronto and TRCA
and scores to IPZ-3 - 500,000 1-Jul-08 30-Jan-09 Peel, York, Durham, Toronto, TRCA
issues, threats and ing hazards in IPZs 426,800 I 1-Sep-08 30-Jun-09 NWMM' -MWMDWCGM!DM
Assess risk in IPZs 117,750 - 1-Mar-09 1-Sep-09 New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Collaborative work
Mul Assessment SUB TOTAL 1,794,075 532,800 =
Municipal Assessment TOTAL 2,326,875
Sourcn chﬂunPhn SPP) Tasks
and for the source - 1,257,000 -Mar-09 20-Aug-12 TRCA
communications initiatives for the source pwladnn plan - 562,050 -Jan-10 20-Aug-12 TRCA
Information m. ment for source - 61,500 -Mar-09 20-Aug-12 TRCA
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies
Administrative priority setting of work. ired fo SPP based on risk
Poli 1o address water threats uired and/or issible - - 1-Nov-08 20-Aug-12 TRCA
L for moni where ired, advisable and/or issible in Act & - - 1-Nov-08 2&}\&12 RCA
Establishing timeli rorpoicynplmontatm@ dwats ) - - 1-Sep-10 20-Aug-12 TRCA
Consultation on the overall = 522,200 1-Sep-10 20-Aug-12 TRCA
Other Source Protection Plan P!W Task: SPP compilation - - 1-Apr-1 20-Aug-12 TRCA
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL - 2,402,750
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 2,402,750
Municipal SPP Lead - Lake Ontario Sources
mwwmamm lements (where required/permissible in Act & - - 1-Sep-08 20-Aug-12 | New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Collaborative work
from Durham R - 60,000 1-Apr-08 20-Aug-12 Durham Region
Emm timelines for implementation (Lake Ontario ) - - 1-Mar-11 20-Aug-12___ | New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Coll work
an 60,000
Toronto & Region SPA GRAND TOTAL s 8,495,075
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 7,532,540
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 3 4,052,415
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 3,310,250
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 60,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL s 14,955,205

Source: Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee. Toronto & Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference, (July, 2008).




TABLE 18B: CENTRAL LAKE ONTARIO REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREZ

BUDGET Timeline
[Assesment Report (AR)Tasks Cogpmd In Estimated Start Completion Leac
Coorr.lnmg and supporting projects for the assessment report 3 1,015300] § 107,700 -Jan-05 31-Mar-10 CLOCA
tion management for the t report prep 60,200 14,000 -Jan-05 1-Mar-10 CLOCA
Undertaking communications wmves for the assessment report 3 - 5 - -Jan-05 1-Mar-10 CLOCA and TRCA
i 51,700 25,000 -Jan-05 30-Sep-03 CLOCA
203,700( § - -Apr-05 1-Dec-07 CLOCA
187,100 - 1-Apr-08 30-Dec-08 CLOCA
9,000 - 1-Sep-08 -Dec-08 CLOCA and TRGA
11,000 § - 1-Apr-06 -Dec-08 CLOCA
3,100 5,000 1-Sep-0f -Mar-09 CLOCA
5,000 = 1-Sep-0¢ -Dec-08 CLOCA
11.00¢ - 1-Apr-06 -Dec-08 CLOCA
L 00C 5,000 1-Sep-0¢ Mar-09 CLOCA
3 37900| 8§ - -A_ar-OE 31-Oct-06 CLOCA
- - 1-Apr-09 31-Mar-10 CLOCA and TRCA
eport Preparation : report sompilation - 100,000 1-Apr-09 28-Feb-10 CLOCA
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 1,602,000 256,700
Assessment Report TOTAL 1,858,700
| Residential Drinking Water Systems (Lake Ontario Sources| |
ing a watershed 'type’ characterization 1-Apr-05 30-Sep-09 Peel, ‘York, Durham, Toronto, TRCA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to IPZ1 and IPZ-2 1-Apr-05 1-Jan-08 Peel, York, Durham, Toronto, TRCA
Delnm and applying vulnerability scores to IPZ-3 Costs are in TR SPA TOR 1-Jul-08 30-Jan-09 Peel, York, Durham, Toronto, TRCA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in IPZs 1-Sep-08 . 30-Jun-08 _ |New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont C work|
|Assess risk in IPZs 1-Mar-09 1-Sep-09 New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont C: ive work
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL s =
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection pla - 430,900 1-Mar-08 20-Aug-12 CLOCA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection pla - - -Jan-10 20-Aug-12 CLOCA and TRCA
Information management for source protectio preparatic - 7.000 -Mar-09 20-Aug-12 CLOCA
Establishing evaluation criteria for adeuﬂm:
Administrative priority setting of work req to complete SPP based on risk in AR
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where 'ndanda"orpermiw‘bleinﬂdtﬂggﬂ - - -Nov-08 20-Aug-12 CLOCA
Policy development for monitoring mmm issible in Act & Regs] - - -Nov-08 20-Aug-12 CLOCA
Establishing timelines for policy imple hﬂm GMW - - 1-Sep-10 0-Aug-12 CLOCA
(Consultation on the overall proposed source protection pla - - 1-Sep-10 0-Aug-12 CLOCA and TRCA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: SPP compilation - 3 - 1-Apr-11 20-Aug-1: CLOCA
Source Prmeﬁun Plan SUB TOTM. - 437,900
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 437,900
Municip SPP Lead - Lake Ontario Sources
Policy develog t for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 1-Sep-09 20-Aug-12 [New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Collaborative workl
Policy Input from Durham Region Costs are in TR SPA TOR 1-Apr-09 20-Aug-12 Durham Region
E ‘mW (Lake Ontario sources) 1-Mar-11 20-Aug-12 New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Collaborative work
unicipal Source on Plan |3 =
Central Lake Ontario SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 2,296,600
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 7,532,540
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 4,052,415
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 3,310,250
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 60,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 14,955,205

Source: Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee. Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July, 2008).
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TABLE 198: CREDIT VALLEY REGIQN SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Report (AR)Tasks CMPnpmd Iin Estimated Start Completion Lead
rogress
1,022,700 108,200 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 CvC
60,200 14.000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 cvC
- - 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 CVC and TRCA
51,690 | § 25,000 1-Jan-05 30-Sep-08 cvC
243800 § - 1-Apr-06 30-Sep-08 CVC
207,400 64,300 1-Apr-06 30-Sep-08 cve
3 - 000 1-Sep-Ot 31-Dec-08 TRCA and CVC
6,050 100 1-Sep-08 31-Dec-08 cvC
5,300 700 1-Sep-08 -Mar-09 CVC
3,000 - 1-Sep-08 -Dec-08 CvVC
issues, inventorying threats and ing in SGRAs 6,050 5,100 1-Sep-08 -Dec-08 cvC
Assessing risk in SGRAs 5,300 9,700 1-Sep-08 -Mar-08 cvC
Consultation on the overall proposed as report - - 1-Apr-09 1-Mar-10 CVC and TRCA
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: report compilation - 100,000 1-Apr-09 8-Feb-10 CLOCA
(Assessment SUB TOTAL 1,617,290 351,100
Assessment Report TOTAL 1,968,390
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems (Welis and Lake Ontario Sources
onducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment 965,000 160,000 1-Apr-07 31-Jul-09 Halton, Halton CA, CVIC, TRCA. MNR, Orangeville
Delineating and applying 2ty scores 1o WHPAS 312,670 - -Apr-05 1-Mar-09 CVC, Halton, Peel, Mono, Orangevilie
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs 229,070 - -Apr-08 -Mar-09 HaihnnCA Peel, Erin, Mono, Orangevill
Assess risk in WHPAs 58,800 - 1- 1-Mar-08 CVC, Halton Peel, Mono, Orangeville
Undertaking a watershed ‘type’ characterization - - 1-Apr-05 3 Pael, York, Durham, Toronto and TRCA
Delineating and applying erability scores to IPZ1 and IPZ-2 - - 1-Apr-05 31-Jan-08 Peel, York, Durham, Toronto and TRCA
Delineating and applying rability scores to IPZ-3 - - 1-Jul-08 30-Jan-08 CVC, Peal, York, Durham, Toronto, TRCA
Identifying issues, ntor H\mmmm g hazards in IPZs - 3 - 1-Sep-08 30-Jun-09 New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Collaborative work
ess risk in IPZs - - 1-Mar-09 1-Sep-08 New lead required - beyond current Lake Ont Collaborative work
Municipal Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 1,565,540 160,000
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL 1,725,540
SouroePnhcﬂonPhn SPP) Tasks
cordinating and supporting projects for the source p clio - 462 600 1-Mar-09 20-Aug-12 CcvC
Undertaki mmmmmmm - ] - 1-Jan-10 0-Aug-12 CVC and TRCA
Information management for source protection plan preparatio - s 7,000 1-Mar-08 20-Aug12 CVC
Establishing evaluati g_iluhiotuhdig, lich
Administrative priority setting of work re ed to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
Policy mﬁw tmg wahr threats Ws required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) = 19 - 1-Nov-08 20-Aug-12 cvC
Pol o d, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) ==} = 1-Nov-08 20-Aug-12 cVC
Establishir ﬁnulinu&ar iplementatio Grmnmaiorsmms} - - 1-Sep-10 20-Aug-12 cvC
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection pla - - 1-Sep-10 20-Aug-1 CVC and TRCA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: SPP compilation - - 1-Apr-11 20-Aug- CVC and TRCA
Source Protection Plan SUB TOTAL - 469,600
Source ion Plan TOTAL 469,600
Municip Sf'Pthl'l - Lake Ontario Sources
Policy develop lrﬂiurGL.lhum are required/permi: in Act & Regs) Costs inch in TR SPA TOR 1-Sep-09 20-Aug-12 Nwmm‘_ -b_emmmntuket‘)ntc‘umm?mmm
Establishing umelhufor p ke Ontano sources 1-Mar-11 20-Aug-12 New lead required - beyond cument Lake Ont Collaborative work
unicipal Source Protection P YO ] -
Credit Valley SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,163,530
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 7,532,540
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 4,052,415
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 3,310,250
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 60,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL 3 14,955,205

Source: Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee. Credit Valley Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July, 2008).
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TABLE 20B: HALTON REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the it report 3 587,200 31-Dec-08 HH SPR
Infs i g it for the repart preparati s 474600 31-Dec-08 HH SPR
Unx g communications initiatives for the it report £ 321,800 31-Dec-08 HH SPR
Undertaking a hed characterizati s 32,400 31-Mar-08 HH SPR
C ing a ptual water budget $ 61,700 31-Mar-08 HH SPR.
(Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress L3 5 50,500 30-Jun-08 HH SPR
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress $ 379,200 30-Jun-09 HH SPR
(Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk asses: it $ 2,000,000 30-Jun-10 HH SPR
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 94,800 30-Jun-09 HH SPR
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing in HVAs HH SPR
(Assessing risks in HVAs S 50,500 30-Oct-09 HH SPR
Applying vuinerability scores to SGRAs 3 94,800 30-Jun-09 HH SPR
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing is in SGRAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs - $ 55,500 30-Jun-09 HH SPR
Identifying issues, i ying threats and ing h s in WHPASs or IPZs $ 294,300 30-Sep-09 HH SPR
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs H 98,100 30-Sep-09 HH SPR
Consultation on the overall proposed 1t report ;
Other A Report Preg Task: 2 GUDI sy s 300,000 30-Sep-09 HH SPR
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 94,100 | § 4,801,300
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 4,895,400
lhl icipal Residential Drinking Water Sy {Weils and Lake Ontario Sources)
|Delineating and applying vul ility scores to WHPAs or IPZs s 391,400 30-Sep-09 Halton Region (Phase 1) and HH SPR (Phase 2)
|I||ul\idgai Assessment Report TOTAL $ 391,400
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan $ 450,300 20-Aug-12 HH SPR
U ing communicati initiatives for the source p ion plan $ 274,100 20-Aug-12 HH SPR
Information mai t for source protection plan preparati s 140,200 20-Aug-12 HH SPR
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies {imp its of draft policies) 5 175,000 31-Mar-12 HH SPR
Administrative priority setting of work required to p SPP based on risk s in AR
Policy develoy t to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) S 453 500 31-Mar-12 HH SPR
Policy develop for ing (where required, advisable and/or permi: in Act & Regs) $ 55,200 30-Jun-12 HH SPR
Policy development for Greal Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) $ 23,600 31-Dec-11 HH SPR
Establishing timelines for policy impl ation 3 39,400 30-Jun-12 HH SPR
C jon on the overall prop Source pr ion plan $ 51,900 31-Jul-12 HH SPR
(Other Source Pre ion Plan Preparation Task: $ 106,300 20-Aug-12 HH SPR
‘@m Protection Plan SUB TOTAL $ - $ 1,769,500
Is P ion Plan TOTAL $ 1,769,500
Halton Region GRAND TOTAL $ 7,056,300
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 7,195,600
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 629,900
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 3,539,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 11,364,500

Source: Haiton-Hamilton Source Protection Committee. Halton Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug. 7, 2008).
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TABLE 21B: HAMILTON REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assasmant Report (AR) Tasie Completed/In | & timated start Completion .
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the report 5 587,200 31-Dec-08 HH SwP
Information for the report preparati $ 474,600 31-Dec-08 HH SWP
L ing icati initiati for'rhe report s 321,800 31-Dec-08 HH SWP
| ing a d ch L $ 32.400 31-Mar-08 HH SWP
Condmng a conceptual water budget $ 61,700 31-Mar-08 HH SWP
ducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress it $ 50,500 30-Jun-08 HH SWP
Cmm a tier 2 water budget ysis and stress it 3 54,800 30-Jun-09 HH SWP
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk it $ -
Delineating and applying ility scores to HVAs s 94,800 30-Jun-09 HH Swp
mmim ying threats and ing hazards in HVAs
g risks in HVAs $ 50,500 30-Oct-09 HH SWP
Applying vulnerabiily 55068 1o SGRAS s 94,800 30-Jun-09 HH SWP.
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs
risk in SGRAs $ 55,500 30-Sep-09 HH SWP
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 5 182,700 30-Sep-09 HH SWP
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 48,900 30-Sep-09 HH SWP
Consuitation on the overall proposed assessment report
Other A Report Preg Task: 1 GUDI system $ 150,000 30-Sep-09 HH SWP
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL s 94,100| § 2,206,100
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 2,300,200
IM icipal Residential Drinking Water Sy (Wells and Lake Ontario Sources)
[Delineating and applying ility scores to WHPASs or IPZs s 238,500 30-Sep-09 City of
IMM Assessment Report TOTAL $ 238,500
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
C ing and supporting projt for the source protection plan 5 450,300 20-Aug-12 HH SwWeP
{ a icat i for the source p ion plan $ 274,100 20-Aug-12 HH SWe
Informati g for source plan f i $ 140,200 20-Aug-12 HH SWP
|Establishi juation criteria for sek policies (impact s of draft polici $ 175,000 31-Mar-12 HH SWP
|mnmmmammmmm3PPbmdmmkmmmmmﬂﬂ =
i bbbl et bbeb ol $ 453,500 31-Mar-12 HH SWP
Paiqr i for itoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ 55,200 30-Jun-12 HH SWP
qumdopmuihrwm b (where required/p ible in Act & Regs) $ 23800 31-Dec-11 HH SWP
Establishing timeli for policy imp i $ 39,400
(Consuitation on the overall proposed source p plan $ 51,800 20-Aug-12 HH SWp
(Other Source Protection Plan P Task: - 106,300
Source Protection Plan SUB 'I'OTAL $ - $ 1,769,500
|Souree Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,769,500
Hamilton Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,308,200
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 7,195,600
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 629,900
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 3,539,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 11,364,500

Committee. Hamilton Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug. 7, 2008).




TABLE 228: NIAGARA PENINSULA REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Cumplno:l:h Estimatad Start Completion Lead
[Coordinating and supporting projects for the report 5 1,197512 | § 900,000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 Niagara Peninsula SPA
management for the report i $ 767815 42,000 1=Jan-05 31-Mar-10 Niagara Peninsula SPA
) K initiatives for the report s 171314 ] § 334,000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 Niagara Peninsula SPA
g 8 5 1911 |8 20,000 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 Niagara Peninsula SPA
C: ing & water budget 5 634728 - 1-Jan-05 15-Jun-07 Niagara Peninsula SPA
C a fier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 5 123560 | 8 47 650 2-0ct-07 31-Dec-08 Niagara Peninsula SPA
[Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress
C ting a tier 3 water budge! analysis and water quantity sk
Delneating and applying vul scores to HVAs £ 2778 | § - 1-Apr-06 30-Jan-09 Niagara Peninsula SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs I} S ] 7,000 1-Apr-06 31-Mar-08 Niagara Peninsula SPA
risks in HVAs 3 - $ 5,000 1-Apr-08 30-Apr-08 Niagara Peninsula SPA
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs $ - Is - 1-Apr-06 30-Jan-09 Niagara Peninsula SPA
[Identifying issues, inventorying threats and hazards in SGRAs 3 - $ 6,000 1-Apr06 31-Mar-09 Niagara Peninsula SPA
Assessing risk in SGRAs s o - 1-Apr-06 30-Apr-08 Niagara Peninsula SPA
[Delneating and applying ility scores o WHPAs or IPZs
Identifying issues, inventorying threals and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
lAssess risk in WHPAS or IPZs
IC ftation on the overall proposed repart [ ] - 5 40,000 1-Aug-09 31-Jan-10 Niagara Peninsula SPA
[Other Report | ion Task: ] Report $ - |s 50,000 1-May-08 30-Sep-08 Niagara Peninsula SPA
ment Report SUB TOTAL s 1,598,225 | 8 1,451,650
iAssessment Report TOTAL 5 3,049,875
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems
[Celineating and applying y scores to WHPAs or IPZs $ 424725 § - 21-Jan-06 27-Sep-08 R al Munici of ara
ing issues, i ying threals and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 5 - $ 264,784 1-Apr-07 30-Apr-09 R Munici of Niagara, Lake Ontario Collaborative Study Groy
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ - $ 68,608 1-Apr-07 3 -May-08 Regional Municipality of Niagara
rt SUB TOTAL $ 424725 (% 333,392
TOTAL s 758,117
rce Protection Plan {SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and ting projects for the source plan s 965,000 1-Ap-10 31-Mar-12 Niagara Peninsula SPA
L g initiatives for the source p plan 5 175.000 1-Apr-10 I-Mar-12 Niagara Peninsula SPA
9 for source p plan preparati 5 40,000 1-Apr-10 31-Mar-12 Niagara Peninsula SPA
criteria for selecting policies (mpact of drafl policies)
A ive priority setting of work required to SPP based on risk in AR
Policy devel to address drinking water threats (where required and/for issible in Act/Regs) $ 10.000 10-Jan-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) 5 10,000 10-Jan-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
olicy for Great Lakes (where req in Act & Regs) s 15,000 10-Jan-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peni SPA
E i tor policy implementati s 20,000 10-Jan-10 31-Aug-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
ation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 50,000 10-Jan-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
jOther Source P tion Plan P ion Task: $ 14,000 10-Jan-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
5 1,308,000
PP) Tasks
'olicy development to address drinking water threats (where required andlor p ible in ActRegs) 5 240,000 1-Mar-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
it for itoring (where required, advisable and/or p ible in Act & Regs) $ 180,000 1-Mar-10 31-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
for Great Lakes {where required/p ible in Act & Regs) s 240,000 1-Mar-10 3-Mar-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
timelines for policy impl i $ 60,000 1-Mar-10 31-Aug-11 Niagara Peninsula SPA
{Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 720,000 =
Niagara Peninsula Region SPA GRAND TOTAL 5 5,836,992
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 3,049,875
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 758,117
= SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,309,000
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL s 720,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL H 5,836,992

Source: Niagara Peninsula Source Pt ion C Niagara Peninsula Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July, 22, 2008).



TABLE 238: LOWER TRENT SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

€ST

BUDGET Timeline
sesment Report [AR) Tasks Completed [ In Lead
P . Estimated Start Completion
aord g and supporting progcts for the assedarment 1524817 1,170,000 Ape-05 31-Doc05 LT SPA [CV. K-H, O-P SPAs)
information for he assessrmant report B 408 559 500 DOO -Ape05 31-Docld LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
e rtaking 195,256 570,000 -Ape05 3-Decls LT SPA (CV, K-H O-P SPAs)
771,79 - Ape05. 305ep08 CV_KeH, LT, OP 5PAs
302,348 - -Apr05 30-5ep07 SPA (CV, K-H,O-P SPAs)
402,499 173,892 Apr07 31-Dec08 SPA (CV, K-H, OF 5PAs)
- 330,000 -0 30-Jun0% SPA [CV, K-H, O-F SPAs)
= = SPA (CV, K-H, O-F SPAs
= 80,000 T-Apr08 31-Dec08 SPA (CV, K-H, O- SPAs)
- 40,000 1-Apr0d 310008 SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs]
= 4,000 1ApeGY Dol SPACY, IoH, O.F SPAs
- 12,000 1~Jan-09 31-Mar-09 SPA (CV, K, O-P SPAs)
= 40,000 1-lan-09 30-Jun08 SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
= 4,000 1-Jan08 30-Jun08 SPA (CV, KoH, O-F SPAs)
- [} 40,000 1 31-Dec-05 LT SPA
- 160,000 A-Jar-10 30-Jun-12 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
361108218 3,123,852
5,304,774
E) 415567 ] § _50,000 1-Ape07 0008 Clivolpwarpaiotes |
s S3600 | § 203,500 1-Ape07 30-Jun-09 City of Kawarfia Lakes
3 5738 24,500 1-Apr07 W-kun09 City of Kawara Lakes
s 118500 § 20,000 TApr07 30-Jun08 City of Kavartha Lakes
Ca—1 210000 1-Ap7 30-ker 06 Cayof Kawartha Lakss |
— 1 14000 -Ape-07 30-4un 08 Cityof Kawarta Lakee |
3 wsi)s BO00|  Thprl7 08 Durham Region
3 noasils 20000 JoApe-07 e Durham Region
s manls  i00w] Ao 30-un08 Dusharm Ragion
3 EX ki 50,000 1-Apr08 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
s e14m s 290,500 1-Apr08 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K+, O-F SPAs)
s BAl (S 34,500 1-Apr-06 30-Jun08 LT SPA (CV. K-H, O-F 5PAs)
3 200625 8 20,000 1-Apr08 30dun08 LT 5PA [CV_ K4, O-P 5PAs)
[} 1283751 § 500,000 1-Apr-06 30-Jun-08 LTSPA(CV,K-H O-PSPAs) |
3 37,900 | § 70,000 T-Ape08 30l 8 LT SPA (CV, FH, O-P 5PAs)
H - H 40,000 1-Ape-08 31-Dac-11 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
H = H 20,000 1-Apr-08 3-Dec-11 LT SPA oP
s s 6,000 ToApr 08 31 Dec11 LT SPA [CV, K-H, 0P 5PAs)
- 165,000 1-Dec-06 30-Jun-08 LT 5PA [CV, KH MM
- 85 000 1-Dec-08 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P EPAs)
= 20,000 LT SPA [KCH, O-P SPAS)
2212,308 1,924,000
4,138,308
3 E 1,290,000 T-JarA0 o Augi2 LT SPA [CV_W-H, OF 5PAs)
s = [s 570,000 tlan10 20-Aug12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
3 R E 500,000 1Jan-10 F0Aug12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
= 96,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug12 SPC and LT, CV, K-+
- 16,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
- 16,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug12 LT 8PA (CV, K-H, OF 5PAs)
= 32,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPCand LT, CV, K-H O-F
- 80,000 10 20hug12 LT 5PA
] 2,780,000
$ =13 45,000 1-an-10 2DAug 1S Dusham Region
s 4,000
Lower Trent Region SPA GRAND TOTAL L] 13,716,083
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL L] 29,217,138
SFR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 17,472,487
‘SPR SOURCE PROTECTICN PLAN TOTAL L 11,812,000
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 1 185,000
] 58447822

Lower Trant R Source

Arsa Tarms of Reference. (July 17, 2008).
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TABLE 248: CROWE VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET m
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Eotimided St o Lead
Progress plstio
[Coordnating and supporting projects for the ssssssment report 1,524,517 1,170,000 Apr-05 31-Dec-09 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
Infarmation management for the assessment report preparatio A8 665 600,000 Ape-05 31-Dec-09 - LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
communicatons indiatives for the assessment 195,256 570,000 -Apr-05 31-Dec-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
charactenzato 77762 = Ap-05 1 30-Sep8 SV LT OB EPAs
water b 302,348 - Agr-05 30-Sep-07 LT SPA (-H, O-P SPAs)
S BT BIAERIT 402,489 173692 Apr-07 31-Dec-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
alysia and stress asssssment - 330,000 1-Jul-08 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
53 and water quantty ik assessment = - LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
pility scores to HV. - 80,000 -Apr-08 31-Dec-08 LT SPA {CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
ying threats and g hazards in HViAs - 40,000 -Apr-09 31-Doc-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
: C 4,000 Ap08 | 31-Dec0S SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
scores to SGRAS - 12,000 ~Jan-08 31-Mar-09 LT SPA (CV_ KH, O-P 5PAs)
orying threats and ing hazards in SGRAS - 40,000 -Jan-0g 30-Jun-09 SPA (CV, K+, O-P
- 4,000 ~Jan-08 30-Jun-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
biity soores to WHPAS o IPZs - 40,000 Apr-08 31-Dec-11 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
orying threats and ssing hazards in WHPAs o IPZs - 20,000 Apr-08 31-Dec-11 SPA (CV, K-H_O-P 5PAs)
- 6,000 -Apr-08 31-Doc-11 LT SPA (CV_ K-H, O-P SPAs)
z 40,000 31-Dec-09 LT SPA
it Rep - 160,000 -Jan-10 30-Jun-12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
3,611,082 3,289,602
8,900,774
s 415567 | § 50,000 1-Apr-07 30-Jun-06 City Of Kawariha Lakes
in WHPAs $ 63800 | § 203,500 1-Apr-07 30-Jun-08 City Of Kawartha Lakes
$ 5373313 24,500 1-Ape-07 30-Jun-09 Céty OfKewortha Lakes |
5 118,500 | § 20,000 1-Apr-07 30-Jun-09 City Of Kawartha Lakes
| dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in IPZa E] 85000 | § 210,000 1-Apr-07 30-Jun-09 City Of Kzwartha Lakes |
5053 risk in IPZs $ 25500 | § 14,000 1-Apr-07 30-Jun-09 City Of Kawartha Lakes
5 40542 | 38,000 1-Ape-07 30-Jun-09 Durham Regon
$ 118481 | 20,000 1-Agr-07 30-Jun-06 Durham Region
5 52401 1S 10,000 1-Ape-07 30-Jun-08 Durham Region
TCC G
{Debineating pplying vulnerabdity 3 584771 % 60,000 | . 1-Apr-DB 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
dentityin I jing threats and assessing hazards in WHPAS s 161,493 | § 293,500 1-Api-06 30-Jur-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H,_O-P SPAs)
in WHPAs 5 38418 34500 1-Apr-D6 30-Jun-06 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
$ 200,625 | § 20,000 1-Apr-06 30-Jun-09 LT SPA[CV, O-F 5PAs
s 120375 | 8 500,000 1-Apr-06 30-Jun-09 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
3 37900 |5 70,000 1-Apr-06 30-Jun-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
- 165000 | 1-Dec0B 30-Jun-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
- 85,000 1-Dec-08 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
- 40,000 LT SPA (K-H,_O-P SPAs)
2212309 1,858,000 |°
4,070,309
5 - |§ 1,290,000 1-dan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, 0P 5PAs)
B =% 570,000 I-dan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA (CV,_K-H, O-P SPAs)
ano $ = 13 600,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
impact assessments of draft policies|
plete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
quired andior permissitle in AcUReg - 96,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug- LT SPA (CV, KH, O-P SPAs)
andlor p bl in Act & Reg - 16,000 -Jan-10 20-Aug- LT SPA (CV_K-H, O-P SPAs)
quired/permissible in Act & Reg - 16,000 -Jan-10 20-Aug- LT SPA (CV, K-H,_O-P SPAs)
- 32,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC and LT, CV_ K-H_O-P SPAS
3 80,000 -Jan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA
L] 2,700,000
$ o ] 45,000 1-lan-10 20-Aug-12 Durham Regon
$ 45000
Crowe Valley SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 13,716,083
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 20,217,135
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL s 17,473,487
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 5 11,612,000
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL ] 195,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL § 58,497 622

Source: Trent C. Source Protection Crowe Valley Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July 17, 2008).
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TABLE 258: GANARASKA REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET imeline
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks l-‘-ﬂlpllplﬂldl’ﬁl Esti y Start c et Lead
rogress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report 381,129 345,000 -Apr-D8 -Dec09 LT SPA & GR SPA
information management for the assessment re paration 102,167 180,000 “Apr-05 -Dec-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
Undertaki Wmmhrhmmm epo 48,821 174,000 Apr-05 -Dec-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization 194,449 -Apr-05 30-Sep-08 LT SPA & GR SPA
Conducting a conceptual waler budg 66,680 - -Apr-05 30-Sep-07 LT SPA & GR SPA
[Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 140,558 23,195 -Apr-07 31-Dec-08 LT SPA & GR SPA
[Conducting a tier 2 water b et analysis and stress assessment = 50,000 =Jul-08 30-Jun-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
onducling a tier 3 water budget analysis and water g risk assessment - - — LT SPA & GR SPA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs - 20,000 -Apr-09 31-Dec09 LT SPA & GR SPA
tifying issues, invenlorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs - 10,000 -Apr-09 31-Dec-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
g risks in HVAS e - 000 Apr09 31-Dec-09 (T SPA & GR SPA
[Applying bility scores to SGRAs - 000 ~Jan-09 3-Mar-03 LT SPA & GR SPA
tifying issues. invento g threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs - 10,000 ~Jan-09 30-Jun-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
g risk in SGRAs - 000 ~Jan-09 30-Jun-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
Delineating and applying vulnel scores 1o WHPAS or IPZs Fpr08 31-Dec-11 [T SPA & GR SPA
ident iuues entorying threats and g hazards in WHPAs o IPZs Apr08 Dec11 [T SPA & GR SPA
: mMnMPMuFP£ “Apr08 Dea11 [T SPA & GR SPA
[Consultation on the overall proposed assessment repo - 10,000 -Apr-05 -Dec-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
(Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Revis Assessment Repo - 40,000 -Jan-10 30-Jun-12 LT SPA & GR SPA
ssessment Report SUB TOTAL S 533,844 878,198
sessment Report TOTAL 1,812,039
[Durham Region Groundwater Projects (O
Debneating and applying aeria 1o VATPAS 78 88,000 Apr a7 30-Jun-09 Durham Region
dentifying Bsues, invenlorying threats and g hazards in WHPAS 34,125 18,000 -Apr-07 30-hun-08 Durham Region
risk in WHPAs 18 10,000 -AE-O? 30-Jun-09 [hllh.nﬁﬂ |
Hamilton Groundwater Projects {Camboms ghto
Delineating and applying lity scores to WHPAS 78,000 10,000 Apr-06 30-Jun-09 Hamidion Twp |
Identifying ssues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAS 38812 25000 Apr-06 30-Jun09 Hamilton Twp
v53 risk in WHPAS o = 24,500 3,000 ~Aprb7 30-Jun-09 Hamilton Twp
Lake Ontario Collaborative Surface Water Projects (Newcastle, Port Hope, Cobourg =
Delineating and applyiny ity scores 1o IPZs 287.739 40,000 -Api-06 30-Jun-0% Peel Region (GR SPA & LT SP)
Identifying issues orying threats and assessing hazards in IPZs 167,353 40,000 Apr-07 30-Jun-09 Peel Region (GR SPA & LT SPA]
risk in IPZs 43,824 20,000 Apr-07 30-Jun-09 Peel Region (GR SPA & LT SPA]
Other Assessment Report Preparatio -r'g:
Peer Review of Municipal Well Studies - 15,000 1-Dec-08 30-Jun-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
Peer Review of Municip wmm erability Studies - 15,000 1-Dec-08 30-Jun-09 LT SPA & GR SPA
1 Assessment R SUB TOTAL 706,251 288,000
Municipal Assessment Report TOTAL 994,251
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
g and supporting projects for the source protection p - 388,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug 12 LT SPA & GR SPA
g communications initiatives for the source profectio - 174,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA & GR SPA
ormati g for source protection plan preparation - 180,000 -Jan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA & GR SPA
Estab mmh{m s (impact assessments of draft polic
dministrative priority sefting of work req ulh SPP based on risk assessments in AR
Policy d opment lo address d mmm quired andior permissible in - 24,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug- SPC, LT and GR SPA
Pali opment for manite ired, advisable andlor p in Act & Reg - 000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug- LT SPA & GR SPA
Po thﬁfntum-hmma e required/pe in Act & Reg - 000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug- LT SPA & GR SPA
Establis mﬁn - X ~Jan-10 20-Aug- SPC, LT and GR SPA
Canﬂ.hlu}mlumﬁ d source protectio - 20, ~Jan-10 20-Aug- LT SPA & GR SPA
Other Source Protection Plan Prep on Task:
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 812,000
Hun pal Source Protection Plan (S T-h
cy Development Inp mu-m s - 15,000 T-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 Durham Region
Ilun cipal Source Protectic OTAL L] 15,000
Ganaraska Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 3,633,290
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 29217135
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 17473 487
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 5 11,612,000
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 5 195,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 58,497 622

Source: Trent Conservation Coaliion Source Prob c

Region Source Protection Region Terms of Reference. (July 17, 2008).
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TABLE 268: HAL SOURCE AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Completed ! in Lead
Estimated Start Completion
1524517 1,170,000 ~Apr05 31-Dec-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-F SPAs)
408,560 $00000 1 _ 1-Apr-05 31-Dec08 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
185,256 570,000 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-08_ LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-F 5PAs)
777,782 = Ape05 30-Sep-08 cv, LT, O-P 5PAs
302,348 - Apr05 0Sep 07 LT 5PA [TV, KeH, O SPAS]
402 499 173,682 I=fipe 7 31-Dec08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-F 5PAs)
- 330,000 08 30-Jun0% LT 5PA (CV. K-H, OP 5PAs)
- - LT 5PA (CV, K-H, O 5PAs)
- 80,000 Apr08. 31-Dec-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs}
- 40,000 ~Apr-09. 31-Dec-08 SPA (CV, K-H_O-P SPAs)
- 4,000 -Apr-09 31-Dec09 _SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
= 12700 SN 31-Mar08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
= 40,000 ~Jan-08 30-Jun08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, OF SPAs)
= 000 ~Jan-08 30-Jun-09 LT SPA [CV. K-H, O-P 5PAs)
- I8 40,000 1 31-Dec0i LT 5PA
- s 160,000 1-Jan-10 30-Jun-12 LT SPA (CV, K-H,_O-P 5PAs)
381108218 322,02
S334774
5 415567 [ § 50,000 1-Ape-07 30-Jun09 City of Kawartha Lakes
3 83600 | § 203,500 1-Apr07 30-Jun-08 City of Kawariha Lakes
3 samals 24,500 1-Apr-07 30-Jun08 City of Kawartha Lakes
3 118,500 | 5 20,000 1-Apr07 30-Jun09 City of Kawartha Lakes
s 5,000 | 5 210,000 1-Apr07 30-Jun-05 City of Kawartha Lakss
3 %5008 14,000 1-Apr07 30-Jun-09 City of Kawartha Lakes
3 40542 1% 38,000 1-Ape-07 30-Jurr08 Durham Region
3 119,481 000 1-Ape-07 A-Jun-09 Durham Region
52,401 10,000 1-AprO7 30-hun-08 Durham Region
] 584771 % 60,000 1-Apr-D8 -June09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
s 161,453 [ § 283,500 1-Apr-06 30-Jurr 18 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
3 B3840 (3 34,500 1-Apr-D6 ] LT SPA (CV. K-H, O-P SPAs)
s 200,635 | § 20,000 1-Apr 06 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
128375 |8 500,000 1-Apr-06 30-Jun06 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
3 37,900 | § 70,000 T-Apr-06 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H_O-P SPAs)
3 = 13 40,000 1-Apr-08 31-Dec-11 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
3 = 13 20,000 1-Apr-08 31-Dec-11 LT SPA [CV K-H, O-P SPAs)
3 - 18 6,000 1-Apr08 31-Dec-11 LT 5PA (CV, K-H, O-P GPAs)
= 165,000 1-Dec08 30-Jun08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
2 850001  1-Deol8 b0 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-F SPAs)
- 40,000 LY SPA (K-H, O-P SPAs)
2212,309 1324000
4,136,309
3 =iy 1280000 L 20AgE LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
s - 15 570,000 Y-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
3 [} 600,000 1~dan-10 20-Aug-12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
- 6,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aug-1 SPC and LT, CV, K-H, OF
- 18,000 ~Jan-10 20-Aasg-1 LT SPA [CV, KH_ O-P 5PAs)
- 18,000 ~Jan-10 H0-Aug1 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P 5PAs)
- 32 000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug12 SPC and LT, GV, KeH, OF
- 80,000 ~Jan-10 Hhug12 LT SPA
3 2,700,000
3 - I8 45,000 i-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 Durham Regan
3 45,000
Kawartha-Hallburton SPA GRAND TOTAL £ 13,718,083
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL ] 29.217,138
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL s 17ATIAST
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL s 11,612,000
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL s 195,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL s 55497622

Source: Trent Conservaion Coaliion Source Protection Commitise. Kawartha-Haliburion Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. [July 17, 2008),
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TABLE 27B: O ETERBOROUGH PROTECTION AREA
BUDGET Timeline
| Assesment Report (AR) Tasks mh Esti i St okl Lead
leﬂnlﬁm“m!ﬂhrhmw 1524517 1,170,000 05 -Dec08 LT SPA [CV_F-H_OF 5PAs)
Information ma i for the assessment repon p Dec0d LT SPA (CV, IcH, OF 5PAs)
Undariaking commurications infatves for e assessmen repo m ] 570,000 05 1-Dec-09 LTSPA (CV, K-H_O-P SPAs)
a watershed 777,192 - % CV_K-H, LT _O-P SPAs
302348 = Api-05 [T SPA [V, KoFL O SPAs]
402,450 173,692 Apr07 31-Dec-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-F SPAs)
- 330,000 -Jul-08 30-Jun-09 L A | K-H, O-f As)
- - E sgnicv! FcH, O-F SPAs)
5 80,000 -Apr-08 31-Dec08 LT SPA (CV,_F-H, O-F 5PAa)
= 40,000 Api09 31-Dec09_ 5 E-T‘ﬁ; F-H, _O-F SPAs)
- 4,000 Apr08 31-Dec09 LT SPA (CV, F-H, O-F 5PAs)
- 12,000 Jan09 31-Mar-09 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O-P SPAS)
- 40,000 ~Jan-09 30-Jun-08 L (EV, K-H, O SPhs)
p 4,000 Jan09 30-Jun-08 LT SPA (CV, K-H, O SPAS)
F 40,000 7 F1-Dec 0B )
- |3 780, -Jan-1 LT SPA [CV, F-H OF SFAs)
361108218 3,223,692
6,834,774
s T I 50,000 TANO7 30-Jun-09 City of Kawartha Lakes
s EE] 3 m% TApOT 30-Jun-08 ity of Kawartha Lakes
3 E 3 24 1Ap-07 30-Jun-09 Fawartha Lakes
3 118,500 20,000 Ap D7 30-Jun-08 of Kawaitha Lakes
5 95,000 | § 210,000 1-ApI-07 30-Jun-08
3 25500 § 14,000 TApr-07T 30-Jun09 City of Kawartha Lakes
$  aos42|s 38,000 -ApO7 30-Jun-05 Dusham Region
3 119.861] § 20,000 TAp07 30-Jun-08 Ri
5 52401 S 10,000 1-Apr-07 30-Jun-08 Durham Eﬁ
5 E il K3 50,000 T-Apr-08 30-Jun-09 LT SPA oF
3 1614935 Hy_j% 30-Jun-09 LT 5PA
5 [EXTEN I3 34,500 T-Apr08 30-Jun-08 L K, As)
] 200625 § 20,000 1-Ape06 30-Jun-08 LT SPI@ K-H, O-F SPAs)
s 12837508 500,000 1Ap06 30-Jun-09 LT 5PA (CV, I-H, O-P SPAs)
B 37,900 § 70,000 1-Apr-06 30-Jun-09 LT SPA (CV, IcH, O-P SPAs)
3 (S 40,000 TAp-08 31-Dec11 LT SPA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAs)
S o 20,000 1-Ap08 31-Dec-11 LT SPA OF
i3 S 6,000 T-Apr-08 31-Dec11 LT SPA (CV )
7 165,000 1-Dec08 30-Jun-08 LT 5PA [CV, K-H, O-P SPAa]
- €5 000 1Dec08 30-hun 08 LT SPA (CV, K-H OF SPAs
- 40,000 LT SPA [K-H,_O-P 5PAa)
2712308 1,924
4,136,200
3 = 7,280,000 1Jan-10 20Aug 12 LT SPA[CV, IH, O-P SPAs)
] - I3 570,000 1Jan-10 20-Aug12 LT SPA (CV, K-H, OF SP,
s =13 600,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug 12 LTSPA !_EV %}. oF ﬁ
= 56,000 Jan-10 20Aug12 SPC and LT, CV, K-H, 0P
: 76,000 SJan-10 I0Aug 12 [ OF SPAs)
- 16,000 Jan-10 12 LTSPA OF SPAs
% %% ~Jan-10 %}2 and ¥CH, 0P
- X ~an-10 20-Aug12 A
g 2,700,000
3 Pl a5 000 T-Jan-10 20-Aug12 Durham Region
5
Otonabee-Peterborough SPA REGION TOTAL s 13,716,083
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL 5 20.217,135
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL s 17,473,487
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL H 11,612,000
SPR MUNICIPAL SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL 5 195,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL H 58,497,522

Source: Trent Conservaton Coalition Source Prolection Commities. Otonabee-Peterborough Source Protection Area Terms of Reference, (July 17, 2008),
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TABLE 28B: QUINTE REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

“BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Report Tasks Co;n;l;:.::l: In Eatimatsd Start Complation Lead
Coordinating and supporting projects for the ment report $ 1617039 | § 1,001,133 4-Jul-05 30-Oct-09 QC SPA
Information management for the t report preparati 3 85811 $ 25,000 1-Apr-05 30-Oct-09 Qc SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the t report 422271 % 30,000 1-Apr-05 30-Oct-09 QC SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization 38,538 1-Sep-05 31-Mar-08 QC SPA
Conducting a conceptual water budget 210,350 30-Jun-05 12-Jan-07 QC SPA
Conducling a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 179120 | $ 70,000 1-Apr-06 31-Mar-09 QC SPA
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment 3 - $ 96,000 2-Jun-08 31-Mar-09 QcC SPA
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk asse
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs $ 6,946 1-Apr-06 31-Mar-08 QC SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs $ - $ - 1-Oct-08 30-Sep-09 QC SPA
A ing risks in HVAs
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 486,014 155,000 various 31-Mar-09 QC SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 283,069 96,000 various 31-Mar-09 QcC SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 38216 | § 114,000 various 31-Mar-09 QC SPA
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs
Consultation on the overall proposed t report $ 35,000 20-Oct-08 20-Oct-08 QC SPA
Other Ass Report Preparation Task: Water quantity analysis
A ment Report SUB TOTAL $ 2,987,330 | § 1,712,133
A t Report TOTAL $ 4,699,463
|Source Protection Plan Tasks
Coordinating and su s for the source protection plan (SPP) $ - E 2,190,000 2-Nov-09 21-Aug-12 QC SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan $ < 70,000 20-Aug-09 20-Aug-12 QC SPA
Information management for source i nﬂon 50,000 20-Aug-08 20-Aug-12 QC SPA
|Estabhshm§ evaluation criteria for seiedm; ts of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to mm&te SPP based on risk assessments in AR
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in - 20-Aug-08 20-Aug-12 QC SPA
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) - 20-Aug-09 20-Aug-12 QC SPA
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 3 - 20-Aug-09 20-Aug-12 QC SPA
Eslabltshlng lines for policy implementation $ - 20-Aug-09 20-Aug-12 Qac SPA
tion on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 70,000 20-Aug-09 20-Aug-12 Qc sPA
O‘Iher Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Misc unknown costs associated with Rules not yet
roum Protection Plan TOTAL $ 2,380,000
Quinte Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 7,079,463 7,156,461 in TOR
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 4,699,463
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 2,380,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 7,079,463

Source: Quinte Region Source Protection Committee. Quinte Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug. 2008).




TABLE 29B: RIDEAU VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Report Tasks Completed [ In Estimated Costs Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report § 895,180 | § 800,000 1-Jan-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Information g t for the t report preparati 60,577 24,000 -Apr-05 31-Dec-08 CA staff
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report E 14247 | § 57,500 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Undertaking a watershed characterization 39,368 | ¢ - 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Conducting a conceptual water budget 201,865] § 7,500 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and siress assessment 157.817 = 31-Mar-07 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress it 3 - ] 37,500 1-Oct-08 31-Dec-09 CA staff
i i i risk assessment
hazards in HVAs and SGRAs
i g hazards in WHPAs and IPZs 3 416034 | § 56,000 31-Mar-06 31-Dec-09 CA staff
[Assess risk in \M-IP.M or IPZs $ - $ 210,000 31-Mar-09 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Consuiltation on the overall proposed assessment report
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Kemptville and Merrickville Groundwater s 230,981 | § 6,500 1-Sep-06 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Other A t Report Preparation Task: Richmond (King's Park) and M Hamlet 23,640 | § 4,290 1-Jun-07 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Other Assessment R P ion Task: Aquifer Vulnerability S 3 9,095 - 1-Jan-07 31-Dec-09 CA, staff
Other A t Report Preparation Task: Perth and Smith Falls Surface Water Vulnerability 3 157,900 26,070 1-Jun-08 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Public Consultation [ - E 35,000 1-Jan-09 31-Dec-09 CA staff
|Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 3 2,206,704 1,264,360
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 3,471,064
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems
'Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Weslport Groundwater Vulnerability Study 80,994 | § 49,500 1-Sep-08 31-Dec-09 Village of West Port with CA assistance
ion Task: Ottawa River Surface Water Vulnerability Study 3 207,500 | § 46,500 1-Jun-07 31-Dec-08 City of Ottawa with CA assistance
t Report SUB TOTAL 288,494 | § 96,000
[ 384,494
Source Protection Plan Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) 3 1.062,500 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
Undertaking cc ications initiatives for the source protection plan $ 77,500 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
Information for source protection plan aration 5 36,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact ts of draft paolicies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk nents in AR
Policy development to address chnklgg water threats |where required and/or permissible in cost in above $ - 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-12 SPC
Poliqr develog t for itoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) cost in above $ - 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-12 SPC
d for Great Lakes elements (where requir issible in Act & Regs)
Establishing timelines for policy lrnp_lementnﬁon (Lake Ontario sources)
Establishing timelines for 3 - 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-12 SPC
Consultation on the wermowd source protection plan
|WHSWPMNHNMTM: Public Consultation $ 45,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
urce P Plan AL $ 1,221,000
Rideau Valley SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 5,076,558
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 6,347,638
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 384,494
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 2,442,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL H 9,174,132

Source: Mississippi-Rideau Source Protection Region. Rideau Valley Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July 18, 2008).
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TABLE 20B: MISSISSIPPI VALLEY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeli
A Report Tasks Completed / In . Lead
P Estimated Costs Start Completion
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report $ B95.180] § 800,000 1-Jan-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
|Inforrnat'|on mwfwﬂw assessment report preparation $ BOS77 | $ 24,000 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-08 CA staff
Und ot ications initiatives for the report ] 14247 § 57,500 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Undartalugg a watershed characterization $ 39368 | % - 1-Apr-05 31-Dec09 CA staff
Conducting a conceptual water budget - $ 201865]| § 7,500 1-Apr-05 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 157817 § - 31-Mar-07 31-Dec-09 CA staft
Conducting a tier 2 water is and stress assessment 3 - $ 37,500 1-Oct-08 31-Dec09 CA staff
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs and SGRAs 1-Oct-07 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Assessing risks in HVAs and SGRAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs $ 178,300 § 24,000 1-Apr-07 31-Dec-09 CA staff
(Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 3 - 3 90,000 31-Mar-09 31-Dec-10 CA staff
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Almonte Groundwater Vulnerability Study $ 216751 8 3,500 1-Sep-06 31-Dec-09 CA staff
O‘Iher Assessment Report Preparation Task: Carp Groundwater Vulnerability Study $ 11,820 § 2,145 1-Jun-07 31-Dec-09 CA staff
A Report Preparation Task: Village of Lanark Groundwater Vulnerability Study § - $ 113,500 1-Jun-08 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Olhef Assessment Report Preparation Task: Carlton Place Surfac.e Water Vulnerability Study | $ 78950 | $ 13,035 31-Mar-06 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Groundwater V! bility Study § 9095|8§ - 1-Jan-07 31-Dec09 CA staff
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Public Consultation ] - 5 35,000 1-Jan-09 31-Dec-09 CA staff
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL 1,668,894 | § 1,207,680
Assessment Report TOTAL ] 2,876,574
|Source Protection Plan Tasks
W for the source p ion plan (SPP) $ 1,062,500 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
Undert communications initiatives for the source prolection $ 77,500 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
Information m: t for source $ 36,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
|Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
|Adminisirative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or [ issible in cost in above $ - 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-12 SPC
Policy develop for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs cost in above $ = 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-12 sSPC
Policy development for Great Lakes el (where required/permissible in Act & Regs)
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources)
IEstabltshEg timelines for policy implementation 3 - 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-12 SPC
on the overall proposed source p ion plan
Other Source Protection Plan P ion Task: Public Consultation $ 45,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 SPC
|Soum Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,221,000
! Mississippi Valley SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,097,574
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 6,347,638
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 384,494
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 2,442,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 9,174,132

S . Mississippi-Rideau Source P ion Region. Mississippi Valley Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July 18, 2008).
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TABLE 31B: CATARAQUI REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET
Assesment Report Tasks Co;nzl:rt::l: In Estimated Start Completion Lead
Cuordmahgg and supporting projects for the assessment report $ 2,053,590 3-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 CAR SPA
Inf manag 1 for the assessment report preparation $ 82,351 3-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 CAR SPA
Undertalu[g communications initiatives for the assessment report $ 59,670 3-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 CAR SPA
Undertal a watershed characterization $ 26,255 3-Jan-05 31-Mar-08 CAR SPA
Conducting a conceptual water budget $ 155,596 3-Jan-05 30-Mar-07 CAR SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and siress as it $ 160,726 2-Apr-07 30-Jun-09 CAR SPA
Conducling a tier 2 water budget analysis and siress i $ " 195,850 2-Jun-08 31-Dec-08 CAR SPA
Conducling a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk
Delineating and applying vt bility scores to HVAs 145,674 1-Mar-07 31-Mar-12 CAR SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs 20,000 2-Apr-07 30-Jan-09 CAR SPA
[Assessing risks in HVAS - 1-Oct-08 31-Jul09 CAR SPA
ng vulnerability scores to SGRAs 3 - 1-Mar-07 31-Mar-10 CAR SPA
Aid_ef_mfmg‘ ing issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs 3 - 2-Apr-07 30-Jan-09 CAR SPA
Assessing risk in SGRAs 3 - 1-Oct-08 31-Jul-09 CAR SPA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 3 548,868 various CAR SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying t and ing hazards in WHPAS or IPZs 83,070 3-Apr-06 31-Oct-08 CAR SPA
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 41,850 3-Apr-06 31-Dec-08 CAR SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 87,330 2-Apr-07 30-Jan-09 CAR SPA
Assess risk in WHPASs or IPZs § 300,674 2-Apr-07 31-Jul-09 CAR SPA
Consultation on the overall proposed as t report 20,500 1-Apr-08 31-Mar-10 CAR SPA
O‘Ihar Assessment Report Preparation Task: 133,782 15-Nov-07 31-Mar-10 CAR SPA
A t Report Preparation Task: Additional Tier 2 WQRA re h on threats that may 3 50,000 1-Apr-10 31-Mar-11 CAR SPA
Omar Assessment Report Preparation Task: Proposed pilot project: appropriate methods to $ 50,000 2-Jun-08 30-Sep-09 CAR SPA
t Report SUB TOTAL $ 181,852 | § 4,033,934
[As t Report TOTAL $ 4,215,786
|Source Protection Plan Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source pmtachon ptan (SPP) $ 915,600 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan 47,000 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Information management for source protection plan preparation 10,400 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact ts of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk ts in AR T
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in $ 85,525 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Po development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ 85,525 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 3 85,525 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Lake Ontario sources; $ 85,525 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Establishing timelines for policy implementation (Groundwaler sources
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 21,900 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: 3 159,800 20-Aug-12 CAR SPA
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 1,496,800
Cataraqui Region SPA GRANDTOTAL : ] 5,712,586
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 4,215,786
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,496,800
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 5,712,586

Source: Cataraqui Source Protection Committee. Cataraqui Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (June 30, 2008).




TABLE 32B: RAISIN REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET meline
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Costs Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report S 1,404 500 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Information management for the assessment report preparation 200,000 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment repo 5 176,500 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Undertaking a watershed characterization s 2151418 - 1-Oct-06 1-Mar-08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a conceptual water budge 88,908 | § - 1-Oct-06 1-Jun-08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment 6501218 - 1-May-07 1-Aug-08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment - 150000 1-Jun-08 1-Dec08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment 3 - TBD TBD 18D RR-SN SPAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 6,666 - 1-Sep-07 -Oct-08 RR-SN SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs - 13,333 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Assessing risks in HVAS = 3,333 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 6,666 - 1-Sep-07 1-Oct-08 RR-SN SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs - 11,668 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs - 3,333 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPASs or IPZs £
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
Assess risk in WHPAS or IPZs
onsultation on the overall proposed assessment repo
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Non-municipal drinking water systems $ - $ 6.666 TBD TBD RR-SN SPAs
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems (Groundwater'
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 213571 | § - 1-Jul-06 1-Sep-08 RR-SN SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 83,200 | § - 1-Jul-06 1-Dec-08 RR-SN SPAs
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 39,000 | 3 = 1-Jul-06 1-Dec-08 RR-SN SPAs
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment repo 3 - |3 3,333 1-Sep-08 1-Dec-09 RR-SN SPAs
Munh:lpnl Raldlnﬂal Dﬂnldn_g er Systems {swfuce Water]
g 312,857 - 1-Jul-06 1-Apr-08 RR-SN SPAs
197,862 - 1-Jul-06 1-Oct-08 RR-SN SPAs
79,923 = 1-Jul-06 1-Oct-08 RR-SN SPAs
- 3 3333 1-Sep-08 1-Dec-08 RR-SN SPAs
1,115179 [ § 1,975,997
3,091,176
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 770,192 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan 88,000 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Information management for source protection plan preparatio 50,000 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies) E 10,000 Mar-09 1-May-09 SPC
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR E 6,666 Mar-09 1-May-09 SPC
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in 6,666 1-Sep-09 1-Mar-10 SPC
Policy development to address funding requirement for implementation of SPP 3 6,666 1-Jan-09 1-Jan-10 SPC
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) - 6,666 -Nov-09 1-May-10 SPC
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 13,333 -Nov-09 1-Aug-10 SPC
Establishing timelines for policy implementation 566 -Nov-10 1-Feb-11 SPC
(Consultation on the overall propo source protection plan 666 -Feb-1 1-May-11 SPC
(Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Cannot define specific tasks at this time 666 TBD TBD SPC
Source Protection Plan TOTAL 978,187
Raisin Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,069,363
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 8,585,353
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL H 1,996,276
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 10,581,729

Source: Raisin-South Nation Source Protection Committee. Raisin Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug. 21, 2008),
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TABLE 33B: SOUTH NATION REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET T
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Extimated Costs Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the assessment report E 1,404 500 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Information man. nt for the assessment ration $ 200,000 ongoeing RR-SN SPAs
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report 176,500 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Undertaking a watershed characterization E 21,514 - 1-Oct-06 1-Mar-08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a conceptual water budget 177,817 - 1-Oct-06 1-Jun-08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a tier 1 water analysis and stress assessment 130,024 - 1-May-07 1-Aug-08 RR-SN SPAs
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment § - 150000 1-Jun-08 1-Dec-09 RR-SN SPAs
[Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quanlity risk assessment - TBD TBD TBD RR-SN SPAs
Delineating and m’ vuinerability scores to HVAs - 13,333 § - 1-Sep-07 1-Oci-08 RR-SN SPAs
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs - 26,666 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
A 556 ridﬂ In HVAS - 6,666 1-Sep-0 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs 13,333 - 1-Sep-07 1-Oct-08 RR-SN SPAs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs - 3 23,333 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Assessing risk in SGRAs = 3 6,666 1-Sep-08 1-Mar-09 RR-SN SPAs
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
sess risk in WHPAS or IPZs
(Consultation on the overall prop it report -
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Non-municipal drinking water systems $ - $ 13,333 TED TBD RR-SN SPAs
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Syste (Groundwater
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or |IPZs 1,281,428 1-Jul-06 1-Feb-09 RR-S5N SPAs
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 499,200 1-Jul-06 1-Mar-0¢ RR-SN SPAs
s risk in WHPAs or IPZs 234,000 1-Jul-06 1-Sep-09 RR-SN SPAs
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment repo 6,666 1-Oct-08 1-Jan-10 RR-S5N SPAs
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems (Surface Water
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs ] 584,000 | § - 1-Jul-06 1-Apr-08 RR-SN SPAs
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 369,342 - 1-Jul-06 1-Dec-08 RR-SN SPAs
55 risk in WHPAs or IPZs 149,180 - 1-Jul-06 1-Jan-08 RR-SN SPAs
Cnmmnunmaovaml oposed it report - 6,666 1-Sep-08 1-Jan-10 RR-SN SPAs
Assessment Report SUB TOTA 1,458,553 4,035,624
Assessment Report TOTAL 5,494,177
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
|Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 3 770,192 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan 3 88,000 ongoing RR-SN SPAs
Information management for source prote plan preparation 50,000 ongoing L RR-S5N SPAs
stablishi mmmm s€ 8s (impact assessments of draft policies) 10,000 Aug-09 1-Dec-08 SPC
|Administrative priority sefting of work required lo complete SPP based on risk assessments in 13,333 May-09 1-Mar-10 SPC
Poli slop wddress drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in 13,333 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-11 SPC
Po&ydowlgpnmmmusmk\g qui for impl ion of SPP 13,333 1-Jan-09 1-Jan-10 SPC
Policy d D for monitoring (where re ed, advisable andlor permissible in Act & Regs) 13,333 1-May-10 1-May-11 SPC
Policy developme u&mm:m where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 5,666 1-Oct-10 1-Jan-11 SPC
Establishing timelines for policy implementatior 13,333 1-Dec-11 1-Apr-11 SPC
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection p 13,333 1-May-11 1-Aug-11 SPC
Other Source Protection Plan Preparatior Tast(:annotdefma pecific tasks at this time 13,333 TED TBD SPC
Source Protection Plan TOTAI 1,018,189
|
South Nation SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 6,512,366
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 8,585,353
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,996,376
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 10,581,729

Source: Raisin-South Nation Source Protection Committee. South Nation Source Protection Area

Terms of Reference. (Aug. 21, 2008).
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TABLE 34B: LAKEHEAD REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estimated Start Completion taod
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the it report 3 943,967 | § 1,099,600 3-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 LR SPA
|Information management for the t report preparation § 177,713 111,640 1-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 LR SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report b 62,219 73.000 3-Jan-05 31-Mar-10 LR SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization 2450 - 3-Oct-05 31-Mar-08 LR SPA
Conducting a conceptual water budget 69273 | $ - 1-Aug-06 30-Jun-07 LR SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress t 24590 | $ 18,715 1-Feb-07 30-Aug-08 LR SPA
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment
Delineating and applying wul bility scores to HVAs
|!dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs
sessing risks in HVAs
[Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs
Identifying issues, i ying threats and ing hazards in SGRAs
A ing risk in SGRAs
Delineating and applying wulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report $ = $ 55,400 1-Jan-09 31-Mar-10 LR SPA
Other A t Report Preparation Task: $ = $ 96,000 |- 20-Oct-08 31-Mar-10 LR SPA
Municipal Residential Drinking Water Systems
Delineating and ing vulnerability scores to WHPASs or IPZs $ 88817 [ § 53,828 1-Jun-06 31-Dec-09 City of Thunder Bay, Municipality of Oliver Paipoonge, LR SPA
Identifying issues, inven threats and asses hazards in WHPAS or IPZs | § 83271 § 54,643 1-Jun-06 31-Dec-09 City of Thunder Bay, Municipality of Oliver Paipoonge, LR SPA
A risk in WHPASs or IPZs 10,987 | § 107,525 18-May-07 31-Dec-09 City of Thunder Bay, Municipality of Oliver Paipoonge, LR SPA
A { Report SUB TOTAL ] 1,463,287 | § 1,670,351
A ment Report TOTAL 3 3,133,638
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan 1,237,050 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
Undertakmg wrnmuml:uhnns initiatives fat 1he source protection plan 94,290 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
plan preparation 144,200 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
|Es!abllsh|gg evaluaﬁon u‘ﬂeﬁa for selm policies (impact assessments of draft
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk
Policy di ent to address drinking water threats (where ired and/or $ - 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or issibl $ - 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
Policy develop t for Great Lakes alemems gvd'lers requ wed!penmssuhls in Act
Establishing timelines for policy i $ - 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection plan 3 64,000 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Cannot define specific tasks at ] 112,000 3-Jan-11 20-Aug-12 LR SPA
Source Protection Plan TOTAL ] 1,651,540
Lakehead Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,785,178
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 3,133,638
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,651,540
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 4,785,178

Source: Lakehead Source Protection Committee. Lakehead Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (June 20, 2008).




TABLE 35B: SAULT STE. MARIE REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET li
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estinated Costs Start Completion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the t report $ 1317046 | § 1,848,200 7-Mar-05 5-Jan-1 SSMR SPA
Jlnforma‘lim management for the t report preparati 3 93,362 | § 20,000 16-May-05 5-Jan-1 SSMR SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the nt report 49,548 12,500 7-Mar-05 5-Jan-12 SSMR SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization 3,500 1,800 1-Sep-05 30-Jun-08 SSMR SPA
Conducting a MWM 3 111,697 | § - 9-Jan-06 1-Apr-07 SSMR SPA
Conducting a tier t analysis and stress assessment 3 96,824 | 8 21,800 1-Dec-06 30-Aug-08 SSMR SPA
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress 3 - 5 - 1-Mar-07 30-Aug-08 SSMR SPA
|Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk ¥ $ 121,310 1-Jul-08 30-Aug-09 SSMR SPA
Delineating and applying wulnerability scores to HVAs ] - $ 5,000 3-Jul-07 31-Dec-08 SSMR SPA
|\dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs e
Assessing risks in HVAs - ] 7,500 1-Dec-08 31-Aug-09 SSMR SPA
| Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs - 200,000 11-Aug-08 31-Dec-08 3SMR SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs 1,680 11,500 2-Apr-07 31-Aug-09 SMR SPA
A ing risk in SGRAs - 7.500 -Dec-08 31-Aug-09 SMR SPA
Delineating and ing vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs - 5,000 5-Jun-06 -Dec-08 SMR SPA
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs - 10,000 7-Nov-07 -Aug-09 SMR SPA
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs - - ] 10,000 7-Nov-07 1-Aug-09 SMR SPA
Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report - 3 10,000 4-Aug-08 1-Jan-10 SSMR SPA
Other Assessment Preparation Task:
A t Report SUB TOTAL $ 1,673,657 | § 2,492,110
.Asussment Report TOTAL $ 4,165,767
rce Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan
U ications initiatives for the source protecti
red to complete SPP based on risk assessments in AR
drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 15,000 v-09 15-Jan-1: SSMR SPA
pment for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) 15,000 -Nov-09 15-Jan- SSMR SPA
bmeal Lakes L (where required/permissible in Act & Regs) 15,000 Nov-09 15-Jan- SSMR SPA
leme L E 15,000 2-Nov-09 15-Jan-12 SSMR SPA
proj
Other Source Protection Plan Prep $ 20,000 1-Apr-08 15-Jan-12 SSMR SPA
ource Protection Plan TOTAL $ 80,000
I
Sault Ste. Marie Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,245,767
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 4,165,767
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 80,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 4,245,767

Source: Sault Ste. Marie Region Source Protection Committee. Sault Ste. Marie Region Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (Aug. 19, 2008).
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TABLE 36B: MATTAGAMI REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET Timeline
Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Com: In Estimated CDm " Lead
C g and supporting projects for the t report $ 2,113,004 30-Oct-08 MR SPA
Inf g for the it report preparati $ 467,103 30-Oct-09 MR SPA
Undertaking ications i ives for the ‘légoﬂ $ 60,069 30-Oct-09 MR SPA and SPC
Undertaking a hed ch izati $ 18,511 &-Mar-08 MR SPA
Conducting a | water budget 3 35,176 24-Jul-07 MR SPA
Conds a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessm $ 41,876 26-Oct-07 MR SPA
C g a tier 2 water budget is and stress
C g a tier 3 water budget is and water quantity risk
D g and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs s 12,000 9-Apr-09 MR SPA
Idenufymg issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPASs or IPZs $ 8,000 31-Dec-08 MR SPA
(Consultation on the overall proposed assessment report
Other A Report Preparation Task: Water quantity analysi 3 8,000 31-Dec-08 MR SPA
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 116,562 | § 2,648,176
|Assessment Report TOTAL $ 2,764,738
JMM& Residential Drinking Water System Tasks
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAs $ 8,000 31-Dec-08 City of Timmins
A ing risks in HVAs s 8,000 31-Dec-08 City of Timmins
lying vuinerability scores to SGRAs s 12,000 9-Apr-08 City of Timmins
Identifying issues, i ying threats and ing hazards in SGRAs $ 8,000 31-Dec-08 City of Timmins
Assessing risk in SGRAs $ 8,000 31-Dec-08 City of Timmins
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAS or IPZs s 15,492 S-Apr-08 City of Timmins
Identifying issues, i ying threats and g in WHPASs or IPZs $ 8,000 31-Dec-08 City of Timmins
ess risk in WHPAs or IPZs $ 16,511 4-Aug-08 City of Timmins
Municipal Assessment SUB TOTAL 3 44003 | § 40,000
Municipal Assessment TOTAL $ 84,003
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
C 'nuling and snppﬂ'ﬁng proj for the source pr ion plan $ 750,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPA
U initiatives for the source protection plan $ 120,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPA
Informabon management for source protection plan preparation 1 40,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPA
E: ing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact of draft p
Administrative priority setting of work req to complete SPP based on risk in AR
Policy devel to inking water threats Mlnm mqmmd andlor ible in Act/Regs) 5 25,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPC
Policy d for monitoring (where required, advi: andlor p in Act & Regs) $ 25,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPC
Policy f for Great Lakes (where required/y in Act & Regs) 17-Aug-12 MR SPC
Establishing timelines for policy u-nplmemﬁon gLah.e omam sources) $ 20,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPC
IE ishing ~3 for policy § )
Consultation on the overall propoaed source proladion plan 5 20,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPA
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Misc unknown costs associated with Rules not yet available $ 25,000 17-Aug-12 MR SPA
|Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 1,025,000
Mattagami Region SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 3,873,741
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 2,764,738
SPR MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 84,003
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,025,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 3,873,741

Source: Mattagami Region Source P

i Source Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (July 18, 2008).
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TABLE 37B: GREATER SUDBURY SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET i
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Completed / In Estinsted Costa start GCofripletion Lead
Progress
Coordinating and supporti j for the assessment re s 1,370,843| § 363,249 1-Jan-05 31-Dec-09 GS SPA
Jinformation management for the assessment report preparation § 428,665| $ 15,000 -Jan-05 31-Dec-09 GS SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the assessment report 51535 § 18,750 ~Jan-05 31-Dec-09 GS SPA
Undertaking a wals d characterization 3 33,534 1-Apr-05 30-Apr-08 GS SPA
Conducting a conceptual water budget ] 99,052 1-Ocl-05 30-Jun-06 GS SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget an. and stress assessment E: 167,374 1-Aug-06 29-Feb-08 GS SPA
Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress assessment $ 197,147 1-Mar-08 1-Jun-09 GS SPA
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk t 139,885 1-Jan-09 30-Sep-09 GS SPA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to HVAs 4,000 5,000 1-Sep-08 1-Sep-09 GS SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in HVAs 4000] § 5,000 1-Sep-08 -Sep-09 GS SPA
Assessing risks in HVAs 3.000 5,000 1-Sep-08 -Sep-09 GS SPA
ing vulnerability scores 1o SGRAS 2,000 5,000 1-Sep-08 -Sep-09 GS SPA
Jidentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs 4,000/ § 5,000 1-Sep-08 -Sep-09 S SPA
Assessing risk in SGRAs 3000( % 5,000 1-Se 1-Sep-09 S SPA
ing and ility scores to WHPAs or IPZs. 3 310,388 37,500 1-Mar-06 1-Sep-09 S SPA
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and ing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 1 172,806 37,500 1-Mar-07 1-Sep-09 GS SPA
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 5 91,360 37,500 1-Mar-07 1-Sep-09 GS SPA
Consultation on the overall proposed report $ = .000 1-Jun-08 31-Dec-09 GS SPA
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Provision for unanticipated tasks $ = 1,000 1-Apr-08 31-Dec-09 GS SPA
Assessment Report SUB TOTAL $ 2,942,704 681,384
Assessment Report TOTAL 3,624,088
First Nations Assessment Report (AR) Task
Other Assessment Report Preparation Task: Pre ing for Wahnapitae FN drinking water system $ 25000] § - 1-Apr-08 31-Mar-09 Wahnapitae FN
Assessment Report TOTAL $ 25,000
Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan -] 1,735,675 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-11 GS SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan -15 74,533 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-1: GS SPA
Information management for source protection plan preparation - 69,626 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-1 GS SPA
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact assessments of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to complete SPP based on risk ts in AR
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) $ -1s 168,750 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GS SPC
Policy development for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs) $ -18 168,750 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GS SPC
Policy development for Great Lakes elements (where required/permissible in Act & Regs)
Establishing timelines for policy implementatio 3 -1s 24,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GS SPA
Consultation on the overall proposed source protection pla -13 15,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GS SPC
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Exira SPC meetings for policy development = i 243,294 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 GS SPA
Source Protection Plan TOTAL $ 2,499,628
First Nations Source Protection Plan (SPP) Tasks
Other Source Protection Plan Preparation Task: Technical studies and developing policies for the 5 -1 300,000 1-Jan-10 20-Aug-12 Wahnapitae FN
ource Protec n $ 300,000
I Greater Sudbury District SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 6,448,716
e SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 3,624,088
SPR FIRST NATIONS ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $§ 25,000
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 2,499,628
SPR FIRST NATIONS SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL § 300,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 6,448,716 -

Source: Greater Sudbury Source Protection Committee. Greater Sudbury District Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (May 22, 2008).
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TABLE 38B: NORTH BAY-MATTAWA REGION SOURCE PROTECTION AREA

BUDGET lii
|Assesment Report (AR) Tasks Co:lphtod Iin Estimated Start Completion Lead
rogress
Coordinating and supporting projects for the t report ] 1,371,400 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Information mana for the assessment report preparation $ 262,000 20-Oct-08 NB-M SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the report ] 235,000 20-Ocl-09 NB-M SPA
Undertaking a watershed characterization 54,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Conducting a conceptual water budget 99,370 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Conducting a tier 1 water budget analysis and stress assessment ] 156,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
{Conducting a tier 2 water budget analysis and stress as t ] 78,500 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk as t
Delineating and applying vuinerability scores to HVAs [ 8,200 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
|!dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in HVAS § 15,200 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Assessing risks in HVAs 10,200 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
| Applying vulnerability scores to SGRAs .200 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Identifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in SGRAs ,200 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Assessing risk in SGRAs 0,200 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs
dentifying issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs
C itation on the overall proposed assessment report $ 70,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Other A t Report Preparation Task:
Conducting a tier 3 water budget analysis and water quantity risk assessment $ 30,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Delineating, Identifying issues, invento threats and asse: hazards in WHPAs or IPZs $ 211,413 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Assess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 51,267 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Delineating and applying vulnerability scores to WHPAs or IPZs 20,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
Ildanm issues, inventorying threats and assessing hazards in WHPAs or IPZs 12,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
sess risk in WHPAs or IPZs 8,000 20-Oct-09 NB-M SPA
A ment Report TOTAL $ 2,728,150
Iﬁme Protection Plan Tasks
Coordinating and supporting projects for the source protection plan (SPP) 3 617,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPA
Undertaking communications initiatives for the source protection plan 3 162,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPA
Information management for source protection plan preparation 3 150,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPA
Establishing evaluation criteria for selecting policies (impact ass ts of draft policies)
Administrative priority setting of work required to plete SPP based on risk ts in AR
it to address drinking water ihm_ul'lem required and/or issible in Act/Regs) $ 61,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPC
lopment for monitori ere admsable andhr issible in Act 8\ Regs $ 61,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPC
ment for Great Lakes elements in Act &
Establishing timelines for implementation (Lake Onl.mo SOUTCes!
Eslablishlng timelines for policy implementation $ 62,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPC
Itation on the overall proposed source protection plan $ 60,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPA
OlherSmm:s Protection Plan Preparation Task:
Policy development to address drinking water threats (where required and/or permissible in Act/Regs) 135,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPC
Policy d ment for monitoring (where required, advisable and/or permissible in Act & Regs| 55,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPC
Estahlishing timelines for %ﬁ iMntnﬁm 30,000 20-Aug-12 NB-M SPC
ource n 1,393,000
North Bay-Mattawa SPA GRAND TOTAL $ 4,121,150
SPR ASSESSMENT REPORT TOTAL $ 2,728,150
SPR SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN TOTAL $ 1,393,000
SPR GRAND TOTAL $ 4,121,150

Source: North Bay - Mattawa Source Protection Committee. North Bay-Mattawa Source Protection Area Terms of Reference. (June 18, 2008).
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Protection Region Web Site. Retrieved September 1, 2008.
http://www.ourwatershed.ca/sgb/watershed/severnsound.php

St. Clair Region Conservation Authority Web Site. Retrieved September 1, 2008.
http://www.scrca.on.ca/AboutUs.htm

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority Web Site. Retrieved September 1, 2008.
http://twahrs.vechtranet.com/twahrs/info/corporate.htm

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority Web Site. Retrieved September 1, 2008.
http://www.thamesriver.on.ca/About_Us/about.htm
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TABLE 1: Summary of Source Protection Regions and Source Protection Areas

SPRID SPR Name SPAID SPA Name
1A Essex Region 1B |[Essex Region*
2B Upper Thames River
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region 3B Lower Thames Valley*
48 St. Clair Region®
; 5B Ausable Bgyﬂald‘
3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley 5 Maiand V alley”
Z 7B Saugeen Valley*
4A Saugeen, Gmypse::l::ﬁiahlonhem Bruce ) Grey Sauble®
9B Northern Bruce Peninsula
10B Grand River*
11B Catfish Creek*
o oy 12B___|Kettle Creek”
138 Long Point Region*
14B [Cakes Simcoe & Couchiching “Black River
BA South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe 15B Nottawasaga Valley*
168 Severn Sound
; 17B Toronto Region*
7A IR M TR M Rk 18B___|Cenral Lake Ontano"
198 Credit Valley*
20B Conservation Halton*
8A Halton-Hamilton ZE Hamiton*
9A Niagara Peninsula 228 Niagara Penninsula®
738 Lower Trent”
4B Crowe Valley*
10A Trent Conservation Coalition 5B Ganaraska Region*
6B Kawartha-Haliburton*
?8 Otonabee-Peterborough*
11A Quinte Region Quinte Conservation”
12A Mississippi-Rideau 25§ Rideau Valley”
308 Mississippi Valley*
13A Cataraqui Region 318 Cataraqui Region*
: ; 328 [Raisin Region*
14A Raisin Region South Nation 330 [South Nallon
15A Lakehead Region 348 Lakenead Region®
168A Sault Ste Marie Region 35_B Sault Ste Marie Region®
17A Mattagami Region 368 [Mattagami Region*
18A Greater Sudbury District 378 Greater Sudbury District*
19A North Bay-Mattawa 38B North Bay-Mattawa*
Notes:

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Bold SPA is LEAD SPA in that SPR
* - denotes one of the 36 CAs

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.
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TABLE 2: Summary of Source Protection Area / Source Protection Region Land Area

% Distribution of SPA
ID  |SPA/SPR Name SPAL ST“”“ (59 |, SpR Land Area
) Across Ontario

BA South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR
17A  |Mattagami Region SPR

2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR

SA Lake Erie SPR
10A

4A

Trent Conservation Coalition SPR

Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northermn Bruce Peninsula SPR
12A  |Mississippi-Rideau SPR

18A  |Greater Sudbury District SPA

11A  |Quinte Region SPR

1 3A _ |Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR

14A  [Raisin Region South Nation SPR =i f
7A  |Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR 5094 ; 4.4

L8T

9.4%

13A _ |Cataraqui Region SPA . 3.0 9.3%
19A  |North Bay-Mattawa SPA ¢ % ; 24
15A  |Lakehead Region SPA - neon 23
9A  |Niagara Peninsula SPA [T TS 2.1
1A |Essex Region SPA 1,600 1.4
8A _|Halton-Hamifton SPR ; 1538 : 13
16A_|Sault Ste Marie Region SPA 215 0.2
Notes: Total 115,034 100 '
SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area wm areas

Graph 1: Percentage Distribution of SPA / SPR Land Area

8 South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe

& Mattagami Region SPR

OThames, Sydenham & Region SPR

DOLake Erie SPR

B Trent Conservation Coaliion SPR

@ Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northem
Bruce Peninsula SPR

B Greater Sudbury District SPA

W Quinte Region SPR

B Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley

um Region South Nation SPR

B Credit Valley, Toronto and Region,

B Cataraqui Region SPA.

B North Bay-Mattawa SPA

B Lakehead Region SPA

@ Miagara Peninsula SPA

B Essex Region SPA

O Halton-Hamilton SPR

O Sault Ste Marie Region SPA

Source: Adapted from various sources including Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents and web sites listed in Bibliography.




TABLE 3: Summary of Municipalities in S Protection Area /S

Protection Region

ID [SPA/SPR Name . : ::;if'_,;"f:““ :u?-:il:l;i:i::: ionf
SPA/SPR

10A  [Trent Conservation Coalition SPR 70 13.0

8A  |South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR 5 12.1

5A  |Lake Erie SPR 85 12.1

2A  |Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR 60 12

12A  |Mississippi-Rideau SPR 38 7.1

7A  |Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR a7 8.9

3A  |Ausable Bayfield Maitiand Valley SPR 35 65

i 14A  |Raisin Region South Nation SPR 33 81
= 4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR 31 5.8
g 11A  |Quinte Region SPR 20 a7
18A  |North Bay-Mattawa SPA 15 2.8

g 9A  |Niagara Peninsula SPA 15 28
8A |Halton-Hamilton SPR 15 28

13A  |Cataraqui Region SPA 12 22

1A |EssexRegion SPA 9 17

154  |Lakehead Region SPA 8 15

18A  |Greater Sudbury District SPA 5 0.9

16A  |Sault Ste Marie Region SPA 3 06

174 |Mattagami Region SPA 1 02

Notes: Total 537 100

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area
Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committes Terms of D See Bibliography for list

Graph 2: P
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TABLE 4: Summary of Source Protection Area / Source Protection Region Municipal Groundwater Drinking Water Systems

% Distribution of
No. of Groundwater Groundwater
ID |SPA/SPR Name Systems in SPA/ | SystemsinSPA/ | [No. of Wells in SPR
SPR SPR Across
Ontario
6A  |South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR 98 289 301
SA  |Lake Erie SPR 53 158 -
10A  |Trent Conservation Coalition SPR 38 108 82
4A  |Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northem Bruce Peninsula SPR 0 858 7
3A  |Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR 29 86 48
2A  |Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR 27 8.0 7
7A  |Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR 20 59 84
14 [Raisin Region South Nation SPR 14 41 23
18A  |Greater Sudbury District SPA 8 2.4 24
12A  |Mississipp-Rideau SPR 7 2.1 18
11A  |Quinte Region SPR 5 15 =
8A |Halton-Hamilion SPR 5 1.5 5
13A  |Cataraqui Region SPA 3 0.9 4
19A  |North Bay-Mattawa SPA 2 08 :
154  |Lakehead Region SPA 1 0.3 2
16A  [Sault Ste Marie Region SPA 1 03 6
174 |Mattagami Region SPA 0 0.0 )
1A |Essex Region SPA 0 0.0 0
9A  |Niagara Peninsula SPA 0 0.0 0
Notes: Total 339 1000 i 426
SPR - Source Protection Region 5
SPA - Source Protection Area =
(-) DENOTES not in Terms of R ,
Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of D See Bibliography for list

Graph 3: P
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TABLE 5: Summary of § Protection Area /S Protection Region Municipal Surface Water Drinking Water Syst
Graph: 4 Py Distrib of Municipal Surface Water Sy in SPASPR
% Distribution of | |
No. of Surface Surface Water | No. of Surface
ID SPA /| SPR Name Water Systems in | Systems inSPA/ | | WaterIntakes in — =
SPAISPR SPRAcross | SPA/SPR . eats
Ontario L B South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR
10A  |Trent Conservation Coalition SPR 19 148 ] 21 O Raisin Region South Naion PR
6A ]Soulhwecyl.lkn Simcoe SPR 15 "7 ' 15 O Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake
14A  [Raisin Region South Nation SPR 14 109 = g Qe P
. W Cataraqui Region SPA
7A  |Credit Valiey, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR 10 78 - 10
= 3 Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northemn Bruce
134  |Cataraqui Region SPA ] 7.0 rl 9 Perinsula SPR
| 4A  |Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Norther Bruce Peninsula SPR [ 7.0 i 10 AR g s
- 11A  |Quinte Region SPR 7 5.5 I @ Thames. Sydenham & Region SPR
o 2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR 7T 55 e 8 M Essax Region SPA
= 1A |Essex Region SPA 6 a7 g - BLake Erie SPR
I 54 Lake Erie SPR 8 47 o 8 O Magera Pervnsula SPA
9A  |Niagara Peninsula SPA 6 47 8 B Missiasippi-Rideau SPR
12A  |Mississippi-Rideau SPR 5 39 [ 5
- 8 Halton-Harriton SPR
8A  [Halton-Hamilton SPR 4 31 W 4
B Greater Sudbury District SPA
18A  |Greater Sudbury District SPA 3 23 u .
18A  |North Bay-Mattawa SPA 3 23 5 M ot B At B7
3A  |Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR 2 16 2 2 B Ausable Bayfieid Matiand Valley SPR
15A |Lakehead Region SPA 1 08 il 1 | mLakehead Region sPA
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA 1 08 al 1 0 Sault Ste Mane Region SPA
17A  |Mattagami Region SPA ] 0.8 = 1 O Mattagami Region SPA
Notes: Total 128 100.0 104

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area
{-) DENOTES not presented in Terms of Reference

Source; Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents, See Bibliography for List.
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TABLE 6: Summary of Total Assessment Report Budget and Percentage Requirements

SPA/SPR SPA I SPR Municipal Municipal
Assessment Assessment
SPA | SPR Assessment Report Municipal Assessment Roport Total Percentage of
ID SPA | SPR Name Assessment Report Assessment Report po Assessment
Percentage Percentage AR Budget
Report Budget | Percentage Report Budget | Percentage Report Budget
Budget Complete as of Budget Complete as of
Dec 2008 Dec 2008
10A  |[Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 29217135 49.9% 52.6% $ 17473487 29.9% 54.7% $ 46,690,622 26.8%
5A Lake Erie SPR $ 12,139,600 48.3% 63.7% 4 6,822,800 27.1% 40.0% $ 18,962,400 10.9%
BA South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 9,202,600 49.9% 50.3% $ 4,913,700 26.6% 25.5% $ 14,116,300 8.1%
A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | $ 7,532,540 50.4% 76.7% $ 4,052 415 27.1% 82.9% $ 11,584,955 6.7%
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR $ 10424118 68.3% 48.7% $ 549,031 3.6% 46.3% $ 10,973,149 6.3%
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR $ 8,585 353 81.1% 30.0% - = - $ 8.585.353 4.9%
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northem Bruce P SPR $ 5,732,839 80.3% 71.8% $ 2,531,041 26.6% 85.7% $ 8,263,880 4.8%
8A Halton-Hamilton SPR H 7,195,600 63.3% 2.6% $ 629,200 5.5% 0.0% $ 7,825,500 4.5%
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR $ 6,347 638 69.2% 61.1% $ 384,494 4.2% 75.0% $ 6,732,132 3.9%
3A  |Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR $ 5,735,000 95.0% 9.2% - - = $ 5,735,000 33%
1A Essex Region SPA 5 5,218,000 53.2% 4.7% - = = b 5,218,000 3.0%
11A  |Quinte Region SPR $ 4,699,463 66.4% 61.8% = = 68.9% $ 4,699,463 2.7%
13A Cataraqui Region SPA $ 4,215,786 73.8% 4.3% - - - $ 4,215,788 2.4%
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA $ 4,165,767 98.1% 40.2% - - - $ 4,165,767 2.4%
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA $ 3,049,875 52.3% 52.4% $ 758,117 13.0% 56.0% $ 3,807,992 22%
18A Greater Sudbury District SPA $ 3,624,088 56.2% 81.2% $ 25,000 0.4% 100% $ 3,649,088 2.1%
15A Lakehead Region SPA $ 3,133,638 65.5% 46.7% - - - $ 3,133,638 1.8%
17A Mattagami Region SPA $ 2,764,738 71.4% 4.2% $ 84,003 22% 52.4% $ 2,848.741 1.6%
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA $ 2,728,150 66.2% 0.0% - - - $ 2,728,150 1.6%
100.0%
Notes: TOTALCOSTS § 135,711,928 $ 38,223,988 $ 173,935916

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.
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TABLE 7: Summary Assessment Report Budget Requirements With SPAs as Lead

SEAYSPR SPA /SPR
SPA/SPR Assessment
SPA /| SPR Reseiaivent Report Assessment
ID SPA / SPR Name Assessment Report
Report Budget Report Percent| Percentage Basoaritags
of Total Budget| Complete as of Required
Dec 2008
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 29,217,135 49.9% 52.6% 21.5%
5A Lake Erie SPR $ 12,139,600 48.3% 63.7% 8.9%
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR $ 10,424,118 68.3% 48.7% 7.7%
B6A South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 9,202,600 49.9% 50.3% 6.8%
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR $ 8,585,353 81.1% 30.0% 6.3%
7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | $ 7,532,540 50.4% 76.7% 5.6%
8A Halton-Hamilton SPR $ 7,195,600 63.3% 2.6% 5.3%
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR $ 6,347,638 69.2% 61.1% 4.7%
3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR $ 5,735,000 95.0% 9.2% 4.2%
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR $ 5,732,839 60.3% 71.8% 4.2%
1A Essex Region SPA $ 5,218,000 53.2% 4.7% 3.8%
11A Quinte Region SPR $ 4,699 463 57.0% 61.8% 3.5%
13A Cataraqui Region SPA $ 4,215,786 73.8% 4.3% 3.1%
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA $ 4,165,767 98.1% 40.2% 3.1%
18A Greater Sudbury District SPA 3 3,624,088 56.2% 81.2% 2.7%
15A Lakehead Region SPR $ 3,133,638 65.5% 46.7% 2.3%
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA $ 3,049,875 52.3% 52.4% 2.2%
17A Mattagami Region SPA $ 2,764,738 71.4% 4.2% 2.0%
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA $ 2,728,150 66.2% 0.0% 2.0%
Notes: TOTALCOSTS $§ 135,711,928 100.0%

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.
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TABLE 8: Summary of Assessment Report Budget Requirements With Municipalities as Lead

Municipal el
; = Municipal Assessment hunicipst
Municipal Azschamatie Report Assessment
ID SPA / SPR Name Assessment Report
Report Budget Report Percent| Percentage Percentage
of Total Budget| Complete as of Required
Dec 2008

10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 17,473,487 29.9% 54.7% 45.7%

5A Lake Erie SPR $ 6,822,800 32.0% 40.0% 17.8%

6A South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 4,913,700 29.7% 25.5% 12.9%

7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | $ 4,052,415 33.4% 82.9% 10.6%

4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR $ 2,531,041 35.0% 85.7% 6.6%

9A Niagara Peninsula $ 758,117 16.1% 56.0% 2.0%

8A Halton-Hamilton SPR $ 629,900 8.7% 0.0% 1.6%

2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR $ 549,031 3.6% 46.3% 1.4%
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR $ 384,494 5.0% 75.0% 1.0%
17A Mattagami Region SPA $ 84,003 1.5% 52.4% 0.2%
18A Greater Sudbury District SPA $ 25,000 0.5% 100% 0.1%
11A Quinte Region SPR - - - -

3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR - - - -

1A Essex Region SPA - - - -

13A Cataraqui Region SPA - - - -

14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR - - - -

15A Lakehead Region SPA - . = =

16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA - - - -

19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA = = = 2
Notes: TOTAL COSTS $ 38,223,988 100.0%

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.




TABLE 9: Summary of Total Source Protection Plan Budget and Percentage Requirements

SPA | SPR S';Amjizﬁ Municipal M;‘:L‘;Z’:'
ID SPA | SPR Name ProteS:t?:r:lePlan Protection Plan Prot_z:::'lePlan Protection Plan Tgt::’:;P Pselr:t;'egt:g;;:f
Budget Percent of Budget Percent of
Total Budget Total Budget
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 11,612,000 19.9% $ 195,000 0.3% $ 11,807,000 20.7%
5A Lake Erie SPR 3 4,472,700 17.8% $ 1,709,600 6.8% $ 6,182,300 10.9%
1A Essex Region SPA $ 4,585,000 46.8% - - $ 4,585,000 8.1%
6A South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 4,324,900 23.5% - - $ 4,324,900 7.6%
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR $ 4,295,000 28.1% - - $ 4,295,000 7.5%
1 8A Halton-Hamilton SPR $ 3,539,000 31.1% - - $ 3,539,000 6.2%
G TA Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | $ 3,310,250 22.1% $ 60,000 0.4% $ 3,370,250 5.9%
i 18A Greater Sudbury District SPA $ 2,499,628 38.8% $ 300,000 4.7% $ 2,799,628 4.9%
' 12A  |Mississippi-Rideau SPR $ 2,442,000 26.6% : : $ 2,442,000 4.3%
11A Quinte Region SPR $ 2,380,000 33.6% B - $ 2,380,000 4.2%
9A |Niagara Peninsula SPA $ 1,309,000 22.4% $ 720,000 12.3% $ 2,029,000 3.6%
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR $ 1,996,376 18.9% - - $ "1,996,376 3.5%
15A Lakehead Region SPA $ 1,651,540 34.5% - - $ 1,651,540 2.9%
13A Cataraqui Region SPA $ 1,496,800 26.2% - - $ 1,496,800 2.6%
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA $ 1,393,000 33.8% - - $ 1,393,000 2.4%
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR $ 1,243,000 13.1% - - 5 1,243,000 2.2%
17A Mattagami Region SPA $ 1,025,000 26.5% - - $ 1,025,000 1.8%
3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR $ 300,000 5.0% - - $ 300,000 0.5%
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA $ 80,000 1.9% - - $ 80,000 0.1%
100.0%
Notes: TOTAL COSTS $§ 53,955,194 $ 2,984,600 $ 56,939,794

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.



TABLE 11: Summary of Source Protection Plan Budget Requirements With Municipalities as Lead

Municipal Municipal Municipal
Saivtis Source Source
ID SPA / SPR Name Protection Plan Protection Plan | Protection Plan
: Budget Percent of Total Percerrtage
Budget Required
5A Lake Erie SPR $ 1,709,600 6.8% 57.3%
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA $ 720,000 12.3% 24.1%
18A Greater Sudbury District SPA $ 300,000 4.7% 10.1%
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 185,000 0.3% 6.5%
7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR $ 60,000 0.4% 2.0%
|I_l 1A Essex Region SPA B - -
o 2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR = Z b
| 3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR - . .
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR - - -
B6A South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR - - -
8A Halton-Hamilton SPR - - =
11A Quinte Region SPR - - >
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR - - .
13A Cataraqui Region SPA = = -
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR - = £
15A Lakehead Region SPA - - -
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA - - -
17A Mattagami Region SPA = e <
-19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA - - =
100.0%
Notes: TOTAL COSTS $ 2,984,600

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.




TABLE 10: Summary of Source Protection Plan Budget Requirements With SPAs as Lead

SPA / SPR Source szo :esc':;nsgl"ar:e SPA / SPR Source
ID SPA / SPR Name Pmtgf,t:;:, tPlan Percent of Total Pezzo::ac;:); :‘::rilmd
Budget
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 11,612,000 19.9% 21.5%
1A Essex Region SPA $ 4,585,000 46.8% 8.5%
5A Lake Erie SPR $ 4,472,700 17.8% 8.3%
6A South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 4,324,900 23.5% 8.0%
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR $ 4,295,000 28.1% 8.0%
| 8A Halton-Hamilton SPR $ 3,539,000 31.1% 6.6%
S 7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | $ 3,310,250 22.1% 6.1%
T\ 18A Greater Sudbury District SPA $ 2,499,628 38.8% 4.6%
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR $ 2,442,000 26.6% 4.5%
11A Quinte Region SPR $ 2,380,000 33.6% 4.4%
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR $ 1,996,376 18.9% 3.7%
15A Lakehead Region SPA $ 1,651,540 34.5% 3.1%
13A Cataraqui Region SPA $ 1,496,800 26.2% 2.8%
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA $ 1,393,000 33.8% 2.6%
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA $ 1,309,000 22.4% 2.4%
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR $ 1,243,000 13.1% 2.3%
17A Mattagami Region SPA $ 1,025,000 26.5% 1.9%
3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR $ 300,000 5.0% 0.6%
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA $ 80,000 1.9% 0.1%
100.0%
Notes: TOTAL COSTS $ 53,955,194

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents.

See Bibliography for List.




TABLE 12: Summary of Total Budget and Percentage Requirements

ID  SPA/SPR Name i Grand Tota
Percentage
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR $ 58,497,622 25.3%
5A Lake Erie SPR $ 25,144,700 10.9%
BA South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 18,441,200 8.0%
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR $ 15,268,149 6.6%
7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | § 14,955,205 6.5%
! BA Halton-Hamilton SPR $ 11,364,500 4.9%
g 14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR $ 10,581,729 4.6%
e 1A |Essex Region SPA $ 9,803,000 4.2%
: 4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR $ 9,506,880 4.1%
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR $ 9,174,132 4.0%
1A Quinte Region SPR $ 7,079,463 3.1%
18A Greater Sudbury District SPR $ 6,448,716 2.8%
3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR $ 6,035,000 2.6%
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA $ 5,836,992 2.5%
13A Cataraqui Region SPA $ 5,712,586 2.5%
15A  |Lakehead Region SPA $ 4,785,178 21%
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA $ 4,245,767 1.8%
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA $ 4,121,150 1.8%
17A Mattagami Region SPA $ 3,873,741 1.7%
Notes: TOTAL COSTS $ 230,875,710

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.




86T

Table 13: Percentage Summary of Assessment Report Tasks Completed / In Progress and Estimated

Municipal AR %

SPA /| SPR AR % Costs SPA /| SPR AR Municipal AR
D SEALOER Completed / In Progress Estimated SUSs omplited Estimated
Progress
18A Greater Sudbury District SPA 81.2% 18.8% - -
7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR 76.7% 23.3% 82.9% 17.1%
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR 71.8% 28.2% 85.7% 14.3%
5A Lake Erie SPR 63.7% 36.3% 40.0% 60.0%
11A Quinte Region SPR 61.8% 38.2% 68.9% 31.1%
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR 61.1% 38.9% 75.0% 25.0%
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR 52.6% 47.4% 54.7% 45.3%
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA 52.4% 47.6% 56.0% 44.0%
BA South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR 50.3% 49.7% 25.5% 74.5%
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR 48.7% 51.3% 46.3% 53.7%
15A Lakehead Region SPA 46.7% 53.3% - -
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA 40.2% 59.8% - -
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR 30.0% 70.0% - -
“13A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR 9.2% 90.8% - -
1A Essex Region SPA 4.7% 95.3% - -
13A Cataraqui Region SPA 4.3% 95.7% - -
17A Mattagami Region SPR 4.2% 95.8% 52.4% 47.6%
8A Halton-Hamilton SPR 2.6% 97.4% 100.0% 0.0%
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA 0.0% 100.0% - -

Soufce: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.
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TABLE 14: Summary of Percentage Costs for Assessment Report and Source Protection Plan With SPA and Municipal Leads

SPA [/ SPR SPA/SPR Municipal Municipal SPR Grand
1D SPA /| SPR Name Assessment Source Assessment Source Total
Report Protection Plan Report Protection Plan
5A Lake Erie SPR 48.3% 17.8% 27.1% 6.8% $ 25,144,700
6A South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR 49.9% 23.5% 26.6% - $ 18,441,200
10A Trent Conservation Coalition SPR 49.9% 19.9% 29.9% 0.3% $ 58,497,622
7A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR 50.4% 22.1% 27.1% 0.4% $ 14,955,205
9A Niagara Peninsula SPA 52.3% 22.4% 13.0% 12.3% $ 5,836,992
1A Essex Region SPA 53.2% 46.8% - = $ 9,803,000
18A Greater Sudbury District SPA 56.2% 38.8% 0.4% 4.7% $ 6,448,716
11A Quinte Region SPR 66.4% 33.6% - - $ 7,079,463
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR 60.3% 13.1% 26.6% 2 $ 9,506,880
8A Halton-Hamilton SPR 63.3% 31.1% 5.5% z $ 11,364,500
15A Lakehead Region SPA 65.5% 34.5% - = $ 4,785,178
19A North Bay-Mattawa SPA 66.2% 33.8% - - $ 4,121,150
2A Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR 68.3% 28.1% 3.6% - $ 15,268,149
12A Mississippi-Rideau SPR ] 69.2% 26.6% 4.2% - $ 9,174,132
17A Mattagami Region SPA 71.4% 26.5% 2.2% = $ 3,873,741
13A Cataraqui Region SPA 73.8% 26.2% - - $ 5,712,586
14A Raisin Region South Nation SPR 81.1% 18.9% - - $ 10,581,729
3A Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley SPR 95.0% 5.0% - - $ 6,035,000
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA 98.1% 1.9% - S $ 4,245,767
Notes: TOTAL COSTS $ 230,875,710

SPR - Source Protection Region
SPA - Source Protection Area
Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.
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Table 15: Completed / In Progress and Estimated Costs and Percentage for Assessment Report and Source Protection Plan

of the total budget has been completed / in
progress for the AR

of the total budget is estimated for the AR

of the total budget is estimated for the SPP

Source: Adapted from Source Protedtion Committee Terms Of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for list.

a Report Source Protection Plan
Perce
1D SPA/SPR c“:r'::;::" i c,,mp..?:?f In Estimated Percentage Estimat Estimated Percentag -
Progress
10A___[Trent Conservation Coalition SPR s 24,933,658 30.7% s 21,756,964 23.5% s 11,807,000 207% s 58,497,623
15A Lake Erie SPR $ 10,465,600 12.9% $ 8,496,800 9.2% $ 65,182,300 10.9% $ 25,144 700
A Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario SPR | § 9,138,355 11.3% s 2,446,600 2.6% s 3,370,250 5.9% s 14,955,205
4A Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula SPR s 6,286,980 7.7% s 1,576,900 2.1% s 1,243,000 2.2% s 9,506,880
A South ian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR $ 5,877,800 7.2% $ 8,238,500 8.9% $ 4,324,900 7.6% $ 18,441,200
IZA Thames, Sydenham & Region SPR s 5334,929 6.6% s 5,638,220 6.1% s 4,295,000 7.5% s 15,268,149
124 Mississippi-Rideau SPR 3 4,164,092 5.1% 3 2,568,040 2.8% $ 2,442 000 4.3% $ 9,174.132
11A Quinte RM‘ SPR $ 2,987,330 3.7% $ 1,712,133 1.8% $ 2,380,000 4.2% 3 7,079,463
18A Greater Sudbug District SPA $ 2,967,704 3.7% $ 681,384 0.7% $ 2,799,628 4.9% $ 6,448.716
14A Raisin Region South Nm SPR $ 2,573,732 3.2% $ 6,011,621 6.5% $ 1,996,376 3.5% $ 10,581,729
oA Niagara Peninsula SPA s 2,022,950 25% s 1,785,042 1.9% s 2,029,000 36% s 5,836,992
16A Sault Ste Marie Region SPA $ 1,673,657 21% $ 2492110 2.7% $ 80,000 0.1% 3 4245 767
154, Lakehead Region SPA $ 1,463,287 1.8% $ 1,670,351 1.8% $ 1,651,540 2.9% 3 4 785178
aA [Ausable Bayfield Mattiand Valley SPR s 525,000 0.6% s 5,210,000 56% s 300,000 0.5% s 6,035,000
1A Essex ion SPA $ 244,000 0.3% $ 4,974,000 5.4% § 4,585,000 B8.1% 3 9,803,000
|8A Halton-Hamilton SPR $ 188,200 0.2% $ 7,637,300 8.2% $ 3,539,000 6.2% $ 11,364,500
13A Cataraqui Region SPA $ 181,852 0.2% 3 4,033,934 4.3% $ 1,496,800 2.6% $ 5,712,586
17A___|Mattagami Region SPR s 160,565 0.2% s 2,688,176 2.9% s 1,025,000 1.8% s 3,873,741
19A____|North Bay-Mattawa SPA : : s 2,728,150 2.9% s 1,393,000 2.4% $ 4,121,150
Totals $ 81,189,691 100.0% $ 92,746,225 100.0% $ 56,939,794 100.0% $ 230,875,712
B2% 0.2% 24.7%
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Graph §: Lake Erie Assessment Report and Source Graph 6: Quinte Region Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution Protection Plan Budget Distribution

27.1%
48.3%

Graph 7: South Georgian Bay - Lake Simcoe Assessmeni Graph 8: Trent Conservation Coalition Assessment Report
Report and Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution and Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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49.9%

SPR Assessment Report
SPR Source Protection Plan
Municipal Assessment Report
Municipal Source Protection Plan
Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.



Graph 9: Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake
Ontario Assessment Report and Source Protection Plan
Budget Distribution

50.4%

Graph 10: Niagara Peninsula Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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52.3%

Graph 11: Essex Region Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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Graph 12: Greater Sudbury District Assessment Report and
Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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SPR Assessment Report

SPR Source Protection Plan
Municipal Assessment Report
Municipal Source Protection Plan

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.




Graph 13: Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula
Assessment Report and Source Protection Plan Budget
Distribution

Graph 14: Halton-Hamilton Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution

31.1%

Graph 15: Lakehead Region Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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Graph 16: North-Bay Mattawa Assessment Report and
Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution

SPR Assessment Report

SPR Source Protection Plan
Municipal Assessment Report
Municipal Source Protection Plan

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.




Graph 17: Thames, Sydenham & Region Assessment Report
and Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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Graph 18: Mississippi-Rideau Assessment Report and
Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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Graph 19: Mattagami Region Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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Graph 20: Cataraqui Region Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution

SPR Assessment Report

SPR Source Protection Plan
Municipal Assessment Report
Municipal Source Protection Plan

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.




Graph 21: Raisin Region Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution

Graph 22: Ausable Bayfield Maitland Assessment Report and
Source Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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Graph 23: Sault Ste. Marie Assessment Report and Source
Protection Plan Budget Distribution
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88.1%

SPR Assessment Report
SPR Source Protection Plan

Municipal Assessment Report
Municipal Source Protection Plan

Source: Adapted from Source Protection Committee Terms of Reference Documents. See Bibliography for List.
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