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The Prescott and Russell Stewardship Council was established in 1998 as part of the Private Land Resource Stewardship Program, a programme of the Ministry of Natural Resources. This programme has 40 Stewardship Councils, volunteer groups of representative landowners and land interest groups who determine the environmental priorities for a given area (usually a county) in Ontario. 


The Prescott and Russell Stewardship Council has project and operational funding which act as the catalyst to ensure that good ideas can be translated into projects. Some of the projects implemented by the Prescott and Russell Stewardship Council are the re-introduction of wild turkeys in Prescott-Russell; the annual spring clean up of the Larose Forest; the establishment of a Monarch butterfly garden; seminars for woodlot owners; greening programmes for school yards; annual moose hunt activities in the Larose Forest; and the French Envirothon, a competition on environmental topics for high school students.
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Executive Summary

Towards a Sustainable Community, the State of the Environment Report for Prescott and Russell 2001, investigates the state of Prescott and Russell’s forests, soils, flora and fauna, wetlands, rivers and streams, air, and water, and it assesses the sustainability of activities in these sectors of Prescott and Russell’s environment.

The state of the environment in Prescott and Russell is described on the basis of analysis of baseline data and information - the situation as we know it today - and the quality of stewardship of the environment, with stewardship defined in terms of the effectiveness of policies and practices in securing sustainable development, i.e. what these policies and practices indicate about how we intend to manage the environment in the foreseeable future. 

The result of this examination shows that there is a crucial lack of local and provincial regulation to sufficiently protect and enhance the natural resources of Prescott and Russell. Secondly, although community-based initiatives and voluntary programmes have a positive impact on the state of the environment, Prescott and Russell is lagging behind in comparison with comparable regions when it comes to participation in voluntary programmes such as the Environmental Farm Plan, the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme, or municipal recycling programmes.

In summary, our forest cover still diminishes; the South Nation river does not comply with the Provincial Water Quality Standards; current manure and pest control practices continue to adversely affect our soils, ground and surface waters; draining and industry-level peat extraction continues to degrade our wetlands; habitat destruction as a result of clear-cutting, logging, industrial and agricultural run-off, and pesticide use endangers the diversity of our flora and fauna; and one of our local industries is one of the top-10 percent polluters in Canada.

The results of this examination are also expressed in a report card. Six of the seven sectors do not score higher than a D. The seventh one, Water, Waste, and Sewage, because of its high risks of significant damage to the environment and people’s health, scores the lowest, an F. 

The good news is that the new Official Plan for Prescott and Russell, once it is fully implemented, will provide the basis for new regulations by the municipalities. Although lacking a fully integrated approach to sustainable development in Prescott and Russell, the Plan offers the communities of Prescott and Russell an important tool to improve the sustainability of their activities.


Prescott and Russell, March 2001

Introduction

The United Counties of Prescott and Russell is a jurisdiction encompassing a largely rural population of over 70,000 people. French is the primary language for the majority of the population. The total area is 201,152 ha, of which 21 per cent is covered by woodlands and wetlands. Farming, in particular dairy farming, is the dominant land use.                 

A sustainable community is a safe, liveable, and healthy place. It is a community that is environmentally sound, economically prosperous and socially equitable, a place where people live in a balanced and supportive relationship with each other and with the environment. Building and maintaining a sustainable community is an ongoing effort. This report commissioned by the Prescott and Russell Stewardship Council focuses on the environmental concerns of the communities of the United Counties of Prescott and Russell. It is an initial attempt to establish a baseline for future efforts to describe the state of the environment. The Report will describe and investigate the current condition of the environment, develop tools to monitor change, and propose ways to improve and support responsible stewardship of our natural environment. 

Challenges to Reporting on the Environment in Prescott and Russell  
There are a number of challenges in developing such a report. The first challenge is the lack of information on the environment in Prescott and Russell. Much of the data are lacking and there are gaps in the information available. Part of the problem lies in the fact that there is no comprehensive, on-going monitoring of air, ground and surface water quality in Prescott and Russell. This situation should improve in the near future when several governmental data mapping projects will make their results publicly available (EOWRMS, 2001; REIS, 2001). These efforts should contribute to providing the citizens of the United Counties with the baseline data and information needed to establish coherent and useful monitoring of the health of the region’s environment.

As a first step in that direction, this report attempts to provide a snap-shot of the state of the environment in Prescott and Russell in a manner that is accessible to its citizens and their local representatives. Therein lies another challenge faced in the drafting of this report: the apparent trade off between accessibility and accuracy. In reducing complex technical issues to simple and accessible information, it is inevitable that summary reports such as this will omit some information. With that in mind, the environmental report card format described below seeks to be equally as accurate as it is fair and balanced.

While a simplified format is necessary to describe a situation across a number of sectors, it also has significant benefits for citizens’ involvement in the formation of public policy. For citizens concerned about the environment, the often confusing array of regulatory and jurisdictional questions can seem daunting. The sheer volume of information, and the complexity of regulation, is confusing and acts as a disincentive to public engagement in crucial questions of policy that affect their lives, economy and environment. For example, river and streams, one of the issues under investigation in this report, are governed by eight federal and provincial acts that are monitored and enforced by the responsible Ministries (see the chart below). Implementation of these acts is further regulated by municipal by-laws that are monitored and enforced by municipal by-law officers, accountable to municipal councils. In addition, environmental impact studies are evaluated on the provincial and municipal level. Coming to grips with the array of interrelated issues and responsibilities is difficult.  This report hopes to make it a bit easier, both for citizens and their local representatives.

Cross-section of a Watercourse
Shows the extent of the various legislations as it applies to a watercourse. Any Act that has arrows extending beyond the dashed line illustrates that the Act applies beyond the watercourse to all land.
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(OMAFRA, 2001)

The report is an independent effort prepared for the Prescott and Russell Stewardship Council. The analysis presented here endeavours to be fair and fairness requires the data and information on the state of the environment be presented in the context of the measures taken to protect or improve the state of the environment. Where action has been insufficient or ineffective, the report endeavours to say so. 

The report is intended to be as comprehensive as possible, but with a first effort it is perhaps inevitable that there may be unintentional errors or omissions of fact or interpretation. These should be brought to the attention of the Stewardship Council for correction in the future. After all, the primary objective of the report has been to provide the relevant information in as accessible manner as possible, so that citizens understand their role in maintaining the health of the local environment, and are encouraged to participate in the decisions that are made in this regard. That participation should extend to the information that goes into this report as well. 

Measuring the State of the Environment in Prescott and Russell
This report looks at several categories that are part of, or impact, the natural environment of Prescott and Russell: forests, soils, flora and fauna, wetlands, air quality, and environmental services (water, waste, and sewage). The present state of each sector has been examined using a set of indicators of sustainable development. This has been paired with an examination of existing stewardship mechanisms, such as regional and local policies, by-laws, and voluntary community-based initiatives, with a view to describing the prospects for managing the environment of Prescott and Russell in a sustainable manner.

If we want to compare the state of the environment of today with that of next year or the year 2010, we need to define what we want to compare. An indicator is a way to measure a situation or to point out a change in a situation. An indicator can be a sign or a symptom of something; it can be used to show the condition of a system. A good indicator must be (Chambers, 2000):

· Resonant: The indicators should be clear and easy to interpret and within the sphere of understanding and relevance of the users. For the purposes of this State of the Environment Report, the users are considered to be local governments, communities, businesses, organisations and individual citizens.

· Valid: The data from which the indicators are drawn need to be as comprehensive and credible as possible and the methods used to develop the indicators must be as transparent as possible. For the purposes of this report, the data need to be easily accessible and inexpensive to obtain.

· Motivational: The indicators should reflect issues that are within the sphere of influence of the users of the Report and they must both provoke and inspire change. The indicators need to allow the users of the report to make the link between their communities and the environment. They need to show trends over time and cover issues that are deemed to be significant for the community.
The basis for the indicators proposed here are four global objectives of sustainable development. This framework is called The Natural Step and is used by governments, businesses, and communities worldwide. 

Four global objectives of sustainable development:


· Substances from the earth’s crust must not systematically increase in nature: fossil fuels, metals, and other minerals must not be extracted at a faster pace than their slow redeposit in the earth's crust.

· Substances produced by society must not systematically increase in nature: substances must not be produced at a faster pace than they can be broken down in nature or deposited into the earth's crust.

· The physical basis for the productivity and diversity of nature must not be systematically deteriorated: the productive surfaces of nature must not be diminished in quality or quantity, and we must not harvest more from nature than can be re-created. 

· Just and efficient use of energy and other resources: basic human needs must be met with the most resource-efficient methods possible, including a just resource distribution.

(Source: The Natural Step – http://www.naturalstep.org)
With these global objectives in mind, the report suggests a monitoring system, along the lines of an environmental report card that would assess the sustainability of activities in the various sectors of Prescott and Russell’s environment mentioned above. 

Environmental Report Card

The environmental report card for Prescott and Russell should reflect the environmental sustainability of activities and development in the United Counties. It should support the examination of current practices, policies, and regulations, help to determine which practices are not compatible with the basic principles of sustainability, and to support the development of sustainable alternatives. The report card could also be used to help in the design of an action plan towards a more sustainable environment. 

For the purposes of the report card, sustainable development is defined as consisting of the following criteria (DEN, n.d.):

· Pro-active environmental protection (e.g. legislation, regulation, enforcement);

· Sustainable resource management (e.g. sound policies, good implementation); 

· True cost accounting (reflecting environmental and social costs);

· Informed decision-making (balance social, economic, and environmental interests);

· Equitable distribution (live within our means); and

· Ecosystem approach (interrelationships/interdependence).


The status of the environment will be described through the analysis of baseline data and information (the situation as we know it today) and the quality of stewardship of the environment, with stewardship defined in terms of the effectiveness of policies and practices in securing sustainable development (i.e. what these policies and practices indicate about how we intend to manage the environment in the foreseeable future). Using the above criteria, the analysis of the baseline information and the quality of stewardship in each sector form the basis for the assessment of sustainability of development in each sector.

In the report card, the status of the environment - baseline information combined with quality of stewardship - is expressed as a letter grade. Informal stewardship, or the extent to which communities pursue and receive support for sustainable development (e.g. through non-governmental initiatives, advocacy, etc.), is an important factor in decision-making about the environment. It is expressed in the report card as a plus (+) or minus (-) sign. 

	Letter 
	Description

	A
	Development in the sector is sustainable and secured for the foreseeable future

	B
	Some sustainable development principles have been met and secured for the foreseeable future and the risk to the environment in this sector is limited

	C
	Few sustainable development principles have been met and the environment in this sector is at risk 

	D
	No sustainable development principles are being met. There is a risk of significant damage to the environment in this sector and/or a potential health risk.  

	F
	None of the sustainable development principles are being met.  There is a high risk of significant damage to the environment in this sector and/or a health risk. 


1. Forests

Description

A woodland is defined as a forest, a treed area, or a woodlot that provides environmental and economic benefits such as erosion prevention, water retention, provision of habitat, recreation and the sustainable harvest of woodland products (PPS, 1997).

Woodlands cover about 21% of the total land area of Prescott-Russell. The forest landscape is very fragmented. There are 3405 woodland areas with an average size of just 18.8 ha. A consequence of a fragmented forest is that the forest interiors are less protected from disease, predators, parasites, climate effects, and other damage resulting from acid rain and pesticide use. Woodlands have been divided due to development, logging, and agriculture. There are almost no old-growth forests left. Private landowners own about 88% of all woodlands. The actions of private woodlot owners therefore have the single largest impact on forest health (EOMF, 1999).

Number of proposed significant woodlands per municipality:
Alfred/Plantagenet: 51
Casselman: 0

Champlain: 33
Clarence-Rockland: 65
Hawkesbury: 0
East-Hawkesbury: 32
Russel: 10
The Nation: 76
Total: 267
(Source: Delcan, 1997)                   

Significant Woodlands

Significant woodlands are ecological important in terms of features, functions, representation or amount, and contributing to the diversity of an identifiable geographical area or natural heritage system (PPS). The new Official Plan proposes the significant woodlands designation for 267 woodlands in Prescott-Russell, 8% of the total number of woodlands. They cover 42,000 hectares or 77% of the total woodland area (Delcan, 1997). The largest significant woodland is the Larose Forest. Its 10,000 hectares are covered with second-growth trees.

Policies

2. Significant Woodlands Policies:

a. Development may be permitted in accordance with the underlying land use designation in significant woodlands or on adjacent lands within 50 metres, only if it has been demonstrated through an environmental impact assessment (…) that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on the ecological functions for which the area is identified.
(…)
 (UCPR, 1999a) 

N.B. These Policies are under appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board.

The Official Plan of the United Counties of Prescott and Russell recognises the importance of forests in the Significant Woodland Policies. These policies are implemented via Municipal Zoning By-laws. The municipalities are responsible for enforcing these by-laws and for the review of Environmental Impact Assessments.

Activities

There are several organisations active in the area of sustainable maintenance and protection of forests and significant woodlands in Prescott-Russell.

· Boisés est
Boisés est is an organisation of francophone woodlot owners in eastern Ontario.
Tel. (613) 764-2931
Fax. (613) 764-2637

· Eastern Ontario Model Forest
The Eastern Ontario Model Forest is a gathering of people and organisations working together to improve the forests of eastern Ontario. One of their activities is the compilation of the State of the Forest reports.
P.O Bag 2111, Kemptville, Ontario, K0G 1J0
Tel. (613) 258-8241
Fax. (613) 258-8363
URL. http://www.modelforest.net/

· Tree-planting
Several local organisations and community-based groups are involved in tree-planting activities. The South Nation Conservation has a tree-planting programme (See Chapter 4 for contact information).

Indicators

Baseline information:

1.1 Forest cover: 21 %                       

(UCPR, 1999a)

1.2 Number of municipalities with by-laws protecting trees and woodlots: 0

(Municipalities, 2001)

1.3 Percentage of forest cover with a management plan approved by the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme: 6.1%
(MNR, March 2001)
1.1 Extent of forest cover

As in other parts of Ontario, settlers in Prescott and Russell removed significant amounts of forest cover in the 19th century. Although forest cover has increased since its low level at the turn of the 19th century, there has been no increase in forest cover since 1979. Prescott and Russell have one of the highest losses of forest cover in Eastern Ontario. The “extent of forest cover” indicator is intended to show if current practices and initiatives are successful in maintaining or increasing forest cover.  

1.2 Number of municipalities with by-laws protecting trees and woodlots

Municipalities can adopt by-laws that promote sustainable forest and woodland management such as a tree-cutting by-law - according to the Provincial Planning Act only allowed in municipalities with a population over 10,000 - or by-laws that prevent lot creation on significant woodlots.

1.3 Percentage of forest cover with a management plan approved by the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme

Government programmes such as the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme encourage long-term stewardship of privately-owned woodlands. 

Report Card

Every Tree Counts!
A 100 years old beech tree, 25 meters tall with a 15 meters crown diameter, produces enough oxygen in a year to meet the needs of 10 people. If that tree is cut, 2,700 young trees, each with a crown volume of 1 meter, need to be planted to achieve the same oxygen benefit.
On a scale of A to F, Prescott-Russell’s performance on woodlands is a D+. The letter grade D refers to a situation in which no sustainable development principles are being met and that there is therefore a risk of significant damage to the environment. The vast majority of Prescott and Russell’s old-growth forests have disappeared. The McAlpine Woods was a candidate for old-growth classification but after significant logging in recent years it is no longer considered a candidate for this status. Overall, the forest cover of Prescott-Russell is still decreasing. The good news is that under the new Official Plan, Prescott and Russell will have Significant Woodlands Policies. But since the Significant Woodlands Policies are appealed at the Ontario Municipal Board, it is not yet possible to analyse the effectiveness of these policies. The plus (+) sign refers to community participation in the protection and enhancement of forests and woodlands. Annual tree-planting activities by local organisations and community-based groups are one of the most popular environmental activities in Prescott and Russell.

Recommended Priorities and Options

· Monitor the actions of private woodlot owners since they have the single largest impact on forest health and actively promote sustainable management of woodlands by directly contacting the woodland owners with information on management options, programmes, and incentives.

	Counties
	Total forest cover (acres)
	Managed woodlots (acres)*
	% 

	Prescott and Russell**
	91,382
	5,622
	6.1%

	Ottawa-Carleton
	171,835
	12,022
	6.9%

	Stormont, Dundas, and Glengarry
	175,930
	16,600
	9.4%


* Woodlots with management plan approved by the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme
** Excluding the Larose Forest (MNR, March 2001; EOMF, 1999)

· Make information on available expertise, support programmes, management options, and financial incentives accessible to landowners in a more integrated way.
· Prevent further fragmentation of, and damage to, significant woodlands by proposing to municipalities the adoption of by-laws that allow the protection of individual trees as well as prohibit lot creation on significant woodlands. For example, Lanark Country, a municipality located west of Ottawa, has a forest cover of more than 50% of its total area.  It has adopted a tree-cutting by-law to preserve individual trees on public and private land. Tree-cutting by-laws can be used, for example, to prevent the cutting of trees next to rivers and streams, the cutting of old-growth trees or to prevent the cutting of one special tree. For Prescott and Russell a forest cover of at least 30% is desirable (EOWMS, 2001).
2. Soils

Description

In Prescott and Russell the surface geology consists of sand plains and clay. According to the 1991 census, farms make up almost 58% of the total area of Prescott and Russell. Ontario soils have lost as much as 50% of their organic content since cultivation began. This has led to soils to be highly susceptible to erosion and compaction. Erosion, changes in soil structure, and soil contamination are some of the factors affecting soils. Erosion is a natural process that can be accelerated by activities such as farming or forestry. Loss of topsoil, the soil layer best suited to support life, reduces the ability of the remaining soil to produce a crop by reducing its fertility and its ability to accept and store water and air and to neutralise incoming acid precipitation. Erosion also leads to water pollution by soil particles and by agricultural chemicals (e.g., phosphates, pesticides) attached to them. 

Organic matter is an essential component of soil. It stores and supplies plant nutrients, aids water infiltration into soil, retains carbon, and stabilizes soil. The amount of organic matter in soil varies widely, from 1–10% in most agricultural soils to more than 90% in wetlands where peat is accumulated. The optimum organic matter content of soil depends on local climate, the amount of clay present in the soil, and the soil's intended use. 

Chemical contamination can affect the suitability of soil for various uses, including food production. Pesticides can become persistent in the soil while genetically-modified pesticide-resistant crops may lead to higher applications of pesticides. Contamination of soil by heavy metals (e.g., cadmium, lead, zinc) is a serious concern because metals are persistent and may affect plant, animal and human health. Heavy metals enter soils primarily through atmospheric deposition, such as acid rain, and application of soil amendments such as fertilizers, animal manures, and sewage sludge, which is applied to agricultural land as a source of organic matter and nutrients (Environment Canada, 1996).

There are several certified organic farms in Prescott and Russell where alternatives methods are used to deal with pests and soil enhancement (Organic, 2001).

Policies

Three policies that are mentioned in the Official Plan of the United Counties of Prescott-Russell support soil protection. The Development Constraint Policy identifies areas with organic soils as land with where development and site alteration is restricted. The Agricultural Resource Policy mentions the requirement of a Nutrient Management Plan and approved manure storage facilities for new or expanded intensive livestock operations. The Significant Woodland Policies helps to prevent possible erosion by restricting the clear-cutting of treed lots. The municipalities of East-Hawkesbury and The Nation have adopted a Topsoil Protection Act to regulate the removal of topsoil.

Activities

· Environment Farm Plan Programme
An Environmental Farm Plan is a document that is voluntarily prepared by a farm family to raise its awareness of the environment on its farm. Farmers will highlight environmental strengths on their farm, identify areas of environmental concern, and set realistic goals to improve environmental conditions according to their own timetable. The Environmental Farm Plan Programme provides grants up to 1,500 $ for environmental improvements per farm. 
Representative for Prescott and Russell: Samme Putzel R.R. 1 Vankleek Hill, ON. K0B 1R0 tel. (613) 678-2873. URL http://res2.agr.ca/london/gp/efp/efpmenu.html


	County
	# Farms with OFA membership
	# Farms with Environmental Farm Plan 
	% 

	Prescott and Russell
	1080
	235
	22%

	Glengarry
	630
	262
	42%

	Stormont
	413
	118
	29%

	Dundas
	578
	152
	26%


· Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association
URL http://www.ontariosoilcrop.org/

· Nutrient Management Plan of the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs
URL http://www.gov.on.ca/omafra/

· Regional Environmental Information System
The Regional Environmental Information System (REIS) is a collaborative effort to guide rural development and sustainable agriculture in Eastern Ontario. This system will provide a regional context and information base for proactive decision-making, and improve the capacity to anticipate and prevent environmental problems on a cost-effective basis. 
URL http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/nsdb/detailed/on/webpages/eowrms/N_reis.htm

Indicators

Baseline information:

2.1 Number of farms with an Environmental Farm Plan (March 2001): 235 
(EFP, 2001) 

2.2 Acid rain: wet sulphate deposition in kilograms per hectare (1993): ( 20 kg/ha
(Environment Canada, 1996)

2.3 Number of municipalities with a Top Soil Protection Act (2001): 2 
(Municipalities, 2001)
2.1 Number of farms with an Environmental Farm Plan

Environmental Farm Plans help farmers to better understand the linkages between their activities on the farm and the environment. Environmental Farm Plans have a direct impact on the protection and enhancement of soils by promoting best practices and providing financial support for initiatives that limit the environmental impact of agricultural practices. All registered farms in Prescott and Russell, i.e. farms with a farm-based income of 7000 CAD or more per year, can participate in this programme.

2.2 Amount of acid rain in the soil

Soil acidification affects the health of soils. It is currently at a level at which harmful long-term effects occur (EOMF, 1999).

2.3 Number of municipalities with a Topsoil Protection Act

The top layer of the soil is the most important in terms of giving and sustaining life. Municipal Topsoil Acts prevent the indiscriminate removal of the soil and the degradation of agricultural land. 

Other indicators relevant for soil protection and enhancement:
· Amount of nitrate, phosphorous, and turbidity in South Nation River (Indicator 5.2). Changing levels of nitrate, phosphorous, and turbidity are an indication of changing practices in nutrient management on adjacent lands.
Report Card 

On a scale of A to F, Prescott-Russell’s performance on soil protection and enhancement is a D+. The letter grade refers to the current situation in which no sustainable development principles are being met. There is a risk of significant damage to the environment. Activities that have a significant impact on soils in Prescott and Russell, such as the storage and spreading of manure and the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides, are not regulated on the basis of human and environmental safety. Topsoil protection is regulated in only two of the eight municipalities of Prescott and Russell. Ontario soils have lost as much as 50% of their organic content since cultivation began. This has led to soils to be highly susceptible to erosion and compaction. Soil acidification is currently at a level at which harmful long-term effects occur. The plus (+) sign refers to the level of community participation in protecting and enhancing soils. Although less than in surrounding counties, already more than 20% of the registered farms in Prescott and Russell participate in the Environmental Farm Plan programme. This and other community-based initiatives such as the activities by the Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association and the Clean Water programme of the South Nation Conservation (see chapter 5) are important signs of growing understanding of the importance of soil protection and enhancement. Appropriate legislation is urgently needed to give regulatory support.

Recommended Priorities and Options

· Promote the use of artificial wetlands and composting to limit the environmental impact of manure.

· Support provincial and local legislation to regulate the storage and disposal of manure and to ban some of the most damaging chemical pesticides.

· Promote alternative pest control and integrated pest management.

· Propose to municipalities the adoption of a Top Soil Protection Act.

3. Flora and Fauna

Description

The flora and fauna of Prescott and Russell consist of a wide variety of mammals, reptiles, birds, amphibians, insects, plants, and fish species. The future of our flora and fauna is dependent on the health and sustainability of their habitats: the areas where they live, eat, drink, seek shelter, breed, and find the space to sustain their populations. The loss and degradation of habitat is estimated to be responsible for the endangerment of more than 75 percent of the 352 species on our national Species at Risk list. (CNF, 2000)

The Official Plan of the United Counties of Prescott and Russell mentions three species that are protected under the Endangered or Threatened Species Habitat: the Bald Eagle, the Peregrine Falcon and the Loggerhead Shrike. Since their habitat is not ‘mappable’, no area is identified as such. There are, however, many more species in Prescott-Russell that have the official qualification of ‘vulnerable species’ or that are rare species. For example, the Alfred Bog alone has 31 regionally rare species, 13 provincially rare species of which several are ‘vulnerable’, two nationally rare species: the ‘vulnerable’ Red-shouldered Hawk and the Fletcher’s Dragonfly, and one continentally rare species: the Bog Elfin butterfly (Mosquin, 1991). In total there are 77 species at risk in Eastern Ontario (MNR, 2001).

Fish species are mostly dependent on a healthy ‘nursery habitat’, the streams, estuaries and river banks with shallow, slow-moving water areas that are vital zones for amphibians, aquatic invertebrates, turtles, and fishes who need the cover and protection from predators. Loss of nursery habitat reduces overall fish numbers and diversity.
Our flora and fauna are affected by natural as well as human activity. The ice storm of 1998, invading ‘foreign’ species, and human activities such as logging, clear-cutting, and pesticides use have seriously damaged the habitats of our species. Milkweed, the local habitat for the Monarch butterfly, is still listed as a weed under the Noxious Weed Act. 

Many pesticides have been shown to cause significant damage to wild species and their habitat. Carbofuran, for example, was recently banned for most uses, as it was responsible for the near extinction of the burrowing owl (Sierra, 1998). Recent research points to endocrine disruption in animals as one of the results of widespread pesticide use: the feminisation of male animals where the animals are genetically male but with female or both male and female reproductive organs.

There are approximately 6,000 pesticide products registered for use in Canada. World Wildlife Fund has calculated that at least 50 million kilograms of herbicides, insecticides, and fungicides are used in Canada each year at a reported value of one billion dollars a year. They are used, for example, in agriculture, for lawn care, in fish farming, in and around homes and barns, and on golf courses. Many pesticides are used for cosmetic purposes. These include pesticides used on lawns and in agriculture to prevent blemishes and other cosmetic imperfections that have no connection with health or taste (World Wildlife Fund). The pesticide industry is only required to mention the active chemicals in a pesticide. About 90 – 95% of a pesticide product consists of so-called ‘inert’ ingredients, such as bait to attract pests or to make the pesticide stick. These inert ingredients are considered ‘trade secrets’. According to recently released information, these inert chemicals are sometimes even more harmful to the environment than the active chemicals (Globe and Mail, 9 June 2001).

Policies

The three policies that are mentioned in the Official Plan and that provide guidelines that deal with our flora and fauna are the Endangered or Threatened Species Habitat, the Significant Wildlife Habitat, and the Fish Habitat. These policies are implemented via Municipal Zoning By-laws. The municipalities are responsible for enforcing these by-laws and for the review of Environmental Impact Assessments. 

Other policies that directly affect our flora and fauna are the Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) and Natural Sites of Counties Significance. The Official Plan of the United Counties of Prescott-Russell specifies the following ANSIs and Natural Sites of Counties Significance:

	Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest
	Ownership
	Natural Sites of Counties Significance
	Ownership

	1. Alfred Bog

2. Casselman Unconformity

3. Lemieux Landslide

4. Plantagenet Caves

5. Pointe Fortune Pit

6. Rockland Precambrian

7. Rockland Quarry and Striae. 

8. Voyageur Provincial Park
	Publ/Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Public
	1. Alfred Lagoon

2. Bourget Forest

3. Hammond Forest

4. Jessop's Falls

5. Lac George Forest

6. Lac George Outlet

7. Larose Forest 

8. McAlpine Woods

9. Orient Hardwood
	Public

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Public

Private

Private


The Significant Woodland Policies and the Wetland Policies also provide protection of the habitat of our flora and fauna.

Activities

· Campaign for Pesticides Reduction Ontario
c/o: Janet May
30 Duncan Street, Suite 201
Toronto, Ontario M5V 2C3
Phone: 416 596 0660 Ask for Janet May
Email: info@cprontario.org
URL http://www.cprontario.org

· The Ottawa Field Naturalists’ Club
Box 35069 Westgate PO, Ottawa ON   K1Z 1A2
Email ofnc@achilles.net
URL http://home.achilles.net/~ofnc/

Indicators

Baseline information:

3.1 Number of rare, vulnerable, threatened, and endangered species (2001): 

Rare: 43
Vulnerable: 3
Threatened: n/a
Endangered: 3
(Source: Mosquin, 1991; EOMF, 1999; UCPR, 1999a)

3.2 Number of municipalities with by-laws on pesticide use (2001):

Public land: 3 (Champlain, Hawkesbury and Russell)

Private land: 0
(Source: Municipalities, 2001)
3.1 Number of rare, vulnerable, threatened, and endangered species in Prescott-Russell

The number of species that are at risk (vulnerable, threatened, endangered) or that are rare is an indication of the threat to the biodiversity in Prescott and Russell.

3.2 Number of municipalities with a ban on pesticide use
Pesticides have a devastating effect on our flora and fauna. Municipalities can adopt a by-law restricting pesticide use with a ban on the use of pesticides on public land, ‘right of way’, and/or the use of pesticides for cosmetic purposes on private land (lawns, gardens).

Other indicators relevant for the protection of flora and fauna:

· Amount of nitrate, phosphorous, and turbidity in South Nation River (Indicator 5.2). High levels of nitrate, phosphorous, and turbidity adversely affect aquatic life such as plants and fish.

Report Card

On a scale of A to F, Prescott-Russell’s performance on the protection of our flora and fauna is a D+. The letter grade D refers to a situation in which no sustainable development principles are being met. There is still a risk of significant damage to the flora and fauna of Prescott and Russell since the proposed appropriate Policies are not yet implemented and their effectiveness has not been analysed. There is no strict legislation in place to ban the use of chemical pesticides for cosmetic uses. The plus (+) sign refers to community participation in the protection and sustainable management of our flora and fauna. Local nature and horticultural societies play an important role in promoting the importance of our flora and fauna. Community concerns about the use of chemical pesticides is growing and several local initiatives are underway to promote a total ban on the use of chemical pesticides for cosmetic purposes.

Recommended Priorities and Options

· Mapping of the number of rare, vulnerable, threatened, and endangered species in Prescott and Russell.

· Promote Municipal and Counties’ ban on pesticide use for cosmetic purposes on public land private land. For example, the communities of Chelsea and Hudson (Quebec) have banned pesticide use for cosmetic purposes on public and private lands.

· Promote integrated pest management and alternative pest control for farmers, lawn care companies, and gardeners.

4. Wetlands

Description

Wetlands are lands that are seasonally or permanently covered by shallow water, as well as lands where the water table is close to the surface. In either case, the presence of abundant water has caused the formation of hydric soils
 and has favoured the dominance of either hydrophytic plants
 or water tolerant plants. The four major types of wetlands are swamps, marshes, bogs, and fens (PPS, 1997).

Human development has led to the loss of the majority Southern Ontario’s wetlands (MNR, 1992). Wetlands are also very vulnerable to climate change. The expected rise in temperature associated with climate change will affect all wetland functions such as ground water recharge, discharge, and filtering, flood control, and the habitat for a diverse range of species. 

Sustainable management of wetlands is based on the maintenance or restoration of the wetland’s natural sources of water and wetland vegetation. 

There are about 1000 wetlands in Prescott and Russell of which two are large bogs (MNR, 2001). The Alfred Bog is considered the single most valuable bog in South-eastern Ontario where bogs are becoming increasingly rare (Mosquin, 1991). The Moosecreek Bog (about a third of this wetland is located in the United Counties of Stormont, Dundas, and Glengarry) has recently been taken off the Ministry of natural resources’ list of significant wetlands and has since then become the site of intensified peat extraction as well as a regional landfill.

Significant wetlands

There are 11 Provincially Significant Wetlands in Prescott-Russell. There are more wetlands in Prescott-Russell but they are not identified in the Official Plan. These wetlands may have local significance. 

	Provincially Significant Wetlands
	Land Area (ha)
	Other evaluated wetlands
	Land Area (ha)

	1. Alfred Bog

2. Carillon Marsh

3. Clarence Island Marsh

4. Cunningham Bay Marsh

5. Hammond Swamp

6. Lafontaine Bay Marsh

7. Limoges Swamp

8. Parker Island Marsh

9. Pendleton Swamp

10. Rockland Marsh

11. Wolf Creek Swamp

Total (ha) 
	4,000.0

360.0

12.4

0.4

273.0

159.2

192.4

0.8

222.1

119.6

132.4

5,472.3
	Moose Creek Bog

Triple Swamp

Wood Street Swamp

	1,117.2

     20.2

n/a


2. Wetland Policies (summary)
a) Provincially Significant Wetlands will be zoned restrictively in local zoning by-laws. Local significant wetlands may be zoned restrictively via local zoning by-laws.

b) 
Development or site alteration, such as lot creation, construction of building, clear-cutting, draining, and peat extraction, is not permitted.

c) Development or site alteration within 120 meters of a designated wetland may be permitted, if can be demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the wetland’s natural features or ecological functions. An Environmental Impact Assessment will be required except for established agricultural purposes.  
(Source: UCPR, 1999a) 

N.B. This Policy is under appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board)
Source: Delcan, 1997

Policies

The Official Plan of the United Counties of Prescott-Russell prohibits development on land identified as Provincially Significant Wetland. These policies are implemented via Municipal Zoning By-laws. The municipalities are responsible for enforcing these by-laws and for the review of Environmental Impact Assessments. 

Locally significant wetlands can obtain the same status if a municipality decides to designate them as wetland via a zoning by-law. Development on land adjacent to a designated wetland may be approved after a review of an Environmental Impact Study.

Activities

· Alfred Conservation Initiative of Ducks Unlimited Canada
Ducks Unlimited works in partnership with local governments, organisations, and landowners to implement habitat conservation programmes. Wetland securement and restoration projects, agricultural conservation programmes and upland cover initiatives will be implemented throughout Prescott and Russell.
URL http://www.ducks.ca/

· Friends of the Alfred Bog
URL http://www.hmnet.net/~alfredbog
· The Vankleek Hill and District Nature Society
P.O. Box 366 Vankleek Hill
Ont.  K0B 1R0 
· South Nation Conservation
P.O. Box 69, Berwick
Ont. K0C 1G0
Tel. 1.877.984.2948 or (613) 984.2948
Fax. (613) 984.2872
URL http://www.nation.on.ca

Indicators

Baseline information:

4.1 Extent of natural and restored significant wetland cover (hectares): 
Provincially Significant Wetland: 5,472.3

(Delcan, 1997)

Locally Significant Wetland: 0

(Municipalities, 2001)

4.2 Number of municipalities with restrictive zoning by-laws: 0
(Municipalities, 2001)
4.1 Extent of natural and restored significant wetland cover
The loss of natural wetland in Prescott and Russell is of the highest in Southern Ontario. Over 60% of the region’s wetlands has been lost due to draining and development. Proposed restrictive zoning for Provincially Significant Wetlands and new conservation projects such as the Alfred Conservation Initiative will have a positive impact on wetland conservation. Over time, a change in the extend of the natural and restored wetland cover will indicate the success or failure of these attempts to protect and restore the last remaining wetlands in Prescott and Russell.

4.2 Number of municipalities with restrictive zoning by-laws for locally significant wetlands and land adjacent to all significant wetlands 

Communities can play an active role in protecting wetlands by recognising the importance of local wetlands as Locally Significant Wetlands. These wetlands can be protected in the same manner as Provincially Significant Wetlands. The sustainability of all Significant Wetlands depends on restrictions on development and activities on land adjacent to these wetlands. Municipalities can adopt local zoning by-laws that regulate development and activities or that require an Environmental Impact Study before any development on adjacent land can be implemented.

Report Card

The Provincial Wetland Policy does not have the sufficient regulatory power needed to fully protect wetlands in Ontario. This has also become clear in Prescott and Russell in 1999 when the Moosecreek Bog was taken off the list of Provincially Significant Wetlands. Existing policies could not halt peat extraction and preparation of the site for a regional landfill. Peat extraction in and draining of the Alfred Bog wetland cannot be stopped by the proposed policies in the new Official Plan. Draining of the bog outside the proposed protected area, for peat extraction and sod farming, continues to affect the hydrology of the proposed protected area, damaging the habitats and flora and fauna. Disturbance of the peat layer has other environmental impacts such as the release of carbon dioxide in the air and other contaminants in surface and ground water. On a scale of A to F, Prescott-Russell’s performance on wetlands is a D+. The letter grade refers to the current situation in which none of the sustainable development principles are being met and there is a risk of significant damage to the environment. The plus (+) sign refers to the many initiatives by local organisations and residents to help protect the Alfred Bog. The community was able to help protect one-third of the Alfred Bog with the purchase of private land with support of the Nature Conservancy of Canada in 1984. Although no significant progress has been made since then, community participation has upheld the protection of the Alfred Bog as one of the main environmental concerns in Prescott and Russell.

Recommended Priorities and Options

· Maintenance and restoration of wetland hydrology of all Significant Wetlands.

· Halt to clear-cutting, draining, and use of pesticides, on lands adjacent to all Significant Wetlands.
· Halt to all activities that lead to the disruption and loss of peat. For example, in 2000 the Township of Uxbridge, Ont. adopted a by-law that prevents peat extraction within the boundaries of the municipality. Since peat is not regulated via any of the Provincial Policies, a Private Members Bill was passed in the Ontario Parliament in order to allow Uxbridge to regulate peat.

· Establish a local inventory of all wetlands in Prescott and Russell.
· Propose by-laws to protect wetlands as Locally Significant Wetlands. For example, the Regional Municipality of Durham, Ont. has identified 57 Locally Significant Wetlands.

5. Rivers and Streams

Description

Prescott and Russell has two large rivers, the Ottawa River and the South Nation River, and two main watersheds, the South Nation River watershed and the Rigaud River watershed. Other larger rivers and streams are the Bear Brook, Castor River, Scotch River, and Rigaud River. All water in Prescott and Russell drains into the Ottawa River.

Of special significance are the Jessup Falls, in the South Nation River near Plantagenet, and the Lac Georges Outlet, part of the Lac Georges Creek. They are both on the list of Natural Sites of Counties Significance.

Flooding is the most visible surface water problem in Prescott and Russell and is an annual occurrence. Major flooding in the spring and some flooding in the summer occurs on the South Nation River west of the Alfred Bog and North of Plantagenet. The Alfred Bog wetland plays a major role in preventing further flooding.

[image: image4.wmf]Surface water contamination by sewage lagoons – the release of wastewater in rivers and streams, storm water run-off, and run-off from agricultural land and golf courts, containing pesticides, nitrates, phosphorous, and other contaminants - adversely affects the natural flora and fauna of our rivers and streams. It also affects the treatment of drinking water of the communities of Hawkesbury, Vankleek Hill, Casselman, Rockland, and Plantagenet that take their drinking water from the Ottawa and South Nation River. Total phosphorous concentrations in the South Nation watershed continue to exceed the Provincial Water Quality Objective of 0.03 mg/L for the protection of freshwater aquatic life (SNC, 2001). 
Comparison of Total Phosphorus Levels in Ontario Watersheds

Policies

There are three policies that have an impact on our rivers and streams. The Development Constraint Policy restricts development and activities in areas subject to flooding, areas affected by unstable slopes, organic soils and unstable bedrock, areas subject to retrogressive landslides, erosion hazards, contaminated sites and abandoned pits and quarries. These areas are identified on Schedule C of the Prescott and Russell Official Plan. 

The Natural Heritage Policy restricts development and activities on, among others, Natural Sites of Counties Significance such as the Jessup Falls and the Lac Georges Outlet.

The Fish Habitat Policy restricts development and site alterations on areas adjacent to rivers and streams with significant fish habitat. This policy may help protect naturally vegetated buffer strips along rivers and streams.

Activities

· South Nation Conservation
P.O. Box 69, Berwick
Ont. K0C 1G0
Tel. 1.877.984.2948 or (613) 984.2948
Fax. (613) 984.2872
URL http://www.nation.on.ca
The Clean Water Programme of the South Nation Conservation was established in 1993. It provides grants for projects that have direct and indirect impacts on the health of our rivers and streams. One way to measure the effectiveness of the Programme is the reduction in annual phosphorous contributions to the South Nation watershed.   

	Year
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	Totals

	# of projects
	1
	38
	61
	24
	34
	30
	23
	8
	219

	Phosphorous reduced (kg/yr)
	4
	214
	884
	354
	164
	205
	434
	305
	2,628


(SNC, 2001)

Indicators

Baseline information:

5.1 Percentage of riparian areas with natural vegetation cover (1999): 21.1%
(EOMF, 1999)

5.2 Amount of phosperous in the South Nation River (average for 1999 measured at Jessup’s Falls Conservation area, Highway 17, Plantagenet): 0,075 mg/L

 (SNC, 2001b)

5.3 Phosphorous reduction as result of participation in Clean Water Programme (2000): 305 kg.
(SNC, 2001a)

5.1 Percentage of riparian areas with natural vegetation cover

Natural vegetation cover around the edges of rivers and streams reduces runoff of chemical fertilizers and pesticides used on farmland, golf courts, and gardens. It stabilizes banks and prevents bank erosion. It improves fish habitat by maintaining cool water temperature and increases ecosystem stability by providing animal corridors (EOMF, 1999). 

5.2 Amount of phosphorous in the South Nation River 

High levels of phosphorous affect the quality of the water of our rivers and streams as well as their fish habitat.
5.3 Phosphorous reduction as result of participation in the Clean Water Programme

Activities supported by the Clean Water Programme of the South Nation Conservation Authority have direct and indirect impacts on the health of our rivers and streams (for further description see below). Phosphorus reduction is one of the results of the Programme. Excessive phosphorus from run-off and municipal and industrial wastewater leads to eutrophication
, which affects aquatic vegetation and wildlife.

Other indicators relevant for protection and enhancement of our rivers and streams:
· Number of farms with an Environmental Farm Plan (Indicator 2.1)

· Number of municipalities with by-laws protecting trees and woodlots (Indicator 1.2)

Report Card

There is a risk of significant damage to the environment since none of the municipalities in Prescott and Russell have adopted by-laws to protect the natural vegetation cover along the edges of our rivers and streams nor does the Official Plan for Prescott and Russell contain policies to protect these riparian areas. Contaminated run-off and releases from sewage treatment facilities are two important sources for contamination of surface water. There is no legislation in place to regulate run-off. Certificates for Approval for local industry and sewage treatment facilities allow for the release of contaminants, raw sewage or partly treated sewage. On a scale of A to F, Prescott-Russell’s performance on the protection of rivers and streams is a D+. The letter grade refers to the current situation in which none of the sustainable development principles are being met. The plus (+) sign refers to the level of community participation in the protection of our rivers and streams via participation in the Clean Water Program of the South Nation Conservation and the Environmental Farm Plan Program. Sound legislation is urgently needed to support these important voluntary initiatives.

Recommended Priorities and Options

· Propose local legislation to create appropriate buffer zones along all our rivers and streams with restrictions on developments and activities, such as tree-cutting, pesticide use, spreading of manure and sewage sludge.

· Increase natural vegetation buffers along rivers ands streams in order to reduce contaminated run-off. About 75% of the stream or river length should be naturally vegetated (EOWRMS, 2001).

	County
	% of 15 meter buffer with  natural vegetation

	Lanark
	39.7%

	Leeds and Grenville
	39.6%

	Prescott and Russell
	21.1%

	Ottawa
	33.4%

	Stormont, Dundas, and Glengarry
	21.1%


(EOMF, 1999)

· Increase awareness about the relationship between the health of our rivers and streams and the (hazardous) waste that is released via our sewage and storm water systems (e.g. re-activate the Yellow Fish Storm Drain Marking Programme that paints a yellow fish next to street storm drain lids to remind people that hazardous waste should not be dumped down the drains).

6. Air Quality

Description

Sulphur dioxide is a major source of particle pollution in smog and causes acid rain. Carbon dioxide or CO2 is released in the air when fossil fuels such as oil and gasoline are burned. Carbon dioxide is a so-called greenhouse gas. It contributes to global warming which is resulting in significant changes in our environment. Forests and wetlands play a key role in absorbing and storing carbon. The burning of trees and the disturbance of peat in wetlands leads to the release of the stored carbon.

Suspended particles are tiny solid or liquid particles small enough to remain suspended in the air. These particles give smog its colour. They are generated as wind-blown dust from roads, construction sites and agricultural areas, as ash from forest fires, dust from peat extraction sites, and as emissions from vehicles and industry.

Ground level ozone is a colourless pollutant that is produced when sunlight passes through high concentrations of airborne industrial pollutants. High ozone levels are toxic to our flora and fauna. 

	Index
	Category
	Carbon Dioxide (CO)
	Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
	Ozone (O3)
	Sulphur Dioxide (SO2)
	Suspended Particles

(SP)
	SO2 + SP
	Total Reduced Sulphur (TRS)

	32-49
	Moderate air quality
	Blood chemistry changes, but no noticeable impairment
	Odour
	Respiratory irritation in sensitive people during vigorous exercise; people with heart and lung disease at some risk; damages very sensitive plants
	Damages some vegetation
	Some decrease in visibility
	Damages vegetation (i.e. tomatoes, white beans due to sulphur dioxide)
	Odour

	50-99
	Poor air quality
	Increased symptoms in smokers with heart disease
	Air smells and looks brown. Some increase in bronchial reactivity in people with asthma
	Sensitive people may experience irritation when breathing and possible lung damage when physically active. People with heart/lung disease at greater risk.
	Odourous; increasing vegetation damage.
	Decreased visibility, soiling evident.
	Increased symptoms for people with lung disease.
	Strong odour


Health risks related to moderate and poor air quality (MOE, 1998)
Several additional factors affect the local air quality in Prescott-Russell including wind direction and air contaminants released by industries in Prescott-Russell and surrounding areas. In accordance with the relevant federal legislation, one industry in Prescott-Russell reports its annual environmental releases to Environment Canada. In 1999, Ivaco Rolling Mills of L’Orignal released 9,224 kilograms of substances into the air that have recognised and suspected effects on our health and the environment. These substances are Chromium, Copper, Lead, Manganese, and their compounds, as well as Nickel, Zinc, and Aluminium. They are all toxic to plants and/or humans and animals at certain concentrations in the air, water or in the soil. Due to the lack of regulatory clarity and a lack of information concerning the disposal of concentrations of these releases, it is unclear what the effects of these releases are on the environment and on public health. It released 4 kilograms of Aluminium in the Ottawa river, and it transported 1,754,000 kilograms of solid hazardous waste to landfill sites.

	Ivaco Air releases by human health effect
	Kilograms*

	Recognized Carcinogens
	367

	Suspected Carcinogens
	77

	Suspected Cardiovascular or Blood Toxicants
	529

	Recognized Developmental Toxicants
	348

	Suspected Developmental Toxicants
	19

	Suspected Immunotoxicants
	5,642

	Suspected Kidney Toxicants
	367

	Suspected Gastrointestinal or Liver Toxicants
	348

	Suspected Neurotoxicants
	3,796

	Recognized Reproductive Toxicants
	348

	Suspected Reproductive Toxicants
	19

	Suspected Respiratory Toxicants
	5,590

	Suspected Skin or Sense Organ Toxicants
	19


(Pollution Watch, 2001). Note: Some chemicals are associated with more than one health effect, so their release may be counted multiple times in this table. Therefore, it is not appropriate to sum releases sorted by health effect.

Ivaco Rolling Mills, L’Orignal:

Environmental releases (hazardous waste and sewage) in 1999 (in kilograms):

Total air releases: 9,224

Total water releases: 4

Total waste releases transferred for off-site disposal: 1,754,100
(NPRI)

Ivaco ranks in the Top 10% of the Dirtiest Facilities in Ontario and the Top 10% of the Dirtiest Facilities in Canada for “Total off-site transfers for disposal”. In the section Releases Weighted by Potential Environmental Health Impacts, Ivaco ranks in the Top 10% of the Worst Facilities in Ontario and the Top 10% of the Worst Facilities in Canada for “Non cancer risk score” (air and water releases) and Ivaco ranks in the Top 30% of the Worst Facilities in Ontario and the Top 30% of the Worst Facilities in Canada for “Cancer risk score” (air and water releases) (Pollution Watch, 2001).
Policies

Pollution of our air is illegal under the Environmental Protection Act. Exceptions are made for facilities that have a Certificate of Approval. This Certificate set limits to what can be released, how it can be released, and how much can be released. No local policies cover air quality in Prescott-Russell. The Significant Woodland Policies and the Wetland Policy may have indirect influence on the air quality.

Activities

· OntAIRio Campaign 
URL http://www.ontairio.org

· Ontario Clean Air Alliance 
URL http://www.cleanair.web.net

Indicators

Baseline data:

6.1 Average number of days with moderate or poor air quality in a year in Eastern Ontario  (1998): 68 days moderate air quality and 4 days poor air quality

(MOE, 1998)

6.2 Ivaco total air releases in a year (1999): 9,224 kilograms

(NPRI, 1999)
6.1 Number of days with at least one hour of moderate or poor air quality
Local air quality in Canada is defined in terms of five common pollutants:  sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), suspended particles (SP), and ground-level ozone (O3). Especially sulphur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and ozone are harmful to trees and other plants. The average for Eastern Ontario is based on measures from stations in Cornwall, Ottawa and Kingston.
6.2 Amount of contaminants released in the air by Ivaco Rolling Mills, L’Orignal


Other indicators relevant for air quality:

· Amount of acid rain (Indicator 2.2)

Report Card

There is no local data available that can give an indication of the air quality in Prescott and Russell based on the accumulative effect of smog, air contamination by industries in and around Prescott and Russell, dust, and the burning of fossil fuel by cars, buses, and trucks. This is a significant lack given the proximity to two large urban areas and the presence of Highway 417. But what is known is that in 1998 there were 72 days with one hour or more of moderate to poor air quality in Eastern Ontario (these 72 days make up a significant part of the summer). 
[image: image3.wmf] Air Quality Index Summary 1998 (MOE, 1998)
Health Canada states that Ontario's standard for acceptable air quality allows for five times more air pollution than is safe for vulnerable people. This indicates that a more accurate picture than that provided by the provincial standards would likely describe a significant increase in the number of days with moderate, poor, or very poor air quality. 

On the scale of A to F, the report card for air quality in Prescott and Russell is a D-. The letter grade refers to the current situation in which no sustainable development principles are being met and where there is a risk of significant damage to the environment and/or a potential health risk. The minus (-) sign reflects the lack of success of community participation in enhancing the air quality in Prescott and Russell.
Recommended Priorities and Options

· Raise awareness about the link between the reduction in energy consumption and improvements in air quality.

· Propose to municipalities to adopt an anti-idling by-law.

· Under the Ontario Environmental Bill of Rights, request for:
(a) an investigation in the air quality related to the environmental air releases by Ivaco Rolling Mills; and 
(b) request a review of the Certificate of Approval for the environmental air releases by Ivaco Rolling Mills.

7. Environmental Services (Water, Waste, and Sewage)

Description

Groundwater is the main source of drinking water for the majority of the population of Prescott-Russell and is crucial for the watering of livestock, farm irrigation and commercial and industrial uses. The communities of Hawkesbury, Vankleek Hill, Casselman, Rockland, Plantagenet, Alfred, Lefaivre, and Wendover rely on surface water (i.e. the South Nation River and the Ottawa River) as their source of drinking water (UCPR, 1999a and EOWRMS, 2001)). 

Information on the quality of groundwater in Prescott-Russell is incomplete. Groundwater quality has not been tested since the 1980s. The Eastern Ontario Water Resources Management Study mentions a large data gap in the understanding of groundwater quality in Eastern Ontario. There is a lack of detailed groundwater quality information for health-related drinking water parameters throughout Eastern Ontario. Water quality concerns reported throughout Eastern Ontario are primarily focused on inorganic compounds that are derived from the geologic material through which the water flows (EOWRMS, 2001).
Older data seem to indicate that well water quality is an ongoing concern. An Ontario-wide survey found that 37% of the farm wells tested contained coliform bacteria, fecal coliform, or nitrate exceeding Ontario Drinking Water Objectives. Nitrate at levels above the maximum acceptable concentration was found in 13% of the wells, and 7% had unacceptable concentrations of both coli-form bacteria and nitrate–nitrogen (MOE, 1996). At the moment, March 2001, three communities in Prescott and Russell, Hammond, Bourget, and Clarence Creek, have a boiling water advisory. Many more people who are dependent on water from their private wells have a boiling water advisory but their numbers are unknown since the results of private well water testing are deemed confidential. 

Water consumption

The total annual water demand in Prescott and Russell, surface water and ground water, is about 10,436,723 m3/year. 

	Water Consumption in m3/year
	Groundwater
	Surface water

	Water Use from Agriculture
	2,273,189
	0

	Average Annual Production from Municipal Water Systems
	1,311,037
	2,731,979

	Domestic water use
	1,837,241
	    85,914

	Ministry of Environment Permitted Water Taking
	1,413,020
	  425,897

	Golf Courses Water Use

	  179,332
	  179,223

	Sub-totals
	7,013,710
	3,423,013

	Total Water Use
	10,436,723


Golf courses and water supply problems
A 18 hole golf course uses about 65,172 m3 per year. A resident in a rural area uses 58 m3 per year and a resident in an urban area uses 118 m3 per year. So one golf course uses the same amount of water as 1123 rural residents per year or 552 urban residents per year (EOWRMS, 2001).

Although water seems to be abundant in Prescott and Russell, many communities experience water supply problems. These problems may increase in the future as a result of a projected population increase of around 50% in the next 20 years (EOWRMS, 2001), because the location and quality of the water resources are limiting the actual amount of water available. The Ministry of Environment does not know how much water is available in Ontario (EOWRMS, 2001). 

The Environmental Commissioner of Ontario recently criticised the Ministry on the administration and management of the Permit to Take Water Programme because permits are given without proper assessment of the impact of water taking on the environment (ECO, 2001). This Programme regulates water taking of more than 50,000 liters a day (50 m3) for non-agricultural purposes including industry, golf courses, mineral extraction, and peat extraction. Municipalities in Prescott and Russell have a total of 18 permits to take water. Only two of the eight golf courses have a Permit to Take Water. None of the peat extractors have a Permit to Take Water.

Water Supply problems in Prescott and Russell

	Groundwater systems
	

	Bourget
	Low water table impacts supply from poor water quality wells

	Cheney
	Low water table impacts supply from poor water quality wells

	Clarence Creek
	Low water table impacts supply from poor water quality wells

	Hammond
	Low water table impacts supply from poor water quality wells

	Embrun
	Growth is limited by availability of supply

	Russell
	Dry weather is limiting availability of supply

	L’Orignal
	Insufficient water supply

	Surface Water Systems
	

	Rockland
	High demand

	Alfred-Lefaivre
	High demand

	Hawkesbury
	Limitations during peak demand

	Vankleek Hill
	Limitations during peak demand


Water supply problems in Prescott and Russell (EOWRMS, 2001).
Waste and Sewage

Water consumption is not just a matter of taking water from the environment. Water needs to be treated before consumption and wastewater needs to be processed. The provision of water, sewer and waste management services is the largest budget item for municipalities in Prescott-Russell (UCPR, 1996). In Canada, the average use is about 325 liters of water per person per day in urban areas and 159 liters per day in rural areas. About 38,500 of the approximately 77,000 residents of Prescott-Russell receive water from municipal water systems. Municipal sewer systems service about 34,000 residents. Municipal water systems, with the exception of the facilities in Hawkesbury and Rockland, are operated by the Ontario Clean Water Agency (OCWA). 

Solid waste management is another municipal responsibility. On average, a residence in Prescott-Russell produces 1.8 tons of garbage per year and it costs about 118 dollars per home per year to process waste via recycling, composting and landfilling (UCPR, 1999b). There are 15 landfill sites in Prescott and Russell of which four are privately owned.

	Municipality
	Total residential waste (2000)
	Recycled residential waste via bluebox programme (2000)
	Percentage of residential waste recycled

	Alfred/Plantagenet
	7227 tonnes
	437 tonnes
	6 %

	Casselman
	3192*
	192*
	6%

	Champlain
	3408 tonnes
	305 tonnes
	9%

	Clarence-Rockland
	12,400 tonnes
	1300 tonnes

	10%

	East-Hawkesbury
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Hawkesbury
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Russell
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	The Nation
	n/a
	684
	n/a


All municipalities have a Blue Box Programme for recycling. Clarence-Rockland and Russell operate a compost drop-off centre. Recycling and composting divert waste away from landfill sites, extending the life expectancy of landfill sites and minimising the possibility of soil and groundwater contamination through leaching. None of the municipalities has set clear targets for diverting waste away from landfill sites to recycling and composting.

Water Contamination

Groundwater quality can be threatened by numerous sources, including landfill sites, the disposal of sewer and agricultural sludge, septic tank systems, and the application of pesticides to both urban and agricultural lands. Water quality is also compromised when natural recharge areas such as wetlands or aquifers are destroyed or impaired. (CELA, 1999). A number of problems involving the quality of the water supply have been identified in the United Counties. Ground water contamination from bacteria, nitrates, petroleum, chemicals, salt, pesticide use and naturally present contaminants have occurred in many areas of Prescott and Russell (UCPR, 1999a).

Agricultural activities, especially the spreading of manure on land, contaminate surface water and groundwater. Sediment, nutrients, pesticides, and bacteria washed off land by surface runoff can contaminate our rivers and streams. Similarly, groundwater can be contaminated when rainwater, irrigation water, and snowmelt percolate through the soil and carry with them more nutrients or pesticides than the soil material can retain. 

Industrial releases in surface and groundwater are another source of contamination. Ivaco Rolling Mills reported the release of aluminium in the Ottawa River (NPRI, 1999). Sewage treatment facilities such as the ones in Hawkesbury, Casselman, and Plantagenet release raw sewage in the Ottawa and South Nation Rivers in situations of overcapacity. In another example, it is unclear whether the former Canadian International Paper (CIP) lagoons are being monitored against the danger of the leaching of contaminants in the Ottawa River, surrounding soils, and groundwater. 

A growing concern is the quantity and quality of manure produced by livestock facilities. Especially intensive livestock operations produce large quantities of toxic manure. A single hog will produce two tons of manure per year. Ontario's 4 million hogs produce as much raw sewage as the entire human population of the province without the benefit of a single sewage treatment plant. Manure carries dangerous contaminants including nitrates, phosphates, parasites, and bacteria (CELA,2000). Phosphorus is of concern because it can lead to eutrophication; nitrates can render water unfit for human consumption. The spreading of manure is not regulated in Ontario and in Prescott and Russell only new intensive livestock operations are required to have a nutrient management plan.

Sewage Treatment

Conventional sewage systems combine the processing of bacteria-filled sludge with various chemical and mechanical means of sewage treatment. In convential sewage treatment, sludge that is collected in the secondary treatment is a dark, wet mixture of solids containing grease fats, cellulose, sand and chemicals such as heavy metals. Because of the large amount of moisture it contains, sludge must be dried and treated in several stages to make it safe for disposal. Depending upon the type of purification treatment and the intended usage, processing sludge can account for up to half of sewage treatment costs. Very toxic sludges are placed in protected landfill sites, while cleaner sludges are placed, at a controlled rate, on land that may be used for growing certain crops.

Tertiary sewage treatment further processes the water by chemical and mechanical means using polymer, alum, salts and chlorine. There is now a concern about long-term exposure of residual chlorine in the discharge since chlorine is highly toxic in small amounts to aquatic organisms. One emerging safe and non-polluting alternative to chlorine is the use of ultra-violet light to kill pathogens. Many European cities already employ this technology, but acceptance has been slower in North America.

Systems incorporating ecological processes are generally referred to as natural systems and include constructed wetlands. The purification process in these constructed wetlands depends upon the combined action of sunlight, wind, temperature, settling, and the bacteria and algae found in the water and soil. Reactions in natural systems involve photosynthesis, photo-oxidation and plant uptake of nutrients. They generally operate at a slow rate and occur with a limited range of life forms. In natural systems, wastewater can be sprayed over soil, contained in the ground in constructed wetlands, or settled in ponds with surface aquatic plants. With favourable conditions, a constructed wetland can treat the wastewater to a secondary level. 

‘Living Machines’ for wastewater treatment work without the use of chemicals and consist of a series of tanks and marsh beds through which waste is pumped and digested. Ecological systems convert sewage to a drinking-water standard water product in several steps, without using chemicals. After raw sewage is screened, the water is pumped from one tank to the next. The hundreds of species of bacteria on the roots of the plants, as well as snails living in the tanks, digest the dissolved or suspended organic matter. The sludge remaining is only a fraction of the amount produced with a conventional system. Fish consume the remaining bacteria and algae as part of the final filtering process. The plants in the marsh beds produce antibiotics that help to reduce pathogens to below safe levels. Finally, the clear effluent is exposed to ultra-violet light, a safe and non-polluting disinfectant that destroys pathogens at the molecular level. Bacteria in Living Machines capture most of the toxic heavy metals found in residential wastewater, leaving only a fraction of the metals in the sludge that is produced, compared with conventional sludge in which all of the metals are precipitated out. 

	Levels of sewage treatment (conventional)

	A
	Preliminary treatment, includes coarse screening of large objects and removal of grit

	B
	Primary treatment using gravity to settle out solids

	C
	Secondary treatment involving biological treatment to remove remaining suspended or dissolved contaminants

	D
Dp
Dn
Dd
	Tertiary treatment using filtration to polish the secondary treatment effluent stream: 
Phosporus removal
Nitrate/Nitrogen removal
Disinfection

	Alternative sewage treatment

	E
	Constructed wetlands.

	F
	Living machines


3.3.8 Prescott-Russell Ground Water Protection and Enhancement Policy:

(…)

4. Industrial or commercial development which require large amounts of ground water will be required to undertake a hydrogeology study conducted by qualified hydrogeology engineers which addresses the impact of the proposed development on the quantity and quality of the water supply for existing development in the general area of the development site.

5. New commercial and/or industrial operations which take and bottle water for commercial purposes are prohibited. Existing operations are recognized as legal non-conforming uses. Any expansion of such operations will require an amendment to this Plan.

(UCPR, 1999A)

Policies

The proposed Ground Water Protection and Enhancement Policy of the Official Plan of Prescott-Russell regulates activities that have an impact on the region’s groundwater and allows the identification of certain areas as groundwater protection areas. The Policy can restrict or prevent certain development and activities in areas where the state of the groundwater resource, such as groundwater recharge areas, is unacceptable for development purposes. Only Russell Township has a by-law protecting groundwater recharge areas. Local water taking and water contamination is regulated at the provincial level via the Ontario Water Resources Act which is implemented and enforced by the Ontario Ministry of the Environment.

Activities

· RARE Recyclage Alexandria Recycling Equipe 
265 Industrial Blvd.
Alexandria, Ont. K0C 1A0
Contact: René Jaurond, Manager
Email: rare@glen-net.ca
URL http://www.rare-recycling.on.ca

· Recycling Council of Ontario
The Recycling Council of Ontario is a comprehensive source of information on the 3R’s:
reducing, recycling, re-using waste. It publishes fact sheets for households, schools, offices, and industries on the 3R’s 
URL http://www.rco.on.ca 
· Russell Environmental Team
The Russell Environmental Team is an active community-based group of volunteers. The Team is part of the Ontario Healthy Communities Network. Its activities range from tree-planting, educational projects, pesticide use, to water quality monitoring.
Contact: Cindy Saucier, tel. (613) 445.3852
Email. dandycin@hotmail.com

· South Nation Conservation
In 2001 the Ministry of Environment will reinstate groundwater testing in the province by re-activating the dormant groundwater monitoring stations the MOE operated in the late 1980’s. The South Nation Conservation will be responsible for the collection and analysis of groundwater quality and quantity samples in 13 test wells across its watershed as part of the new provincial Groundwater Monitoring Network.
Contact: South Nation Conservation 
Tel. 1.877.984.2948
URL http://www.nation.on.ca

· United Counties of Prescott and Russell
In May 2001, the United Counties of Prescott and Russell adopted the results of the Eastern Ontario Water resources Management Study. As a follow-up on the Study, the United Counties of Prescott and Russell have established an educational programme to reduce groundwater consumption and pollution. 
Contact: Pierre Mercier, Director Planning and Economic Development
59 Rue Court St., L’Orignal, Ont. K0B 1K0
Tel. 1.800.667.6307 ext. 340
Indicators

Baseline information:

7.1 Percentage of diverted residential waste (2000):

Alfred/Plantagenet: 6%
Casselman - 6%
Champlain – 9%
Clarence-Rockland – 10%
East-Hawkesbury – n/a
Hawkesbury – n/a
Russell – n/a
The Nation – n/a

(Municipalities, 2001)

7.2 Water consumption from municipal water systems (1999):

Groundwater systems in m3 per year - 1,311,037
Surface water systems in m3 per year – 2,731,979

(EOWRMS, 2001)
7.3 Levels and type of sewage treatment:

Alfred/Plantagenet – 

   Alfred*: BE

   Plantagenet*: BC

   Wendover: ABC 
Casselman* - BC
Champlain – 

   L’Orignal: ABC

   Vankleek Hill: ABCD

Clarence-Rockland - ABC
East-Hawkesbury – ABC
Hawkesbury - ABC
Russell –

   Embrun*: BC
   Russell: BC
The Nation – 
   St. Albert*: BC

   St. Isidore*: BC

(EOWRMS, 2001)

* lagoon system
7.4 Monitored wells showing groundwater contamination in 2001:

No data available

(Source: SNCA)
7.1 Percentage of waste that is diverted from landfill sites for recycling

In general, about 70% of our waste in Ontario is compostable and recyclable. Waste diversion from landfill sites extends the lifetime of landfill sites and diminishes the risk of soil, groundwater and air contamination.

7.2 Water consumption from municipal surface water and groundwater systems

Water consumption reduction protects our water resources as well as lowers the amount of energy used to treat our water and sewage.
7.3 Levels and type of sewage treatment

The release of contaminated wastewater in our surface and ground water has adverse environmental effects. New approaches to sewage treatments can significantly reduce the environmental impact of wastewater. 
7.4 Monitored wells showing groundwater contamination

Testing well water provides an indication of the quality of groundwater and the level of contamination.
Report Card

This report is concerned with the sustainability of the water resource in Prescott and Russell and is not meant to provide a health and safety review of drinking water. It is, however, important to mention that as a result of the current inquiry into contaminated drinking water in Walkerton, the provincial drinking water regulations are being called into question. 

Locally, our groundwater quality was last monitored in the 1980s. Water supply is problematic in several communities. This report shows that the lack of local, provincial and federal regulation to enhance and protect natural resources contributes to the poor state of our ground and surface waters. Over the long term this has a direct impact on the security of the groundwater supply in Prescott and Russell. For example, in the sections of this report concerned with soils and wetlands, this report described unsustainable practices and inadequate regulation. The lack of a firm commitment to recycling and composting, the lack of regulation of the spreading and storage of manure, and the use of outdated or inadequate technologies for our landfill sites and water and sewage treatment facilities all contribute in their own way to undermining the security of Prescott and Russell’s water supply. 

The report card for environmental services is therefore an F-. The letter grade refers to the current situation in which none of the sustainable development principles are being met and where there is a high risk of significant damage to the environment and a health risk. The minus (-) sign describes a situation in which there are no examples of successful community participation.

Recommended Priorities and Options

· Firm targets for waste diversion and active promotion of recycling and composting. For example, a recent survey on household waste in North-Glengarry – a region comparable to Prescott and Russell  - showed that 33% of the waste was recycled via the Blue Box programme and 67% of the waste ended up in the landfill sites. A waste audit showed that of the waste destined for the landfill sites, 52 to 58% of the collected garbage was compostable and 14% was recyclable. In other words, 60 to 70% of our waste is recyclable and compostable (RARE, 2000). In Prescott and Russell only 6 to 10% of the household waste is diverted from landfill sites for recycling purposes.
· Restrict use of old-style landfill sites. 

· Promote artificial wetland construction and onsite composting for the treatment of manure.

· Prevent privatisation of municipal water works. Public health depends on equitable access to clean pure water supplies for all people. The Government of Ontario, however, is seeking ways to privatise water. Experiences with the privatisation of water in England and Wales has led to profound problems such as: discrimination against the poor by limiting or disconnecting their water supplies; significant increases in diseases such as dysentery and Hepatitis A; increased water wastage and leakage aggravating droughts; and increased prosecutions for pollution while the private shareholders enjoyed large profits at public expense. 

· Reduce water consumption. The Eastern Ontario Water resources management Studies shows that 13 communities in eastern Ontario have supply problems, 11 of these communities are in Prescott and Russell. On the other hand, Prescott and Russell has 8 golf courses that use, per year, as much water as consumed by almost 9000 rural residents. Domestic water consumption can be reduced through conservation and demand management measures.

· Implement Risk Analysis for all municipal and communal drinking water systems in Prescott and Russell. 

· Promote legislation to protect wellfields recharge areas. For example, in 2000 the Provincial Government of New Brunswick adopted the Wellfield Protected Area Designation Order, which places standards on the storage of products and activities that are permitted in wellfield recharge areas. Standards vary according to levels of sensitivity in three zones: A, B and C, with zone A being the most sensitive to contamination. The approach is based on the level of risks associated with different activities, and the nature of contaminants, which have different rates of movement and persistence in the environment. The regulations will place varying controls on the storage of petroleum fuels, persistent solvents (i.e. degreasers, dry cleaning solvents), pesticides, fertilizer, road salt and manure. Varying levels of control will also be placed on manure applications, mining and aggregate removal, new sewerage systems, forestry activities, groundwater extraction and groundwater heat pumps (Wellfield Protection Programme, 2000).
· Upgrade water treatments systems, install better warning mechanisms, improve training of local water plant managers and technicians, and expand the number of contaminants in the water quality test programme.

· Upgrade sewage treatment facilities to reduce environmental impact. For example, ecological sewage treatment systems in Ontario are operational in Alfred (constructed wetland) and ‘living machines’ are operational at the Body Shop in Toronto, in the Boyne River Science Centre near Allison, and under construction in the Ontario Science Centre.
Conclusions

The State of the Environment Report for Prescott and Russell is the first in its kind for the Prescott and Russell Stewardship Council. The report found an alarming lack of adequate regulation and enforcement across a number of sectors and all levels of government. For example:

· Ontario's standard for acceptable air quality allows for five times more air pollution than is safe for vulnerable people, such as the elderly or those with allergies and asthma. 

· As elsewhere in Ontario, groundwater in Prescott and Russell, the main source of our drinking water, has not been monitored for quality since the late 1980s. 

· The majority of communities experience water supply problems because the location and quality of the water resources are limiting the actual amount of water available. 

· Our surface waters are generally deteriorated below the level that is considered sufficient to protect aquatic life.

· For the storage and spreading of manure we still work with voluntary guidelines. 

· The application of contaminated industrial and sewage sludge as fertilizer on agricultural land is a common practice in Prescott and Russell. 

· The provincial Certificate of Approval system for environmental releases is based on the “best available technology that is economically achievable” for industries and corporations, instead of on sound environmental and public health standards. This effectively legalises, for example, the release into the air of carcinogenic compounds by local industry and the contamination of our waterways by municipal sewage treatment systems releasing raw sewage. 

· Golf courses, sod farms, lawn care companies, farmers and gardeners work with dangerous pesticides that damage soils and penetrate the food chain, leaving behind a deadly trail of affected flora and fauna, children, women, and farmers. No independent testing of pesticides has taken place in Canada since 1994.

· Milkweed, the local habitat for the Monarch butterfly, is still listed as a weed under the Noxious Weed Act. 

· The future of the Alfred Bog, an unique Provincially Significant Wetland, continues to be threatened by peat extraction; and although the Official Plan of Prescott and Russell seeks to protect the Bog, appeals to the OMB and lack of regulation of peat mining throughout Ontario, means the regulatory framework applicable to this vulnerable ecosystem and key component of our groundwater management system and floodplain control system remains tentative and murky.

· We still do not know if we can protect the last remaining old growth trees. 

At the municipal level, the new Official Plan for the United Counties of Prescott and Russell is an exception to this gloomy outlook. Once implemented by the municipalities of the United Counties, the official plan should provide improved policies and more sustainable management of our natural resources such as our forests, wetlands, flora and fauna, and groundwater. However, the effects of the official plan do not appear in the analysis presented in this report. As noted above, important parts of the plan are under appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board and the remainder of the plan has yet to be translated into municipal zoning by-laws and implemented, monitored, and enforced by our municipal authorities. If the Official Plan is implemented in its present form it may result in an improvement in the Environmental Report Card in the future.

In addition to the policies contained in the Official Plan, the priorities outlined in each section will need to be pursued with vigour to ensure improvements in the environmental stewardship of the citizens and municipalities of Prescott and Russell. While there are many priorities identified which are specific to a certain sector, a common theme emerges from each: local solutions to local problems. However, the ability of citizens and local authorities to implement sustainable solutions will depend to a great extent on local capacities. Where these capacities are lacking, they will have to be built.

Environmental capacity building takes place on several levels.  It can be expressed in the form of the accessibility of local resources such as data, information, expertise, and networks. It includes making full use of local communities, organisations and knowledge, promoting greater awareness of the environment in communities, and increasing community participation in decision-making on issues of relevance for the environment. Initiatives that can help support environmental capacity building are, for example:

· Prescott and Russell Environmental Awareness Campaign:
A campaign organised around existing local, national, and international activities, treaties, and celebrations such as International Earth Day, Environment Week, food festivals, and agricultural fairs. Use these as opportunities to address local issues and to engage people on possible solutions. 
· Prescott and Russell Environment Information Clearinghouse:
An environment information service to help communicate sustainable solutions to local environmental issues and needs.
Environmental capacity building is also urgently needed at the planning and decision-making levels of our local and regional councils. Our governments see their role primarily as implementing policies and enforcing regulations. They are restricted in this role by the lack of sound federal and provincial legislation and insufficient resources to monitor and enforce regulations. Our governments lack the capacity for pro-active environmental protection, true-cost accounting, informed decision-making, and an ecosystem approach. Initiatives that can help support environmental capacity building on this level are, for example:

· Environment Liaison for the United Counties of Prescott and Russell
Offices with significant environmental responsibility are spread across a number of jurisdictions in Prescott and Russell. This makes enforcement difficult and places a heavy burden on by-law officers and other responsible municipal officials. An environmental liaison function would work to ensure that enforcement efforts at the municipal level are co-ordinated, both among different municipalities and with regard to different levels of governments and various jurisdictions. To be effective, this function should be implemented through the creation of a position within the administration of the United Counties, rather than as a committee or as a new part of an existing job description.   

· Environmental Planning Process
Each municipality and/or the United Counties should establish environmental planning mechanisms that include members of the community in consultative planning processes. Such processes should aim to develop of a local vision for sustainable development, the translation of that vision into priorities and options, and the integration of that vision to the relevant aspects and sectors of municipal policy and practice. For example: some local municipalities have established environmental committees with the joint participation of residents and council members. This may be one option for the management of consultation processes on the environment, but there may be other mechanisms as well.  

The people of Prescott and Russell show they care about their land, water, and air. Their voluntary participation in many environmental activities such as tree-planting, the Environmental Farm Plan, the Clean Water Programme, the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme, pesticides campaigns, and the protection of the Alfred Bog makes an important difference. These activities, however, have not yet led to situation in which sustainability has been reached. Other important issues, such as recycling and water consumption reduction, have not yet given the attention they need.

There is a lot of work to be done. Individually, we can make a real difference to our environment. Collectively, we can build a sustainable community!
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Appendix 1: Summary Report Card

	
Environmental Report Card for Prescott and Russell

	Category
	Status and Stewardship
	Community Participation
	Comments

	Forests
	D
	+
	Proposed Policies to regulate development and activities on Significant Woodlands is under appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board

	Soils
	D
	+
	

	Flora and Fauna
	D
	+
	The proposed Policy to protect the habitat of endangered and threatened species is under appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board. 

	Wetlands
	D
	+
	Proposed Policies to protect Provincially Significant Wetlands are under appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board. Policies will not be able to prevent peat extraction in Provincially Significant Wetlands. A Private members Bill will be introduced to the Ontario Legislature, proposing to allow the United Counties of Prescott and Russell to regulate peat extraction in Provincially Significant Wetlands.

	Rivers and Streams
	D
	+
	

	Air Quality
	D
	-
	Existing provincial regulation results in 1800 premature deaths in Ontario each year.

	Environ-mental Services
	F
	-
	The Walkerton inquiry may lead to improved legislation. Existing regulation and practices cannot prevent E.coli or cryptosporidium contamination from taking place in communities in Prescott and Russell in the same way as happened in Walkerton (Ont.) and North Battleford (Sas.).


Appendix 2: Summary Indicators and Baseline Information
	Summary Indicators and Baseline Information

	Issue
	Indicators
	Baseline Information

	1. Forest
	1.1 Extend Forest cover
	21% (1999)

	
	1.2 Number of municipalities with by-laws to protect trees and woodlands
	0 (2001)

	
	1.3 Percentage of forest cover with a management plan approved by the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Programme


	6.1 % (March 2001)

	2. Soils
	2.1 Number of farms with an Environmental Farm Plan
	235 (March 2001)

	
	2.2 Amount of acid rain in the soil
	( 20 kg/ha (1996)

	
	2.3 Number of municipalities with a Top Soil protection Act
	2 (2001)

	3. Flora and Fauna
	3.1 Number of rare, vulnerable, threatened, and endangered species
	Rare: 43

Vulnerable: 3

Threatened: n/a
Endangered: 3 (1999)



	
	3.2 Number of municipalities with a by-law on pesticide use 
	Public land: 3
Private land: 0 (2001)

	4. Wetlands
	4.1 Extend of natural and restored significant wetland cover
	6,462.3 hectares (1997)

	
	4.2 Number of municipalities with restrictive zoning by-laws for locally significant wetlands and land adjacent to all significant wetlands
	0 (2001)

	5. Rivers and Streams
	5.1 Percentage of riparian areas with natural vegetation cover
	21% (1999)

	
	5.2 Amount of nitrate, phosphorous, and turbidity in South Nation River
	Nitrate: 1,73 mg/L

Phosphorous: 0,075 mg/L

Turbidity: 23,93 F.T.U (1999)

	
	5.3 Phosphorous reduction as result of participation in the Clean Water Programme
	305 kilograms (2000)

	6. Air Quality
	6.1 Number of days with at least one hour of moderate or poor air quality
	68 days (2000)

	
	6.2 Amount of contaminants released in the air by Ivaco Rolling Mills, L’Orignal
	9,224 kilograms (1999)


	7. Environmental Services (Water, Waste, and Sewage)
	7.1 Percentage of waste that is diverted from landfill sites for recycling
	Alfred/Plantagenet: 6%
Casselman – 6%
Champlain – 9%
Clarence-Rockland – 10%
East-Hawkesbury – n/a
Hawkesbury – n/a
Russel – n/a
The Nation – n/a



	
	7.2 Water consumption from municipal surface water and groundwater systems
	Groundwater systems in m3 per year: 1,311,,037

Surface water systems in m3 per year: 2,731,979 

	
	7.3 Levels and type of sewage treatment
	Alfred/Plantagenet:

Alfred – AB

Plantagenet – BC

Wendover – ABC

Casselman – BC
Champlain:

L’Orignal - ABC

       Vankleek Hill – ABCD
Clarence-Rockland - ABC
East-Hawkesbury - ABC
Hawkesbury - ABC
Russell:

        Embrun – BC

        Russell – BC
The Nation –

        St. Albert – BC

        St. Isidore – BC
(2001)

	
	7.4 Monitored wells showing groundwater contamination in 2001


	No data available


Appendix 3: Factors for Conversion Metric to Imperial  Units

	Metric Units
	Approx. Conversion Factor
	Imperial Units

	hectare
	X 2.5
	acre

	tonne
	X 1.016
	ton

	kilograms per hectare
	X 0.89
	pounds per acre
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� Hydric soils are those soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part.


� Hydrophytic plants are water-loving plants which can be seen by the naked eye, growing in water, in soil, or on a substrate that is at least periodically deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content.





� The South Nation River is comparable with the Grand River. Both are located in primarily agricultural watersheds. The average Total Phosporous Concentration (mg/L) for the Grand River for the period 1990-1999 was 0.11. The average for the South Nation River for the same period was 0.12. The Provincial Water Quality Objective for phosphorous is 0.03 mg/L.





� These data are based on Table 4 of the Clean Water Programme 2000 Annual Report, p.7. Table 4 incorrectly mentions as Total Number of Projects 216 and Total Phosphorous Reduction  2,643. 


� Eutrophication: process in which microscopic plant floating plants, algae, multiply rapidly when fertilized by phosphorus. These algae cloud the water making it difficult for larger submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) to get enough light. The SAV may dieback reducing available habitat of aquatic animals. When the algae themselves eventually die they decompose. During this process dissolved oxygen is removed from water. Lowered oxygen levels make it difficult for other aquatic organisms to survive (SNC, 2001).


� Data exclude golf courses with a Permit to Take Water from the Ministry of Environment.


� In addition, 98 tonnes of compostables, 27 tonnes of rubber tires, 445 tonnes scrap metal, 16,266 liters of liquid hazardous waste, and 312 pieces of hazardous waste were diverted from the landfill sites.


� Based on Chen and Brum, 2000.
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