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Submission from Oakville Chamber of Commerce
Regarding the Town of Oakville’s
Draft Health Protection Air Quality By-Law

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Health Protection Air
Quality By-Law. First we greatly appreciate the business information meeting on January
19™ arranged by the Town; it was informative for our members and business at large. As
well we would like to thank Cindy Toth in particular for her assistance and availability to
respond to questions about the by-law.

Who We Are:

A not-for-profit organization, the Oakville Chamber of Commerce was established in
1949. The Chamber’s Membership has grown to over 1,100 businesses collectively
representing over 33,000 employees. The Chamber is one of the largest associations of
any kind in the Town of Oakville.

The Chamber is the voice of the Oakville business community. We provide member
benefits which include advocacy, corporate benefits, networking opportunities, business
development and educational forums. Our mission is to foster a healthy economic
environment for Oakville.

In 2007 The Oakville Chamber was the recipient of the Chair’s Award. This award is
presented annually by the Ontario Chamber of Commerce to Chambers that develop
outstanding new programs. The Oakville Chamber is an active member of both the
Canadian and Ontario Chambers of Commerce.

Our Position:

The Oakville Chamber of Commerce agrees with proposals that are intended to improve
the air quality and human health in Oakville. The Chamber fully supports the initiative of
Town Council to seek provincial government regulation of fine particulate matter. To that
end we will be writing the Minister of the Environment, the Honourable John Gerrettsen,
and the Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, Gordon Miller, to state our support for
provincial regulation of PM 2.5 and PM 10, and to encourage the province to adopt a firm
deadline for introducing an action plan and deadline for implementation .

2521 Wyecroft Road, Oakville ON L6L 6P8 * Phone: (905) 845-6613 * Fax: (905) 845-6475
Email: info@oakvillechamber.com * Web: www.oakvillechamber.com
Fostering a Healthy Economic Environment for Oakville



While we are supportive of the intent of the by-law and the actions undertaken by
Council to encourage the province to regulate PM 2.5 and PM 10, we are not supportive
of' a municipal by-law to the same effect. Our lack of support for the proposed by-law
should not be misconstrued as support for the proposed power plant by Council or any
local residents. These are two very different things.

We appreciate the concerns over the proposed power plant. Our members are residents
too and they reflect the greater Oakville population. However, we also understand that
this by-law is another method the Town is undertaking to block the plant. As a result,
many local businesses fear being vilified should they speak out against any aspect of this
proposed by-law. The Chamber advocates on behalf of its members and we estimate that
every facility in Oakville will be required to comply with this by-law as it currently
stands.

Our immediate concern is that Council has gone fishing to catch a “big tuna’ but it will
end up catching hundreds of dolphins in the process. The By-law, if passed, will create a
great deal of uncertainty, cost, and duplicated regulatory burdens for local businesses and
may lead to unintended consequences that will ultimately not be in the best interests of
our community from a fiscal and environmental standpoint. Oakville does not exist in a
bubble and therefore, issues impacting air quality, can not be successfully regulated as
such. This matter falls within the domain of the Province of Ontario and the Government
of Canada.

The Chamber would like to explain why this by-law will have a very significant impact
on local businesses and what it will mean for Oakville’s future. The issues for the
Chamber are as follows:

1. Airshed /Ability to Achieve reduce PM2.5 and PM10

2. Number of Companies Affected

3. Uncertain and Subjective Process

4. Duplicative regulatory regimes and new reporting requirements
5. Excessive Cost

6. Short Review and Transition Time

7. Uncompetitive

8. Unintended Consequences

9. Outcomes

10. Recommendations

1. Airshed /Ability to Achieve a Reduction in PM 2.5 and PM 10

It is uncertain how these PM emissions can be captured and distinguished from the
ambient air, particularly when the Town of Oakville is at the cross roads of multiple 400
system highways — QEW, 403, 401 and 407. A number of modeling softwares were
discussed at the business information consultation but it was unclear whether there are
acceptable widely used standards and protocols to assess these cumulative effects. As it is



currently drafted the proposed bylaw would require every company to produce a study of
its ambient air quality. This would be an onerous burden to place on a small company.

According to the Clarkson Airshed Study that the Town has used as the basis for its
policy decision, up to 50% of the fine particulate matter (PM) is coming from long —
range transport, from as far away as the US Midwest when the PM peaks at 12
micrograms per cubic metre in the summer. As such only about 50% of the PM in the
airshed is local to Ontario. Of the remaining 6 micrograms the majority is still from
vehicular traffic with less than 2 of the 12 micrograms arising from industries within the
Clarkson Airshed.

The Clarkson Airshed extends beyond Oakville and includes Mississauga. So in effect,
industrial emissions from Oakville likely constitute less than 5-8% of the actual PM 2.5
and PM 10 emissions. As such very little of the PM can be attributable to facilities
located in Oakville.

The CAS is based on measurements taken in 2004. There have been a number of
significant changes to the local industrial landscape since then that time._Specifically the
CAS refers to The Oakville Petro-Canada refinery, the Lakeview Generating Station and
the Ford Truck Plant, all of which were closed after 2004. Further, Ford has invested
over $1 billion dollars in upgrades to its Oakville assembly plant.. We are concerned that
the 2004 data does not truly reflect today’s reality._

At the provincial level, although long overdue, various events and initiatives have now
created a new imperative for a cumulative approach to setting air quality standards in
Ontario. As a result of a recent court decision to deny a Certificate of Approval to
LaFarge Cement, following a challenge by residents over concerns of cumulative
impacts, the Environmental Commissioner of Ontario( ECO) commissioned a study of
various policy approaches and scientific models for addressing cumulative effects of
contaminants in airsheds. The findings were posted to the ECO website in December,
2009 and forwarded to the Ministry of Environment for further action.

In November 2009, the Ontario Ministry of Environment established a task force to
develop an action plan for improving air quality in the Southwest Greater Toronto Area.
On January 15" of this year, the membership of the Task Force was announced; included
are local Oakville residents, well known advocates on matters of public health and air
quality and representation from the Town of Oakville. The Chamber wholly supports
these airshed wide approaches to addressing air quality. We encourage the Town to fully
participate in this process and work towards the June deadline.

2. Number of Companies

In comments by municipal officials at the business information meeting, officials
indicated that approximately 12 companies who are considered “major emitters” would
subsequently be declared a “public nuisance.” However between 80-200 companies
would be classified as “major emitters”. In addition, every facility in Oakville will be
required to comply with the reporting requirement



With respect to the estimated number of “major emitters” who will be declared public
nuisances by the Town, the proposed by-law severely reduces the regulatory reporting
thresholds for VOCs, NOx, and SO2. Ontario Regulation 455/09 made under the Ontario
Toxic Reductions Act,2009 and Environment Canada’s National Pollutants Act have
similar standards of 10,000 VOCs kg/year; 20,000 NOx kg/year; and, 20,000 SO2
kg/year. The Town is proposing that the new emission reporting thresholds at a 10" of
these federal and provincial regulatory thresholds to 1,000 VOCs; 2,700 NOx and 2,000
SO2 kg/year, respectively.

The rationale for this specific level as we understand are that these substances are pre-
cursors and can lead to a greater increase in PM in the air. However there is no rationale
or supporting documentation to indicate for why a standard was chosen at one-tenth the
provincial and federal thresholds, as opposed to one-half, one- third or one-quarter of the
provincial and federal thresholds. No independent scientific research verifies the
adoption of these standards.

We are unclear as to the Town’s regulatory authority regarding emissions of VOCs, NOXx,
and SO2 as the province and federal government already have established regulations
regarding such emissions

With respect to the reporting requirement, every business in Oakville will be affected.
The breadth of the application of the by-law on local business is extensive as the health-
risk air pollutants identified in the by-law include the three most common emissions from
virtually every source: NOx, VOCs and PM. As such, an artisan’s wood working shop
would fall under the by-law; any auto body shop engaged in painting cars would fall
under it and local welding operations, such as an iron-working business would fall under
it. While the majority of these firms may not exceed the targets to be major emitters, they
would still be required to calculate and /or report their emissions, which would require
them to hire an external consultant and meet the reporting requirements.

More alarming as there is no minimum threshold for SO2 and NOx, all buildings with
emissions will be required to conduct and file a report. As Randall Goodwin, BSC, PGeo
the Senior Environmental Scientist at Kodiak Environmental has described, “Because the
proposed by-law includes SO2 and NOx (without a minimum threshold) all buildings that
have a heating system will be required to report the emissions from the furnace or boiler
regardless of any other industrial emissions.” As such, as the by-law stands every facility
in Oakville will have to conduct the emissions test or perform detailed emissions
calculations. As well, if any changes to their facility would require testing or calculations

updates.

One local paint company has invested millions of dollars to upgrade its facility and
reduce emissions. It is now one of the top three green paint facilities in the country. It
generally operates slightly above one-tenth of the federal and provincial reporting
thresholds. It will not achieve the proposed municipal emissions threshold. This company
manufactures high quality industrial coatings that prevent early rusting on bridges, the
interior & exterior of water towers, ships & a host of other manufactured metal products
that both protect & beautify the world we live in. The proposed municipal emission



standards make it a “major emitter” and thus a “public nuisance” in Oakville when it is
readily identified as a green champion in its sector. Will it now become a target for other
municipalities for relocation?

A further concern is that these municipal thresholds will capture a number of business
sectors as “major emitters.” For instance experts in attendance identified that a body shop
with 4 bays would now be classified as a “major emitter” and subject to the internal costs
of following this proposed by-law as well as the municipal fees. The net is too widely
cast, minimum thresholds and harmonized emissions targets need to be set.

3. Uncertain and Subjective Process
The administrative and decision making process described in the by-law creates
uncertainty; it is void of specific standards and scientific rationale to guide evaluation,
and final authority to determine ‘peer review’ and ‘public interest’ rests with elected
officials who may or may not have subject matter expertise. Uncertainty is antithetical
to business investment decision-making - the greater the uncertainty, the less likely the
business will be willing to invest.

Specifically there are numerous uncertainties in this by-law:

- What is the methodology and standards to assess emissions?

- What are the qualifications for the peer reviewer?

- What are the “public interest” criteria -the basis on which the council makes its
decision?

- What is the mitigation process?

- What are the costs of mitigation?

- What are the conditions that the Town can put on an approval for a major emitter?

- What if the Town declares an existing company who is defined as a major emitter
under the by-law a public nuisance? What happens to them?

- The ICAP and AERMOD models to do not estimate particulate matter due to
secondary formation of precursor pollutants (specifically VOCs). What models
does the Town suggest facilities utilize?

Bylaw Section 2 ¢) clearly states that the purpose of the by-law is “to encourage public
participation in Council decision-making on major emissions of health-risk air
pollutants.” The by-law is a clear departure from science-based approaches to
determining the risk to human health from emissions. It is allowing subjective
perceptions about the impact of a facility to enter the decision making process. While
previously a company could rely on the issuance of a Certificate of Approval by the
Province for its air emissions, it may be refused approval by an elected local council
based on constituency pressures and declared a “public nuisance.”

According to The Town of Oakuville statistics, 66% of all emissions are created by a
combination of residential and vehicular uses within the Town. As constructed, the
current by-law could be interpreted to define a residential property as a ‘facility’. Does
this mean that a group of residents can petition the Council to declare a neighbour “a
public nuisance?”



There are many unanswered questions and omitted standards in this by-law that could
have fundamental ramifications on a company’s on a company’s operations and/or plans
to invest in our community

4. Duplicative regulatory regimes and new reporting requirements

Under the Ontario Environmental Protection Act (OEPA), any new or modified source of
air contaminants is required to obtain a Certificate of Approval (C of A) air permit prior
to construction or operation. The permit application process, including the methodology
to assess the air impacts of the proposed new source, is specified in Ontario Regulation
419/05 (O. Reg. 419/05).

Federally under the authority of the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999
(CEPA 1999), owners or operators of facilities that meet the criteria specified in the
annual Notice with respect to substances in the NPRI, published in the Canada Gazette,
are required to report to Environment Canada by the annual June 1st reporting deadline.
The Notice for December 5, 2009 lists 232 pollutants that companies have to report.

The Town is creating an additional regulatory burden and cost for companies who are
already seeking approvals provincially and reporting nationally. It will also require that
every facility in the municipality meet its reporting requirements. As with all business
regulation for licensing and taxation, businesses want streamlined and reduced regulatory
burdens in order to reduce their costs and keep their businesses competitive.

This By-law will also introduce new modelling and calculation requirements not
previously required by either the Ontario or Federal governments. Most affected
facilities are unfamiliar with the ICAP model and will need time to review its affects on
their industry. A baseline needs to be established, Consultants need to be found that have
a familiarity with this model (or something similar) and a determination needs to be
conducted on the implications of the proposed By-law on their facility.

5. Excessive Cost

In addition to requiring many companies to duplicate federal and provincial processes,
the prescribed process in the by-law requires that the company conduct its own
assessment of PM 2.5, and PM 10. It appears that a company will be required to conduct
an evaluation of the air concentrations across the airshed of fine particulate matter due to
direct emissions, secondary formation from facility emitted precursor pollutants as well
as using existing airshed levels. The introduction of this requirement will not only
require the use of the ICAP model, which as stated previously, is not yet understood by
the affected industries and their consultants, but a new model as well. AERMOD,
currently used by many industries, as well as [CAP does not estimate levels of fine
particulate matter from precursor pollutants. An appropriate, Town-approved model
would need to be found to conduct these calculations. Therefore, another baseline model
will need to be established for a third dispersion model such as Calpuft.



For many Oakville companies captured by the reporting requirements in absence of
minimum thresholds and significantly lower federal and provincial thresholds, the by-law
will compel them to do these assessments for the first time.

To meet the needs of the by-law each company will hire its own expert consultant to
conduct the initial study. Then the Town is proposing that the company pay a fee of
$25,000 for the Town to hire a consultant of the Town’s choosing who will peer review
the company’s results.

This is a significant cost to undertake for many companies, particularly in comparison to
their competitors from other jurisdictions in the GTA. Many of the companies that will be
affected by this by-law are small and medium sized enterprises. Oakville has a number of
manufacturers that are 5-10 person operations who will find this severely onerous and
costly.

Not only is the cost excessive for companies; it will be expensive for the Town to
conduct assessments of its own buildings. Will the Town peer review the work of the
initial consultant it hires to conduct assessments of its buildings? Surely a list of
acceptable consultants who meet professional standards can be identified by the Town
from which the Company can choose without a need for peer review. Qualified
consultants can pay for the process to be approved and placed on this list of “approved
consultants”.

Furthermore on the issue of costs, what has the Town spent to date on this legal advice?
What has the Town spent on the advice of the multiple experts on human physiology and
air-pollutant modelling? What will we spend in the future on these costs? What will be
spent on the legal fees to defend this by-law if it ends in legal dispute because of the
uncertain and seemingly subjective processes? This will affect all taxpayers: business and
residents.

6. Short Review and Transition Time

The Town has proposed this bylaw in December, held a briefing session on January 19"
asked for written commitments by January 25" with the intent to pass the by-law on
February 1*. The timetable for a by-law that will have a fundamental impact on all
Oakville businesses including and beyond our membership has been far too quick. It is
premature and those affected by this proposal need more time to understand the full
implications of this By-law on their operations.

Furthermore, the implementation time frame is too fast, which will result in confusion
and uncertainty. The Town has indicated that it will take a year to develop its guidelines,
how can businesses be required to provide a report in one-year when the guidelines are
being developed concurrently?

7. Uncompetitive



Two of the key objectives of the recently passed Oakville Economic Development
Strategy are to: 1) attract businesses from sectors of advanced manufacturing as well as
2) retain existing businesses. If this by-law passes, it will be difficult for the Town to
meet these goals, particularly as neighboring jurisdictions do not have a similar by-law.
This type of regulation should be mandated by the province, in a manner that would
impact all jurisdictions on an equal basis.

As previously described, a local Oakville company with a provincial Certificate of
Approval could be declared a “public nuisance”. Its competitor located in another
jurisdiction could have a poorer emissions track record but not face a derogatory label by
its local council. The Oakville company would be placed at a competitive disadvantage as
a result of this label as its competitors could effectively reference and market against the
Oakville company referencing the Town’s website, even though the converse was true,
that the Oakville company’s emissions were less. Given this potential risk to its brand
why would a company risk its name and reputation to operate in Oakville?

8. Unintended Consequences

The most worrying scenario will be that the by-law will result in the opposite of what it is
intended to do. Will the cost, severity, uncertainty, duplication and subjectivity of the by-
law result in the companies leaving Oakville and taking their jobs with them? Does this
by-law make Oakville a likely recruiting location by other municipalities? Will a
company just move across our municipal border, remove its contributions to Oakville’s
tax base, and still impact the airshed?

Oakville already has 63% of its residents commuting to jobs outside of its borders. Will
an unintended consequence be that companies move from Oakville, causing an increase
in vehicular traffic and commuter emissions due to residents commuting to the same job
that was previously located within the municipality as a result of the by-law? This is a
scenario that we do not want to see happen.

9 Outcomes

What reduction in PM emissions does the Town project will result from implementing
the proposed by-law? Is a copy of the cost benefit analysis available for review? The
Clarkson Airshed Study clearly illustrates that very limited industrial emissions of PM
2.5 actually originate in Oakville. It is important that the Town define the expected
outcome from the imposition of an air emission by-law (show projections with number of
companies and target reduction that is evidence based)

10 Recommendations

1/ That Council not proceed with the proposed by-law. Pursue provincial regulation
instead of a local by-law to effectively manage the human health impacts of air
emissions, without unduly burdening the time and expense to local companies.
Recognize the impact of emissions generated by other factors within the community as



well as the impact of emissions from other sources outside the community. A local by-
law does nothing to address these contributing factors/sources. Provincial regulation
will eliminate the cost and time for the Town (and subsequently the local taxpayer), in
implementing such a by-law locally.

2/ Should Council remain intent on passing a local by-law to regulate emissions, it
should delay such passage until reasonable time has been given to allow the province to
respond to the Town’s request for provincial regulation and/or to allow for proper
consultation with the business community.

Conclusion

As much as we dislike finding ourselves in the midst of a divisive issue, we have a
responsibility to our members and all business in Oakville to advocate on issues that will
have a significant impact on our community. We appreciate that your goal is to catch
your tuna with this timeframe, but as it stands, this by-law will kill a lot of dolphins in the
process.

The by-law as it stands is not functional. It is too broad as it demands a report from every
facility in Oakville. It is too costly in a two phase approach to emissions testing. It is too
subjective permitting scientific issues to be swayed by pressure politics. It places
Oakville businesses at a disadvantage to their competitors in other jurisdictions. And
most importantly, there is a real possibility that it will have the opposite effect from
intended and negatively impact the local community both from a fiscal and
environmental standpoint.

We encourage Council to pursue provincial regulation. We also encourage council to step
back and consider the long term impact of this by-law on its local businesses, the
environment, and its own budget and property taxes.
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January 25, 2010

Cindy Toth, Director, Environmental Policy
Town of Oakville

1225 Trafalgar Road

Oakyville, Ontario

L6J 5A6

Town of Oakville — Proposed By-Law No. 2009-197
Dear Ms. Toth,

This is further to the meeting on January 19" at Oakville Town Hall for local industries to discuss
the proposed By-law No. 2009-197 (“By-law™).

Dufferin Construction Company, a division of Holcim (Canada) Inc., operates the asphait plant
located at 731 Third Line in Oakville. The facility has a Certificate of Approval (Air) with the
Ministry of Environment (MOE). Based on the facility emissions reported to the National Poliutant
Release Inventory (NPRI), the facility would be classified as a major emitter under this proposed
Town of Oakville ("Town”) By-law since the facility meets the emission thresholds for PM-10 and
PM-2.5.

Dufferin recognizes the intent of the Town as being the prevention and reduction of adverse
effects to its residents and public health due to fine particulate matter in the Town. However,
Dufferin has significant concerns about the legality, appropriateness and effectiveness of this
proposed by-law.

We do not believe that Oakville has the jurisdiction to pass this by-law under the Municipal Act.
We believe this by-law would invariably conflict with the Certificate of Approval process under the
Ontario Environmental Protection Act.

We also note that a review of the current scientific literature and available data would indicate that
the major source of fine particulate emissions has been erroneously defined in the By-law as
being industry-driven while data would suggest that industry is a minor source in Oakville,
especially compared to residential wood-burning appliances. A summary of current scientific
literature and data on this matter is attached to this letter in Appendix 1 — Technical Information.
We recommend that, at the very least, Oakville postpone adopting this proposed bylaw until the
ongoing study to assess air quality issues in The Southwest Greater Toronto Area, under the
leadership of Dr. David Balsillie, release its report in mid-2010.

Should the Town of Oakuville still decide to regulate industry, which we do not believe is warranted
in light of the EPA regime, the bylaw should be modified as currently the emissions threshold to
be regulated is the equivalent to the releases from only 7 average suburban residences. Major
sources should be defined as sources of at least 20 tonnes of PM10 or PM2.5 per year, which
would apply only to very large facilities where end of pipe controls may be available.

Strength. Performance. Passion. A division of Holcim (Canada) Inc.
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In addition to the comments above Dufferin Construction has prepared the following list of
technical questions, comments and concerns regarding the proposed By-law:

The by-law should provide that where approval conflicts with an approval under the EPA,
the latter prevails.
Dufferin suggests that the Town should screen and approve consulting firms specializing
in air modelling that major emitters can use to complete their application, in lieu of
requiring a Town peer review.
Dufferin suggests that the content of the application should be similar to the current
Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling (ESDM}) report guidelines used by the MOE,
allowing facilities to use their existing ESDM report to complete the application.
Will there be an opportunity for the public to comment on any application standards or
template documents created by the Town?
What is the list of the Town approved atmospheric dispersion models? To remain
consistent with the MOE CofA (Air) process, Dufferin suggests the Town adopt the same
approved advanced atmospheric dispersion models required by the MOE.
Due to a lack of data to assess start-up, shut-down and malfunctioning (“SSM") emissions,
the MOE decided not to require facilities to assess their SSM emissions. Dufferin requests
that the Town not require major emitters to assess their SSM emissions.
How do facilities determine the ambient air quality as part of the evaluation process? Is
the ambient air quality data taken from the Clarkson Airshed Study? If so, are there air
quality monitoring stations in Oakville that represent different types of industrial land use
(i.e. industry located next to 400 series highway, heavy industrial, medium/light industrial,
etc} in order for a major emitter to obtain ambient data that is relevant to the location of
their facility?
Dufferin requests the following be exempt from this By-law:
o any facility, operation or process that is exempt from s.9 of the Ontario
Environmental Protection Act;
o Any facility, operation or process that is exempt from the MOE's CofA (Air)
requirements (as listed in O. Reg. 524/98); and
o Any type of source that is exempt from the National Pollutant Release Inventory
(NPRI) requirements including mobile sources such as vehicles, road construction
projects/equipment, etc.
Will the By-Law reporting system be implemented through the One Window to National
Environmental Reporting System (OWNERS) to reduce the amount of reporting
duplication?
The By-law and the presentation at the January 19" meeting states that the Town will
assess each site on a case-by-case basis and that the standards imposed by the Town
will be site specific. Since each major emitter will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis
and the By-law does not list air standards that apply to major emitters, how will the Town
ensure that the entire application and approval process is consistent and fair to all major
emitters?

Strenglh. Performance. Passion. A divislon of Holcim (Canada) Inc.
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If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Regards,
Scott Winger,
Dufferin Construction Company, a division of Holcim (Canada) Inc.

cc: Andrea Bourrie, Holcim (Canada) Inc.
Luc Robitaille, Holcim (Canada) Inc.

Strength. Performance. Passion, A division of Holcim {Canada) Inc.
33



Attachment 1 — Technical Information



A review of data submitted to the NPRI suggests that only 7 sources of PM2.5 and 8 sources of
PM10 would meet the definition of a "major emission” and therefore would be subject to the
proposed bylaw. Adding all the reported releases in Oakville together would amount to 8.58 tons
of PM2.5 and 13.31 tons of PM10. This volume, at first glance, may appear to be important, but
when placed into the context of the Clarkson Airshed, represents a very small volume when
compared to what we believe to be the most significant source of PM in Oakville, outside of
transportation, namely residential wood combustion.

Industrial sources are already strictly regulated under O. Reg. 419 (and others) that control
particulate emissions at each industrial facility’s boundaries and that any additional
requirements for industry in the proposed bylaw would be duplicative and almost certainly would
not serve to improve air quality in any significant way.

Using data from the US EPA, but most significantly from Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver, the
threshold to be defined as a “major emission” source is equivalent to the residential emissions
from 7 to 8 average residences with wood burning appliances and that the total emission
reported by industry in Oakville, a predominantly residential community, amount to the
equivalent of 143 homes (average emissions per home of PM2.5 of 60 to 69 kg/yr).

The emission factors used in the calculation above come from the 2002 Discussion Document
on Options to Reduce Emissions from Residential Wood Burning Appliances from the
Woodheat Council (http://www.woodheat.org/canadaregulation/optionspaper.htm). The report
indicates that according to Environment Canada data, residential wood combustion is:

# the fourth highest source of PM;; emissions in Canada (behind forest fires, dust from
unpaved roads, and dust from paved roads);

» the seventh highest source of PM,, emissions in Canada (behind dust from unpaved
roads, tilling and wind erosion, forest fires, construction, dust from paved roads, and
agriculture); and

» the sixth highest source of VOC emissions {behind forest fires, upstream oil and gas
industry, light duty gasoline vehicles, general solvent use, and light duty gasoline trucks).

Except for upstream oil and gas and general solvent use for VOCs, no industrial sector ranks
ahead of residential wood combustion,

Dr. Sheela V. Basrur Medical Officer of Health released in 2002 for the City of Toronto a study
entitled Air Pollution from Wood-burning Fireplaces and Stoves

(http://www toronto.ca/health/hphe/pdf/techreport_fireplaces.pdf). The study indicates that
residential wood burning accounts for 11 percent of the PM2.5 found in Ontario’s air, 0.8
percent of the total particulate matter (PM), and 15 percent of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) (OMOE, 1999). Residential wood-burning emissions also contain carcinogenic
compounds, including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), benzene, formaldehyde and
dioxins (NEIPTG, 2000; Larson and Koenig, 1994; ERMD, 2000). An estimated ninety-eight
percent of the total PM emitted by residential wood combustion is in the respirable category,
PM2.5 (OMOE, 1999). PM2.5 can be respired deep into the human lung. Finally, the study
concludes by saying that British Columbia is currently the only Canadian province that requires



new residential wood-burning appliances to be CSA/EPA certified when they are sold. Older,
existing wood stoves or products purchased outside of British Columbia are exempt.

The Clarkson Airshed Study determined that the contaminant Acrolein is problematic. A joint
study conducted by the Communauté urbaine de Montréal, Environment Canada, and the
Direction de la santé publique de Montréal-Centre, which assessed the impacts of wood-burning
during the winter of 1998-99, determined that Acrolein concentrations are related to wood
burning activities. The study compared levels of air pollutants in an area considered to be highly
influenced by residential wood combustion (a suburban residential community on the outskirts of
Montreal, quite similar to Oakville) to levels in downtown Montreal (not influenced by residential
wood combustion). The study showed a link between residential wood combustion and
increased levels of air pollutants in this community compared to downtown Montreal: The results
showed:

> a 45% increase in polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs);
up to a 200% increase in some VOCs, in particular Acrolein:
from 40 to 100% increase in PMy 5 and
a 40% increase in some metals.
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Similar findings have been reported in British Columbia in the Residential Wood Burning in
British Columbia, British Columbia Ministry of Environment Environmental Protection Division
Water, Air and Climate Change Branch and Wood Smoke intake Fraction for Metro Vancouver,
BC Lung Air Quality & Health Workshop - 03/28/08, Francis Ries, P. Eng. - UBC RMES PhD,
Year 2

http./iwww.cher.ubc.ca/UBCBAQS/Presentations/BCLung2008/Ries BC_%20Lung08.pdf
(http://www bcairquality.ca/reports/pdfs/woodstove_emissions 0706.pdf) where the report

states that 90% of winter Particulate Matter are the result of wood smoke in Pacific Northwest
Cities. It is important to note that 90 to 95% of all particulate matter from residential wood
combustion falls within the PM2.5 fraction and nearly 90% is in the less than the 1 micron range,
therefore highly respirable.

The overwhelming evidence from these and a large number of other scientific studies would
indicate that the most effective way for the City of Oakville to protect the health of its citizens
would be to focus on the most significant source of particulates (outside of transportation) and of
Acrolein in the Town, namely by regulating through its bylaws, the use of residential wood
combustion appliances and not by imposing duplicative requirements on local industry, evidently
a minor source of particulate emissions in the Town.

Another relevant study for the Town of Oakville to refer to is a study that was completed by the
US Department of Health and Human Services’ Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry Division of Toxicology and Environmental Medicine in the communities around Seattle
in 2008. The area bears a striking resemblance to the SW GTA in its industrial and residential
makeup. Excerpts from the study are included below in italics:



SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF THE DUWAMISH VALLEY REGIONAL MODELING AND
HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON
JULY 14, 2008

The results of the assessment indicated that stationary sources (e.qg., factories, cement
plants) make up only about 4% of the overall long-term health risk associated with air
pollution in the region. Mobile sources (i.e., cars, trucks, buses, ships, planes, trains) and
wood stoveffireplace emissions are thought to make up the bulk of air poliution health risk
in the region. Diesel particulate, benzene and formaldehyde from car and truck emissions,
and wood smoke were identified as being the foxic air pollutants that make up the bulk of
risk.

While these pollutants were identified on a regional scale, the residential communities that
border industrial areas expressed concerns that their neighborhoods may be situated in
“hotspots,” or areas of increased impact from pollutants. For example, of the six air toxics
monitoring sites in King County, risks from the 17 pollutants were greatest at the
Georgetown site (located in the Duwamish Valley). Given that there are residential
communities in and around the Duwarmish Valley, there may be “hotspots” located in
residential areas where monitoring is not occurring or has not occurred.

Similar to cancer risk, non cancer hazards are highest near major roadways. Hazard
indices decrease with distance from the center of highways, but exceed one up to a few
hundred meters on either side of major highways. Acrolein is the primary contaminant
associated with non- cancer hazards from road sources. The following four poliutants are
the main contributors to non-cancer hazards from mobile sources in descending order.
Acrolein, Formaldehyde, Diesel Engine Exhaust, Particulate Matter, Nitrogen Dioxide

Wood Stove Sources

Theoretical cancer risk

Estimated theoretical cancer risks attributable to wood stove sources in south Seattle are
roughly in the 1 x 10 -4 to 5 x 10-4 (1 to 5 excess cancers per 10,000 people exposed)
range throughout most of the project area. Woodstoves and fireplaces contribute to
theoretical cancer risk in south Seattle. This is based on evaluating individual compounds
found in wood smoke, and considering that these chemicals can be inhaled and or
deposited in soil where additional exposure can occur. The impact of wood smoke
particulate matter (treated as a single chemical) on non-cancer hazards, however, was not
quantified because OEHHA does not have a REL for particulate matter. For this reason,
impacts of wood smoke particulate matter on acute or chronic non-cancer health effects
was nof evaluated in this project and represents a significant limitation. Wood smoke is a
current concern for acute health effects especially when meteorological conditions do not
allow smoke fo be dispersed (temperature inversions). Wood stove / fireplace use in the
winter season contributes to health risk. Although it is unclear how many
woodstoves/iireplaces are used in south Seattle, wood smoke is clearly a poliutant of
concern not only in south Seattle, but stafe- wide.



With regards to Acrolein, the same agency states that "You can reduce your family’s exposure
to Acrolein by reducing their exposure to tobacco smoke, smoke from burning wood products or
cooking oils and grease, and exhaust from diesel or gasoline vehicles". As a matter of fact,
Acrolein becomes the "smoking gun” pointing directly to residential wood combustion and
vehicles as the main sources of PM2.5.

The Oregon Environment Council (http://www.oeconline.ora/our-

work/kidshealth/toxics/air/acrolein), offers a compelling list of Public policy solutions including to:
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Promote the use of cleaner or alternative fuels in motor vehicle engines;

Encourage the retirement of old wood stoves and switching to cleaner-burning fuels,
such as natural gas or wind-derived electricity;

Create incentives to clean up off-road engines with pollution control equipment; and
Encourage Oregonians to drive less.
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Goodrich Landing Gear Division
Goodrich Aerospace Canada Ltd.
1400 South Service Road West
Oakville ON. L6L 5Y7 Canada

Tel: 905 827 7777

Fax: 905 825 1583
www.aerospace.goodrich.com

January 25, 2010

Subject: Town of Oakville — Proposed Air Quality By-Law

Dear Ms. Toth,

In response to the Town of Oakville’s proposed Air Quality By-Law, Goodrich Landing Gear would like
to share its concerns with the Town’s Environmental Committee and provide some recommendations
as to the implementation of the proposed legislation.

Let us first state that Goodrich is not summarily opposed to the establishment of any initiatives that will
serve to improve the air quality of Oakville and the surrounding area. In fact, Goodrich is very much
committed to the protection of the environment and to the continual prevention of pollution in all
aspects of its business.

To that end, Goodrich believes that a more measured view to assessing, evaluating and implementing
any environmental mitigation actions is a more prudent approach to this important issue. We commend
the Town for engaging local industry in a consultation process with a view to identifying any concerns
and challenges associated with the Town’s ambitions to implement the proposed by-law.

To that end, we are presenting for your review a list of concerns that we have compiled relative to the
by-law that has been proposed by the Town. We are also including a number of recommendations that
we believe would facilitate the introduction of any such legislation and provide a greater opportunity for
affected businesses to undertake the necessary changes to reduce emissions.

Some of these comments were cited during last week’s consultation meeting, however, we have
chosen to include them in our submission to reassert our support for such concerns and suggestions.
Herewith please find our comments:

Concerns

o Implementation timeline is aggressive — there is inadequate time to conduct a thorough
assessment, complete the evaluation with the Town and undertake mitigating actions to effect
compliance with the By-Law.

o Application fee is onerous — doesn’t account for the costs and consultant fees incurred by the
applicant to assess and model their current environmental ‘footprint’.

o The evaluation process seems somewhat arbitrary for those found to be non-compliant with
the By-Law. How will the Town equitably evaluate the status of each major emitter and assess
their standing relative to the ‘public’s interest’?

o The evaluation process could become extremely politicized. How will those companies

identified as major emitters be evaluated fairly and consistently based on their relative size
and ‘importance’ to the local economy?
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o There is too much uncertainty regarding the evaluation costs as well as the investment that
may be required to conform to the By-Law. How can a company effectively budget for these
unknowns?

o The compliance measures are not well understood. Is absolute compliance a fundamental
requirement? How much time will be allocated for the compliance process? How much
environmental mitigation investment will be deemed adequate relative to compliance?

o It will be difficult to account for ambient environmental conditions — fluctuating emissions
derived from vehicular traffic will dominate in certain locations and at certain times.

o Major sources of VOC’s and Fine PM emissions are derived from vehicular traffic and other
external sources outside of the Town’s jurisdiction. Will these sources not continue to
represent the major cause of airborne pollutants and undermine the relative effectiveness of
any enhancements resulting from the proposed By-Law?

o Any investments made to reduce the emissions of local major-emitters will be marginal relative
to the contributing effects of other external sources. Is this money well spent when the overall
gains are likely to be relatively minor in relative terms?

o During these tough economic times, it is a financially daunting proposition to be forced to incur
environmental assessment costs along with those costs associated with any environmental
mitigation investments. With sales and margins shrinking, such potential extraneous
expenditures will directly impact budgets and serve to undermine the competitiveness of some
businesses relative to their competitors (who are likely not burdened with such requirements).

o Modeling requirements are not adequately defined. How does an applicant properly account
for ambient conditions and external factors in their model?

Recommendations:

o Use the NPRI assessments to benchmark existing emitters instead of instituting another
evaluation mechanism that uses a different set of criteria — use NPRI rankings to prompt
existing emitters to focus their efforts (investments) on the implementation of those measures
that will mitigate the environmental impact of their operations.

o In the interest of forgoing a protracted and costly evaluation, allocate such costs towards
investments that are well suited to mitigating environmental impact rather than contributing to
the incomes of those environmental consultants involved in the process.

o Application fee is onerous. The Town should look to institute a sliding scale fee depending
upon the degree of non-compliance. If the applicant is compliant with one or two of the three
indices being evaluated, the application fee should be scaled back to reflect the more limited
evaluation that will ensue.

o If an applicant knowingly exceeds any of the prescribed thresholds, allocate the application fee
towards the deployment of environmental mitigation measures in lieu of the costly evaluation
process.

o In an effort to contain the application costs and facilitate the evaluation process, applicants
could make use of the same consultants that the Town will use as part of the peer review. This
approach could also avoid the potential for any protracted and costly disagreements between
environmental consultants.
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o In order to better understand the impact to those companies that are major-emitters, conduct a
preliminary assessment of the current status of Oakville’s industry (which companies are
emitting and to what extent using NPRI reporting standards?). With this insight, then look to
craft a by-law that will prompt emitters to take appropriate actions over a reasonable period of
time but one that will not necessarily force them to undertake wholesale changes to their
operations that could have serious business consequences.

We would welcome the opportunity to engage the Town in a more comprehensive discussion to review
any of these suggestions in detail. Goodrich is committed to doing its part for the environment and is
prepared to collaborate with the Town and its local partners to introduce those measures that will
collectively address the issue of air quality and mitigate current practices to help reduce emissions.

We thank you for the opportunity to communicate our position and look forward to playing our role in
addressing this important issue.

Sincerely,

RERYCS

Tim Whittier
Director, Government Relations
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