
Clarington Oct. 25, 2021 Agenda Item 9.1.3. New Business -
Provincial Review of Ontario Regulation 79/15: Alternative Low-
Carbon Fuels of the Environmental Protection Act   (O. Reg 79/15 
proposed revisions found in ERO 019-3544)

Submitted by Linda Gasser



Councillor Zwart’s motion

That the Municipality of Clarington respectfully requests the Provincial Government 
undertake a full review of O.Reg. 79/15 under the Environmental Protection Act with a view 
to:

• Providing greater control and monitoring of fuel content and on the emissions from 
approved facilities to ensure the advancement of GHG reduction is not being achieved at 
the cost of impacted air quality or community health;

• Ensuring the cumulative effects of proposals on communities is considered as part of a 
thorough and comprehensive assessment of applications for ALCF use; and

• Providing mechanisms to monitor and verify that cumulative effects at not occurring and a 
fulsome analysis to ensure GHG reductions are being achieved by fuel switching.

Please consider also addressing deficient public consultation requirements. I provide 
examples on following slides.
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Challenge accessing project materials for both St. 
Marys 2020 and current 2021 ERO postings

• Current ECA was approved March 31, 2021

• July – August 2020   ERO 019-2055: posting and comment period.  NO 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION WHATSOEVER was provided with posting, 
not even St. Marys website shown in posting.

• Key document (Emissions Summary Dispersion Modelling Report) was not 
posted to St. Marys website and had to be requested via MECP and SMC 
consultants.  Not all interested parties would be aware that this report was 
available and could be requested.

• St. Marys’ consultant provided a time limited non shareable link, with 
document provided as large file which could be downloaded but not easily 
shared with others.
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Less than 6 months after ECA approval, St. 
Marys filing new application ERO 019-4320
• Though SMC and their consultants know I am a long time interested party (since 

2008), I was not notified by the proponent of new application

• Because I registered to get ERO notices on certain topics, I received a link to this 
latest current  ERO notice.

• Initial ERO posting provided such limited information that a few days later it was 
revised to include a bit more detail –comment extended to October 29, 2021.

• Again, NO supporting documentation provided with ERO posting and the St. 
Marys website not shown.

• Again I had to request project documents via MECP and the Proponent.  This 
time, MECP sent a secure message that would only be available for five days 
expiring on the Thanksgiving Sunday.

• Required me to open an account and download a large document compilation –
all individual documents should have been available on St. Marys website.  
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MECP reply regarding request for application documents that should be 
publicly available and posted to the proponent’s website
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File accessible for only five days. Some 
documents have redacted sections
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From St. Marys’ Application dated Aug. 11/21  re Consultation (page 10 
of 38) Previous page references Indigenous Consultation -none 
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From SMC Application re Supporting Docs. 
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Suggested additions to motion for your consideration

• That 79/15 retains the current public consultation requirements 
to hold at least two public meetings (may need to be virtual 
during the pandemic but should be live and recorded)

• Require proponents to advertise in print media e.g. in local 
newspaper(s) at commencement of project, so that the 
impacted community aware of proposed changes and/or 
applications and approval process, and clearly post such notice 
prominently on their website.

• Require proponent to post ALL project related documents, 
including application(s) and related studies on their website as 
they become available and before public meetings are held.
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Thank you for your attention – Questions?
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