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INTRODUCTION

On March 13,1991, the President of the United States and the Prime Minister of Canada signed
the Canada-United States Air Quality Agreement. The stated purpose of the Agreement was to
establish “a practical and effective instrument to address shared concerns regarding
transboundary air pollution”.

Under Article VIII of the Agreement, the governments established a bilateral Air Quality Commit-
tee composed of an equal number of members representing each government. The committee is
responsible for assisting with implementation of the Agreement, reviewing progress made,
preparing and submitting periodic progress reports to the governments and releasing the progress
reports to the public. Environment Canada and the United States Environmental Protection
Agency are the lead agencies on the Air Quality Committee.

In December 2000, the Ozone Annex (Annex Ill) to the Air Quality Agreement was signed by the
governments of Canada and the United States. The Annex commits to emission reductions of
nitrogen oxides (NO ) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), the precursors to ground-level
ozone and contributors to transboundary air pollution. The commitments in the annex are ex-
pected to achieve significant reductions in these pollutants, thereby reducing smog and assisting
the countries to attain their air quality goals to protect human health and the environment.

Article IX of the 1991 Agreement assigns the International Joint Commission (1JC) a Reference for
the purpose of assisting the governments in the implementation of the Agreement. The following
responsibilities are assigned to the JC:
* toinvite comments on each progress report prepared by the Air Quality Committee;
* to submit to the Parties a synthesis of the views received as well as the record of such
views if either Party so requests; and
* to release the synthesis of views to the public after its submission to the Parties.

The 2002 Progress Report by the United States and Canadian Governments’ Air Quality Commit-
tee is the sixth progress report under the Agreement. In addition to building on previous progress
reports, it includes the first reporting on progress under the Ozone Annex. The report also in-
cludes the Air Quality Committee's second five-year review of the Agreement which is called for
under Article X of the Agreement.

Following release of the 2002 Progress Report by the governments in November 2002, the
International Joint Commission invited public comment on the report through a number of
means, including:

* notices in the U.S. Federal Register and Canada Gazette;
media releases in both countries;
notices in the 1JC's newsletter Focus;
request for comments prominently displayed on the Commission’s web site;
letters sent to about 170 groups and individuals in both countries;
notice in the 2002 Progress Report;
notice on the EPA and Environment Canada web sites along with the Progress Report;
telephone calls to selected individuals; and
meetings with non-government organizations in Ottawa on February 7, 2003 and in
Toronto on February 19, 2003.



In addition to the distribution of the report by the governments of Canada and the United
States, the IJC distributed copies with its requests for comment. Written comments were
requested to be provided by February 28, 2003.

This report contains a synthesis of comments received by the International Joint Commission
on the 2002 Progress Report. A total of 30 written submissions were received, 26 from Canada
and four from the United States. The views expressed at the meetings with non-government
organizations have also been incorporated into the synthesis. The comments received ranged
from general views on the agreement and progress reported to specific comments on aspects
of the Progress Report. In the following text, each comment is attributed to the respondent or
respondents who provided it. The numbers in parentheses correspond to the respondents listed
in the appendix. Every effort has been made to accurately reflect the views of the respondents.
The views expressed are those of the respondents, not the IJC. The full text of all comments
received can be viewed on the Commission's website at www.ijc.org.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE PROGRESS REPORT

Respondents were generally supportive of the Agreement and recognize it as a valuable means
for cooperation and coordination of air quality initiatives. They stated the Agreement appears
to have been successful on many levels, not the least of which is keeping the issue of reducing
cross-border pollution out in the open so those interested have the ability to view progress
being made. (3) As one respondent noted “It is a valuable reference and it is comforting to
know that, for some pollutants, some progress is being made". (4) Five written submissions
came from senior officials in provincial governments who indicated their general support for
the agreement. In addition, some of these officials commented that the report is comprehen-
sive, informative and illustrates the important work being done to address transboundary air
quality. They also suggested the reports are a good means of communicating information to
stakeholders. (6, 15, 18, 19) The St6:16 Nation expressed concern at how little mention of
participation there was by First Nation communities in this report and on the Agreement. (30)

Several comments were generally critical of the report. They recognized that while it is useful
to describe the progress made to date in emissions reductions, the report lacks analysis and
meaningful conclusions, and does not address gaps, delays and obstacles in both countries to
achieving the goals established in the Agreement. (16, 24) Respondents said the continuing
challenges should also be noted and analyzed. Indeed, it seemed to some to be only “half a
report” because while it says what is happening, it does not say what is not. The report lacks
the scientific rigour of the report Protection of the Waters of the Great Lakes — Three Year
Review. (24) It was suggested that the reports authors are so zealous in their efforts to avoid
political controversy that they risk being accused of deceiving the public. (17) Several believed
that this shortcoming is particularly evident in the context of Ontario achieving compliance
with its electricity sector obligations under the Ozone Annex. Attempts to pretend that all is
well in attaining Ozone Annex compliance, with the public controversy regarding this issue,
constrains the credibility of report. (16, 17) The failure to address these very public concerns
was seen as the most glaring omission of the Report. The description of Ontario’s Anti-Smog
Action Plan on page 15 of the Progress Report makes it sound as though progress is being
made, when in fact there has been no meeting of the steering committee for over a year. (16)



One respondent noted that due to the absence of any critical analysis, it was not possible to
conclude from the report that the Agreement has been successful. It was suggested that the
report would greatly benefit from the following additions (24):

* A gap analysis;

* A conclusion that critically assesses progress as to “how we are doing”;

* A discussion of policy options; and

* Next steps.

Others felt the report would also benefit from perspective on how the issues being addressed fit in
the larger agenda on air issues. (4, 16, 24) Increased smog days and the likelihood of increased
urban air pollution episodes as a result of climate change were cited as examples. (16) The Acidify-
ing Emissions Task Force Report of 1997 and a discussion of how these pieces are working together
and an understanding of the Agreement against the emerging climate change agenda related to
Canada’s ratification of the Kyoto Protocol are areas needing attention. It was suggested that the
co-benefits associated with moves to shift power generation fuel use from coal to gas, for example
may have significant implications for the implementation of the Agreement, and thus also for air
quality. Further, the different positions between Canada and the United States towards the Kyoto
Protocol was seen as underscoring the need for critical analysis of our respective greenhouse gas
commitments and the implications for other air issues. Indeed, the U.S. administration's roll back of
the New Source Review was of particular concern, and concern was expressed about the implica-
tions for transboundary air pollution, especially for border communities in southern Ontario. (24)

VIEWS ON GENERAL PROGRESS UNDER THE AGREEMENT

Many believed the agreement has been successful in providing a mechanism for addressing
transboundary air pollution problems, resulting in successes to reduce the flow of some pollut-
ants. The signature achievement of the agreement in the area of SO, emissions reductions, was
seen as a partial and not complete victory. (17, 27) The required reductions have been achieved,
but we are left with an unsolved acidification problem that the public is largely unaware of.
Canada's Environment Minister, David Anderson has made frequent mention of this reality, as
have officials from the State of New York. (17) These comments were reinforced by another
respondent who was encouraged by the various initiatives and reduction of some pollutants, but
suggested that “a great deal” of work remains to be done to protect the health and quality of life
of millions of citizens of both countries and to protect and restore the environment. Any progress
made in reducing pollution levels was viewed as insufficient to ensure protection of our health
and restoration of the environment. (27) The statement from the progress report that “health
science has shown that particulate matter and ozone are linked to serious health outcomes for
millions of citizens on both sides of the border” highlights the concerns of many respondents.
(16,17, 20, 21, 23, 26, 27, 31, 32)

The conclusion of the 2002 Progress Report states “Both countries are on track to meet their
emission reduction obligations”. It was suggested that the 2002 Progress Report does not fully
support that conclusion, particularly with respect to Ontario's compliance with the Ozone Annex
commitments. (8,9, 10,11,12,13, 14,17, 21, 24, 26, 31) The Ontario Medical Association
believes that there is a need for ongoing efforts by Canada and the United States to improve air
quality and reduce the health impacts of air pollution on citizens. As a supporting document they
submitted their report “The Iliness Costs of Air Pollution in Ontario — A summary of Findings
(June 2000)". (20, 26)



The Agreement was recognized as being very important to Atlantic Canada where air quality is
strongly influenced by transboundary air flows and long range transport of pollution from the
northeast United States as well as Ontario. The precautionary principle was promoted as the
trigger for significant action to reduce emissions. The New England Governors/Eastern Cana-
dian Premiers cooperative model was cited as a model for other regions of North America. (27)

There was also a call for governments to establish more controls on emissions, both from
power plants and from vehicles, including cars, trucks, sport utility vehicles and off-road
vehicles such as all-terrain vehicles and snowmobiles. Emissions for water craft also need more
control, especially water craft which not only send emissions into the air but also into the
water. (2)

There was also strong support expressed for expanding the scope of issues covered under the
Agreement to include mercury emissions and particulate matter. Although generally supportive
of the current efforts to include a particulate annex, there was encouragement for a more
aggressive timetable to include this matter under the Agreement. (26)

VIEWS ON ANNEX 1 -
SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES CONCERNING SULPHUR DIOXIDE AND NITROGEN OXIDES

Respondents generally recognized the significant progress that has been achieved in reducing
sulphur dioxide emission levels. This is characterized as the signature achievement of the
Agreement, however the reductions have not been sufficient to fully restore lakes and rivers
and to protect health and the environment. (17) The Power Workers' Union suggests that the
progress made shows that substantive improvements can be made while maintaining the value
inherent in existing generating stations. (29) On the other hand, respondents questioned the
statement that both countries continue to be on target for meeting reduction requirements for
SO, and NO_ as not doing justice to the current state of affairs — more reductions are required.
(27) The reporting of the success in reducing sulphate levels is, at best, incomplete. “Acid
deposition is seen as a success story as sulphate levels fall in most sensitive areas”, is an accu-
rate but woefully incomplete statement. It is now clear that the reductions achieved to date
have not been sufficient to protect or rehabilitate many sensitive areas. Both countries have to
do much more. (17, 27)

The role of nitrogen oxide emissions in both acidification and smog issues is recognized by the
parties. Revised goals for acidification, such as nitrogen critical loads, should be developed as
soon as possible to guide, not only assessments of transboundary issues as stated in the
Progress Report, but also action plans for greater NO, reduction levels. There needs to be
greater effort at all levels to reduce NO,_ emissions considering the role they play along with
VOCs in the formation of ozone/smog. (27)

The Power Workers' Union indicates that Ontario Power Generation's (OPG) emission reduction
program (representing an investment of $1.8 billion since 1984) recently announced an addi-
tional $250 million investment for the installation of selective catalytic reduction abatement
technology that will reduce nitrogen oxide emissions from the affected generating units by 80
percent. They suggest the fact that such significant improvements are achievable is critical when
one considers the economics of other proposed approaches to air quality improvement. For
instance, gas conversion would, according to the Ontario Clean Air Alliance, reduce nitrogen
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oxide emissions by 90 percent or an additional 10 percent. Converting OPG's existing coal-fired
stations to gas would cost approximately $5 billion. And although coal prices are expected to
remain stable well into the future since proven coal reserves are ample for several hundred
years, replacing coal by gas at current prices would cost an additional hundreds of millions of
dollars per year. The capital costs associated with replacing Ontario’s coal generation capability
with renewable technologies is equally formidable. Using the least expensive renewable genera-
tion, it would require about 6,000 one megawatt wind turbines operating at full capacity to
produce 25 percent of Ontario’s summer peak requirements. These 6,000 megawatts would
require capital investment of $1.5 million per megawatt, for a total cost of $9 billion. (29)

VIEWS ON ANNEX 3 -
SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES CONCERNING GROUND-LEVEL OZONE PRECURSORS

While several respondents suggest that the Ozone Annex holds great promise for addressing
the public health crisis of transboundary smog, it was generally suggested that the commit-
ments are largely unfulfilled as evidenced by the 27 smog emergency days that Toronto experi-
enced in summer of 2002. (17)

The Ontario Clean Air Alliance (OCAA) disagrees with statements in the Progress Report on
Ontario's efforts to control nitrogen oxide emission’s from fossil fuel plants. They point out that
while the statement is made on page 10 of the Progress Report that “Canada will comply with
its commitment to achieve a 39 kt (kilotonnes) NO, emissions cap in the Ontario portion of the
Pollutant Emission Management Area (PEMA) by 2007 from fossil fuel-fired electricity genera-
tors with capacities larger than 25 megawatts” in fact, there are no Ontario or Canadian
emission caps which require southern Ontario’s power plants to achieve compliance with the
39 kt NO, Ozone Annex cap. The government of Ontario's regulations measure NO,_ as NO.
The Ozone Annex cap of 39 kt NO, is equivalent to a NO cap of 25.49 kt. (8, 9)

The OCAA further commented that the Government of Ontario’s regulations which took effect
on January 1, 2002 cap the nitrogen oxides emission allowances of southern Ontario's power
plants at 25.6 kt of NO or 39.168 kt of NO,. Furthermore, Ontario’s emissions trading rules
permit the fossil plants’ NO, emissions to exceed this level if they buy emission reduction credits.
Thus, the regulations cap the total (allowances and emission reduction credits) nitrogen oxides
emissions of southern Ontario's power plants at 34.048 kt of NO or 52.093 kt of NO,, not
25.49 kt of NO or 39 kt of NO, as is required by the Ozone Annex. That is, the Ontario regula-
tions permit southern Ontario’s power plants to exceed the Ozone Annex's cap by 33.6 percent.
A further concern is that the fossil plants can buy their emission reduction credits from compa-
nies that have not reduced their total emissions. It was noted that Canada’s Federal Minister of
the Environment has repeatedly requested the Government of Ontario to bring its nitrogen
oxides emission regulations for southern Ontario’s fossil power plants into compliance with the
Ozone Annex (letter of July 18, 2002, Anderson to Stockwell). The OCAA points out that,
unfortunately, the Government of Ontario has not responded positively to these requests. (8)

The Ontario Clean Air Alliance urged the 1JC to recommend that the Government of Canada use
its authority under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act to establish regulations which will
cap the nitrogen oxides emissions of the southern Ontario power plants at 39 kt of NO, com-
mencing in 2007. Several respondents supported the position that the Government of Canada
exercise its authority to cap these nitrogen oxide emissions. (9, 10, 11,12,13, 14, 21, 24)



As the Ontario Medical Association (OMA) points out, although compliance with the Annex
cannot be properly determined until 2007, it is certainly important to evaluate whether gov-
ernments are on-track toward meeting their commitments. The OMA shares the concern
expressed by the Clean Air Alliance that Ontario’s regulatory plan only limits the actual emis-
sions from these plants to 52 kt and allows the missing 13 kt of reductions to be achieved
through an emissions trading program. There is no assurance that the additional 13 kt will be
removed in other ways. (26)

Pollution Probe fully supports the concern reflected in the comments of the Ontario Clean Air
Alliance regarding the report’s statement on page 10 that southern Ontario’s fossil power
plants will comply with the Ozone Annex's 39 kilotonne (kt) NO, cap by 2007. They also point
out that Ontario regulations will permit southern Ontario power plants to exceed the Annex's
cap by 33.6 percent. They recommend that federal regulations be established to cap emissions
of NO, from these plants at 39 kt commencing in 2007. (24)

Dr. Basrur, Medical Officer of Health for the city of Toronto, also questions how Ontario’s
actions to date will allow Canada to meet NO, reduction commitments. She notes that with
this lack of clarity, it is surprising that this discussion was omitted from the 2002 Progress
Report. (31) The Ontario Public Health Association (OPHA), although encouraged by the
signing of the Ozone Annex by Canada and the United States, also expressed concern that
neither the federal nor the Ontario government have taken the steps necessary to ensure that
Ontario will comply with the nitrogen oxide emissions cap from all fossil-fueled generators in
central and southern Ontario. They refer to their report Beyond Coal: Power, Public Health and
the Environment (November 2002) for additional details. They suggest that given the enor-
mous contribution of U.S. emitters to air quality in southern Ontario, it is extremely important
that Ontario meet, and if at all possible, exceed its commitment under the Ozone Annex. They
suggest the International Joint Commission is in a position to highlight this concern and to
encourage action from the federal government to rectify it. (21)

On the topic of emissions trading programs and the flexibility that they can provide to those
who have to meet emission reduction targets, the OMA suggests that they have no difficulty
with flexibility mechanisms. Such initiatives can ultimately result in cleaner air by facilitating
greater emission reductions on a shorter timetable. But there is no guarantee that this is going
to happen in Ontario’s case. When Ontario’s trading system was originally proposed, the U.S.
EPA expressed concern that Ontario was making it too easy on industry and provided no
guarantees that emissions would decrease. The U.S. EPA suggested that Ontario’s plan could
even threaten the effectiveness of U.S. emissions trading systems. (26)

When the Ozone Annex was added to the Agreement, Annex 2 was amended to

ensure that:
“The parties further agree, subject to their respective laws and regulations, to consult
and share respective information on data, tools and methodologies and develop joint
analyses on ground-level ozone and precursors, including (a) research and applications
that contribute to tracking of human health and environmental responses to controls”.
[Annex 2, Paragraph 5]

Dr. Basrur and the OMA point out that the Agreement requires, and provides opportunities for,
conducting co-ordinated air quality research. Specifically, in Annex 2, paragraph 5, Canada and
the United Stakes committed to developing “joint analyses on ground level ozone and its
precursors, including: (a) research and applications that contribute to tracking of human health
and environmental responses to controls”. While they consider human health to be the key
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driver of the Agreement, they are not aware of research being undertaken to track the human
health and environmental responses to the specific emission-reduction strategies prescribed in
the Agreement. If this is so, it should be reflected in the progress report with recommendations to
allocate appropriate resources to initiate the research. If such research is in fact being undertaken,
the results and progress should be shared with interested scientists and public health profession-
als. When the Agreement is revisited, it will be essential to determine the resulting health impacts
of actions undertaken by the Parties. Health tracking and reporting measures are necessary for
current and future determinations of progress and must be implemented immediately. (26, 31)

From the same section of Annex 2, the OMA is interested in initial findings from the analysis of
options for emission reductions from “energy efficiency, renewable energy, cleaner fuels and
alternative technologies and approaches”. Notwithstanding that in the great majority of cases,
these types of initiatives result in cleaner, healthier air, there is very little information in the 2002
Progress Report that addresses this commitment. (26)

In reference to the percentage estimates of total emission reductions that will be achieved as the
result of initiatives identified in the Agreement, the OMA would like to see more detail on how
the estimates were arrived at. Clear and transparent presentations of emissions trajectories
would be very useful. Progress made on NO_ emissions should be highlighted, an opportunity
for public verification provided, identification of which additional measures must be undertaken,
or sectors engaged, in order to better reduce VOCs, as well as background information pro-
vided for the examination of health outcomes. (26)

The Georgian Bay Association (GBA) strongly endorses the principle of keeping clean areas
clean and support its application to air quality. In their comments, they provide information on
air quality monitoring in the Georgian Bay area and indicate that none of the data from the
smog season monitor at Parry Sound are included in the report. They also note that the
monitor’s location is not even shown on the map in Appendix C of the Progress Report. Data
from 2002 are included in their submission which indicate 34 days out of 59, or 57 percent of
that time, ozone readings at Parry Sound exceeded those of Toronto. They suggest that this
omission puts a question mark on the conclusions in the report. The Ozone Annex commits
Canada to reporting ozone, VOC and NO ambient air concentrations within 500 km of the
border, Parry Sound data should be included, and they expect it to be. They suggest that expo-
sure of residents to ozone may actually be higher at the cottage in the Georgian Bay area than
in the city of Toronto, although they expect the area to continue to have its traditionally good
air quality. (23)

The GBA suggests that a similar program to the U.S. program under the Clean Air Act of Pre-
vention of Significant Deterioration and protection of visibility needs to begin in Canada, and
notes ozone haze offshore over the Georgian Bay. Canada and Ontario need to move to pre-
vent significant deterioration of this ecologically significant wilderness area. Protection of visibil-
ity is an important issue for our over 4,000 families. Replacing existing coal-fired generators
with cleaner fuel would go a long way toward reducing ground-level air pollution and green-
house gases. The GBA Foundation has begun research on the effects of ozone on forest health
as ozone not only affects health of permanent residents, but also the vegetation in this sensitive
ecosystem. They are conducting ozone damage studies on tree trunk ozone sensitive lichens.
The initial work appears to demonstrate significant impact from ozone, work will continue for
the next 4 to 5 years. (23)

The Fraser Valley Regional District noted that work to implement the Ozone Annex is only being
carried out for the transboundary region, encompassing southern Ontario and southern Que-



bec, and 18 northeastern states. Cross border air pollution is also a vital issue for residents of
the Fraser Valley. The Fraser Valley Regional District strongly urges the governments of Canada
and the United States to amend the Ozone Annex to include the Lower Fraser Valley airshed as
a transboundary region in 2004. The importance of thermal electric power plants was cited as
a reason that underscored the importance of including this region in the Ozone Annex. (28)

The St6:16 Nation, whose territory is located in southwestern British Columbia, refers to recent
studies on human health and agricultural impacts of ozone and smog. They also point out that
the pollutants of smog are producing adverse effects on the traditional herbages, botanicals
and berries of the people of the Sté:16 Nation. Plants that were once used for traditional
medicines or gathered for food stores are either becoming increasingly difficult to find or as the
St6:16 people are discovering, the potency of their medicinal herbs is diminishing. (30)

VIEWS ON PARTICULATE MATTER

Several respondents urged Canada and the United States to focus more attention on particu-
late matter (PM) and to expedite the development of a PM Annex that would address health
impacts experienced on both sides of the border. The OPHA notes the clear and consistent
increases in non-traumatic deaths and hospital admissions that have been documented at daily
PM , and PM,, levels as low as 25 and 15 ug/m? respectively. These levels are frequently
exceeded in communities across southern Ontario (see page 21 & 22 of the OPHA report
“Beyond Coal"). They highlight the significant contribution of coal-fired power plants on both
sides of the border to air levels of particulate matter in southern Ontario. (21) The Ontario
Medical Association has done a lot to quantify the impact of ozone and particulate matter on
society and they suggest that there is a need to tighten ozone controls and to get on with a
particulate matter annex to the Agreement. (26)

The summer 2001 particulate monitoring in Georgian Bay area indicated measurements ap-
proaching or exceeding the proposed Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment
(CCME) Canada-wide standard of 30 ug/m?3. These levels were similar to fine particulate levels
measured in other southern Ontario sites and suggests that eastern Georgian Bay area can
experience high levels of fine particulate during smog episodes. The Georgian Bay Association
suggests that monitoring and reporting of PM need to begin in the eastern Georgian Bay area.
In addition, a deposition monitor near Parry Sound would help to identify acidic and toxic
deposits that may be contributing to the declining native fishery. (23)

The Fraser Valley Regional District points out that analysis of health research studies now
indicates that there is no “safe” ambient air level for fine particulates and ozone. Therefore,
health concerns should be paramount when considering cross border emission impacts. They
support the initiative to develop an Annex to the Air Quality Agreement on fine particulates,
similar in concept to the Ozone Annex. (28) The Sté:16 Nation indicates that even at low
concentrations of PM, such as those experienced in the Fraser Valley, there are potential risks
to human health. (30)



COMMENTS AND CORRECTIONS REGARDING SPECIFIC STATEMENTS
IN THE 2002 PROGRESS REPORT

The following specific comments and corrections regarding statements in the Progress Report
were submitted by respondents.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

/)

Page 35: The New England Governors/Eastern Canadian Premiers (NEG/ECP) Forest
Mapping Project published a protocol document in 2001, not in 1991 as stated in the
Progress Report. “In 1991, a Protocol for Assessing and Mapping Forest Sensitivity to
Atmospheric Sulphur and Nitrogen Deposition was developed and published.” (1)

Throughout the report reference is made to government/province of Newfoundland.
This should be corrected to read government/province of Newfoundland and Labrador.

(6)

There appears to be an error on page 20 with respect to SO, emissions reductions
indicating a cap of 4.5 million tones in 2020 and 3 million tons in 2018. Should this first
date be 2008 or 20107 (6)

Under the section on "“Ground-Level Ozone Monitoring and Mapping", there should
be mention of the Atlantic Regional Smog Forecast. Newfoundland and Labrador
became the last Atlantic province to join this initiative on June 14, 2002. (6)

Under the section on “Particulate Matter Monitoring, Data Analysis, Modelling and
Mapping”, there is mention of work through the NEG/ECP with collocated Tempered
Element Oscillating Microbalance (TEOMs) and Federal Reference Method (FRMs) in
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec and Prince Edward Island. Newfoundland and
Labrador has also been collecting particulate data on a collocated TEOM and FRM at
their NAPs station in St. John's since 2001. Information from this site can be obtained
from Mr. Bill Breckenridge, Regional Coordinator, NEG/ECP at 902-424-3433. (6)

The statement made on page 11 of the report that suggests Drive Clean has already
achieved a reduction in smog-causing pollutants of 11.5 percent. The comment was
made that this figure may be out of context as reductions are really closer to 2 percent.
(20)

Scientific Cooperation, VOCs: report needs to acknowledge how such reduction predic-
tions (e.g. decline 40 percent in Canada and the United States from 1980 to 2010) are
to be achieved. (27)



ADDITIONAL ISSUES

Views on Climate Change and Variability

The linkages to climate variability and change seem to be largely ignored. This is particularly a
concern for ozone. (4, 16) Since smog is due to emissions and climate change, there is a need
for context setting for climate change and ground level ozone. Formation of ozone is acceler-
ated by increases in air temperature and ultraviolet radiation. In interpreting maps and
changes in ozone concentrations, as in figures 13, 14, 15 of the Progress Report, some idea of
changes in these driving factors, as well as the coverage of precursor emissions would be
instructive. From a climate change perspective, tropospheric ozone is estimated to be the
greenhouse gas providing the third largest increase in direct radiative forcing since pre-indus-
trial times (IPCC 3rd Assessment Report - The Scientific Basis). Further climate warming is likely
to lead to longer and more intense air pollution episodes in urban regions. However, globally,
increases in average water vapour (already being observed) may tend to damp out global
increases in ozone. It is recognized that these effects are hard to quantify. Also an increase in
occurrence of hot days could increase biogenic and anthropogenic emissions of VOC's from
increased evaporative emissions from fuel-injected automobiles. In short, it does not appear
reasonable to ignore climate variations and changes, nor UV changes, when considering local
and regional air pollution. However, since climate change is occurring, this reinforces the need
to reduce air pollution emissions. (4)

Views on Emissions From Fossil-Fueled Power Plants

In November 2002, the OPHA published “Beyond Coal: Power, Public Health and Environ-
ment” which articulated their concerns about the contribution of coal-fired power plants on
both sides of the Canada/U.S. border to air pollution, global climate change, acid rain and
mercury contamination of the food supply. They point out that air pollution is an enormous
problem in southwestern Ontario. The Windsor-Montreal corridor is recognized by all parties in
Canada as the one area of the country that may not be able to comply with the Canada Wide
Standard of 65 ppb for ground-level ozone by 2010. It is also an area that experiences exces-
sive levels of fine particulate matter on a frequent basis. Computer modelling suggests that a
significant percentage of the ozone and sulphates that affect air quality in southern Ontario
originates as nitrogen oxides and sulphur dioxide in the United States, a large portion of which
are emitted from coal-fired power plants. It is also recognized that coal-fired power plants in
Ontario contribute to poor air quality and acid rain experienced by the U.S. states that are
downwind from Ontario. (21)

The Ontario Clean Air Alliance points out that Ontario's efforts to control nitrogen oxide
emissions from coal fired power plants are not sufficient to meet the commitments contained in
the ozone Annex. Their views are summarized under the earlier section of this report entitled
Views On Annex 3 — Specific Objectives Concerning Ground-Level Ozone Precursors. These
views are shared by a number of respondents as identified in the earlier section.
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Several respondents suggested that the report gives short shift to mercury. The failure of both
Canada and the United States to take action to reduce mercury emissions from fossil-fueled
generators is a glaring gap. (16, 17, 27, 30) The statement “The Air Quality Committee may
be interested in mercury-related analyses as it relates to emissions from power plant genera-
tion..." was pointed out as being extremely vague. There is no active program to reduce power
plant mercury emissions in either country. This failing flies in the face of the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement goal of virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances. (17) The Canada-
wide standard process for mercury emissions is stalled and needs to be revitalized and a na-
tional standard for mercury emissions from the electricity generation sector is needed. (20) The
need to scrutinize mercury emissions from the Sumas Energy 2 proposed power plant was also
raised. (30)

Views on United States Legislative and Regulatory Initiatives

Under Emerging Country Issues (page 20), there is a brief summary of the U.S.
Administration’s Clear Skies Initiative that mentions the substantial reductions in sulfur dioxide
and nitrogen oxides that will result if Congress passes the legislation. It was recognized that
this initiative could significantly reduce power plant emissions of SO,, NO_and mercury. (27)
However, a number of respondents expressed concern about this initiative and the New Source
Review legislation under the Clean Air Act. (3, 7, 23, 26, 31) With respect to the Clear Skies
initiative, based on readings from U.S. government entities (e.g. Congressional Research
Service), there does not appear to be any consensus that the initiative will bring about the
reductions listed in the Progress Report. (3) If the report does comment on future proposals, it
should provide a more complete picture of those proposals, including drawbacks/criticisms. (3)

Several respondents were also critical of the U.S. Administration for the apparent rolling back
of requirements under the Clean Air Act for coal fired power plants. (7) Specifically, the New
Source Review (NSR) legislation and its impact on cross-border air pollution flow. (10) Al-
though there have been assurances from the U.S. EPA that NO, State Implementation Plans
(on which the Ozone Annex relies heavily) will not be affected, very little analysis has been
made public. There has been no evaluation of the potential local impact of an NSR rollback on
Canadian border communities that are close to industrialized areas in the United States. (26)
Reconciling these initiatives as they apply to power plants with the prevention of air quality
deterioration and visibility requirements under the Agreement was also questioned and an
explanation requested on their compatibility. (27) It was suggested that filling this information
gap is critical to understanding the quality of our air, impacts on health and the progress made
by Canada and the United States in meeting their commitments under the Agreement. (31)
The Air Quality Agreement plays a valuable role in fostering communication on cross-border
air pollution issues and the sharing of information. Its implementation requires consideration of
the downwind implications of major changes in policy and practice on both sides of the border.
The 2002 Progress Report cannot be considered complete until it evaluates Canada’s and the
United States’ analysis, or lack thereof, of the air quality impacts of anticipated changes to the
U.S. Clean Air Act. (31)

The Georgian Bay Association expressed serious concerns regarding the impact of the New
Source Review (NSR) rollbacks on air quality for the eastern Georgian Bay area. When winds
are from the southwest, they bring transboundary air pollution to Georgian Bay from the Ohio
Valley and the American midwest. They reinforced the call for investigation of the
transboundary impact of U.S. New Source Review legislation. (23)
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Views on Issues in Canada

Canada's Air Quality Index (AQI) program needs to be enhanced and designed to give citizens
reliable information they can use and understand to protect their health. The importance of
real-time reporting of ambient air quality for all Canadians was stressed. The undefined
timeline for ongoing coordination and implementation of changes to the AQI was highlighted
as being unacceptable and the recommendation was made that the process be given top
priority by decision makers. (27)

Support was indicated for the government of Canada's passage of On-Road Vehicle and
Engine Emission Regulations and Sulphur in Diesel Fuel Regulations and the Thermal Power
Generation Emissions National Guidelines for New Stationary Sources, but the question was
raised with respect to the application of the latter only to new plants and not refurbished ones.
(27)

The Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, while stating that his mandate does not extend
to commenting on binational agreements, provided copies of sections of his most recent
Annual Report for 2001-2002 on decisions of the Ontario government relating to air quality.
These included comments on: caps on airborne emissions from the electricity sector, emissions
trading, monitoring and reporting on emissions of airborne contaminants, changes in the Drive
Clean Program, control orders for Sudbury smelters and update on air issues. (5)

Views on Prevention of Deterioration and Visibility

Respondents noted one exception to the otherwise upbeat tone of the Progress Report is
contained in the twice printed statement “However, the United States continues to be con-
cerned that prevention of the deterioration of air quality and the presence of visibility are
required programs in the United States while Canada does not have comparable require-
ments”. To date there is no evidence that the Canada Wide Standard process has played any
role in reducing power plant emissions. (17)

The Conclusion of Section VI of the 2002 Progress Report (dealing with the five-year review of
the Agreement) states “The United States continues to be concerned that prevention of air
quality deterioration and protection of visibility are required programs in the United States
while Canada does not have comparable requirements”. Also noted is the Parties’ different
interpretations of the commitments to assess and mitigate the specified pollutants. The OMA
believes that Canada's approach to the attainment of air quality standards is less stringent than
that of the United States and may be less protective of the population's health. They suggest
that this weaker regulatory stance will make it more difficult for Canada to ask for greater
emission reductions from the United States. (26)

The Georgian Bay Association suggests that a similar program to the U.S. program under the
Clean Air Act of Prevention of Significant Deterioration and protection of visibility needs to
begin in Canada, note ozone haze offshore over the Georgian Bay. Canada and Ontario need
to move to prevent significant deterioration of this ecologically significant wilderness area.
Protection of visibility is an important issue for over 4,000 families in the area. Replacing
existing coal-fired generators with cleaner fuel would go a long way toward reducing ground-
level air pollution and greenhouse gases.
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The Fraser Valley Regional District (FVRD) notes that while actions to achieve the ambient air
levels for particulate matter and ozone were adopted by the Canadian Council of Ministers of
the Environment in June 2000 as Canada-Wide Standards, the included policies for “keeping
clean areas clean (KCAC)" and “continuous improvement (Cl)" have not been defined in terms
of their application or consistency with the concept of “Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD)" in the United States. The fact that Canada does not yet have an equivalent process was
a concern identified by the governments in the 1996 Progress Report and that concern contin-
ues in the latest report. Strategies being developed by the Canadian authorities should be
completed and included in the Ozone Annex negotiations. (28)

Views on Human Health Monitoring

The Agreement requires, and provides opportunities for, conducting coordinated air quality
research. Specifically, in Annex 2, paragraph 5, Canada and the United States committed to
developing “joint analyses on ground-level ozone and its precursors, including: (a) research
and applications that contribute to tracking of human health and environmental responses to
controls”. While human health was the primary motivator for the creation of the Air Quality
Agreement, respondents noted that they were not aware of any research that is being under-
taken to track the human health and environmental responses to the specific emission-reduc-
tion strategies prescribed in the Agreement. It was suggested that if little or no human health
research is being done to satisfy the commitments made in Annex 2, paragraph 5, this require-
ment should be reflected in the 2002 Progress Report with recommendations to allocate
appropriate resources and initiate the research. (31, 32)

Views on Air Quality Impact Assessment

The Fraser Valley Regional District suggests that air quality impact assessment of projects in
close proximity to the border, whether in the U.S. or Canadian jurisdiction, should be equiva-
lent and comprehensive rather than focusing more on one than the other. Current require-
ments for evaluating emission applications for new or modified sources are focused primarily
on the impacts in the country where the source is located. Cross border impacts may be con-
sidered, but not to the same degree as in the host country. Harmonization of assessment
requirements is needed to ensure that air quality is protected in the entire impact area. (28)

Views on Data Accessibility

Data accessibility was addressed as a concern in Canada. It was suggested that it would be
helpful if, in the future, actual emission data collected on the Agreement could be compiled in
a format similar to the Toxic Release Inventory database created by U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. This data would facilitate future research on efforts of individual Canadian corpo-
rations to protect the environment. Currently, significant difficulties are encountered in obtain-
ing actual emissions data for Canadian companies. (22)
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Views on Air Quality Indicators

Tracking of indicators of air quality should be improved, particularly health outcomes such as
respiratory and cardiovascular mortalities, hospital admissions, emergency room visits, lost work
or school days, increased medication use, etc. Visibility and impacts on natural ecosystems are
also important indicators. (32)

Views on Public Participation

It was recommended that the parties review their guidelines for consultation with the objective
of expanding and enhancing more public participation and consultation. There needs to be
mechanisms and opportunities for even wider public involvement. The Parties should develop
strategies and initiatives to further engage and bring together more citizen involvement on both
sides of the border. It would be valuable to engage, inform citizens so they can help move the air
quality agenda along. (27) The lack of mention of participation by First Nation communities in
Progress Report and Agreement activities was raised. (30)

Members of non-government organizations that participated in the meetings in Ottawa and
Toronto appreciated the opportunity to meet with a Commissioner in an informal session. The
lack of public consultation on the second five-year review of the Agreement undertaken by the
governments' Air Quality Committee was raised as a shortcoming of the review process. (16, 20)

One respondent pointed out that improved public education and engagement was an aim of the
original Agreement and was strongly reinforced during the negotiation of the Ozone Annex.
Further it was suggested that the effectiveness of actions under the Agreement can be greatly
increased if the public takes personal and collective steps toward energy efficiency and the
support of improved government legislation. Programs and organizations dedicated to public
engagement should be fostered as part of the actions under the Agreement. (32)

Views on Needed Additions to the Agreement

* An annex dealing with greenhouse gases would be a logical addition as the air quality
benefits to be achieved through greenhouse gas reductions are numerous and inescap-
able.

* As mentioned earlier, particulate matter (PM) could benefit from a similar approach to
that taken for ozone under the Agreement. It would also be useful for the parties to
focus more attention on this matter and to expedite the development of a particulate
matter Annex that would address health impacts experienced on both sides of the border.
The Ontario Medical Association has done a lot to quantify the impact of ozone and
particulate matter on society and there is a need to tighten ozone controls and to get on
with a particulate matter annex to the Agreement. (21, 26, 28, 30, 32)

* The Ozone Annex should be strengthened when it is revisited in 2004. (26)

*  When the Agreement is revisited, it will be essential to determine the resulting health
impacts of actions undertaken by the Parties. Health tracking and reporting must be
implemented immediately. (26, 31, 32)
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Signed on this 30t day of May, 2003 as a synthesis of views received from the public on
the 2002 Progress Report of the United States and Canadian Governments under the Canada/
United States Air Quality Agreement of March 13, 1991.

“Ners- %o /,;? A

Rt. Hon. Herb Gray Dennis Schornack

Chair, Canadian Section Chair, United States Section
Robert Gourd Irene B. Brooks
Commissioner Commissioner

O&)@@M Vi o

Jack Blaney Allen I. Olson
Commissioner Commissioner
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APPENDIX — LIST OF RESPONDENTS

NO.

DATE

RESPONDENT

#1

#2

#3

#4

#5

#6

#7

#8

#9

#10
#11

#12

#13

#14

#15

#16

16

12/23/02

01/09/03

01/10/03

01/14/03

01/17/03

01/22/03

01/17/03

01/23/03

01/23/03

01/23/03
01/23/03

01/23/03

01/23/03

01/23/03

02/05/03

02/07/03

Sandy Wilmot
Co-Chair, New England Governors/Eastern Canadian Premiers
Forest Mapping Group; Vermont

Sally Sessler
Liverpool, New York

Leslie R. Alm

Professor and Director of Graduate Studies, Department of
Public Policy & Administration, Boise State University;
Boise, Idaho

James P Bruce
Canadian Policy Representative, Soil and Water Conservation;
Ottawa, Ontario

Gord Miller
Environmental Commissioner of Ontario; Toronto, Ontario

Paul L. Dean

Deputy Minister, Department of Environment,
Government of Newfoundland and Labrador;
St. John's, Newfoundland

Bill Katakis
Northwood, Ohio

Jack Gibbons
Chair, Ontario Clean Air Alliance; Toronto, Ontario

Amanda Bugatto
Ray & Berndtson/Lovas Stanley Inc.; Toronto, Ontario

Yakov Cherkassky

George McKibbon
Hamilton, Ontario

Steven Pardine
Ottawa, Ontario

Marnie Walsh
Toronto, Ontario

Stephanie Thorson
Toronto, Ontario

Virginia M. West
Deputy Minister, Ontario Ministry of the Environment;
Toronto, Ontario

Meeting with NGOs in Ottawa:
Pollution Probe, Friends of the Earth, Ducks Unlimited,
Sierra Club



#17 02/13/03 Dan McDermott
Director, Sierra Club Eastern Canada Chapter; Toronto, Ontario

#18 02/14/03 C. Peter Watson
Assistant Deputy Minister, Environmental Assurance,
Alberta Environment; Edmonton, Alberta

#19 02/18/03 Ron L'Esperance
Deputy Minister, Nova Scotia Department of Environment
& Labour; Halifax, Nova Scotia

#20 02/19/03 Meeting with NGOs in Toronto:
Ontario Medical Association, Ontario Clean Air Alliance,
Sierra Club

#21 02/25/03 Dr. Jack Lee

Executive Director, Ontario Public Health Association;
Toronto, Ontario

#22 02/25/03 Yee Li, MBA, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Accounting, Joseph L. Rotman School
of Management, University of Toronto; Toronto, Ontario

#23 02/26/03 Peter Piersol
Air Quality Committee, Georgian Bay Association;
Toronto, Ontario

Mary Muter
V.P, Chair, Environment Committee; Toronto, Ontario

#24 02/25/03 Dr. Quentin Chiotti
Director, Air Program, Pollution Probe; Ottawa, Ontario

Rick Findlay
Director, Water Programs, Pollution Probe; Ottawa, Ontario

#25 02/27/03 Gordon Macatee
Deputy Minister, British Columbia Ministry of Water, Land
and Air Protection; Victoria, British Columbia

#26 02/28/03 Dr. Ted Boadway
Executive Director, Health Policy, Ontario Medical Association;
Toronto, Ontario

#27 02/28/03 Gordon Dalzell
Chairperson, Saint John Citizens Coalition for Clean Air;
Saint John, New Brunswick

#28 02/28/03 Patricia Ross
Chair, Air Quality Committee, Fraser Valley Regional District;
Chilliwack, British Columbia

#29 02/27/03 Don MacKinnon
President, Power Workers' Union; Toronto, Ontario
#30 02/28/03 Francine Roulson
Environmental Officer, St6:16 Nation; Chilliwack, British Columbia
#31 03/06/03 Dr. Sheela Basur
Medical Officer of Health, City of Toronto; Toronto, Ontario
#32 02/28/03 Kenneth Maybee

President and CEO, New Brunswick Lung Association;
Fredericton, New Brunswick



