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Introduction 

Under Article VIII of the 1991 Canada-United States Air Quality Agreement, the Governments of Canada 

and the United States established a bilateral Air Quality Committee to assist with implementation of the 

Agreement, to review progress made, and to prepare Progress Reports at least every two years. 

Environment Canada and the United States Environmental Protection Agency are the lead agencies on the 

Committee. Under Article IX of the Agreement, the International Joint Commission (IJC) is assigned 

responsibility to invite comments on each Progress Report prepared by the Air Quality Committee, to 

submit a synthesis of the comments received to the Governments, and to release the synthesis of 

comments to the public. 

This report provides a synthesis of the comments received on the 2014 Progress Report for the years 

2012-2014.  

The 2014 Progress Report, prepared by the bilateral Air Quality Committee, is the twelfth biennial report 

completed under the 1991 Canada-United States Air Quality Agreement. The report discusses key actions 

undertaken by Canada and the United States in the last two years to address transboundary air pollution 

within the context of the Agreement. Specifically, the report presents progress made toward meeting the 

commitments established in the Acid Rain and Ozone Annexes of the Agreement, and in implementing 

the underlying Agreement.  

To prepare this report, the Air Quality Committee took into consideration the public comments received 

through the International Joint Commission (IJC) regarding the 2012 Progress Report. A synthesis of 

comments received can be found on the IJC website at http://www.ijc.org/en_/Air_Quality.  

 

Public Consultation Observations 

Following the release of the 2014 Progress Report, the IJC invited public comment in a variety of ways 

and comment were requested from May 4, 2015 until July 31, 2015, through: 

 A notice in the 2014 Progress Report; 

 The IJC website; 

 A special website constructed for the public comment process; 

 A media advisory; 

 Two sets of email invitations sent to a targeted list of approximately 350 industry, environmental 

education, and governmental contacts active on air pollution issues; 

 Link to the Progress Report page sent in IJC newsletter digest to over 400 subscribers; 

 Social media campaign on IJC’s Twitter and Facebook including paid ads on Facebook. 

The IJC increased its efforts to obtain comment on the 2014 Progress Report by advertising the public 

consultation on social media. The IJC created two sets of Facebook ads which reached a total of 25,164 

people, and resulted in 355 clicks to the IJC’s web page on the 2014 Progress Report. The link to IJC’s 

2014 Progress Report public consultation page was shared to over 700 followers on Facebook and over 

1,600 followers on Twitter. 

 

http://ijc.org/files/tinymce/uploaded/documents/AQA-Report-2014-ENG.pdf
http://www.ijc.org/en_/Air_Quality
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The IJC received a total of 3 responses (one from a public industry company, one from a non-for-profit 

organization and one from an individual).  

 

A full listing of the respondents is provided in the appendices to this report and is available on the IJC 

website: http://ijc.org/en_/air_quality_2014/submit_comment. The views expressed are those of the 

respondents, not of the IJC. 

Public response to the Air Quality Progress Reports has been decreasing overtime (see table below). As 

both countries have met their targets and achieved their commitments under the Canada United States Air 

Quality Agreement the low response rate trend of public comment is expected to continue unless new 

annexes and new commitments are negotiated into the Agreement.  

AQA Progress 

Report  

Number of Comments 

Received 

2002 32 responses 

2004 35 responses 

2006 25 responses 

2008 15 responses 

2010 12 responses 

2012 4 responses 

2014  3 responses 

 

 

Synthesis of comments on the 2014 Air Quality Progress Report 

The International Joint Commission received a total of three comments in response to an invitation to 

comment on the 2014 Progress Report under the Canada-United States Air Quality Agreement. The 

comments received were from the Ontario Power Generation (OPG), a joint letter from the David Suzuki 

Foundation and the Canadian Lung Association and from a concerned American citizen.  

The comment from the OPG requests a correction on a section of the report that references OPG. The 

comments from the concerned citizen and the joint letter on behalf of the David Suzuki Foundation and 

the Canadian Lung Association both express that more effort is needed to reduce smog and improve air 

quality in Canada and the United States. The David Suzuki Foundation and the Canadian Lung 

Association joint letter provides substantial comments on how “Canada and the U.S. should update 

commitments under the Air Quality Agreement with a focus on meeting WHO guidelines for ambient air 

quality and continuous improvement” and on how Canada’s Air Quality Management System has yet to 

be implemented since it was approved in principle in 2012.  

Finally, the joint letter proposes the addition of a new particulate matter (PM) Annex to the Canada – 

United States Air Quality Agreement.  Similar public comments to include a new PM Annex to the 

Agreement have been made in the past as noted in the 2006, 2008 and 2010 Synthesis of Comments on 

the Air Quality Progress Reports. 

 

 

http://ijc.org/en_/air_quality_2014/submit_comment
http://www.ijc.org/files/publications/ID1606.pdf
http://www.ijc.org/files/publications/B66.pdf
http://www.ijc.org/php/publications/pdf/Synthesis-of-Public-Comment-2010.pdf
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Appendix 

 

Sources of comments received on the 2014 Progress Report under the Canada-United States Air 

Quality Agreement 

 

Joint letter from the David Suzuki Foundation and the Canadian Lung Association  

 

Victoria Johnstone, Wichita, Kansas 

Robert Lyng, Director of Environmental Policies and Programs, Ontario Power Generation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Victoria Johnstone 
Wichita, Kansas 
 

I am an industrial and climate refugee. Mankind has produced some great inventions, but often the 
side effects have been pollution and a change in our climate. That pollution that is pumped into our air 
affects our ability to breathe and our health. I developed adult onset asthma after having grown up in 
and living in southern Ontario, Canada much of my life. My family and I made the decision to leave our 
home and go somewhere where I could breathe better and we could live. It has not been easy to find 
that place, and air quality continues to be an issue as we have traveled across Canada and the U.S. 
Currently, we live in the midwest U.S., specifically Kansas. I have read the IJC 2014 Air Quality 
Agreement Progress Report. I appreciate that transboundary air pollution is addressed. Good for 
Ontario, Canada getting rid of coal as a means of producing electricity. It is good to see that steps 
have been and are being taken to improve air quality. I look forward to more of that in the future. As I 
write this, however, there is still smog and poor air quality in much of Canada and the U.S. Making 
money and a clean environment can and should exist together. There is enough technology today and 
more being developed that we should not have a problem with better ways of functioning as a society 
while keeping air and water clean and health safe. Better and new jobs are a positive by-product of 
this new age. Thank you again, IJC for your invaluable service. We all look forward to cleaner air. 

 
 
 
Robert Lyng  
Ontario Power Generation  
Toronto, Ontario  
 

Congratulations on producing a high quality and informative report. I offer one comment for your 
consideration. On page 16, reference is made to OPG preserving some of the Lambton and Nanticoke 
units. Please note that a decision was recently made not to preserve Nanticoke units. For reference, 
please see the news release at the link below. http://www.opg.com/news-and-media/news-
releases/Documents/20150715_Lambton-Nanticoke.pdf 

 

 


