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Submissions to the Director, Ontario Ministry of Environment and Climate Change 
 

Proponent : Haliburton Forest Biochar Ltd. 
Instrument Type: Environmental Compliance Approval – EPA Part II – Air 
EBR Registry Number: 013-0036 

 

Introduction/Background 

The following comments and questions are submitted on behalf of five property owners with lands in 

the vicinity of the proposed Haliburton Forest Biochar Ltd. (HFB) biochar manufacturing facility located 

in Haliburton Ontario: Douglas Buchanan, Catharine Gonnsen, Karl Gonnsen, Larry Lowenstein and 

Laurie Wheeler.  The submissions respond to information made available to us by the Ministry of the 

Environment and Climate Change (MOECC), through the public viewing file,  and a freedom of 

information request under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, on the HFB 

application for an environmental compliance approval (ECA Approval) for the proposed facility.  

The comments have been prepared with input from an air quality specialist, John Trought, P. Eng and a 

land use planner, Allan Ramsay, RPP, MCIP, and with reference to an earlier EBR comment posted by R. 

Lee Van Biesbrouck, P. Eng, a waste specialist, on behalf of Catherine Gonnsen. 

Section 1 presents the group’s comments related to Land-use Compatibility and zoning conformity.  The 

group’s central concern is that the facility does not presently have the required zoning and planning 

approvals to establish the facility at this location.  Further, the proponent has not yet presented an 

analysis to demonstrate that the facility meets the MOECC Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.  Based on 

this, the group believes that an approval decision on the ECA application is premature until and unless 

the required zoning is in place.  

Section 2 presents the group’s comments and questions with respect to air and noise emissions.  Most 

of the outstanding concerns related to air and noise impact issues have been presented as a series of 

questions which it is the group’s position need to be addressed before a decision can be made on the 

ECA approvals under consideration.  The group’s view is that it is not reasonable to approve the ECA 

application until these questions are fully addressed.  Section 3 presents the groups comments and 

questions with respect to other issues directly related to the ECA approval decision.  

 The final section provides our conclusions and request to the Director with respect to the approval 

decision. 

1) Zoning and Land Use Permissions/Land-use Compatibility 

 

1.1 The existing zoning information provided on the application form and in the two reports (noise 

and emissions) is incorrect, or at a minimum, misleading.  The application and reports indicate 

that the current zoning of the site is General Industrial and Extractive Industrial and that this 

zoning permits the proposed activity.  
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1.2 Zoning on only a portion of the site permits manufacturing uses – the portion zoned General 

Industrial; this is the area on the northwestern portion of the site where past industrial activity 

has been permitted.  The balance of the site, which is zoned Extractive Industrial (MX), Rural 

(RU1), and Environmental Protection (EP), does not permit the proposed industrial use. The 

applicant has submitted a zoning application to the Municipality of Dysart et.al to expand the 

industrial use on the property.  On January 23, 2017 the Municipality adopted a zoning 

amendment to permit and further regulate the industrial use on the property; however, this 

zoning amendment has been appealed and is before the Ontario Municipal Board (file no 

PL170180).   

 

Without the approval of that zoning application, the following three buildings are not permitted to 

be used for industrial purposes: 

 

1. The existing tent on the eastern portion of the site, proposed to be used for green sawdust 

storage in both the first and second phases of development (Scenarios 2 and 1 respectively), 

as this storage area is currently in the EP zone which does not permit industrial uses; 

 

2. The existing industrial building, proposed to be used in both the first and second phases of 

development.  Available information indicates that this building straddles the M and MX 

zones, does not conform to existing zoning, and is not a legal non-conforming use; and 

 

3. The proposed 1150sq m Biochar Production building, to be constructed in the second phase of 

development (Scenario 1), south of the existing industrial building.  This proposed building is 

within the current MX zone, which does not permit this type of industrial use. 

 

1.3 The application form states in Sections 4.3 and 6.1 that a municipal zoning confirmation letter is 

attached.  No such letter was attached to the package received as part of the Public Viewing File.  

Likewise, section 1.5 of the application is not signed by the Municipality.  As noted, the site 

currently is not zoned for the proposed use.  Based on this, it is submitted that the ECA application 

is incomplete and premature. 

 

1.4 The application form in Section 4.3 states that the Official Plan (OP) designation is General 

Industrial and that this designation supports the proposed activity.  This is not correct.  The OP 

designation is “Rural Area” and “Environmental Protection Area”.   The Rural Area designation 

does not permit the proposed use and therefore the proposal does not conform to the Official 

Plan.  This issue will be addressed through the above mentioned OMB hearing process.  

 

1.5 The proposed use has been classified by Trinity Consultants as NAICS code 325190 – Other Basic 

Organic Chemical Manufacturing.  The Municipality has a responsibility under the Planning Act 

and Provincial Policy Statement to address land use compatibility between this proposed industrial 

use and the surrounding existing and permitted uses.  The municipality has not required the 

proponent to complete any land use compatibility analysis, air quality or odour assessment, noise 
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impact, traffic study or any other detailed technical reports in support of the application, other 

than a site evaluation report dealing with natural heritage matters only. 

1.6 The MOECC’s Land Use Compatibility Guidelines applicable to land use planning decisions have 

not been addressed by the proponent for the approximately 30 residential buildings within 1000m 

of the subject lands, nor the land uses permitted by existing zoning on the undeveloped parcels in 

the surrounding area. Under full production, there are at least 9 properties affected by the 40db 

noise contour during the evening and night time hours. 

1.7  It is our understanding that the MOECC does not issue an Environmental Compliance Approval, or 

typically even accept the application unless all municipal land use related matters, such as OP, 

Zoning, and Land Use Compatibility, in accordance with MOECC policy, had been addressed. 

 Summary– Land-Use Planning Issues:  Based on the foregoing, it is submitted that the ECA application is 

premature and should not be approved until a final determination is made with respect to the land use 

compatibility and zoning approval issues on the subject property.  As part of this, the proponent should 

be required to demonstrate compliance with the MOEC Land-Use Compatibility Guidelines for industrial 

uses. 

2) Noise and Air Emissions 

Noise Receptors 

2.1 Four residential noise receptors were identified in the Noise Report; however the information 

provided indicates that outdoor noise was not evaluated for two of the receptors (receptors 1 and 

4.)  Should outdoor noise be evaluated for receptors 1 and 4? 

 

2.2 A portion of Property 4 appears to be used for seasonal residential use (hunting trailers?).  Should 

these seasonal trailers be identified as noise receptors? 

 

2.3 There are at least 5 vacant lots within 30m of the site which permit residential dwellings and 

recreational uses.  Does the noise assessment need to assess potential impacts on future sensitive 

uses on these lots? 

 

2.4 The mapping in the noise report appears to be skewed and does not fully show the extent of the 

noise contours to the east and south.  This should be addressed. 

 

2.5 It is not clear whether the noise report addresses the impacts of topography.  This needs to be 

clarified. 

 

2.6 Per the earlier EBR comments of R. Lee Van Biesbrouck, P. Eng, the reduction in dBA at the points 

of reception appears to be excessive.  For example, the Thermal Oxidizer stack was estimated to 

be 90 dBA at 5 m.  POR 1a is 272m away.  The reduction for distance assuming absorption by the 

ground with no intervening structures would be 34.7 dBA.  This would result in a dBA of 90 – 34.7 
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= 55.3 dBA, yet the result in the noise report is 27.5 dBA, which seems very low without further 

explanation.  Two questions arise from this information: 

 

a) Would the intervening forest really provide that much of a reduction?   
 
b) If this mitigating impact is to be relied upon to meet noise standards will there be a 

requirement to retain that forest on private property at POR 1 and POR 3? 
 

Truck Trip Generation 

2.7  It appears that in Scenario 1 (full production), 35,008 gallons (132,520 litres) of propane will be 

used per year for drying the sawdust.  

 

2.8 Is there propane used for other purposes on site as well?  Where is this to be stored? 

 

2.9 What is the total number of truck trips required for propane supply to the site, and have these 

truck trips been accounted for in the air and noise assessment calculations? 

 

2.10 The reports do not address the implications of Seasonal Load Restrictions which may be in effect 

on Municipality and County roads between March 1st and May 15th.  Will these road restrictions 

restrict the delivery of green sawdust from the Forest to the site during these months?  Will this 

result in the need for larger loads or more truck trips prior to load restrictions, and therefore more 

traffic, more emissions and more noise during weeks prior to the load restrictions? 

Transportation of Green sawdust to dryer 

2.11 The Process flow diagram for the 4 line operation included in the Emission report shows a 

conveyor belt moving 400 tonnes/week of green sawdust from the western sawdust storage tent 

on the site, to the northeast corner of the new Production Building to enter the drying process.  

There appears to be no analysis of the noise or emissions impacts of this conveyor belt.  The 

diagram conflicts with the text of the reports which states that a wheel loader is to be used for 

this process, not a conveyor.  Clarification is requested with respect to this.  

 

2.12 There is confusion in the material with respect to the weekly volume of feed stock to be processed 

under Scenario 1 (full production). The Pre-submission Consultation meeting form (page 4 an 

information package obtained by Karl Gonnsen of our group, through a request under the 

Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FOI Request),  indicated that there will be 

600 tonnes/week of feedstock processed under Scenario 1.  Section 4.1 of the Emissions report 

states that green sawdust material will be transferred in Scenario 1 at the rate of 80 tonnes/day or 

500 tonnes/week via wheel loader to the sawdust dryer.  The corresponding process flow diagram 

indicates that 400 tonnes/week will be transferred via conveyor.  One of the tables (on pg. 93 of 

264 of the package) states that 400 tonnes/week will be transferred by wheel loader.  Clarification 

on this, including the implications for the noise and air quality assessments, is also requested. 
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2.13 Section 4.1 indicates that in Scenario 2, green sawdust material will be transferred at the rate of 7 

tonnes/day or 35 tonnes/week via wheel loader to the propane preheat burners.  The 

corresponding process flow diagram appears to show a slightly lower amount (32 tonnes/week) 

will be transferred via wheel loader.  Please clarify this discrepancy.  

 

2.14 Section 3.2 of the noise report states that under Scenario 1 (Full Production Scenario),  

“One wheel loader will be used on-site to move green sawdust from the feedstock storage tent to 

the 1,150 m2 biochar production building. Under Scenario 1, the wheel loader is considered to 

make a maximum of 28 one-way trips (14 round-trips) per hour to transport a maximum of 5 

tonnes of green sawdust from the feedstock storage tent to the dryer”.   

 

The following questions arise from this information: 

 

a) 14 round trips per hour translates into 4 minutes for the trip to pick up 360kg (5 tonnes/14 
trips) of green saw dust and deliver it to the other side of the biochar production building and 
back.  Is this operationally feasible? 

 
b) Alternatively, if this is not feasible, will the wheel loader need to operate outside of the 

daytime hours and into the evening and night in order to meet daily operational needs?   (See 
also questions below on hours of operation.) 

 

2.15 Is it possible that more than one wheel loader will be required to undertake the transfer of 400 (or 

500 – see above) tonnes per day?  If either of these alternative scenarios are possible, what 

impact would this have on the noise and air quality assessments? 

Noise Sources 

2.16 The noise report states that HBR has not selected the type of wheel loader to be used.  What size 

of wheel loader was assumed for the emissions report, and what is the level of noise emitted by 

that wheel loader, and its capacity? 

 

2.17 The noise report does not refer to the impacts of backup beepers for tractor trailer trucks or  the 

loaders, which appear to operate on 24/7 basis in Scenario 1 (full production).  Will there be a 

requirement to mitigate this impact and what options are available to achieve mitigation? 

 

2.18 The six significant sources of noise identified are the 3 exhaust stacks, the wheel loader 

movements and 2 types of truck movements.  Sound levels are apparently not available for the 

wheel loader, or two of the exhaust stacks (pyrolysis/thermal oxidizer stack, sawdust dryer stack), 

therefore half of the noise sources were “assigned” a maximum sound level.  The following issues 

arise from this: 
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a) Should more accurate information on noise sources be provided as part of the noise 
assessment? 

 
b) In addition should a noise audit be required to confirm noise source levels prior to start-up? 

 

2.19 It is submitted that should approval be issued, the approval conditions should include the 

requirement that: 

 

a)  a noise audit be performed by an independent noise engineer to confirm noise levels and the 
actual noise levels at the receptor, and  

 
b) if noise limits are not met noise control measures be implemented to ensure MOECC noise 

standards are met at all sensitive receptors. 
 
Site Plan and Process Flow Diagrams 

 

2.20 Both process flow diagrams for both scenarios in the emissions report show a different location 

for the proposed office building than the location of the office building shown in the noise study 

diagrams.  Does the discrepancy in location affect the air quality assessment?  Does it affect the 

noise impact assessment? 

 

2.21 The process flow diagram in the emissions report for Scenario 1 (full production) is missing the 

proposed 446 sq. m storage building.  Does this difference affect the air quality assessment? 

 

2.22 The Process Flow Diagrams for both scenarios in the emissions report show two possible locations 

for the green sawdust storage tent – one on the eastern portion of the site, and the other on the 

south.  The south alternative does not appear in any drawings in the noise report, nor does there 

appear to be any assessment of the air and noise implications for the south building.   Have the 

implications of the south location been modelled for air and noise, and if so, what are the noise 

and air emission implications if this structure is moved to the south? 

 

2.23 The process flow diagram for Scenario 1 (full production) shows a large area in the southeast 

corner for “log storage”.  In our review we could find no discussion of the purpose of this storage 

and it is not shown on the site plans.  Why would log storage be required if only green sawdust is 

being used as input?  What are the air and noise implications of the use and transportation of 

these logs? 

ESDM Input Assumptions 

2.24 Section 4.2.2 of the ESDM report entitled “Emission Estimating, Sample Calculation and Data 

Quality” indicates that out of the 6 sources of air emissions, the data quality on 4 of them is rated 

“E” by the US EPA due to the information being marginal or uncertain.  This points to the need to 

conduct additional testing before approval to confirm that emissions do not exceed applicable air 

quality standards 
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2.25 For the movement of materials outside, a mean wind speed of 5 m/s was assumed. This equates 

to 11 mph wind speed.  There is a wide variation of wind speeds in the area of the subject 

property ranging from no wind to much higher wind speeds (including tornadoes and similar 

events).  Have the reasonable worst case wind conditions been accounted for in the air quality 

assessment? 

 

2.26 There appears to be an error in table 1.2 of the emissions report.  Annual biochar produced in 

Scenario 2 should be 208 tonnes, not 2600 tonnes.  This should be corrected/clarified.  

Thermal Oxidizer 

2.27 The emissions report does not appear to be consistent as to how many thermal oxidizers there 

will be.  In paragraphs 4 and 5 of S 1.3, and in the application form, there is reference to several 

thermal oxidizers, whereas in other sections it refers to just one large thermal oxidizer.  Were 

both scenario’s modelled and assessed and if so, what are the impacts for each scenario?  

 

2.28 Section 1.3 states that: “The Site will be using a thermal oxidizer control unit to destroy pyrolysis 

gases such as PAHs, and Dioxins & Furans. The thermal oxidizer is being engineered for the 

pyrolysis system and will have the following specifications: 

• Combine ducted pyrolysis gases into one common thermal oxidizer control  
 
• Fail safe quality controls …” 

 
This implies that the thermal oxidizer unit to be used is untested. 

 
Section 4.2.5 of the ESDM report indicates that the quality of the data relied upon for Pyrolyis 
units is rated “E” or marginal. 
 
This raises the following questions: 
 

a) Is better information required to accurately assess the effectiveness of emission control 
measures prior to a decision on approval? 

 
b) Is there sufficient information available to ensure that this unit design will meet the 

objective of destruction of all dangerous gases emitted by the biochar process? 
 

c) What are the risks if this untested system fails? 
 

d) What additional safeguards will there be if the “fail safe quality controls” fail? 
 
2.29 It is noted that the Pre Submission Consultation Meeting form (page 4 of the FOI material) 

indicates that "there is an existing ECA for the technology Haliburton Forest Biochar Ltd will be 
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employing to produce high carbon renewable char…approved in Quebec".  No information 

relating to that facility or any testing of that facility appears to be included in the Noise or ESDM 

reports.  It is possible that testing information from this facility could provide greater assurances 

with respect to the reliability of input data to the air quality assessment and the overall reliability 

of the system with respect to potential air quality issues. 

 

This gives rise to the following questions: 

 

a) Should information on the Quebec facility be considered as part of the air assessment and 
if not why not: 

 
b)  In particular could data from air quality testing from the Quebec facility be utilized to 

improve the reliability of data in the ESDM Report  
 
It is the groups view that if relevant information on the performance of the Quebec facility can be 
made available it should be presented and utilized to improve the quality of the ESDM Report. 

 

2.30 The emissions report indicates that “The unit retention time in all scenarios would be 1.5 seconds 

or better at 1500 degrees F to ensure nearly complete destruction of PAHs and Dioxins & Furans.” 

 

a) Does that mean that there are PAH’s, Dioxins and Furans that may be released into the 
environment? 

 
b) What are the risks of these to human health and the natural environment 

features/functions and wildlife of partial destruction of these contaminants? 
 

2.31 The application form indicates that “Once the biomass is carbonized and pyrolysis the biochar 

auger conveys the biochar out of the unit to be cooled and air dried.”  What are the air emissions 

from this cooling process? 

Stack Testing Required 

2.32 As noted above, the available information indicates that there is little reliable information on the 

air emissions associated with the proposed biochar manufacturing process.  Both the facility and 

the proposed air emission control measures appear to involve relatively new untested technology 

with relatively little data on air quality emissions levels.  Further, the available data is reported to 

have significant data-quality and reliability limitations.  Based on this, it is submitted that 

additional or higher quality test data applicable to the proposed application is required.  In 

addition, stack testing is required to confirm emission estimates are accurate and compliance air 

quality standards can be achieved.   Alternatively, an approval of Scenario 2 only should be 

considered, to allow for testing of a pilot facility to confirm emission estimates and compliance 

with air quality standards before MOECC approval of full production facility is granted.  
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2.33 The emission test results provided from the IOWA site test facility do not contain any information 

regarding emissions such as methane, methanol, CO, PM, VOC and others.  Should this not be 

done prior to approval? Are these tests already done? 

 

2.34 Monitoring requirements for the facility should include continuous monitoring and recording of 

temperature and CO concentrations at the emission point of the thermal oxidizer unit to confirm 

the required operational performance is being achieved. 

 

Odour Assessment  

2.35 What is the potential for odour impacts from the Biochar production process, or the mixing with 

the polyether polyol? 

 

2.36 Assuming that the potential for odour impacts exist, it is submitted that the proponent should be 

required to provide at minimum a preliminary odour assessment to support its application which 

includes an estimated odour level for the emission sources and predicted concentrations at 

sensitive receptors.  

 

2.37 If the preliminary assessment demonstrates that the facility can operate without exceeding 1 

odour unit at sensitive receptors, if approval is granted, the approval should include conditions: 

 

a) Requiring an odour assessment including the measuring of odour at the source and 
modelling to predict the odour at sensitive receptors; and 
 

b) Specifying that odour concentration should not exceed 1 odour unit at the sensitive 
receptors. 

 
3) Other Issues 

 

Biochar inputs – Green Sawdust and Polyether Polyol 

3.1 It is our understanding that the Ministry basis for determining that the facility does not require a 

waste approval is the assumption that the facility will accept only “green sawdust” from the 

proponent’s sawmill. Accordingly, the ECA application describes the biochar inputs as “green 

sawdust” and “polyether polyol”.  This is not entirely consistent with previously provided public 

information. Specifically, during the planning approval process for required zoning changes, at a 

public meeting convened by the Municipality of Dysart et al, the applicant indicated that the wood 

for this process was “waste” wood.  The Dysart et al public meeting minutes of Nov 7, 2016 indicate 

that: 

“Malcolm Cockwell introduced himself as the General Manager of the Haliburton Forest and 

Wild Life Reserve Ltd…. He noted that the proposed biochar facility will be fed primarily from the 
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Forest's land base. He noted that 60 to 70% of the material processed at their sawmill becomes a 

waste product (sawdust, Bark etc.). For the past several years they have been researching 

initiatives to re-purpose this "waste" to useful products. This eventually led them to the 

production of biochar.” … 

“Nina Shock introduced herself as the project manager ….. She confirmed that they will only use 

waste wood products”.  When asked by a member of the public:  “ls sawdust the only feedstock 

used: Ms. Shock answered that the MOECC approvals will restrict the feedstock to waste wood 

products.” 

This raises the following questions for which a response is requested: 

a) Is the “green sawdust” the same as the “wood waste” described by the applicant during the 
planning process? 
 

b) If not, would using waste wood material from their sawmill, as referenced during the 
planning process, constitute the type of material that could trigger a waste site approval? 

 

c) Based on comments from our waste expert, Lee Van Biesbrouck, in order to ensure that the 
input does not fall into the definition of waste, the feed to the Biochar unit must be 
materials from line 2 of the HFB sawmill – the whole tree.  Should restrictions be placed on 
the ECA approval to ensure that this wood material received is only “green sawdust” from 
the HFB sawmill?  

 
d) How will this requirement be monitored to ensure compliance?  

 
e) Per R. Lee Van Biesbrouck’s comments, should the specific processing and environmental 

controls equipment be referenced in the approval documents? 
 

3.2 The proponent has presented information to the public that that the product of the Biochar facility 

will be a “green product” useful in agriculture to improve soil texture and fertility; as a food additive 

for livestock; in the pharmaceutical industry and in the chemical industry.  A local “green” farm 

indicated an interest in using the product.  This raises the following questions which we believe are 

relevant to the application for which clarification is requested: 

 

a) Will the mixture with Polyether Polyol be usable/safe for farming, or is this a different mixed 
product? 

 
b) Will there be other outputs from the site, such as a product for farming, which is not mixed 

with Polyether Polyol?  
 

c)  Will that generate additional truck traffic?  If so, should the noise and air quality 
assessments be modified to reflect this?  
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Fire Risks 

3.3 The exhaust from the oxidizer stack will be 250 degrees Celsius.  This is significantly above the 

temperature required to ignite wood. 

 

a) Is there a risk of the exhaust igniting nearby trees, sawdust on the site, or PM from the 
other exhaust stacks? 
 

b) Should this risk be assessed? 
 

c) Does this risk need to be addressed through mitigation or other operational requirements? 
 
Natural Heritage Impacts  

3.4 The Site Evaluation Report in support of the planning application was completed on behalf of the 

HFB and peer reviewed for the Municipality of Dysart et.al. planning approval process prior to the 

air emission and noise studies.  It does not address the impacts of this proposed chemical plant and 

its associated emissions and significant onsite truck movements on the wetland features on the site, 

the dug well on the site, the high water table/flooding on the site, or the flora and fauna which may 

inhabit the site. The latter includes potential habitat for four endangered or threatened species 

(Spotted Turtle, Blanding’s Turtle, Barn Swallow, and Whip-poor-will).  It also does not address the 

proposed sawdust storage and movement and its implications for the on-site wetland area.  Will 

these issues be required to be addressed prior to a decision on the ECA Approval? 

 

3.5 This area is known for its pristine water and forest landscapes and their associated ecosystems.  Are 

the noise and air emission standards designed to address impacts on the flora, fauna and wetlands 

of the surrounding area?  If not, whose responsibility is it to determine the impact of air emissions 

and noise on these features and functions? 

Hours of operation 

3.6 The calculations of potential emissions under the full development scenario seem to be based on 5 

days per week operation (pg. 93 of 264 and pg. 264 of 264). Likewise, the calculation of total 

product under the full scenario seems to be based on 5 days per week operation in S1.7 of the 

emissions report.  However, the 5 day per week calculations seem to contradict the following: 

 

 Section 3.2 of the Noise report indicates that the wheel loader can operate any time of day, 

night or evening. 

 

 Section 1.6 of the Emissions report indicates that:  “The Site is seeking approval to operate 24 

hours per day, 7 days per week under Operating Scenario 1 (full production). 
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 Section 4.2 of the noise report says the application seeks 24 hours per day, 7 days per week 

operation. 

 

 Section 4.1 of the emissions report says that the wheel loaders are to operate at 80 tonnes per 

day for a total of 500 tonnes per week, which implies up to 7 days per week operation 

 

This raises the following questions for which clarification is sought: 

a) Will shipping and receiving hours be restricted in the ECA to daytime hours only given this 

appears to be the basis of the noise assessment?  

 

b) Will these activities be permitted on weekends? 

 

c) Will any restrictions be otherwise placed on hours of operation on the site?  (If the site 

could be permitted to operate on a 24 hour basis, it is our view that this is inappropriate for 

a rural and recreational area.) 

 

d) What operations could occur in the evening and night hours, and what restrictions will be 

placed on the operation of this facility for the 2 weekend days? 

Conclusions and Request to the Director, MOECC 

By way of summary, the group has now reviewed the available information with respect to HFB ECA 

application for its proposed Biochar facility with input from a land use planner, waste specialist, and air 

quality specialist.  Key concerns include the following: 

1. The facility does not presently have the required zoning and planning approvals to establish 

either the first phase or the full production facility at this location, and the proponent has not 

yet presented an analysis to demonstrate that the facility meets the MOECC Land Use 

Compatibility Guidelines. 

 

2. Both the facility and the proposed air emission control measures appear to involve relatively 

new untested technology with relatively little data on air quality emissions levels,  Further, the 

available data is reported to have significant data-quality and reliability limitation. 

 

3. A number of questions and concerns have been identified with respect to the application 

material, outlined in detail above, which should be addressed prior to a decision on the approval 

of the application.  

 

Based on this it respectfully requested that approval of the ECA not be granted until and unless: 

(1) land use approvals for lands upon which the proposed facility is to be located are obtained; 

(2) the issues and questions identified in these submissions are addressed; 
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(3) an odour assessment is completed for the proposed facility;  

(4) appropriate data or testing is provided to confirm assumptions with respect to emissions from 

the facility which formed the basis of the ESDM Report, and with respect to noise from the 

various sources which form the basis of the noise report; and  

(5) appropriate conditions of approval are developed to address a number of key issues including 

an odour assessment and stack testing to confirm emission levels and compliance with 

applicable standards. 

It is respectfully requested that our group be given an opportunity to: (1) review any responses 

submitted by the applicant with respect to the issues raises in these comments, and (2) review and 

provide comments on any draft conditions of approval proposed by the Director, MOECC for the ECA. 

Please note that a PDF version of these comments is also being provided directly to the Applicant and to 

the Municipality of Dysart et.al.  through their legal counsel.   In addition, a PDF version of these 

comments are being forwarded to the Review Engineers at MOECC for the ECA application for their 

convenience.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 

 


