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Environmental Fines and Penalties
2019 Update
All levels of government have access to a variety of enforcement tools aimed at ensuring regulated entities
comply with environmental legislation. Historically, fines and penalties were used sparingly in Canada
when compared to Europe or the United States of America. Between 1991 and 2009, the average total
value of fines and penalties levied across Canada was $1.4 million per year. In late 2014, this changed
dramatically. That year, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) issued a penalty of $7.5 million
against Bloom Lake General Partners (a subsidiary of Cliffs Natural Resources). The penalty arose out of
breaches of the Fisheries Act and Metal Mining Effluent Regulations. In 2018, a director was ordered to
serve 45 days in jail for failing to meet the requirements of the PCB Regulations made under the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act. Finally, the largest fine in Canadian history ($196.5 million) was issued
against Volkswagen in January 2020 (arising from diesel engine emissions). While fines and penalties are
designed to encourage compliance with environmental legislation, they are generally enacted under a
strict liability framework. This results in them often being imposed in response to an accident or
unintended event. For this reason, regulated entities may wish to explore environmental insurance as a
way to transfer risk arising from fortuitous events that impact the environment.
This paper summarizes the use of fines and penalties by regulators across Canada and explains how
environmental insurance may respond to the risk.

The description in this White Paper regarding coverage under an environmental policy is descriptive and for general purposes only. It is not a
complete or exhaustive analysis of coverage or legal advice. The availability of insurance is subject to underwriting decisions by the Insurer and
the coverage response to any claim depends on the particular facts and circumstances of the claim and the terms and conditions of the policy as
issued.
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Historical and Current Trends:
Large (greater than $75,000) fines and penalties issued across Canada averaged $1.4 million per year
between 1991 and 20091. In 2015, the first year this Report was prepared, the total value of large fines
and penalties was $3.9 million. In subsequent years, the total value of large fines and penalties has
consistently exceeded $10 million, peaking in 2017 ($17.2 million2) and then declining in 2018 and 2019.

1

http://www.nimonik.ca/environmentalfines/canada_environmental_fines.pdf
Given the 2020 environmental fine issued against Volkswagen, we have ignored the 2017 fine issued by the Commissioner of
Competition in Canada arising from the sale of diesel engine vehicles.
2
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In 2015, 17 large fines and penalties were issued with an average value of $230,000 each. In 2017, 27
large fines and penalties were issued with an average value of $637,000. In 2018 and 2019, the total
quantum of large fines and penalties decreased, to $15.6 and $12.8 million, respectively (average value
of $464,000 and $475,000, respectively).
Large Fines and Penalties by Category

Between 2015 and 2019, the majority of investigation and enforcement activities have focused on air and
water violations. Most recently, water related fines and penalties have made up the majority of large
fines and penalties issued. Wildlife protection investigation and enforcement activities peaked in 2018,
when a $2.75 million fine was issued in response to the death of 31 great blue herons after being exposed
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to bitumen. In the same year, an importer of fuel was fined $1.1 million for importing fuel that failed to
meet the requirement of the Renewable Fuel Regulation. With regards to 2019 large fines and penalties,
we note that all fines valued at $1 million or greater pertained to water related violations:


A transportation company was fined $1 million as a result of pollutants entering a water body.



A marine company was fined $2.9 million when a tug boat ran aground and released diesel fuel
and lubricants off the coast of British Columbia.



An oil and gas company was fined twice, $2.7 million and $1.1 million (by federal and provincial
regulators, respectively) for the same event, when a blend of heavy crude oil leaked from a
pipeline and entered river.



A university was fined $1.2 million when ammonia from an arena was accidentally released to an
outfall connected to a creek.

Large Fines and Penalties – Valuation Insights
Impacted Media or Receptor
Land
Spills or releases of contaminants to land, that
did not result in any significant adverse impact to
wildlife or human receptors.
Air
Spills or releases of contaminants to air, that did
not result in any significant adverse impact to
wildlife or human receptors.
Spills or releases of contaminants to air, that did
result in significant adverse impact to wildlife or
human receptors.
Water
Spills or releases of contaminants to water, that
did not result in any significant adverse impact to
wildlife or human receptors.
Spills or releases of contaminants to water, that
did result in significant adverse impact to wildlife
or human receptors.
Wildlife
Spills or releases that cause migratory bird kill.

Fine or Penalty Valuation
Fine or Penalty Value = ~$40 / Litre

Fine or Penalty Value = ~$125 / Litre

Fine or Penalty Value = ~$1,500 / Litre

Fine or Penalty Value = <$1 / Litre

Fine or Penalty Value = ~$25 / Litre

Fine or Penalty Value = ~$75,000 / migratory bird

The description in this White Paper regarding coverage under an environmental policy is descriptive and for general purposes only. It is not a
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Large Fines and Penalties by Regulator
Since the inception of this White Paper in 2015, Ontario, British Columbia and Alberta have consistently
used fine and penalties to enforce compliance. Ontario is the largest aggregate issuer of fines by both
number and dollar amount, reaching a grand total of ~$22 million over the past five years (2015-2019).
British Columbia is the second most active user of this regulatory tool having issued ~$15 million in fines
and penalties between 2015 and 2019. Quebec and Saskatchewan complete the top five list of most
consistent/significant users of fines and penalties to enforce compliance. Finally, we note that New
Brunswick issued a large penalty for the first time in 2018 (valued at $3.5 million).
The chart below summarizes the relative contribution of each jurisdiction to the total amount of large
fines and penalties issued between 2015 and 2019.
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Large Fines and Penalties Summary
The table below summarizes large fines and penalties issued between 2017 and 2019, for the five most
active jurisdictions in Canada.
Issuing
Province
Ontario
Quebec
Alberta
British
Columbia
Saskatchewan

2017











F/P: $3,825,750
Focus: Air
F/P: $1,700,000
Focus: Waste
F/P: $5,322,500
Focus: Water
F/P: $3,705,000
Focus: Water
F/P: $2,603,000
Focus: Water

2018











F/P: $3,162,000
Focus: Air
F/P: $2,566,627
Focus: Other
F/P: $3,520,000
Focus: Other
F/P: $1,970,000
Focus: Water
F/P: $355,000
Focus: Other

2019











F/P: $2,241,950
Focus: Air
F/P: $641,000
Focus: Other
F/P: $3,353,000
Focus: Water
F/P: $5,330,000
Focus: Water
F/P: $1,120,000
Focus: Water

As noted above, Ontario, Quebec, Alberta, British Columbia and Saskatchewan have consistently issued
large fines and penalties between 2017 and 2019. In Ontario, regulators focus on violations impacting
air quality (e.g., emissions causing adverse health effects such as odours, dust or acute reactions).
Interestingly, non-compliance violations (e.g., improper general waste management, PCB waste
management, importing of non-compliant substances and fuels) appear to constitute the majority of fines
and penalties in Quebec. In Alberta, large fines and penalties are predominantly from oil and gas related
exposures (e.g., releases of crude oil or migratory bird kills). Finally, regulators in British Columbia and
Saskatchewan focus on non-compliance violations impacting water quality or fish habitats.

The description in this White Paper regarding coverage under an environmental policy is descriptive and for general purposes only. It is not a
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Ontario Trends

The chart above shows the total number and value of all fines (including less than $75,000) issued by the
Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks. The average total value of all fines issued by
Ontario between 1991 and 2009 was $816,667 per year. From 2014 to 2016, the total value of fines
issued increased each year. Since 2017, the total value of fines issued has decreased with 2019 yielding
the lowest level of fine activity over the past six years.
Environmental Insurance
As we have commented in previous years, Canadian regulators continue to make use of fines and
penalties. As such, this risk should be of particular focus to companies operating in Canada.
Environmental managers and committees should continue to evaluate and implement ways to improve
operations so as to reduce the risk of incurring an environmental fine or penalty. In particular, companies
should focus capital expenditures on systems and controls that minimize contaminant releases to air or
water. Areas of continuous improvement should include: developing tools and processes to ensure timely
reporting of environmental incidents, tracking air and water emissions, and waste management (including
management of designated substances). Where possible, insurance brokers and risk managers should
examine the use of environmental insurance as a backstop to a company’s environmental management
system.
With regards to environmental insurance, it is important to understand that losses arising from noncompliance or wrongful acts are excluded. Let us consider the following example. An Insured elects not
to operate an emission control device that is required pursuant to a facility’s emission permit. The
resulting pollution condition (discharge of a contaminant above the applicable regulatory standard) would
be excluded from cover via the non-compliance or wilful act exclusion. This is because the Insured
The description in this White Paper regarding coverage under an environmental policy is descriptive and for general purposes only. It is not a
complete or exhaustive analysis of coverage or legal advice. The availability of insurance is subject to underwriting decisions by the Insurer and
the coverage response to any claim depends on the particular facts and circumstances of the claim and the terms and conditions of the policy as
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deliberately elected not to operate the needed engineering control. As such, any resulting fines or
penalties would not be covered.
While it should not be surprising that an insurance company would exclude loss arising out of a
deliberately caused pollution event, cover for fines and penalties that result from accidental (fortuitous)
events can be insured. In Canada, cover for fines and penalties (arising from fortuitous events) is widely
available. That said, an insurer’s coverage response is determined on a case by case basis, and only after
careful review of both the particular facts and circumstances of a claim and the insurance policy terms
and conditions.
The summary table on the following pages highlights large fines and penalties from 2019. Where
sufficient information is available, we have included a column to help illustrate when fines and penalties
cover may be afforded.
Please note that we are not aware of what, if any, insurance coverage was available in these scenarios,
but are simply noting the likelihood the facts describe a fortuitous event, and the potential coverage
response based on a policy providing fines and penalties cover.
Based on our analysis, we note that $13.1 million (or ~80%) of the total large fines and penalties issued in
2019 may be eligible for cover under an appropriately designed environmental insurance program.
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complete or exhaustive analysis of coverage or legal advice. The availability of insurance is subject to underwriting decisions by the Insurer and
the coverage response to any claim depends on the particular facts and circumstances of the claim and the terms and conditions of the policy as
issued.
©Berkley Canada, March 2020

Large Fines and Penalties (> $75,000) Issued in Canada
Jurisdiction
Date

16-Jan2019

30-Jan2019

30-Jan2019

31-Jan2019

Location

Authority

Ontario

Ministry of the
Environment,
Conservation and Parks
(MECP)
Environmental
Protection Act (EPA)

Ontario

Alberta

British
Columbia

15-Feb2019

Ontario

27-Feb2019

British
Columbia

MECP
Ontario Clean Water
Act (OCWA)

Entity
Name

Titanium Trucking
Services Inc.

Imperial Oil Limited

Canada Energy
Regulator (CER)
National Energy Board
Act (NEBA)

Plains Midstream
Canada

Environment and
Climate Change Canada
(ECCC)
Fisheries Act (FA)

The City of
Kawartha Lakes

Fine/
Penalty
Type

Fine/Penalty
Amount

On March 14, 2017, the Company picked up 81,000 kg of 37-42% fluorosilic
acid (a corrosive liquid, classified as a dangerous good). The truck and driver
were involved in a multi-vehicle collision. Eight totes ejected from the trailer
and released 8,000 liters of acid into a ditch. Adverse effects included health
effects on first responders and other people at the scene, and closure of
highway 401.

Land

$312,500

On April 18, 2016, the Company initiated cleaning of a cogeneration unit heat
recovery boiler. Drainage valves were inadvertently left open, causing an acid
solution to discharge into a clean water sewer, eventually flowing into the St.
Clair River. In addition to the fine, the Company also paid an Environmental
Penalty Order for $36,950.

Water

Summary
Industry

Transportation

Oil & Gas

Oil & Gas

Between April 25 and May 4, 2017, the Company failed to mark the location of
its pipeline in the vicinity of a proposed facility. On May 5, 2017, a contractor
struck the pipeline while doing work resulting in a loss or product (propane).

Cover Opinion

Reference

Fortuitous event
https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/01/trucking-companyfined-250000-for-ontario-water-resources-act-violation.html

Cover available.

Fortuitous event
$443,200

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/01/sarnia-oil-companyfined-325000-for-ontario-water-resources-act-violation.html

Cover available.

Land

$88,000

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

https://www.cerrec.gc.ca/sftnvrnmnt/cmplnc/rprts/dmnmntrypnlty/2019/AMP001/nv2019-01-30-eng.html?=undefined&wbdisable=true

Cover excluded.

MECP
EPA

Terra International
(Canada) Inc.

ECCC
FA

Fraser River Pile and
Dredge (GP) Inc.

Municipality

Agriculture

Contractor

In August 2014, city-hired contractor carried out maintenance work resulting in
a sediment release into fish-bearing waters. ECCC determined the sediment
was deleterious to fish and that the work was undertaken without adequate
mitigation measures.

Water

The Company produces both ammonia and urea. On August 11, 2016, the
Company reported an ammonia gas release to the MECP's Spills Action Centre.
It was determined that 8.57 tonnes of liquid ammonia was released but
contained on-site. Over a two hour period an estimated 997 kilograms of
ammonia gas evaporated into the atmosphere. Adverse effects included road
closures and odour complaints.

Air

The Contractor was dredging in Deas Slough, in the Fraser River. The
Contractor's dredging vessel punctured a submerged water main carrying
chlorinated water to the Corporation of Delta. The ECCC determined that the
chlorinated water was deleterious to fish.

Water

Fortuitous event
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmental-enforcement/notifications/citykawartha-lakes-pays-75k-environmental-damages-fund-allegedviolations-under-fisheries-act.html

$75,000
Cover available.

Fortuitous event
$112,500

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/02/fertilizer-producerfined-90000-for-ammonia-spill-in-violation-of-theenvironmental-protection-act.html

Cover available.

Fortuitous event
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/dredging-company-unlawful-depositdeleterious-fraser-river.html

$350,000
Cover available.

Jurisdiction

Entity

Date

Summary
Location

12-Apr2019

10-May2019

11-Jun2019

12-Jun2019

Ontario

Ontario

Alberta

Alberta

12-Jun2019

Saskatchewan

25-Jun2019

British
Columbia

Authority
MECP
EPA

MECP
EPA

ECCC
Canada Wildlife Act
(CWA)

Name
Air Liquide Canada
Inc.

Penner
International Inc.

Athabasca County

Industry

Chemical

Transportation

Municipality

ECCC
FA and
Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA)

Husky Oil
Operations Limited

Oil & Gas

Saskatchewan Ministry
of Environment (SMOE)
Environmental
Management and
Protection Act (EMPA)

Husky Oil
Operations Limited

Oil & Gas

ECCC
FA

University of British
Columbia

University/
College

On April 16, 2017, due to a process upset, 815 kg of ammonia was released
from a refrigeration system. Adverse effects included two employees at a
distribution plant (located one kilometer downwind) experiencing eye and
throat irritation.
On July 20, 2017, a Company driven tractor-trailer was involved in an accident
causing solvent spill. The solvent was contained in stainless steel totes, but
these were not secured to the trailer. Adverse effects included a onekilometer evacuation zone being established around the spill site for over 10
hours.
In September 2017, enforcement officers conducted an inspection at the
Meanook National Wildlife Area following a report of suspected unauthorized
activities. The inspection revealed unauthorized industrial activity between
August 24 and Sept. 27, 2017. This activity affected ~2.5 hectares of land
within the wildlife area.

Fine/
Penalty
Type

Fine/Penalty
Amount

Air

$125,000

Cover Opinion

Reference

Fortuitous event
https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/04/carbon-dioxideproducer-fined-100000-for-environmental-protection-actviolation.html

Cover available.

Fortuitous event
Land

$125,000

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/05/transportationcompany-fined-100000-for-environmental-protection-actviolation.html

Cover available.

Wildlife
Protection

$300,000

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/athabasca-county-sentenced-illegalactivity-meanook-national-wildlife-area.html

Cover excluded.

Between July 20 and 21, 2016, an estimated 225,000 litres of blended heavy
crude oil leaked from a pipeline. 90,000 litres entered the North Saskatchewan
River. The oil was found to be deleterious to fish and migratory birds.

Water

Fortuitous event

Between July 20 and 21, 2016, an estimated 225,000 litres of blended heavy
crude oil leaked from a pipeline. 90,000 litres entered the North Saskatchewan
River. The oil was found to be deleterious to fish and migratory birds.

Water

On September 12, 2014 the ECCC was contacted regarding an ammonia odour
at an outfall ditch connected to Booming Ground Creek in Pacific Spirit
Regional Park. The source of the ammonia was determined to be the
Thunderbird Arena at the University of British Columbia.

Water

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/husky-oil-operations-limited-finedfor-federal-offences.html

$2,700,000
Cover available.

Fortuitous event
$1,120,000

https://huskyenergy.com/news/release.asp?release_id=1868061

Cover available.

Fortuitous event
$1,200,000
Cover available.

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/university-british-columbia-finedcimco-refrigeration-fined-2014-release-ammonia-laden-waterinto-tributary-fraser-river.html

Jurisdiction

Entity

Date

Summary
Location

25-Jun2019

5-Jul2019

13-Jul2019

British
Columbia

Quebec

Alberta

16-Jul2019

Alberta

17-Jul2019

British
Columbia

12-Aug2019

Ontario

Authority

ECCC
FA

Name

CIMCO
Refrigeration

ECCC
Canadian
Environmental
Protection Act (CEPA)

9042-6560 Quebec
Inc.

Alberta Environment
and Parks (AEP)
Environmental
Protection and
Enhancement Act
(APEA)

Town of Whitecourt
and Woodlands
County

Contractor

Dry Cleaning

Municipality

On September 12, 2014 the ECCC was contacted regarding an ammonia odour
at an outfall ditch connected to Booming Ground Creek in Pacific Spirit
Regional Park. The Contractor was completing repairs of a refrigeration system
at the Thunderbird Arena at the University of British Columbia. A mixture of
water and ammonia was discharged to a storm drain at the arena and into
Booming Ground Creek (a tributary of the Fraser River).
The owner of the dry cleaning business plead guilty to four counts of violating
the Tetrachloroethylene (Use in Dry Cleaning and Reporting Requirements)
Regulations under CEPA. In addition to the fine, the owner was ordered to
publish an article on the facts relating the offence in Fabricare Canada
magazine.

In 2015, the Municipalities started landfill alterations (designed to extend the
lifespan and capcity of their landfill facility by 39 years) without first receiving
permission.

Water

Fine/Penalty
Amount

$800,000

Cover Opinion

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

Reference

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/university-british-columbia-finedcimco-refrigeration-fined-2014-release-ammonia-laden-waterinto-tributary-fraser-river.html

Cover excluded.

Other

$77,000

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/quebec-businessman-fined-fourcounts-violating-canadian-environmental-protection-act.html

Cover excluded.

Land

$100,000

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

https://globalnews.ca/news/5492527/whitecourt-woodlandscounty-landfill-environmental-offences/

Cover excluded.

AEP
APEA

City of Edmonton

ECCC
FA and
MBCA

Kirby Offshore
Marine Operating
LLC

MECP
OCWA

Industry

Fine/
Penalty
Type

Town of Bradford,
West Gwillimbury

Municipality

Marine

Municipality

The City applied the pesticide Hyvar XL along a walkway in a residential area
(contrary to the products use guidelines). The fine will be used to create two
new eco-islands within the Wagner Natural Area in Parkland County, fund
University of Alberta research, and update the Identification Guide for Alberta
Invasive Species.

Land

On October 13, 2016, the tug boat Nathan E. Stewart ran aground at Edge Reef
near Bella Bella, British Columbia. 107,552 litres of diesel fuel and 2,240 litres
of lubricants were released. Both substances are deleterious to fish and
migratory birds.

Water

Between December 1 and 31, 2016, the Municipality discharged more than
2.5mg/L of Total Ammonia Nitrogen from the town sewage works.

Fortuitous event
$165,000

https://www.alberta.ca/release.cfm?xID=64206D265E393-A55124EB-5138EC8231F4D2CC

Cover available.

Fortuitous event
$2,905,000

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/kirby-offshore-marine-operatingordered-pay-after-pleading-guilty-three-charges-violatingfederal-environmental-legislation.html

Cover available.

Water

$81,250

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.
Cover excluded.

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/08/town-sewage-plantfined-65000-for-environmental-protection-act-violation.html

Jurisdiction

Summary

Fine/
Penalty
Type

Fine/Penalty
Amount

Waste
Management

On October 23, 2017, the Company was performing routine maintenance
involving the transfer of spent oil derivatives that contained sulfur compounds
from a distillation tank into a vacuum truck. Odours were discharged resulting
in 100 separate complaints from area residents and business owners. The Fire
Department directed a public school to have the students 'shelter in place'.

Air

$125,000

Water
Treatment

The Company owns and operates an aerobic digestion facility in London,
Ontario. In July 2016, the MECP received complaints of foul odours coming
from the facility. The Company was fined $62,500 for two violations of the
EPA, but was agreed to contribute between $120,000 and $150,000 towards
the cost of establishing an air monitoring program in south London, Ontario.

Air

Automotive

An investigation by ECCC revealed the Company had imported, offered for sale,
and sold automotive finishing products containing volatile organic compounds
in excess of allowable limit. The company received two fines of $125,000 for
importing and selling, respectively; and a fine of $150,000 for failing to comply
with an environmental protection order. An additional fine for $164,000
related to financial gains ensured the Company did not profit from the sale of
the non-compliant automotive finishing products.

Other

On May 9, 2018, the Company was transferring 98% sulphuric acid from a rail
car into a truck. An accident occurred and ~25,000 pounds (~12,000 litres) of
acid was spilled. Adverse effects included worker injuries. The spill was
reported 11 hours after the occurrence and the Company was deemed to not
have reported the spill immediately as required by the EPA.

Land

Entity

Date
Location

12-Aug2019

30-Sep2019

11-Oct2019

15-Oct2019

15-Oct2019

Ontario

Ontario

Quebec

Ontario

Ontario

Authority

MECP
EPA

MECP
EPA

ECCC
CEPA

MECP
EPA

MECP
OCWA

Name

Safety Kleen Canada
Inc.

Stormfisher
Environmental Ltd.

Les Entrepots A.B.
inc.

Glencore Canada
Corporation

Golden Ontario
Products

Industry

Mining

Food &
Beverage

Over two separate periods between January and June 2017, the Company
failed to ensure that the minimum freeboard was established/maintained
within its sewer works. This resulted in two charges: failing to meet a
requirement of an Order; and failing to operate in a manner that prevents
spills.

Cover Opinion

Reference

Fortuitous event
https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/08/waste-oil-refineryfined-100000-for-environmenal-protection-act-violation.html

Cover available.

Fortuitous event
$197,500

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/12/environmentalcompany-fined-50000-and-issued-court-order-forenvironmental-protection-act-violations.html

Cover available.

$564,000

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/terrebonne-company-finedviolations-canadian-environmental-protection-act.html

Cover excluded.

Fortuitous event
$131,250

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/10/mining-companyfined-105000-for-failing-to-report-a-spill.html

Cover available.

Water

$75,000

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.
Cover excluded.

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/10/meat-processingcompany-fined-60000-for-environmental-protection-actviolations.html

Jurisdiction

Entity

Date

12-Nov2019

15-Nov2019

27-Nov2019

20-Dec2019

Summary
Location

Authority

Ontario

ECCC
CEPA and
Environmental
Emergency Regulations

K-G Spray-Pak Inc.

MECP
EPA

Clean Harbors
Canada, Inc.

Ontario

Northwest
Territories

Ontario

ECCC
FA

MECP
EPA

Name

Hay River Mobile
Home Park Ltd.

Ingram Asphalt Inc.

Industry

Fine/
Penalty
Type

In February 2017, ECCC enforcement officers determined the Company failed
to comply with an environmental protection compliance order issued by ECCC
in July 2016. The Company was charged for failing to implement and test
environmental emergency plans within the prescribed time limit specified in
the order.

Other

Waste
Management

On June 12, 2017, the Company reported a small fire in a pile of waste that had
been deposited in a landfill cell. Smoke was discharged and carried across a
residential property located 300 metres northwest of the landfill.

Air

Real Estate

In October 2016, ECCC officers responded to a report from the 24-hour spill
report line that a fuel sheen had been observed on the Hay River. The
investigation determined that a fuel truck parked on the Company's property
had released a diesel/water mixture over a 20-hour period. The mixture was
determined to be deleterious to fish.

Manufacturer

Contractor

The Company produces asphalt for road paving and had received complaints
from neighbours regarding dust. The ensuing MECP investigation revealed that
the Company discharged Benzo(a)Pyrene into the air at concentrations
exceeding the maximum allowable limits specified by Ontario Regulation
419/05. Further the Company violated three conditions of their December
2016 approval and was found to have altered their approved equipment by
failing to connect pipe and duct work from their asphalt tanks to the batch
dryer, as required.

Fine/Penalty
Amount

$170,000

Cover Opinion

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.

Reference

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/aerosol-manufacturer-fined-violatingcanadian-environmental-protection-act-1999.html

Cover excluded.
Fortuitous event
$125,000

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/11/clean-harbors-canadainc-fined-100000-for-environmental-protection-actviolation.html

Cover available.
Fortuitous event
Water

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climatechange/services/environmentalenforcement/notifications/fisheries-act-violation-results-finenorthwest-territories-business.html

$150,000
Cover available.

Air

$218,750

Potential willful/
non-compliant
act.
Cover excluded.

https://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2019/12/asphalt-companyfined-175000-for-environmental-protection-act-violations.html

