
 
QC3- 1. As requested in QC2-1 of the June 25, 2021, document, the proponent 

must carry out and provide the individual risk assessment to determine 
if the risk levels correspond to the land uses, as set out by the individual 
risk acceptability criterion developed by the Major Industrial Accidents 
Council of Canada in 1995 and revised in 2008 by the Canadian Society 
of Chemical Engineering.1 

QC3- 2.  The proponent must inform and consult the residents of Salluit and to 
inform us in turn of the community’s concerns regarding the project, 
more specifically with regard to potential nuisances (odours, air quality, 
etc.) and apprehended risks (worries, feeling of insecurity, etc.). The 
proponent must also explain how it has taken these concerns into 
account in its project design and what it intends to do if concerns persist 
despite the measures foreseen to mitigate risks and nuisances for the 
public. 

 

Section 44 of the Clean Air Regulation (CAR) states that any aboveground tank with a 
capacity equal to or greater than 4 m3 that is intended for the storage of volatile organic 
compounds with a vapour pressure at storage conditions equal to or greater than 10 kPa 
must be equipped with a submerged fill line. A submerged line for filling a tank reduces 
the formation of vapour that otherwise emitted into the atmosphere during filling. 
 
Therefore, the proponent must demonstrate that it will comply with Section 44 of the CAR 
and use submerged fill lines for the fuel tank. 

QC3- 3.  As requested in QC2-3 of the June 25, 2021, document, the proponent 
must demonstrate with supporting evidence (e.g. plans and 
specifications, photographs) that the fill lines will be submerged or are 
submerged if this provision is not already in place. 

The modeling results show exceedances of air quality standards at sensitive receptors 
when the wind speed is less than 2 m/s and blowing towards the sensitive receptors. To 
avoid these exceedances, the proponent mentioned that the transfer of gasoline should 
be carried out when the wind speed is greater than 2 m/s (7 km/h; 4 knots) and is not 
blowing from the west, since the homes and other sensitive receptors are located to the 
east of the oil depot.  
 

QC3- 4.  The proponent must confirm it is committed to carrying out gasoline 
transfers under wind conditions that protect the population (2 m/s).  

 
1 https://www.cheminst.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/the20accompanying20cover20note-1.pdf 

https://www.cheminst.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/the20accompanying20cover20note-1.pdf


 

 
Considering the exceedance of standards at sensitive receptors if unloading is carried out 
when winds are blowing at less than 2 m/s and in the direction of sensitive receptors, the 
proponent must also examine the possibility of planning a last resort alternative if 
unloading must be carried out under these conditions 

QC3- 5.  In reviewing the fuel MSDS, two contaminants do not appear to have 
been retained in the air dispersion study, diesel fuel C9-18 -Alkane - 
branched and linear 1159170-26-9 and kerosene (petroleum) - 
hydrodesulfurized 64742-81-0. The proponent must justify why these 
contaminants were excluded.  

 
To determine the emission rates attributable to tank filling, the composition of the products 
was determined from their Material Safety Data Sheets. The maximum concentration of 
each substance in the product was used. However, when the total of the maximum 
concentrations of the substances exceeds 100%, the mass fraction of each substance is 
adjusted in the model so that the total reaches exactly 100%. 
 
The assumption of using the maximum concentration from the MSDS to establish 
emission rates is considered to be valid. However, for gasoline, the type of adjustments 
made to reduce the sum of the mass fractions to 100% underestimates the maximum 
emission rates by about 25% and no longer replicates the worst-case foreseen 
contaminant concentrations based on the period of application of the limit value as laid 
out in Appendix H of the CAR. 
 
The adjustment was made because the mass fractions are then converted to mole 
fractions, needed in the use of Raoult’s Law to determine the emission rate.  
 

QC3- 6.  In order for the modeling scenario to reproduce the expected worst-case 
contaminant concentrations based on the period of application of the 
limit value in accordance with Appendix H of the CAR, the proponent 
must make adjustments to the gasoline mass fractions to ensure that the 
contaminant mole fractions are maximal. The proponent must submit an 
update to the air dispersion modeling that includes this adjustment.   

 
Section 45 of the CAR specifies the requirements for certain tanks. These requirements 
are applicable to the storage of volatile organic compounds having a certain vapour 
pressure at storage conditions. This section applies to all new and existing tanks. 

In this case, based on the vapour pressure data provided, Tank 2, which is to contain 
gasoline, must be equipped with a floating roof. The proponent also mentioned that it 
made another request to the Ministry to exempt gasoline tanks from section 45 of the CAR 
for the 14 petroleum depots operated by the FCNQ. The Ministry is still waiting for 
additional information from the proponent before issuing a recommendation regarding the 
possibility of proposing an amendment to Section 45 of the CAR for FCNQ-operated oil 
depots. 
 

QC3-7.  The proponent must respect the regulations in force and must, for the 
time being, plan to equip Tank 2 with a floating roof. It must also 
complete and submit an additional modeling scenario, which includes 
the gasoline tank equipped with a floating roof. 



 
As described by the proponent on page 16 of its air dispersion modeling report, gooseneck 
sources should be modeled as volume sources. The σy is calculated as the lateral 
dimension of the gooseneck divided by 4.3 and the σz is calculated as the building height 
divided by 2.15. However, in Table 6 of the report, the proponent presents σz that do not 
match the result of this calculation, if we use the source height presented in the same 
table.  
 

QC3- 8. Since this factor can have a significant impact on atmospheric 
dispersion, the proponent must submit an update to the atmospheric 
dispersion modeling displaying this correction. 

 

In the results tables of the air dispersion modeling report, the proponent mentions annual 
and daily correction factors.  
 

QC3- 9. In order to properly position itself in relation to the air dispersion modeling 
results, the proponent must specify what these factors are and what 
results in the tables have been reduced by these factors, if any results 
have been corrected. Such corrections must also be explained. Only the 
annual concentrations and exceedance frequencies can be corrected by 
a factor corresponding to the number of hours of actual operation divided 
by the number of hours modeled.  

 
Section 197 of the CAR states that no person shall, on or after June 30, 2011, construct 
or modify a stationary source of contamination or increase the production of a good or 
service if it is likely to result in an increase in the airborne concentration of a contaminant 
listed in Schedule K of the CAR and above the limit value prescribed for that contaminant 
in Column 1 of that Schedule or above the concentration of a contaminant for which that 
limit value is already exceeded. 
 

QC3- 10. In order to verify compliance with Section 197 of the CAR, it is important 
to note that if any modeled concentrations exceed air quality standards 
or criteria in the next version of the modeling, the proponent will be 
required to submit a modeling scenario corresponding to the currently 
permitted activities for comparison with concentrations resulting from the 
currently permitted situation. 

 

SOIL, WETLANDS AND WATER 

The proponent did not respond to QC2-10 of the June 25, 2021, document. This question 
requests a demonstration that the project will not cause deterioration of the bed and banks 
of the watercourse that runs along the east side of the embankment and drains into the 
Salluit Fjord.  
 



 

QC3- 11. As requested in QC2-10 of the June 25, 2021, document, the proponent 
must indicate whether erosion is already visible and compare the flow 
that will be discharged during the emptying of the basin to the flow that 
currently flows into this waterway. The proponent shall also describe the 
protective works it undertakes to install where deemed necessary. 


	Soil, wetlands and water

