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1.0 Project Overview 

The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s (“the Project”) Consultation Plan Report has been 

prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Ministry of the Environment’s 

Renewable Energy Approvals Regulation (“the Regulation”), O.Reg 359/09, specifically 

with consideration for Item 2 of the requirements as outlined in Table 1 of the Regulation.  

The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is to be situated in the Township of 

Wainfleet, in the Niagara Region of Ontario. The Project would consist of five (5) Vestas V-

100 1.8 megawatt wind turbines producing a nameplate capacity of 9.0 megawatts. If 

approved, the wind turbines would be erected for the purpose of capturing energy from the 

wind, a renewable resource, and converting it into clean, useable electricity. This electricity 

will be transported to consumers via interconnection facilities, including transformers and 

distribution lines. The footprint of these facilities is described in the reports prepared for 

this Renewable Energy Approval (REA).  

This Consultation Report will detail the consultation activities undertaken as part of the 

REA process including the following: 

• A summary of communication with members of the public, Aboriginal communities, 

municipalities, local roads boards, and Local Services Boards regarding the project 

• Evidence that the information required to be distributed to Aboriginal communities 

under Subsection 17(1) was distributed 

• Any information provided by an Aboriginal community in response to a request 

made under paragraph 4 of subsection 17(1) 

• Evidence that a consultation form was distributed in accordance with subsection 

18(1) 

• The consultation form distributed under subsection 18(1), if any part of it has been 

completed by a municipality, local roads board or Local Services Board  

• A description of whether and how: 

o Comments made by members of the public, Aboriginal communities, 

municipalities, local roads boards and Local Service Boards were considered 

by the Project Team  

o The documents that were made available under subsection 16(5) were 

amended after the final public meeting was held 

o The proposal to engage in the project was altered in response to comments 

made from members of the public, Aboriginal communities, municipalities, 

local roads boards and Local Service Boards 



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited  2 

2.0 Consultation Process 

The Renewable Energy Approval (REA) process defined under O. Reg. 359/09 has a 

mandatory consultation requirement that proponents must undertake in order to be 

eligible for a project approval, as issued by the Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE). 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.’s consultation program was designed to address the following 

goals: 

• Involve residents and stakeholders early in the development phase of the project; 

• Obtain/identify relevant information and local knowledge regarding the project’s 

location; 

• Identify issues or potential concerns; 

• Identify and avoid potential impacts associated with the project; and, 

• Provide opportunities for stakeholder input regarding the proposed facility’s design.  

Consultation methods included public, agency, and municipal meetings/presentations, 

telephone and email correspondence, direct mailings, public notices, and posting project 

materials and updates on the project’s website. As part of the Project Team’s consultation 

efforts two (2) Public Meetings and an additional Renewable Energy Information Night 

were hosted. 
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3.0 Public Consultation 

3.1 Stakeholder Mailing List 

The stakeholder mailing list for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project included every 

registered landowner identified within the geographic Study Area. This area is significantly 

greater than 120 metres of the project location in which notification was required under 0. 

Reg. 359/09.  

As correspondence was received throughout the planning and development phase of the 

project those individuals, groups, and/or agencies who expressed an interest in the project, 

or contacted the Project Team were subsequently added to the project’s stakeholder 

mailing list. A complete list of public contacts has been provided in Appendix A. 

3.2 Project Notification 

Public notices for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project were prepared in accordance with the 

Ontario Ministry of the Environment’s template provided in Technical Bulletin Five: 

Guidance for Preparing the Consultation Report (MOE, 2010), and were distributed in 

accordance with O. Reg. 359/09. 

3.2.1 Combined Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project, and Notice of Public 

Meeting #1 

As permitted under O. Reg. 359/09 a combined Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project 

and Notice of Public Meeting was issued for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. This notice 

was published on two (2) separate dates in Niagara This Week, a local newspaper with 

circulation in the project area. The first advertisement was published on Thursday July 

22nd, 2010, more than 30 days in advance of the public meeting which was held on Tuesday 

August 24th, 2010. The second advertisement was published on Tuesday August 19th, 2010. 

The notice was also posted on IPC Energy’s website (www.ipcenergy.ca). 

The notice included a key map of the project area, and information regarding the project 

location, the proposed size of the project, the Proponent, and the process to be followed. 

The notice also included the location, date and time of Pubic Meeting #1, and where the 

Project Description Report was made available for public review, including hard copies and 

electronic versions.  

A direct mailing of the notice accompanied by a cover letter was distributed on July 22nd, 

2010. This mailing included assessed landowners within the Project Study Area (greater 

than 120 metres of the project location). A copy of the notice was also provided to clerks at 

the Township of Wainfleet and Niagara Region, Aboriginal communities, the MOE District 

Manager (Niagara District), the MOE Director of Approvals, as well as other identified 

agency and interested stakeholders. A copy of the notice, sample cover letter, and mailing 

list is provided in Appendix A. 



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited  4 

3.2.2 Notice of Public Meeting #2 

In accordance with O. Reg. 359/09 the notice of Public Meeting #2 was published on 

Wednesday April 18th, 2012, at least sixty (60) days prior to the second public meeting held 

on Tuesday June 19th, 2012. The notice was published eleven (11) times on eight (8) 

separate dates in four (4) local newspapers with circulation in the project area. Table 1 

provides an overview of the dates and publications where notices were published. The 

Notice of Public Meeting #2 was also posted on the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s 

website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca). Copies of the published notices are provided in 

Appendix A.  

The notice included a key map of the project site plan, as well as information regarding the 

project location, the proposed size of the project, the proponent, the process, and the 

selected turbine model. The notice also included the location, date and time of Pubic 

Meeting #2 was to take place and where draft supporting documents to be submitted as 

part of the proponent’s application to MOE were made available for public review and 

comment. The supporting documents were provided in both hard copy and electronic 

versions.  

A direct mailing of the notice with an accompanying cover letter was distributed on April 

13th, 2012 to assessed landowners within the Project Study Area (greater than 120 metres 

of the project location). A copy of the notice was also provided to the clerks of the 

Township of Wainfleet and Niagara Region, Aboriginal communities, the MOE District 

Manager (Niagara District), the MOE Director of Approvals, and other identified agency and 

interested stakeholders. A copy of the notice, sample cover letter, and mailing list is 

provided in Appendix A. 

In addition to the notification requirements stipulated in O. Reg. 359/09, the Notice of 

Public Meeting #2 and the project’s Draft Site Plan were posted in frequented local 

establishments and recreational centres within the Township of Wainfleet. For a listing of 

posting locations please refer to Table 1.  

To further inform the public and surrounding landowners of the project, the upcoming 

public meeting, and proposed turbine locations, project information signs measuring 

31.75” x 23.75” and 4’ x 8’ were created. These signs included the Notice of Public Meeting 

#2 and the Draft Site Plan, and were posted on participating landowners properties. Copies 

and photographic documentation of the signs is provided in Appendix A. 
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Table 1: Publication of Public Notices 

Notice Date Published 
Location of 

Publication/Posting 

Notice of Proposal to 

Engage in a Project and 

Public Meeting #1 

Thursday July 22nd, 2010 

Tuesday August 19th, 2010 

Niagara This Week 

IPC Energy’s Website: 

www.ipcenergy.ca  

Notice of Public Meeting #2 

Wednesday April 18th, 

2012 

Thursday April 19th, 2012 

Wednesday June 13th, 2012 

Niagara This Week 

Wednesday April 18th, 

2012 

Wednesday May 23rd, 2012 

Wednesday June 13th, 2012 

Turtle Island News 

Thursday April 26th, 2012 

Wednesday May 23rd, 2012 

Thursday June 14th, 2012 

Welland Tribune 

Monday April 30th, 2012 

Thursday May 31st, 2012 

Port Colborne/Wainfleet 

Shopper 

Wednesday April 18th, 

2012 

The Project’s Website: 

www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

2X4 Diner -820006 Regional 

Road 27, WAINFLEET 

Avondale/Donut Diner/LCBO-

41986 Forks Road, 

WAINFLEET  

Burnaby Gas Station Corner 

Café and Gas-11609 Hwy 3, 

WAINFLEET 

DJ’s Restaurant-12185 
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Lakeshore Road, WAINFLEET  

Wainfleet Arena-1943 Park 

Street, WAINFLEET 

3.2.3 Distribution of Documents for Public Review 

In accordance with O. Reg. 359/09, the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s Draft Renewable 

Energy Approval Package including all supporting documents and reports were made 

available for public review and comment on April 18th, 2012, for at least sixty (60) days 

prior to the second public meeting held on June 19th, 2012. Additionally, all documents 

were posted on the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) and provided to the 

local Township’s office and public library for public viewing as described in Table 2.  

Table 2: Distribution of Documents for Public Review 

Public Viewing Locations Delivery Date 

Township of Wainfleet, Clerk’s Office, 31940 Highway #3, 

P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 
April 18th, 2012 

Wainfleet Township Public Library, 31909 Park Street, P.0. 

Box 118, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 
April 18th, 2012 

3.3 Public Meeting #1 

The first public meeting for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project was held on Tuesday August 

24th, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall (19M7 Park Street, 

Wainfleet, Ontario) from 3:00 p.m. to 7 p.m. 

This meeting was held in an open house format which provided agencies, stakeholders and 

the public the opportunity to obtain information regarding the proposed project, ask 

questions, and share information about the study area. This format provided a forum for 

public involvement and enabled the Project Team to explain the REA process and 

regulatory requirements, solicit feedback from attendees, and identify additional interested 

stakeholders.  

Hard copies of the Project Description Report (PDR) were made available at the meeting 

for review. Take home copies of the display boards and PDR were also made available. 

3.3.1 Display Boards 

Large display boards measuring 33” x 21.5” were placed around the hall. These boards 

provided information regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, the REA process, and 

required project documentation and forthcoming environmental studies. A total of 32 
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display boards were exhibited at the meeting. Displays presented at Public Meeting #1 

included the following:  

1. Welcome  

2. Project Overview  

3. Wainfleet Study Area  

4. Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Scope  

5. About Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.  

6. About IPC Energy  

7. Green Energy and Green Economy Act, 2009  

8. About the Renewable Energy Approval  

9. The Renewable Energy Approval Process  

10. Key Components of a Turbine  

11. Wind Energy-How the Technology Works  

12. Project Facilities, Equipment and Technology 

13. Project Life Cycle  

14. Development Phase  

15. Construction Phase  

16. Operations Phase  

17. Decommissioning Phase  

18. Preliminary Records Review and Pre-Consultation  

19. Environmental Components Map  

20. General Summary of Environmental Effects  

21. Environmental Components  

22. Environmental Studies  

23. Stakeholder Consultation  

24. Role of Consultation  

25. Community Benefits  

26. Health and Safety  

27. Sound Studies  

28. Property Values  

29. Project Reports  

30. Next Steps  

31. Project Feedback  

32. Thank-You  

Copies of the display boards are provided in Appendix B. 

3.3.2 Attendance and Feedback 

Meeting attendees were asked to sign-in upon entering the hall. A total of sixty-five (65) 

people signed the meeting register (please refer to Appendix B). Attendees were informed 

of the availability of comment sheets, and were encouraged to complete them in order to 

provide project feedback and to record any questions or comments they may have. Project 

Team members were also available to answer questions and provide additional 

information or clarification regarding the project and REA requirements. Individuals who 



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited  8 

expressed concern or had specific inquiries were directed to the most appropriate team 

member for further response/discussion. Nine (9) Project Team members were in 

attendance at the meeting including representatives from Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. (the 

Proponent), IPC Energy (the developer), and Morrison Hershfield (the consultant). 

A total of fourteen (14) comment sheets were completed and submitted at the public 

meeting or received by the Project Team via mail or fax at a later date. All respondents who 

completed a comment sheet and provided personal contact information were sent 

response letters. The respondents were also added to the stakeholder list, unless otherwise 

noted by the respondent. All response letters encouraged recipients to regularly visit the 

project’s website, where project documentation and studies would be made available for 

public review and comment before being submitted to the MOE for approval. For a 

summary of comments/concerns received at the meeting and how they were addressed, 

please refer to Table 3. Copies of the completed comment sheets with personal 

information omitted are provided in Appendix B. 
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Table 3: Summary of Comments/Concerns Received at Public Meeting #1 

Comment How the Comment Was Addressed 

Interest/ concern related to the location of turbines to 

nearby residences 

Respondents were informed that the proponent is undertaking studies to assess the impact this project may have to natural heritage, 

cultural heritage, archeology, and noise levels in the area that these studies help determine suitable locations for the project’s five (5) 

proposed turbines. Where required, the Project Team will send these draft studies to be reviewed by government agencies. Once these 

agencies have had an opportunity to review and comment on these reports, the reports will be available for public review and comment. 

All of the proposed turbines will adhere to, or exceed the minimum setback requirements from residences (550 m), natural features, and 

sound power levels at non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.) (40 dBA).  

Residents were informed that in order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be demonstrated that 

the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setback distances and regulations. If the project does not comply 

with these requirements, it will not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed.  

Respondents were informed that the location of the project’s turbines and site layout of the proposed facility was expected to be 

determined shortly and would be made available to the public for at least 60 days prior to the second Public Open House. Newspaper 

notices and letters advising residents how they could obtain or view copies of all the draft reports, site plans and maps displaying the 

locations of the project’s turbines and results of environmental studies would be published and mailed out.  

Would like to know the size of turbine model to be 

installed 

In a response letter, the interested resident was informed that the final turbine model selected for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is 

yet to be finalized and that there were still two turbine models under consideration for the project. These models were: 

• Gamesa G90, 2.0 MW  

• Vestas V-100, 1.8 MW 

The interested party was also informed that the turbine model was expected to be determined shortly and would be made available to the 

public for at least 60 days before the second public open house was held and that the selection of any one of these two turbine models 

would have a maximum height of 145m above ground level.  

Concerns related to noise In response, the Project Team advised that  a Noise Assessment Study is being undertaken, which, when completed would help determine 

the sound levels generated at noise receptors located within a 1500 metre radius of each wind turbine. The resident was informed that 

the project must meet all regulatory requirements for sound in order to be approved. At distances of 550 metres (minimum setback 

requirement) or greater sound generated from turbines is similar to a whisper. While conditions differ, the sound emitted from modern 

turbines is often masked by background noise or the wind itself. 

Impacts to Property Values The Project Team advised that it did not believe there will be an impact to surrounding residential property values as a result of the 

construction and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. This response is based on the results of various studies conducted in 

Canada, the United States, and in Europe which have found that there is no statistical evidence that a commercial wind farm within sight 

of a property will decrease its value. Reference was made to two studies completed in the United States, as well as a study in the 

Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario which found similar results. These studies found no statistical data to demonstrate that wind 

farms negatively affect rural residential property values. 

Shadow flicker In a response letter, the respondent was informed that shadow flicker can occur as a result of turbine operations, but only under very 

specific conditions. For shadow flicker to occur it was described that the following conditions must be occurring simultaneously: 

• The sun must be shining and there is no cloud cover or reduced visibility conditions; 
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• The rotating turbine blades must be between the observer and the sun; 

• The turbine blades must be facing directly toward or away from the sun (so they are moving across the source of the light relative 

to the observer); and 

• The observer must be close enough to be in the turbines shadow. 

Shadow length can change depending on the angle of the sun in the sky (i.e. time of day or time of year). The respondents was informed 

that proper siting of wind turbines, such as the ones proposed in Wainfleet will be used to reduce or eliminate potential shadow flicker. 

Would like to know more about the REA process and 

requirements 

The respondent was informed of the following information: 

Renewable Energy Projects, such as the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are subject to Ontario Regulation 359/09 Renewable Energy 

Approvals (REA) under Part V.0.1 of the Ontario Environmental Protection Act. The REA came about after the passing of the Green Energy 

and Green Economy Act (GEA) in early 2009 by the Provincial Parliament, which directs the government to promote the development of 

renewable energy resources (i.e. wind, solar, bio-energy, hydro) in an effort to help reduce Ontario’s reliance on fossil fuels by producing 

clean and renewable sources of energy. 

The REA process requires proponents (like Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) to conduct environmental investigations and meet mandatory 

consultation requirements before the applicant can be eligible to apply for approval to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). As part of 

the consultation requirement outlined in Ontario Regulation 359/09,, renewable energy projects must engage with the public, local 

municipalities and Aboriginal communities as well as required regulatory agencies in discussions regarding the project. As part of public 

consultation for the REA process proponents are required to hold two (2) Public Open Houses and allow for public input throughout the 

development phase of the project. Once environmental studies and required reports have been completed and consultation requirements 

fulfilled the proponent can file their REA application form along with supporting documents and reports with the MOE. After the 

application has been filed with the MOE it will be posted on the Ontario Environmental Registry for a mandatory 30-day review period. 

During this 30-day review period, the public and other agencies can view and comment on the REA package. After the completion of the 

30-days, the MOE reviews the application and supporting documents. The MOE review period can last up to six (6) months. When a 

decision has been made, the director of the MOE will notify the proponent and will post the outcome of the decision on the Environmental 

Registry. 

The reports required to obtain a Renewable Energy Approval differs depending on the type/class of the renewable energy project. Since 

this project is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility, we are required to produce and submit the following reports and studies:  

• Project Description Report; 

• Construction Plan Report; 

• Consultation Plan Report; 

• Design and Operations Report; 

• Decommissioning Plan Report; 

• Wind Turbine Specifications Report; 

• Natural Heritage Assessment Report; 

• Archeology Assessment Report; 

• Cultural Heritage Assessment Report; and, 

• Noise Assessment Report.  

Once completed, all project reports will be made available to the public for review and comment.  These reports will demonstrate the 
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project’s compliance with all regulatory setbacks and environmental protection measures. The requirements for each report are listed in 

Section 13 and Table 1 of Ontario Regulation 359/09 which can be accessed electronically online or by obtaining it from the MOE. 

Environmental effects In a response letter, the Project Team described that wind energy projects are clean and reliable sources of renewable energy that do not 

generate waste by-products as a result of their operation. The REA has established strict guidelines and setbacks that must be followed 

with regards to the protection of the natural environment and impacts to local residences and communities. We recently completed 

studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  These studies help us determine the best locations for the project’s 

five (5) proposed turbines. Where required, draft studies are sent for review by government agencies. Once we hear back from these 

agencies, these reports will be available for public review and comment. All of the proposed turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum 

setback requirements from residences (550 m) and sound power levels at non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of 

worship, schools, etc.) (40 dBA).  

The respondent was also informed that in order for a project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) the proponent must 

demonstrate that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setback distances and regulations. If the project 

does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed.  

Concerns related to the location of turbines to 

Burnaby Airport and how it will impact its skydiving 

operations. Proposed that a 2 km radius around the 

airfield be preserved. 

Respondents were informed that the Project Team is presently in active consultation with NAV Canada and Transport Canada (TC) 

regarding the location of the project’s proposed turbines to ensure safety and local aviation operations are not compromised. The project 

will adhere to all required regulations and setback distances established by these regulatory agencies. An Aeronautical Obstruction 

Clearance Form was submitted to TC to evaluate the project’s turbine locations and to determine any turbine lighting or painting 

requirements. The Project Team also submitted a NAV Canada Land Use Proposal Submission Form to ensure that the project does not 

interfere with any communication or navigation instruments or facilities. Upon hearing a response on both applications, measures will be 

taken to correct any issues of noncompliance with both regulatory agencies established regulations. 

One recipient was provided with the names/contact information of the personnel the Project Team was dealing with at NAV Canada/TC 

and advised that he/she would be kept informed as consultation with these two regulatory agencies on the location of the project’s 

proposed turbines progresses. 

Creation of local jobs In response, the Project Team described Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. intention to create a few permanent positions to oversee the 

project’s operation and maintenance activities. Local jobs will also be created during the construction and decommissioning phases of the 

project and local suppliers and contractors will be used as much as possible. 

The respondent was advised that this is a small but meaningful contribution to ‘green’ jobs in Niagara Region and the Township of 

Wainfleet, and that along with other projects in Ontario, will help to foster a more sustainable economy for the province.  

Creation of clean energy In response, the Project Team described that this renewable energy project will contribute to a more sustainable future by generating 

enough power for approximately 2,500 homes by feeding directly into the Hydro One distribution system, and that we believe this small 

contribution is one meaningful way that can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and our dependence on fossil fuels. 

Opposes all aspects of project Comment noted 

Does not want this project to be located in Wainfleet Comment noted 

Hopes the project goes forward Thank-you for your comment 

Expressed interest in participating in the project Thank-you for your interest in the project. Respondent was informed that their contact information was passed along to IPC Energy. 
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3.3 Public Meeting #2 

The second public meeting for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project was held on Tuesday 

June 19th, 2012 at the Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall (31907 Park 

Street, Wainfleet, Ontario) from 3:00 p.m.-8 p.m. 

The meeting was held in an open house format and was designed to describe the REA 

process, present an overview of the project, share results of project studies and reports, 

answer questions, and solicit comments/feedback from attendees. 

Municipal and agency stakeholders including the Mayor, Council, and staff from the 

Township of Wainfleet were invited to attend a preview of the meeting from 2:00p.m.-

3:00p.m. Only one staff member from the Township of Wainfleet attended the preview.  

3.3.1 Display Boards 

A total of 37 large display boards measuring 33” x 21.5” were placed around the hall. These 

displays presented information regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, the REA 

process, site plan, results of project studies and reports, and background information 

intended to address identified public concerns regarding health/safety, property values, 

community benefits and environmental impacts. Displays presented included the 

following:  

1. Welcome  

2. About Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. and IPC Energy 

3. Making Ontario a Global Leader in Renewable Energy 

4. The Renewable Energy Approval Process 

5. The Renewable Energy Approval Process (diagram) 

6. Role of Consultation 

7. Benefits of Wind Power 

8. Community and Environmental Benefits 

9. Project Overview  

10. Project Facilities, Technology and Equipment 

11. Site Plan 

12. Overview Map 

13. Site Plan- Turbine 1 

14. Site Plan-Turbine 2 

15. Site Plan-Turbine 3 

16. Site Plan-Turbine 4 

17. Site Plan-Turbine 5 

18. Turbine Visualizations 

19. Turbine Specifications 

20. Wind Energy- How the Technology Works 

21. Key Components of a Turbine 

22. Construction Plan 
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23. Design and Operations 

24. Decommissioning Plan 

25. Archaeology 

26. Cultural Heritage 

27. Natural Heritage 

28. Water Bodies 

29. Noise Assessment  

30. Noise Assessment Map 

31. Health and Safety  

32. Property Values  

33. Wind Energy Myths and Misconceptions 

34. Draft Reports Available for Public Review 

35. Next Steps 

36. Project Feedback  

37. Thank-You  

Copies of the display boards, are provided in Appendix C 

3.3.2 Additional Resources and Handouts 

A resource table displaying hard copies of the project’s Draft Renewable Energy Approval 

Package, was made available for public review. This package was placed on the public 

record on April 18th, 2012 and contained all draft supporting reports and studies to be 

submitted to MOE, including: 

• Project Description Report 

• Turbine Specifications Report 

• Construction Plan Report 

• Design and Operations Report 

• Decommissioning Plan Report 

• Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 

• Archaeology Assessments Reports(Stage 1 and 2) 

• Noise Assessment Report 

• Natural Heritage Assessment (NHA) Report 

• Environmental Impact Study (EIS) Report 

• Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan (EEMP)for Birds and Bats  

• Water Assessment and Impacts Report 

• Study Area Map 

• Site Plan 

• Land Use Mapping 

In addition to the aforementioned reports, a variety of handouts and resource materials 

were also made available for review. This additional material included the following: 

Human Health/Safety 

• The Potential Health Impacts of Wind Turbines. Chief Medical Officer of Health 
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• Wind Turbine Sound and Health Effects: An Expert Panel Review. Canadian Wind 

Energy Association 

• The Health Impact of Wind Turbines: A Review of the Current White, Grey and 

Published Literature. Chatham-Kent Public Health Unit 

Property Values 

• The Impacts of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the United 

States. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

• Wind Energy Study- Effect on Real Estate Values in the Municipality of Chatham-

Kent, Ontario. George Canning and L. John Simmons.  

Renewable Energy and Electricity Pricing 

• Guide: Provincial Approvals for REA. Renewable Energy Facilitation Office, Ministry 

of Energy 

• Frequently Asked Questions About Renewable Energy. Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment 

• Renewable Energy Development: A Guide for Municipalities. Renewable Energy 

Facilitation Office, Ministry of Energy 

• What Municipalities Should Know About Renewable Energy Approvals. Renewable 

Energy Facilitation Office, Ministry of Energy 

• Behind the Switch: Pricing Ontario Electricity Options. Pembina Institute   

• Frequently Asked Questions About Green Energy in Ontario. Pembina Institute 

• CanWEA Fact Sheets (health, property, pricing, community/economic benefits) 

Economic and Community Benefits 

• The Building of Niagara’s Green Economy, St. Catharines-Thorold Chamber of 

Commerce 

• Niagara’s Green Energy Fact Sheet, Greater Niagara Chamber of Commerce 

3.3.3 Attendance and Feedback 

Meeting attendees were asked to sign-in upon entering the hall. A total of forty-four (44) 

people signed the attendance registry (refer to Appendix C). Attendees were informed of 

the availability of comment sheets and were encouraged to complete them in order to 

provide feedback about the project and to record questions, comments or concerns. Project 

Team members were available to answer questions and provide additional information or 

clarification about the project and the REA requirements. Individuals who expressed 

concern or had specific inquiries were directed to the most appropriate team member for 

further response/discussion. Fourteen (14) Project Team members were in attendance at 

the meeting including representatives from Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. (the Proponent), 

IPC Energy (the developer), Rankin Construction (the contractor) and Morrison Hershfield 

(the consultant).  

A total of 15 comment sheets were completed and submitted at the meeting. Respondents 

who completed a comment sheet and provided contact information were sent response 

letters. A summary of comments/concerns identified at the meeting and how the 
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comments were addressed is provided in Table 4. Copies of the completed comment 

sheets with personal information omitted is provided in Appendix C. 
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Table 4: Summary of Comments/Concerns Received at Public Meeting #2 

Comment How the Comment Was Addressed 

Interest/ concern related to the location of turbines to 

nearby residences 

The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) established strict setback distances through conservative, science-based calculations based on the most 

up-to-date science. All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the minimum 550 metre MOE 

setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power levels from all non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.).  

These setback distances were designed by the MOE to protect human health and safety. To receive MOE approval on this project, it must be 

demonstrated that the proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it 

will not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed. 

Health and Safety Concerns  The Ministry of Environment (MOE) has established strict setback requirements that the project must adhere to. These requirements were 

established to avoid impacts to surrounding land, environment, and people. All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

will adhere or exceed the minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-participating noise receptors 

(i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.).  

These setback distances were established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) through conservative, science-based calculations based on the 

most up-to-date science in order to protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE, it must be demonstrated 

that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will 

not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed. 

According to available research and studies conducted in Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no scientific evidence to support a 

direct causal link between wind turbines and adverse health impacts. 

A May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled “The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines” 

concluded that vibration from low frequency wind turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This report also 

concluded that low frequency sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which known health 

effects occur.  

Impacts to Property Values Comments regarding possible negative impacts to property resulting from the Project were addressed by providing reference to research 

available from Canada, the United States, and Europe which displayed no statistical evidence to support a direct correlation between wind 

turbines and property devaluation.  

Respondents were advised of the U.S. study released by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory that found no conclusive evidence of the 

existence of any widespread property value impacts present in communities surrounding wind energy facilities even when concentrating on 

homes located within a mile and sold immediately following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study looked at the sale of 7,500 single 

family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states. Another study concentrating on real estate 

values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario also found similar results, that there is no statistical data to demonstrate wind farms 

negatively affect rural residential property values. 

Environmental Effects The Proponent has also undertaken extensive studies for noise, archaeology, cultural heritage, natural heritage, and water bodies for the 

surrounding lands in which the project is to be located in order to identify and avoid potential impacts.  

Under the Regulation, a Natural Heritage Assessment is required to identify significant wildlife habitat within 120 metres of the project location, 

which includes habitats for various different species. The Proponent has undertaken an extensive records review and physical site 

investigations to identify candidate habitat as per Ministry of Natural Resources requirements. These efforts have been documented in the 

Natural Heritage Assessment Report currently available on the project’s website.  

In addition, an Environmental Impact Study Report has been prepared to identify potential negative environmental effects associated with the 

construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Mitigation for each identified natural feature has been 
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provided in the EIS report. MNR has reviewed the project’s Environmental Impact Study Report and confirmed that the mitigation/monitoring 

requirements to be implemented adhere to their standards and procedures. 

An Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan for Birds and Bats has been prepared to monitoring potential negative environmental effects for 

birds and bats once the project becomes operational. Knowledge obtained from the surveys will be used to identify monitoring needs for 

subsequent years, and will determine the success rate of proposed mitigation measures and protocols. The Environmental Effects Monitoring 

plan for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will ensure that any unanticipated potentially significant adverse environmental effects are detected 

and addressed so that they do not become significant.  

Wants lower energy prices in rural areas The Project Team responded that the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) regulates energy prices within Ontario. This board has created a Regulated 

Price Plan (RPP) which establishes rates that consumers are charged throughout the province. The Proponent of this project (Wainfleet Wind 

Energy Inc.) has no control regarding energy pricing in Ontario.  

Concern that local interests are not being 

addressed/why don’t residents have a final say 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking local concerns regarding this Project seriously. Public consultation is a very important aspect of the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and the Project Team has made every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the surrounding 

local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy 

project in a mutually beneficial manner with the surrounding community. In order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of the 

Environment (MOE), the proponent must demonstrate that it has fulfilled the public and municipal consultation requirements set out in Ontario 

Regulation 359/09. As part of the REA process Proponents must document how they have incorporated public and municipal comments into 

the design of the project and how they have addressed or mitigated any identified concerns.  

Developing power at massive cost to tax payers and 

profits go to you. 

The development of renewable energy projects, such at the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are undertaken by private investors at no cost to tax 

payers.   

If turbines are so safe, why will the developer not 

provide 100% identification for the loss of land value or 

tax revenue to?  

Based on research and studies conducted in Canada, the United States, and Europe, there is no statistical correlation between wind farms and 

decreased property values. Therefore no protection is required. Furthermore real estate markets are influenced by other economic forces out of 

the Proponents control and cannot be held accountable. 

How many people working on this project live less than 

2km from a wind turbines 

Comment noted. The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project was established by long-time residents of the Wainfleet community.  

Turbines 2 and 3 are located too close together Project turbines have been positioned in accordance with all requirements stipulated in O. Reg. 359/09. In addition, Vestas the turbine 

manufacturer for this project has reviewed the proposal and confirmed that the turbine locations adhere to their operating standards and 

restrictions.  

Concerns related to the location of turbines to Burnaby 

Airport  

Consultation with NAV Canada and Transport Canada (TC) has been undertaken regarding the project’s proposed turbine locations. The Project 

Team has engaged in direct correspondence with the owners of Skydive Burnaby regarding their concerns. The Project Team has made 

significant efforts to meet with the owners to understand and address their concerns, where possible. In February 2011 the Proponent offered 

Skydive Burnaby two (2) alternative landing locations and funds for educational/re-training purposes over a four (4) year period. This offer 

was declined by Skydive Burnaby. Despite numerous additional offers to meet directly with Skydive Burnaby, this stakeholder has not agreed to 

a meeting. Consultation with this stakeholder remains ongoing, and the Proponent remains hopeful that Skydive Burnaby will agree to a 

meeting to further discuss concerns. 

The Project Team has also corresponded with the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (CSPA) in an attempt to clarify an appropriate 

setback distances from such a facility. To date suggestions provided by CSPA have not been applicable to this project.   

Creation of local jobs The Proponent is required as per the Feed-In Tariff (FIT) contract to use 25% of domestic content in the construction of the facility. This will 

bring economic benefits to the local community by using local suppliers for materials related to the construction of the project's facilities (i.e. 

access roads, turbine foundations, electrical installation, facility maintenance buildings etc.). Further, local economic employment opportunities 
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will be attributed to the construction and decommissioning phases of the project. These phases will bring an influx of demand for local goods 

and services (i.e. restaurants and stores). The project will also create a few permanent jobs related to site maintenance/supervision of the 

facility during operation.  

The Project Team also believes that the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will provide added public value to the local community and economy by 

contributing to a more resilient energy system and sustainable future for Niagara Region. This project is a very good alternative to meeting our 

present and future energy needs. Wind turbines rely on the wind for fuel which does not require extractive industries or non-sustainable 

development to generate electricity.  

This project will benefit the local community on a continuous basis by:  

• Powering up to 2500 homes and contributing to reducing our dependency on coal-fired electricity. Airborne pollutants caused from the 

projection of coal-fired electricity remains a significant health and environmental problem in Ontario; 

• Producing a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no greenhouse gases; 

• Providing a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the development of a sustainable industry for future 

generations; and 

• Contributing to the annual municipal tax base with limited to no increased demand on local services (i.e. garbage collection and 

water/wastewater service). 

Participating landowners for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project have also agreed to lease a portion of their land for the placement of the 

project’s turbines and associated infrastructure (i.e. access roads and underground collector system). This will provide a steady income for 

farmers and landowners to continue agricultural activities, with the generated income staying within the local community.  

Creation of clean energy Wind energy projects are clean and renewable sources of energy. There will be no greenhouse gas emission or other waste by-products 

generated from the facility during its operations, and will therefore not be a source of pollution to the surrounding community. This project will 

contribute to a more sustainable future by generating enough power for approximately 2,500 homes by feeding directly into the Hydro One 

distribution system. We believe that this small contribution is one meaningful way that we can reduce greenhouse gas emission and our 

dependence on fossil fuels. We believe that the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is actually taking steps to improve the quality of life for not only 

the local community, but fellow Ontarians by investing in our provinces current and future energy needs in an environmentally responsible 

manner. This project will assist Ontario’s goal in phasing out coal-fired generation plants by 2014. 

Opposes all aspects of project Comment noted. 

Does not want this project to be located in Wainfleet The majority of the province’s power needs are based in southern Ontario where the majority of its residents live. Residents of the Township of 

Wainfleet like other Ontario residents  require access to energy resources in the functioning of their daily lives. It would be more suitable to 

have a wind energy facility located closer to where demand is needed (permitting that the project has adequate access to land to meet setback 

requirements and environmental protection measures) rather than only locating them in remote areas of the province, which would require 

more investment in connections to the power grid and transmission lines to transfer the generated energy to where it is need.  

Comments of support and hopes the project goes 

forward 

Comment noted. We thank you for your support of this Project. 
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3.4 Additional Public Consultation 

3.4.1 Renewable Energy (Wind) Information Night-Niagara Region 

As a result of the growing public interest in this project, as well as wind energy in the 

Niagara Region, the proponent organized and sponsored a public Renewable Energy 

(Wind) Information Night for local residents. This event was held in addition to the public 

meeting requirements outlined in O. Reg. 359/09. 

The information night was held on Tuesday January 25th, 2011 at South Lincoln High 

School (260 Canborough Street, Smithvillle, Ontario) from 7:00 p.m.-9:00 p.m. The 

objective of the event was to provide the public with a better understanding the REA 

process, community and economic benefits associated with renewable energy, and to 

address and discuss questions regarding potential health, property and environmental 

impacts associated with wind energy projects.  

The format of the information night included individual presentations from a panel of 

professionals in their specific area of expertise, followed by a question and answer session.  

The evening was facilitated by a moderator, Randy Williamson of Aird & Berlis LLP.  

Panellists included: 

• Ms. Petra Fisher, Renewable Energy Facilitation Office, Ministry of Energy  

• Mr. Harry French, Ontario Sustainable Energy Association 

• Ms. Valerie Kuhns, Niagara Economic Development Corporation 

• Mr. George Canning, Canning Consultants Ltd. 

• Mr. John Simmons, John Simmons Reality Ltd. 

• Ms. Farrah Khan, Canadian Association of Physicians for the Environment 

Copies of presentations made during this event have been provided in Appendix D.  

3.4.2 Notification 

Invitations informing residents on the stakeholder mailing list of the information night 

were sent on December 20th, 2010 (more than 30 days in advance). A copy of the 

notification letter has been providing in Appendix D. 

Newspaper advertisements were also placed in Niagara This Week on three (3) separate 

dates prior to the information night. The publication dates were as follows: 

• January 6th, 2011  

• January 13th, 2011 

• January 20th, 2011 

A copy of the newspaper insert has been provided in Appendix D. A media release 

regarding the Renewable Energy (Wind) Information Night was also sent to Media One on 
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January 10, 2011 for distribution to local media contacts for radio, television, and 

newspapers. A copy of the media release and distribution list is provided in Appendix D. 

3.4.3 Attendance and Feedback 

As this public information event did not have a specific project focus, attendees were not 

asked to sign in. Based on estimates, upwards of 250+ individuals attended this event.  

The second half of the information night was opened to allow residents to ask questions of 

the expert panel. This provided the Project Team with an additional opportunity to identify 

the concerns of local residents and how they could be considered and addressed in the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s proposal and information provided at the second public 

meeting.  

Questions and comments from members of the public were largely centred around impacts 

to human health/safety, property values, and the natural environment. Specific questions 

and comments included the following: 

• How do we know that people will not get sick? 

• What will be the impact of this project to local property values? 

• Is the Proponent willing to include a property protection clause as a condition of the 

project’s approval? 

• What are the anticipated impacts to wildlife (i.e. birds, bats, insects), and how are 

impacts monitored? 

• Will raptors be protected? 

• What studies are being done to protect animals? 

• What are the anticipated noise/health impacts of this project? 

• Concerns regarding Dr. King’s report not specifically addressing rural areas were 

raised.  

• 40 decibels is higher than current levels in the area 

• Can predictions be made on how many people will be affected as more turbines are 

built? 

• What are the economic benefits of the project? 

• How many jobs will be created in Niagara Region? 

• Turbines should not be placed where there are so many houses. 

• Turbine technology is not reliable and is expensive. 

• Do you know how much we are spending on it? 

• Health impacts- epidemiological study was completed—asked for a moratorium to 

establish setback distance. 

• Real Estate- Is the Chatham-Kent Study the only study that has been completed? 

• Wind Energy projects should be halted until more studies are completed. 

• How can the public enter the consultation process so that it can be meaningful/how 

do they influence it.  

• Concerns that information has not been shared freely. 

• Has anyone in Ontario reported sleep loss? Who do you call?  
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• Why was the municipal oversight removed? 

• Why hasn’t the government considered offshore wind energy projects? 

• More studies are needed to accurately assess the health/environmental impacts 

(e.g. effects to Provincially Significant Wetlands, and Significant woodlots) 

3.4.4 Public Communication, Comments and Concerns 

Throughout the Renewable Energy Approval process public communication and 

consultation has been ongoing, and has not been limited to public meeting events. Project 

feedback, including questions, comments and concerns were obtained from the public in 

various ways (e.g. comments sheets, emails, letters, telephone correspondence etc.).  

The Proponent established a web inquiry feature on the project’s website, which allows 

interested parties to submit questions or comments directly to the Project Team. In 

addition, direct contact information for multiple Project Team members was provided in 

public notification materials and listed on the project’s website.  

The Project Team’s approach to consultation activities has been to provide thoughtful, 

reasoned, and detailed responses to all project inquiries or expressed concerns from 

members of the public. These efforts are demonstrated in the detailed communications 

between individuals and the Project Team. Records of communication and responses are 

provided in Appendix E. A summary of communication with the public commencing with 

responses to the project’s Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project and Public Meeting #1 

is provided in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Summary of Communication with Members of the Public 

Type 

of 

Correspondence 

Date 

Received 
Correspondence Summary Project Team’s Response 

Amendment’s 

to the Project 

or 

Project Reports 

Email 22-Jul-10 Additional information regarding the proposed locations of the 

wind turbines was requested, as well as to receive project 

updates. 

The Project Team thanked the individual for their interest in the project and outlined 

studies which were being undertaken to assist the Project Team in determining 

possible wind turbine locations.   

Details regarding the public open house were provided and the respondent was 

encouraged to attend. 

The respondent’s contact information was added to the stakeholder mailing list. 

N/A 

Phone/Email  11-Aug-10 The respondent inquired regarding the location and number of 

turbines being proposed. The respondent stated that they would 

not be able to attend the Public Open House but would appreciate 

additional information. 

The Project Team sent an electronic draft of the Project Description Report and stated 

that further documentation would be provided when available. 

Following the Public Open House, the Project Team sent electronic copies of material 

presented at the Public Open House. A Comment Form was included in the email, and 

the respondent was encouraged to provide their comments/feedback on the project.  

N/A 

Email 

 

23-Aug-10 

 

The respondent was concerned with possible impacts the project 

may pose to the natural landscape/wild life, community, hydro, 

human health and local property values.  

The Project Team responded by providing additional details regarding the project, 

and the REA process requirements.  

Further documentation, including the draft Project Description Report, materials 

from Public Open House #1, and a Comment Form were also provided electronically.  

Due to the size of the email, follow up correspondence was sent to verify that the 

respondent received the documentation. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form/Email 

 

8-Sep-10 

 

The respondent requested information regarding the monitoring 

of the website and asked who would respond to website postings.  

A follow up email was sent from the respondent thanking the 

Project Team for their prompt response and asked that the 

Project Team consider his concern resolved. 

In response to the inquiry, the respondent was informed that the site will be 

monitored regularly and will be updated as the project progresses. Depending on the 

nature of the inquiry, responses would be directed to the appropriate Project Team 

member. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

 

23-Oct-10 

 

A web inquiry form was submitted by a respondent stating that 

he/she had experienced difficulties when attempting to download 

reports from the website. 

The Project Team looked into the concern and ensured the documents posted on the 

project website could be downloaded. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

 

15-Oct-10 

 

The respondent inquired regarding what costs were associated 

with the building of a supply grid in Wainfleet capable of utilizing 

the power generated from the project. 

International examples of countries with wind energy experience 

were provided.  

The Project Team thanked the respondent for their inquiry and advised that a 

response would be issued shortly.  

Due to undeliverable responses to the email address provided, the Project Team sent 

a hardcopy letter to the respondent dated November 2, 2010. In this letter the Project 

Team addressed all questions as they pertained to the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

N/A 
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The respondent also stated a concern regarding whether a 550 

metre setback distance was safe.  

Verifiable proof was requested by the respondent that turbines 

would reverse carbon emissions more than increasing the 

efficiency of current power plants. 

and the Ontario Renewable Energy Approval process. 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

 

21-Oct-10 

 

The respondent inquired regarding the setback distance of the 

turbines from homes and clarification regarding possible health 

risks associated with the project. The respondent stated their 

opposition to the project.   

The Project Team advised the respondent of the required setback distances and 

sound power levels which the project must adhere to in order to receive MOE 

approval.  The Project Team also advised that given the studies which have been 

undertaken assessing possible health impacts of wind turbine projects, they did not 

anticipate any adverse effects to human health resulting from the project.  

The respondent was further referred to a May 2010 study published by the Chief 

Medical Officer of Health of Ontario regarding Wind Turbines. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

30-Dec-10 The respondent advised the Project Team that she/he opposed 

the project due to health concerns. 

The Project Team thanked the respondent for their comments and advised of a May 

2010 study undertaken by the Chief Medical Officer of Health for Ontario which 

concluded that wind turbine projects do not result in adverse health effects.  

A 2008 Report undertaken by the Chatham-Kent Public Health Unit was also attached 

to the electronic correspondence.  This report concluded that wind turbine projects 

pose negligible health impacts provided MOE setback distances are maintained.  

The respondent was additionally added to the stakeholder mailing list.  

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

30-Dec-10 The previous respondent contacted the Project Team to continue 

to state her/his objection to the project and advised the Project 

Team to listen to Dale Goldhawk from AM 740.  

The Project Team responded by stating the benefits to the local community and 

economy this projects is expected to generate. 

The team advised that they could not speak to experiences in other jurisdictions as 

setback distances may vary.  

The respondent was encouraged to continue to take part in the consultation for this 

project. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

10-Jan-11 The respondent wrote to inform the Project Team of her/his 

concerns regarding impacts to Skydive Burnaby, a local dropzone. 

Her/his fear was that due to safety issues resulted from the 

construction of the turbines this established business would close, 

thereby impacting workers, and the local economy.  

The Project Team advised the respondent that they had met with the owner of this 

business previously to discuss the project. Based on those discussions a turbine 

location had already been adjusted. Furthermore, the current layout was not 

anticipated to affect local skydiving operations. The Project Team also stated its 

willingness to meet with the owner of this business as well as with Wainfleet Council 

to discuss the matter further if concerns persisted. 

Additional details regarding the turbine layout were provided.  

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

10-Jan-11 A request was made that the respondent be advised of public 

meetings held for the project. 

The Project Team added the respondent to the stakeholder mailing list and advised 

him/her that a public information night regarding wind power would be hosted on 

January 25, 2011.  The respondent was encouraged to attend this event. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

29-Jan-11 The respondent requested clarification regarding the percentage 

that wind energy contributes to the Ontario energy grid. 

The Project Team advised the respondent that due to the variable dynamics of wind 

speed it is difficult to provide a definite answer regarding the total contribution of 

N/A 
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wind power to Ontario’s energy grid.  The respondent was asked to visit the IESO 

website to obtain regularly updated figures regarding wind power’s contribution to 

the energy grid. 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

29-Jan-11 The previous respondent advised that after visiting the IESO 

website they were concerned with the amount of wind energy 

generated within Ontario given the number of industrial wind 

turbines already in operation. The respondent also requested 

information regarding the number of wind turbines the 

proponent firm, IPC Energy, intends to build throughout Ontario. 

Unlike some other generation resources, wind farms cannot be called upon to 

generate specific amounts of megawatts on demand. Wind power generation is 

dependent on weather conditions, temperature and even the season. Typically 

summer months do not produce as much energy output.  

IESO system planning and forecasting helps address the variable nature of wind 

energy.  

 

N/A 

Telephone 

Inquiry 

2-Feb-12 A respondent left a message regarding further project 

clarification. 

The Project Team responded via email by providing the contact information for Tom 

Lewis, as well as links to the project website. 

N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

11-Feb-12 The respondent requested a map identifying the location of the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Turbine locations, and clarification 

regarding whether the proponent was the only company pursuing 

wind energy projects in the area.  

The respondent was thanked for their interest in the project and advised that he/she 

was added to the stakeholder mailing list.  

The respondent was directed to links on the project website which contained reports, 

and more information on the project.  

The Project Team advised the respondent of another company also pursing wind 

projects in the area. 

Once again the respondent was thanked for their interest in the project. 

N/A 

Email  19-Apr-

2012 

The respondent sent an email stating that this project did not 

make them proud to live in Wainfleet. Voiced displeasure with the 

omission of the second registered landowner on the mailing 

address, as well as comments regarding the identification of the 

site. 

The respondent was thanked for the correspondence and advised that it would be 

included within the project’s official correspondence record. 

N/A 

Email 7-May-

2012 

The respondent provided a clarification regarding his/her mailing 

address 

The respondent was advised that this change had been made. N/A 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

11-May-

11 

The respondent advised that after reviewing available research, 

they believed that the project would be a beneficial source of 

clean energy. Further details regarding the benefits to the 

community this project would generate were requested.  

The Project Team provided details regarding the benefits to the local community and 

economy this project would generate.  

The respondent was advised that they would be added to the stakeholder mailing list. 

N/A 

Telephone 

Request 

31-May-

12 

The respondent requested information regarding the fees per 

kilowatt hour that had been negotiated with the Ontario Power 

Authority.  

The Project Team advised the respondent of current arrangements. N/A 

Email 9-Jun-12 The respondent advised that they own property located near the 

proposed turbine locations. Concerns regarding the effect to 

property values that this project may pose were voiced, as well as 

The Project Team thanked the respondent for his/her comments on the project and 

directed him/her to recent studies which examine the relationship between wind 

turbine projects and impacts on property values. The requirements established by 

N/A 
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concerns regarding noise impacts resulting from the project. the Ministry of the Environment regarding setback distances and noise levels were 

reiterated.  

The respondent was advised to refer to the project’s website for project updates and 

completed project reports. 

Web Inquiry 

Form 

11-Jun-12 The respondent requested information regarding whether any 

turbines would be located near the Welland river between Boyle 

Road and Wellandport Road. 

The Project Team advised that only five (5) wind turbines were being proposed for 

this project and were not located in the area specified.  

Additional attachments were provided regarding Public Open House #2, and land use 

maps which identified the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s proposed turbine 

locations. 

N/A 

Verbal Request  19-Jun-12 At Public Open House #2 the respondent requested additional 

documentation and studies regarding the project be provided. 

The Project Team attached the following material and advised the respondent that 

should additional clarifications regarding the project, or the material attached be 

required they were welcome to contact the Project Team 

• Wind Turbine Sound and Health Effects: An Expert Panel Review 

• The Potential Health Impacts of Wind Turbines. Chief Medical Officer of 

Ontario 

• The Health Impact of Wind Turbines: A Review of the Current White, Grey and 

Published Literature. Chatham-Kent Public Health Unit 

• The Impacts of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the 

United States. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

• Wind Energy Study- Effect on Real Estate Values in the Municipality of 

Chatham-Kent, Ontario 

• Behind the Switch: Pricing Ontario Electricity Options. Pembina Institute   

• Frequently Asked Questions About Green Energy in Ontario. Pembina Institute 

• Frequently Asked Questions About Renewable Energy. Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment 

N/A 
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4.0 Municipal Consultation 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has been actively engaging in consultation with the Township 

of Wainfleet and the Regional Municipality of Niagara with respect to the proposed project 

and physical design of the facility. The project will be entirely located within the Township 

of Wainfleet, in the Niagara Region of Ontario.   

Municipal consultation has included personal meetings with staff/council, formal 

presentations to council, teleconferences, letters, and emails correspondence.  Under the 

Regulation, the Proponent must distribute a Municipal Consultation Form (Part A and B) to 

the clerk of each local and upper-tier municipally in which the project is located.  

4.1 Township of Wainfleet 

Since the commencement of project planning, the Proponent has worked extensively to 

consult with the Township of Wainfleet in the development of the Wainfleet Wind Energy 

Project. A summary of consultation efforts with the Township of Wainfleet is provided in 

Table 6.  

Table 6: Summary of Communication/Consultation with the Township of Wainfleet 

Date Communication Details 

May 14th, 2010 A pre-consultation meeting was held with Township of Wainfleet Staff 

and Mayor 

June 22nd, 

2010 

A presentation by the Project Team to introduce the Wainfleet Wind 

Energy Project was made to Council  

July 22nd, 2010 Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project and Public Meeting #1 and Draft 

Project Description Report filed with the Township Clerk. Notice and 

corresponding letter sent to the Township staff, Mayor and Council.  

July 27th, 2010 Digital copy of Draft Project Description Report provided to Township 

staff for posting on Township’s website.  

November 

17th, 2010 

Proponent distributed Municipal Consultation Form and Draft REA 

Package Reports and Materials for the Township’s Review and Comment 

as required by s. 18(1) 

December 

20th, 2010 

The Proponent provided Township Mayor and Council invitation to a 

Wind Energy Information Night.  

December 21st, 

2010 

The Project Team met with the Township’s CAO and Planner regarding 

the requirements for obtaining a right-of-way/easement for the project 
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January 11th, 

2011 

The Project Team appeared before council to discuss local concerns 

regarding Skydive Burnaby. 

January 24th, 

2011 

Proponent met with Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) and Township 

Planner to discuss financial assistance in undertaking review of draft REA 

documents due to lack of resources and in-house expertise.   

February 1st, 

2011 

The Township requests three (3) additional copies of all available project 

reports/materials which were provided on November 17th, 2010 for staff 

review purposes. Morrison Hershfield couriered the hard copies to the 

Township as requested. 

March 4th, 

2011 

Preliminary Engineering Drawings were provided to the Township for 

review. These drawings included the following: 

• Substation 

• Site Plan Layout 

• Turbine foundation 

• Crane pad and turbine laydown areas 

March 9th, 

2011 

A web conference call was held with the Township Planner and their 

retained consulting firm, Jones Consulting, to discuss the REA consultation 

reports/materials that were provided to the Township. Specific 

discussions included the layout of the project, noise receptors, 

environmental impacts associated with the connectivity between the 

Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Woodlots surrounding 

Turbine 4 and 5. As a result of this meeting the Township and their 

consultant were provided with a Preliminary Transportation Survey, and 

preliminary design information and drawings regarding the typical crane 

pad foundation, laydown areas, access roads, and the substation. 

March 18th, 

2011 

The Township provided IPC with report prepared by Jones Consulting 

concerning their review of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. 

April 6th, 2011 The Proponent provided a response to the Township concerning 

preliminary comments received March 18, 2011 and how the Project 

Team will address the Township’s comments/concerns.  

April 18th, 

2011 

Township of Wainfleet submitted their completed Municipal Consultation 

Form directly to MOE, with a copy provided to IPC. 

December 

12th, 2011 

IPC sent a letter to Township Clerk requesting that further discussions be 

undertaken with regards to the opening of the untraveled portion of 

Sideroad 22 from Abbey Rd. south to Concession 1 Rd. IPC requested to 

enter into an agreement with the Township for the purpose of gaining 

access to the proposed wind farm facility and placement of project 
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infrastructure as per the Townships comments on the completed 

municipal consultation form submitted on April 18th, 2011.  

January 24th, 

2012 

IPC appeared before Council to provide project Status Update, advise of 

the project’s Switching Station relocation and results of an additional 

Stage 2 Archaeology Assessment conducted in the fall of 2011. Revised 

Site Plan presented with hard copies provided to council. 

IPC’s request to Open a portion of Sideroad 22 for the Wainfleet Wind 

Energy Project appeared before council. The motion and was denied. No 

reasoning or discussion was provided. 

March 28th, 

2012 

The Proponent submitted a request for approval of an underground 

utitlity crossing of Brawn Rd. (Sideroad 22) to the Township’s Director of 

Operations.  

April 10th, 

2012 

Request for approval of an underground utility crossing of Brawn Rd. 

(Sideroad 22) appeared before council and an amending motion was 

passed to not support the request.  No further reasoning or discussion 

was provided 

April 12th, 

2012 

Letter received from Township of Wainfleet regarding Council’s decision 

to not support the Proponent’s request for an underground utility 

crossing of Brawn Rd. (Sideroad 22).  

April 13th, 

2012 

Meeting with Staff and Mayor was held to provide a project update. 

Advised that the project would be publishing the Notice of Public Meeting 

#2 on April 18th 2012, formally starting the 60 day public review period of 

project reports and studies prior to the second public meeting (to be held 

June 19th 2012).  Township was advised that final submission to MOE 

would take place shortly thereafter.  

The Township was advised that they would be provided with an 

additional opportunity to review and comment on the Draft REA Package. 

April 13th, 

2012 

Notice of Public Meeting #2 and accompanying cover letter was sent to 

Township Clerk, Mayor, Council and Staff  

April 18th, 

2012 

Draft REA package reports and materials were filed for public viewing 

with the Clerk. 

April 20th, 

2012 

Updated draft REA package reports and municipal consultation form was 

redistributed to Township for review  to provide an additional 

opportunity to comment on the proposal and amend previous 

comments/municipal consultation form submitted directly to MOE on 

April 18, 2011. 
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4.2 Niagara Region 

As required under O. Regulation 359/09 the Regional Municipality of Niagara has been 

consulted. A summary of communication is provided in Table 7. 

Table 7: Summary of Communication/Consultation with Niagara Region 

Date Communication Details 

July 22nd, 2010 Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project and Public Meeting #1 and 

Draft Project Description Report filed with Region Clerk. Notice and 

corresponding letter sent to Region staff and Council Chairmen.  

November 29th, 

2010 

Proponent distributed Municipal Consultation Form and Draft REA 

Package Reports and Materials for the Region’s Review and Comment 

as required by s. 18(1) 

December 20th, 

2010 

The Proponent provided the Regional Chairmen and Council an 

invitation to a Renewable Energy Information Night.  

April 1st, 2011 Niagara Region submitted completed Municipal Consultation Form to 

Proponent  

April 13th, 2012 Notice of Public Meeting #2 and accompanying cover letter was sent to 

Regional Clerk and Staff  

April 20th, 2012 Updated draft REA package reports and municipal consultation form 

redistributed to Region for review and to provide an additional 

opportunity to comment on the proposal and amend previous 

comments/municipal consultation form submitted April 1, 2011. 

June 6th, 2012 Project Team presented project update to the Region’s Integrated 

Planning Committee 

June 29th, 2012 Region resubmitted Municipal Consultation Form to Proponent 

4.3 Municipal Consultation Form 

4.3.1 Township of Wainfleet 

At the cost of the Proponent, the Township selected, retained and directed an independent 

consultant (“Jones Consulting Group Limited”) to peer review and comment on all draft 

reports provided for the Township’s review on November 17th, 2010. Following this 

review, the Township provided preliminary comments to the Proponent on March 18, 

2011. These comments were reviewed and a response to each comment and how it 
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has/will be addressed by the Proponent was sent on April 6th, 2011. This correspondence 

is provided in Appendix F. 

On April 18th, 2011 the Township of Wainfleet submitted the completed Municipal 

Consultation Form directly the MOE. A copy of the form and corresponding letter and 

attachments is provided in Appendix F. 

As a result of minor project modifications undertaken in Spring 2012 the Proponent 

provided the Township of Wainfleet with an additional opportunity to review and provide 

comment on updated Draft REA package materials to be finalized prior to submission to 

MOE. Updated Draft REA reports and Municipal Consultation Form were provided to the 

Township for review and comment on April 20th 2012. A copy of this correspondence is 

provided in Appendix F. 

At the time of the Proponent’s REA application submission to MOE, no further comments 

had been provided by the Township of Wainfleet. 

4.3.2 Niagara Region 

The Municipal Consultation Form for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project was distributed to 

Niagara Region on November 29, 2010. Following a review of the Draft REA package for the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project the Region submitted a completed Municipal Consultation 

Form to the Proponent on April 1, 2011. A copy of the form and corresponding letter are 

provided in Appendix F.  

The Region’s comments were reviewed by the Proponent and a response to how each 

comment was considered/addressed is provided in Appendix F.  

As a result of minor project modifications undertaken in Spring 2012 the Proponent 

provided Niagara Region with an additional opportunity to review and provide comment 

on updated Draft REA package materials to be finalized prior to submission to MOE. 

Updated Draft REA reports and Municipal Consultation Form were provided to the Region 

for review and comment on April 20th 2012. A copy of this correspondence is provided in 

Appendix F. 

On June 29, 2012, Niagara Region completed their review of the updated Draft REA 

Package and submitted a revised Municipal Consultation Form to the Proponent. A copy of 

this form is provided in Appendix F. 
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5.0 Aboriginal Consultation 

Aboriginal consultation is a mandatory component of the Renewable Energy Approval 

process as defined under O. Reg. 359/09. The Proponent’s consultation program was 

designed to notify and share information with Aboriginal communities early on in the 

planning process in order to:  

• Obtain information on any potentially affected rights; 

• Listen to any concerns raised by an Aboriginal community; and 

• Consider any adverse impacts and determine how to address concerns, including 

attempting to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate adverse impacts on Aboriginal or 

treaty rights.   

5.1 Identifying Aboriginal Communities and Potential Interests 

It is the Crown’s Duty to Consult with Aboriginal communities in relation to potential or 

established Aboriginal or Treaty rights. The legal duty to consult rests with the Crown, 

however through the REA process the Crown has delegated procedural aspects of 

consultation to the Proponent. Therefore Proponents of renewable energy projects are 

required to engage in meaningful consultation with Aboriginal communities.  

The project’s Draft Project Description Report was provided to MOE in April 2010 to obtain 

a list of aboriginal communities in accordance with S. 14 of O. Reg. 359/09 who may have 

constitutionally protected aboriginal or treaty rights that may be adversely impacted by the 

project, or otherwise may be interested in any negative environmental effects of the 

project. A list of aboriginal communities was provided by MOE on July 9th, 2010 and 

identified the following communities:  

• Six Nations of the Grand River;  

• Six Nations of the Grand River, Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council; 

• Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation; 

• Métis Nation of Ontario; and 

• Niagara Region Métis Council  

A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix G. 

In addition, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (now Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 

Development Canada) and the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs were also contacted by the 

Proponent in an attempt to further identify Aboriginal communities that may have an 

interest in the project and to obtain any information regarding land claims in the area. 

Project notification letters were sent to: 

• Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs (MAA), Aboriginal and Ministry Relationships Branch 

• Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), A/Regional Director General 
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• Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), Lands and ART Lands and Trust 

Services 

• Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), Specific Claims Branch 

• Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), Assessment and Historical Research 

Directorate 

No additional aboriginal communities were identified as a result of correspondence with 

these agencies.  

5.2 Consultation Activities  

5.2.1 Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project and Notice of Public Meeting # 1 

The combined notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project and Notice of Public Meeting #1 

was sent to all Aboriginal communities identified on the list provided by MOE on July 22, 

2010. The notice was accompanied with a corresponding cover letter providing additional 

information regarding the project, Proponent, and information the Project Team had 

gathered regarding any negative impacts on constitutionally protected Aboriginal and 

Treaty Rights. Copies of these letters are provided in Appendix G. 

No individuals or representatives identified themselves at the first public meeting as being 

from an Aboriginal community. For additional information regarding Public Meeting #1 

please refer to Section 3.3.2. 

5.2.2 Follow Up Letter and Distribution of Draft REA Reports and Studies 

On November 24th, 2010 the Proponent sent a follow up letter to all identified aboriginal 

communities further requesting to be notified of any information the community had 

regarding the proposals impact on Aboriginal Treaty Rights or interests. At this time, the 

Proponent distributed Draft REA reports and studies for review and comment in advance 

of the project’s second public meeting as required by s. 16(5) of O. Reg. 359/09. Copies of 

these letters are provided in Appendix G. 

5.2.3 Notice of Public Meeting #2 and Redistribution of Draft Reports and 

Studies 

The Notice of Public Meeting #2 was published in the Aboriginal newspaper Turtle Island 

News on Wednesday April 18th, 2012, Wednesday May 23rd, 2012 and again on Wednesday 

June 13th, 2012.  This newspaper has circulation covering the Six Nations of the Grand River 

Territory.  

The Notice of Pubic Meeting #2 was sent to Aboriginal communities on April 30th, 2012. 

This correspondence included an accompanying cover letter, again requesting information 

any adverse impacts the project may have on constitutionally protected Aboriginal or 

treaty rights and any measures for mitigating those impacts. The Proponent advised of 

their intention of submitting the REA application to MOE in early July 2012, and requested 
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the Aboriginal community provide in writing any information that should be considered in 

finalizing the project’s application and supporting materials. Draft REA reports were again 

provided along with a corresponding summary of each report required to be submitted as 

part of the REA application.  

Copies of these letters are provided in Appendix G. 

Table 8 provides a summary of the distribution of all required materials to identified 

Aboriginal communities under O. Reg. 359/09. 

Table 8: Summary of Distribution of Required Materials under O. Reg 359/09 

Aboriginal Community 

Notice of 

Proposal to 

Engage in a 

Project and 

Public Meeting 

#1 

Follow Up Letter, 

Draft Project 

Reports/Studies 

Notice of Public 

Meeting #2, 

Redistribution of 

Draft Project 

Reports/Studies 

Six Nations of the Grand River July 22nd, 2010 November 24th, 

2010 

April 18th, 2012 

April 30th, 2012 

Six Nations of the Grand River 

Haudenosaunee Confederation 

Council 

July 22nd, 2010 November 24th, 

2010 

April 18th, 2012 

April 30th, 2012 

Mississaugas of the New Credit 

First Nation 

July 22nd, 2010 November 24th, 

2010 

April 18th, 2012 

April 30th, 2012 

Métis Nation of Ontario July 22nd, 2010 November 24th, 

2010 

April 18th, 2012 

April 30th, 2012 

Niagara Region Métis Council July 22nd, 2010 November 24th, 

2010 

April 18th, 2012 

April 30th, 2012 

5.3 Responses 

A summary of the responses from Aboriginal communities regarding the Wainfleet Wind 

Energy Project is detailed in Table 9. 
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Table 9: Summary of Information Received as Required by s. 14, 16 and 17 

Aboriginal 

Community 
Response and Information Provided How It Was Addressed 

Six Nations of the 

Grand River 

No information received to date N/A 

Six Nations of the 

Grand River, 

Haudenosaunee 

Confederacy Council 

A letter was sent by the Haudenosaunee 

Development Institute (HDI) on June 

19th 2012 identifying that they have 

treaty rights, in the particular area 

proposed for the Wainfleet Wind Energy 

Project.  HDI requested further 

engagement to determine if the nature 

of the infringements are justified or can 

be accommodated. 

The Proponent sent a 

response letter dated 

July 6th 2012 requesting 

a meeting to provide 

additional information 

regarding the project 

and further discuss 

identified concerns. 

Proponent will continue 

to discuss this project 

with HDI and/or 

Haudenosaunee 

leadership, as 

appropriate. 

The project location is 

not located within the 

Haldimand Tract. 

The Nanfan Treaty of 

1701 dealt with hunting 

and fishing (harvesting) 

rights.  The project is 

located on private lands 

and should not impact 

any existing access 

rights to lands for 

harvesting or fishing. 

Mississaugas of the 

New Credit First 

Nation 

No information received to date. N/A 

Métis Nation of 

Ontario 

No information received to date. N/A 

Niagara Region Métis 

Council 

No information received to date. N/A 
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5.4 Concerns 

To identify potential impacts the proposal may have on Aboriginal or treaty rights, 

consultation with Aboriginal communities commenced at the onset of the REA planning 

process (July 2010). As the project progressed and important milestones were reached, 

updates and notifications were provided to each identified aboriginal community in order 

to solicit feedback and identify areas of concern or potential impacts. Despite the Notice of 

Proposal to Engage in a Project, follow up letter and distribution of draft REA materials 

having been circulated for review and comment early in the planning process, the 

Proponent only recently received feedback on June 19th, 2012, from the Haudenousanee 

Development Institute (HDI), on behalf of the Six Nations of the Grand River, 

Haudenousanee Confederacy Chiefs Council. In their letter, the Haudenousanee 

Development Institute (HDI) have requested further engagement with respect to negative 

potential impacts the proposal will have on treaty rights. Two calls were placed to HDI on 

July 3rd, 2012 and July 5th, 2012 respectively to arrange a meeting between the HDI and the 

Project Team. In addition, the Proponent sent a response letter July 6th, 2012 requesting to 

meet with the HDI to further discuss the proposed project, understand their concerns, and 

to provide clarification. It is the Proponent’s understanding that Haudenousanee treaty 

rights do not extend to the area in which the project will be located, as it will be located on 

private land, outside of the Haldimand Tract and will not impact any existing access rights 

to lands for harvesting purposes. However, the Proponent will continue to discuss this 

project with HDI and/or Haudenousaunee leadership, as appropriate. 
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6.0 Agency Consultation 

6.1 Ministry of the Environment 

In April 2010 the Proponent provided the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) with the 

draft Project Description Report to obtain the Aboriginal Community consultation list, as 

previously discussed in Section 5.1. 

On July 22nd, 2010 the Proponent provided MOE’s Director and District Manager (Niagara 

District) with the Notice of Proposal to Engage in a Project and Notice of Public Meeting #1 

in accordance with s.15 of O. Reg. 359/09. 

On December 20th, 2010 an invitation was sent to MOE’s Director notifying the Ministry 

that the Proponent was sponsoring a Wind Energy Information Session on January 25th, 

2011.  

On April 13th, 2012 the Proponent provided MOE’s Director and District Manager (Niagara 

District) with the Notice of Public Meeting #2 in accordance with s.15 of O. Reg. 359/09. 

Copies of notification letters are provided in Appendix H.  

6.2 Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport 

As part of this undertaking, the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTC) was 

consulted. Written comments with respect to the project’s Archaeological and Heritage 

Assessments was sought as required by s. 22(3)(a) and s.23(3)(a). of O. Reg. 359/09 to be 

submitted as part of the Proponent’s REA application to the MOE.  

6.2.1 Archaeological Assessment 

Individual Stage 1 and 2 Archeology Assessments were submitted to MTC on October 7th, 

2010 for review and comment. A written comments letter for the Stage 1 and 2 archaeology 

assessment reports was issued on November 10th, 2010.  

An additional Stage 2 Archeology Assessment was submitted to MTC on January 18th, 2012 

for a revised switching station location. An updated letter was issued by MTC on February 

8th, 2012. 

On April 3rd, 2012 an additional Stage 2 Archaeology Assessment was submitted for MTC 

due to project modifications resulting from consultation with the Township of Wainfleet. A 

revised underground collector/access road route servicing turbines 2 and 3 was 

incorporated into the project. A revised comment letter was provided by MTC on April 5th, 

2012.  

A final copy of the letter providing the MTC’s written comments as required under s. 

22(3)(a) of O. Reg. 359/09 is provided in Appendix H.  
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6.2.2 Cultural Heritage Assessment 

The Cultural Heritage Assessment for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project was submitted to 

MTC on September 7th, 2010. Ministry comments were received on the finalized report on 

March 2nd, 2011. The Ministry’s written comments as required under s. 23(3)(a) of O. Reg. 

359/09 is provided in Appendix H.  

On April 10th, 2012 a meeting was held with MTC staff to discuss project modifications 

resulting from the relocation of the underground collector/access road route servicing 

turbines 2 and 3. As a result of discussions and follow up correspondence with MTC it was 

confirmed that project modifications incorporated in the spring of 2012, did not impact the 

previous study findings and a revised comment letter under s. 23(3)(a) was not required. 

Copies of this correspondence are provided in Appendix H. 

6.3 The Ministry of Natural Resources 

The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) was consulted in order obtain the Ministry’s 

written confirmation with respect to the project’s Natural Heritage Assessment (NHA) and 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS) in accordance with s. 28(b) and 38(2)(b) of O. Reg. 

359/09. A copy of the confirmation letter is provided in Appendix H.  

6.4 Other Agency Consultation 

In addition to the provincial ministries required to be consulted in order to obtain written 

comments on project assessments under O. Reg. 359/09, the Proponent expanded 

consultation and project notification to other provincial, federal, and governing authorities.  

At this time, there are no concerns that have been identified as a result of consultation 

efforts for the proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. A complete project stakeholder 

mailing list is provided in Appendix A. 
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7.0 Additional Stakeholder Consultation 

7.1 Skydive Burnaby 

As part of the stakeholder consultation for this project, Skydive Burnaby was advised of the 

undertaking. Skydive Burnaby is a local skydive business, located within the general 

vicinity of Turbine 4 and 5. The Project Team engaged in extensive consultation with this 

stakeholder throughout the Project’s planning and development. Copies of correspondence 

and consultation efforts are provided in Appendix I. The intent of including the 

comprehensive documentation of all efforts to discuss and accommodate Skydive 

Burnaby’s concerns is to highlight the good faith efforts on the part of the Proponent to 

make all reasonable accommodations possible. A summary of the consultation undertaken 

with Skydive Burnaby as well as with other respondents and members of the public 

regarding Skydive Burnaby is provided in Table 10. 

In the early development phase of the project existing land use was investigated to 

determine site suitability. Within the confines of the Port Colborne Registered Aerodrome, 

lands immediately adjacent to the proposed project location (turbines 4 and 5), on the west 

side of Station Road were rezoned by the Township of Wainfleet and Niagara Region in 

2005 to permit the placement of 3 wind turbines for a separate project unrelated to the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. With the understanding that no objections had been put 

forth by the aerodrome operator, members of the Project Team approached Skydive 

Burnaby and notified them of the Proponent’s intent to place turbines within the vicinity of 

Station Road. At that time, Skydive Burnaby confirmed with members of the Project Team 

that the setback distance would be acceptable; however locating any closer would 

negatively impact their business. 

Much of the consultation undertaken with Skydive Burnaby focused around issues of safety 

and possible impacts to the business as a result of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s 

operation. In an effort to discuss and relay the safety concerns, Project Team members 

corresponded with representatives from Skydive Burnaby and made repeated attempts to 

meet with them directly once a concern had been identified. Responding to this group’s 

concerns, the layout of the turbines was changed to reflect a greater setback distance of 

approximately 1.8 km from their business operations. Despite this design change, Skydive 

Burnaby continued to have concerns regarding safety. Additionally, the Proponent offered, 

at no charge, two alternate landing areas which are well away from the turbines for use for 

a 20 year period as well as retraining costs. These offers were refused by Skydive Burnaby 

with no further negotiation.  

The planning process as prescribed under Ontario Regulation 359/09, requires that 

consultation be undertaken with relevant government agencies. Both Transport Canada 

and NAV Canada were consulted with, and provided project and design information. 

Skydive Burnaby was made aware that ongoing consultation was underway with these 

agencies, and they were provided with information regarding the specific contacts at both 

agencies who were handling the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project files. Through consultation 
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with both agencies neither agency voiced an objection to the project provided regulations 

as imposed by the appropriate governing authorities were adhered to. 

Despite an extensive consultation program being undertaken with Skydive Burnaby, this 

group does not support the project. 

As previously stated, the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project adheres to regulated setback 

distances as stipulated by the Ministry of the Environment. Furthermore, no government 

agency contacted with jurisdiction over aircraft safety and navigation opposed the project. 

As such, the Project Team does not agree with Skydive Burnaby’s position regarding the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  

7.2 Canadian Sport Parachuting Association 

The Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (CSPA) took an interest in this project in 

response to the concerns voiced by Skydive Burnaby; a member of this organization. The 

position held by the CSPA was that despite adhering to the setback distances established by 

the Ministry of the Environment, the introduction of this land use would introduce 

additional risk and liability to skydivers.  

In an attempt to understand industry standards the Proponent reviewed CSPA’s 

Parachutist Information Manual (PIM), which in various parts provides Basic Safety Rules 

(BSR), Technical Recommendations (TR) and other matters, as well as a large number of 

Technical Bulletins (TB). Technical Recommendation 3.1 provides the minimum setback 

distances from the target in every direction to the nearest hazard:  

• 100 metres for students, Solo, A & B CoP holders, and  

• 25 metres for C and D CoP holders.   

Hazards were defined to include: transmission lines, open bodies of water, well-travelled 

roadways and towers and buildings. 

The Proponent engaged in correspondence with CSPA in order to obtain further 

information regarding potential impacts the project may have on Skydive Burnaby’s 

operations. The Proponent requested to be provided with a permissible setback distance 

from such operations based on scientific calculations of wind speed and drop patterns, 

however, despite follow up requests such information was never provided.  

It was the CSPA’s position that the process to be followed for the construction of wind 

turbines and cell phone towers located in close proximity to an aerodrome, whether 

registered or not, should include an Aeronautical Study process under the Canadian 

Aviation Regulations (CARs) to assess environmental, regulatory and land use impacts. 

Furthermore, the CSPA’s stated position is that any land use or environmental study or 

review that does not include CSPA and the local drop zone operator is not complete and 

therefore open for review. While the Proponent disagrees with this position, CSPA was 

consulted as part of this Project. CSPA is not a provincial, nor federal regulatory agency and 
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therefore, it is the Proponent’s position that they are not bound by CSPA recommendations 

or internal organization protocols.  
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Table 10: Summary of Skydive Burnaby Consultation 

Date Type Skydive Burnaby Comment/Concern Response/How Comment Was Addressed Date Response Sent 

September 1, 2009 Meeting  Project Team members met with owner of Skydive Burnaby to 

inform them of the project and to discuss potential concerns with 

locating turbines within the vicinity of their operations. The 

owners of Skydive Burnaby advised that locating turbines along 

Station Road , was an acceptable distance from their drop zone. 

N/A 

July 22nd, 2010 Letter  The Proponent sent the project’s official Notice of Proposal to 

Engage In a Project and Notice of Public Meeting #1.  

N/A 

August 27th, 2010 Fax/email Comment Form from Public Meeting #1 (August 24th, 2010) 

submitted to the Project Team. This comment form stated the 

following: 

• Concerned with the positioning of turbines from the 

respondents skydiving operation 

• Concerned with possible turbulence the project would 

create 

• Turbines west of the parachute aerodrome would cause 

havoc for the safety of parachutists  

• It was suggested that the Project Team consider turbine 

placement north of Highway 3 

• Consider Transport Canada’s Standard 4.0 Obstacle 

clearance 

• Standard to turbulence is 10x the height of the obstacle 

380m x 10= 3800 m minimum distance to avoid 

turbulence for parachutists 

The Project Team acknowledged receipt of the comment form 

and stated that the team would like to consider these comments 

in developing the project and turbine locations. The team advised 

that the Proponent is also consulting with Transport Canada and 

NAV Canada for input into the design.  

The correspondence also clarified turbine height (obstacle 

height) from the tip of the blade is 145 metres and not 380 

metres as suggested in the respondent’s correspondence.  

The respondent was advised that the Project Team would 

provide turbine locations for review/comment once they had 

been determined. 

August 30th, 2010 

August 30th, 2010 Email The Mayor of Wainfleet emailed the Project Team to advise that 

Skydive Burnaby had voiced some concerns regarding the 

potential placement of project  turbines. The correspondence 

stated that the concern was regarding the potential for 

turbulence being created for up to six miles away. Mayor 

Henderson stated that the concern was for the overall safety of 

the parachutists. She indicated that Skydive Burnaby had faxed 

their concerns to the Proponent and that she anticipated that the 

Proponent would follow-up.  

 

 

Comment noted N/A 



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 41 

August 30th, 2010 Email Requested to be advised of the Transport Canada and NAV 

Canada contacts the Project Team is consulting with so as the 

respondent could also be involved in any meetings/discussions 

with these agencies.  

The Project Team thanked the respondent for their interest in 

the project and advised that consultation with NAV Canada and 

Transport Canada was currently underway.  

Comments/feedback received from these agencies would be 

incorporated into the design of the project, where appropriate. 

Once the Project Team determined the turbine layout, NAV 

Canada and Transport Canada would be advised so that they 

could provide comment.   

Contact information for NAV Canada and Transport Canada 

representatives were provided 

August 30th, 2010 

December 6th, 2010 Phone/email  A Project Team member contacted Skydive Burnaby to setup a 

meeting to discuss the project’s draft site plan and turbine 

locations. The site plan was emailed to Skydive Burnaby for 

review.  

No response was received from Skydive Burnaby with respect to 

setting up at meeting to discuss the draft site plan. 

N/A 

December 17th, 

2010 

Email/Letter A letter was sent by Mr. Mike Haines at Peter Kormos’ M.P.P 

Constituency Office to the Proponent. This letter stated that he 

had been contacted by Skydive Burnaby’s regarding the following  

concerns with the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project:  

• Concerned with the location of Turbines 4 and 5 directly 

upwind from the main landing area which would create 

turbulence for jumpers 

• Previously Skydive Burnaby had mentioned that anything 

west of Station Rd. would not affect the business “too 

badly”, however they would have to consider the site on 

the west side of Station Rd.  

• What is the plan should one of their jumpers get caught or 

hit by a turbine 

• Their belief that the coordinates provided in project 

documentation is incorrect 

• Possible interference with communication radios 

resulting in safety issues 

• Impact to the business 

Concerns regarding the project already being a “done deal” as 

was described in the correspondence. 

The respondent also stated that their biggest concern would be 

the loss of their business, and the history that they’ve created in 

Wainfleet, as their operation has been located in the community 

since the early 1960s. The respondent went on to detail the 

The Project Team sent Mr. Haines and Skydive Burnaby a 

response letter to discuss this project. 

The purpose of the correspondence was to speak to the concerns 

which had been raised in Skydive Burnaby’s letter, and to 

provide additional information regarding the proposed project. 

The Project Team advised that a Renewable Energy Approval 

(REA) from the Ministry of Environment (MOE) was being sought 

for this project. In accordance with the planning process 

prescribed under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy 

Approvals), consultation and environmental investigations were 

being undertaken.  

The Project Team advised that the Wainfleet Wind Energy 

Project had not received an approval from the MOE, nor have the 

required supporting documentation/reports to receive an MOE 

approval been submitted. The project was undertaking the 

necessary public, agency, and Aboriginal consultation and 

preparing the project’s Draft REA package. Once completed, this 

package would be made available for public and agency 

review/comment.  

As part of the requirements, a second public open house would 

be held for the project. 

Additionally, the Project Team advised that a Consultation 

Report would be submitted as part of the final REA package to 

MOE. The report would document how all public and agency 

December 29th, 2010 
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accreditations that have been achieved by Skydive Burnaby, or 

persons training at Skydive Burnaby. 

The respondent also described how they felt their concerns were 

not being responded to as the business, or Port Colborne Airport, 

or skydive jumper’s safety mentioned in a 400 page report 

produced by the Proponent. The respondent asked Mr. Haines for 

their assistance so that Skydive Burnaby does not have to close. 

The respondent stated that they would be available to discuss the 

matter with Mr. Haines 24/7. 

Mr. Haines forwarded a summary of this correspondence to the 

attention of John Wilkinson at the Ministry of the Environment, 

with a copy to the Proponent. 

Skydive Burnaby also sent a slightly modified version of the 

letter sent to Mr. Haines to Mr. Tom Lewis of IPC Energy, the 

Proponent.  

comments and concerns were addressed and incorporated into 

the final design of the project. This report will include a 

description of how the Project Team addressed Skydive 

Burnaby’s concerns and comments throughout the entire 

planning phase of the project. 

The Project Team further stated their continued commitment to 

adhering to all required regulatory setbacks and regulations in 

the design and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  

As part of this commitment, consultation with numerous 

agencies and stakeholders would continue.  

Regarding the safety issues raised, the Project Team advised that 

ongoing consultation with Transport Canada (TC) was being 

undertaken. As part of this consultation, the Proponent advised 

of their submission of an Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance 

Form to TC for an assessment of lighting and painting 

requirements in support of local aviation safety. TC determined 

in their assessment that project turbines 2, 4, 5 would require 

lighting in accordance with the requirements stipulated in 

standard 621.19 of the Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs), 

Standards Obstruction Markings.  

The concerns regarding potential radio communication 

interference were also discussed. The Project Team was engaging 

in consulting with NAV Canada on this matter, as well as the 

Radio Advisory Board of Canada, Department of National 

Defense, Canadian Coast Guard, and Industry Canada’s Spectrum 

Management and Telecommunications division. The Project 

Team advised that as of the writing of the response, no radio 

communication interference concerns were identified. 

Emergency response measures were also identified as a source of 

concern. The Project Team directed Skydive Burnaby to review 

the project’s Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan (available on 

the project’s website), and specifically directed to sub-section 

“Accidents and Malfunctions” which discusses aeronautical 

obstruction for review and comment on how it could be 

improved.  

The Project Team stated that the current turbine layout was 

determined based on factors such as the availability of 

participating landowners, and the ability to comply with the 

required setback distances from natural features and noise 

receptors (i.e. residences, schools, places of worship). Extensive 

environmental studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, 

archeology, and noise were undertaken to assist in determining 

the best location for the project’s five wind turbines within the 
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study area. In an attempt to be conscientious of Skydive 

Burnaby’s location, the design of the proposed turbine locations 

had already been previously altered.  

The correspondence further stated that the Project Team’s 

objective is to leave no residual negative effects as a result of the 

project’s operations, while providing a clean and renewable 

source of energy within the Township of Wainfleet.  

At the time of the response, public and agency consultation for 

the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project was ongoing and additional 

correspondence or comments from any interested stakeholder(s) 

concerning the project’s design and the content of all required 

project reports and studies that will be submitted to MOE for 

approval were welcome. 

 

December 21st, 2010 Faxed Notice  The Proponent received a notice sent to local residents by Tara 

and Mike Pitt, the owners of Skydive Burnaby, regarding a public 

meeting that was to be held on January 15th, 2011 regarding the 

project. The Project Team contacted the meeting organizers 

requesting that they be allowed to partake in the meeting. For 

the response that was received please refer to correspondence 

dated January 6th, 2011. 

N/A 

December 2010-

January 2011 

Email Over the course of December 2010 and January 2011 the Project 

Team received and was forwarded various emails sent to 

Township Council from Skydive Burnaby employees and patrons 

who expressed concern regarding the proposed locations of 

Turbines 4 and 5 in proximity to Skydive Burnaby’s operations. 

Many of the comments received stated: 

• Turbines 4 and 5 would pose a hazard to skydiver safety. 

• Consider Transport Canada Standard AGA 4.0 Obstacle 

Clearance 

• Turbulence created by the turbines would put skydivers 

at risk.  

• Do not located turbines upwind of the Skydive Burnaby 

drop zone.  

• The locations of Turbines 4 and 5 would negatively impact 

Skydive Burnaby’s business and surrounding local 

establishments that patrons frequent.   

 

 

Comments noted. The Project will adhere to all applicable 

regulatory requirements. Transport Canada has been consulted 

with respect to this project. In addition, the Proponent has 

consulted with Skydive Burnaby and CSPA to determine an 

appropriate setback distances from such facilities, based on 

scientific evidence. To date no information has been provided to 

the project team. 
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January 5th, 2011 Letter  The Project Team sent a letter to the Township of Wainfleet, 

Mayor and Skydive Burnaby requesting a meeting to discuss 

Skydive Burnaby’s concerns in an attempt to resolve the problem 

amicably between both parties. 

The Proponent sent a follow up request on January 11th, 2011.  

N/A 

January 6th, 2011 Email In response to the Project Team’s request to provide a 

presentation at a public meeting Skydive Burnaby had been 

distributing notice of, John Laforte, President of Wind Concerns 

Ontario, sent the Project Team a response which thanked them 

for their interest but declined their request to present at this 

public meeting. 

The respondent stated that the responses provided by the 

Project Team demonstrated a lack of interest in hearing the other 

opinions on the issue, or facilitating in a dialogue. 

 

The respondent advised that if a joint meeting was intended, the 

Proponent should advise of alternate dates and the respondent 

would consider it.  

The respondent goes on to state that the Proponent should hold 

an open public consultation which consists of a central 

presentation, real experts and an opportunity for audience 

questions 

 

 

Subsequent to this email, IPC Energy hosted a Renewable Energy 

(Wind) Information Night for local residents on January 25th, 

2011. The intention of this event was to better inform local 

residents of the facts regarding renewable energy.   

For further details of this event please refer to Section 3.4.1 of 

this report. 

 

N/A 

January 9th, 2011 Email The Project Team received correspondence which supported the 

project in light of the recent concerns being voiced by Skydive 

Burnaby. 

The Project Team thanked the respondent for their comments January 10th, 2011 

January 11th, 2011 Email  The Project Team requests again to arrange a meeting with 

Skydive Burnaby and the Mayor of Wainfleet. 

The owners of Skydive Burnaby responded stating availability 

for a meeting the following week. They asked that the Project 

Team schedule a date and time for the meeting and advise. 

In follow up correspondence the Project Team was advised that 

the proposed meeting date could not accommodated within the 

specified timeframe. 

 

 

January 11th, 2011 
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January 11th, 2011 Presentation  Members of the Project Team appeared before the Township of 

Wainfleet Council to discuss the project in relation to concerns 

identified by Skydive Burnaby. 

The presentation reviewed established drop zones clearances  

recommendations from the Canadian Sport Parachuting 

Associations (CSPA) manual indicating that areas used for 

regular parachuting operations shall be unobstructed, with the 

following minimum distances from the target in every direction 

to the nearest hazard: 

• Studen, Solo, A & B CoP holders 325 ft.(100m) 

• C and D CoP holders 80 ft (25m)  

Hazards are defined as: 

• Transmission lines 

• Open bodies of water 

• Fences, over 2.5 metres in height 

• Towers buildings, goalposts and lamp standards 

• Well-traveled roadways 

• Trees, above canopy height and large forested areas 

A sample flight path representation was also shown illustrating 

the path a jumper who deploys their cute at 3,000 feet at a 

distance of 2,160 metres from the drop zone based on a wind 

speed of 12m/s would be approximately 2,400 feet above the 

turbine (tip of the blade). 

The Project Team also presented a wind rose produced from the 

met tower at the project location for the months of May-October 

showing that the flight path of the jumpers would only cross the 

turbines 15% of the time.  

 

January 26th, 2011 Email The President of the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association 

(CSPA) contacted the Project Team to advise that the Skydive 

Burnaby has informed the CSPA that the wind turbines will pose 

a threat to their operations. The correspondence states that the 

Project Team had earlier replied to Skydive Burnaby referencing 

the CSPA’s Parachute Information Manual 1, Section 3.1 which 

places the turbines beyond the distances states therein. The 

correspondence states that these distances are for “hazards more 

immediately adjacent to a drop zone and do not reflect the 

minimum distances required from extraordinary hazards created 

by wind turbines; especially up wind of a landing area”.  

The respondent states that the CSPA is addressing what are safe 

wind turbine distances and will be releasing their guidance 

The Project Team thanks the respondent for their comments and 

advises that they will be included within the documentation for 

the REA process. 

The respondent is advised that safety assessments should be 

taken up with Transport Canada who is responsible for air traffic 

safety and related issues. The Project Team advises the 

respondent that as part of the REA process, both Transport 

Canada and NAV Canada have been contacted. Neither agency 

has raised concerns regarding the placement of the turbines. 

January 26th, 2011 
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within 6 weeks. Final decisions regarding turbine placement are 

asked to be held until the CSPA have completed their 

investigation and reported back. 

January 27th, 2011 Email/Letter Skydive Burnaby  requested that the Project Team review a letter 

they had received from NAV Canada dated January 19th, 2011, 

and a letter from Transport Canada.  It was the position of the 

respondent that this correspondence stated agreement that the 

location of the proposed turbines would adversely affect the 

safety of the respondent’s operations. 

The Project Team thanked the respondent for the 

correspondence. The respondent was also advised that the team 

had previously received the attached letters and they were being 

reviewed. Both letters would be included as part of the 

proponent’s Renewable Energy Approval (REA) package. The 

Project Team disagreed with the respondent that the letters 

received from NAV Canada and Transport Canada (TC) were 

evidence that both agencies were in agreement that the proposed 

turbine locations would adversely affect the safety of the 

skydiving operations.  

The Project Team refers to the following verbiage within 

Transport Canada’s correspondence “…land-use is a provincial 

jurisdiction subject to the municipal permit process and Transport 

Canada has no regulations that prevent landowners from 

development on their lands.” 

The correspondence further states that an Aeronautical 

Obstruction Clearance Form has been submitted for evaluation to 

TC and the project will comply with lighting requirements 

specified in their evaluation. Further, the correspondence states 

the Port Colborne Registered Aerodrome is not a certified airport 

and therefore no airport zoning regulations will be applied to 

lands adjacent to and in the vicinity of the airport. The lack of 

certification as identified by Transport Canada excludes the 

airspace around the Skydive Burnaby aerodrome from being 

declared a restricted airspace.  

Regarding the letter received by NAV Canada concerning their 

review of the Land Use Proposal Form, submitted by Wainfleet 

Wind Energy Inc., NAV Canada clearly indicates they have no 

objection to the project as currently proposed.  

The response letter goes on to detail attempts the Project Team 

has made to engage Skydive Burnaby in the consultation process, 

including providing the group with a draft site plan of the 

proposed project. 

The Project Team reaffirms their commitment that the design 

and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere 

to all required regulatory setbacks and regulations as imposed by 

the appropriate governing authorities. The letter goes on to state 

that the project has received no objections from any of the 

regulatory agencies consulted with concerning the project’s 

January 28th, 2011 
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design and the project will continue to move forward with the 

planning, incorporating stakeholder comments where technically 

and economically feasible. 

The respondent was thanked for their comments, and was 

advised to attend the future Public Open House.  

 

 

Week of January 

24th, 2011 

Meeting 
 

The Proponent met with Skydive Burnaby on two occasions 

during the week of January 24th, 2011 to discuss Skydive 

Burnaby’s concerns and attempt to come to a resolution.  For the 

second meeting both parties met on Station Road at the proposed 

Turbine 4 and 5 locations. During this discussion the Proponent 

approached the subject of providing additional landing areas (at 

no cost) within the vicinity of their operations which could be 

used by Skydive Burnaby over a 20-year period. Also discussed 

was the topic of providing financial assistance over 4 years for 

training and transportation from the alternate site. A formal offer 

was made by the attorney representing the Proponent on 

February 4th, 2011 and was subsequently declined by Skydive 

Burnaby. 

 

N/A 

January 31st, 2011   The Project Team contacted the Director of Safety and Training 

for the United States Parachute Association (USPA) regarding 

correspondence the USPA submitted to Transport Canada 

regarding Skydive Burnaby. The Project Team thanked the 

respondent for their correspondence and stated the surprise 

given that they had been in correspondence with the Director of 

Safety for the USPA who had stated his position that the wind 

turbines did not pose a safety issue so long as the aircraft can 

operate safely. The Project Team further detailed discussions 

they had with two (2) fully licensed pilots who stated that it was 

their opinion that aircrafts would be able to operate safely. 

The Project Team asked the respondent asked to provide the 

following clarifications  

• Define proximity as it is stated in your letter. 

• What is the scientific reasoning behind this concern. 

• What regulations exist in your organization regarding any 

obstructions such as cell towers, transmission lines, 

highways, high rise buildings, etc. 

• What jurisdiction do you have in Canada or Ontario to 

N/A 
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make such a claim. 

• Show us proof of the number of jumps claimed at this site. 

A follow up correspondence was sent to the respondent on 

February 16th, 2011 requesting a response to the Project Team’s 

correspondence. 

February 22nd, 2011 Email The Director of Safety and Training for the United States 

Parachute Association replied to the Project Team’s earlier 

correspondence dated January 31 and February 16th, 2011 

stating that their previous correspondence stated the position of 

the USPA and they will not be issuing further comment. 

 N/A 

March 7th, 2011 Email  The Project Team confirmed receipt of the previous 

documentation from Transport Canada and NAV Canada that had 

been submitted by the CSPA.  

The Project Team clarifies that neither correspondence 

suggested that the proposed turbines would affect the safety of 

the Skydive Burnaby operations. The correspondence further 

states that consultation with Skydive Burnaby was begun early in 

the planning process and accommodation was made to requests 

made by this stakeholder to keep the turbines close to Station 

Road so as not to impact their business operations. The Project 

Team states that it is their position that the two turbines located 

approximately 100 m east of Station Road will not adversely 

impact Skydive Burnaby’s operations. The correspondence goes 

on to state that the Project Team is open to further dialog with 

the owners of Skydive Burnaby and have made repeated requests 

regarding meetings.  

The Project Team goes on to state that two alternate landing 

areas (at a far distance from the turbines) were offered at  were 

offered at no cost, but this was refused. 

The Project Team stated that they would appreciate the following 

scientific information in support of Skydive Burnaby’s claim: 

• Scientific drawings and calculations for both drop 

patterns, travel pattern calculations from chute 

deployment at various acceptable altitudes of deployment, 

heights at the drop and complete flight pattern from 

dropping to the drop zone. 

• Scientific calculations of the turbulence horizontally and 

vertically including turbulence intensities from the 

turbines up to and including your drop zone. The 

information may include wind roses and turbulence roses 

N/A 
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from all sectors and detailed description of the flight 

timing and turbulence correlation. Please let us know 

which model has been used for these calculations. 

• Please let us know why you had not objected to the 

another project having turbines just west of the Station 

Road. 

• Please let us know how do you avoid other obstructions 

such as trees, wood lots, wet lands, water bodies, 

transmission/distribution lines, roads and traffic. If your 

students can avoid all of these obstructions in close 

proximity, how can they not avoid turbines so far? 

• Please tell us if returning to the drop zone is a rule or 

exception. If you are supposed to return to the drop zone 

normally, how could you travel 1700m horizontally if you 

were at the height of only 150m at a distance of 1700m? 

• Do you take prior written permission from the land 

owners where your students may drop as required by 

regulation/CSPA guideline? 

The Project Team requested a quick response to their 

correspondence.  

March 15th, 2011 Email  The Project Team followed up via email to the respondent stating 

that previous consultation attempts had been ignored by the 

respondent’s organization (the CSPA) and that they would 

appreciate a response to their earlier clarifications. 

 

March 16th, 2011 Email A member of the CSPA asked that the Project Team contact the 

respondent at the telephone number provided to discuss the 

project. 

A member of the project team followed up on this request and 

provided Skydive Burnaby’s legal representation’s contact 

information.  

March 16th, 2011 

April 28th, 2011 Email   A member of the Project Team sent an email to the owners of 

Skydive Burnaby detailing the consultation attempts that had 

been made with Transport Canada, CSPA and Skydive Burnaby. 

Despite consultation attempts, to date no scientific evidence had 

been shown to support Skydive Burnaby’s concerns of any 

hazard this project would create for their operations.   

 

April 28th, 2011 Email In response to the Project Team’s above correspondence dated 

April 28th, 2011, Skydive Burnaby sent the Project Team an email 

advising that they continue to have concerns regarding the 

undertaking.  

The email states that they had previously left a comment stating 

The Project Team advised the respondent that Transport Canada 

does not regulate obstacle clearance and the 4 km the 

respondent refers to in their correspondence is reserved only for 

a designated airspace. The respondent is advised that the area 

their airfield operates within does not have this designation and 

therefore, they have no control over the space, nor is it 
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the standard Transport Canada obstacle clearance is 4 km.  The 

previous reference to 380 metres was made in error.  

The email states that both the location of the turbines as well as 

turbulence generated by the turbines remain issues for the CSPA. 

The email concludes requesting the Project Team contact their 

new CSPA president and provides his contact information. 

considered restricted airspace. Therefore, the respondent does 

not have the authority to restrict the use of the space nor does 

the respondent have exclusive rights to the space. 

The Project Team advises that if the project is to consider 

adhering to the club’s observations, these must be based on 

sufficient scientific evidence. The correspondence further states 

that at the time of the letter, the Project Team did not receive 

anything from CSPA despite providing sufficient time for a 

response.   

As the Project Team has previously contacted members of the 

CSPA, they were advised that if CSPA had anything to add, then 

they should be directed to contact the Project Team.  

The correspondence goes on to state that Skydive Burnaby and 

their attorney have been unwilling to consider any type of 

negotiations to find an alternative solution to this situation. 

April 29th, 2011 Email 
The Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (“CSPA”) emailed 

the Project Team to advise of their position regarding the 

turbines to be located in proximity of Skydive Burnaby. 

The email states that the CSPA supports and adopts the 

Transport Canada standards, TP312 “Aerodrome Standards and 

Recommended Practices”, as the standards to quantify and limit 

the aviation risk from other activities at or near aerodromes. The 

CSPA also supports the guidance in Transport Canada 

publication, TP 1247 “Land Use in Vicinity of Airports”. The 

clearances noted by Transport Canada are essential to the safety 

of aircraft and parachutist. The email also states CSPA support 

and approval of the CSA Q850 Aeronautical Study process as the 

appropriate risk determining method for aeronautics. It is the 

CSPA’s position if wind turbines and cell phone towers are to be 

used in close proximity to an aerodrome, whether registered or 

not, the appropriate environmental, regulatory and land use 

review should also include the Aeronautical Study process under 

the Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs), which is the CSA Q-

850 process. 

The correspondence further states safety concerns regarding low 

parachute opening points and possible entanglements in the 

wind turbine. The respondent suggested that the correspondence 

be sent to the Proponent’s financial institutions and insurance 

agents.  It further stated in the event of an accident their email 

will be forwarded to potential Plaintiffs and Insurers. 

The email further states that it is CSPA’s position that any land 

use or environmental study/review must include CSPA 
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consultation.  

April 13th, 2012 Email/Letter  The Project Team emailed and sent via mail to Skydive Burnaby 

information regarding Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind 

Energy project. 

 

April 27th, 2012 Email  The Project Team advised that as various email addresses have 

been recorded for the respondent, all correspondence delivered 

to tara@skydiveburnaby.com was hand the delivered to the 

respondent’s residence on April 13th 2012. Included within this 

package was correspondence sent to every email address on file 

for this respondent.  

The respondent was also advised that hard copies of all Wainfleet 

Wind Energy’s REA reports, including all draft project materials 

were provided to the Township and local library for review. The 

respondent was directed to the project’s website for digital 

copies of the reports.  

 

April 30th, 2012 Email The respondent advised that they had received the Project 

Team’s most recent correspondence regarding the progression of 

the project. They stated that their concerns regarding safety as 

well as those of their customers remain unchanged.  

The correspondence goes on to state that the proposed location 

for Turbines #4 and #5 are too close to the Skydive Burnaby 

landing area. 

Reference is made to a previous correspondence sent to the 

Project Team by the President of the Canadian Sport Parachute 

Association, David Hodge, regarding safety concerns. The 

respondent states a desire to discuss possible alternatives to the 

situation. The correspondence states that jumpers are dropped 

based on calculations that are received from “upper winds” and 

that the location of proposed Turbines 4 and 5 are in the 

direction that Skydive Burnaby jumpers are dropped 80% of the 

time. The correspondence states that this has been made clear 

from day one to the Project Team and will continue to remain 

unchanged. 

 

The Project Team thanks the respondent for acknowledging 

receipt of recent correspondence, and notice of the upcoming 

Public Open House #2.  

The response further states that the intention of the previous 

correspondence was to ensure the respondent was aware of the 

upcoming public meeting and to re-establish a constructive 

dialogue between both parties.  

The Project Team states their desire to continue in-person 

discussions regarding concerns with the proposed location of 

Turbines 4 and 5. The correspondence goes on to state that to 

ensure the Project’s facility meets the regulatory requirements of 

aviation safety/lighting, consultation with Transport Canada and 

NAV Canada continues.  

The respondent was asked to advise of a convenient meeting 

date.  

May 3rd, 2012 

May 23rd, 2012 Email  
As a follow up to their earlier correspondence dated May 3rd, 

2012, the Project Team proposes the following dates for a 

meeting: 

• Wed May 30th, or Thurs May 31st (Morning or Afternoon)  

The respondent is advised that if they are unable to meet on the 

above dates, to provide a more suitable meeting date and the 

Project Team will try to accommodate.  
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May 30th, 2012 Email The respondent advises that they are unable to meet on either 

proposed date but inquires if the Project Team has any 

availability the following week.  

The Project Team advises that during the following week only 

Thursday is available. The respondent is asked to advise if 

Thursday is convenient and if so, what time would be best.  

No response was received from Skydive Burnaby. 

 

June 1st, 2012 

May 31st, 2012 Letter Malcolm Allen, M.P.P for the Welland Riding, wrote to the Project 

Team on behalf of his constituents, Mike and Tara Pitt, the 

owners of Skydive Burnaby. 

Mr. Allen stated that his constituents are concerned regarding 

the location of turbines 4 and 5. He stated that because the 

turbines were located up wind of the landing area this would 

pose a serious threat to Skydive Burnaby’s operations and 

customers. 

The correspondence further states that Skydive Burnaby attracts 

over 2,000 tourists to the Niagara Region each year and further 

details their contribution to the local economy. The 

correspondence states that the operations at Skydive Burnaby 

would be put in extreme hardship should the turbines be placed 

so close (1.7 km) to their business. 

Mr. Allen states that it is his belief that the Proponent does not 

intend to construct a facility which would negatively impact the 

local community. He further states that he believes the Project 

Team will review the matter with thorough and indulgent 

consideration, and advises that he may be contacted if additional 

information is required. 

 

The Project Team thanked Mr. Allen for his correspondence. 

The Project Team advised that the regulation of wind farms is a 

Provincial matter, however, both Transport Canada and NAV 

Canada, have been included as stakeholders in the project. To 

ensure the project meets or exceeds the guidelines for 

transportation safety established by these Federal agencies, the 

Project Team has been in close consultation. Instructions from 

Transport Canada regarding requirements for lighting of the 

towers have been received and clearance from NAV Canada 

regarding transportation safety for this project has been given.  

The correspondence further states that the Proponent, IPC 

Energy, has gone to great lengths to accommodate the concerns 

of Skydive Burnaby. The correspondence details the first meeting 

held with the owners of Skydive Burnaby in September of 2009. 

At that time the Project Team inquired if the owners of Skydive 

Burnaby had any concerns regarding the location of wind 

turbines in proximity of their business. It was indicated that as 

long as the Proponent kept to the west side of Station Road, the 

owners of Skydive Burnaby were not opposed to the project. The 

correspondence also describes that while a turbine had been 

planned to be located east of Station Road, within 1 km of their 

drop zone, to incorporate the concerns of Skydive Burnaby this 

tower was moved to a distance of greater than 2 km. While this 

new location negatively impacts the Proponent’s profits as it 

does not have the same wind resource as the original, safety was 

the first concern.  

The Project Team detailed a comment left by M. Pitts at the first 

open house stating his requirement that wind turbines not be 

placed within 10 times the height of the turbine. If we consider 

from the ground to the very tip of the blade in a vertical position, 

10 times this distance is 1,400 metres. The closest turbine is over 

1,700 metres from Skydive Burnaby’s drop zone so we have well 

exceeded his requirement, yet Mr. Pitt continued to object.  

The Project Team’s correspondence also details their attempt to 

further accommodate the concerns of Skydive Burnaby, 2 

alternate landing sites at no cost, as well as financial assistance 

over 5 years for training and transportation from the alternate 

June 8th, 2012 
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site was offered. This offer was refused, and when IPC’s attorney 

contacted the attorney representing the owners of Skydive 

Burnaby he/she was hung up on.  

The correspondence goes on to detail a recent invitation to the 

Pitts to sit down and attempt to resolve the issue. The 

correspondence states that the Project Team has not had a 

confirmation from them (the Pitts’) as to a suitable time to meet.  

The correspondence goes on to state IPC Energy’s investigations 

into jump schools in other jurisdictions. According to their 

research, the most stringent setback was found in England where 

1.4 km was recommended, but not regulated.  

The Project Team details that the Federal Ministry of 

Transportation recommends a 100 m setback from all obstacles 

(i.e. transmission lines, towers, etc.) from the drop zone for 

beginners. The correspondence states that this is far below the 

project’s setback.  

The Project Team goes on to state that it is their belief that they 

have been more than reasonable in their dealings with the 

skydive issue, however if they stated their availability for further 

discussion if Mr. Allen felt this was not the case.  

A copy of this correspondence was sent to the owners of Skydive 

Burnaby on June 12th, 2012. 

 

June 19th, 2012 Comment 

Sheet 

Mr. Pitt (an owner of Skydive Burnaby) attended Public Meeting 

#2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and submitted a 

comment form. On the comment form he advised that he was 

concerned for the safety of his parachuters and that the project 

should respect local bylaws.  

At the meeting Mr. Pitt was approached by two project team 

members who asked him if he had any questions or would like to 

discuss the project. Mr. Pitt declined both attempts for further 

discussion.  

 

July 10th, 2012 Email  As another follow up to earlier meeting requests in 

correspondence dated May 23rd and June 1st the Project Team 

proposes July 16th or July 18th for a meeting. 

Skydive Burnaby responded stating that they did not feel a 

meeting would help resolve their concerns. 

 

July 10th, 2012  Email Tara Pitt (an owner of Skydive Burnaby) wrote in response to the 

Project Team’s earlier correspondence dated July 10th, 2012 

suggesting a meeting on July 16th or July 18th. 

The respondent apologized for not being able to set a meeting 

date, but stated that this was due to busy business operations. 

The respondent went on to state her continued opposition to 

Turbines 4 and 5 based on safety reasons. The respondent goes 

In response to Skydive Burnaby’s statement that they could not 

accept the Proponent’s offer for the use of two alternative 

landing sites, due to restricted airspace designated by Transport 

Canada surrounding their facility, the Proponent would like to 

note that the two alternative landing locations are within the 2 

nautical mile (NM) confines of the Port Colborne Registered 

Aerodrome. The offer of financial assistance over a four year 

period was intended for advertising and educational purposes 
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on to state that 80% of the prevailing winds come from the west 

and jumpers are dropped 1 to 3.5 kms away from the airport 

which would result in their flying over top of the turbines. In the 

event of an emergency situation the respondent advised that 

jumping safety devices would bring the jumper to 450-400 feet 

right in line, on top of a turbine. She further advised that many 

jumpers have already landed in the field where turbines 4 and 5 

are located. As such, the respondent stated this was a real 

concern and continues to be. 

The respondent also detailed how these turbines negatively 

impact tourism and her business by threatening the safety of her 

jumpers. 

The correspondence goes on to state that the offer of additional 

land north of their site was rejected because they have to adhere 

to Transport Canada approved areas. The offer of financial 

assistance to educate the public on turbines was declined 

because their business and concerns were in regards to safety.  

The respondent goes on to advise that it is her belief that a 

meeting would not assist in resolving the situation. 

for staff, however Skydive Burnaby would have been free to 

direct the funds as they saw fit should the agreement been 

accepted.   
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7.2.1 Transport Canada 

As part of the consultation program for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, Transport 

Canada was contacted. The role of Transport Canada with respect to obstacles such as wind 

turbines is to assess them for lighting and marking requirements in accordance with 

Canadian Aviation Regulation (CAR) 621.19 in support of aviation safety. The authority for 

the placement of wind turbines resides with a land use authorities and does not fall under 

the scope of the Aeronautics Act or the Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs).  

Aviation safety dictates that certified airports have Airport Zoning Regulations (AZR), 

which are federally enacted regulations restricting the heights of buildings, structures, and 

objects on lands in the vicinity of the airport. Landowners and lessees on lands subject to 

AZR must comply with the height restrictions in order to protect existing and future 

certification requirements. Through their consultation efforts, the Project Team was 

advised by Transport Canada that the Port Colborne Registered Aerodrome is not certified, 

and therefore no such airport zoning regulations apply.  

After reviewing Transport Canada regulations, the Proponent determined that there are no 

regulations or standards as to distance from the landing zone (“dropzone”) that should be 

free of obstacles except for parachute descents over or into built-up areas of open-air 

assemblies. 

In addition, Transport Canada advised that the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association is a 

membership organization and does not have the authority to enforce their rules, setbacks 

or guidelines, expect on their own members. 

As part of the consultation undertaken with Transport Canada, the Proponent submitted an 

Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance Form (AOCF) for the erection of the five wind turbines. 

These turbines are to be located on privately owned property in the vicinity of the Port 

Colborne Aerodrome, and were assessed for lighting and marking requirements by 

Transport Canada. Upon review of the AOCF, Transport Canada made recommendations 

regarding the lighting for the turbines. As per regulatory requirements, the Project Team 

shall adhere to the lighting and marking recommendations made by Transport Canada. 

7.2.2 NAV Canada 

NAV Canada was also consulted with regards to the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project in order 

to ensure that the design of the project would not negatively impact any of their services, 

operations or infrastructure.  

The Proponent submitted a Land Use Proposal Form to NAV Canada in order to evaluate 

the project’s proposed turbine locations to ensure that the project would not interfere with 

NAV Canada services or its communication, navigation, and surveillance facilities. On 

January 14th 2011 NAV Canada completed their assessment and determined that they had 

no objections to the project as submitted. In a letter dated January 19th, 2011 NAV Canada 

continued to state that they have no objection to the proposal, however they further 
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advised that the project was located within the confines of advisory airspace and requested 

that the area’s registered user/operator be contacted. 

7.3 Other 

In the planning and development of this project the Proponent has also consulted with the 

Radio Advisory Board of Canada, Department of National Defense, Canadian Coast Guard, 

Environment Canada, and Industry Canada’s Spectrum Management and 

Telecommunications division. To date, no radio communication or radar interference 

concerns have been identified as a result of our consultation activities with these agencies. 

7.4 Summary of Concerns 

The Proponent has worked to address all concerns expressed by Skydive Burnaby, where 

possible, throughout the planning and development phase of the project. The Proponent, to 

the best of their abilities has undertaken consultation and engagement with this 

stakeholder and the appropriate regulatory authorities to avoid and accommodate 

potential impacts the project may have on Skydive Burnaby’s operations. 

Table 11 provides a summary of concerns expressed by Skydive Burnaby throughout the 

REA process, and how the Proponent has considered and addressed the concerns, where 

possible. 



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 57 

Table 11: Summary of Skydive Burnaby Concerns 

Comment/Concern How It Was Addressed 

Consider North of Highway 3 The Proponent was able to accommodate three (3) out of the five (5) turbine locations north of Highway 3/Concession Road 1.  

Consider Transport Canada’s 

Standard 4.0 Obstacle Clearance 

Transport Canada (TC) was consulted to determine regulatory requirements and appropriate setback distances for wind turbines from such facilities. TC advised there are no 

established setbacks from airports or aerodromes for wind turbines. Certified airports have Airport Zoning Regulations (AZR), which limit the height of obstacles in the vicinity of a 

aerodrome.  

Transport Canada’s AGA 4.0 “Obstacle Restrictions” / TP 1247 “Land Use in the Vicinity of Airports” was reviewed. It is noted that the 4,000 metre limit on obstacles higher than 45 

metres within an aerodrome’s vicinity applies only to aerodromes (airports) that are listed on the “airport zoning regulations,” in which the Port Colborne Registered Aerodrome 

does not hold such a designation, as confirmed by Transport Canada, and therefore is not subject to the 4 km setback. 

 

Impact of turbulence on parachute 

descents 

• Setback to avoid turbulence is 

10x the height of the obstacle. 

(380m x10=3,800 metres) 

The turbine model selected for this project will be 145 metres tall (from the tip of the blade). At a setback distance of 1,800 metres for turbine 4 and 5 from the Skydive Burnaby 

drop zone this exceeds the provided requirement to avoid turbulence (i.e. 145m x10= 1,4500 metres) 

In addition, turbines are propelled by the wind. If wind conditions were strong enough to present a problem, the parachute decent would not be allowed.  

Canadian Aviation Regulations (SOR/96-433, CAR) provides (in 603.38) for the Special Flight Operations Certificate (SFOC) issuance to an appropriate applicant.  We assume that 

Skydive Burnaby has this certificate. Standard 623 sections provide the requirements under the SFOC, such as: 

• 623.36(a) / 623.38 (A)(1)(g) “where the proposed parachute descents are to take place onto private property, declaration that the landowner or tenants have been advised of 

the proposed parachute descents and have no objections” 

• (B)(3) “A wind drift drop or procedure shall be conducted within one hour prior to the commencement of any parachute descents” 

• (B)(8) “Parachute descents shall be initiated no lower than 2200 feet above ground level...” 

• (D)(a)-(d) provide winds speed limits for parachute descents of 15 mph for student parachutists to 25 mph for CSPA CoP levels C, D or equivalent level of experience. 

Radio Interference The project is not anticipated to have any impact on radio communication. 

The Proponent has sent project correspondence to the Radio Advisory Board of Canada, Department of National Defense, NAV Canada, Canadian Coast Guard, Environment Canada, 

and Industry Canada’s Spectrum Management and Telecommunications division. To date, no radio communication or radar interference concerns have been identified. 

85% of the time Turbine 4 and 5 

will be directly upwind (west) of 

the main landing area creating 

hazards for jumpers 

In the early development phase of the project existing land use was investigated to determine site suitability. Within the confines of the Port Colborne Registered Aerodrome, lands 

immediately adjacent of the proposed Turbine 4 and 5 locations, on the west side of Station Road were rezoned by the Township of Wainfleet and Niagara Region in 2005 to permit 

the placement of 3 wind turbines for another wind energy project. The Project Team is of the understanding that no objections or concerns were identified by Skydive Burnaby with 

respect to that project. 

Transport Canada was consulted to determine setback distances from skydive operations. Transport Canada advised that the authority for the placement of wind turbines resides 

with land use authorities and does not fall under the scope of the Aeronautics Act or the Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs). In addition, the Proponent submitted an Aeronautical 

Obstruction Clearance Form (AOCF) to Transport Canada for assessment regarding lighting and marking requirements. The project will adhere to the lighting and marking 

recommendations made by Transport Canada. 

The Canadian Sport Parachuting Association was also consulted to determine an appropriate setback distance. To date suggestions provided by CSPA have not been applicable to 

this project. 
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 “We made mention that anything 

located West of Station Road 

wouldn’t effect us too badly… 

however we would have to 

consider the location site on the 

West side of Station Road.” –
December 17th, 2010 Letter from Skydive 

Burnaby  

The preliminary turbine layout included a turbine within 1km of the drop zone. The turbine was relocated to a different property within the study area at a setback distance greater 

than 2km.  

Turbine 4 & 5 will only be located 98 and 130 metres east of Station Road which is not a large variance from what was stated would not affect them “too badly.” In the initial 

planning stages of the project, prior to the initiation of the REA, Skydive Burnaby was approached to seek feedback regarding placement of project turbines on the lands within the 

vicinity of Station Road. At that time, members of the Project Team were informed that that setback distance would be appropriate to avoid impacts to their operation. The 

Proponent therefore proceeded with that understanding.  

Due to the availability of land, and setback requirements from noise receptors and public roads alternative locations on the west Side of Station Road could not be accommodated. 

Emergency Response Procedures  The Project Team informed Skydive Burnaby that an Emergency Response Plan had been prepared, as part of the Design and Operations Report, which included a discussion 

regarding Aeronautical Obstruction. The Project Team advised that the plan was open for review and comment. No comments were received from Skydive Burnaby in this regard.  

Negative impacts to their business 

operations and ability to make a 

living. 

The Proponent has taken all identified concerns seriously. To ensure air safety is maintained, the project will adhere to all regulatory requirements stipulated by Transport Canada 

and NAV Canada. The Project Team also engaged with the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (CSPA) in an effort to determine an appropriate setback based on scientific 

calculations. The Proponent has been informed that CSPA would be determining an appropriate standard setback distance from such a facility; however, to date no setback distance 

has been developed or provided. 

In addition, the Proponent offered, at no charge, two alternate landing areas over a 20 year period as well as retraining/educational costs. These offers were refused by Skydive 

Burnaby. The Proponent’s lawyer attempted to continue negotiations, however Skydive Burnaby’s legal representation declined. 
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8.0 Consideration of Stakeholder Comments 

Stakeholder input was received on the project through consultation activities undertaken 

with the public, municipalities, aboriginal communities, agencies, and other identified 

stakeholders. All comments were thoroughly reviewed and considered with regards to the 

design and planning of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. 

8.1 Alterations to the Proposal 

Several minor changes were made to the project proposal as it progressed through the 

planning process; however, no changes were made after the second public meeting as a 

result of comments received. Table 11 provides a summary of alterations to the Proposal 

in response to stakeholder comments. 

Table 12: Summary of Alterations to Proposal in Response to Comments 

Stakeholder Comment Alteration and Rationale 

Skydive Burnaby Consider siting turbines 

west of Station Rd.  

Project turbine located on optioned 

properties closer to Port Colborne 

Airport was removed and repositioned 

on property immediately east of Station 

Rd.  

Niagara Region Request that utilities be 

located on the west side 

of Station Rd. 

Portion of underground collector route 

on Station Road was relocated to the 

west side of Station Rd as requested in 

consultation form submitted April 1, 

2011. 

Township of 

Wainfleet 

Request that the 

Proponent enter into a 

legal agreement with the 

Township for the use of 

an un-opened road 

allowance (Side Road 22) 

and use of municipal 

lands within the road 

right-of-way for electrical 

collector route.  

On December 12th, 2011 the Proponent 

requested the Township engage in 

further discussions regarding necessary 

agreements for access/use of municipal 

lands for the project. 

Township Council denied the 

Proponent’s request on January 24th, 

2012.  

The Proponent subsequently revised 

access and servicing to Turbines 1, 2, 

and 3 to utilize existing driveways and 

private lands, were possible.   

Hydro One Switching Station 

Location 

Switching Station was shifted on subject 

property closer to interconnection point 

agreed upon with Hydro One 
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8.2 Alterations to Required REA Reports 

Draft REA package reports submitted to the Township of Wainfleet and Niagara Region in 

November 2010 were updated to reflect municipal comments received as indicated in the 

Proponent’s response found in Appendix F. Minor project modifications concerning access 

and interconnection of turbines 2 and 3 in the spring of 2012 were also incorporated 

within project reports prior to being published for a formal public review on April 18th, 

2012.  

No additional changes were made to Draft REA Package reports after the second public 

meeting. 

  



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited  61 

9.0 Summary 

This Consultation Plan Report for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project has been prepared in 

accordance with the requirements of the Ministry of the Environment’s Renewable Energy 

Approvals Regulation, O.Reg 359/09, specifically with consideration given to Item 2 of the 

requirements as outlined in Table 1 of the Regulation.  

The stakeholder engagement program followed for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

included an open dialogue with the public, agencies, Aboriginal groups, and the local 

township and the region. Consultation methods included public, municipal and agency 

meetings/presentations, telephone and email correspondence, direct mailings, public 

notices, and posting project materials and updates on the project’s website. As part of the 

Project Team’s consultation efforts two (2) Public Meetings were hosted, as well as a 

Renewable Energy Information Night which provided a general overview of the REA 

process, and the benefits wind power projects offer. 

As a result of the consultation process several issues were raised that have been 

considered as part of the Project assessment. These issues were considered and 

incorporated into the REA application documents, as appropriate. Comments received 

were used to provide additional guidance towards the scope of the Project studies.  

The documentation of the consultation process followed for this Project in the Consultation 

Report ensures a transparent and meaningful consultation process for all participants has 

been followed. As part of the Project documentation, all questions and comments received 

for this project have been documented, reviewed, and addressed. 
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Appendix A: Project Notices, Stakeholder Mailing List, 

and Project Information Signs  



Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Agencies  07/15/2010

Title First_Name Last_Name Job_Title Company_Name Address_Line_1 Address_Line_2 City Province Postal_Code Phone Fax Email

Mr. Chris Cole Fire Chief Wainfleet Fire Department & Emergency 
Services

19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463

Mr. Keegan Gennings Chief Building Official Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 233 building@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Ms. Barbara Henderson Mayor Township of Wainfleet 72778 Concession 6 Road, RR 1 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0 (905) 899-3463 bhenderson@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Ted Hessels Alderman Township of Wainfleet 73272 Robertson Road, RR 3 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0 (905) 386-6580 thessels@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Ron Kramer Alderman Township of Wainfleet 10842 Rathfon Road, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4 (905) 834-4341 rkramer@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mrs. Tanya Lamb Township Clerk Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 226 (905) 899-2340 tlamb@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Scott Luey Chief Administrative Officer Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 223 sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Evan Main Alderman Township of Wainfleet 18M69 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1250 emain@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Charles V. Miller Manager of Planning Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 225 planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Dale Minor Building Inspector Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 243 buildinginspector@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Grant Munday Planner Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 276 gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Ruby Warkentin Alderman Township of Wainfleet 30W12 Perry Road, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1358 rwarkentin@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Greg Wuisman Director of Operations Township of Wainfleet 19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3022, ext. 245 (905) 899-3022 gwuisman@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Kyle Moate Manager, Infrastructure Planning & 

Asset Management
Niagara Region, Water and Wastewater 
Services Division

2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225

Mr. John Cunnane Director, Emergency Services Niagara Region, Emergency Medical Services 2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-1571

Ms. Maria Andersen Corporate Services
Integrated Community Planning

Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3413

Mr. Kevin Bain Regional Clerk Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7
Mr. Curt Benson Planner, Integrated Community 

Planning
Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3367 curt.benson@niagararegion.ca

Mr. Don Campbell Planner, Integrated Community 
Planning

Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3385 don.campbell@niagararegion.ca

Mr. Peter Partington Regional Chair Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7

Mr. Peter Kormos Welland MPP Constituency Office 60 King Street, Unit 103 Welland Ontario L3B 6A4 (905) 732-6884 (905) 732-9782 pkormos-qp@ndp.on.ca
Mr. Peter Doris Innovation Engineering and 

Program Delivery, Eastern Region
Environmental Specialist

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 95 Dundas Street, RR 3 Brighton Ontario K0K 1H0 (613) 475-5604 peter.doris@ontario.ca

Mr. Jake DeBruyn New Technology Integration - 
Innovation Engineering and 
Program Delivery, Eastern Region
Engineer

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 1 Stone Road West, 3rd Floor Guelph Ontario N1G 4Y2 (519) 826-4584 jake.debruyn@ontario.ca

Mr. Malcolm Horne Archaeology Review Officer, 
Cultural Programs Unit

Ministry of Citizenship, Culture & Recreation 400 University Avenue, 4th Floor Toronto Ontario M7A 2R9 (416) 314-7146 malcolm.horne@ontario.ca

Mr. Leo Tasca Manager, Renewable Energy Unit Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure 77 Grenville Street, 9th Floor Toronto Ontario M5S 1B3 (416) 326-3775 leo.tasca@ontario.ca
Ms. Brenda Duggan Program Manager, Central West, 

London
Ministry of Health, Central West London Region 217 York Street, 5th Floor London Ontario N6A 5P9 (519) 675-6821

Mr. Ralph Walton Director, Local Government Policy 
Branch

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 777 Bay Street, 13th Floor Toronto Ontario M5G 2E5 (416) 585-7260 ralph.walton2ontario.ca

Mr. Jim Beal Regional Renewable Energy 
Program Coordinator

Ministry of Natural Resources
Southern Region Planning Unit

300 Water Street, 4th Floor South P.O. Box 7000 Peterborough Ontario K9J 8M5 (705) 755-3203

Ms. Erin Cotnam Southern Region Renewable 
Energy Coordinator (Acting)

Ministry of Natural Resources
Southern Region Planning Unit

300 Water Street, 4th Floor South P.O. Box 7000 Peterborough Ontario K9J 8M5 (705) 755-5353

Ms. April Nix Planning Intern Ministry of Natural Resources, Guelph District 1 Stone Road West Guelph Ontario N1G 4Y2 (519) 826-4939 april.nix@ontario.ca

Ms. Doris Dumais Director, Environmental 
Assessment Approvals Branch

Ministry of the Environment 2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A Toronto Ontario M4V 1L5 (416) 314-8001 (416) 314-8452

Mr. Rich Vickers District Manager, Niagara District 
Office

Ministry of the Environment 301 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Suite 15 St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7R4 (905) 704-3904 richard.vickers@ontario.ca

Ms. Narren Santos Program Support Coordinator, 
Environmental Assessment and 
Approvals Branch

Ministry of the Environment 2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A Toronto Ontario M4V 1L5 (416) 314-8442 (416) 314-6810 narren.santos@ontario.ca

Mr. Neil Downs Manager, Cultural Programs Unit Ministry of Tourism and Culture 123 Edward Street, 3rd Floor, Suite 300 Toronto Ontario M7A 2R9 (416) 314-4943 neil.downs@ontario.ca
Mr. Chris Schiller Manager, Culture Services Unit Ministry of Tourism and Culture 400 University Avenue, 4th Floor Toronto Ontario M7A 2R9 (416) 314-7144 chris.schiller@ontario.ca
Ms. Sue Morrison Regional Advisor Ministry of Tourism and Culture

St. Catharines Office
301 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7R4 (905) 704-3951 sue.morrison@ontario.ca

Mr. Lou Politano Regional Director (Acting) Ministry of Transportation, Central Region 1201 Wilson Avenue, Bldg. D, 2nd Floor Downsview Ontario M3M 1J8 (416) 235-5400 lou.politano@ontario.ca
Mr. Donald Scott Chair Niagara Escarpment Commission 232 Guelph Street, 3rd Floor Georgetown Ontario L7G 4B1 (905) 877-5191 (905) 873-7452 www.escarpment.org
Mr. Mark Frawley Director Niagara Escarpment Commission 232 Guelph Street, 3rd Floor Georgetown Ontario L7G 4B1 (905) 877-5191 (905) 873-7452 www.escarpment.org

Madame/Sir Canadian Coast Guard mojicajf@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Ms. Louise Knox Director, Ontario Region Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 55 St. Clair Avenue East, Room 907 Toronto Ontario M4T 1M2 (416) 952-1575

Mr. Malcolm Allen Welland MP Constituency Office 60 King Street, Unit 101 Welland Ontario L3B 6A4 (905) 788-2204 (905) 788-0071 allen.ma@parl.gc.ca
Madame/Sir Department of National Defence lavoie.mj6@forces.gc.ca
Madame/Sir Department of National Defence windturbines@forces.gc.ca
Madame/Sir Environment Canada weatherradars@ec.gc.ca
Ms. Lillian Yao Observing Systems and 

Engineering, Meteorological Service 
of Canada

Environment Canada (416) 739-5721 Lillian.Yao@ec.gc.ca

Mr. Sandro Leonardelli Senior Environmental Assessment 
Officer

Environment Canada
Environmental Assessment Section

4905 Dufferin Street Toronto Ontario M3H 5T4 (416) 739-5858 (416) 739-4797

Mr. Ed DeBruyn Area Director, Ontario
Burlington Area

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 867 Lakeshore Road Burlington Ontario L7R 4A6 (905) 336-4764 (905) 336-6285

Madame/Sir Natural Resources Canada cormack@seismo.nrcan.gc.ca
Madame/Sir Natural Resources Canada jlyons@nrcan.gc.ca
Ms. Julie Harris Senior Environmental Assessment 

Officer
Natural Resources Canada
Renewable and Electrical Energy Division

615 Booth Street, 1st Floor, Room 160-29 Ottawa Ontario K1A 0E9 (613) 947-1485 (613) 995-8343 julie.harris@nrcan-rncan.gc.ca

Municipal Government

Provincial Government

Federal Government
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Title First_Name Last_Name Job_Title Company_Name Address_Line_1 Address_Line_2 City Province Postal_Code Phone Fax Email
Ontario Region, Civil Aviation Transport Canada 4900 Yonge Street, Suite 300 North York Ontario M2N 6A5 (416) 952-0230 (416) 952-0196

Mr. Michael Stephenson Regional Director General, Ontario Transport Canada 4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400 North York Ontario M2N 6A5 (416) 952-2170 (416) 953-2174
Mr. James Gowdy Aerodromes and Air Navigation Transport Canada 4900 Yonge Street, 4th Floor Toronto Ontario M2N 6A5 (416) 952-0332 (416) 952-0050 gowdyja@tc.gc.ca

Civilian ATC Radars, NAV Canada (613) 248-7554 (613) 248-XXXX FerrisD@navcanada.ca
Mr. James Arnett Chair, Energy and Infrastructure Hydro One Inc. 483 Bay Street, 15th Floor Toronto Ontario M5G 2P5 (416) 345-5000
Mr. Charles S. Esendall, P. Eng., MBA Transmission Lines and Row 

Sustainment
Hydro One Network 483 Bay Street, TCT15, North Tower Toronto Ontario M5G 2P5

Mr. John Morris Director of Communications NAV CANADA P.O. Box 3411, Station 'D' Ottawa Ontario K1P 5L6 (613) 563-7032 morrijo@navcanada.ca
Mr. Tom Hollinger Manager, Data Collection

Aeronautical Information Services
NAV CANADA 1601 Tom Roberts, P.O. Box 9824, Stn T Ottawa Ontario K1G 6R2 1 (866) 577-0247 (613) 248-4094

Madame/Sir NAV Canada FerrisD@navcanada.ca
Mr. Tom Sielicki Vice President, Engineering Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc. 7447 Pin Oak Drive, Box 120 Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6S9 (905) 356-2681
Mr. Dan Sebert Vice President, Operations Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc. 7447 Pin Oak Drive, Box 120 Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6S9 (905) 356-2681
Mr. Colin Andersen Chief Executive Officer

Energy and Infrastructure
Ontario Power Authority 120 Adelaide Street West, Suite 1600 Toronto Ontario M5H 1T1 (416) 967-7474 (416) 967-1947 www.powerauthority.on.ca

Mr. Wayne Andrews Manager, Gas Management 
Services

Union Gas P.O. Box 2001 Chatham Ontario N7M 5M1 (519) 436-4697 wandrews@uniongas.com

Mr. Greg Kempa Large Commercial & Industrial 
Account Manager
Brantford, Waterloo, Guelph

Union Gas P.O. Box 2001 Chatham Ontario N7M 5M1 (519) 758-2363 gkempa@uniongas.com

Mr. William Kelly Cogeco
Mr. Roger Poirier General Manager Radio Advisory Board of Canada 811-116 Albert Street Ottawa Ontario K1P 5G3 (613) 230-3261 rabc.gm@on.aibn.com
Sir/Madame Spectrum Management and 

Telecommunications
Industry Canada, Ontario Regional Office 151 Yonge Street, 4th Floor Toronto Ontario M5C 2W7 (416) 973-5000 (416) 973-6272 spectrum-ontario-region@ic.gc.ca

Sir/Madame Canadian Wind Energy Association 170 Laurier Avenue West, Suite 810 Ottawa Ontario K1P 5V5 (613) 234-8716 (613) 234-5642
Radio Communication Users, Department of 
National Defense

(613) 992-3479 (613) 991-3961 lavoie.mj6@forces.gc.ca

Mrs. Francine Boucher Manager, Radio Spectrum 
Management Section

Royal Canadian Mounted Police (613) 998-7338 (613) 998-7528 Francine.boucher@rcmp-grc.gc.ca

Weather Radars, Environment Canada weatherradars@ec.gc.ca
Civilian ATC Radars, NAV Canada (613) 248-7554 (613) 248-XXXX FerrisD@navcanada.ca
Military Air Defense and ATC Radars, 
Department of National Defense

(613) 392-2811 ext. 7042 (613) 965-3132 windturbines@forces.gc.ca

Vessel Traffic System Radars, Canadian Coast 
Guard

(613) 998-3519 (613) 993-3519 mojicajf@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Seismological Monitoring Arrays, Natural 
Resources Canada

(613) 992-8766 (613) 992-8836 cormack@seismo.nrcan.gc.ca

Seismological Monitoring Arrays, Natural 
Resources Canada

(613) 995-5526 (613) 992-6931 jlyons@nrcan.gc.ca

Mr. Chris MacFarLane Chapter Vice President, Cogeco Society of Cable Telecommunications 
Engineers - Ontario Chapter

Rogers Park 8200 Dixie Road, Oasis 11D Brampton Ontario L6T 0C1

Mr. Jeremy Collins Coordinator, Acquisitions and 
Conservation Services

Ontario Heritage Trust 10 Adelaide Street East Toronto Ontario M5C 1J3 (416) 325-5000 (416) 325-5071 Jeremy.Collins@heritagetrust.on.ca

Mr. Sean Fraser Manager, Conservation Services Ontario Heritage Trust 10 Adelaide Street East Toronto Ontario M5C 1J3 (416) 325-5019 (416) 325-5071
Ms. Kathy Smith, OALA, CSLA Conservation Planner Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority 250 Thorold Road West, 3rd Floor Wellend Ontario L3C 3W2 (905) 788-3135, ext. 258 (905) 788-1121 ksmith@npca.ca
Mr. Tony D'Amario, P. Eng. CAO/Secretary-Treasurer Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority 250 Thorold Road West, 3rd Floor Wellend Ontario L3C 3W2 (905) 788-3135, ext. 251 (905) 788-1121 tdamario@npca.ca
Mr. Warren Hoshizaki Director of Education, Secretary and 

Treasurer
Niagara District School Board 191 Carlton Street St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7P4 Executive Assistant: Marian 

Lamb, (905) 641-1550, ext. 
54101

Ms. Kim Yielding Manager of Communications and 
Public Relations

Niagara District School Board 191 Carlton Street St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7P4 (905) 641-1550, ext. 54160

Ms. Liz Fulford Public School Trustee Niagara District School Board 191 Carlton Street St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7P4 (905) 563-0909 (905) 685-8511
Mr. Angelo Di Ianni Director of Education Niagara District Catholic School Board 427 Rice Road Welland Ontario L3C 7C1 (905) 735-0240 (905) 734-8828
Mr. Gary Crole Separate School Trustee, English 

Sector
Niagara District Catholic School Board 427 Rice Road Welland Ontario L3C 7C1 (905) 892-8717

Mr. Bob Saracino Director Port Colborne-Wainfleet Chamber of 
Commerce

76 Main Street West Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3V2 (905) 834-9765 (905) 834-1542

Ms. Carolyn Bones President Niagara Falls Chamber of Commerce 4056 Dorchester Road Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6M9 (905) 374-3666 (905) 374-2972 carolyn@niagarafallschamber.com
Ms. Aggie Giovannini President Welland/Pelham Chamber of Commerce 32 East Main Street Welland Ontario L3B 3W3 (905) 732-7575 (905) 732-7175 agiovannini1@cogeco.ca
Mr. Robert Pentlichuk President Dunville Chamber of Commerce 231 Chestnut Street, Box 124 Dunnvile Ontario N1A 2X1 (905) 774-3183 (905) 774-9281
Staff Sgt. Jan Idzenga Staff Sergeant Ontario Provincial Police Niagara Falls 

Detachment
5345 Stanley Avenue Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 7C2 (905) 356-1311 (905) 356-2636

Mr. Steve Faulkner Manager, Airport Operations 
Support

John C. Munro Hamilton International Airport 9300 Airport Road, Suite 2206 Mount Hope Ontario L0R 1W0 (905) 679-1999 ext. 251 (905) 679-2100 sfaulkner@flyhi.ca

Mr. Michael Nyland Coordinator, Airport Operations 
Support

John C. Munro Hamilton International Airport 9300 Airport Road, Suite 2206 Mount Hope Ontario L0R 1W0 (905) 679-1999 ext. 242 (905) 679-2100 mnyland@flyhi.ca

Mr. Mike Pitt Owner Skydive Burnaby 11531 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1528 info@skydiveburnaby.com
Ms. Tara Pitt Owner Skydive Burnaby 11531 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4361 tara@skydiveburnaby.com
Mr. David Wyatt President Wainfleet Agricultural Society P.O. Box 153 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-0858 wainfleet.fair@gmail.com
Ms. Darlene Durham Niagara Regional Exhibition 1100 Niagara Street Welland Ontario L3C 1M6 (905) 735-6413 (905) 735-2317 nreoffice@nre.ca
Ms. Barbara Longfield Chairperson Grimsby Heritage Advisory Committee

c/o Walter Basic, Planning Department
160 Livingston Avenue Grimsby Ontario L3M 4G3 (905) 945-9634, ext. 2018 (905) 945-5010 wbasic@town.grimsby.on.ca

Ms. Pam Wheaton Director
Aboriginal and Ministry 
Relationships Branch

Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs 160 Bloor Street East, 9th Floor Toronto Ontario M7A 2E6 (416) 326-4053 (416) 326-4017 pam.wheaton@ontario.ca

Leigh Jessen A/Regional Director General Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, Ontario 
Region

25 St. Clair Avenue East, 8th Floor Toronto Ontario M4T 1M2 (416) 973-6201 (416) 954-4326

Utilities

Aboriginal 

Other
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Title First_Name Last_Name Job_Title Company_Name Address_Line_1 Address_Line_2 City Province Postal_Code Phone Fax Email
Ms. Linda MacWilliams Regional Manager

Lands and ART Lands and Trust 
Services

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 25 St. Clair Avenue East, 8th Floor Toronto Ontario M4T 1M2 (416) 973-6923 (416) 954-4328 linda.macwilliams@inac-ainc.gc.ca

Mr. Don Boswell Senior Claims Analyst
Specific Claims Branch, Ontario 
Research Team

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 10 Wellington Street, Room 1310 Gatineau Quebec K1A 0H4 (819) 953-1940 (819) 997-9873 boswelld@inac.gc.ca

Mr. Sean Darcy Research Manager
Assessment and Historical 
Research Directorate

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 10 Wellington Street, 13th Floor Gatineau Quebec K1A 0H4 (819) 997-8155 (819) 994-1366 sean.darcy@ainc-inac.gc.ca

Sir/Madame Métis Nation of Ontario, Métis Consultation Unit 500 Old St. Patrick Street, Unit D Ottawa Ontario K1N 9G4 (613) 798-1488 (613)-722-4225

Mr. Bryan LaForme Chief Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 8545 Townline Road, RR 1 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-3858 (905) 768-1225 bryanlaforme@newcreditfirstnation.com
Mr. Clynten King Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 2978 Mississauga Road, RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-1696 clynt@live.ca
Ms. Kerri L. King Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 314 Tuscarora Road, RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-9717
Mr. Arland LaForme Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 243 New Credit Road, RR 1 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-9929
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-2818
Mr. Adam Sault Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-5397 sault23@hotmail.com
Ms. Georgina Sault Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 8867 Townline Road, RR 1 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-1337
Mr. Cecil Sault Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 185 Ojibway Road, RR 1 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-9469
Ms. Daniel S. LaForme Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-1447
Ms. Maureen LaForme Councillor Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-5347
Mr. William K. Montour Chief Six Nations of the Grand River Territory P.O. Box 5000 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (519) 445-2201 (519) 445-4208 wkm@sixnations.ca
Mr. David Hill Councillor, District One Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 1 Scotland Ontario N0E 1R0 (519) 445-4022
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert Councillor, District One Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (519) 445-0186 (519) 756-9798
Ms. Gail Ava Hill Councillor, District Two Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 1 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (519) 445-4399 (519) 445-4941
Mr. Carl Hill Councillor, District Two Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 1 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1H0 (519) 445-1981
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson Councillor, District Three Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 1 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (905) 768-8566

Mr. Levi White Councillor, District Three Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 1 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (519) 717-6922
Ms. Helen Miller Councillor, District Four Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 2 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (519) 445-4561
Mr. Wray Maracle Councillor, District Four Six Nations of the Grand River Territory P.O. Box 365 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (226) 208-1275
Mr. George Montour Councillor, District Five Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 1 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (905) 768-1366
Mr. Christopher Martin Councillor, District Five Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0 (905) 768-1732
Ms. Barbara Harris Councillor, District Six Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 2 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (905) 765-8512
Ms. Melva Thomas Councillor, District Six Six Nations of the Grand River Territory RR 2 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (905) 765-6278
Sir/Madame Six Nations of the Grand River Haudenosaunee 

Confederacy Council
RR 2 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (519) 755-2769

Mr. Richard Paquette President Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Mr. Reg Bernier Councillor Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Ms. Valerie Bose Councillor Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks Councillor Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Mr. Pierre Carré Councillor Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Mr. Derrick Pont Chair Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Ms. Suzanne Matte Treasurer Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Ms. Sarah Macdonald Secretary Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
Ms. Barbaranne Wright Women's Representative & 

Genealogist
Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161

Ms. Andrea Paquette Youth Representative Niagara Region Métis Council 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756 (905) 735-1161
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Title First_Name Last_Name Address_Line_1 Address_Line_2 City Province Postal_Code Phone Fax Email
Sir/Madame 1198917 Ontario Limited C/O Diane Poirier 11377 Highway 3 W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame 1286928 Ontario Inc 3797 Main St Niagara Falls Ontario L2G 6B4
Sir/Madame 1386360 Ontario Ltd 42771 Gilmore Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1448077 Ontario Limited C/O Bill Loeffen 41655 Mill Race Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1448077 Ontario Limited C/O William Loeffen 1933 House Rd, RR 1 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Sir/Madame 1573104 Ontario Inc 523 Upper Wellington St Hamilton Ontario L9A 3P7
Sir/Madame 1582989 Ontario Inc 16k9 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1703201 Ontario Ltd 11648 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 22l21 Corporation 329 Vandervoort St N North Tonawanda NY USA 14120
Sir/Madame 486606 Ontario Inc C/O Roger St Pierre Po Box 22 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 603314 Ontario Limited 13054 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 609968 Ontario Ltd 22181 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 828311 Ontario Limited 12288 Brawn Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 842934 Ontario Inc 19m57 Brown St Po Box 175 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leon Peter Aarts 43123 Pettit Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Cynthia Marie Adams 11523 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jean Elizabeth Adams 11288 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Mark James Airhardt 17K80 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Frederick Akey 11676 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stephen William Akey 16k78 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Athanasios Alexopoulos 22l5 Lakeshore Rd W Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Neil Amies 16k20 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Shawna Marie Appleton 15k86 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Salvatore (Sam) Armenti 11292 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. John Simon Asklar 4016 Cliff St Niagara Falls NY USA 14305-1522
Mr. Edwin Harold Augustine 12755 Minor Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Howard Arthur Augustine 21l55 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Howard Arthur Augustine 20l92 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Joseph Ayres 18m48 Highway 3 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Nickolaus Babin 17k47 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Bakarich 68 Oakridge Dr Stoney Creek Ontario L8G 2T6
Mr. Gary Gerald Balicki 41217 Feeder Rd E RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Garry Balicki Rr 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Shane Ball 146 Sagewood Terr Williamsville NY USA 14221
Mr. Alec E Balogh 20120 Townline Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Lloyd Douglas Banford 17k61 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Victor Thomas Barker 22048 Side Rd 20 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alan Douglas Barrick 11543 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nori Maria Barrick 17k54 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bryan Merle Barrick 17k54 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David William Barrick 31543 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Cornelius Bartels 41681 Mill Race Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steve Barth 16k70 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Matthew Barth 21119 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Gerald Bastein 12160 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Lori Ellen Bastien 12232 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Beverly Joan Bastien 20l28 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Jean-Charles Beaudry 38 Foxhill Cres St Catharines Ontario L2S 3V1
Mr. Joseph Becker 32433 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Keith Conrad Beckingham 21860 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Sterling Beechteller 12264 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Antonia Begos 60 Dearbourne Ave Toronto Ontario M4K 1M7
Mr. John William Bell 6 Elmvale Crt Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5Z4
Mr. Allan Clifford Bell 21749 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gordon Allan Benner 11816 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary-Beth Benner 31486 Malowany Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nancy J Benz 418 Woodward Cres Buffalo NY USA 14224-3643
Mr. Bob Bereti 764 Lincoln St Welland Ontario L3B 4R7
Mr. Howard Fraser Berg 21868 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Scott Robert Berry 36 De Vere Gdns Toronto Ontario M5M 3E7
Mr. Joseph Bevilacqua 7 Maxine Rd Etobicoke Ontario M9V 4V8
Mr. Donald Biederman 119 Ost Ave Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4A1
Ms. Norma Dale Bird 11784 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark William Bishop 16k38 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Arthur Bitner 11812 Side Rd 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory John Black 10975 Highway 3 W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Jerry Thomas Blanchard 16k7 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lawrence Boland C/O Mary Henry 66 Kennedy Crt Lancaster Ontario 14086
Ms. Karen Bonisteel 12111 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald James Booi 523 Frankhouser Rd Buffalo NY USA 14221
Ms. June Booi 523 Frankhouser Rd Buffalo NY USA 14221
Mr. John Borkovsky Rr 1 Ridgeway Ontario L0S 1N0
Mr. Jeffrey George Bott 17l95 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Paul Boudreau 19m51 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carly Joyelle Bowden 15b30 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Helen Madeline Bowman 19m33 Hartwell St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Stephanie Brauer 337 Elm St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4P1
Mr. William Fredrick Braunlin 20l49 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Breton 41562 Feeder Rd Po Box 151 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sharlene Ann Marie Briggs 22792 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William James Brown Po Box 451 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5X7
Mr. Mark Douglas Brown 15k79 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Brown 18m31 Feeder Rd Po Box 141 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Lynn Brown 5 Carmichael Cres Collingwood Ontario L9Y 4R6
Mr. Grant William Brunette 15b11 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Buck 16k86 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jacoba Buiter 171 Norway Ave Welland Ontario L3C 4A4
Mr. David John Buiter 41442 Feeder Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Simon Johannes Bulk 32633 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Herbert Joseph Bunz 23014 Burkett Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Marilyn Nellie Bunz 20m86 Side Rd 20 Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Timothy Daniel Bunz Po Box 68 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Reich Michele Elise Burnett 18l45 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Anthony Michael Buttigieg 10961 Neff St RR 2 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame C R L Campbell Brothers Cons 11575 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Domenic Antonio Calabrese Po Box 348 St Davids Ontario L0S 1P0
Mr. Christopher Calabretta C/O Dominic Calabretta 10000 Lyons Creek Rd, RR 1 Welland Ontario L3B 5N4
Ms. Mary Caldwell 11806 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

S Cameron Campbell 16b6 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Rodney Campbell 16k90 Burnaby Rd Unit A RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Charles Burnell Campbell 15k85 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Lorne M Campbell 15k83 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Canadian National Railway Co Att Supervisor Contracts & Tax 1 Administration Rd Concord Ontario L4K 1B9
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Sir/Madame Can-Am International Beagle C/O Robert A Mitton 7024 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Puslinch Ontario N0B 2J0
Mr. Eugene Canby 32 Melville St Dundas Ontario L9H 1Z8
Mr. Victor Cantore 78 Crescentwood Dr St Catharines Ontario L2N 4L6
Mr. Leo Richard Caron 22611 Gibson Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Ines Mary Carpani 32585 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Esther Carriero 133 Woodmere Dr Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5568
Ms. Linda Leonie Carson 18m65 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Anthony Sr Casale 7431 Sunnydale Dr Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-1334
Mr. Alex Casnig 11373 Moore Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Jack David William Cassell 21929 Sideroad 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Alexander Caster 12296 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Valerie Irene Caster 12288 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Dana S L Caverly 17k77 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Dana S L Caverly Rr 2 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0

Mr. Wayne Gordon Cavers 18m75 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ross Henry Chambers 11241 Highway 3 W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4

Ellery Chandias 21260 Dilts Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Akhtar Chaudary 22181 Abbey Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2227
Mr. Abdul Rehman Akhtar Chaudary 22056 Side Rd 20 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Laura Ann Cheevers 11748 Summerland Ave RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nicole Anne Christopher 12550 Daley Ditch Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Ami Nadine Chunick 19m66 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark Andrew Cichocki 32438 Clarendon St RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Ciofli 40 Burmell Ave Toronto Ontario M6S 4G5
Ms. Patricia Anna Clarkson 7307 Frontier Ave Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3211
Ms. Carole Ernestine Cloutier 32041 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Cochrane 15k61 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Shirley Ann Collins 19m59 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Catherine Celia Cornell 22L13B Lakeshore Road West RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Laurie Cossitt 11713 Side Rd 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Susan Marie Cowal 21l119 1/2 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Paul Cowal 21l119 1/2 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Edward Crane Po Box 3606 Jupiter FL USA 33469-1010
Mr. Dwight John Angus Crawford 21992 Regional 3 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Patricia Alice Crossley 176 68th St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3914
Mr. James Patrick Csanig 22630 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Maureen Barbara Currie 18l29b Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steven Joseph Cvetkovic 32449 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Joseph Cvetkovic 31527 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Valerie Cywinski 4167 Treetop Cres Mississauga Ontario L5L 2L7
Mr. Jack Alexander Dafoe 11074 Neff Rd RR 2 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Mary Danku 285 Lake St St Catharines Ontario L2R 5Z7
Mr. Leon Daroshefski 4847 Rogers Rd Hamburg NY USA 14075-3219
Mr. Stanley Ronald Dashwood 32430 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Barrie Scott Davies 18m70 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wilfred Gordon Glenn Davies Po Box 67 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Reta Kathleen Dawdy 121104 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jack Walter Dawn 11072 Neff Rd RR 2 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Kenneth Harvey Dayboll C/O 19m69 Brown St Po Box 28 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Dayboll 22030 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Blake Nelson Dayboll Rr 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Shirley De Luke 432 81st St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304
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Mr. Frank De Ruyte 11969 Station Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Clara Alice Dean 42949 Wills Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Henry Degagne 15b82 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Gerald Johanes Dehaan 1000 Effingham St RR 5 Ridgeville Ontario L0S 1M0
Mr. John Andre Dekker 11387 Moore Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Carlo Delazzari 762 Clare Ave Welland Ontario L3C 3C1
Mr. Ventura Evan Reno Della 15b62 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Alfred Deluke 432 81st St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3306
Mr. Jacob Den Besten 73162 Concession 6 Rd RR 1 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0
Mr. Gaston Denis 117102 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Henry Deruiter 20m9 Feeder Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jeannine E Deruiter 18m33 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Joseph Deruyte 18M29 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel Deschamps 15b13 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Brandy Lynn Desmarais 15b81 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Devries 62981 Concession 6 Rd RR 1 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0
Mr. Domenico R Di Maurizio 6461 Crawford St Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 5Z3
Mr. Edward David Dick 15b9 1/2 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel Andrew Dickson 30997 Wilson Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Dillon 72 Bonello Cres Whitby Ontario L1R 3N7
Mr. Briant Leslie Dilts 20m84 Side Rd 20 Po Box 25 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Marion R Dilts 17k53 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gordon Dilts 15k88 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald William Dilts 21214 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Romeo Dipietro 140 Classic Ave Wainfleet Ontario L3B 1P7
Ms. Virginia Mary Doan 847 Ridge Rd N RR 2 Ridgeway Ontario L0S 1N0
Ms. Bernice Donaldson 4717 22nd St Niagara Falls NY USA 14305
Ms. Audrey Hazel Doran 16B14 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Philomena E Doxbeck 61 Raintree Pky Tonawanda NY USA 14150
Mr. Richard Victor Keith Draper 19l23 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Donald Draper 24 Mabelle Ave Apt 2616 Etobicoke Ontario M9A 4X8
Mr. Kirk Thomas Dressel 21125 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Mark Drysdale 31180 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Craig William Dunk Po Box 94 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Laurel Duquette 298 Waverly Rd Toronto Ontario M4L 3T6
Ms. Sharon Ann Durant 16k17 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Angelo Durigan 16k5 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank Joseph Dyck 42032 Highway 3 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank Mitchell Dyck 928 Foss Rd RR 4 Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. Keith John Jacob Earl 19m41 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gary James Ecker 15l75 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Leslie W Edwards 12165 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Elizabeth Egger 505 Moote Rd RR 1 Dunnville Ontario N1A 2W1
Mr. Brandon Duke Elliot 19m63 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Wendy Elizabeth Elliott 12250 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Nicholas Ellis 21366 Highway 3 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ross Duane Emerson 42223 Highway 3 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Erie Fur Farms Limited 21972 Regional 3 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carrie Ethier 19m53 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joe Etling 11618 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4765
Mr. J. Etling 21648 Dixie Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-9996
Mr. Joseph Frederick Etling 21117 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
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Mr. James John Arthur Etling 21648 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Frederick Etling 21117 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Janet Lynn Evans 5 Crown Cres Bradford Ontario L3Z 2M7
Mr. Kevin Alex Falusi 12163 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dennis James Fast 19m58 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Federation Of Ontario Natura 355 Lesmill Rd North York Ontario M3B 2W8
Ms. Tracy Gloria Feduck 19m58 Clarendon St RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Hiltje Fennema Po Box 68 Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. Hendrick Fennema 971 Canboro Rd RR 1 Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. Bruce Ferko 9200 Park Blvd Apt 105 Seminole FL USA 33777-4135
Mr. Bruce Ferko Po Box 55126 Dallas TX USA 75355
Mr. Brad Ferko 9200 Park Blvd Apt 105 Seminole FL USA 33777-4135
Mr. Michael Alan Ferri 31329 Malowany Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carman Ferri 50650 Farr Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Larry James Fisher 21l76 Walnut Hill Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Douglas Fletcher 22555 Daley Ditch Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Hugh William Flintoft 19m62 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Matthew Forrest 62 Eaglecrest Dr Hamburg NY USA 14075
Mr. Ricky Francis Fortin 15k62 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Christine Hill Fournier 11760 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Frank Jurek Lumber Corp 9170 Transit Rd East Amherst NY USA 14051-1602
Mr. Jeffery Ross Fraser 18l25 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lonny Richard Freeman 20l39 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Albert Freeman 11658 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Rex Freitag 19m42 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Graham Friel 18m70 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Fulbrook 19m73 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Timothy Stephen Fulbrook 19m57 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Franklin David Fulop Po Box 756 Stn Main Welland Ontario L3B 5R5
Ms. Darlene Anne Furry 12268 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Gable Point Contracting Limi C/O Paul Breds 250 Lesmill Rd North York Ontario M3B 2T5
Mr. Michael Dennis Gabryelski 21834 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas H Game 20l39 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory Garner 11569 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lloyd Howard Garringer 31774 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Adrian Gelok 15b9 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Genders 31480 Side Rd 14 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carol Gettings 90 Ponderosa Dr Buffalo NY USA 14221-2410
Mr. Randy Kenneth Gibb 31341 Side Rd 14 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Louise Gibson 12044 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dale Melvin Gibson 12044 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Angus Gibson 15b76 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Sandra Jean Gibson 15b89 Lakeshore Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Henry Gibson 15b89 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Randal Dean Gifford 15l63 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Todd Hilary Gillow Po Box 112 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gilles Girard 11175 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Claude Edward Gobeil 22434 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roger Gobeil 22770 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Hugh Douglas Goodwillie 3 Widdicombe Hill Etobicoke Ontario M9R 1A9
Mr. Kelly Evan Grabell 22373 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Roy Grabell 12024 Station Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

5 of 14



Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Landowners  05/10/2010

Mr. Samuel Roy Grabell 12026 Station Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Grabell Cemetery Attn: B Heil 19m43 Highway 3, Po Box 38 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Yvonne Gradson 21178 Highway 3 RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Ian Scott Gray 3033 Townline Rd Unit 122 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Mr. James E Gray 4160 Wilson-Cambria Rd Ransomville NY USA 14131
Ms. Margaret Alice Green 19m60 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Harold Green 41735 Mill Race Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Bruce Green 41772 Clarendon St RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leonard Robert Greenaway 11563 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Rene Grene 2371 Poplar Cres Mississauga Ontario L5J 4H2
Mr. Robert Allan Grimwood 5 Lower Canada Dr RR 3 Niagara On The Lake Ontario L0S 1J0
Mr. David Joseph Groszeibl 42717 Gilmore Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Andrew David Groszeibl 42717 Gilmore Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Benjamin James Groulx 21l129 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michel Gruszewski 5379 Mapleton Rd Lockport NY USA 14094-9294
Mr. Filodoro Guglielmi 520 Sutherland Ave Welland Ontario L3B 5A3
Ms. Linda Alida Haennel 46 Collier Rd S Thorold Ontario L2V 3T1
Mr. Robert Peter Hales 15b7 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harvey James Hall 11640 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Hamm 174 Madeline Rue Buffalo NY USA 14221
Mr. John William Hanemaayer 18m73 Highway 3 Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frederick Gordon Hannis 21658 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Paul Andrew Hansen 39 York Rd Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3728
Ms. Barbara Grace Hansen Po Box 128 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leonard Hanson 12245 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alexander Hanuska 22214 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Harper 32775 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald William Harris 19m37 Hartwell St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Anglyn Harry 20m82 Side Rd 20 Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Rose Hart 89 Chatterson Dr Ancaster Ontario L9G 1B6
Mr. Brian Trent Harvey 48 Mccormick St Welland Ontario L3C 4L9
Ms. Ann Elizabeth Hastee 83 Sannita Dr Rochester NY USA 14626-3611
Mr. Wayne Kirby Hawkins 21541 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Keith Haymes 23 Third Ave Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5P2
Ms. Rosemary Hayward 11705 Side Rd 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Rosemary Hayward 117106 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Curtis John Henderson 12018 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Michelle Aileen Henderson 19m54 Napoleon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Leslie Neil Henry 15b73 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Rudy Herrera 16k21 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Ms. Mary Louise Hickey 22l6 Hickey Rd Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Hill Po Box 135 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Trevor Hill 11539 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Alan Hines 22641 Gibson Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joanne Ellen Hinks 54 Parker St St Catharines Ontario L2S 1C8
Mr. Frank Teunis Hintenberger 12158 Gallinger Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Joseph Hintenberger 15l60 Hill Ave RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Darren Gerald Hoekstra 21909 Side Rd 20 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Matthew Holinaty 21935 Sideroad 20 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Blair Alexander Holland 17k55 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert F Holway 120 Sharon Dr Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5134
Mr. William Raymond Honsberger 19l89 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Howard William P Hoover 12006 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Helen Marie Hoskin 12154 Gallinger Rd Po Box 56 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Yvan Houle 32654 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Jody Darryl Hughes 21109 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame Huiztein Farms Inc 41449 Forks Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Hwang 7 Wellbrook Blvd Welland Ontario L3C 5T3
Mr. Morgan Keith Hyatt 11824 Sideroad 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Hymmen 19l15 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter Richard Hymmen 19l15 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Salvatore Ianni 8030 Oakridge Dr Niagara Falls Ontario L2H 2W1
Mr. Angelo Interisano 18m77 Highway 3 Po Box 166 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Investican Properties Inc 320 North Park St Unit 3 Brantford Ontario N3R 4L3
Mr. Urs Itten 31729 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Anthony Ivancic 459 Zimmerman Blvd Buffalo NY USA 14223-1115
Mr. Stephen Jaeggi 15k83 1/2 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Scott Jaques 11294 Golf Course Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Joseph Frank Jasek 19m54 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Robert Johnson 20l19 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Yvan Emile Joly 16k19 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. Stanley & Margret Jones 13078 Side Road 30, Rr #2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3891
Mr. Donald Benjamin Jones 3894 Elm St N Welland Ontario L3B 3P3

Afra Jong 18m63 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Jsr Farms Ltd 259 Ridge Rd E RR 1 Grimsby Ontario L3M 4E7
Mr. William John Kadwell 15b5 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Katherine Kalagian 18l37 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Martin Kamensky Rr 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Emanuel Karatopis 5233 Highway 20 RR 2 St Anns Ontario L0R 1Y0
Ms. Kimberley Lynn Katch 16k41 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ralph Katrynuk 32626 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Kaymar Beach Ltd 41 Ferndale Ave Buffalo NY USA 14217-1003
Mr. Harold John Kelly 19m57 Hwy 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Corey John Kemp 11517 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Feroz Ahmed Khan 19m37 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roland Kingma 11284 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Evan George Kitchen 22623 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Friedrich Karl Klenk 15k53 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Knoche 6 Maple St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-4011
Ms. Linda Jean Knoll 197 Mang Ave Buffalo NY USA 14217-2633
Mr. Brian Arthur John Koiter 16k13 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Adrian Kolff Rr 2 Wiarton Ontario N0H 2T0
Mr. Robert Paul Kopinak 11541 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Allan Kozar 11274 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Frank Kozelj 16l60 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Dawn Marie Krueger 23025 Feeder Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kevin Krueger C/O Karl Krueger 5939 Hyde Park Blvd Niagara Falls NY USA 14305
Ms. Bernice Kuca 149 West Main St Welland Ontario L3C 5A3
Mr. Joseph Kucman 15k91 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Beata Barbara Kus 11709 Side Rd 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alexander Richard Kwaak 15k58 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Kyrou 4990 Maxine Pl Mississauga Ontario L4Z 4H9
Mr. Claude Lucien Lacroix 11 Hillview Cres RR 1 Midhurst Ontario L0L 1X0
Mr. Tom Lafortune 32608 Daley Ditch Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Sir/Madame Lakefront Produce Ltd 1586 Firelane 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V3
Sir/Madame Lakewood Beach Properties Lt 125 Carlton St Po Box 29069 St Catharines Ontario L2R 7P9
Mr. John Frederick Lamont 12 Xavier Crt St Catharines Ontario L2N 7T4
Mr. Jorgen Erik Larsen 15k78 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Bruce Lawrence 17k58 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Freddy Leeuwenburg 18m46 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jasper Isaac Leeuwenburg 21113 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Roland Bennett Leies 827 Pine St N Dunnville Ontario N1A 2M6
Mr. Paul D Leon Po Box 366 Stn Main Welland Ontario L3B 5P7
Mr. Manfred Lepp 32965 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Katharina Lepp 22989 Burkett Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Amy Lynn Marie Lepp 15k87 1/2 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ralph E Leppert 15k76 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Betty Joyce Leslie 2767 Northshore Dr RR 1 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0
Ms. Peggy Ann Leslie 15b71 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Bryan William Lewis 15b100 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Albert Liegl Po Box 400 Boston NY USA 14025-0400
Ms. Lillian June Lindhurst 86 Wheeler St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-1928
Mr. Michael Anthony Lococo 20l33 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bill Loeffen C/O 42569 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2067
Mr. & Ms. Harold & Betty Loeffen 42569 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2067
Mr. Harold Loeffen 42431 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2578
Mr. Harry Loeffen 42441 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1687
Mr. John Loeffen 42569 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3713
Mr. William Henricus Loeffen Rr 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Nichlaas Loeffen 21972 Regional 3 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harry J Loeffen 42441 Highway 3 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harry Martin Loeffen 12963 Burkett Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Michael Loeffen 19m61 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Loeffen Farms Ltd C/O William Loeffen 1933 House Rd, RR 1 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Sir/Madame Loeffen Farms Ltd C/O William Loeffen 1933 House Rd, RR 1 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Sir/Madame Loeffen Farms Ltd Rr 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Long Beach Resort Ltd 22l31 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Debra Elaine Lord 11829 Regional 3 Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ferbet Lucian 220 Meadowbrook Pky Buffalo NY USA 14206
Mr. Christopher John Lucy 41698 Dixie Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Mabo West Side Construction 137 Chantler Rd RR 5 Welland Ontario L3B 5N8
Mr. Richard Keith Maccabe 11561 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Brenda Elizabeth Macdonald 100 Acadia Dr Welland Ontario L3C 6L6
Mr. David Stephen Mackay 22533 Side Rd 26 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stuart Macleod 31830 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Dolores J Mahoney 9575 Centre St Glenwood NY USA 14069
Mr. Evan Paul Main 18m69 Highway 3 RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Maldean Holsteins Ltd 42223 Highway 3 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Krassimire Maletchkov 22438 Concesssion 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Grazyna Malinowski 3236 Snyder Rd Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Mr. John Albert Malowany 31478 Malowany Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Anthony John Malowany 31492 Malowany Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Management Board Secretariat C/O ORC Property Tax Dept 1 Dundas St W Suite 2000 Toronto Ontario M5G 2L5
Ms. Terry Lynn Mann 20 Side Rd 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Brian Oliver Mann 16b8 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Marko 16k45 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Steven George Marlatt 12286 Brawn Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Edward Marr 19m47 Mill Race Rd Po Box 134 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Marshville Chocolates Inc 19m50 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Lawrence Marsland 12028 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Donald Martin 19m44 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Masotti 20 Side Rd 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Brian Merle Mater 19m43 Brown St Po Box 66 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jean Helen Matthews 15b67 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Chad Jeremy Mattie 16b84 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Pierre Benoit Maurice 11790 Montrose Rd Welland Ontario L3B 5N4
Mr. Terrance Lee Maxner 19l17 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Josef Theodor Mayr 33652 Sider Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Manuel Mayr 32761 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Albert Wayne Mccaffery Po Box 202 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 6V8
Mr. Timothy William Mccormick 12284 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel Maurice Mccormick 10889 Sandpit Rd Alexander NY USA 14005-9751
Mr. James S Mcdonald 104 Delton St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5364
Mr. Michael Mcgee 89 Lexington Ave Buffalo NY USA 14222-1809
Ms. Christine D Mcivor 21438 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Helen Mckay 873 Lakeshore Rd E RR 1 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V3
Ms. Jennifer Mcknight 12569 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Barbara Mcknight 19m45 Hartwell St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael William Mcmahon 19m62 Clarendon St RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter James Medvic 21988 Regional 3 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Medvic 21567 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roland William Meisel 190 Elgin St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3K3
Mr. Craig Peter Melowsky 16b10 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Pierre Gilles Mercier 15k56 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Metler 11960 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Raymond Charles Micheau 21806 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Peter Migliaccio 808 Puck's Pl Newmarket Ontario L3X 2K8
Mr. Donald Joseph Mikulec 673 Woodland Dr Buffalo NY USA 14223-1825
Mr. Todd Jeffrey Minor Po Box 8 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Elwood Laverne Minor Rr 1 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0
Mr. Marco Miranda 32573 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

David Misdorp 12010 Station Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jasmina Mladenovic 20m78 Side Rd 20 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Shawn Michael Mollison 17k76 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Normand Monfette 15k72 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Christopher Todd Montgomery 20m94 Side Rd 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dwayne August Moormann 31810 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph A Moormann 21892 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. August Alova Moormann 31802 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Joseph Iserell Moormann 31782 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Joan Lucia Morabito 3 Springhead Gdns Welland Ontario L3C 5A7

Mr. Michael Morelli 157 Sunrise Dr Hamilton Ontario L8K 4C7
Mr. Raymond Joseph Morrissey 22345 Side Rd 24 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Morris Moskalyk 16k80 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter Mozel 52 Eastdale Cres Welland Ontario L3B 1E8
Mr. Mary Muileboom 16k38 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nadine Rutham Muileboom 16k40 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Andreas Johannes Mynlieff 32829 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Jay Andrew Mynlieff 32821 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Noel Narcisse Nadeau 23066 Burkett Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Attila Nagy 19l19 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James William Neville 11715 Side Rd 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Cherlyn Cornelia Newhouse 20 Side Rd 20 RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Niagara Credit Union Limited 75 Corporate Park Dr St Catharines Ontario L2S 3W2
Mr. Raymond Nieuwold 19m53 Napoleon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Laurie Anne Nisbett 11537 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alvin Norman 19m56 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Gail Norman 31826 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Guistino G Nuccitelli 18m50 Highwway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Kimberly Ann Obdeyn 137 Chantler Rd RR 5 Welland Ontario L3B 5N8
Mr. Robert T O'neill 138 Oakland Pl Buffalo NY USA 14222-2030
Mr. Michael Andrew Oord 19m37 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Scott Alexander Orosz Po Box 150 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory O'rourke 11723 Sideroad 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark Nicholas Ostryhon 16k16 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Doris Ellen Ostryhon 16k29 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dean Joseph Francis Ostryhon 16k12 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Clifford Frederick Oudman 22221 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. William & Lois Outred 11632 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2439
Ms. Lorna Marie Ovenden 32373 Feeder Rd Po Box 123 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Osborne Owen 19m44 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Anne Helen Pacsuta 18l33 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Lynzie Panetta 41438 Overholt Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Albert Park 15l71 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Victor Parker 309 Utica St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5433
Mr. Alfred Jack Parker 11551 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roderick James Parkins 19m65 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter William Parry 755 Cherry Hill Blvd RR 1 Ridgeway Ontario L0S 1N0
Mr. John Parsons 11754 Summerland Ave RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Glenn James Parsons 18m40 Clarendon St Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Paschert 20m35 Bell Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Andrew Emil Pataran 31554 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Paul Michael Pataran 31552 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Karen Ellen Pattison 21185 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark William Patus 25 Sayles Ave Welland Ontario L3C 5Y8
Mr. James Francis Penberthy 268 Adam St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-2038
Mr. Vito Joseph Pendola 16k46 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Perreault 19 Chantal Crt Welland Ontario L3B 5V3
Mr. Hans Jurgen Pickelman 12256 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Frederick Pierce 16k36 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dennis Pietak 3932 Washington St Niagara Falls Ontario 14305-1512
Mr. Jason Adam Pigeon 16k8 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Lionel Pilon 20l10 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Pilozzi 82 Clinton St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-2033
Mr. John D Pirson 15k66 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Keith Albert Pirson 15k68 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mikel Joseph Pitt 11531 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jeanette L Placek 2781 Livingston Ave Buffalo NY USA 14213
Mr. Arthur Jacob Plug 48 Flannery Lane Thorold Ontario L2V 4V8
Sir/Madame Pol-Bee Investments Ltd C/O Paul Breds 250 Lesmill Rd North York Ontario M3B 2T5
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Mr. Andrew Pols 31818 Highwway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Simon Pols 19m40 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Georgia Sue Pomper 21105 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Andrew Postma 12080 Station Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Poulak 18m38 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George William Powell 32841 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Terrence Sergio Pracchia 11810 Side Rd 18 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Lorne Price 12274 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ryan Howard Radobenko 39 Westwood Cres Welland Ontario L3C 4R2
Ms. Michelle Lee Ramsay 21442 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Timothy David Rank 56 Colonial Dr Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5254
Mr. & Ms. Finn & Lene Rasmussen 11770 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4072 finn@rasmussen-on.ca
Mr. John Rauscher 127 Melissa Cres Welland Ontario L3C 6M5
Mr. Reginald Raymond 12082 Station Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel William Reaman 22353 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Kenneth Reesor 259 Ridge Rd E RR 1 Grimsby Ontario L3M 4E7
Mr. James William Reid 21812 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jeffrey Stephen Remington 20l7 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Deborah Esther Stella Repar 200 West Side Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5K7
Mr. Russell Keith Richard 21l101 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Marshall Ricker 3370 Highway 3 RR 1 Jarvis Ontario N0A 1J0
Mr. Kenneth Norman Ricker 11 Karen Crt Ss 4 Fonthill Ontario L0S 1E4
Mr. Kenneth Norman Ricker 21l149 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Arnold Alfred Robins 21814 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Patrick Joseph Robson 12822 Minor Rd RR 28 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Constance Darlene Rodgers 117221 Side Rd 18 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Ray Rodgers 19m41 Hartwell St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Rodrigue 16b82 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Darlene Anne Rogers 17k73 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Robert Rogers 16k88 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Rogers Cantel Inc Property Management Dept 1 Mount Pleasant Rd Toronto Ontario M4Y 2Y5
Sir/Madame Roman Catholic Episcopal Cor Po Box 117 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Bruce Rose 15k81 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dwayne Roseborough 15l79 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Stephanie Ann Rosiana C/O Richard Rosiana 5257 Ottawa Ave Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 4Y9
Mr. Erno Delano Rossi 147 Tennessee Ave Port Colborne Ontario L3K 2R8
Mr. Brent Roszell 31426 Malowany Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ralph Rotella 100 Oxford Blvd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5Y3
Ms. Sally Louise Roth 663 Niagara St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-3601
Ms. Eleanor I Rutkowski 45 Kies Crt Buffalo NY USA 14213
Ms. Irene Louise Ruzylo 178 Steele St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4X6
Mr. John Winston Sacrey 13794 Highway 2 RR 4 Cobourg Ontario K0K 1S0
Ms. Cynthia Marie Ann Safruk 12159 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Arthur Sahr 69 Countryside Lane Grand Island NY USA 14072
Ms. Barbara Salerno 368 Tennyson Dr Oakville Ontario L6L 3Y9
Sir/Madame Sam Young Electric Limited 11290 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. James T Sandoro 25 Myrtle Ave Buffalo NY USA 14204-2047
Mr. Andrew Jack Saunders 197 Mang Ave Kenmore NY USA 14217-2633
Mr. Philip Jr Schertzing 21131 Dilts Side Road 12 RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Robert Schertzing 21444 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Adolf Schmitz 16b92 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Heather Margaret Schram 17 Rondelle Pl St Catharines Ontario L2N 2V5
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Mr. Christopher Scotland 11986 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Margaret Mary Scott 16k17 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Henry Sevenpifer 11381 Highway 3 W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Mary L Seyler 348 Zimmerman Blvd Buffalo NY USA 14223-1024
Mr. Kenneth Sharpe 11828 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John A Shepherd 419 Delta Rd Unit 2 Buffalo NY USA 14226-1120
Ms. Susan Holly Sherk 20 Brock Ave Po Box 1114 Fonthill Ontario L0S 1E0
Ms. Marilyn Robertson Sherman 14333 Lake Ma Aline Blvd Gd Tampa Fl Usa 33618
Ms. Jacqueline Grace Shiels Po Box 125 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steven William Shiels 21383 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Orval Shoemaker 15k89 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Earl Sibbald 16k84 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Janet Sider 16l64 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jane Doreen Siever 1364 101st St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-2716
Mr. James Simonics 19m53 Brown St Po Box 41 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Stephanie Joan Simpson 11533 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bradford Christopher Skinner 40 Virginia St Welland Ontario L3C 7A4
Ms. Susan Christine Skotniski 11662 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Ferdinan Skotniski 31337 Malowany Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carolyn Skrypetz 1578 Keenleyside Crt Mississauga Ontario L5G 2V9
Mr. Wade Edward Smith 650 King St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4H8
Ms. Barbara May Smith 20l36 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel Smith 16k50 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Brandon Richard Smith 19m47 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory Joseph Smith 16b70 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Michelle Solinas 3246 Respond Rd Mississauga Ontario L5M 7X4
Ms. Deborah Lynn Souder 16k13 Elizabeth Cres RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Audie Soulsby 3672 Gunning Dr Niagara Falls Ontario L2G 6L4
Mr. Wayne Arthur Sparks 16k92 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Penny Veldora Speck 16k23 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joann Veronica Spence 11066 Neff Rd RR 2 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Anthony Spiteri 812 Douglas Woods Pl Se Calgary Alberta T2Z 3P2
Ms. Margo Springer 137 Russell Ave St Catharines Ontario L2R 1W2
Mr. Alain Clement St Pierre 475 Wallace Ave N Welland Ontario L3B 1R3
Mr. Paul Leonard Stachnik 144 Hartford Ave Buffalo NY USA 14223-2738
Ms. Grace Elizabeth Staley 12022 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Glenn Stansfield Po Box 157 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Edwin Roy Staples 15k59 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David C Steuernagel 1025 Castlebar Dr North Tonawanda NY USA 14120-2970
Mr. James Glen Stirtzinger 22433 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Herman William Stolk 18m71 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Emma Maria Stoop 41037 Feeder Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Adrian Joseph Stoop 41169 Feeder Rd E RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank Joseph Stoop 41037 Feeder Rd E RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bruce L Stouth 21858 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Judith Margaret Stouth 21850 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Mudite Strazdins 31646 Garringer Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas David Stutz 15b95 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Rudy Sukkel 21733 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert James Sulston 11824 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Swetlana Suschinskij 17k52 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Margaret Joan Swoboda 12021 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Sir/Madame T M Spratt Limited 186 Greens Rd Caledonia Ontario N3W 1X2
Ms. Elaine Tattersall 17 Ottawa St St Catharines Ontario L2R 1Z1
Mr. Philip Taylor 18l51 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Theofanidis 53 Clapperton Ave Scarborough Ontario M1L 4K7
Ms. Karen Kay Therrien 19m46 Clarendon St Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Donna June Thiessen 21l156 1/2 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Trevor Thomas 21949 Abbey Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Thompson 2488 Shurie Rd Smithville Ontario L0R 2A0
Mr. Darryl Brent Thompson 18m44 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Douglas Thompson 15b86 Lakeshore Rd W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. John Dale Thompson 15b91 Belleview Beach Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas S Tokar 15k87 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Tomaszewski 475 Oneida St Lewiston NY USA 14092-1267
Ms. Sara Diane Tomlinson 111 Lockhart Dr St Catharines Ontario L2T 1W3
Ms. Patricia A Toole 1809 Arbor Knoll Loop New Port Richey FL USA 34655-7204
Ms. Jacqueline Topa 20m28 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel Robert Topa Rr 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gordon Trafananko 31840 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Scott Trimmer 9260 Greiner Rd Clarence Ontario 14031-1209
Sir/Madame Triple G Farms Inc 42771 Gilmore Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame True Remainders Ltd 2318 Regional Rd 81 RR 1 St Catharines Ontario L2R 6P7
Ms. Elizabeth L Turner 21539 Dixie Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Carl Wayne Turton 12229 Concession 1 Rd Po Box 131 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V8
Mr. Thomas Twist 359 Rosedale Blvd Buffalo NY USA 14226-2239
Ms. Barbara Tylee 147 Dorchester Dr Grimsby Ontario L3M 5J9
Mr. Robert Walter Tytko 101 Front St Po Box 467 Hastings Ontario K0L 1Y0
Mr. Harry Norman Upfold 32769 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gilbert James Van Ginkel 31375 Malowany Side Rd 14 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Elisabeth Van Hengstum 23046 Burkett Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerrit W Van Luttikhuisen 11488 Moore Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Pamela Margaret Van Osch 32173 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Vandelaar 17k65 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Gerard Vandelaar 17k69 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Allen Jeffrey Vanderlingen 31711 Highway 3 RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. Bert & Karen Vanginkel 31375 Side Road 14 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3892
Mr. Chrisrobert Vankralingen 11654 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Veldhuizen 23041 Feeder Rd RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Veldhuizen 31l92 Lakeshore Rd W RR 1 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0

Francis Vella 19m50 Napoleon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Larry James Vervaeke 16b12 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Lorna Gertrude Vicary 19m64 Highway 3 Po Box 5 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Christine Vidal 107 Columbia Dr Buffalo NY USA 14221-6850
Mr. Alfred Villazor 25 Metcalfe St Toronto Ontario M4X 1R5
Mr. Rudolfus Karl Vink 21319 Outred Rd RR 2 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame Virk Poultry Farms Inc C/O Chaudary Abdulrehman 22181 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Virk Poultry Farms Inc 1542 Lookout St RR 1 Ridgeville Ontario L0S 1M0
Mr. Anthony Jacob Vis 15k55 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Darren Andrew Vitberg 1229 Master St North Tonawanda NY USA 14120-2252
Mr. John Richard Vittore 11535 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Nicholaas Gerardus Vriend 22382 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Frederick Vriend 21111 Dilts Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame Wainfleet Lions Club C/O G Deruyte Gd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Andrew Craig Wakeham 442 Strathmore Blvd Toronto Ontario M4C 1N5
Mr. Richard Mark Wakunick 22506 Daley Ditch Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joyce Walberg 441 30th St Hermosa Beach Ca Usa 90254-2131
Mr. Ronald Nathaniel Walker Po Box 73 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Joseph Warthling 330 Main St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-3321
Mr. John Charles Watts 12278 Brawn Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert A Webster 15k82 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Garth Wehlann 20l37 Augustine Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard A Wellenreiter 105 Rockcliffe Rd Dundas Ontario L9H 7H6
Mr. Theodore Frederick Wernham 12037 Concession 1 Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alexander Wessel 1 Adelaide Pl Toronto Ontario M5V 2N7
Mr. Anthony Neil Whatley 19m61 Brown St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Wayne Whelan 2593 Pekin Rd Springboro Oh Usa 45066-7734
Mr. Jeffery David Whitehall 15k93 Burnaby Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Brian Wicks 71 Coronation Dr Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3Z5

Francis Gordon Wilkie 21l41 Walnut Hill Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Allan B Williams 11761 Summerland Ave RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Marilyn Jean Williams 11761 Summerland Ave RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Williams 23 Portal Dr Port Colborne Ontario L3K 6G2
Mr. John Lawrence Wills 19m37 1/2 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Ashley Wilson 11286 Golf Course Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Barbara Ann Winger 11345 Hgihway 3 W RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Charles Curtis Winger 15k54 Highway 3 RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Douglas Ronald Winger 31445 Bell Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Teresa Wiwchar 58 Glenholme Ave Toronto Ontario M6H 3A9
Mr. Edward S Wolek 19l99 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joan Diane Wolff 4791 William St Apt 216 Depew NY USA 14043-4647
Mr. David Alfred Young 11282 Golf Course Rd RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Luke Edward Young 40927 Wilson Rd 10 RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Zandvliet 11966 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Theodore Martin Zandvliet 11836 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Martin Zandvliet 11976 Lakeshore Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Juergen Zierle 41391 Malowany Rd RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dennis Zierle 41399 Mallowany Rd RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Walter Zylstra 235 Diltz Rd RR 2 Dunnville Ontario N1A 2W2
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NOTICE OF A PROPOSAL TO ENGAGE IN A PROJECT 
AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Published in accordance with S.15(1)(a)(b) of Ontario Regulation 359/09

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, 
Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield 
Limited (MH) to perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The distribution of this notice of a proposal to engage in  
this wind energy project and the project itself are subject to the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) 
Part V.0.1. and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). This notice is being 
distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation of the proposed project in accordance 
with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to 
ensure that the project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may include an approval under 
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”).

Project Description: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, 
in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long 
Beach, and the community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area (please see map for location). Pursuant to the Act 
and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity 
of approximately 10 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of approximately 
34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine manufacturer and model selected. All turbines will 
be located on private lands and set away from significant environmental features such as residences, waterbodies, woodlots, and 
significant habitat.

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy Approval Project Description Report has 
been prepared, which provides additional project information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy has 
been made available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Clerk's Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, Ontario, 
L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please attend our Public 
Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the 
project’s design, where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the opportunity to meet the project 
team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public 
Open Houses for this project; the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at 
our first Public Open House scheduled for:

Date:  August 24, 2010
Time:  3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Location: Township of Wainfleet
 Firefighters Memorial Community Hall
 19M7 Park Street
 Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more about the proposed project, public 
meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please contact:

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1
Office: 905-607-1016 Office: 416-499-3110
Fax: 905-607-5995 Fax: 416-499-9658
E-mail: Sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com
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REGIONAL NEWS

BY PAUL FORSYTH
STAFF

The chief executive officer of the Niagara Economic Development Corporation 
(NEDCO) is leaving his post to take over as CEO and president of a new asso-
ciation representing some of Ontario’s largest wineries.

Patrick Gedge takes over his new post at the helm of the Winery and 
Grower Alliance of Ontario in August.

The alliance was formed late last year when a half-dozen major wineries 
split from the Wine Council of Ontario. A major reason for the split was a tax 
increase on blended wines sold in private wine stores.

Anthony Bristow, chair of the alliance, said he was thrilled to attract a 
high-profile business leader with specific knowledge of the Niagara region 
and its economy to steer the new organization.

“The combination of great leadership skills and deep understanding of 
the agriculture community in Niagara will be key in taking our growing orga-
nization to the next level,” said Bristow. “We are extremely pleased to have 
Patrick join us to take on this challenge.” 

Gedge said he was anxious to start work with the alliance, which said it 
represents more than 90 per cent of all domestic wine produced in Ontario 
including both Ontario Vintner Quality Alliance and international-Canadian 
blended wines.

“It is a fantastic opportunity and I look forward to working with all of 
the industry partners to help build a long-term, sustainable and successful 
Ontario grape and wine industry,” he said.

During Gedge’s tenure at NEDCO, the agency — funded by Niagara’s 
regional government and overseen by a board that includes some regional 
councillors — was at times the subject of criticism from some municipal 
politicians over what some saw as a lack of transparency and duplication 
of services also provided by economic development agencies in some of 
Niagara’s municipalities.

Niagara Falls Regional councillor Norm Puttick, the most outspoken of 
those critics, vowed in 2008 to declare “war” on NEDCO, with the goal of 
having it dissolved.

Gedge oversaw, among other things at NEDCO, development of the 
Niagara economic growth strategy and the creation of the ‘Niagara Original’ 
campaign meant to create a unique Niagara branding. That campaign won 
an award of excellence in marketing from the Economic Developers Council 
of Ontario earlier this year.

New winery alliance 
lures NEDCO’s Gedge

Patrick Gedge takes over as president and CEO of the new Winery and Grower 
Alliance of Ontario in August.        FILE PHOTO





 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

«Title» «First Name» «Last Name» 
«Address_Line_1» 
«Address_Line_2» 
«City», «Province»  «Postal_Code» 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear «Title» «Last Name»: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. Also, we invite you to attend our Public Open 
House on August 24th, 2010 to learn more about our proposal.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
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Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

K:\PROJ\1104036\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL\LETTERS\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL_WAINFLEET_SH LTTR_MAY12_10.DOC 

 



Wainfleet Wind Energy Project AGENCIES April 13, 2012

Title First_Name Last_Name Job_Title Company_Name Address_Line_1 City Province Postal_Code Phone Fax Email

Ms. Maria Andersen Communications Specialsits
Corporate Services, Integrated Community Planning

Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3413

Mr. Kevin Bain Regional Clerk Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7
Mr. Curt Benson Manager of Policy Planning Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3367 curt.benson@niagararegion.ca
Mr. Gary Burroughs Regional Chair Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7
Mr. Don Campbell Manager, Development Initiatives Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3385 don.campbell@niagararegion.ca
Ms. Marilyn Radman Manager, Development Planning

Public Works, Development Services
Niagara Region 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225, ext. 3485 mark.johnston@niagararegion.ca

Mr. John Cunnane Director, Emergency Services Niagara Region, Emergency Medical Services 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-1571
Mr. Kyle Moate Manager, Infrastructure Planning & Asset Management Niagara Region, Water and Wastewater Services Division 2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 Thorold Ontario L2V 4T7 (905) 685-4225

Ms. Darlene C. Durham President Niagara Regional Exhibition 1100 Niagara Street Welland Ontario L3C 1M6 (905) 735-6413 (905) 735-2317 nreoffice@nre.ca
Mr. John Boerema Chief Building Official/Bylaw Enforcement Officer Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 276 building@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Richard Dykstra Alderman Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ted Hessels Alderman Township of Wainfleet 73272 Robertson Road, RR 3 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0 (905) 386-6580 thessels@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Ms. April Jeffs Mayor Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Betty Konc Alderman Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mrs. Tanya Lamb Township Clerk Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 226 (905) 899-2340 tlamb@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Scott Luey Chief Administrative Officer/Planning Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 223 sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Dale Minor Building Inspector Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 243 buildinginspector@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Grant Munday Manager of Planning Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463, ext. 276 gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. Greg Wuisman Director of Operations Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3022, ext. 245 (905) 899-3022 gwuisman@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Mr. David B. Wyatt Alderman Township of Wainfleet 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harry Flagg Fire Chief Wainfleet Fire Department & Emergency Services 31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3463

Mr. Malcolm Horne Archaeology Review Officer, Cultural Programs Unit Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport, Cultural Division
Programs & Services Branch

401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 Toronto Ontario M7A 0A7 (416) 314-7146 malcolm.horne@ontario.ca

Ms. Cindy Forster Welland MPP Constituency Office 60 King Street, Canal View, Unit 103 Welland Ontario L3B 6A4 (905) 732-6884 (905) 732-9782 cforster-co@ndp.on.ca
Ms. Pam Wheaton Director

Aboriginal and Ministry Relationships Branch
Resource and Economic Development

Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs 160 Bloor Street East, 9th Floor Toronto Ontario M7A 2E6 (416) 326-4053 (416) 326-4017 pam.wheaton@ontario.ca

Mr. Jake DeBruyn Engineer, New Technology Integration
Innovation Engineering and Program Delivery, Eastern Region

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 1 Stone Road West, 3rd Floor Guelph Ontario N1G 4Y2 (519) 826-4584 jake.debruyn@ontario.ca

Mr. Peter Doris Environmental Specialist
Innovation Engineering and Program Delivery, Eastern Region

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs Brighton Resource Centre, 95 Dundas Street 
East, R.R. #3

Brighton Ontario K0K 1H0 (613) 475-5604 peter.doris@ontario.ca

Mr. Leo Tasca Manager, Renewable Energy Unit Ministry of Energy, Renewable & Energy Efficiency 880 Bay Street, 2nd Floor Toronto Ontario M7A 2C1 (416) 326-3775 leo.tasca@ontario.ca
Mr. Neil Downs Director, Public Appointments Secretariat Ministry of Government Services, Hontario

Centre for Leadership & Learning
Whitney Block, 99 Wellesley Street West, Rm 
2440

Toronto Ontario M7A 1W4 (416) 327-2632 neil.downs@ontario.ca

Ms. Brenda Duggan Program Manager, Central West, London Ministry of Health & Long-Term Care, Direct Services 
Division

217 York Street, 5th Floor London Ontario N6A 5P9 (519) 675-6821

Mr. Ralph Walton Director, Local Government Policy Branch Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Local Government & Planning Policy Division

College Park, 777 Bay Street, 13th Floor Toronto Ontario M5G 2E5 (416) 585-7260 ralph.walton2ontario.ca

Ms. April Nix Planning Ecologist, Guelph District Ministry of Natural Resources, Guelph District 1 Stone Road West Guelph Ontario N1G 4Y2 (519) 826-4939 april.nix@ontario.ca
Mr. Jim Beal SC Regional Coordinator, Renewable Energy Program Ministry of Natural Resources, Policy Division

Biodiversity Branch
300 Water Street, 5th Floor South Peterborough Ontario K9J 8M5 (705) 755-3203

Ms. Sandra Dosser Renewable Energy Coordinator, Regional Planning Unit Ministry of Natural Resources, Regional Operations 
Divisions

Ontario Government Complex, Highway 101 
East, P.O. Bag 3020

South 
Porcupine

Ontario P0N 1H0 (705) 235-1185 sandra.dosser@ontario.ca

Ms. Doris Dumais Director, Environmental Approvals Access & Serivce Integraton Ministry of the Environment 2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A Toronto Ontario M4V 1L5 (416) 314-8171 (416) 314-8452 doris.dumais@ontario.ca 
Ms. Narren Santos Senior Program Support Coordinator, Environmental Approvals 

Access & Service Integration
Ministry of the Environment 2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A Toronto Ontario M4V 1L5 (416) 314-8442 (416) 314-6810 narren.santos@ontario.ca

Mr. Rich Vickers District Manager, Niagara District Office Ministry of the Environment 301 St. Paul Street East, 9th Floor, Suite 15 St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7R4 (905) 704-3904 richard.vickers@ontario.ca
Ms. Paula Kulpa Acting Team Leader-L & Use Planning, Cultural Services Unit Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport, Cultural Division

Programs & Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 Toronto Ontario M7A 0A7 (416) 314-7137 (416) 314-7175 paula.kulpa@ontario.ca

Mr. Chris Schiller Manager, Culture Services Unit Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport, Cultural Division
Programs & Services Branch

401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 Toronto Ontario M7A 0A7 (416) 314-7144 chris.schiller@ontario.ca

Ms. Lyn Royce Regional Advisor, St. Catharines Office Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport, Regional & 
Corporate Services Division

301 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7R4 (905) 704-3951 lyn.royce@ontario.ca

Mr. Alexandre Gitkow Permits Officer, Corridor Management Section Ministry of Transportation, Central Region 1201 Wilson Avenue, Bldg. D, 7th Floor Downsview Ontario M3M 1J8 (416) 235-4387 (416) 235-4267 alexandre.gitkow@ontario.ca
Mr. Lou Politano Regional Director, Central Toronto Ministry of Transportation, Central Region 1201 Wilson Avenue, Bldg. D, 2nd Floor Downsview Ontario M3M 1J8 (416) 235-5400 lou.politano@ontario.ca

Mr. Malcolm Allen Welland MP Constituency Office 60 King Street, Unit 101 Welland Ontario L3B 6A4 (905) 788-2204 (905) 788-0071 allen.ma@parl.gc.ca
Lee H. Goldberg Windfarm Coordinator, Integrated Technical Services Canadian Coast Guard (519) 383-1925 (519) 383-1998 Windfarm.Coordinator@DFO-MPO.GC.CA

Ms. Lillian Yao Observing Systems and Engineering, Meteorological Service of 
Canada

Environment Canada (416) 739-5721 Lillian.Yao@ec.gc.ca

Mr. Rob Dobos Manager, Environmental Assessment Section Environment Canada
Environmental Assessment Section

867 Lakeshore Road, P.O. Box 5050 Burlington Ontario L7R 4A6 905-336-4953 905-336-8901 rob.dobos@ec.gc.ca 

Mr. Sandro Leonardelli Senior Environmental Assessment Officer Environment Canada
Environmental Assessment Section

4905 Dufferin Street Toronto Ontario M3H 5T4 (416) 739-5858 (416) 739-4797

Mr. Ed DeBruyn Area Director, Ontario
Burlington Area Director's Office

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 867 Lakeshore Road Burlington Ontario L7R 4A6 (905) 336-4764 (905) 336-6285

Mr. Don Boswell Senior Claims Analyst
Aboriginal Affairs & Northern Development Canada
Ontario Research Team

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 10 Wellington Street, Room 1310 Gatineau Quebec K1A 0H4 (819) 953-1940 (819) 997-9873 boswelld@inac.gc.ca

Mr. Sean Darcy Manager, Aboriginal Affairs & Northern Development Canada
Assessment and Historical Research Directorate

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 10 Wellington Street, 13th Floor Gatineau Quebec K1A 0H4 (819) 997-8155 (819) 994-1366 sean.darcy@ainc-inac.gc.ca

Ms. Linda MacWilliams Regional Manager
Lands and ART Lands and Trust Services

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 25 St. Clair Avenue East, 8th Floor Toronto Ontario M4T 1M2 (416) 973-6923 (416) 954-4328 linda.macwilliams@inac-ainc.gc.ca

Leigh Jessen Associate Regional Director General
Aboriginal Affairs & Northern Development Canada

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, North 100 Anemki Drive, Suite 101 Thunder Bay Ontario P7J 1A5 (807) 624-1590 (807) 623-3536

Sir/Madame Spectrum Management and Telecommunications Industry Canada, Ontario Regional Office 151 Yonge Street, 4th Floor Toronto Ontario M5C 2W7 (416) 973-5000 (416) 973-6272 spectrum-ontario-region@ic.gc.ca
Military Air Defense and ATC Radars, Department of 
National Defense

(613) 392-2811 ext. 7042 (613) 965-3132 windturbines@forces.gc.ca

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT

PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Project AGENCIES April 13, 2012

Title First_Name Last_Name Job_Title Company_Name Address_Line_1 City Province Postal_Code Phone Fax Email
Radio Communication Users, Department of National 
Defense

(613) 992-3479 (613) 991-3961 lavoie.mj6@forces.gc.ca

Mrs. Francine Boucher Manager, Radio Spectrum Management Section Royal Canadian Mounted Police (613) 998-7338 (613) 998-7528 Francine.boucher@rcmp-grc.gc.ca
Seismological Monitoring Arrays, Natural Resources (613) 992-8766 (613) 992-8836 cormack@seismo.nrcan.gc.ca

Seismological Monitoring Arrays, Natural Resources 
Canada

(613) 995-5526 (613) 992-6931 jlyons@nrcan.gc.ca

Ms. Annette Chen Operations Support Assistant Transport Canada, Aerodromes and Air Navigation 4901 Yonge Street North York Ontario M2N 6A6 (416) 952-1623
Mr. Frank Clifford Civil Aviation Safety Inspector, Flight Operations Transport Canada, Aerodromes and Air Navigation 4900 Yonge Street North York Ontario M2N 6A5 (416) 952-0332
Mr. Michael Stephenson Regional Director General, Civil Aviation, Ontario Transport Canada, Aerodromes and Air Navigation 4900 Yonge Street North York Ontario M2N 6A5 (416) 952-2170 (416) 953-2174
Mr. Joseph Szwalek Acting Regional Director, Civil Aviation, Ontario Transport Canada, Civil Aviation 4900 Yonge Street North York Ontario M2N 6A5 (416) 952-0230

Vessel Traffic System Radars, Canadian Coast Guard (613) 998-3519 (613) 993-3519 mojicajf@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Weather Radars, Environment Canada weatherradars@ec.gc.ca

Civilian ATC Radars, NAV Canada (613) 248-7554 (613) 248-XXXX FerrisD@navcanada.ca
Ms. Louise Knox Director, Ontario Region Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 55 St. Clair Avenue East, Room 907 Toronto Ontario M4T 1M2 (416) 952-1575
Ms. Julie Harris Manager, Operational Policy Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency

Operational Support Divison
Place Bell Canada, 160 Elgin Street, 22nd Floor Ottawa Ontario K1A 0H3 (613) 960-0277 (613) 948-1354 julie.harris@ceaa-acee,gc,ca

Sir/Madame Canadian Wind Energy Association 170 Laurier Avenue West, Suite 810 Ottawa Ontario K1P 5V5 (613) 234-8716 (613) 234-5642
Civilian ATC Radars, NAV Canada (613) 248-7554 FerrisD@navcanada.ca

Mr. James Arnett Chair, Energy and Infrastructure Hydro One Inc. 483 Bay Street, 15th Floor Toronto Ontario M5G 2P5 (416) 345-5000
Mr. Charles S. Esendall, P. Eng., MBA Sustainment Manager Hydro One Network 483 Bay Street, TCT15, North Tower Toronto Ontario M5G 2P5

Mr. Christopher Csatlos Supervisor, Land Use Office, Aeronautical Information Services NAV CANADA 1601 Tom Roberts, P.O. Box 9824, Stn T Ottawa Ontario K1G 6R2 (613) 248-4162 (613) 248-4094 Chris.Csatlos@havcanada.ca
Mr. David Legault Manager, Data Collection

Aeronautical Information Services
NAV CANADA 1601 Tom Roberts, P.O. Box 9824, Stn T Ottawa Ontario K1G 6R2 1 (866) 577-0247 (613) 248-4094

Mr. John Morris Director of Communications NAV CANADA P.O. Box 3411, Station 'D' Ottawa Ontario K1P 5L6 (613) 563-7032 morrijo@navcanada.ca
Mr. Paul Pinard Land Use Specialist, AIS Data Collection NAV CANADA 1601 Tom Roberts, P.O. Box 9824, Stn T Ottawa Ontario K1G 6R2 (613) 248-4121 pinardp@navcanada.ca
Mr. Dan Sebert, CET Vice President, Operations Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc. 7447 Pin Oak Drive, Box 120 Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6S9 (905) 356-2681
Mr. Tom Sielicki Vice President, Engineering Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc. 7447 Pin Oak Drive, Box 120 Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6S9 (905) 356-2681
Mr. Colin Andersen Chief Executive Officer

Energy and Infrastructure
Ontario Power Authority 120 Adelaide Street West, Suite 1600 Toronto Ontario M5H 1T1 (416) 967-7474 (416) 967-1947 www.powerauthority.on.ca

Mr. Roger Poirier General Manager Radio Advisory Board of Canada 811-116 Albert Street Ottawa Ontario K1P 5G3 (613) 230-3261 rabc.gm@on.aibn.com
Mr. Chris MacFarlane Chapter Vice President, Cogeco Society of Cable Telecommunications Engineers - Ontario 

Chapter
Rogers Park, 8200 Dixie Road, Oasis 11D Brampton Ontario L6T 0C1

Mr. Wayne Andrews Manager, Gas Management Services Union Gas P.O. Box 2001 Chatham Ontario N7M 5M1 (519) 436-4697 wandrews@uniongas.com
Mr. Greg Kempa Large Commercial & Industrial Account Manager

Brantford, Waterloo, Guelph
Union Gas P.O. Box 2001 Chatham Ontario N7M 5M1 (519) 758-2363 gkempa@uniongas.com

Mr. Mike Pitt Owner Skydive Burnaby 11531 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1528 info@skydiveburnaby.com
Mr. William Kelly Cogeco
Ms. Donna Pitcher President Dunville Chamber of Commerce 231 Chestnut Street, Box 124 Dunnville Ontario N1A 2X1 (905) 774-3183 (905) 774-9281
Ms. Barbara Longfield Chairperson Grimsby Heritage Advisory Committee

c/o Walter Basic, Planning Department
160 Livingston Avenue, P.O. Box 159 Grimsby Ontario L3M 4G3 (905) 945-9634, ext. 2018 (905) 945-5010 wbasic@town.grimsby.on.ca

Ms. Joanna Zyma Supervisor, Airport Operations Support John C. Munro Hamilton International Airport 9300 Airport Road, Suite 2206 Mount Hope Ontario L0R 1W0 (905) 679-1999 ext. 251 (905) 679-1999
Mr. Jeremy Collins Coordinator, Acquisitions and Conservation Services Ontario Heritage Trust 10 Adelaide Street East Toronto Ontario M5C 1J3 (416) 325-5000 (416) 325-5071 Jeremy.Collins@heritagetrust.on.ca
Mr. Sean Fraser Manager, Acquisitions and Conservation Services Ontario Heritage Trust 10 Adelaide Street East Toronto Ontario M5C 1J3 (416) 325-5019 (416) 325-5071
Staff Sgt. Jan Idzenga Staff Sergeant Ontario Provincial Police Niagara Falls Detachment 5345 Stanley Avenue Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 7C2 (905) 356-1311 (905) 356-2636
Mr. Edith Wagner Office Manager, Director Port Colborne-Wainfleet Chamber of Commerce 76 Main Street West Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3V2 (905) 834-9765 (905) 834-1542
Ms. Tara Pitt Owner Skydive Burnaby 11531 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4361 tara@skydiveburnaby.com
Mr. David Wyatt President Wainfleet Agricultural Society P.O. Box 153 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-0858 wainfleet.fair@gmail.com
Ms. Vern Milot President Welland/Pelham Chamber of Commerce 32 East Main Street Welland Ontario L3B 3W3 (905) 688-2226 verne@growth-associates.com
Ms. Lee-Anne Hamilton Aquatic Biologist Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority 250 Thorold Road West, 3rd Floor Welland Ontario L3C 3W2 (905) 788-3135, ext. 265 ibarrett@npca.ca
Mr. Angelo Di Ianni Director of Education Niagara District Catholic School Board 427 Rice Road Welland Ontario L3C 7C1 (905) 735-0240 (905) 734-8828
Mr. Dino Sicoli Trustee for Lakeshore: Fort Erie, Port Colborne, Wainfleet Niagara District Catholic School Board 427 Rice Road Welland Ontario L3C 7C1 (905) 892-8717
Ms. Liz Fulford Public School Trustee Niagara District School Board 191 Carlton Street St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7P4 (905) 563-0909 (905) 685-8511
Mr. Warren Hoshizaki Director of Education Niagara District School Board 191 Carlton Street St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7P4 Executive Assistant: Marian Lamb, 

(905) 641-1550, ext. 54101
Ms. Kim Yielding Manager of Communications and Public Relations Niagara District School Board 191 Carlton Street St. Catharines Ontario L2R 7P4 (905) 641-1550, ext. 54160
Mr. Mark Frawley Director Niagara Escarpment Commission 232 Guelph Street, 3rd Floor Georgetown Ontario L7G 4B1 (905) 877-5191 (905) 873-7452 www.escarpment.org
Mr. Donald Scott Chair Niagara Escarpment Commission 232 Guelph Street, 3rd Floor Georgetown Ontario L7G 4B1 (905) 877-5191 (905) 873-7452 www.escarpment.org
Ms. Carolyn Bones President Niagara Falls Chamber of Commerce 4056 Dorchester Road Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6M9 (905) 374-3666 (905) 374-2972 carolyn@niagarafallschamber.com
Mr. Tony D'Amario, P. Eng. CAO/Secretary-Treasurer Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority 250 Thorold Road West, 3rd Floor Welland Ontario L3C 3W2 (905) 788-3135, ext. 251 (905) 788-1121 tdamario@npca.ca
Ms. Kathy Smith, OALA, CSLA Conservation Planner Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority 250 Thorold Road West, 3rd Floor Welland Ontario L3C 3W2 (905) 788-3135, ext. 258 (905) 788-1121 ksmith@npca.ca

Chief Brian LaForme Mississauguas of the New Credit First Nation 2789 Mississauga Road, R.R. #6 Hagersville Ontario N0A 1H0
Métis Consultation Unit c/o Métis Nation of Ontario 500 Old St. Patrick Street, Unit 3 Ottawa Ontario K1N 9G4 (613) 798-1488 or 1 (800) 263-4889 (613)-722-4225 garyl@metisnation.org

Sir/Madame Six Nations of the Grand River Haudenosaunee 
Confederacy Council

RR 2 Ohsweken Ontario (519) 755-2769

Ms. Hazel Hill Interim Director, Haudenosaunee Development Institute c/o Six Nations of the Grand River Haudenosaunee 
Confederacy Council

16 Sunrise Court, Suite 407, P.O. Box 714 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0

Mr. Stephen Quesnelle President Niagara Region Métis Counci 46 King Street, Suite 201-203 Welland Ontario L3B 3H9 (905) 714-9756, ext. 306 or 1 (877) (905) 735-1161 squesnelle@gmail.com
Chief William K. Montour Chief Six Nations of the Grand River Territory P.O. Box 5000 Ohsweken Ontario N0A 1M0 (519) 445-2201 (519) 445-4208 wkm@sixnations.ca
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Title First_Name Last_Name Address_Line_1 City Province Postal_Code Phone Email
Sir/Madame 1286928 Ontario Inc 3797 Main St Niagara Falls Ontario L2G 6B4
Sir/Madame 1386360 Ontario Ltd 42771 Gilmore Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1573104 Ontario Inc 523 Upper Wellington St Hamilton Ontario L9A 3P7
Sir/Madame 1582989 Ontario Inc 11609 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1703201 Ontario Ltd 11648 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 22l21 Corporation 329 Vandervoort St N North Tonawanda NY USA 14120
Sir/Madame 486606 Ontario Inc C/O Roger St Pierre, P.O. Box 22 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 603314 Ontario Limited 13054 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 609968 Ontario Ltd 22181 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 828311 Ontario Limited 12288 Brawn Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 842934 Ontario Inc 31904 Park Street Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leon Peter Aarts 43123 Pettit Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bill Ackford billackford@rogers.com
Ms. Cynthia Marie Adams 11523 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jean Elizabeth Adams 11288 Golf Course Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Mark James Airhardt 11780 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stephen William Akey 11678 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mrs. Kim Akey 11678 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3240 kakey32000@yahoo.ca
Mr. William Frederick Akey 11676 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Athanasios Alexopoulos 12205 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Neil Amies 11620 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Shawna Marie Appleton 11586 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Salvatore (Sam) Armenti 11292 Golf Course Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. John Simon Asklar 4016 Cliff St Niagara Falls NY USA 14305-1522
Sir/Madame Canadian National Railway Co Att Supervisor Contracts & Tax 1 Administration Rd Concord Ontario L4K 1B9
Mr. Dan Augustine 12092 Augustine Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1065 danaug@iaw.com
Mr. Howard Arthur Augustine 12155 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Howard Arthur Augustine 12092 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Edwin Harold Augustine 12755 Minor Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Joseph Ayres 31805 Highway 3, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Rosanne B Wainfleet Ontario rosanneb@mac.com
Mr. Michael Nickolaus Babin 11747 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Bakarich 68 Oakridge Dr Stoney Creek Ontario L8G 2T6
Mr. Gary Gerald Balicki 41217 Feeder Rd E, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Shane Ball 146 Sagewood Terr Williamsville NY USA 14221
Mr. Alec E Balogh 20120 Townline Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Lloyd Douglas Banford 11761 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Victor Thomas Barker 22048 Side Rd 20, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bryan Merle Barrick 11754 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alan Douglas Barrick 11543 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David William Barrick 31543 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nori Maria Barrick 11754 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Cornelius Bartels 41681 Mill Race Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steve Barth 11670 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Matthew Barth 21119 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Gerald Bastein 12160 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Beverly Joan Bastien 12028 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Lori Ellen Bastien 12232 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Jean-Charles Beaudry 38 Foxhill Cres St Catharines Ontario L2S 3V1
Mr. Joseph Becker 32433 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Keith Conrad Beckingham 21860 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Sterling Beechteller 12264 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Antonia Begos 60 Dearbourne Ave Toronto Ontario M4K 1M7
Mr. John William Bell 6 Elmvale Crt Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5Z4
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Title First_Name Last_Name Address_Line_1 City Province Postal_Code Phone Email
Mr. Allan Clifford Bell 21749 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gordon Allan Benner 11816 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary-Beth Benner 31486 Malowany Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nancy J Benz 418 Woodward Cres Buffalo NY USA 14224-3643
Mr. Bob Bereti 764 Lincoln St Welland Ontario L3B 4R7
Mr. Howard Fraser Berg 21868 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Scott Robert Berry 36 De Vere Gdns Toronto Ontario M5M 3E7
Mr. Joseph Bevilacqua 7 Maxine Rd Etobicoke Ontario M9V 4V8
Mr. Donald Biederman 119 Ost Ave Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4A1
Ms. Norma Dale Bird 11784 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark William Bishop 11638 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Arthur Bitner 11812 Side Rd 18, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory John Black 10975 Highway 3 W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Jerry Thomas Blanchard 11601 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lawrence Boland, C/O Mary Henry 66 Kennedy Crt Lancaster Ontario K0C 1N0
Ms. Karen Bonisteel 12111 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald James Booi 523 Frankhouser Rd Buffalo NY USA 14221
Ms. June Booi 523 Frankhouser Rd Buffalo NY USA 14221
Mr. John Borkovsky RR 1 Ridgeway Ontario L0S 1N0
Mr. Jeffrey George Bott 11775 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Paul Boudreau 31951 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carly Joyelle Bowden 11681 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Helen Madeline Bowman 41701 Mill Race Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Stephanie Brauer 337 Elm St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4P1
Mr. William Fredrick Braunlin 12049 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Breton 41562 Clarendon Street East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Breton 41562 Clarendon Street East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sharlene Ann Marie Briggs 22792 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William James Brown PO Box 451 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5X7
Mr. Gary Brown 4634 Ashlar Cresent Burlington Ontario L7M 0E9 (905) 331-5611 Gary.Brown@halton.ca
Ms. Sandra Lynn Brown 5 Carmichael Cres Collingwood Ontario L9Y 4R6
Mr. Mark Douglas Brown 11679 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Brown 41831 Feeder Road East, PO Box 141Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Grant William Brunette 11613 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Buchanan djbuchanan@rogers.com
Mr. Thomas Buck 11686 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jacoba Buiter 171 Norway Ave Welland Ontario L3C 4A4
Mr. David John Buiter 41442 Feeder Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Simon Johannes Bulk 32633 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Timothy Daniel Bunz PO Box 68 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Herbert Joseph Bunz 23014 Burkett Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Marilyn Nellie Bunz 32086 Side Road 20, GD Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Reich Michele Elise Burnett 11845 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Anthony Michael Buttigieg 10961 Neff St, , RR 2, Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame C R L Campbell Brothers Cons 11575 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1448077 Ontario Limited C/O Bill Loeffen 41655 Mill Race Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame 1198917 Ontario Limited C/O Diane Poirier 11377 Highway 3 W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Sir/Madame Wainfleet Lions Club C/O G Deruyte 12166 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Can-Am International Beagle C/O Robert A Mitton 7024 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Puslinch Ontario N0B 2J0
Sir/Madame 1448077 Ontario Limited C/O William Loeffen 1933 House Rd, RR 1 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Mr. Domenic Antonio Calabrese PO Box 348 St Davids Ontario L0S 1P0
Mr. Christopher Calabretta, C/O Dominic Calabretta 10000 Lyons Creek Rd, RR 1 Welland Ontario L3B 5N4
Ms. Mary Caldwell 11806 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Vicki Campbell 2655 Miller Road Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 6S6 (905) 295-0998 jandvcampbell@lastmilenet.ca
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Mr. Rodney Campbell 11690 Burnaby Rd Unit A, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Charles Burnell Campbell 11687 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. S Cameron Campbell 11606 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lorne M Campbell 11683 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Eugene Canby 12541 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Victor Cantore 78 Crescentwood Dr St Catharines Ontario L2N 4L6
Mr. Leo Richard Caron 22611 Gibson Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Ines Mary Carpani 32585 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Esther Carriero 133 Woodmere Dr Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5568
Ms. Linda Leonie Carson 31864 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Anthony Sr Casale 7431 Sunnydale Dr Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-1334
Mr. Alex Casnig 11373 Moore Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Jack David William Cassell 21929 Sideroad 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Alexander Caster 12296 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Valerie Irene Caster 12288 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Dana S L Caverly 11777 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Dana S L Caverly RR 2 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0
Mr. Wayne Gordon Cavers 31876 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ross Henry Chambers 11241 Highway 3 W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Ellery Chandias 21260 Gilmore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mrs. Diane Chase 13174 Lakeshore Road, R.R. 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4289 dianechase@xplornet.ca
Mr. Akhtar Chaudary 22181 Abbey Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2227
Mr. Abdul Rehman Akhtar Chaudary 22056 Side Rd 20, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Laura Ann Cheevers 11748 Summerland Ave, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nicole Anne Christopher 12550 Daley Ditch Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Ami Nadine Chunick 31966 Clarendon St West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark Andrew Cichocki 32438 Clarendon St, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Ciofli 40 Burmell Ave Toronto Ontario M6S 4G5
Ms. Patricia Anna Clarkson 7307 Frontier Ave Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3211
Ms. Carole Ernestine Cloutier 32041 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Cochrane 11561 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Shirley Ann Collins 31959 Feeder Road West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Catherine Celia Cornell 12227 Lakeshore Road West, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Laurie Cossitt 11713 Side Rd 18, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Paul Cowal 12125 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Susan Marie Cowal 12125 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Edward Crane PO Box 3606 Jupiter FL USA 33469-1010
Mr. Dwight John Angus Crawford 21992 Regional 3 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Patricia Alice Crossley 176 68th Street New York NY USA 14304-3914
Mr. James Patrick Csanig 22630 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Maureen Barbara Currie 11831 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steven Joseph Cvetkovic 32449 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Joseph Cvetkovic 31527 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Valerie Cywinski 4167 Treetop Cres Mississauga Ontario L5L 2L7
Mr. Jack Alexander Dafoe 11074 Neff Rd, RR 2, Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Mary Danku 285 Lake St St Catharines Ontario L2R 5Z7
Mr. Leon Daroshefski 4847 Rogers Rd Hamburg NY USA 14075-3219
Mr. Stanley Ronald Dashwood 32430 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Barrie Scott Davies 41870 Clarendon St East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wilfred Gordon Glenn Davies PO Box 67 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Reta Kathleen Dawdy 121104 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jack Walter Dawn 11072 Neff Rd, RR 2, Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Blake Nelson Dayboll 42046 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Harvey Dayboll C/O 31969 Brown St, PO Box 28 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. George Dayboll 22030 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Blake Nelson Dayboll 42046 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Shirley De Luke 432 81st St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304
Mr. Frank De Ruyte 11969 Station Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Clara Alice Dean 42949 Wills Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Henry Degagne 11582 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Gerald Johanes Dehaan 1000 Effingham St, RR 5 Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. John Andre Dekker 11387 Moore Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Carlo Delazzari 762 Clare Ave Welland Ontario L3C 3C1
Mr. Ventura Evan Reno Della 11562 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Alfred Deluke 432 81st St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3306
Mr. Jacob Den Besten 73162 Concession 6 Rd, RR 1 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0
Mr. Gaston Denis 117102 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jeannine E Deruiter 41833 Feeder Road East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Henry Deruiter 32009 Feeder Road West, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Joseph Deruyte 41829 Feeder Road East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank DeRuyte 11969 Station Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3056
Mr. Daniel Deschamps 11615 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Brandy Lynn Desmarais 11581 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Brandy Lynn Desmarais 11581 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Devries 62981 Concession 6 Rd, RR 1 Wellandport Ontario L0R 2J0
Mr. Domenico R Di Maurizio 6461 Crawford St Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 5Z3
Mr. Edward David Dick 11611 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel Andrew Dickson 30997 Wilson Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael Dillon 72 Bonello Cres Whitby Ontario L1R 3N7
Mr. Briant Leslie Dilts 32080 Side Rd 20, PO Box 25 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gordon Dilts 11588 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald William Dilts 21214 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Marion R Dilts 11753 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Romeo Dipietro 140 Classic Ave Wainfleet Ontario L3B 1P7
Ms. Virginia Mary Doan 847 Ridge Rd N, RR 2 Ridgeway Ontario L0S 1N0
Ms. Bernice Donaldson 4717 22nd St Niagara Falls NY USA 14305
Ms. Audrey Hazel Doran 11614 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Audrey Doran 11614 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4246
Ms. Holly Doucette hollyd_18@hotmail.com 
Ms. Philomena E Doxbeck 61 Raintree Pky Tonawanda NY USA 14150
Mr. David Donald Draper 24 Mabelle Ave Apt 2616 Etobicoke Ontario M9A 4X8
Mr. Richard Victor Keith Draper 11997 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kirk Thomas Dressel 21125 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Mark Drysdale 31180 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Craig William Dunk PO Box 94 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Laurel Duquette 298 Waverly Rd Toronto Ontario M4L 3T6
Ms. Laurel Duquette 298 Waverly Rd Toronto Ontario M4L 3T6 (416) 693-6347 lsduquette@gmail.com
Ms. Sharon Ann Durant 11621 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Angelo Durigan 11602 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank Joseph Dyck 42032 Highway 3, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank Mitchell Dyck 928 Foss Rd, RR 4 Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. Keith John Jacob Earl 41941 Feeder Road East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gary James Ecker 11675 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Leslie W Edwards 12165 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Elizabeth Egger 505 Moote Rd, RR 1 Dunnville Ontario N1A 2W1
Mr. Brandon Duke Elliot 31961 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Wendy Elizabeth Elliott 12250 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ross Duane Emerson 42223 Highway 3, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Sir/Madame Erie Fur Farms Limited 21972 Regional 3 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carrie Ethier 31953 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joe Etling 11618 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4765
Mr. J. Etling 21648 Dixie Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-9996
Mr. Joseph Frederick Etling 21117 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. James John Arthur Etling 21648 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Frederick Etling 21117 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Janet Lynn Evans 5 Crown Cres Bradford Ontario L3Z 2M7
Mr. Kevin Alex Falusi 12163 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dennis James Fast 31958 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Federation Of Ontario Naturalists 366 Adelaide Street West, Suite 201 Toronto Ontario MV5 1R9
Ms. Tracy Gloria Feduck 31958 Clarendon St, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Hiltje Fennema 971 Canboro Rd Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. Hendrick Fennema 971 Canboro Rd, RR 1 Fenwick Ontario L0S 1C0
Mr. Michael G. Fenton 41995 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 newclearsports@hotmail.com
Mr. Bruce Ferko PO Box 55126 Dallas TX USA 75355
Mr. Bruce Ferko 9200 Park Blvd., Apt. 105 Seminole FL USA 33777
Mr. Brad Ferko 9200 Park Blvd., Apt. 105 Seminole FL USA 33777
Mr. Michael Alan Ferri 31329 Malowany Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carman Ferri 50650 Farr Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Larry James Fisher 15156 Walnut Hill Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Charles Fitzpatrick charlesfitzpatrick314@msn.com
Mr. William Douglas Fletcher 22555 Daley Ditch Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Hugh William Flintoft 31962 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Matthew Forrest 62 Eaglecrest Dr Hamburg NY USA 14075
Mr. Ricky Francis Fortin 11562 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Christine Hill Fournier 11760 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Matvei Fradin matveif@hotmail.com
Sir/Madame Frank Jurek Lumber Corp 9170 Transit Road East Amherst NY USA 14051
Mr. Jeffery Ross Fraser 11825 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lonny Richard Freeman 12039 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Albert Freeman 11658 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Rex Freitag 31927 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Graham Friel 31875 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Timothy Stephen Fulbrook 31957 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Fulbrook 31973 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Franklin David Fulop PO Box 756 Stn Main Welland Ontario L3B 5R5
Ms. Darlene Anne Furry 12268 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Gable Point Contracting Limited, C/O 

Paul Breds
250 Lesmill Rd North York Ontario M3B 2T5

Mr. Michael Dennis Gabryelski 21834 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0  
Mr. Thomas H Game 12039 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory Garner 11569 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lloyd Howard Garringer 31774 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Adrian Gelok 11609 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Genders 31480 Side Rd 14, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carol Gettings 90 Ponderosa Dr Buffalo NY USA 14221-2410
Mr. Randy Kenneth Gibb 31341 Side Rd 14, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. Dale & Mary Lou Gibson 12044 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 dmlgibson@iaw.on.ca
Mr. Ronald Angus Gibson 11576 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Joseph Henry Gibson 11589 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dale Melvin Gibson 12044 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Jean Gibson 11589 Lakeshore Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Louise Gibson 12044 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Randal Dean Gifford 11663 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nancy Giles 11155 Lakeshore Road West, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4 (905) 832-2370 nancygiles2@yahoo.ca

Mr. Todd Hilary Gillow PO Box 112 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Serge Gingras serge@sergegingras.com
Mr. Gilles Girard 11175 Golf Course Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Claude Edward Gobeil 22434 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roger Gobeil 22770 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Hugh Douglas Goodwillie 3 Widdicombe Hill Etobicoke Ontario M9R 1A9
Mr. Samuel Gouws jumpersam@gmail.com
Mr. Kelly Evan Grabell 22373 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George Roy Grabell 12024 Station Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Samuel Roy Grabell 12026 Station Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Grabell Cemetery, Attn: B Heil 31940 Highway 3, PO Box 38 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Yvonne Gradson 21178 Highway 3, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. James E Gray 4160 Wilson-Cambria Rd Ransomville NY USA 14131
Mr. Ian Scott Gray 3033 Townline Rd Unit 122 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Ms. Margaret Alice Green 31960 Clarendon St West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Harold Green 41735 Mill Race Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Bruce Green 41772 Clarendon Street East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leonard Robert Greenaway 11563 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Rene Grene 2371 Poplar Cres Mississauga Ontario L5J 4H2
Mr. Robert Allan Grimwood 5 Lower Canada Dr, RR 3 Niagara On The Lake Ontario L0S 1J0
Mr. Andrew David Groszeibl 42717 Gilmore Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Joseph Groszeibl 42717 Gilmore Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Benjamin James Groulx 12137 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michel Gruszewski 5379 Mapleton Rd Lockport NY USA 14094-9294
Mr. Filodoro Guglielmi 520 Sutherland Ave Welland Ontario L3B 5A3
Ms. Linda Alida Haennel 46 Collier Rd S Thorold Ontario L2V 3T1
Mr. Robert Peter Hales 11607 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harvey James Hall 11640 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Hamm 174 Madeline Rue Buffalo NY USA 14221
Mr. John William Hanemaayer 31872 Highway 3, GD Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frederick Gordon Hannis 21658 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Paul Andrew Hansen 39 York Rd Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-3728
Ms. Barbara Grace Hansen PO Box 128 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leonard Hanson 12245 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Len Hanson 12245 Concession 1, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-0634
Mr. Alexander Hanuska 22214 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Harper 32775 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald William Harris 41705 Mill Race Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Anglyn Harry 32082 Side Rd 20, GD Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Rose Hart 261 Appleby Road Ancaster Ontario L9G 2V6
Mr. Brian Trent Harvey 48 Mccormick St Welland Ontario L3C 4L9
Ms. Ann Elizabeth Hastee 83 Sannita Dr Rochester NY USA 14626-3611
Mr. Wayne Kirby Hawkins 21541 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Keith Haymes 23 Third Ave Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5P2
Ms. Rosemary Hayward 11705 Side Rd 18, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Rosemary Hayward 117106 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Michelle Aileen Henderson 31954 Napoleon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Curtis John Henderson 12018 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Leslie Neil Henry 11573 Lakeshore Rd W Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Rudy Herrera 11621 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Louise Hickey 12226 Hickey Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Kenneth Hill PO Box 135 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Trevor Hill 11539 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Alan Hines 22641 Gibson Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joanne Ellen Hinks 54 Parker St St Catharines Ontario L2S 1C8
Mr. Frank Teunis Hintenberger 12158 Gallinger Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Joseph Hintenberger 11560 Hill Ave Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Darren Gerald Hoekstra 21909 Side Rd 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Matthew Holinaty 21935 Sideroad 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Blair Alexander Holland 11755 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert F Holway 120 Sharon Dr Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5134
Mr. William Raymond Honsberger 11981 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Howard William P Hoover 12006 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Helen Hoskin P.O. Box 56 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1803 hhoskin@hotmail.com
Ms. Helen Marie Hoskin 12154 Gallinger Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Yvan Houle 32654 Feeder Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jody Darryl Hughes 21109 Dilts Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mrs. Margaret Huizinga 41449 Forks Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1071 mhhuizinga@gmail.com
Sir/Madame Huiztein Farms Inc 41449 Forks Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gary Hull ghull@rim.com
Mr. Henry Hwang 7 Wellbrook Blvd Welland Ontario L3C 5T3
Mr. Morgan Keith Hyatt 11824 Sideroad 18 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter Richard Hymmen 12005 Augustine Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Sandra Hymmen 12005 Augustine Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Salvatore Ianni 8030 Oakridge Dr Niagara Falls Ontario L2H 2W1
Mr. Angelo Interisano 31882 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Investican Properties Inc 320 North Park St Unit 3 Brantford Ontario N3R 4L3
Mr. Urs Itten 31729 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Anthony Ivancic 459 Zimmerman Blvd Buffalo NY USA 14223-1115
Mr. Stephen Jaeggi 11685 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Scott Jaques 11294 Golf Course Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Joseph Frank Jasek 31954 Clarendon St West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Dragana Jevtovic 806-25 Warrender Avenue Toronto Ontario M9B 5Z4 (647) 274-5867 altitude13500@yahoo.com
Mr. Thomas Robert Johnson 12019 Lakeshore Rd W Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Yvan Emile Joly 11619 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Benjamin Jones 3894 Elm St N Welland Ontario L3B 3P3
Mr. & Ms. Stanley & Margret Jones 13078 Side Road 30, Rr #2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3891
Ms. Afra Jong 31862 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Jsr Farms Ltd 259 Ridge Rd E Grimsby Ontario L3M 4E7
Mr. William John Kadwell 11605 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Katherine Kalagian 11837 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Emanuel Karatopis 5233 Highway 20 St Anns Ontario L0R 1Y0
Ms. Kimberley Lynn Katch 11641 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ralph Katrynuk 32626 Feeder Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Kaymar Beach Ltd 41 Ferndale Ave Buffalo NY USA 14217-1003
Mr. Harold John Kelly 31957 Hwy 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Corey John Kemp 11517 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Feroz Ahmed Khan 31910 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roland Kingma 11284 Golf Course Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Evan George Kitchen 22623 Abbey Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Friedrich Karl Klenk 11553 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Knoche 6 Maple St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-4011
Ms. Linda Jean Knoll 197 Mang Ave Buffalo NY USA 14217-2633
Mr. Brian Arthur John Koiter 11613 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Adrian Kolff RR 2 Wiarton Ontario N0H 2T0
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Mr. Robert Paul Kopinak 11541 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Julia Kossowski, Project Manager, Stantec 49 Fredrick Street Kitchener Ontario N2H 6M7 (519) 569-4338 julia.kossowski@stantec.com
Mr. Wayne Allan Kozar 11274 Golf Course Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Frank Kozelj 11660 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ron Kramer 10842 Rathfon Road, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4 (905) 834-4341 ron@rkramer.ca
Ms. Dawn Marie Krueger 23025 Feeder Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kevin Krueger, C/O Karl Krueger 5939 Hyde Park Blvd Niagara Falls NY USA 14305
Ms. Bernice Kuca 149 West Main St Welland Ontario L3C 5A3
Mr. Joseph Kucman 11578 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Beata Barbara Kus 11809 Side Road 18 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alexander Richard Kwaak 11558 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Kyrou 4990 Maxine Pl Mississauga Ontario L4Z 4H9
Mr. Claude Lucien Lacroix 11 Hillview Cres, RR 1 Midhurst Ontario L0L 1X0
Ms. Tara Ladd td_ladd@hotmail.com
Mr. Tom Lafortune 32608 Daley Ditch Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Lakefront Produce Ltd 1586 Firelane 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V3
Sir/Madame Lakewood Beach Properties Lt 125 Carlton St, PO Box 29069 St Catharines Ontario L2R 7P9
Mr. John Frederick Lamont 12 Xavier Crt St Catharines Ontario L2N 7T4
Mr. Jorgen Erik Larsen 11578 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Bruce Lawrence 11758 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Freddy Leeuwenburg 31806 Marshville Drive Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jasper Isaac Leeuwenburg 21113 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Roland Bennett Leies 827 Pine St N Dunnville Ontario N1A 2M6
Mr. Paul D Leon PO Box 366 Stn Main Welland Ontario L3B 5P7
Mr. Manfred Lepp 32965 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Amy Lynn Marie Lepp 11691 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Katharina Lepp 22989 Burkett Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ralph E Leppert 11576 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Peggy Ann Leslie 11571 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Betty Joyce Leslie 2767 Northshore Dr, RR 1 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0
Mr. Bryan William Lewis 11598 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Albert Liegl PO Box 400 Boston NY USA 14025-0400
Ms. Lillian June Lindhurst 86 Wheeler St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-1928
Mr. Michael Anthony Lococo 12033 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bill Loeffen C/O 42569 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2067
Mr. Harold Loeffen 42431 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2578
Mr. Harry Loeffen 42441 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-1687
Mr. John Loeffen 42569 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3713
Mr. William Henricus Loeffen R.R. 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. Harold & Betty Loeffen 42569 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2067
Mr. John Nichlaas Loeffen 21972 Regional 3 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harry J Loeffen 42441 Highway 3, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Harry Martin Loeffen 12963 Burkett Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Michael Loeffen 31961 Church St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Loeffen Farms Ltd, C/O William Loeffen 1933 House Rd, RR 1 Stevensville Ontario L0S 1S0
Sir/Madame Long Beach Resort Ltd 12265 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Manuel Lopez 3288 Anderson Court Missisauga Ontario L5N 2Y3 manuel.lopes@rogers.com 
Ms. Debra Elaine Lord 11829 Regional 3 Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ferbet Lucian 220 Meadowbrook Pky Buffalo NY USA 14206
Mr. Christopher John Lucy 41698 Dixie Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Mabo West Side Construction 137 Chantler Rd, RR 5 Welland Ontario L3B 5N8
Mr. Richard Keith Maccabe 11561 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Brenda Elizabeth MacDonald 100 Acadia Dr Welland Ontario L3C 6L6
Mr. David Stephen Mackay 22533 Side Rd 26, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Stuart Macleod 31830 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Dolores J Mahoney 9575 Centre St Glenwood NY USA 14069
Mr. Evan Paul Main 31868 Highway 3, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Maldean Holsteins Ltd 42223 Highway 3, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Krassimire Maletchkov 22438 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Albert Malowany 31478 Malowany Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Anthony John Malowany 31492 Malowany Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Management Board Secretariat, C/O 

ORC Property Tax Dept
1 Dundas St W Suite 2000 Toronto Ontario M5G 2L5

Mr. Brian Oliver Mann 11608 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Terry Lynn Mann 32070 Side Road 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Terry Lynn Mann 32070 Side Road 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Marko 11645 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steven George Marlatt 12286 Brawn Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Edward Marr 41715 Mill Race Rd, PO Box 134 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Marshville Chocolates Inc 41950 Clarendon St East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Lawrence Marsland 12028 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Donald Martin 31939 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Masotti 32068 Side Road 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Masotti 32068 Side Road 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Brian Merle Mater 41943 Feeder Road East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jean Helen Matthews 11567 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Chad Jeremy Mattie 11684 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Pierre Benoit Maurice 11790 Montrose Rd Welland Ontario L3B 5N4
Mr. Terrance Lee Maxner 11985 Augustine Road East, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jenn Maynard Burlington Ontario jennmaynard1@gmail.com
Mr. Josef Theodor Mayr 33652 Sider Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Manuel Mayr 32761 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Albert Wayne McCaffery PO Box 202 Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 6V8
Mr. Daniel Maurice McCormick 10889 Sandpit Rd Alexander NY USA 14005-9751
Mr. Timothy William Mccormick 12284 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James S McDonald 104 Delton St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5364
Mr. Michael McGee 89 Lexington Ave Buffalo NY USA 14222-1809
Ms. Christine D McIvor 21438 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Helen McKay 873 Lakeshore Rd E, RR 1 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V3
Ms. Barbara McKnight 41711 Mill Race Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jennifer McKnight 12569 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Michael William Mcmahon 31962 Clarendon Street West, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter James Medvic 21988 Regional 3 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Medvic 21567 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roland William Meisel 190 Elgin St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3K3
Mr. Ronald Meisel 190 Elgin Street Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3K3 (905) 835-2291 rollym@vaxxine.com
Mr. Craig Peter Melowsky 11610 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Pierre Gilles Mercier 11556 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Metler 11960 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Raymond Charles Micheau 21806 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Peter Migliaccio 12359 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Donald Joseph Mikulec 673 Woodland Dr Buffalo NY USA 14223-1825
Mr. Todd Jeffrey Minor PO Box 8 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Elwood Laverne Minor RR 1 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0
Mr. Marco Miranda 32573 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Misdorp 12010 Station Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jasmina Mladenovic 32078 Side Rd 20, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Shawn Michael Mollison 11776 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Normand Monfette 11572 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Christopher Todd Montgomery 32094 Side Rd 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dwayne August Moormann 31810 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph A Moormann 21892 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. August Alova Moormann 31802 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Iserell Moormann 31782 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joan Lucia Morabito 3 Springhead Gdns Welland Ontario L3C 5A7
Mr. Michael Morelli 157 Sunrise Dr Hamilton Ontario L8K 4C7
Mr. Raymond Joseph Morrissey 22345 Side Rd 24, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Morris Moskalyk 11680 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter Mozel 52 Eastdale Cres Welland Ontario L3B 1E8
Mr. Mary Muileboom 11638 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Nadine Rutham Muileboom 11632 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jay Andrew Mynlieff 32821 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Andreas Johannes Mynlieff 32829 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Noel Narcisse Nadeau 23066 Burkett Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Attila Nagy 11989 Augustine Road East, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James William Neville 11715 Side Rd 18, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Cherlyn Cornelia Newhouse 32072 Side Road 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Cherlyn Cornelia Newhouse 32072 Side Road 20 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Niagara Credit Union Limited 75 Corporate Park Dr St Catharines Ontario L2S 3W2
Mr. Raymond Nieuwold 31953 Napoleon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Laurie Anne Nisbett 11537 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alvin Norman 31956 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Gail Norman 31826 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Guistino G Nuccitelli 31811 Marshville Drive Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Kimberly Ann Obdeyn 137 Chantler Rd, RR 5 Welland Ontario L3B 5N8
Mr. Robert T O'Neill 138 Oakland Pl Buffalo NY USA 14222-2030
Mr. Michael Andrew Oord 41937 Feeder Road East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Scott Alexander Orosz 41449 Feeder Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory O'rourke 11723 Sideroad 18, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark Nicholas Ostryhon 11616 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dean Joseph Francis Ostryhon 11612 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Doris Ellen Ostryhon 11629 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Clifford Frederick Oudman 22221 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. William & Lois Outred 11632 Burnaby Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-2439
Ms. Lorna Marie Ovenden 32373 Feeder Rd, PO Box 123 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Osborne Owen 41944 Clarendon St East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Anne Helen Pacsuta 11833 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Lynzie Panetta 41438 Overholt Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Albert Park 11671 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Victor Parker 309 Utica St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5433
Mr. Alfred Jack Parker 11551 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Roderick James Parkins 31965 Feeder Road West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Peter William Parry 755 Cherry Hill Blvd, RR 1 Ridgeway Ontario L0S 1N0
Mr. Glenn James Parsons 41840 Clarendon Street East, GD Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Parsons 11754 Summerland Ave, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Paschert 32035 Bell Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Andrew Emil Pataran 31554 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Paul Michael Pataran 31552 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Karen Ellen Pattison 21185 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mark William Patus 25 Sayles Ave Welland Ontario L3C 5Y8
Ms. Alison Pen aliass1@mac.com
Mr. James Francis Penberthy 268 Adam St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-2038
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Mr. Vito Joseph Pendola 11646 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Perreault 19 Chantal Crt Welland Ontario L3B 5V3
Ms. Lana Pesch Toronto (416) 294-9180 lanastar@rogers.com
Mr. Hans Jurgen Pickelman 12256 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Joseph Frederick Pierce 11636 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dennis Pietak 3932 Washington St Niagara Falls NY USA 14305-1512
Mr. Jason Adam Pigeon 11608 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Lionel Pilon 12010 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Pilozzi 82 Clinton St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-2033
Mr. John D Pirson 11566 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Keith Albert Pirson 11568 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Mikel Joseph Pitt 11531 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jeanette L Placek 2781 Livingston Ave Buffalo NY USA 14213
Mr. Arthur Jacob Plug 48 Flannery Lane Thorold Ontario L2V 4V8
Sir/Madame Pol-Bee Investments Ltd, C/O Paul Breds 250 Lesmill Rd North York Ontario M3B 2T5

Mr. Simon Pols 31915 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Andrew Pols 31818 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Lazlo Polyak 55 Brookdale Drive Ancaster Ontario L9G 2Y4 (905) 304-2104 l.polyak@cogeco.ca
Ms. Georgia Sue Pomper 21105 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Andrew Postma 12080 Station Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Poulak 31907 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. George William Powell 32841 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Terrence Sergio Pracchia 11810 Side Rd 18 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Lorne Price 12274 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ryan Howard Radobenko 39 Westwood Cres Welland Ontario L3C 4R2
Ms. Michelle Lee Ramsay 21442 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Timothy David Rank 56 Colonial Dr Tonawanda NY USA 14150-5254
Mr. & Ms. Finn & Lene Rasmussen 11770 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-4072 finn@rasmussen-on.ca
Mr. John Rauscher 127 Melissa Cres Welland Ontario L3C 6M5
Mr. Reginald Raymond 12082 Station Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Daniel William Reaman 22353 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. James Kenneth Reesor 259 Ridge Rd E, RR 1 Grimsby Ontario L3M 4E7
Mr. James William Reid 21812 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Jeffrey Stephen Remington 12007 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Deborah Esther Stella Repar 200 West Side Rd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5K7
Mr. Russell Keith Richard 12195 Lakeshore Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Norman Ricker 12163 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Marshall Ricker 3370 Highway 3, RR 1 Jarvis Ontario N0A 1J0
Mr. Kenneth Norman Ricker 11 Karen Crt, SS 4 Fonthill Ontario L0S 1E4
Mr. Arnold Alfred Robins 21814 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Patrick Joseph Robson 12822 Minor Rd, RR 28 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Ray Rodgers 41709 Mill Race Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Constance Darlene Rodgers 117221 Side Rd 18, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Rodrigue 11682 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Robert Rogers 11688 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Darlene Anne Rogers 11773 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Rogers Cantel Inc., Property 

Management Dept
1 Mount Pleasant Rd Toronto Ontario M4Y 2Y5

Sir/Madame Roman Catholic Episcopal Cor PO Box 117 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. David Bruce Rose 11681 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dwayne Roseborough 11679 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Stephanie Ann Rosiana, C/O Richard Rosiana 5257 Ottawa Ave Niagara Falls Ontario L2E 4Y9
Mr. Erno Delano Rossi 147 Tennessee Ave Port Colborne Ontario L3K 2R8
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Mr. Brent Roszell 31426 Malowany Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ralph Rotella 100 Oxford Blvd Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5Y3
Ms. Sally Louise Roth 663 Niagara St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-3601
Ms. Eleanor I Rutkowski 45 Kies Crt Niagara Falls NY USA 14304
Ms. Irene Louise Ruzylo 178 Steele St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4X6
Mr. John Winston Sacrey 13794 Highway 2, RR 4 Cobourg Ontario K0K 1S0
Ms. Cynthia Marie Ann Safruk 12159 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Richard Arthur Sahr 69 Countryside Lane Grand Island NY USA 14072
Ms. Barbara Salerno 368 Tennyson Dr Oakville Ontario L6L 3Y9
Sir/Madame Sam Young Electric Limited 11290 Golf Course Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. James T Sandoro 25 Myrtle Ave Buffalo NY USA 14204-2047
Mr. Andrew Jack Saunders 197 Mang Ave Kenmore NY USA 14217-2633
Mr. Philip Jr Schertzing 21131 Dilts Side Road 12, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Robert Schertzing 21444 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Adolf Schmitz 11692 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Heather Margaret Schram 17 Rondelle Pl St Catharines Ontario L2N 2V5
Mr. Christopher Scotland 11986 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Margaret Mary Scott 11617 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Henry Sevenpifer 11381 Highway 3 W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Mary L Seyler 348 Zimmerman Blvd Buffalo NY USA 14223-1024
Mr. Kenneth Sharpe 11828 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John A Shepherd 419 Delta Rd Unit 2 Buffalo NY USA 14226-1120
Ms. Susan Holly Sherk 20 Brock Ave, PO Box 1114 Fonthill Ontario L0S 1E0
Ms. Marilyn Robertson Sherman 14333 Lake Ma Aline Blvd, GD Tampa FL USA 33618
Ms. Jacqueline Grace Shiels PO Box 125 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Steven William Shiels 21383 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Orval Shoemaker 11693 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Earl Sibbald 11684 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Janet Sider 11664 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jane Doreen Siever 1364 101st St Niagara Falls NY USA 14304-2716
Mr. James Simonics 31953 Feeder Road West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Stephanie Joan Simpson 11533 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bradford Christopher Skinner 40 Virginia St Welland Ontario L3C 7A4
Mr. Stanley Ferdinan Skotniski 31337 Malowany Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Susan Christine Skotniski 11662 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Carolyn Skrypetz 1578 Keenleyside Crt Mississauga Ontario L5G 2V9
Mr. Brandon Richard Smith 41947 Feeder Road East Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wade Edward Smith 650 King St Port Colborne Ontario L3K 4H8
Mr. Daniel Smith 11750 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gregory Joseph Smith 11670 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Barbara May Smith 10236 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Michelle Solinas 3246 Respond Rd Mississauga Ontario L5M 7X4
Ms. Deborah Lynn Souder 11617 Elizabeth Cres, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Audie Soulsby 3672 Gunning Dr Niagara Falls Ontario L2G 6L4
Mr. Wayne Arthur Sparks 11694 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Penny Veldora Speck 11623 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joann Veronica Spence 11066 Neff Rd, RR 2, Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Anthony Spiteri 812 Douglas Woods Pl Se Calgary Alberta T2Z 3P2
Ms. Margo Springer 137 Russell Ave St Catharines Ontario L2R 1W2
Mr. Alain Clement St Pierre 475 Wallace Ave N Welland Ontario L3B 1R3
Mr. Paul Leonard Stachnik 144 Hartford Ave Buffalo NY USA 14223-2738
Ms. Grace Elizabeth Staley 12022 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Glenn Stansfield PO Box 157 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Edwin Roy Staples 11559 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. David C Steuernagel 1025 Castlebar Dr North Tonawanda NY USA 14120-2970
Mr. James Glen Stirtzinger 22433 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Herman William Stolk 31870 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Adrian Joseph Stoop 41169 Feeder Rd E, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Frank Joseph Stoop 41037 Feeder Rd E, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Emma Maria Stoop 41037 Feeder Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Bruce L Stouth 21858 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Judith Margaret Stouth 21850 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mudite Strazdins 31646 Garringer Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas David Stutz 11695 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Rudy Sukkel 21733 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert James Sulston 11824 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Swetlana Suschinskij 11752 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Margaret Joan Swoboda 12021 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame T M Spratt Limited 186 Greens Rd Caledonia Ontario N3W 1X2
Ms. Elaine Tattersall 14 Centre Street St Catharines Ontario L2R 7J5
Mr. Philip Taylor 11851 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Thomas Theofanidis 53 Clapperton Ave Scarborough Ontario M1L 4K7
Ms. Karen Kay Therrien 41946 Clarendon St East, GD Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Donna June Thiessen 12172 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Trevor Thomas 21949 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Thompson 2488 Shurie Rd Smithville Ontario L0R 2A0
Mr. Darryl Brent Thompson 31802 Marshville Drive Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert Douglas Thompson 11586 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. John Dale Thompson 11691 Belleview Beach Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Blair Thompson blair@tangbu.com
Mr. Thomas S Tokar 11689 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Stanley Tomaszewski 475 Oneida St Lewiston NY USA 14092-1267
Ms. Sara Diane Tomlinson 111 Lockhart Dr St Catharines Ontario L2T 1W3
Ms. Patricia A Toole 1809 Arbor Knoll Loop New Port Richey FL USA 34655-7204
Mr. Daniel Robert Topa 32028 Clarendon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Jacqueline Topa 32028 Clarendon St West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gordon Trafananko 31840 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Wayne Scott Trimmer 12181 Lakeshore Road Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame Triple G Farms Inc 42771 Gilmore Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Sir/Madame True Remainders Ltd 2318 Regional Rd 81, RR 1 St Catharines Ontario L2R 6P7
Ms. Elizabeth L Turner 21539 Dixie Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Carl Wayne Turton 12229 Concession 1 Rd, PO Box 131, Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V8
Mr. Thomas Twist 359 Rosedale Blvd Buffalo NY USA 14226-2239
Ms. Barbara Tylee 147 Dorchester Dr Grimsby Ontario L3M 5J9
Mr. Robert Walter Tytko 101 Front St, PO Box 467 Hastings Ontario K0L 1Y0
Mr. Harry Norman Upfold 32769 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gilbert James Van Ginkel 31375 Malowany Side Rd 14, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Elisabeth Van Hengstum 23046 Burkett Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerrit W Van Luttikhuisen 11488 Moore Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Pamela Margaret Van Osch 32173 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Gerard Vandelaar 11769 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Mary Vandelaar 11765 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Allen Jeffrey Vanderlingen 31711 Highway 3, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. & Ms. Bert & Karen Vanginkel 31375 Side Road 14 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-3892
Mr. Chrisrobert Vankralingen 11654 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Veldhuizen 13186 Lakeshore Rd W, RR 1 Lowbanks Ontario N0A 1K0
Mr. Gerald Veldhuizen 23041 Feeder Rd, RR 1 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Francis Vella 31950 Napoleon St Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Larry James Vervaeke 11612 Burnaby Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Lorna Gertrude Vicary 31964 Highway 3, PO Box 5 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Christine Vidal 107 Columbia Dr Buffalo NY USA 14221-6850
Mr. Alfred Villazor 25 Metcalfe St Toronto Ontario M4X 1R5
Mr. Rudolfus Karl Vink 21319 Outred Rd, RR 2, Stn Main Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Ms. Janice Virag 42363 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0 (905) 899-0008 janicevirag@hotmail.com
Sir/Madame Virk Poultry Farms Inc 1542 Lookout St, RR 1 Ridgeville Ontario L0S 1M0
Sir/Madame Virk Poultry Farms Inc., C/O Chaudary 

Abdulrehman
22181 Abbey Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0

Mr. Anthony Jacob Vis 11555 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Darren Andrew Vitberg 1229 Master St North Tonawanda NY USA 14120-2252
Mr. John Richard Vittore 11535 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Nicholaas Gerardus Vriend 22382 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Frederick Vriend 21111 Dilts Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Andrew Craig Wakeham 442 Strathmore Blvd Toronto Ontario M4C 1N5
Mr. Richard Mark Wakunick 22506 Daley Ditch Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joyce Walberg 441 30th St Hermosa Beach CaA USA 90254-2131
Mr. Ronald Nathaniel Walker PO Box 73 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Katherine Walsh 210 Harvard Rd Waterloo Ontario N2J 3V5 (519) 497-8197 kbanks@rim.com
Mr. James Warankie jwarankie@cogeco.ca
Mr. Michael Joseph Warthling 330 Main St Tonawanda NY USA 14150-3321
Mr. Andrew Watts 10810 Rathfon Road, R.R. 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4 (905) 8342278 aliand@sympatico.ca
Mr. John Charles Watts 12278 Brawn Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Robert A Webster 11582 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. William Garth Wehlann 12037 Augustine Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Katherin Weishar skydiva@gmail.com
Mr. Richard A Wellenreiter 105 Rockcliffe Rd Dundas Ontario L9H 7H6
Mr. Theodore Frederick Wernham 12037 Concession 1 Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Alexander Wessel 1 Adelaide Pl Toronto Ontario M5V 2N7
Mr. Anthony Neil Whatley 31961 Feeder Road West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Gerald Wayne Whelan 2593 Pekin Rd Springboro Ohio USA 45066-7734
Mr. Jeffery David Whitehall 11697 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Murray Wickham, Optimum Business Strategies 553 Southdale Road East, Unit 103 London Ontario N6E 1A2 (519) 690-0001 murray@optimumbiz.ca

Mr. Murray Wickham, Optimum Business Strategies 553 Southdale Road East, Unit 103 London Ontario N6E 1A2 (519) 690-0001 murray@optimumbiz.ca

Mr. Brian Wicks 71 Coronation Dr Port Colborne Ontario L3K 3Z5
Mr. Francis Gordon Wilkie 12121 Walnut Hill Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Ronald Williams 23 Portal Dr Port Colborne Ontario L3K 6G2
Mr. Allan B Williams 11761 Summerland Ave, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Marilyn Jean Williams 11761 Summerland Ave, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. John Lawrence Wills 31916 Highway 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Ashley Wilson 11286 Golf Course Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Douglas Ronald Winger 31445 Bell Rd Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Barbara Ann Winger 11345 Highway 3 W, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Charles Curtis Winger 11554 Highway 3, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Teresa Wiwchar 58 Glenholme Ave Toronto Ontario M6H 3A9
Mr. Edward S Wolek 11993 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Ms. Joan Diane Wolff 4791 William St Apt 216 Depew NY USA 14043-4647
Mr. Erez Yaron erez.yaron@gmail.com
Mr. David Alfred Young 11282 Golf Course Rd, RR 2 Port Colborne Ontario L3K 5V4
Mr. Luke Edward Young 40927 Wilson Rd 10, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Henry Zandvliet 11966 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Theodore Martin Zandvliet 11836 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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Mr. Martin Zandvliet 11976 Lakeshore Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Juergen Zierle 41391 Malowany Rd, RR 2 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Dennis Zierle 41399 Mallowany Rd, RR 3 Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Walter Zylstra 32363 Feeder Road West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
Mr. Kenneth Walter Zylstra 32363 Feeder Road West Wainfleet Ontario L0S 1V0
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING #2
To be held by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. regarding a
proposal to engage in a Renewable Energy Project

Project Name: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Project Location: Township of Wainfleet, Niagara Region, Ontario
Dated at: Wainfleet this the 18th day of April 2012

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to engage in a renewable energy project in respect of which the 
issuance of a renewable energy approval is required. The proposal to engage in the project and the project 
itself is subject to the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act (ACT) Part V.0.1 and Ontario Regulation 
359/09 (Regulation). This notice must be distributed in accordance with Section 15 of the Regulation prior to an 
application being submitted and assessed for completeness by the Ministry of the Environment.

Meeting Location:

Date:  June 19, 2012
Time:  3:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Place:   Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial 

Hall, 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, ON   
L0S 1V0

The meeting will be in an Open House format 
allowing attendees to visit any time during the event. 

Project Description:

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in 
respect of which this project is to be engaged in, is a 
Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility 
would have a total maximum name plate capacity of 
9 MW. The project location is described in the map.

Documents for Public Inspection:

The Draft Project Description Report (PDR) titled 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Project 
Description Report describes the project as a wind 
energy facility, with 5 wind turbines proposed. 
The Vestas V100 1.8 MW turbine model has been 
selected as the preferred turbine model. A written 
copy of the PDR was made available for public inspection on July 22, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet Clerk’s 
Office (31940 Highway #3, P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0). The PDR can also be viewed electronically on 
the project website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca.

Further, on behalf of Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. the study team has prepared the following supporting 
documents in order to comply with the requirements of the Act and Regulation: Construction Plan Report, 
Design and Operations Report, Wind Turbine Specifications Report, Decommissioning Plan Report, Natural 
Heritage Assessment Report, Environmental Impact Study, Cultural Heritage Assessment Report, Archaeology 
Assessment Report and Noise Assessment Report. Written copies of the draft supporting documents are 
currently available for public inspection at the following locations: 

•	 	Township	of	Wainfleet,	Clerk's	Office,	31940	Highway	#3,	P.O.	Box	40,	Wainfleet,	ON		L0S	1V0
•	 	Wainfleet	Township	Public	Library,	31909	Park	Street,	P.O.	Box	118,	Wainfleet,	ON		L0S	1V0
•	 Or	electronically	at	www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca

Project Contacts and Information:

To learn more about the project proposal, public meetings or to communicate concerns, please visit the project’s 
website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca or contact: 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
tel: 905-607-1016 tel: 416-499-3110
fax: 905-607-5995 fax: 416-499-9658
e-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca e-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING #2 
To be held by Wainfieet Wind Energy Inc. regarding a 
ProposaJ to Engage in a Renewable Energy Project 

Project Name: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Project Location: Township of Wainfleet, Niagara Regionj Ontario 
Dated at Wainfleet this the 1Sth day of April1 2012 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc, is planning to engage in a renewable energy project in respect of which the issuance of a renewable energy 
approval -is required, The proposal to e'ngage· in the project and the project itself is subject to the proviSIons of the Environmental Protection 
Act (ACT) Part V,O.l and Ontario Regu!ation 359/09 (RegUlation). This notice must be djstributed in accordance with section 15 of the 
Regulation prior to an application being submitted and assessed for completeness by the Ministry of the Environment 

Meeting Location: 
DATE: June 19, 2012 
TIME: 3:00 p.m.-8:00 p.m. 
PLACE: Township of Wain fleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall, 31907 Park Street, Wainfl..e.et, Ontario, LOS 1VO 

The Meeting will be tn an Open House format allowing attendees to visit any time during the event. 

Project Description: 
Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged in, isa Class 4 Wind Energy FaCility. !f 
approved, this facility would have a total maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project locau.on is described in the map below. 

Documents for Public Inspection: 
The Draft Project Descfrption Report ti~ed Wainflem Wind Energy Project Draft Project Description Report describes the project as a wind 
energy facility, with 5 wind turbines proposed. The Vestas V1QO 1.8 MWturbine model has been selected as the preferredturbinemodel. A 
written copy of the Draft Project Description Report was made available for public inspectiOh on July 22, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet 
Clerk's Office (31940 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, Wainfteet, Ontario, LOS 1VO). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed 
electronically on the project website at WW'W~waiQfl~ebVlndenergy,c~ 

Further, on behalf of Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. the study team 
Has prepared the following supporting documents in order to 
comply with the requirements of the Act and Regulation: 
Construction Plan Report, Design and Operations Report, 
Wind Turbine Specifications Report, Decommissioning Plan 
Report. Natural Heritage Assessment Report, Environmental 
Impact Study, CuJtural Heritage Assessment Report; Archaeology I 

Assessment Report, Noise Assessment Report. Written copies of 
the draft supporting documents are currently available for public 
inspectioh at the foHowing locations: 

• Township of Wain fleet, Clerks Office, 31940 Hwy. #3, 
P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, Ont.ario, LOS tVO 

• Wainfleet Township Public Library, 31909 Park Street, 
P.O. Box 118, Weinfleet, ON LOS 1VO 

• Or electronicaUy at !MW,wainfleetwindenirg~,ca 

Project Contacts and Information: 
To learn more about the project proposal, public meetings, 
or to communicate,concems please visit the project'$ website at 
W'flW.\¥ainfleet.windener9Y.c~ or contact: 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pring.le 
Environmental Planner. MH . 
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Project Manager,lPC Energy 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 
Mississauga, Omano, L5N 5R1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 1 Lift En, 
235 Yorkland Bou!evard, Suite 600 !; t.''-' ~+"\ ,j~l i 

Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 L:..·~ ~.L,:.~~" .. ..,:: .... . _',._ .. " .,...." .. J 
Office: (416)499*3110 

Fax: (905) 607~5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: Tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: BPringIe@morrisormershfield.corr 
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PEACE OF MIND
Available June 1 – 21

ontario.ca/savingsbonds    1-888-212-BOND (2663)    TTY: 1-800-263-7776

When you invest in Ontario Savings Bonds, you’re investing  
on solid ground.
You can feel confident you’re making an investment that is safe, secure and 

backed by the province. Ask for Ontario Savings Bonds by name where you 

bank or invest.

 

Paid for by the Government of Ontario

STEP-UP RATE BOND
The competitive interest rate 
continues to rise with each 
year over its 5-year term. You 
can redeem every six months. 

1ST YEAR  1.25%

2ND YEAR  1.50%

3RD YEAR  1.75%

4TH YEAR  2.00%

5TH YEAR  2.25%

VARIABLE-RATE BOND
To remain competitive, a 
new rate is offered annually 
over the 3-year term.  
You can redeem annually. 

CURRENT RATE 1.25%

FIXED-RATE BOND
Enjoy a set competitive 
interest rate for the 
duration of the bond’s 
term.

3-YEAR 
FIXED-RATE 
BOND 1.50%

10-YEAR 
FIXED-RATE 
BOND 2.80%

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING #2
To be held by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. regarding a
proposal to engage in a Renewable Energy Project

Project Name: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Project Location: Township of Wainfleet, Niagara Region, Ontario
Dated at: Wainfleet this the 18th day of April 2012

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to engage in a renewable energy project in 
respect of which the issuance of a renewable energy approval is required. The proposal to 
engage in the project and the project itself is subject to the provisions of the Environmental 
Protection Act (ACT) Part V.0.1 and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Regulation). This notice 
must be distributed in accordance with Section 15 of the Regulation prior to an application 
being submitted and assessed for completeness by the Ministry of the Environment.

Meeting Location:

Date:  June 19, 2012
Time:  3:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Place:   Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall, 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet,  

ON  L0S 1V0

The meeting will be in 
an Open House format 
allowing attendees to visit 
any time during the event. 

Project Description:

Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the facility, 
in respect of which this 
project is to be engaged in, 
is a Class 4 Wind Energy 
Facility. If approved, 
this facility would have 
a total maximum name 
plate capacity of 9 MW. 
The project location is 
described in the map.

Documents for Public 
Inspection:

The Draft Project 
Description Report 
(PDR) titled Wainfleet 
Wind Energy Project 
Draft Project Description 
Report describes the project as a wind energy facility, with 5 wind turbines proposed. The 
Vestas V100 1.8 MW turbine model has been selected as the preferred turbine model. 
A written copy of the PDR was made available for public inspection on July 22, 2010 
at the Township of Wainfleet Clerk’s Office (31940 Highway #3, P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, 
ON  L0S 1V0). The PDR can also be viewed electronically on the project website at  
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca.

Further, on behalf of Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. the study team has prepared the 
following supporting documents in order to comply with the requirements of the Act 
and Regulation: Construction Plan Report, Design and Operations Report, Wind Turbine 
Specifications Report, Decommissioning Plan Report, Natural Heritage Assessment 
Report, Environmental Impact Study, Cultural Heritage Assessment Report, Archaeology 
Assessment Report and Noise Assessment Report. Written copies of the draft supporting 
documents are currently available for public inspection at the following locations: 

ON  L0S 1V0

L0S 1V0

Project Contacts and Information:

To learn more about the project proposal, public meetings or to communicate concerns, 
please visit the project’s website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca or contact: 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
tel: 905-607-1016 tel: 416-499-3110
fax: 905-607-5995 fax: 416-499-9658
e-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca e-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com

N





 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 13, 2012 

«Title» «First Name» «Last Name» 
«Address_Line_1» 
«City», «Province» 
«Postal_Code» 

Dear «Title» «Last Name»: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House. 

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 



- 2 - 

 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
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WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT

Proposed Wind Turbine Site Plan
Landuse (Overview)
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
Universal Transverse Mercator Projection, Zone 17N.
ESRI Aerial Photography (Bing 2010)
Project location data provided by IPC Energy and AMEC.

Underground collector lines following Station Rd and Concession
Rd 1 will be contained within the existing road 
network right-of-ways.

Note:

Meteorological Tower

Legend
Project Infrastructure

Wind Turbines

Switching Station

Noise Receptors

Turbine Access Roads (New)

Crane Pad (Temporary)

Crane Path (Temporary)

Turbine Laydown Area (Temporary)
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 30 m setback
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Existing Road Network

Underground Collector Line Optioned Properties
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Elevation Contours
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Provincially Significant Wetlands

Significant Woodlands

Evaluated Wetlands

jordanbeekhuis
Callout
Small Sign (31.75" by 23.75") Located on East side of Driveway to Pig Barn on Con 1.

jordanbeekhuis
Callout
Large Sign (4'x8') located on station Rd. directly West of WTG 4 Location
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
Universal Transverse Mercator Projection, Zone 17N.
ESRI Aerial Photography (Bing 2010)
Project location data provided by IPC Energy and AMEC.

Underground collector lines following Station Rd and Concession
Rd 1 will be contained within the existing road 
network right-of-ways.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING #2 
To be held by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. regarding a 

Proposal to Engage in a Renewable Energy Project 

Project Name: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Project Location: Township of Wainfleet, Niagara Region, Ontario 

Dated at Wainfleet this the 18
th

 day of April, 2012 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to engage in a renewable energy project in respect of which the issuance of a renewable energy 
approval is required. The proposal to engage in the project and the project itself is subject to the provisions of the Environmental Protection 
Act (ACT) Part V.0.1 and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Regulation). This notice must be distributed in accordance with section 15 of the 
Regulation prior to an application being submitted and assessed for completeness by the Ministry of the Environment. 

Meeting Location: 

DATE: June 19, 2012 
TIME: 3:00 p.m.-8:00 p.m. 
PLACE: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall, 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 
The Meeting will be in an Open House format allowing attendees to visit any time during the event.  

Project Description: 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If 
approved, this facility would have a total maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the map below. 

Documents for Public Inspection: 

The Draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Project Description Report describes the project as a wind 
energy facility, with 5 wind turbines proposed. The Vestas V100 1.8 MW turbine model has been selected as the preferred turbine model. A 
written copy of the Draft Project Description Report was made available for public inspection on July 22, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet 
Clerkʼs Office (31940 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed 
electronically on the project website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca

Further, on behalf of Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. the study team  
Has prepared the following supporting documents in order to 
comply with the requirements of the Act and Regulation:  
Construction Plan Report, Design and Operations Report,  
Wind Turbine Specifications Report, Decommissioning Plan  
Report, Natural Heritage Assessment Report, Environmental  
Impact Study, Cultural Heritage Assessment Report, Archaeology  
Assessment Report, Noise Assessment Report. Written copies of  
the draft supporting documents are currently available for public  
inspection at the following locations:  
 Township of Wainfleet, Clerks Office, 31940 Hwy. #3,  
P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

 Wainfleet Township Public Library, 31909 Park Street,  
P.O. Box 118, Wainfleet, ON L0S 1V0 

 Or electronically at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca

Project Contacts and Information: 

To learn more about the project proposal, public meetings, 
or to communicate concerns please visit the projectʼs website at  
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca or contact:

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle

Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: Tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com 





WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 

Appendix B: Public Meeting #1 Display Boards, Sign-In 

Sheet, Comment Sheets  



Welcome To The Public Open House 
For The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project

August 24, 2010

Objectives of Open House:

•	 Introduce	Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	Inc.	and	IPC	Energy.
•	 Present	an	overview	of	Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	Project.
•	 Share	status	of	ongoing	project	environmental	studies	

and	outline	future	work	required.
•	 Receive	public	input	and	feedback	to	incorporate	into	

the	project’s	design,	where	economically	feasible.



PROJECT OVERVIEW FOR 
WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY 

PROJECT
•	 Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	Inc.	is	proposing	to	develop	a	10	MW	

wind	farm	located	south	of		the	Community	of	Wainfleet,	in	
the	Township	of	Wainfleet,	Niagara	Region.

•	 The project is subject to Ontario Regulation 359/09 Renewable 
Energy Approvals (REA)	 under	 Part	 V.0.1	 of	 the	Ontario 
Environmental Protection Act.

•	 Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	 Inc.	 is	seeking	Renewable Energy 
Approval from	the	Ministry	of	the	Environment	(MOE).

•	 Required	studies	and	documents	will	be	submitted	to	MOE	
by	 December	 2010.	 	 If	 approved,	 the	 project	 proceeds	 to	
construction	in	2011.

•	 The	Project	would	include	up	to	five	(5)	wind	turbines,	with	all	
project	components	installed	on	privately-owned	agricultural	
lots	within	the	study	area.



WAINFLEET STUDY AREA

•	 The	 study	 area	 consists	 of	 approximately	
3400	hectares	of	primarily	agricultural	fields.

•	 The	land	inside	the	study	area	is	mostly	flat,	
with	 an	 elevation	 of	 174m	 to	 182m	 above	
mean	sea	level.
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•	 Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	
Inc.,	(the	proponent	of	the	
Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	
Project)	is	owned	by	
members	of	the	Loeffen	
family,	who	are	long-time	
local	residents.

•	 Loeffen	Farms	has been 
committed	to	environmental	
and	ecological	innovation	
since	its	establishment	in	
the	1950s.

•	 Incorporating	green	
wind	power	generation	
into their business 
reflects		the	family’s	
ongoing	commitment	
towards	sustainable	and	
environmentally-friendly	
operations.

ABOUT WAINFLEET WIND
ENERGY INC.

CanWEA



ABOUT IPC ENERGY
•	 IPC	Energy	(IPC),		developer	of	the	Wainfleet	

Wind	 Energy	 Project,	 was	 established	 in	
2005.

•	 We	offer	an	experienced	and	qualified		team		
for		developing	wind	projects.

•	 We	 deliver	 efficient	 and	 cost	 competitive	
energy	 in	 an	 environmentally	 responsible	
manner.

•	 We	believe	wind	energy	will	provide	a	safe,	
viable	 and	 economic	 alternative	 to	 other	
forms	of	electrical	generation.

•	 Wind	 power	 is	 already	 an	 important	
component	 of	 energy	 in	 Europe,	 and	 is	
becoming	a	major	industry	in	Canada.



•	 Ontario’s Green Energy and 
Green Economy Act	was	
passed	in	May,	2009,		to	
promote	the		development	
of	a	sustainable	energy	
economy	and	to	regulate	
the	province’s	renewable	
energy	practices.

•	 Strategy	seeks	to	phase	
out	coal-fired	generation	
by	2014	and	assist	the	
province	with	meeting	its	
greenhouse	gas	reduction	
targets.

•	 The	Act	includes	the	
Renewable Energy Approval 
(REA)	regulation,	ensuring	
that	developers	continue	to	
have	high	safety	standards,	
protect	environmentally	
valued	features	and	engage			
communities.

MAKING ONTARIO A GLOBAL 
LEADER IN RENEWABLE ENERGY



ABOUT THE RENEWABLE
ENERGY APPROVAL

•	 The Renewable Energy Approval (REA)	
is	 a	 streamlined	 government	 approvals	
process	 which	 provides	 service	
guarantees	 for	 renewable	 energy	
projects.

•	 The	REA	is	issued	by	the	Ministry	of	the	
Environment,	and	is	used	by		the	provincial	
government	 for	most	 renewable	energy	
projects.

•	 The	Ontario	Power	Authority	(OPA)	issues	
contracts	under	the	province’s	new	Feed	
In	Tariff	(FIT)	program	to	purchase	power	
at	guaranteed	rates	over	20	years	 from	
wind,	solar	and	bio-energy	facilities.

CanWEA
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KEY COMPONENTS OF
A TURBINE
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PROJECT FACILITIES,
EQUIPMENT AND TECHNOLOGY

The	major	components	of	the	project	are	
as	follows:

•	 Meteorological	Tower

•	 Wind Turbines

•	 Collector	Systems

•	 Pad	Mount	Transformers

•	 Distribution	Systems

•	 Turbine	Access	Roads

•	 Supervision	Control	and	Data	
Acquisition	(SCADA)/Operations	
Building

CanWEA



PROJECT LIFE CYCLE

The	Project	includes	four	main	phases:

Mortenson	Construction

CanWEA CanWEA

1.	Development	Phase 2.	Construction	Phase

3.	Operations	Phase 4.	Decommissioning
				Phase



DEVELOPMENT PHASE
The	 Development	 Phase	 of	 the	 project	 includes	 all	 the	
assessments	 and	 plans	 stipulated	 under	 the	 Renewable 
Energy Approval (REA)	requirements	and	best	management	
practices.		These	generally	include:

•	 Land	Acquisition
•	 Site	Prospecting
•	 Wind	Resource	Assessment
•	 Feasibility	Study
•	 Preliminary	Records	Review
•	 Community	Relations
•	 Permitting
•	 Project	Description
•	 Public	and	Agency	Consultation
•	 Natural	Heritage	Assessment
•	 Cultural	Heritage	Assessment
•	 Archaeological	Assessment
•	 Noise	Assessment
•	 Environmental	Impact 
Assessment

•	 Wind	Turbine	Specification 
Report

•	 Construction	Plan
•	 Design	and	Operations

Report
•	 Decommissioning	Plan



CONSTRUCTION PHASE

The	Construction	Phase	of	the	project	includes	all	
the	activities	from	initial	work	planning,	to	testing	of	
the	wind	energy	project	before	commissioning.

The	main	activities	during	this	phase	include:

•	 Transportation
•	 New	Road	Building
•	 Installation	of	Wind	Turbines
•	 Installation	of	Electrical	Networks	and	Switch	

Stations

Further	 details	 on	 the	 Construction	 Phase	 will	 be	
presented	in	the	Construction	Plan	Report.



OPERATIONS PHASE

The	Operations	Phase	involves	activities	
including	regular	maintenance,	operation	
and	examination	of	the	project’s	facilities.

During	the	operations	phase:

•	 Regular	planned	maintenance	will	occur	
on	a	quarterly	basis

•	 Additional	visits	will	occur	as	required
•	 More	significant	operations	and	
maintenance	tasks	are	planned	at	5,	10,	
and	15	year	intervals

Further	details	on	the	Operations	Phase	
will	be	presented	in	the	Design	and	
Operations	Report.

CanWEA



DECOMMISSIONING PHASE
The	 Decommissioning	 Phase	 includes	 the	
disassembly,	dismantling,	and	restoration	of	each	
wind	turbine	location.		This	will	take	place	once	
the	life	cycle	of	the	facility	has	expired.

The	decommissioning	of	this	Project	may	require	
the	dismantling	of	facility	components	such	as:

•	 Turbines
•	 Concrete	foundations
•	 Switching	station
•	 Overhead	and/or 

underground	electrical 
network

Further	details	on	 the	Decommissioning	Phase	
will	be	presented	 in	 the	Decommissioning	Plan	
Report.

CanWEA



PRELIMINARY RECORDS
REVIEW AND PRE-CONSULTATION

During	 the	 Development	 Phase	 of	 the	
project,	 a	 Preliminary	 Records	 Review	
and	 Pre-Consultation	 with	 Agencies	 was	
undertaken.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 was	 to	
obtain	 preliminary	 information	 about	 the	
potential	 environmental	 effects	 that	 may	
result	from	the	project.

Data	has	been	obtained	on	the	locations	of	
environmental	features	and	the	geography	
of	 the	 project	 location	 and	 is	 presented	
on	 the	 “Environmental	 Components	Map”	
display	board.
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GENERAL SUMMARY
OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The	potential	environmental	effects	of	a	wind	energy	
project	 can	 typically	be	mitigated	 through	known	
and	accepted	practices.

Required	 REA	 documents	 will	 describe	 how	 this	
project	will	reduce	or	mitigate	potential	environmental	
concerns.

The	potential	environmental	impact	concerns	that	
may	result	from	this	project	generally	relate	to	three	
environmental	components:

•	 Natural	Heritage
•	 Socio-Economic	Environment
•	 Cultural	Heritage	and	Archaeological	

Resources
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ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES
In	 order	 to	 determine	 the	 potential	
effects	 that	 the	project	may	have	on	 the	
environmental	components,	the	following	
environmental	 assessments	 are	 being	
conducted:

•	Natural	Heritage	Assessment
•	Archaeological	Assessment
•	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment
•	Noise	Assessment

The	results	of	these	studies	will	be	available	
for	public	review	in	the	Fall	of	2010.



STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION
IPC	is	working	with	the	following	stakeholders:

•	 Township	of	Wainfleet
•	 Niagara	Region
•	 Niagara	Region	Public	and	Catholic	School	Boards
•	 Mississaugas	of	the	New	Credit	First	Nation
•	 Six	Nations	of	the	Grand	River	Territory
•	 Niagara	Region	Métis	Council
•	 Niagara	Peninsula	Conservation	Authority
•	 Ontario	Heritage	Trust
•	 Ministry	of	the	Environment
•	 Ministry	of	Natural	Resources
•	 Ministry	of	Tourism	and	Culture
•	 Ministry	of	Agriculture,	Food	and	Rural	Affairs
•	 Ministry	of	Energy	and	Infrastructure
•	 Ministry	of	Aboriginal	Affairs
•	 Ministry	of	Transportation
•	 Ministry	of	Health
•	 Natural	Resources	Canada
•	 Environment	Canada
•	 Indian	and	Northern	Affairs	Canada
•	 Industry	Canada
•	 Department	of	National	Defense	
•	 NAV	Canada
•	 Radio	Advisory	Board	of	Canada
•	 Ontario	Power	Authority
•	 Hydro	One	Inc.
•	 Union Gas
•	 Royal	Canadian	Mounted	Police
•	 John	C.	Munro	Hamilton	International	Airport
•	 Local	Businesses	and	Interest	Groups
•	 Landowners	within	300m	of	the	Study	Area

The	stakeholder	consultation	is	ongoing;	new	stakeholders	may	be	identified.

CanWEA



ROLE OF CONSULTATION
Consultations	 with	 stakeholders	 are	 taking	 place	
to	 inform,	 describe	 and	 mitigate	 any	 potential	
environmental	effects.

Consultation	with	the	public	and	local	municipality	 is	
an	essential	tool	in	establishing	a	two-way	exchange	
of	information.

Consultation	will:

•	Give	you	a	better	understanding	of	the project
•	Allow	 IPC	 to	 obtain	 and	 use	 local	 knowledge	 in	
project	designs	and	assessment	of	environmental	
concerns

•	Establish	an	ongoing	dialog	with	all	stakeholders



This is	 a	 community-based	 power	 project	 initiated	
by	local	landowners	and	residents.		It	will:

•	 Provide	energy	that	will	power	approximately	2500	
homes

•	 Create	local	job	opportunities	during	construction,	
operation,	and	decommissioning	phases

•	 Generate	tax	revenue	for	the	municipality
•	 Ensure	 a	 sustainable	 income	 for	 participating	
landowners	in	support	of	their	ongoing	agricultural	
operations

•	 Assist	 Ontario’s	 efforts	 to	 create	 renewable	
sources	of	energy

•	 Produce	a	sustainable	source	of	electricity	that	is	
clean	and	reliable,	and	emits	no	greenhouse	gas	
emissions	or	waste	by-products

COMMUNITY BENEFITS



•	 Public	safety	measures	are	being	incorporated	into	all	
phases	of	the	Project,	which	include	the	preparation	
of	an	Emergency	Response	Plan.

•	 All	project	facilities	and	components	will	be	maintained	
and	 operated	 in	 accordance	with	 applicable	 codes	
and	regulations.

•	 Wind	Energy	is	a	safe	and	reliable	source	of	energy.

•	 A	May	 2010	 report	 prepared	 by	 the	 Chief	 Medical	
Officer	 of	 Health	 for	 Ontario,	 titled	 “The Potential 
Health Impact of Wind Turbines”	concluded:

•	 Vibration	 from	 low	 frequency	 wind	 turbines	 at	
residential	setbacks	does	not	cause	adverse	health	
effects.

•	 Low	frequency	sound	and	infrasound	from	current	
turbine	models	are	well	below	the	pressure	sound	
levels	at	which	known	health	effects	occur.

•	 Setback	distances	 for	wind	 turbine	noise	control	
takes	into	account	potential	risk	of	injury	from	ice	
throw	and	structural	failure	of	wind	turbines.

HEALTH AND SAFETY



•	 A	Noise	Assessment	 Study	 is	 being	 completed	 for	
the	project	and	will	be	used	to:
•	 Predict	 sound	 levels	 at	 receptors	 within	 a	 1500	

metre	radius	of	a	wind	turbine	generator.
•	 Demonstrate	compliance	with	all	applicable	sound	

level	limits.
•	 To	comply	with	the	MOE	sound	level	limits	the	project	

will	adhere	to:
•	 A	minimum	550m	setback	from	the	nearest	noise	

receptor.
•	 A	receptor	sound	limit	of	40dBA	at	non-participating	

receptors.
•	 Mandatory	 setback	 distances	were	 designed	 using	

a conservative approach to ensure the protection of 
local	residents’	health	and	lifestyle.

•	 Sound	 from	 wind	 turbines	 is	 often	 masked	 by	 the	
surrounding	environment	 (e.g.	 rustling	 leaves,	 local	
traffic,	insects,	etc.).

SOUND STUDIES



PROPERTY VALUES

•	 A	recent	property	value	study	entitled,	“Wind Energy 
Study-Effect on Read Estate Values in the Municipality 
of Chatham-Kent, Ontario”	found:

•	 No	 evidence	 to	 indicate	 that	 rural	 residential	
properties	 had	 lower	 sales	 prices	 as	 a	 result	 of	
being	within	the	viewshed	of	a	wind	turbine.

•	 The	 study	 did	 not	 find	 any	 evidence	 that	 wind	
farms	negatively	affect	 residential	market	values	
in	Chatham-Kent.

•	 A	 2009	 U.S.	 Department	 of	 Energy	 Study	 entitled	
“The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential 
Property Values in the United States: A Multi-Site 
Hedonic Analysis”	concluded:

•	 There	is	no	conclusive	evidence	of	the	existence	
of any	 widespread	 property	 value	 impacts	 that	
might	be	present	in	communities	surrounding	wind	
energy	facilities.

•	 Neither	 the	 view	 of	 the	 wind	 facilities	 nor	 the	
distance	of	the	home	to	those	facilities	is	found	to	
have	any	consistent,	measurable,	and	statistically	
significant	effect	on	home	sales	prices.



PROJECT REPORTS
As	a	part	of	the	project’s	REA	application	the	
following	supporting	documents	are	required:

•	 Project	Description	Report
•	 Construction	Plan	Report
•	 Consultation	Plan	Report
•	 Decommissioning	Plan	Report
•	 Design	and	Operations	Report
•	 Wind	Turbine	Specifications	Report
•	 Natural	Heritage	Assessment	Report
•	 Archaeology	Assessment	Report
•	 Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report
•	 Noise	Assessment	Report



NEXT STEPS
•	 Complete	All	Reports	and	
Environmental	Assessments

•	 Continue	Consultation	with	
Stakeholders

•	 Finalize	Site	Layout
•	 Draft	Documents	for	Public	Review
•	 Undertake	Second	Public	Open	House
•	 Submit	REA	Package	to	the	Ministry	of 
the	Environment	for	Approval



PROJECT FEEDBACK
Your	input	is	a	valued	part	of	the	Wainfleet	
Wind	 Energy	 Project	 and	 we	 encourage	
you	 to	 share	 your	 comments	 with	 us	 by	
completing	a	Comment	Form.

You	may	also	contact:

Additional	 information	about	 the	Wainfleet	
Wind	 Energy	 Project,	 including	 the	 Draft	
Project	Description	Report,	 is	 available	 at	
this	Public	Open	House	or	at:

www.ipcenergy.ca

Sunny Galia
Project Manager
IPC Energy 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105
Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1
Tel.: (905) 607-1016
Fax: (905) 607-5995
Email: sunny@ipcenergy.ca

Jonathan Veale
Environmental Planner
Morrison Hershfield Limited
235 Yorkland Blvd., Suite 600
Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1

Tel.: (416) 499-3110, Ext. 1639
Fax: (416) 499-9658
Email: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com

or 



Thank You for Attending
this Public Open House

for

THE WAINFLEET
WIND ENERGY PROJECT
If you have any questions, please 

speak to any Project Team 
representatives in attendance.

We also encourage you to
fill out a Comment Form.
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Ms. Nancy Giles 
11L85 Lakeshore Road West, RR 2 
Port Colborne, Ontario L3K 5V4 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments from Public Open House #1 

Dear Ms. Giles: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project. Your comments also allow us to identify important local 
concerns and determine the additional steps that need to taken to either clarify and/or provide 
further information about the proposed project and how we can better create an open dialog 
with the community and residents. 

On your completed comment form you identified that the location of the project’s facilities was of 
interest to you and that your most important consideration in developing this wind energy project 
would be the location of the wind turbines to surrounding homes.  

We recently completed studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  
These studies help us determine the best locations for the project’s five (5) proposed turbines. 
Where required, we have sent these draft studies for review by government agencies. Once we 
hear back from these agencies, these reports will be available for your review and comment. 
For your information, all of the proposed turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum setback 
requirements from residences (550m), natural features, and sound power levels at non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc…) (40dBA). In 
order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed.  

The location of the project’s turbines and site layout of the proposed facility is expected to be 
determined shortly and will be made available to the public for at least 60 days before the 
second Public Open House is held. Newspaper notices will be published and letters will be sent 
to residents advising them of how they may obtain or view copies of all the draft reports. These 
reports contain site plans and maps showing the locations of the project’s turbines and results of 
environmental studies. I trust that this will be of particular interest to you.  

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation 
with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains 
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committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner. 

We have added the contact information you provided to our project mailing list so that you may 
stay informed about the status of this project and receive information about the second Pubic 
Open House scheduled to take place later this fall or sometime early in the new year. You are 
also encouraged to visit the project’s website, which will be updated regularly at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and studies will be posted on this 
website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project please do not hesitate to contact me, 
and I will do my best to address your questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 
 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Ms. Helen Hoskin 
P.O. Box 56 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Ms. Hoskin: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project. Your comments also allow us to identify important local 
concerns and determine the additional steps that need to taken to either clarify and/or provide 
further information about the proposed project and how we can better create an open dialog 
with the community and residents. 

On your completed comment form you identified that the location of the project’s facilities was of 
interest to you and that your most important consideration in developing this wind project would 
be the noise generated from the project’s operation as well as potential shadow flicker.  

We recently completed studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  
These studies help us determine the best locations for the project’s five (5) proposed turbines. 
Where required, we have sent these draft studies for review by government agencies. Once we 
hear back from these agencies, these reports will be available for your review and comment. 
For your information, all of the proposed turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum setback 
requirements from residences (550m), natural features, and sound power levels at non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc…) (40dBA). In 
order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed.  

The location of the project’s turbines and site layout of the proposed facility is expected to be 
determined shortly and will be made available to the public for at least 60 days before the 
second Public Open House is held. Newspaper notices will be published and letters will be sent 
to residents advising them of how they may obtain or view copies of all the draft reports. These 
reports contain site plans and maps showing the locations of the project’s turbines and results of 
environmental studies. I trust that this will be of particular interest to you.  

You also commented about potential noise generated as a result of the project’s operations. We 
are finalizing a Noise Assessment Study, which, when completed will help us determine the 
sound levels generated at noise receptors within a 1500 metre radius of each wind turbine. The 
project must meet all regulatory requirements for sound in order to be approved. At distances of 
550 metres (minimum setback requirement) or greater sound generated from turbines is similar 
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to a whisper. While conditions differ, the sound emitted from modern turbines is often masked 
by background noise or the wind itself. 

Shadow flicker can occur as a result of turbine operations, but only under very specific 
conditions. For shadow flicker to occur the following conditions must be occurring 
simultaneously: 

• The sun must be shining and there is no cloud cover or reduced visibility conditions; 

• The rotating turbine blades must be between the observer and the sun; 

• The turbine blades must be facing directly toward or away from the sun (so they are 
moving across the source of the light relative to the observer); and 

• The observer must be close enough to be in the turbines shadow. 

Shadow length can change depending on the angle of the sun in the sky (i.e. time of day or time 
of year). Proper siting of wind turbines, such as the ones proposed in Wainfleet will be used to 
reduce or eliminate potential shadow flicker. 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation 
with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner. 

We have added the contact information you provided to our project mailing list so that you may 
stay informed about the status of this project and receive information about the second Pubic 
Open House scheduled to take place later this fall or sometime early in the new year. You are 
also encouraged to visit the project’s website, which will be updated regularly at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and studies will be posted on this 
website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project please do not hesitate to contact me, 
and I will do my best to address your questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Mr. Dan Augustine 
20L92 Augustine Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Mr. Augustine: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and would like to thank-you for your support in the 
development of this environmentally friendly wind energy project. 

We have added the contact information you provided to our project mailing list so that you may 
stay informed about the status of this project and receive information about the second Pubic 
Open House scheduled to take place later this fall or sometime early in the new year. You are 
also encouraged to visit the project’s website, which will be updated regularly at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and studies will be posted on this 
website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project in the future please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Mr. Roland Meisel 
190 Elgin Street 
Port Colborne, Ontario L3K 3K3 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Mr. Roland Meisel: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and would like to thank-you for your support in the 
development of this environmentally friendly wind energy project. 

On your completed comment form you stated that your most important consideration in 
developing this project would be the production of clean energy. 

We believe that this renewable energy project will contribute to a more sustainable future by 
generating enough power for approximately 2,500 homes by feeding directly into the Hydro One 
distribution system. We believe this small contribution is one meaningful way that can help 
reduce green house gas emissions and our dependence on fossil fuels. 

Thank-you again for your interest in this project. We have added the contact information you 
provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project 
and receive information about the second Pubic Open House scheduled to take place later this 
fall or sometime early in the new year. You are also encouraged to visit the project’s website, 
which will be updated regularly at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and 
studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 
the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project in the future please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Ms. Janice Virag 
42363 Highway 3 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Ms. Janice Virag: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project. Your comments also allow us to identify important local 
concerns and determine the additional steps that need to taken to either clarify and/or provide 
further information about the proposed project and how we can better create an open dialog 
with the community and residents. 

On your completed comment form you identified that the location of the project’s facilities was of 
interest to you and that your most important consideration in developing this wind project would 
be the distance of the wind turbines to surrounding private residences. You also asked for 
additional information regarding the size of the turbine models to be installed. 

We recently completed studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  
These studies help us determine the best locations for the project’s five (5) proposed turbines. 
Where required, we have sent these draft studies for review by government agencies. Once we 
hear back from these agencies, these reports will be available for your review and comment. 
For your information, all of the proposed turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum setback 
requirements from residences (550m), natural features, and sound power levels at non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc…) (40dBA). In 
order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed.  

You had also inquired about the size of the turbine model to be installed as part of the Wainfleet 
Wind Energy Project. Currently there are still two turbine models under consideration for the 
project which have been listed below: 

• Gamesa G90, 2.0 MW  

• Vestas V-100, 1.8 MW 

The selection of any one of these two turbine models will have a maximum height of 145m 
above ground level. 

The location of the project’s turbines, site layout, and turbine model is expected to be 
determined shortly and will be made available to the public at least 60 days before the second 
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Public Open House is held. Newspaper notices will be published and letters will be sent to 
residents advising them of how they may obtain or view copies of the project’s draft reports 
which will contain site plans and maps showing the locations of the project’s turbines, as well as 
turbine model specifications. 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation 
with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner. 

Thank-you again for your interest in this project. We have added the contact information you 
provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project 
and receive information about the second Pubic Open House scheduled to take place later this 
fall or sometime early in the new year. You are also encouraged to visit the project’s website, 
which will be updated regularly at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and 
studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 
the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project please do not hesitate to contact me, 
and I will do my best to address your questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Mr. Frank DeRuyte 
11969 Station Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Mr. Frank DeRuyte: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project. Your comments also allow us to identify important local 
concerns and determine the additional steps that need to taken to either clarify and/or provide 
further information about the proposed project and how we can better create an open dialog 
with the community and residents. 

On your completed comment form you identified that all aspects of the project was of interest to 
you and that you would like to learn more about this project. 

We recently completed studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  
These studies help us determine the best locations for the project’s five (5) proposed turbines. 
Where required, we have sent these draft studies for review by government agencies. Once we 
hear back from these agencies, these reports will be available for your review and comment. 
For your information, all of the proposed turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum setback 
requirements from residences (550m), natural features, and sound power levels at non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc…) (40dBA). In 
order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed.  

The location of the project’s turbines and site layout of the proposed facility is expected to be 
determined shortly and will be made available to the public for at least 60 days before the 
second Public Open House is held. Newspaper notices will be published and letters will be sent 
to residents advising them of how they may obtain or view copies of all the draft reports. These 
reports contain site plans and maps showing the locations of the project’s turbines and results of 
environmental studies. I trust that this will be of particular interest to you.  

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation 
with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner. 

Thank-you again for your interest in this project. We have added the contact information you 
provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project 
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and receive information about the second Pubic Open House scheduled to take place later this 
fall or sometime early in the new year. You are also encouraged to visit the project’s website, 
which will be updated regularly at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and 
studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 
the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project please do not hesitate to contact me, 
and I will do my best to address your questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Mr. Len Hanson 
12245 Concession1, R.R. 2 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project. Your comments also allow us to identify important local 
concerns and determine the additional steps that need to taken to either clarify and/or provide 
further information about the proposed project and how we can better create an open dialog 
with the community and residents. 

On your completed comment form you identified that the location of the project’s facilities was of 
interest to you and that your most important consideration in developing this wind project would 
be the creation of local jobs.  

We recently completed studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  
These studies help us determine the best locations for the project’s five (5) proposed turbines. 
Where required, we have sent these draft studies for review by government agencies. Once we 
hear back from these agencies, these reports will be available for your review and comment. 
For your information, all of the proposed turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum setback 
requirements from residences (550m), natural features, and sound power levels at non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc…) (40dBA). In 
order for the project to be approved by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed.  

The location of the project’s turbines and site layout of the proposed facility is expected to be 
determined shortly and will be made available to the public for at least 60 days before the 
second Public Open House is held. Newspaper notices will be published and letters will be sent 
to residents advising them of how they may obtain or view copies of all the draft reports. These 
reports contain site plans and maps showing the locations of the project’s turbines and results of 
environmental studies. I trust that this will be of particular interest to you.  

With regards to your comment about the importance of the creation of local jobs, Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Inc. intends on creating a few permanent positions as required to oversee the project’s 
operation and maintenance activities. Local jobs will also be created during the construction and 
decommissioning phases of the project and local suppliers and contractors will be used as 
much as possible. We believe that this is a small but meaningful contribution to ‘green’ jobs in 
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Niagara Region and the Township of Wainfleet. We hope that this, along with other projects in 
Ontario, will help to foster a more sustainable economy for Ontario.  

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation 
with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner. 

You also mentioned that you have 48 acres available for possible participation in the project. 
We have passed on your contact information to IPC Energy and have advised them of your 
possible interest in participating in the project. 

Thank-you again for your interest in this project. We have added the contact information you 
provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project 
and receive information about the second Pubic Open House scheduled to take place later this 
fall or sometime early in the new year. You are also encouraged to visit the project’s website, 
which will be updated regularly at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and 
studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 
the MOE for approval. 

If you require any further clarification about this project please do not hesitate to contact me, 
and I will do my best to address your questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Ms. Vicki Campbell 
2655 Miller Road 
Niagara Falls, Ontario L2E 6S6 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Ms. Campbell: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project. Your comments also allow us to identify important local 
concerns and determine the additional steps that need to taken to either clarify and/or provide 
further information about the proposed project and how we can better create an open dialog 
with the community and residents. 

On your completed comment form you identified that potential environmental effects and the 
government approval process was of interest to you, and that you would like additional 
information regarding the Renewable Energy Approval (REA) process and the relevant studies 
required for the project.  

Renewable Energy Projects, such as the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are subject to Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 Renewable Energy Approvals (REA) under Part V.0.1 of the Ontario 
Environmental Protection Act. A Renewable Energy Approval is issued by the Ministry of 
Environment (MOE). The REA came about after the passing of the Green Energy and Green 
Economy Act (GEA) in early 2009 by the Provincial Parliament, which directs the government to 
promote the development of renewable energy resources (i.e. wind, solar, bio-energy, hydro) in 
an effort to help reduce Ontario’s reliance on fossil fuels by producing clean and renewable 
sources of energy. 

The REA process requires proponents (like Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) of renewable energy 
projects to conduct environmental investigations and meet mandatory consultation requirements 
before the applicant can be eligible to apply for approval. As part of the consultation requirement 
renewable energy projects must engage with the public, local municipalities and aboriginal 
communities in discussions about the project as well as other required regulatory agencies. As 
part of public consultation for the REA process proponents are required to hold two (2) Public 
Open Houses and allow for public input throughout the development phase of the project. Once 
environmental studies and required reports have been completed and consultation requirements 
have been fulfilled the proponent can file their REA application form along with supporting 
documents and reports with the MOE. After the application has been filed with the MOE an 
Environmental Bill of Rights Notice of Proposal is posted on the Ontario Environmental Registry 
for a mandatory 30-day review period where the public and other agencies can view and 
comment on the complete REA package. After the 30-day review period the MOE reviews the 
application and supporting documents for approval. This MOE review period can last up to six 
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(6) months. When a decision has been made, the director of the MOE will notify the proponent 
and will post the outcome of the decision on the Environmental Registry. To clarify this process I 
have attached a copy of one of the display boards that was shown at the Pubic Open House on 
August 24 that will help explain the REA process.  

The reports required to be submitted to obtain a Renewable Energy Approval differs depending 
on they type/class of the renewable energy project. Since this project is a Class 4 Wind Energy 
Facility we are required to produce and submit the following reports and studies: Project 
Description Report, Construction Plan Report, Consultation Plan Report, Design and Operations 
Report, Decommissioning Plan Report, Wind Turbine Specifications Report, Natural Heritage 
Assessment Report, Archeology Assessment Report, Cultural Heritage Assessment Report, 
Noise Assessment Report. All of the project reports will be made available to the public for 
review and comment once completed and will be used to document and demonstrate the 
project’s compliance with all regulatory setbacks and environmental protection measures. The 
requirements for each report is too lengthy to list here, but if you are interested in learning more 
about the requirements of these individual reports please refer to Section 13 and Table 1 of 
Ontario Regulation 359/09 which can be accessed electronically online or by obtaining it from 
the MOE. 

Wind energy projects are clean and reliable sources of renewable energy that do not generate 
any waste by-products as a result of operations. The REA has established strict guidelines and 
setbacks that must be followed with regards to the protection of the natural environment and 
impacts to local residences and communities. We recently completed studies for natural 
heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, and noise.  These studies help us determine the best 
locations for the project’s five (5) proposed turbines. Where required, we have sent these draft 
studies for review by government agencies. Once we hear back from these agencies, these 
reports will be available for your review and comment. For your information, all of the proposed 
turbines will adhere or exceed the minimum setback requirements from residences (550m), 
natural features, and sound power levels at non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, 
places of worship, schools, etc…) (40dBA). In order for the project to be approved by the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) it must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities 
comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply 
then it will not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed.  

The location of the project’s turbines and site layout of the proposed facility is expected to be 
determined shortly and will be made available to the public for at least 60 days before the 
second Public Open House is held. Newspaper notices will be published and letters will be sent 
to residents advising them of how they may obtain or view copies of all the draft reports. These 
reports contain site plans and maps showing the locations of the project’s turbines and results of 
environmental studies. I trust that this will be of particular interest to you.  

Thank-you again for your interest in this project. We have added the contact information you 
provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project 
and receive information about the second Pubic Open House scheduled to take place later this 
fall or sometime early in the new year. You are also encouraged to visit the project’s website, 
which will be updated regularly at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and 
studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 
the MOE for approval. 
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If you require any further clarification about this project, the REA process and requirements 
please do not hesitate to contact me, and I will do my best to address your questions or 
concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

October 6, 2010 

Mr. Ron Kramer 
Alderman 
Township of Wainfleet 
10842 Rathfon Road, R.R. 2 
Port Colborne, Ontario L3K 5V4 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Completed Public Open House Comment Form 

Dear Mr. Kramer: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday August 24, 2010. We would like to inform you that we 
have received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project 
team members. We value your comments and the feedback you have given as it helps us to 
improve the design of the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that the location of the project’s proposed 
facilities in relation to the Burnaby Airfield was of interest to you, and you recommended that a 
2.0 km radius around the airfield be kept clear for the glide path of planes and parachutists. 

Presently, we are in active consultation with NAV Canada and Transport Canada (TC) regarding 
the location of the project’s proposed turbines and to ensure that local aviation operations and 
safety is not compromised. The project will adhere to all required regulations and setbacks 
established by these two agencies. We have submitted an Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance 
Form to TC to evaluate the project’s turbine locations and to determine any turbine lighting or 
painting requirements. We have also submitted a NAV Canada Land Use Proposal Submission 
Form to ensure that the project does not interfere with any communication or navigation 
instruments or facilities. Upon hearing a response on both applications, measures will be taken 
to correct any issues of noncompliance with both regulatory agencies established regulations. 

We have also been contacted by the owners of Burnaby Airfield and they have voiced their 
concerns about the potential of the project’s turbines affecting their operations. We have 
provided them with the names/contact information of the personnel whom we are dealing with at 
NAV Canada/ TC and we intend on keeping them in formed as our consultation progresses and 
when we receive feedback from these two regulatory agencies on the location of the project’s 
proposed turbines. 

Thank-you again for your interest in this project. We have added the contact information you 
provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project 
and receive information about the second Pubic Open House scheduled to take place later this 
fall or sometime early in the new year. You are also encouraged to visit the project’s website, 
which will be updated regularly at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. All project documentation and 
studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 
the MOE for approval. 

bpringle
Rectangle

bpringle
Rectangle

bpringle
Rectangle



- 2 - 

 

If you require any further clarification about this project please do not hesitate to contact me, 
and I will do my best to address your questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 
 

 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600  
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1  
Office: (416) 499-3110  
Fax: (416) 499-9658  
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 



WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 

Appendix C: Public Meeting #2 Display Boards, Sign-In 

Sheet, Comment Sheets  



Welcome To The 2nd Public
Open House For The

Wainfleet 
Wind Energy Project

We are here to:
•	 Describe the Renewable Energy Approval 

Process
•	 Present	an	overview	of	the	Wainfleet	Wind	

Energy Project
•	 Share	results	of	project	studies	and	reports
•	 Answer your questions
•	 Receive	your	feedback	about	the	project



ABOUT WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INC.
AND IPC ENERGY

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. Project Proponent (Est. 2009)

•	 Started	by	the	Loeffen	brothers:	John,	Harold	and	the	
late	Bill,	a	local	family	with	a	long	term	dedication	to	
agricultural-based	business	and	continuous	innovation.

•	 This	project	allows	Loeffen	Farms	to	diversify	into	green	
energy	and	demonstrate	their	ongoing	commitment	to	
the	environment.

•	 In	January	of	2012,	the	Loeffens	partnered	with	Rankin	
Construction	Inc.,	a	local	civil	construction	company	
with	a	great	reputation	and	extensive	wind	turbine	
construction	and	renewable	energy	development	
experience.

•	 Together	this	team	has	entensive	agricultural,	
construction,	and	development	knowledge	and	
expertise,	as	well	as	a	local	perspective.

IPC Energy (IPC) Project Developer (Est. 2005)

•	 IPC	Energy	works	closely	with	landowners,	
municipalities	and	other	parties	to	develop,	build	and	
operate	wind	energy	projects	across	Canada	and	
internationally.



Ontario’s Green Energy and Green 
Economy Act
•	 Passed	in	May	2009,	to	promote	

the	development	of	a	sustainable	
energy	economy	and	to	regulate	
the Province’s renewable energy 
practices.

•	 Strategy	seeks	to	phase	out	coal-
fired	generation	by	2014	and	
assist	the	province	with	meeting	its	
greenhouse	gas	reduction	targets.

Feed In Tariff (FIT) Program
•	 Administered	by	the	Ontario	

Power	Authority	(OPA),	who	issue	
contracts to purchase power at 
guaranteed	rates	over	20	years	
from	wind,	solar,	and	bio-energy	
facilities.

•	 North	America’s	first	
comprehensive	guaranteed	pricing	
structure	for	renewable	energy,	
encouraging	investment	and	
economic	development	in	Ontario.

•	 The	program	requires	developers	
to have a certain percentage of 
their	project	costs	and	labour	come	
from	Ontario.

MAKING ONTARIO A GLOBAL LEADER 
IN RENEWABLE ENERGY

Fact
Ontario	now	has	more	than	1,500	MW	of	wind	generation	capacity	connected	to	the	
grid.		In	addition,	over	600MW	are	expected	to	be	added	by	the	summer	of	2013	
under	the	FIT	Program.



THE RENEWABLE ENERGY
APPROVAL PROCESS

•	 The Renewable Energy Approval (REA)	process,	is	
outlined	in	Ontario	Regulation	359/09.

•	 The	 REA	 is	 a	 streamlined	 government	 approvals	
process	 which	 provides	 service	 guarantees	 for	
renewable energy projects.

•	 The	 REA	 process	 has	 mandatory	 set-back,	
environmental	 study	 and	 consultation	 components	
that	must	be	adhered	to.

•	 The	proponent	will	submit	an	REA application to the 
Ministry	of	the	Environment	(MOE)	for	this	project.

•	 MOE	will	 assess	 the	 application	 for	 completeness	
and	decide	whether	to	issue	an	approval.

•	 Other	 agencies,	 including	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Natural	
Resources	 (MNR),	 and	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Tourism,	
Culture	and	Sport	(MTCS),	also	review	project	reports	
for approval.

•	 After	 the	application	has	been	accepted,	MOE	will	
post	 it	 on	 the	Environmental	Registry	 for	a	30-day	
public	comment	period.

CanWEA



THE RENEWABLE ENERGY
APPROVAL PROCESS

Stakeholder consultation 
has been ongoing 

throughout the entire 
Renewable Energy 

Approval (REA) process.



ROLE OF CONSULTATION
Consultation	 with	 stakeholders	 is	 taking	 place	 to	
identify,	 assess,	and	mitigate	any	potential	 negative	
environmental	effects.
Consultation	 with	 the	 public,	 local	 municipality,	 and	
aboriginal groups is an essential tool in establishing a 
two-way	exchange	of	information.

Consultation will:
•	Provide	a	better	understanding	of	 the	project	and	

REA process.
•	Allow	 the	 Project	 Team	 to	 obtain	 and	 use	 local	
knowledge	in	the	project’s	designs	and	assessment	
of potential effects or concerns.

•	Establish	 an	 ongoing	 dialog	with	 all	 stakeholders	
that	will	be	carried	forward	to	the	operational	phase	
of the project.



PROJECT OVERVIEW
•	Wainfleet	Wind	Energy	Inc.	is	proposing	to	
develop	a	Class	4	Wind	Energy	Facility	with	
a	total	nameplate	capacity	of	9	Megawatts	
(MW),	with	five	(5)	wind	turbines	proposed.

•	The	 project	 will	 be	 located	 on	 privately-
owned	agricultural	lots	in	the	Township	of	
Wainfleet,	in	Niagara	Region.



BENEFITS OF WIND POWER
Wind	power	is	a	great	energy	option	because:
•	Wind	is	an	endless	resource.
•	Wind	 turbines	 are	 quick	 to	 install	 and	 low	
maintenance	once	operational.

•	Wind	power	compliments	agricultural	operations.
•	Wind	 power	 projects	 allow	 for	 local	 ownership	
keeping	more	money	in	Ontario.

•	Renewable	Energy	Projects	 are	 only	 paid	 for	 the	
power	they	generate,	which	is	paid	for	by	consumers.

•	Wind	power	produces	energy	with	stable	production	
costs,	compared	to	other	energy	sources	with	volatile	
fuel	markets	(i.e.	oil	and	gas).

•	Wind	 power	 is	 one	 of	 the	 lowest	 new	 build	 cost	
options,	saving	considerable	money	in	the	long	run.

•	Local	 content	 requirements	 ensure	 rates	 being	
paid	for	renewable	energy	result	in	jobs,	economic	
development	and	energy	diversification	in	Ontario.

CanWEA



COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
Community Benefits
•	 It	will	power	the	equivalent	of	2,500	homes	(i.e.	approximately	85%	

of	the	total	private	dwellings	in	Wainfleet).
•	 It	will	create	economic	benefits	for	the	local	economy	by	purchasing	

goods	and	services	during	construction	and	operation.
•	 It	will	 create	 job	opportunities	during	construction,	operation,	and	

decommissioning	phases.
•	 Generates	tax	revenue	for	the	Township,	Region,	and	School	Board.
•	 Limited/no	 increased	 demand	 on	 local	 services	 (i.e.	 garbage	

collection	and	water/wastewater	service).
•	 Land	 lease	 agreements	 with	 landowners	 will	 provide	 additional	

income	for	farmers.
Environmental Benefits
•	 It	will	provide	a	sustainable	source	of	energy	for	future	generations	

that	does	not	produce	greenhouse	gas	(GHG)	emissions.
•	 The	project	 is	estimated	 to	reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions	by	

14,000	tons	per	year.
•	 Low	 environmental	 impact	 associated	 with	 construction	 and	

operation.
•	 Does	not	use	water	or	produce	hazardous	or	toxic	waste.
•	 Creates	healthier	living	conditions	by	reducing	air	emissions	including	

mercury,	sulfur,	and	nitrogen	oxides.
Facts
•	 Fossil	fuels	impose	costs	on	the	economy	in	the	form	of	health	and	

environmental	damage.
•	 The	 Canadian	 Medical	 Association	 estimates	 air	 pollution	 costs	

Ontario	more	than	$220	million	in	health	care.
•	 The	 Ontario	 Medical	 Association’s	 2005	 estimate	 for	 premature	

deaths	in	Ontario	due	to	air	pollution	is	5,800	people	per	year.
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KEY COMPONENTS OF
A TURBINE



PROJECT FACILITIES,
EQUIPMENT AND TECHNOLOGY

The	major	components	of	the	project	are	
as follows:

•	 Five	(5)	Wind	Turbines

•	 Underground	Collector	System	
(27.6kV)

•	 Turbine	Access	Roads

•	 Switching Station

•	 Small	Maintenance	Building

•	 Meteorological	Tower

•	 Temporary	Crane	Pad	and	Staging	
Areas	Required	for	Construction

CanWEA



CONSTRUCTION PLAN
Site Preparation
•	 Survey	land	and	stake	turbine	locations,	access	roads,	

underground	collector	system,	and	switching	station
•	 Land	clearing	and	preparation	of	construction	staging	areas
Construction of Facility
•	 Access	road	construction	and	modification	(approx.	7	m	wide)
•	 Foundation	construction	(approx.	20	m2	and	3	m	deep)
•	 Installation	of	underground	collector	system	(direct	buried	

and	directional	drilling)
•	 Delivery	of	equipment
•	 Tower	and	turbine	assembly 

and	installation
•	 Switching station 

construction	(approx.	7	x	8	m)
•	 Testing	and	commissioning
Site Clean Up and Restoration
•	 Disturbed	areas	will	be	remediated
•	 Any	waste	or	debris	will	be	removed
•	 Excavated	top-soil	will	be	replaced/reapplied
•	 Re-vegetation	and	re-seeding
•	 Environmental	monitoring
Traffic and Roads
•	 Only	designated	transportation	routes	for	the	delivery	of	

equipment	will	be	used
•	 Use	of	municipal	roads	during	construction	will	be	subject	to	

municipal	design	and	operating	restrictions
•	 Any	project	related	road	damages	will	be	repaired

APPROXIMATE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

ACTIVITY DATE

Surveying	and	Geotechnical	 March,	2013	
Building	Permit	 March,	2013	
Access	Road	Construction	and	Modification	 April,	2013	
Foundation	Construction	 April,	2013	
Electrical	Tapline	Construction	 May,	2013	
Delivery	of	Turbines	 May,	2013	
Tower	and	Turbine	Assembly	and	Installation	 June,	2013	
Switching	Station	Construction	 June,	2013	
Interconnection	of	Turbines	to	Switching	Station	 July,	2013	
Turbine	Testing	and	Commissioning	 August,	2013	
Site	Restoration	and	Clean-Up	 September,	2013	
 

Mortenson	Construction



DESIGN AND OPERATIONS
The	project	will	produce	electricity for 20 
years	beginning	in	2013	and	will	include:

•	 Employing	2-3	full-time	workers
•	 Supervision	control	and	data	acquisition	

(SCADA)
•	 Remote	monitoring	of	weather	conditions
•	 Regularly	scheduled	maintenance	

activities
•	 Storm	and	lightning	protection
•	 Emergency	response	and	communications	

plan
•	 Environmental	effects	monitoring,	including	
birds	and	bats



DECOMMISSIONING PLAN
The	 Proponent	 has	 a	 FIT	 contract	 with	 the	 Ontario	
Power	Authority	guaranteeing	that	power	generated	at	
the	facility	will	be	purchased	until	2033.

Each	turbine	has	an	approximate	lifecycle	of	25	years.  
Following	this	time,	it	is	possible	to	extend	the	lifecycle	of	
the	facility	by	upgrading	and	replacing	old	components.		
Decommissioning	of	the	facility	and	all	associated	costs,	
will be the responsibility of the Proponent.

Decommissioning	activities 
will	include	removing:

•	 Turbines
•	 Foundations
•	 Underground	collector 

system
•	 Switching station
•	 Meteorological	tower

All	waste	generated	from	decommissioning	will	be	reused	
or	recycled,	where	possible.

Restoration	activities	will	include:

•	 Decompacting	soil
•	 Re-grading
•	 Restoring soil nutrient content
•	 Re-vegetation	and	re-seeding

Decommissioning	of	the	facility	will	comply	with	all	
applicable	legislation	in	effect	at	that	time.

CanWEA



ARCHAEOLOGY
Archaeological	Assessments	are	undertaken	to	determine	if a 
project	may	have	an	effect	on	archaeological	resources.		Two	
stages	of	archaeological	assessments	were	undertaken	by	
A.M.	Archaeological	Associates	for	this	project.		The	studies	
concluded	the	following:

Stage 1: May 2010
•	 Provides	a	description	and 

evaluation of all features with 
archaeological potential in the 
project	study	area.

•	 Archaeological potential was 
determined	by	proximity	to 
several	factors	including:	registered	sites;	historic	
transportation	routes;	historic	structures;	water	sources;	
and	modern	development.

•	 The	assessment	determined	that	the	entire	study	area 
containing	the	five	proposed	wind	turbine	locations	has	
archaeological potential.  A Stage 2 Archaeological 
Property	Assessment	was	recommended.

Stage 2: September 2010 - March 2012
•	 Studies	assessed	the	locations	of	the	five	proposed	

turbines,	underground	collector	system,	access	roads,	
switching	station,	and	maintenance	building.

•	 Based	on	negative	test	results,	no	further	
archaeological	work	is	required.

The	Archaeological	Assessment	Reports	have	been	reviewed	by	the	Ministry	of	Tourism,	
Culture	and	Sport.



CULTURAL HERITAGE
Cultural	Heritage	Assessments	are	undertaken	to	determine	
if	a	project	may	have	an	effect	on	built	heritage	resources	and	
cultural	heritage	landscapes.		Unterman	McPhail	Associates	
completed	the	assessment	for	this	project.
The	 historical	 summary	 of	 the	 study	 area	 showed	 some	
potential	for	cultural	heritage	resources	of	value	and	interest	
due	 to	 the	agricultural	development	of	 the	 land	 in	 the	19th 
and	 20th	 centuries.	 	 However,	 a	 review	 of	 the	 historical	
background,	 site	 surveys	 and	 municipal	 consultation	
information	 determined	 the	 potential	 heritage	 value	 and	
interest	of	the	five	(5)	wind	turbine	sites	was	low.		The	study	
concluded	the	following:
Built Heritage
•	 There	will	be	no	direct	impacts	to	built	heritage	

resources.
Cultural Heritage Landscapes
•	 Each	of	the	5	turbine	locations	are	situated	on	

agricultural	land,	which	has	been	identified	as	a	cultural	
heritage	landscape.

•	 The	sites	will	be	affected 
by	limited	change	in	the 
viewshed	in	regard	to 
the	setting	and 
character of the 
identified	cultural 
heritage	landscape.

The	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	has	been	reviewed	by	the	
Ministry	of	Tourism,	Culture	and	Sport.



NATURAL HERITAGE
A	Natural	 Heritage	Assessment	 Report	 was	 prepared	 to	 identify	 significant	
natural	 features	within	120	m	of	 the	project	 location.	 	Natural	 features	were	
identified	through	a	records	review	and	site	investigation.	
All	 identified	natural	 features	were	evaluated	 for	 significance	using	Ministry	
of	Natural	Resources	(MNR)	criteria.		A	total	of	15	significant	natural	features	
were	identified	within	120	m	of	the	project	location.		Results	included:
•	 1	provincially	significant	wetland
•	 2	significant	woodlands
•	 1	significant	valleylands
•	 11	areas	of	significant	wildlife 

habitat	(rare	vegetation	community, 
old	growth	forest,	amphibian 
breeding	habitat,	2	bat	maternity 
colonies,	2	landbird	migratory	stopover 
areas,	amphibian	movement	corridor, 
special	concern	and	S1-S3	species 
habitat,	woodland	raptor	nesting	habitat,	and	woodland	area-sensitive	
breeding	bird	habitat)

Potential	impacts	include:
•	 Temporary	disturbance	to	wildlife	due	to	noise	and	dust
•	 Impacts	to	wildlife	from	entering	the	construction	area
•	 Erosion/siltation
•	 Accidental	spills
•	 Establishment	of	invasive	and	disturbance	tolerant	non-native	species	

near the natural feature
•	 Avian	and	bat	fatalities	may	occur	due	to	collision	with	turbines
Mitigation	measures	include:
•	 Fencing	around	the	perimeter	of	construction	areas
•	 Install	and	maintain	sediment	and	erosion	control	measures
•	 No	equipment	storage	or	refueling	within	natural	features
•	 Post-construction	monitoring	of	birds	and	bats	in	accordance	with	

MNR	requirements	and	procedures.		Should	mortality	exceed	specified	
thresholds,	additional	mitigation	measures	will	be	implemented	in	
consultation	with	the	Ministry	of	Natural	Resources.

For	more	details	please	see	the	Natural	Heritage	Assessment,	Environmental	
Impact	Study,	and	Environmental	Effects	Monitoring	Plan	for	Birds	and	Bats.

These	reports	have	been	reviewed	by	the	Ministry	of	Natural	Resources.



WATER BODIES
A	Water	Assessment	and	Impact	Report	has	been	prepared	for	
this project to:
•	 Identify	water	bodies	within	120	m	of	the	project	location
•	 Assess	potential	negative	environmental	effects
•	 Provide	mitigation	and	monitoring	requirements
Water	bodies	were	identified	using:
•	 Ministry	of	Natural	Resources	data
•	 Niagara	Peninsula	Conservation	Authority	mapping 

and	data
•	 Township	and	Niagara	Region	mapping
•	 Geographic	Information	Systems	(GIS)	mapping
•	 Field	investigations	(December	2009,	April	2010)
Potential	impacts	include:
•	 Temporary	change	in	surface 

water runoff patterns
•	 Erosion	and	sedimentation
•	 Vegetation	removal
•	 Contamination	from	accidental 

spills
Mitigation	meaures	include:
•	 Timely	revegetation	of	exposed 

soils
•	 Installation	of	silt	fencing	and	sediment	traps
•	 Proper	storage	and	transportation	of	materials
•	 Follow	Department	of	Fisheries	and	Oceans	Operational	

Statements
The project will require a water crossing for the installation of 
the	underground	collectors	system.		All	applicable	permits	will	
be	obtained	from	the	Niagara	Peninsula	Conservation	Authority.

For	more	details	please	see	the	Water	Assessment	and	Impacts	Report



NOISE ASSESSMENT
A	 Noise	 Assessment	 was	 undertaken	 by	 HGC	
Engineering	 to	 assess	 the	 acoustic	 impact	 of	 the	
project at nearby noise receptors.
Sound	 power	 data	 for	 the	 selected	 wind	 turbine	
generator	model	was	obtained	from	Vestas.		The	data	
was	used	in	a	computer	model	to	predict	the	sound	
level	impact	at	the	closest	residential	receptors.
The	 results	 demonstrate	 compliance	 with	 MOE	
Sound	 Level	 Limits	 for	 all	 non-participating	 noise	
receptors	when	all	five	turbines	are	operating	over	
their	entire	speed	range.
All	 regulations	 have	 been	 met	 by	 ensuring	 noise	
levels	do	not	exceed	specified	levels	(40	dBA)	and	
siting	wind	turbines	a	minimum	of	550	m	from	any	
non-participating point of reception.



NOISE ASSESSMENT MAP



HEALTH AND SAFETY
Wind	energy	is	a	safe	and	reliable	source	of	energy,	which	has	been	in	use	for	
decades.
All	 project	 facilities	 and	 components	 will	 be	 maintained	 and	 operated	 in	
accordance	with	all	applicable	codes	and	regulations.
Public	safety	measures	are	being	incorporated	into	all	phases	of	the	project,	
which	include	the	preparation	of	an	Emergency	Response	Plan.
A	2010	 report,	prepared	by	 the	Chief	Medical	Officer	of	Health	 for	Ontario,	
titled	“The	Potential	Health	Impact	of	Wind	Turbines”	concluded	that:
•	 While	some	people	living	nearby	wind	turbines	report	symptoms	such	as	

dizziness,	headaches,	and	sleep	disturbance,	available	scientific	evidence	
to	date	does	not	demonstrate	a	direct	causal	link	between	turbine	noise	
and	adverse	health	effects.

•	 The	sound	level	from	wind	turbines	at	common	residential	setbacks	is	not	
sufficient	to	cause	hearing	impairment	or	other	direct	adverse	health	effects,	
but	it	may	annoy	some	people.

“According to the scientific evidence, there isn’t any direct causal 
link between wind turbine noise and adverse health effects.”

Dr. Arlene King, Ontario’s Chief Medical Officer of Health

A	2009	study	titled,	“Wind	Turbine	Sound	and	Health	Effects:	An	Expert	Panel	
Review”	concluded:
•	 There	is	nothing	unique	about	the	sound	and	vibrations	emitted	by	wind	

turbines.
•	 The	body	of	accumulated	knowledge	about	sound	and	health	is	substantial.
•	 The	body	of	accumulated	knowledge	provides	no	evidence	that	the	audible	

or	subaudible	sounds	emitted	by	wind	turbines	have	any	direct	adverse	
physiological effects.

Facts:
•	 MOE’s	 550	 m	 setback	 from	 the	 nearest	 noise	 receptor	 is	 the	 largest	

legislated	setback	in	all	of	North	America.
•	 Setbacks	were	established	based	on	the	most	up-to-date,	peer-reviewed	

science.
•	 MOE’s	noise	limit	of 

40	dBA	has	been	in 
place	for	over	30	years 
and	meets	the	World 
Health	Organization’s 
standards.



PROPERTY VALUES
A	2010	study	titled,	“Wind	Energy	Study-Effect	on	Real	Estate	
Values	in	the	Municipality	of	Chatham-Kent”	stated:

In the study area, where wind farms were 
clearly visible, there was no empirical evidence 
to indicate that rural residential properties 
realized lower sale prices than similar residential 
properties within the same area that were outside 
of the viewshed of a wind turbine.

The	U.S	Department	of	Energy’s	Lawrence	Berkeley	National	
Laboratory	Study	titled,	“The	Impact	of	Wind	Power	Projects	
on	Residential	Property	Values	in	the	United	States:	A	Multi-
Site	Hedonic	Analysis”	concluded:
•	 There	is	no	conclusive	evidence	of	the	existence	of	any	
widespread	property	value	impacts	that	might	be	present	
in	communities	surrounding	wind	energy	facilities.

•	 Neither	the	view	of	the	wind	facilities	nor	the	distance	of	
the	home	to	those	facilities	is	found	to	have	any	consistent,	
measureable,	and	statistically	significant	effect	on	home	
sale prices.

Fact:
The	Municipal	Property	Assessment	Corporation	(MPAC)	is	
not	reducing	property	assessments	as	a	result	of	wind	energy	
projects	because	there	is	not	enough	evidence	to	warrant	a	
negative	adjustment.



WIND ENERGY MYTHS
AND MISCONCEPTIONS

MYTH:	Wind	turbines	are	noisy.
FACT:	Wind	turbine	technology	over	the	past	decade	has	rendered	
mechanical	noise	from	turbines	almost	undetectable	with	the	main	sound	
being	the	aerodynamic	swoosh	of	the	blades	passing	the	tower.		There	
are	strict	guidelines	on	wind	turbines	and	noise	emissions	to	ensure	the	
protection	of	residential	amenity.

MYTH:	Wind	turbines	are	inefficient;	they	are	only	operational	30%	of	the	
time.
FACT:	A	modern	wind	turbine	produces	electricity	70-85%	of	the	time,	but	
it	generates	different	outputs	dependent	on	wind	speed.		Variations	in	the	
output	from	wind	turbines	can	be	predicted	and	balanced	by	grid	operators	
using	complementary	energy	sources.

MYTH:	Wind	energy	needs	back	up	to	work.
FACT:	All	forms	of	power	generation	require	back	up	and	no	energy	
technology	can	be	relied	on	100%.		Variations	in	the	output	from	wind	farms	
are	barely	noticeable	over	and	above	the	normal	fluctuation	in	supply	and	
demand.

MYTH:	Building	a	wind	farm	takes	more	energy	than	it	ever	makes.
FACT:	A	wind	turbine	produces	enough	clean	electricity	in	3	to	5	months	
to	offset	all	of	the	greenhouse	gas	emissions	emitted	in	its	manufacture.		A	
modern	wind	turbine	is	designed	to	operate	for	more	than	20	years	and	
at	the	end	of	its	working	life,	the	area	can	be	restored	at	low	financial	and	
environmental	costs.

MYTH:	Wind	turbines	cause	significant	bird	mortality.
FACT:	Post	construction	mortality	reports	for	wind	power	projects	across	
Ontario	have	shown	that	approximately 
2.5	birds	per	year	are	killed	by 
individual	turbines	compared	to	the 
10,000	birds	killed	per	year	in	Toronto 
due	to	collisions	with	office	towers.

MYTH:	Wind	turbines	are	ugly.
FACT: Beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder,	and	whether	you	think	a	wind 
turbine is attractive or not will always 
be your personal opinion.
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DRAFT REPORTS AVAILABLE
FOR PUBLIC REVIEW

•	 Project Description Report
•	 Wind	Turbine	Specifications	Report
•	 Construction Plan Report
•	 Design	and	Operations	Report
•	 Decommissioning	Plan	Report
•	 Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report
•	 Stage	1	&	2	Archaeology	Assessment	Reports
•	 Noise	Assessment	Report
•	 Natural	Heritage	Assessment	Report
•	 Environmental	Impact	Study	Report
•	 Environmental	Effects	Monitoring	Plan	for	

Birds	and	Bats
•	 Water	Assessment	and	Impact	Report
•	 Study	Area	Map
•	 Site Plan
•	 Land-Use	Mapping

Copies of these reports are 
available tonight for your review.  
Please	 ask	 a	 Project	 Team	
representative for assistance.  
Project	 reports	 and	 updates	 are	
also available on the project’s 
website at:

www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca



NEXT STEPS
•	 Continue consultation with stakeholders	
and	incorporate	feedback

•	 Submit	REA	application	to	the	Ministry	
of	the	Environment

•	 Continue consultation with the local 
Township

•	 Start	construction	in	Spring	2013*
•	 Commercial	operation	date	-	August	
2013

*Subject	to	receiving	final	REA



PROJECT FEEDBACK
Your	 input	 is	 a	 valued	 part	 of	 the	Wainfleet	Wind	
Energy Project.  We encourage you to share your 
comments	with	us	by	completing	a	Comment	Form.
Please	 deposit	 Comment	 Forms	 in	 the	 Comment	
Box	provided.
To	 learn	 more	 about	 this	 project,	 please	 visit	 the	
project’s	website	at	www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca	or	
contact:

Mr. Tom Lewis
Project Manager

IPC Energy
2550 Argentia Road, Ste. 105
Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1

Tel.: (905) 607-1016
Fax: (905) 607-5995
Email: tom@ipcenergy.ca

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner

Morrison Hershfield Limited
235 Yorkland Blvd., Ste. 600
Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1

Tel.: (416) 499-3110
Fax: (416) 499-9658
Email: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com

OR



THANK YOU
Thank you for attending this

Public Open House.
 If you have any questions, 
please speak to any Project 

Team representative in 
attendance.

We also encourage you to fill 
out a Comment Form.
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. C. Neale Sider 
63027 Perry Road, R.R. #1 
Wellandport, Ontario 
L0R 1J0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Sider: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that the most important consideration in 
developing this project should be the need for electrical power. 

The project team agrees that the need for power, including clean and renewable sources of 
energy is an important aspect in developing this project. This project will contribute to creating a 
more resilient energy system and sustainable future for Niagara Region and Ontario residents. 
This project is a very good alternative to meeting our present and future energy needs, free of 
coal-fired generation. Wind turbines rely on the wind for fuel, which is an endless source of 
energy. In addition, this small 9MW project will power the equivalent of 2,500 homes (i.e. 
approximately 85% of the total private dwellings in Wainfleet). 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  
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Yours truly, 

 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH  
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. Dan Augustine 
21150 Gallinger Street 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Augustine: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and would like to thank you for your comments in 
support of this environmentally friendly wind energy project. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Ms. Juergen Zierle 
41491 Malowany Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Ms. Zierle: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that the most important consideration in 
developing this project should be people living too close and affects to property values. 

All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the 
minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback 
distances were established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific 
approach to protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE it 
must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory 
setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and 
consequently cannot be constructed. 

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to property values however, based on best available research and studies conducted in 
Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no statistical evidence to support a direct 
correlation between wind turbines and property devaluation. A U.S. study released by the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive evidence of the existence of any 
widespread property value impacts that might be present in communities surrounding wind 
energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located within a mile and sold immediately 
following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study looked at the sale of 7,500 single 
family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states. 
Another study concentrating on real estate values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario 
also found similar results that there is no statistical data to demonstrate that wind farms 
negatively affect rural residential property values. 
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Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

 



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. Ted Wernham 
12037 Concession 1 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Ted Wernham: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be safety and local concerns, especially the concerns of the local 
parachute club. 

To ensure the safety of the local community and nearby residents the Ministry of the 
Environment has established strict guidelines and setbacks that must be adhered to. All of the 
proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the minimum 
550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-participating noise 
receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback distances were 
established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific approach to 
protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed. 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking local concerns regarding this project seriously as public 
consultation is a very important aspect of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Inc. has made every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the 
surrounding local community and municipality in the design of the this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner with the surrounding community. In order for the project to be approved by 
the Ministry of the Environment (MOE), the proponent must demonstrate that it has fulfilled the 
public and municipal consultation requirements set out in Ontario Regulation 359/09. As part of 
the REA process we must document how we have incorporated public and municipal 

sbilek
Rectangle

sbilek
Rectangle

sbilek
Rectangle



- 2 - 

 

ideas/suggestions into the design of the project and how we have addressed or mitigated any 
identified concerns.  

With regards to Skydive Burnaby NAV Canada and Transport Canada (TC) have been 
consulted regarding the project’s proposed turbine locations to ensure that local aviation 
operations and safety is not compromised. The project has submitted an Aeronautical 
Obstruction Clearance Form to TC to evaluate the project’s turbine locations and to determine 
turbine lighting and painting requirements. NAV Canada has also assessed the project to 
ensure that the project does not interfere with any communication or navigation instruments or 
facilities.  

We have also been in direct correspondence with the owners of Skydive Burnaby regarding 
their concerns. The project team has made significant efforts to meet with the owners to 
understand and address their concerns, where possible. Consultation with this stakeholder 
remains ongoing, and the Proponent remains hopeful that Skydive Burnaby will agree to a 
meeting to further discuss concerns. 

The Project Team has also corresponded with the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association 
(CSPA) in an attempt to clarify an appropriate setback distances from such a facility. To date 
the suggestions provided by CSPA have not been applicable to the project.”  

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Ms. Colleen McIntyre 
42002 Highway 3, P.O. Box 164 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Ms. McIntyre: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and would like to thank you for your comments in 
support of this environmentally friendly wind energy project. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. Justen Wilson 
42002 Highway 3, P.O. Box 164 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and would like to thank you for your comments in 
support of this environmentally friendly wind energy project. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. Hugh Goodwillie 
3 Widdicombe Hill 
Etobicoke, Ontario 
M9R 1A9 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Goodwillie: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be lower electricity rates in rural areas and minimal negative 
impacts on the environment (i.e. humans, fauna and flora). You also inquired as to if there are 
any regulations in the density of turbines.   

The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) regulates energy prices within Ontario, and has created a 
Regulated Price Plan (RPP) which establishes rates that consumers are charged. The 
Proponent of this project (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) has no control regarding energy pricing in 
Ontario. For further information regarding energy planning and pricing in Ontario please visit the 
Ministry of Energy’s website (www.energy.gov.on.ca). 

The Ministry of Environment (MOE) has established strict setback requirements that the project 
must adhere to (i.e. noise receptors, public roads, natural features etc.), which were established 
to avoid impacts to surrounding land, environment, and people. All of the proposed turbines for 
the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the minimum 550 metre setback 
requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-participating noise receptors (i.e. 
residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback distances were established by the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) through conservative, science-based calculations based on the 
most up-to-date science in order to protect human health and safety. In order for the project to 
be approved by MOE it must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with 
all applicable regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not 
be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed. 
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The Proponent has also undertaken extensive studies for noise, archaeology, cultural heritage, 
natural heritage, and water bodies for the surrounding lands in which the project is to be located 
in order to identify and avoid potential impacts.  

Under the Regulation, a Natural Heritage Assessment is required to identify significant wildlife 
habitat within 120 metres of the project location, which includes habitats for various different 
species. The Proponent has undertaken an extensive records review and physical site 
investigations to identify candidate habitat as per Ministry of Natural Resources requirements. 
These efforts have been documented in the Natural Heritage Assessment Report currently 
available on the project’s website.  

In addition, an Environmental Impact Study Report has been prepared to identify potential 
negative environmental effects associated with the construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Mitigation for each identified natural 
feature has been provided in the EIS report. MNR has reviewed the project’s Environmental 
Impact Study Report and confirmed that the mitigation/monitoring requirements to be 
implemented adhere to their standards and procedures. 

An Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan for Birds and Bats has been prepared to monitoring 
potential negative environmental effects for birds and bats once the project becomes 
operational. Knowledge obtained from the surveys will be used to identify monitoring needs for 
subsequent years, and will determine the success rate of proposed mitigation measures and 
protocols. The Environmental Effects Monitoring plan for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will 
ensure that any unanticipated potentially significant adverse environmental effects are detected 
and addressed so that they do not become significant. 

Copies of all project studies and reports are currently available on the project’s website for 
public review (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca). In addition, consultation efforts have been 
undertaken with local, municipal, aboriginal, and other known stakeholders to identify and 
understand potential concerns with the facility’s design and address them, where possible. 

With regards to your inquiry concerning the density of turbines, only five (5) wind turbines are 
proposed for this project. The Vestas V100 1.8MW turbine is the selected turbine model for this 
project. Under O. Reg. 359/09 all turbines must be located in accordance with required setbacks 
and permissible noise level restrictions. It is the Project Team’s understanding that there are no 
specific requirements under the Regulation which limit the number of turbines a project may 
propose to construct as part of the Proponent’s Renewable Energy Approval application, 
provided that all required setback distances and requirements are adhered to. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  
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Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Ms. Margaret Paczynski 
11825 Lakeshore Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Ms. Paczynski: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

You identified on you comment sheet that you are concerned that the residents of Wainfleet are 
being misrepresented regarding the benefits of this development, including health effects, 
property values, and actual electrical output versus cost of project.  

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to health and property values however, based on best available research and studies 
conducted in Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no scientific or statistical 
evidence to support a direct correlation between wind turbines and adverse health impacts or 
property devaluation.  

A May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled 
“The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines” concluded that vibration from low frequency 
wind turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This report also 
concluded that low frequency sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below the 
pressure sound levels at which known health effects occur. This report was produced with the 
assistance of working members of the Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion 
(OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical Officers 
of Health in Ontario, along with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health 
(COMOH).  

A U.S. study released by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive 
evidence of the existence of any widespread property value impacts that might be present in 
communities surrounding wind energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located 
within a mile and sold immediately following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study 
looked at the sale of 7,500 single family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind 
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facilities in nine different U.S. states. Another study concentrating on real estate values in the 
Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario also found similar results that there is no statistical data 
to demonstrate that wind farms negatively affect rural residential property values. 

In response to your regards to your concern regarding electrical output versus the cost of the 
project, a modern wind turbine produces electricity 70-85% of the time. However, it generates 
different outputs dependent on wind speed. As part of the planning and site selection process 
for this project an extensive wind resource analysis was undertaken. This analysis confirmed 
that the proposed project location will provide suitable wind resources to generate power. Wind 
energy is relatively new to Ontario, however, this industry has long been established in Europe 
and has demonstrated to be viable and economic source of power.  

You also indicated that you wished a more balanced view of what other countries are doing (i.e. 
2km setback and 32dBA) was presented at the public meeting. 

In response the Project Team would like to note that the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is 
following the regulated planning process defined under Ontario Regulation 359/09, which 
addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (REA). Renewable Energy Approvals are administered 
by the Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE). All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet 
Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 
dBA sound power level from all non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of 
worship, schools, etc.). These setback distances were established by the Ministry of 
Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific approach to protect human health and 
safety.  

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. Mark Airhardt 
117K80 Highway 3 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Airhardt: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be the opinion of the residents of Wainfleet.  

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking local concerns regarding this project seriously as public 
consultation is a very important aspect of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Inc. has made every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the 
surrounding local community and municipality in the design of the this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner with the surrounding community. In order for the project to be approved by 
the Ministry of the Environment (MOE), the proponent must demonstrate that it has fulfilled the 
public and municipal consultation requirements set out in Ontario Regulation 359/09. As part of 
the REA process we must document how we have incorporated public and municipal 
ideas/suggestions into the design of the project and how we have addressed or mitigated any 
identified concerns.  

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to property values however, based on best available research and studies conducted in 
Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no statistical evidence to support a direct 
correlation between wind turbines and property devaluation. A U.S. study released by the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive evidence of the existence of any 
widespread property value impacts that might be present in communities surrounding wind 
energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located within a mile and sold immediately 
following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study looked at the sale of 7,500 single 
family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states. 
Another study concentrating on real estate values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario 
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also found similar results that there is no statistical data to demonstrate that wind farms 
negatively affect rural residential property values. 

With regards to Skydive Burnaby NAV Canada and Transport Canada (TC) have been 
consulted regarding the project’s proposed turbine locations to ensure that local aviation 
operations and safety is not compromised. The project has submitted an Aeronautical 
Obstruction Clearance Form to TC to evaluate the project’s turbine locations and to determine 
turbine lighting and painting requirements. NAV Canada has also assessed the project to 
ensure that the project does not interfere with any communication or navigation instruments or 
facilities.  

We have also been in direct correspondence with the owners of Skydive Burnaby regarding 
their concerns. The project team has made significant efforts to meet with the owners to 
understand and address their concerns, where possible. Consultation with this stakeholder 
remains ongoing, and the Proponent remains hopeful that Skydive Burnaby will agree to a 
meeting to further discuss concerns. 

The Project Team has also corresponded with the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association 
(CSPA) in an attempt to clarify an appropriate setback distances from such a facility. To date 
the suggestions provided by CSPA have not been applicable to the project. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Ms. Lee Bott 
11775 Lakeshore Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Ms. Bott: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be health.  

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking local concerns regarding this project seriously as public 
consultation is a very important aspect of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Inc. has made every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the 
surrounding local community and municipality in the design of the this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner with the surrounding community.  

To ensure the safety of the local community and nearby residents the Ministry of the 
Environment has established strict guidelines and setbacks that must be adhered to. All of the 
proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the minimum 
550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-participating noise 
receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback distances were 
established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific approach to 
protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks 
and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 
cannot be constructed. 

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to health, however, based on best available research and studies conducted in Canada, 
the United States, and in Europe there is no scientific evidence to support a direct causal link 
between wind turbines negative health impacts. A May 2010 report published by the Chief 
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Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled “The Potential Health Impact of Wind 
Turbines” concluded that vibration from low frequency wind turbines at residential setbacks 
does not cause adverse health effects. This report also concluded that low frequency sound and 
infrasound produced by turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which known 
health effects occur. This report was produced with the assistance of working members of the 
Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion (OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-
Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical Officers of Health in Ontario, along with the support 
of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health (COMOH). If you would like to read the full 
report you can obtain a copy online from the Ontario Ministry of Health’s website. 

The Provincial Government takes protecting the health of a community and environment very 
seriously and is funding an academic research chair selected independently by the Council of 
Ontario Universities. Dr. Siva Sivoththaman has been selected for the ongoing study of 
renewable energy technologies and health. The Chair will continue to research potential health 
effects as new information and science emerges to ensure the government’s approach to 
renewable energy and setbacks continues to be protective of human health. 

With regards to your comment that impacts to people, animals and the environment have not 
been addressed the Project Team would like to make a couple of clarifications. In addition to 
adhering to setback requirements, the Proponent has also undertaken extensive studies for 
noise, archaeology, cultural heritage, natural heritage, and water bodies for the surrounding 
lands in which the project is to be located in order to identify and avoid potential impacts.  

Under the Regulation, a Natural Heritage Assessment is required to identify significant wildlife 
habitat within 120 metres of the project location, which includes habitats for various different 
species. In addition, an Environmental Impact Study Report has been prepared to identify 
potential negative environmental effects associated with the construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Mitigation for each identified natural 
feature has been provided in the EIS report. MNR has reviewed the project’s Environmental 
Impact Study Report and confirmed that the mitigation/monitoring requirements to be 
implemented adhere to their standards and procedures. 

An Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan for Birds and Bats has been prepared to monitoring 
potential negative environmental effects for birds and bats once the project becomes 
operational. Knowledge obtained from the surveys will be used to identify monitoring needs for 
subsequent years, and will determine the success rate of proposed mitigation measures and 
protocols. The Environmental Effects Monitoring plan for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will 
ensure that any unanticipated potentially significant adverse environmental effects are detected 
and addressed so that they do not become significant. 

Copies of all project studies and reports are currently available on the project’s website for 
public review (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca).  

In response to your concern that the power generated at this facility will not be for the residents 
of Wainfleet, but rather residents of Toronto, the Project Team would like to advise that while 
the Proponent has no control over where the power generated at the facility is distributed, that is 
not to say that the residents of Wainfleet will not experience benefits from the project. Within the 
power grid, energy goes where it is needed and it is possible that some residents will use 
energy generated by the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. This small project is estimated to 
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produce enough energy to power the equivalent of 2,500 homes (approximately 85% of the total 
private dwellings in Wainfleet). This project will benefit the local community on a continuous 
basis by:  

• Reducing our dependency on coal-fired electricity. Airborne pollutants caused from the 
projection of coal-fired electricity remains a significant health and environmental problem 
in Ontario; 

• Producing a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no 
greenhouse gases; 

• Providing a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the 
development of a sustainable industry for future generations; and 

• Contributing to the annual municipal tax base with limited to no increased demand on 
local services (i.e. garbage collection and water/wastewater service). 

The Proponent is required as per the Feed-In Tariff (FIT) contract to use 25% of domestic 
content in the construction of the facility. This will bring economic benefits to the local 
community by using local suppliers for materials related to the construction of the project's 
facilities (i.e. access roads, turbine foundations, electrical installation, facility maintenance 
buildings etc.). Further, local economic employment opportunities will be attributed to the 
construction and decommissioning phases of the project. These phases will bring an influx of 
demand for local goods and services (i.e. restaurants and stores). The project will also create a 
few permanent jobs related to site maintenance/supervision of the facility during operation.  

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. Ross Fraser 
11825 Lakeshore Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Fraser: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be health and safety of the residents of the Township and a 
commitment by the developer to take responsibility for the loss of health and property values. 
You also inquired as to why the Proponent had not looked past existing regulations and 
considered more recent protocols. You also inquired about why local residents do not have a 
final say in where the turbines are located. 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking local concerns regarding this project seriously as public 
consultation is a very important aspect of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Inc. has made every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the 
surrounding local community and municipality in the design of the this project, and remains 
committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually 
beneficial manner with the surrounding community. In order for the project to be approved by 
the Ministry of the Environment (MOE), the proponent must demonstrate that it has fulfilled the 
public and municipal consultation requirements set out in Ontario Regulation 359/09. As part of 
the REA process we must document how we have incorporated public and municipal 
ideas/suggestions into the design of the project and how we have addressed or mitigated any 
identified concerns.  

All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the 
minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback 
distances were established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific 
approach to protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE it 
must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory 
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setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and 
consequently cannot be constructed. 

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to health and property values however, based on best available research and studies 
conducted in Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no scientific evidence to support 
a direct causal link between wind turbines negative health impacts or property devaluation.  

A May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled 
“The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines” concluded that vibration from low frequency 
wind turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This report also 
concluded that low frequency sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below the 
pressure sound levels at which known health effects occur. This report was produced with the 
assistance of working members of the Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion 
(OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical Officers 
of Health in Ontario, along with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health 
(COMOH). If you would like to read the full report you can obtain a copy online from the Ontario 
Ministry of Health’s website. 

The Provincial Government takes protecting the health of a community and environment very 
seriously and is funding an academic research chair selected independently by the Council of 
Ontario Universities. Dr. Siva Sivoththaman has been selected for the ongoing study of 
renewable energy technologies and health. The Chair will continue to research potential health 
effects as new information and science emerges to ensure the government’s approach to 
renewable energy and setbacks continues to be protective of human health. 

A U.S. study released by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive 
evidence of the existence of any widespread property value impacts that might be present in 
communities surrounding wind energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located 
within a mile and sold immediately following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study 
looked at the sale of 7,500 single family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind 
facilities in nine different U.S. states. Another study concentrating on real estate values in the 
Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario also found similar results that there is no statistical data 
to demonstrate that wind farms negatively affect rural residential property values. Based on the 
results of these recent studies the Proponent feels that property protection is not required. 
Furthermore real estate markets are influenced by other economic forces out of the Proponents 
control and cannot be held accountable. 

With regards to your question as to how many people working on this project live within 2km of 
a wind turbine, the Project Team would like to note that the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is 
owned and established by longtime residents of Wainfleet.  

With regards to your inquiry regarding direct benefits to the community this project will create, 
the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will provide added public value to the local community and 
economy by contributing to a more resilient energy system and sustainable future for Niagara 
Region. This project is a very good alternative to meeting our present and future energy needs. 
Wind turbines rely on the wind for fuel which does not require extractive industries or non-
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sustainable development to generate electricity. This project will benefit the local community on 
a continuous basis by:  

• Powering up to 2500 homes and contributing to reducing our dependency on coal-fired 
electricity. Airborne pollutants caused from the projection of coal-fired electricity remains 
a significant health and environmental problem in Ontario; 

• Producing a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no 
greenhouse gases; 

• Providing a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the 
development of a sustainable industry for future generations; and 

• Contributing to the annual municipal tax base with limited to no increased demand on 
local services (i.e. garbage collection and water/wastewater service). 

The Proponent is required as per the Feed-In Tariff (FIT) contract to use 25% of domestic 
content in the construction of the facility. This will bring economic benefits to the local 
community by using local suppliers for materials related to the construction of the project's 
facilities (i.e. access roads, turbine foundations, electrical installation, facility maintenance 
buildings etc.). Further, local economic employment opportunities will be attributed to the 
construction and decommissioning phases of the project. These phases will bring an influx of 
demand for local goods and services (i.e. restaurants and stores). The project will also create a 
few permanent jobs related to site maintenance/supervision of the facility during operation.  

Participating landowners for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project have also agreed to lease a 
portion of their land for the placement of the project’s turbines and associated infrastructure (i.e. 
access roads and underground collector system). This will provide a steady income for farmers 
and landowners to continue agricultural activities, with the generated income staying within the 
local community. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

F.M. Macri 
83560 Old River Road 
Wellandport, Ontario 
L0S 2J0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear F.M Macri: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be a 2km+ setback distance and 32 dBa noise level and 100% 
identification for lost property value. 

To clarify, the Ministry of Environment (MOE) has established strict setback requirements that 
the project must adhere to (from noise receptors, public roads, railways etc.), which were 
established to avoid impacts to surrounding lands, and thus people. MOE established these 
setbacks through conservative, science-based calculations based on the most up-to-date 
science. All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or 
exceed the minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all 
non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). In order for 
the project to be approved by MOE it must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities 
comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply 
then it will not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed. 

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to property values however, based on best available research and studies conducted in 
Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no statistical evidence to support a direct 
correlation between wind turbines and property devaluation. A U.S. study released by the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive evidence of the existence of any 
widespread property value impacts that might be present in communities surrounding wind 
energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located within a mile and sold immediately 
following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study looked at the sale of 7,500 single 
family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states. 
Another study concentrating on real estate values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario 
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also found similar results that there is no statistical data to demonstrate that wind farms 
negatively affect rural residential property values. Therefore no protection is required. 
Furthermore real estate markets are influenced by other economic forces out of the Proponents 
control and cannot be held accountable. 

On your comment form you also stated that Ontario has excess capacity which it sells off by 
paying other jurisdictions to take it and that there is no need for wind generated power that 
produces 30-35% of capacity.  

Part of the Province’s Long Term Energy Plan is to ensure that Ontario’s electricity needs are 
met in a sustainable manner. Developing renewable energy sources and fostering a 
conservation-oriented culture are cornerstones of Ontario’s balanced plan to provide clean, and 
reliable energy. Ontario’s current strategy seeks to phase out coal-fired generation by 2014 and 
this project, like other renewable energy project’s will assist in reaching this goal and will replace 
the energy production subsequently removed from Ontario’s energy supply. While there may be 
some periods (i.e. hours or days) where energy production exceeds demand, this is not a true 
depiction of the Province’s overall energy system. For additional information regarding energy 
planning in Ontario, please contact the Ministry of Energy.  

The Project Team would also like to advise that the development of renewable energy projects, 
such at the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are undertaken by private investors at no cost to tax 
payers. The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will provide added public value to the local 
community and economy by contributing to a more resilient energy system and sustainable 
future for Niagara Region. This project is a very good alternative to meeting our present and 
future energy needs. Wind turbines rely on the wind for fuel which does not require extractive 
industries or non-sustainable development to generate electricity.  

This project will benefit the local community on a continuous basis by:  

• Powering up to 2500 homes and contributing to reducing our dependency on coal-fired 
electricity. Airborne pollutants caused from the projection of coal-fired electricity remains 
a significant health and environmental problem in Ontario; 

• Producing a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no 
greenhouse gases; 

• Providing a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the 
development of a sustainable industry for future generations; and 

• Contributing to the annual municipal tax base with limited to no increased demand on 
local services (i.e. garbage collection and water/wastewater service). 

The Proponent is required as per the Feed-In Tariff (FIT) contract to use 25% of domestic 
content in the construction of the facility. This will bring economic benefits to the local 
community by using local suppliers for materials related to the construction of the project's 
facilities (i.e. access roads, turbine foundations, electrical installation, facility maintenance 
buildings etc.). Further, local economic employment opportunities will be attributed to the 
construction and decommissioning phases of the project. These phases will bring an influx of 
demand for local goods and services (i.e. restaurants and stores). The project will also create a 
few permanent jobs related to site maintenance/supervision of the facility during operation.  
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Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Ms. Catherine Mitchell 
R.R. #3 
Wellandport, Ontario 
L0R 2J0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Ms. Mitchell: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be compensation to people that may lose their life savings 
because their home becomes unsellable or property values decrease by 20-50%. 

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to property values however, based on best available research and studies conducted in 
Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no statistical evidence to support a direct 
correlation between wind turbines and property devaluation. A U.S. study released by the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive evidence of the existence of any 
widespread property value impacts that might be present in communities surrounding wind 
energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located within a mile and sold immediately 
following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study looked at the sale of 7,500 single 
family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states. 
Another study concentrating on real estate values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario 
also found similar results that there is no statistical data to demonstrate that wind farms 
negatively affect rural residential property values. Therefore no protection is required. 
Furthermore real estate markets are influenced by other economic forces out of the Proponents 
control and cannot be held accountable. 

With regards to your health and safety concerns for the residents of the local community the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) has established strict setback requirements that the project must 
adhere to (from noise receptors, public roads, railways etc.), which were established to avoid 
impacts to surrounding lands, and thus people. MOE established these setbacks through 
conservative, science-based calculations based on the most up-to-date science. 
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All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the 
minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback 
distances were established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific 
approach to protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE it 
must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory 
setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and 
consequently cannot be constructed. 

To address your comment that turbines 2 and 3 are positioned too close together, the Project 
Team would like to advise that all turbines have been positioned in accordance with all 
requirements stipulated in O. Reg. 359/09. In addition, Vestas the turbine manufacturer for this 
project has reviewed the proposal and confirmed that the turbine locations adhere to their 
operating standards and restrictions. 

With regards to potential impact the project may have on the natural environment, such as bats, 
the Proponent has also undertaken extensive studies for natural heritage for the surrounding 
lands in which the project is to be located in order to identify and avoid potential impacts.  

Under the Regulation, a Natural Heritage Assessment is required to identify significant wildlife 
habitat within 120 metres of the project location, which includes habitats for various different 
species. The Proponent has undertaken an extensive records review and physical site 
investigations to identify candidate habitat as per Ministry of Natural Resources requirements. 
These efforts have been documented in the Natural Heritage Assessment Report currently 
available on the project’s website.  

In addition, an Environmental Impact Study Report has been prepared to identify potential 
negative environmental effects associated with the construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Mitigation for each identified natural 
feature has been provided in the EIS report. MNR has reviewed the project’s Environmental 
Impact Study Report and confirmed that the mitigation/monitoring requirements to be 
implemented adhere to their standards and procedures. 

An Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan for Birds and Bats has been prepared to monitoring 
potential negative environmental effects for birds and bats once the project becomes 
operational. Knowledge obtained from the surveys will be used to identify monitoring needs for 
subsequent years, and will determine the success rate of proposed mitigation measures and 
protocols. The Environmental Effects Monitoring plan for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will 
ensure that any unanticipated potentially significant adverse environmental effects are detected 
and addressed so that they do not become significant. This plan was developed in accordance 
with MNR standards and protocols and conforms with the Ministry’s “Bat and Bat Habitats-
Guidelines for Wind Power Projects.” Residents will not be impacted by barotrauma, commonly 
associated with bat fatalities as a result of turbine operations.  

Copies of all project studies and reports are currently available on the project’s website for 
public review (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca).  
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Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 12, 2012 

Mr. John Dykstra 
R.R. #3 
Wellandport, Ontario 
L0R 2J0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Comments at Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. Dykstra: 

Thank you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and your attendance at our 
Public Open House held on Tuesday June 19, 2012. We would like to inform you that we have 
received your completed comment form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team 
members. All comments will be included in the project’s Consultation Report submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment (MOE) for review. At this time, we would like to provide you with a 
response regarding how your comments were considered and provide additional information 
regarding the project.  

On your completed comment form you identified that your most important considerations in 
developing this project should be health concerns and property protection. 

All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere or exceed the 
minimum 550 metre setback requirement and 40 dBA sound power level from all non-
participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). These setback 
distances were established by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) based on a cautions scientific 
approach to protect human health and safety. In order for the project to be approved by MOE it 
must be demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory 
setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and 
consequently cannot be constructed. 

The project team respects concerns identified by the local community regarding potential 
impacts to health and property values however, based on best available research and studies 
conducted in Canada, the United States, and in Europe there is no scientific evidence to support 
a direct causal link between wind turbines negative health impacts or property devaluation.  

A May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled 
“The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines” concluded that vibration from low frequency 
wind turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This report also 
concluded that low frequency sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below the 
pressure sound levels at which known health effects occur. This report was produced with the 
assistance of working members of the Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion 
(OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical Officers 
of Health in Ontario, along with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health 
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(COMOH). If you would like to read the full report you can obtain a copy online from the Ontario 
Ministry of Health’s website. 

A U.S. study released by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory found no conclusive 
evidence of the existence of any widespread property value impacts that might be present in 
communities surrounding wind energy facilities even when concentrating on homes located 
within a mile and sold immediately following the announcement of a new wind farm. This study 
looked at the sale of 7,500 single family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind 
facilities in nine different U.S. states. Another study concentrating on real estate values in the 
Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario also found similar results that there is no statistical data 
to demonstrate that wind farms negatively affect rural residential property values.  

On your comment form you inquired about how the Proponent would protect property values. 
Based on the results of recent studies mentioned above the Proponent feels that property 
protection is not required. Furthermore real estate markets are influenced by other economic 
forces out of the Proponents control and cannot be held accountable. 

Next Steps: The Proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) is expecting to submit the project’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for 
review in July 2012. Once the application has been accepted by MOE it will be posted on the 
Environmental Registry for an additional 30-day public comment period. MOE will have up to six 
(6) months to make a decision on the project.  

Please continue to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated 
information on the project, as it becomes available. If you require any further clarification about 
this project please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
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CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 

Appendix D: Wind Energy Information Night Letters, 

Newspaper Insert, Presentations  



This event will start a conversation about wind energy production 
(in general) and give the public a better understanding of how 
projects are developed, the regulatory approval process and 

the benefi ts of harnessing the wind to create electricity. 

Tuesday, January 25th 2011
  South Lincoln High School, 260 Canborough Street, Smithville

7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Some of the Partners/Sponsors for this event are listed below.

You are cordially invited to attend 
a Renewable Energy (Wind Energy) 

Information Night 

Canning Consultants Inc. John Simmons Realty Services Limited



January 6th, 2011  
  
Dear Residents, 
  
I am writing to invite you to an information night about Wind Energy. 
  
IPC Energy has seen a change in how wind energy projects are being accepted by local communities, from initial 
excitement and enthusiasm for wind energy development , to disinterest and sometimes genuine fear about the role that 
wind power generation can play in a community.  The level of rhetoric and mistrust from vocal residents has made it nearly 
impossible for developers to have an honest conversation with development communities.  IPC is interested in changing 
this.  
  
As a first step we are sponsoring a public information night on Tuesday, January 25th 2011 at the South Lincoln High 
School, 260 Canborough Street, Smithville, from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. This event will start a conversation about wind 
energy production (in general) and give the public a better understanding of how projects are developed, the regulatory 
approval process and the benefits of harnessing the wind to create electricity.  
  
We hope this night will be an opportunity for you to ask questions and voice your opinions (in a non-confrontational 
environment) about all aspects of wind energy development. The evening will be facilitated by a moderator with several 
panelists presenting their area of expertise.  A  Q & A session will follow. 
  
Your attendance would be greatly appreciated and we hope your schedule will allow you to be a part of this event.  
  
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
  
Tom Lewis  
Manager of Planning and Environment 
 











  2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105, Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 
Tel: (905) 607-1016                               Fax: (905) 607-5995 

 

  

                                                           

 
 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
 

 

Re: Wind Energy Information Night - Niagara Region 
 
 

 

As Ontario strives to develop clean and sustainable energy systems, more scientists, 
policymakers and communities are looking to wind power as an important part of the electricity 
generation mix. Harnessing the wind to create electricity has become one of the fastest growing 
sources of power generation in Ontario and around the world and it is continuing to grow. 

As new opportunities emerge to develop wind-generated power in communities across Ontario, 
they raise reasonable questions about the social, environmental and economic impacts of wind 
power production.   

IPC Energy has seen a change in how our wind projects are being accepted by local 
communities. When we started our first projects, there was an initial excitement and enthusiasm 
for wind energy development.   In recent years these sentiments have changed to disinterest and 
sometimes genuine fear about the role that wind energy generation can play in a community. The 
level of rhetoric and mistrust from many vocal residents has made it nearly impossible for 
developers to have an honest conversation with development communities. IPC Energy is 
interested in changing this. 

IPC Energy is sponsoring an Information Night on Tuesday, January 25
th
 2011 to share some 

facts and answer questions about renewable energy in general with an emphasis on wind power.  
This event will be held at South Lincoln High School located at 260 Canborough Street in 
Smithville Ontario from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.  

The objective of this information session will be to explain the provincial regulations under the 
Green Energy Act and subsequent Renewable Energy Approval process. By doing this we hope 
to inform those in attendance on the realities of wind power and its benefits and to help separate 
the myths and misconceptions from the actual facts. 

It is our goal through providing this information session that the citizens of Ontario will make 
informed decisions about the future of energy production and will stress the need to act 
proactively NOW to help the province become “greener” tomorrow! 

 
-30- 

 
For more information please contact  
 
Tom Lewis, Manager of Planning and Environment 
IPC Energy 
tom@ipcenergy.ca 
Cell: 416-710-1982 
  



Media One - Niagara Region Media Contact List 
January 10, 2011 

Members:   
Brock University     editor@brockpress.com 
Bullet Media      jrobbins@line2revenuesystems.com 
Bullet Media      jconradi@line2revenuesystems.com 
Business Niagara     pmitchell@niagaramag.ca 
CHCH News       ctenaglia@chchnews.ca 
CHCH News       newstips@chchnews.ca 
CHCH News Niagara     lsabourin@chchnews.ca 
CityTV/CP24      mediareleases@chumtv.com 
CKTB CHTZ CHRE     newsroom@610cktb.com 
CKTB CHTZ CHRE     rfleming@astral.com 
CKTB CHTZ CHRE     ssabourin@radio.astral.com 
Cogeco       darryl.day@cogeco.com 
Cogeco       joann.tweney@cogeco.com 
Cogeco        thesource@cogeco.com 
CTV National News / CFTO News   torontodesk@ctv.ca 
Fort Erie Times      editorial@forterietimes.com 
Giant FM 91.7(Formerly) CHOW   info@giantfm.com 
Hamilton Spec      jmoore@thespec.com 
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Niagara This Week     rhutton@niagarathisweek.com 
Niagara This Week (City Editor)   news@niagarathisweek.com 
Niagara This Week (Editorial)   mwilliscraft@niagarathisweek.com 
Niagara This Week (Regional)   pforsyth@niagarathisweek.com 
Niagara This Week (Regional)   pforsythe@cogeco.ca 
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The Standard      mvandongen@stcatharinesstandard.ca 
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The View Magazine     editor@viewmag.com 
Tribune City Editor     jbarkovich@wellandtribune.ca 
Voice of Pelham/Voice of Thorold   editor@thevoiceofpelham.ca 
Welland Tribune     tribune@wellandtribune.ca 
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WIND ENERGY INFORMATION NIGHT 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 25, 2011 

 

(Draft) A G E N D A 

 

7:00 p.m. Welcome, opening remarks   T.B.D 

 

7:05 p.m. Renewable Energy Facilitation Office  Petra Fisher, Senior Project Advisor 
 
 
 
 
7:20 p.m. Ontario Sustainable Energy Association  Harry French, Director, Community  
        Power Services 
 
 
 
7:30 p.m. Niagara Economic Development Corp  Valerie Kuhns, VP Marketing        

 

7:40 p.m. Canning Consultants Inc.   George Canning 
John Simmons Reality Ltd   John Simmons  

        
 
 
7:50 p.m. Canadian Association of Physicians  

for the Environment     Farrah Khan, Executive Assistant  
 
 
 
 
8:00 p.m. The floor will be open to questions from the public, with responses from guest 

panelists. 
 
 

 
9:00 p.m. Meeting will be adjourned  
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Renewable Energy Approval 
Process and the Feed In 

Tariff Program

Ontario Ministry of Energy

January 24, 2011



Ontario’s Commitment to Renewable Energy

� The Ontario government is committed to improving the health of Ontarians and 
fighting climate change.  The government has committed to eliminating coal-
fired generation by 2014 and is introducing clean and reliable sources of energy 
in its place.

� Ontario has become a North American leader in producing energy from sources 
that are continually renewed by nature such as wind, sun and bioenergy.  
Renewables do not produce harmful emissions, which contribute to smog, 
pollution and climate change.

� Ontario is creating a new sector for investment and is becoming a global 
destination of choice for clean energy developers and suppliers.

� Ontario has already attracted more than $16 billion of private sector investment 
and over 20 companies have announced plans to set up or expand operations in 
Ontario. 

� Ontario’s Long-Term Energy Plan - http://www.mei.gov.on.ca/en/energy/



Ontario’s Commitment to Renewable Energy

The Green Energy and Green Economy Act, 2009 was enacted to:

1. Make Ontario a Renewable Energy Leader

2. Encourage Investment and Create Jobs (50,000 jobs in the first three 
years)

3. Foster a Culture of Conservation

�The Green Energy Act and its implementing regulations: 

� provide a standardized, Province-led approvals framework for 
renewable energy;   

� coordinate and remove duplication between provincial and local 
processes by combining environmental and land use planning 
considerations into one process; 

� provide standardized technical requirements for renewable energy 
projects across Ontario



FIT Program Context

� On April 8, 2010 the OPA made 184 Feed-In Tariff contract offers (2,421 MW) for 
large-scale renewable energy projects across Ontario:

� 47 wind energy – onshore projects – Renewable Energy Approval (REA) 
required

� 1 wind energy – offshore projects – REA required

� 77 solar PV projects – REA required

� 46 waterpower projects – Class EA for Waterpower required

� 13 bio-energy projects – REA required

� Mid-sized and small sized projects (e.g. small wind, rooftop solar, residential 
systems) have a streamlined REA or do not have REA requirements

� Key regulatory ministries are Ministry of the Environment, Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Ministry of Tourism and Culture



Apply for FIT
Obtain a FIT 

Contract
Build your 

Project
Operation

Confirm 
Eligibility for 

FIT

License to Generate 
(OEB)

Site Release 
(MNR)

All regulatory requirements must 
be met prior to the OPA issuing a 
Notice to Proceed.  For 
information on these 
requirements, please visit the 
“About Regulatory Approvals and 
Permits” section of our website.

The Notice to Proceed is the 
formal approval from the OPA 
that will allow you to proceed 
with the construction of your 
project.

When a FIT contract is 
awarded, you will have a 
prescribed amount of time 
in which your project must 
come into commercial 
operation.  This will vary 
according to technology 
type: 

(3 years for onshore wind, 
solar and bioenergy, 4 
years for offshore wind, and 
5 years for waterpower)

Regulatory 
Requirements Met

Renewable Energy Project Development for FIT



• Ontario's priority is to ensure that renewable energy is developed in a way that 
protects human health and the environment. The Renewable Energy Approval 
(REA) ensures that protection.

• The REA requires:

• consultation with local community, municipality and Aboriginal groups

• extensive research on potential environmental effects (and design changes 
or mitigation measures if required)

• If the Ministry of the Environment does not see evidence that consultation and 
comments received were taken into consideration, a REA will not be granted.

• Obtaining a Feed in Tariff (FIT) contract from the Ontario Power Authority 
(OPA) does not assure that an REA will be issued. The REA is a separate process 
based on environmental protection and community consultation.

Renewable Energy Approval Process - Highlights



Renewable Energy Approval Process - What’s In, What’s Out

Wind Facilities

• Over 3kW but less than 50kW (streamlined requirements)

• Over 50kW (including setbacks)

• All off-shore wind projects

Solar Facilities

• Ground mounted over 10kW

• No REA approval required for rooftop or wall mounted of any size

• Prime agricultural land restrictions within the FIT contract

Bio-energy Facilities

• Defined in the Green Energy Act as biomass, biogas or bio-fuel

• Can be anaerobic digestion or thermal treatment facilities

• No approval required for farm-based operations addressed under the Nutrient Management Act 

Waterpower Facilities

• Does not require an REA; existing Class EA and Ministry of the Environment (MOE) / Ministry of Natural 
Resources (MNR) approvals still apply



Consultation and Public Input

Consultation with the Public

Public consultation:

• At least two community meetings are required for each municipality

• The project developer will also provide documentation of all community 
consultation efforts and explain how issues raised during the 
community consultation were addressed

• Studies and reports must be made publicly available 60 days before 
final public meeting.  Municipality will receive 90 days before final 
public meeting

• Through guidance, province encourages early and frequent 
consultation with local community and municipality



Consultation and Public Input

Consultation with Municipalities and Local Authorities

• Proponents are required by regulation to circulate the consultation 
form to the clerk of every municipality where the project location is 
situated

• Municipal Consultation Form will address matters relating to municipal 
or local infrastructure and servicing

• Proponents must show how they addressed municipal or local authority 
concerns or why they were unable to do so



Consultation and Public Input

Aboriginal Consultation

Aboriginal Consultation

• Project developer must demonstrate that they have contacted all potentially 
impacted Aboriginal communities and distributed the consultation form to 
address adverse impacts on constitutionally protected aboriginal or treaty 
rights.

Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR)

• Notices of complete applications for REA are posted on Environmental Registry 
for a minimum of 30 days - http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca/

• 3rd parties can appeal decisions within 15 days.



Pre-Submission Process

The REA process is front-end loaded – developers must complete almost all applicable 
requirements before submitting an application:

� Conduct initial/ongoing public, municipal and Aboriginal consultations

� Prepare draft technical reports (consultation reports, noise studies, design and 
operations reports etc.)

� Carry out Natural Heritage Assessment and obtain MNR confirmation letter

� Carry out Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Assessments and obtain MTC 
confirmation letter

� Provide draft reports and sign off letters for public review in advance of final public 
consultation

� Conduct final public consultation

� Finalize and submit reports and application documents (“Complete Submission”). 
Government has six month timeline to review once Complete Submission is 
accepted. 

N.B. Proponents often have additional permitting requirements that they typically carry out concurrently 
with REA (e.g. Bird and Bat Studies, Species at Risk investigation, federal EA requirements).  These can 
have impacts on timelines.



Post-Submission Process

� MOE reviews and accepts (or rejects) application.

� MOE posts application on EBR Registry for 30 day public comment period.

� MOE reviews application and makes REA decision.

� Issuance of REA decision.

� If decision is appealed within 15 days of REA issuance, the Environmental 
Review Tribunal has six months to make a decision on the appeal.



REA Process in Detail

Step One Proponent submits draft Project Description Report (PDR) to the 
Ministry of the Environment (MOE) and requests Aboriginal 
Consultation List. 

Step 
Two

Proponent provides notice of project and of initial public meeting to 
identified Aboriginal communities, local municipalities, identified 
stakeholders and the public at large.

Step 
Three

Proponent begins Aboriginal consultation activities, which are ongoing 
throughout the development process, even after REA is issued. 

Step 
Four

Proponent holds first public meeting and presents basic project concept 
to the public, soliciting feedback that it will take into consideration in 
the design process.



REA Process in Detail Cont. 

Step Five: Natural 
Heritage, Cultural 
Heritage and 
Archaeological 
Assessments 

Natural Heritage Assessment: 

� Proponent evaluates significance of natural heritage features and performs 
required studies and MNR reviews and confirms approach

� Once satisfied, MNR provides confirmation letter to proponent

Cultural Heritage Assessment: 

� Proponent evaluates potential impact on cultural heritage resources and 
performs required heritage assessment and MTC reviews and confirms 
approach.

� Once satisfied, MTC provides confirmation letter to proponent
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REA Process in Detail Cont.

Step Five: Natural 
Heritage, Cultural 
Heritage and 
Archaeological 
Assessments cont. 

Archaeological assessment: 

� Proponent evaluates potential impact on cultural heritage resources and 
performs required heritage assessment and MTC reviews and confirms 
approach.

� Once satisfied, MTC provides confirmation letter to proponent



REA Process in Detail Cont.

Step Six Proponent prepares draft technical reports, potentially including:

� Construction Plan report 

� Consultation Report

� Decommissioning Plan Report

� Design and Operations Report

� Effluent Management Plan Report

� Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report

� Hydrogeological Assessment Report

� Noise Study Report

� Odour Study Report

� Project Description Report

� Surface Water Assessment Report

� Wind Turbine Specifications Report



REA Process in Detail Cont.

Step Seven Proponent:

� Provides municipal guidance form to the applicable municipality(ies). As of January 1, 2011, 
proponent also provides draft technical reports (including MNR and MTC letters) to the 
municipality(ies);

� Provides notice of final public meeting and copies of draft technical reports (including MNR 
and MTC letters) to the public; and

� Holds final public meeting; and

� Finalizes and submits reports, including MNR and MTC letters, to MOE as its Complete 
Submission. Proponent posts reports on a public website. 

Step Eight MOE reviews application for completeness and either rejects or accepts the application:

� If application is accepted, MOE posts the application on the EBR Registry and solicits additional 
comments for a 30-day period;

� MOE has up to six months to review the application and make a decision, starting from the 
date of accepting the application (MOE may if necessary ‘stop the clock’ while it solicits 
additional information from the proponent);

� REA decision is issued; 

� A person may seek leave to appeal the decision by serving written notice upon the Director and 
the Tribunal within 15 days of the issuance of the REA decision. The tribunal must issue its 
decision on the appeal within 6 months of the date that notice is served. 



Renewable Energy Facilitation Office

The province has established the Renewable Energy Facilitation Office (REFO) in the Ministry 
of Energy to: 

• Act as a one-window access point for information to assist renewable energy project 
proponents (developers, communities and municipalities)

• Work with their partners at MOE, MNR and OPA, to monitor projects from inception to 
construction to help proponents monitor their projects and keep them on track

• Advise proponents of potential requirements imposed by the Government of Canada such as 
triggers for approvals from the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency

• Through information obtained from proponents, provide feedback to the Ministry on the 
overall efficiency of the new policies and identify areas for improvement



Contact information

Renewable Energy Facilitation Office

Tel: 416-212-6582 or 1-877-440-REFO (7336) 

Email: REFO@ontario.ca

Website: www.ontario.ca/renewableenergyprojects

Renewable Energy Information Centre website:

www.ontario.ca/renewableenergy

Ministry of the Environment website – Renewable Energy Approval process:

www.ene.gov.on.ca/en/business/green-energy/index.php



Economic Opportunities and 

Community Power: What the 

Green Energy and Green Economy 

Act can do for you! 

Ontario Sustainable Energy Association 
 
WIND ENERGY INFORMATION NIGHT - 
NIAGARA REGION 
SOUTH LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL  
SMITHVILLE ONTARIO 
 



About OSEA 

What is OSEA? 
 A province-wide, member-based non-profit 

association founded in 1999 that represents and 
serves Ontario’s Community Power sector through 

advocacy, public outreach and capacity building 
activities. 

 

Who is OSEA? 
 120+ Community Power organizations and 

sustainable energy enterprises including 
households, First Nations, co-ops, farmers, private 
businesses, municipalities and other local 
institutions - 1500 members  



3 Photo: BrucePower.com, Bruce Nuclear Generating Station 
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Photo: OPG.com - Nanticoke Generating Station 



Two diverging energy paths 

SOFT PATH 

• Locally owned 

• Distributed 

• Renewable 

• Systems thinking 

• Effective 

• Diversity 

• Regulated markets 

• Ecological limits 

• Quality of life 

HARD PATH 

• Absentee owned 

• Centralized 

• Finite 

• Reductionist 

• Efficient 

• Monoculture 

• Free markets 

• Limitless growth 

• Standard of living 

5 



Key elements of GEGEA 

• Enhanced policy commitment to 
conservation, smart grid and 
renewables 

• Enables feed-in tariffs to procure 
renewables 

• Guaranteed connection of renewables 
• Streamlined approvals while protecting 

neighbouring land uses 
 

http://www.mei.gov.on.ca 



Key elements of FIT Program 

• Differentiated by size & technology 

• Differentiated by application 

• Tariffs based on cost of generation 
plus a reasonable profit 

• No program cap 

• No project size cap 

http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/FIT/ 
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microFit and FIT Launch Applications 

• Update this information from the Web site 



What is Community Power? 

• Community Power is all about community ownership and 
the building of capacity for locally inspired community action 
around energy generation and sustainability.  
 

• Community Power is about enabling communities of people 
to participate and be empowered to take positive, locally 
based actions that will result in the more sustainable use of 
energy now and for the future.  
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Local Community Benefits 

• Locally Owned Community Power Projects: 

– Generate 5-10 times the local benefits than the traditional, 
centralized energy generation model 
 (Iowa Policy Project ) 

• Traditional, centralized energy generation model  

– 75-90 cents of every dollar spent on energy leaves the local 
economy  
(U.S. Dept. of Energy, Rocky Mountain Institute)  
 



Reasons to work with Community Power 

Eco-Economic Benefits  

 

• sustainable green job 
creation; 

• community private 
sector investment in 
renewable energy; 

• improved per capita 
energy efficiency; 

• reduced GHG 
emissions;  

• improved natural 
environment 

 

Socio-Economic Benefits  

 

• enhanced civic 
engagement and 
social cohesion; 

• optimized community 
form; 

• improved quality of 
life;  

• resilient communities, 
and; 

• economic benefits 
retained locally. 



Community Power 
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Community-Owned Wind Turbines in Europe 

Farmer Community Corporate 

Netherlands 60% 5% 35% 

Germany 10% 40% 50% 

Denmark 64% 24% 12% 

Spain 0% 0% 100% 

Great Britain 1% 1% 98% 

Minnesota                               31% 69% 

Ontario                               <1% >99% 
Source: NL,D,DK,ES,GB: Dave Toke, University of Birmingham, 2005, updated to 
Toke 2008 
Source: Minnesota: Windustry, 2008 
Source: Ontario: OSEA, 2008 



Photo: EnergyAdvocate.ca - St. Jean de Brébeuf CHS, Toronto 
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Photo by K. Stevens, 2008 – Prescott-Russel, Canada 
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Community Power Price Bonus 



Barriers Related to Local 

Communities 

• More challenging to work in groups – but more 
beneficial 

• Lack of knowledge, skills, experience in energy 
sector 

• Limits start up support - $$$, people  for initiation 
and readiness assessment 

• It is complicated - Grid access issues, allocations, 
REA 

• Local banks/credit unions unfamiliar with renewable 
power projects and local ownership 

• Project development challenges 

• Let the experts do it attitude 

20 Photo by K. Stevens, 2009 – Fehrman Island, Germany 



21 Barrie Wind Catchers, 2008 – Barrie, Canada 

Even more important reason to start a 

Community Power project! 



“There is nothing more powerful than a community 

discovering what it cares about” Meg Wheatley 

• Community Power is also about creating a resiliency at the local level 
by local residents by connecting people in their communities to where 
their energy comes from and how they use it. 

 

• By empowering the community through community power we create 
the connections to address other local sustainability issues…we begin 
to understand each others story and collectively change our 
behaviours…in order to make our community sustainable for the 
generations to come. 



January 25th, 2011

Wind Energy Information Night

Presentation

Valerie Kuhns, Vice President, Market and Sector Development

Niagara Economic Development Corporation
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Niagara Economic Development Corporation

• Non-profit corporation

• Region’s economic development mandate to advance the  

economic prosperity of Niagara

• Niagara Economic Growth Strategy 2009-2012

• Emerging Sectors including ‘Wind Energy’

• Attract manufacturing investment and supply chain  opportunities 

for existing companies
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Growing Industry in Canada and Ontario

• Wind Vision 2025, CanWEA

• 20% Canada’s electricity demand supplied by wind energy 2025

• 2015 forecast 24,000 jobs and $5.6 billion investment

• Ontario Green Energy Act, 2009

• 50,000 jobs in renewable energy (2011 20,000)
• Clean energy manufacturing base growing and creating jobs

• Ontario’s Long Term Energy Policy, November 2010
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Ontario Green Energy Act

• Stimulating interest in the province from wind turbine 

and component manufacturers internationally

• Growing number of potential investors have visited the 

region including manufacturers of blades and towers

• Creating opportunities through high percentage domestic 

content regulations
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Opportunity for Niagara

Wind farms generate a lot more than electricity for the 

community

• employment opportunities

labour-intensive construction phase 

permanent positions in operations and maintenance

• generate a new tax base that can help fund 

everything from street improvements to a new 

community centre
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Opportunities for Niagara

• increase in the purchase of local goods and services

• supplement farmers incomes and does not disable 

their lands from becoming productive

• new tourism opportunities

• environmental benefits
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Growth Opportunities for Niagara Region

• Wind energy industry new source of manufacturing

Bremerhaven

• Manufacturing strengths in primary metal; power 

generation; aerospace

• Proximity to wind farms necessary for large 

components

• Transportation and logistics

• Port Colborne wind energy cluster
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Competitive environment is intense

Renewable energy is part of Ontario’s long term plan

Niagara is well positioned to benefit
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Thank you

Please visit our website for more information on 

Niagara’s advantages in the Green Energy Sector

www.niagaracanada.com



What was significant about the Windfarm Study in
Chatham-Kent from Our Perspective?

1.  It was the first definitive study of its kind
completed in Ontario that seriously examined the
issue of Wind Farms and Property Values.

2.  It also revealed the complexities of trying to
answer this basic question.

3.  It also indicated that the results of the study
cannot be used as a “rubber stamp” because of the
numerous factors that can influence price.

4.  It also indicated that there is a need to study the
issue further in various parts of Ontario.

5.  It produced a lot of unanswered questions for us 
such as:

A.  Does the purchase date of a property near a
wind farm have any relationship to Time of Year.

B.  Is there a variance in prices of properties in
relation to specific distances to windfarms?

C.  What role does Days on Market play in
deciphering value.  Some other studies suggest that



there is a longer marketing time for those properties
located near wind farms.

D.  What do Views of Windfarm really mean?

E.  Is there any difference in price of properties near
Wind farms that were bought during the Winter
months as opposed to the Summer Months?

F.  The study did prove that the best method of
analysis was Regression Analysis and not the
Paired Sales Method.







When sited correctly, health experts agree 
that wind turbines are safer for our 
environment and our health when 
compared to conventional energy sources 
such as coal and nuclear power.















“Audubon strongly supports
properly-sited wind power as
a clean alternative energy
source that reduces the threat
of global warming.”
– American Audubon Society

“Audubon strongly supports
properly-sited wind power as
a clean alternative energy
source that reduces the threat
of global warming.”
– American Audubon Society







Who we are 

Under the Green Energy Act, the 

province has established the Renewable 

Energy Facilitation Office (REFO), a 

one-window access point to assist 

renewable energy project proponents 

(developers, communities and 

municipalities) obtain information 

about bringing their projects to life. We 

work closely with our partners across 

government to facilitate the 

development of renewable energy 

projects in Ontario and to provide direct 

assistance and support to project 

proponents. 

Contact us Renewable 
Visit us online at: 

www.ontario.calrenewableenergyprojects 

To get help with planning your renewable 

energy project, contact the Renewable 

Energy Facilitation Office (REFO) by 

e-mail or by telephone. 

You can reach us via e-mail at: 

REFO@ontario.ca 

Please call us toll-free: 

1-877-440-REFO (7336) 

Within the GTA, please call: 

(416) 212-6582 

AResource for Developing 
Renewable Energy Projects in Ontario 

£;'>ontario 


mailto:REFO@ontario.ca
www.ontario.calrenewableenergyprojects




WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 

Appendix E: Public Communication and Responses 
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Jonathan Veale

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2010 10:29 PM
To: 'rosanneb@mac.com'
Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project

Rosanne, 
Thank‐you for your recent e‐mail regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. We have added your e‐mail address to 
our contact list and you will receive e‐mail updates as the project progresses through the Renewable Energy Approval. 
At this time I wish to encourage you to attend our Public Open House as scheduled: 
 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Public Open House #1, August 24, 2010 
3:00 pm to 7:00pm 
Firefighters Memorial Community Hall, Township of Wainfleet 
19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 
 
In your e‐mail you asked us to provide you with the location of the proposed turbines. We are presently completing 
several studies including Archaeology, Natural Heritage, and Cultural Heritage which, once completed, will help us 
determine the location of the proposed facility. The proposed turbine layout (roads, turbines, taplines, etc…) will be 
available in the Fall of 2010 for your review and comment.  The Public Open House on August 24th will introduce the 
project to you and other landowners while providing you with an understanding of the studies and approach that 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is proposing. Your participation and feedback helps us to improve the design of the project. 
 
Please contact me if you have any other questions or comments regarding this project.  
 
Yours truly,  
 
Jonathan Veale  M.E.S. CCEP 
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
Cell: 416 347 8766 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: rosanne [mailto:rosanneb@mac.com]  
Sent: July‐22‐10 2:48 PM 
To: Sunny Galia 
Subject: wainfleet 
 
Hi There, 
 
We are property owners in Wainfleet and  would like to continue to 
receive all information regarding this project. 
 
One question that your recent letter does not answer is  exactly where 
the turbines will be located..surely your firm has an idea as to where 
the property that you own or will lease is? 
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Your description as to where the turbine will be located is cryptic at 
best. 
 
Thank you 
Rosanne  
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 11:44 AM
To: 'lsduquette@gmail.com'
Cc: Jonathan Veale; 'sunny@ipcenergy.ca'
Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Attachments: POH1 Wainfleet Boards FINAL FOR PRINT_Aug20_10.pdf; Wainfleet_Comment Sheet.pdf

Laurel, 

 

As discussed previously, please find the attached copy of the display boards from the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Public Open House on Tuesday August 24, 2010 for your viewing, as well as a copy of the comment form that was 

distributed that evening. If you wish to fill out the comment form, kindly return it by September 24, 2010 as per the 

instructions stated on the form. 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Assistant 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Cell: 416 994 3410 
Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

From: Britney Pringle  

Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2010 2:55 PM 
To: lsduquette@gmail.com 

Cc: Jonathan Veale; sunny@ipcenergy.ca 
Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

 

Laurel, 

 

Thank-you again for your call regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. I have attached our draft Project Description 

Report, which will provide you with some more information about this proposal. For additional clarification with regards 

to your inquiry about the location of the proposed turbines, we are presently completing several studies including 

Archaeology, Natural Heritage, and Cultural Heritage which, once completed, will help us determine the location of the 

proposed facility. The proposed turbine layout (roads, turbines, taplines, etc…) will be available in the Fall of 2010 for 

your review and comment. 

 

Since you are unable to attend the first Public Open House scheduled for August 24, 2010, I will e-mail you a pdf. version 

of the display boards that are going to be presented that day, as well as a comment form for you to fill out and send 

back to us. Your participation and feedback helps us to improve the design of the project, and is of value to us. You can 

expect to receive these two items shortly after the Public Open House takes place on August 24th. 

 

I will also add your e-mail address to our contact list so that you may receive e-mail updates as the project progresses 

through the Renewable Energy Approval. If you require any further information, or need to communicate questions or 

concerns, please also contact: 

 

Sunny Galia                                        or            Jonathan Veale 
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Project Manager                                              Environmental Planner 

IPC Energy                                                          Morrison Hershfield 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project                  235 Yorkland Blvd., Suite 600 

2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105                    Toronto, ON M2J 1T1 

Mississaugua, ON L5N 5R1            

Tel.: (905) 607-1016                                         Tel.: (905) 499-3110, Ext. 1639 

Fax: (905) 607-5995                                         Fax: (416) 499-9658 

Email: sunny@ipcenergy.ca                         Email: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Assistant 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Cell: 416 994 3410 
Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:11 PM
To: dmlgibson@iaw.on.ca
Cc: Sunny Galia; Britney Pringle
Subject: RE: wind project

Mr. and Mrs. Gibson, 

I wanted to check if you received this e-mail as it contained large attachments.  Please let me know if you received 

everything. 

 

Regards, 

 
Jonathan Veale  
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

 

From: Jonathan Veale  

Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:07 PM 

To: 'dmlgibson@iaw.on.ca' 
Cc: Sunny Galia 

Subject: RE: wind project 
Importance: High 

 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gibson: 

  

Thank-you for taking the time to write us about your thoughts on the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. I am sorry to 

hear that you were unable to attend our Public Open House scheduled for this past Tuesday. This was the first of 

two Public Open Houses for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, with the second planned for this Fall. Hopefully the 

second Open House will be of better timing for you both. The Public Open House on August 24th was designed to 

introduce the project to you and other landowners, provide you with an understanding of the studies and approach 

that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is proposing, and give you an opportunity to address any questions, comments or 

concerns you might have regarding the project. Input from this and other meetings will help us to improve the 

design of the project. I have attached our draft Project Description Report, which will provide you with some 

additional information about the project. 

  

In your email you have indicated that you are concerned about how this project will impact and benefit 

communities in the Township of Wainfleet. I have carefully considered your comments and please find my 

response below. 

  

The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is a 10MW Wind Energy Project with a maximum of five (5) wind turbines 

proposed. Although it is true that some of the proposed turbines may end up being visible from your property, this 

project was not designed with the intention of overpowering the existing natural landscape. The turbines will be 

placed in open agricultural fields, with the expectation that regular agricultural activities will continue to occur as 

they are presently. It is important to keep in mind that not all five of the proposed turbines will be located on the 
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same property; in fact, they would be placed on a few separate properties within the 3500 hectare project area. 

This might limit the number of turbines that you will be able to view from your property. 

  

Wind energy projects are clean and reliable sources of renewable energy. There will be no greenhouse gas 

emissions or other waste by-products generated from the facility during its operation, and will therefore not be a 

source of pollution to the surrounding environment unlike other forms of industry. 

  

The Renewable Energy Approval (REA) is administered by the Ministry of the Environment. As part of the REA 

process we are required to have meaningful consultation with the local municipality, residents and landowners. 

The intent of consultation is to not only inform the local community about the proposed project, but to also solicit 

feedback on various aspects of the project to incorporate into the project's design. All project documentation and 

reports when complete will be available to you and other members of the public for review and comment. We take 

consultation and feedback from the local municipality and community very seriously seeing as this is a community 

based power project initiated by local community members and landowners. We have met with the Township of 

Wainfleet staff and council on a couple of occasions to discuss this project, and we have an open and honest 

working relationship with them. We will meet with them again in the future.  

  

The REA has established strict guidelines and setbacks that must be followed with regards to the protection of the 

natural environment and impacts to local residences and communities. Currently we are completing studies for 

Natural Heritage, Archaeology, Cultural Heritage and Noise. Our Natural Heritage Report will include the 

assessment of Species At Risk, as well as bats, birds and other wildlife. Once these studies are complete it will allow 

us to determine the best locations for the five turbines. All of the proposed turbines will adhere to minimum 

setbacks from residences (550m) and natural features. We also must produce an Environmental Impact Statement 

which describes all of the potential effects that may occur as a result of the project and how we will reduce or 

eliminate them. These studies will be completed in September. In any case, we will not build on significant features 

as this is not possible. Our Natural Heritage Assessment must be approved by the Ministry of Natural Resources 

(MNR) or the project cannot be constructed. 

 

Wind turbines do produce noise. However, all projects must meet regulatory requirements for sound in order to be 

approved. Acceptable separation distances for sound are between 300 and 600 meters. All of the noise setbacks for 

our project will be greater than 550 meters. At these distances, the sound generated from turbines is similar to a 

whisper. While conditions differ, the sound is often masked by background noise or the wind itself. Modern 

turbines are so quite that it is possible to carry on a normal conversation at the base. (GEAA, 2010). 

 

With regards to health side effects as a result of living within close proximity to wind turbines, a May 2010 report 

published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health for Ontario concluded that vibration from low frequency wind 

turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. They also concluded that low frequency 

sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which know health effects 

occur. (MHLC, 2010). 

 

The project will benefit the local community by contributing to the tax base through the creation of jobs 

(permanent and temporary), property tax assessments paid to the local municipality, and school tax assessment. 

The proponent will also make tax contributions on their profits and through the HST. We do intend to produce a 

few permanent positions with the majority of employment being attributed to construction and maintenance. 

Given the scale of the project (five turbines), we believe that this is a small but reasonable contribution to 

employment in Wainfleet.  

 

We also believe that this project contributes to a more sustainable future. If approved, the project will generate 

enough power for approximately 2,500 homes by feeding directly into the Hydro One distribution system. We 

believe that this small contribution is one meaningful way that we can reduce green house gas emissions and our 

dependence on fossil fuels.  

 

It is understandable that you might have concerns regarding the protection of the value of your property. That 

being said, numerous studies have found that there is no evidence that a commercial wind farm within sight of a 
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property will decrease its value. A study in Madison New York found no connection between wind turbine visibility 

and property value even when concentrating on homes located within a mile and sold immediately following the 

announcement of a new wind farm (GEAA, 2010). Other studies are more applicable to Ontario.  

 

Finally, I have attached a printable version of the display boards that were presented on August 24th for your 

viewing and will provide you with some additional sources of information that will help address some of your 

concerns. As previously stated, feedback from the public is a significant part of this project. Please find the attached 

comment form for you to fill out so that we may incorporate your feedback into the projects design. 

 

Thank-you once again for taking the time to write us about the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. I hope my response 

speaks to all of your comments and that this helps you make an informed opinion about wind energy and this 

project. If you wish to discuss this further please to not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 
Jonathan Veale  
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

From: Dale and Mary Lou [mailto:dmlgibson@iaw.on.ca]  

Sent: August-23-10 11:37 AM 

To: Sunny Galia 
Subject: wind project 

 
Monday, August 23 
  
Dear Sirs, 
  
We cannot attend the open house on August 24.   We have some concerns about the proposed wind project in 

Wainfleet . Our understanding is that it will likely be in the field directly behind our home. An access road 

adjoins our property. 
  
Our concerns are as follows:  
  
                                             We enjoy the farm scenery from our deck. The silos from the windmills will change 

the horizon forever. In our opinion they will destroy the natural  beauty  of the landscape behind our home. 
  
                                             The windmills are an industry. The way the province has set up the laws governing 

the establishment of this industry is shameful. Any other industry would require input from the township and 

its residents  
                                              before it could get a foothold in the community.  The present set up leaves the  

feeling  of powerlessness to those of us who will  be most closely affected by this project. 
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                                             We enjoy feeding the birds and watching the wildlife that comes through the fields. 

We understand there are concerns about the quality of life for birds, animals and mankind in areas close to 

the windmills. 
                                             Although there is no documented proof that the vibrations affect the health  of 

humans,  there also is not sufficient evidence that it doesn't. Some people do get sick. From our understanding 

of the project, we would be in direct  
                                             range of such vibrations. 
  
                                            The benefits of the project to both the community and the province are questionable. 

We are told that the quality of our hydro service ,which is poor to start with , with frequent and prolonged 

interruptions in inclement weather  
                                            and sometimes even in good weather, will not  improve.  The perception is that the 

main benefits from this project will be financial to the farmer and the business behind the project. 
  
                                            The location of the project does not affect just agricultural areas. The communities of 

Long Beach, Burnaby,  and Ostryhon's Corners are partly residential. It is not right that  the proposed wind 

project should be established without considering 
                                             the concerns of the people who may be most impacted by this project. 
  
                                             We are in our retirement years. Our property is our retirement investment. We have 

concerns about the potential for property  devaluation as a result of this project. Certainly there is enough 

controversy  about  the value and safety of   
                                              wind farms at the present to cause some people to question the wisdom of 

purchasing property located close to one, especially if they already have health issues or a young family. 
  
          
Yours truly,                  
Dale and Mary Lou Gibson 
12044  Lakeshore Road  
Wainfleet, Ont.                                      
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Britney Pringle

Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Murray Wickham [mailto:Murray@OptimumBiz.ca] 
Sent: September-08-10 11:36 AM 
To: Sunny Galia 
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
Sunny, thank you for your website response. Please consider my concern as answered and 
closed. 
 
Murray Wickham 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Sunny Galia [mailto:Sunny@ipcenergy.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 11:03 AM 
To: murray@optimumbiz.ca; Tom Lewis; JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com 
Cc: John Andrews 
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
Hi Murray, 
Thank you for your interest in our Wainfleet wind energy project.  
The web site is monitored regularly and will be updated as we progress with the project and 
new information becomes available. As far as public and stake holder inquiries are concerned, 
the inquiry goes to myself, Tom Lewis and our environmental consultant Morrison Hershfield. 
Depending on the nature of the inquiry one of us will respond. It will help us addressing 
your concerns better if you can let us know how you are impacted and what are your concerns. 
Thanks. 
 
Sunny 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: murray@optimumbiz.ca [mailto:murray@optimumbiz.ca] 
Sent: September-08-10 10:52 AM 
To: Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia; JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY // 
Title = Mr. 
First Name = Murray 
Last Name = Wickham 
Full Address = c/o Optimum Business Strategies Postal Code = N6E 1A2 Email = 
murray@optimumbiz.ca Phone Number = 519-690-0001 Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name =  
Organisation Type =  
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Tom, I am interested in how often the 
site is monitored and what and who feedbacks to the postings 
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No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com  
Version: 8.5.441 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/3117 - Release Date: 09/06/10 
06:35:00 
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Britney Pringle

From: Sunny Galia [Sunny@ipcenergy.ca]
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2010 8:10 AM
To: Jonathan Veale; Britney Pringle; Tom Lewis
Subject: Re: Fwd: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

I will try to down load and fix the problem, if any. Thanks.  
 
Sunny 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: Jonathan Veale <JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com> 
To: Britney Pringle <BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com>; Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia 
Sent: Sat Oct 23 20:31:08 2010 
Subject: Fwd: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
Tom/Sunny, download error? 
Jonathan 
 
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
 
 
        From: <murray@optimumbiz.ca> 
        Date: 23 October, 2010 14:07:44 EDT 
        To: <Tom@ipcenergy.ca>, <Sunny@ipcenergy.ca>, <JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com> 
        Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
        
        
 
        // WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY // 
        Title = Mr. 
        First Name = Murray 
        Last Name = Wickham 
        Full Address = 553 Southdale Rd E Unit 103, London, Ontario 
        Postal Code = N6E 1A2 
        Email = <mailto:murray@optimumbiz.ca> murray@optimumbiz.ca 
        Phone Number = 519-690-0001 
        Impacted by the project? = radio 
        
        
        Organisation Name = Optimum 
        Organisation Type = 
        Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Just tried to download project description and I received a bad dictionary error message for 
both Vineland and Wainfleet. No need to respond. Thought you should know. 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2010 3:03 PM
To: aliand@symaptico.ca
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM
Attachments: Undeliverable: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM; Delivery delayed:WAINFLEET 

WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM; Delivery delayed:WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY 
FORM; Delivery delayed:WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM; Delivery 
delayed:WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM; Delivery delayed:WAINFLEET WIND 
ENERGY INQUIRY FORM; Delivery delayed:WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

Mr. Watts, 
Thank-you for your e-mail. Sorry for the delay in responding to you, earlier e-mails to your 
e-mail address have been undeliverable. The purpose of this e-mail is to inform you that we 
have received your comments. Generally, we are able to provide you with a response within two 
to three business days. Once we have a chance to review your comments we will respond 
accordingly. 
 
Regards, 
 
Jonathan Veale  
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: aliand@symaptico.ca [mailto:aliand@symaptico.ca]  
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2010 10:27 PM 
To: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; Sunny@ipcenergy.ca; Jonathan Veale 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //  
Title = Mr. 
First Name = Andrew 
Last Name = Watts 
Full Address = 10810 Rathfon Road,RR#2,Port Colborne 
Postal Code = L3K 5V4 
Email = aliand@symaptico.ca 
Phone Number = 9058342278 
Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name = Wainfleet Resident 
Organisation Type = N/A 
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Please comment on the following: 
The cost of building a supply grid in Wainfleet capable of using the power supplied by your 
proposed industrial turbines? 
Denmark's state owned power company, the 'poster child' for industrial wind turbines, has 
within the past 2 months stated they will build no more onshore wind turbines because of 
mounting public oppostion. 
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Their minimum set back distance for OFFSHORE turbines is now 10 kms. Where is your proof that 
550mtrs for your onshore turbines is really 'safe'? 
Germany, another 'poster child' has not succeeded in closing a single coal powered plant in 
the past 20 years and has recently approved plans to build 4 new coal fired plants in order 
to safeguard future, reliable energy supplies. 
Both the above countries pay the highest hydro costs in Europe. 
Carbon emissions worldwide are still increasing, not decreasing. What verifiable proof do you 
have that industrial wind turbines will reverse this trend any more than making current power 
plants more efficient and 'cleaner'? 
I look forward to receiving your comments. 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 2, 2010 

Mr. Andrew Watts 
10810 Rathfon Road, R.R. 2 
Port Colborne, Ontario L3K 5V4 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Website Inquiry Form 

Dear Mr. Watts: 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and for writing us about your 
questions and concerns. We would like to inform you that we have received your submitted 
inquiry form and that it has been carefully reviewed by project team members. We value your 
comments and the feedback you have give as it helps us to improve the design of the project 
and identify important local concerns and how we may better address them. We have attempted 
to respond to your recent website inquiry dated Friday October 15, 2010, but we were 
unsuccessful in delivering a response via the email address you provided: 
aliand@symaptico.ca. 

For your information, the project team can address comments about the Renewable Energy 
Approval (REA) process and this particular project. We cannot speak about other projects 
elsewhere or broader public policy other than where it intersects with the REA or the Wainfleet 
Wind Energy Project.  The purpose of public consultation under the REA is to help shape a 
project’s design, identify any issues of concern and help build local support. If you have 
concerns about the province's public policy towards renewable energy, I would suggest that you 
contact your MPP or the Provincial Minister responsible. That being said, please find a response 
to your comments/questions below. 

Question 1: The cost of building a supply grid in Wainfleet capable of using the power 
supplied by your proposed industrial turbines? 

As part of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project we will not be required to build a supply grid to 
distribute power generated from the project. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has been awarded an 
Ontario Power Authority (OPA) Feed-In Tariff (FIT) contract, which will allow the project to feed 
directly in to the present Hydro One distribution grid. 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is proposing to build a 10MW wind energy project, with a maximum 
of five (5) wind turbines. This is considered to be a small-scale renewable energy project and it 
is not expected that investments in upgrading the current power grid will be needed as a result 
of the project’s operations. 

Question 2: Denmark’s state owned power company, the ‘poster child’ for industrial wind 
turbines, has within the past 2 months stated they will build no more onshore wind 
turbines because of mounting public opposition. Their minimum setback distance for 
OFFSHORE turbines is now 10 kms. Where is your proof that 550mtrs for your onshore 
turbines is really ‘safe’? 
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Before addressing your comments, I would also submit that articles published on the internet, 
while many reputable information sources exist, may be anecdotal, incomplete, and inaccurate 
representations. We encourage everyone to be mindful of web-based informational resources 
and be aware of their potential ability to mislead.  

Your comments may be referring to DONG Energy. I retrieved this information from DONG 
Energy’s official website on October 8, 2010. You may view the company’s current position 
regarding onshore wind turbines for yourself here:  

http://www.dongenergy.com/EN/responsibility/how_we_work/Positions/Positions_articles
/Pages/Strong_support_for_wind_turbines-both_onshore_and_offshore.aspx 

With regards to your concerns about public safety as a result of the project’s operations, the 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is subject to Ontario Regulation 359/09. Setback distances from 
residences (550metres), natural features, and sound power (40dBA) levels at non-participating 
noise receptors (residences, schools, places of worship, etc..) were established by the Ministry 
of the Environment (MOE). In order for the project to be approved by the MOE it must be 
demonstrated that the project’s proposed facilities is in compliance with all applicable regulatory 
setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and 
consequently cannot be constructed. 

The MOE stated that: 

“…setbacks have been established to protect the environment, through conservative, 
science-based calculations…The minimum setback of 550 m was developed by 
modeling propagation of turbine noise towards a receptor. Wind conditions and other 
factors affecting sound propagation were selected to represent a worst-case scenario to 
give a conservative estimate of setbacks.” 

If you would like to read further on the MOE’s rationale and modeling methodology used to 
arrive at noise setback distances, I have provided the link to the 2009 publication “Development 
of Noise Setbacks for Wind Farms” found here:  

http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/en/business/green-energy/docs/WindNoiseSetbacks.pdf 

In addition, a May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of 
Ontario titled “The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines” also concluded that vibration from 
low frequency wind turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This 
report concluded that low frequency sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below 
the pressure sound levels at which known health effects occur. This report was produced with 
the assistance of working members of the Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion 
(OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical Officers 
of Health in Ontario, along with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health 
(COMOH). If you would like to read the full report you can obtain a copy online from the Ontario 
Ministry of Health’s website. The Appendix of this document provides a large list of documents 
that includes books, journal articles and other literature on Wind Turbines that you can 
reference as well to make an informed opinion about the potential health side effects of wind 
turbines.  I have also provided a link to the document for your convenience: 
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http://www.health.gov.on.ca/en/public/publications/ministry_reports/wind_turbine/wind_tu
rbine.pdf 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking public concerns, like yours, regarding potential health and 
safety seriously. At this time we do not believe that this project poses a health or safety hazard 
to local residents within the Township of Wainfleet. We have engaged in consultation with the 
Ontario Ministry of Health and notified them about the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project proposed 
in Wainfleet. Currently, the Ontario Ministry of Health has identified no issues with the proposed 
project. We will continue to keep them informed as the project progresses. 

Question 3: Germany, another ‘poster child’ has not succeeded in closing a single coal 
powered plant in the past 20 years and has recently approved plans to build 4 new coal 
fired plants in order to safeguard future, reliable energy supplies. Both the above 
countries pay the highest hydro costs in Europe. Carbon emissions worldwide are still 
increasing, not decreasing. What verifiable proof do you have that industrial wind 
turbines will reverse this trend any more than making current power plants more efficient 
and ‘cleaner’? 

We cannot speak to or account for any other country’s current or future energy policies or 
initiatives. Our focus will remain on the REA process, the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and 
renewable energy as it pertains to this project.  

Carbon emissions throughout the world and Canada will not decrease if there is not investment 
in other forms of clean and renewable sources of energy that do not emit waste by-products into 
the atmosphere such as green house gasses. Green house gases are associated with the 
combustion of fossil fuels (i.e. coal, petroleum, etc.). Sadly, we live in a society that takes 
access to energy for granted. That being said, carbon emissions will not decrease globally until 
every country (including every community and individual) makes a conscience effort to reduce 
their reliance on fossil fuels through the development of alternative and renewable sources of 
energy and promoting energy conservation practices. We need to use less, improve the 
efficiency of the power system, and use cleaner sources. The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is 
an investment in a clean and renewable source of power. This project is a small, but meaningful 
contribution to a more resilient energy system and a sustainable future for Ontario.  

Wind energy projects are clean and renewable sources of energy. There will be no greenhouse 
gas emission or other waste by-products generated from the facility during its operations, and 
will therefore not be a source of pollution to the surrounding community. This project will 
contribute to a more sustainable future by generating enough power for approximately 2,500 
homes by feeding directly into the Hydro One distribution system. We believe that this small 
contribution is one meaningful way that we can reduce green house gas emission and our 
dependence on fossil fuels. We believe that the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is actually taking 
steps to improve the quality of life for not only the local community, but for your fellow Ontario 
residents as well by investing in our provinces current and future energy needs in an 
environmentally responsible manner. 

If you would like to know more about the province’s renewable and sustainable energy initiatives 
please follow the provided link to the Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure’s website: 
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http://www.mei.gov.on.ca/en/energy/gea/ 

Thank-you again for writing us. If you require any further clarification about this project or the 
response to your comments, please contact me, and I will do my best to address your questions 
or concerns. 

Yours truly, 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2010 3:18 PM
To: 'kakey32000@yahoo.ca'
Cc: Jonathan Veale; 'tom@ipcenergy.ca'; 'sunny@ipcenergy.ca'
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

Dear Mrs. Akey, 

 

On behalf of Mr. Jonathan Veale thank-you for your email regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Your comments 

allow us to improve the design of the project, identify local residents concerns, and determine how we may better 

address them. In your email you inquired about required setback distances from homes and potential health risks 

associated with wind turbines. Please find the response to your questions below: 

 

Setback Requirements 

Renewable Energy Projects, such as the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are subject to Ontario Regulation 359/09 

Renewable Energy Approvals (REA) under Part V.0.1 of the Ontario Environmental Protection Act. A Renewable Energy 

Approval is issued by the Ministry of Environment (MOE). The REA has established strict guidelines and setbacks that 

must be followed with regards to the protection of the natural environment and impacts to local residences and 

communities. The minimum setback distance from residences is 550 metres. All of the proposed turbines for the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will meet or exceed this distance. The project must also adhere to a sound power limit of 

40dBA at non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc..). In order for the project to 

be approved by the MOE it must be demonstrated that the project's proposed facilities comply with all applicable 

regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently 

cannot be constructed. 

 

Health Risks 

With regards to your question about potential health risks a May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of 

Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled “The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines” concluded that vibration from low 

frequency wind turbines at residential setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This report also concluded that 

low frequency sound and infrasound produced by turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which known 

health effects occur. This report was produced with the assistance of working members of the Ontario Agency for Health 

Protection and Promotion (OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical Officers 

of Health in Ontario, along with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health (COMOH). If you would 

like to read the full report you can obtain a copy online from the Ontario Ministry of Health’s website. The Appendix of 

this document provides a large list of documents that includes books, journal articles and other literature on Wind 

Turbines that you can reference as well to make an informed opinion about the potential health side effects of wind 

turbines.  I have also provided a link to the document for your convenience: 

http://www.health.gov.on.ca/en/public/publications/ministry_reports/wind_turbine/wind_turbine.pdf 

 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking public concerns, like yours, regarding potential health side effects seriously. At this 

time we do not believe that this project poses a health hazard to local residents within the Township of Wainfleet. We 

have engaged in consultation with the Ontario Ministry of Health and notified them about the Wainfleet Wind Energy 

Project proposed in Wainfleet. Currently, the Ontario Ministry of Health has identified no issues with the proposed 

project, but we will continue to keep them informed as the project progresses. 

 

I have added the contact information you have provided to our project mailing list so that you may continue to stay 

informed about the status of the project. I would also encourage you to continue to visit the project's website for 

updated information on the project as it becomes available. All project documentation and studies will be posted on this 

website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to the MOE for approval. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is 

making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the surrounding local community and municipality 
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in the design of this project, and remains committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a 

mutually beneficial manner with the surrounding community. 

 

If you require any further clarification regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, or the response to your questions 

please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

From: Jonathan Veale  

Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2010 1:52 PM 
To: Britney Pringle; Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia 

Subject: Fwd: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: <kakey32000@yahoo.ca> 
Date: 21 October, 2010 13:21:44 EDT 
To: <Tom@ipcenergy.ca>, <Sunny@ipcenergy.ca>, <JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com> 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 

// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //  
Title = Mrs. 
First Name = Kim 
Last Name = Akey 
Full Address = 16K78 Burnaby Rd. wainfleet on. 
Postal Code = l0s1v0 
Email = kakey32000@yahoo.ca 
Phone Number = 9058993240 
Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name = none 
Organisation Type =  
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = what is the EPA setback for windmills from homes!  what 
are the health risks involved with these monstrocities that you r now gonna build by my house! If 
I would have known this was going to happen I never would have built my house in Wainfleet.  I 
am not in favour of this!! 
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2011 11:44 AM
To: 'mhhuizinga@gmail.com'
Cc: Jonathan Veale; 'Sunny Galia'; Tom Lewis
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

Dear Margaret, 

Thank-you for your e-mail. I appreciate you taking your time to write me again about the Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Project. Your comments have been included in the public record for this project. I respect that you share 
a different opinion about this proposal and I thank you for explaining your perspective to me. That said, I do 
believe that this project will provide a net benefit to all communities involved and contribute to a more resilient 
energy system and sustainable future for Niagara Region. This project is a very good alternative to meeting our 
present and future energy needs. This project will benefit the local community by: 
 

• Powering up to 2500 homes and contribute to reducing our dependency on coal-fired electricity. 
Airborne pollutants caused from the projection of coal-fired electricity remain a significant health and 
environmental problem in Ontario; 

• Producing a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no green house gases; 
• Providing a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the development of a 

sustainable industry for future generations; and  
• Contributing to the municipal tax base. 

 

For your information, I can only speak to comments as they relate to the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and the 
Ontario REA process. I cannot account for projects that do not follow the same setback distances/approval 
requirements. The purpose of public consultation under the REA is to help shape a project’s design, identify any 
issues of concern and help build local support. Should you require further clarification regarding this project, 
please do not hesitate to contact me and I will do my best to address your comments. Thank-you again. 
Regards, 

Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

From: Margaret Huizinga [mailto:mhhuizinga@gmail.com]  

Sent: Thursday, December 30, 2010 4:12 PM 
To: Britney Pringle 

Subject: Re: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 

 
Maybe you should be listening to AM 740 and Dale Goldhawk can give you a list of all the people that have 
phoned in there with their health isues as well as many doctors from the US who themselves have been affected 
by the turbines. Long term studies don't play into your info. There are many people who have had to leave their 
home because of turbines and in Europe it is even worse since they have been there even longer. You won't 
convince me that they are safe. Just keep them out of Wainfleet. The almighty dollar is at play here. I'm all for 
being green but this is not the way.I've been using non chemical soaps for years to conserve nature and intent to 
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do so since I have many allergies as well and sure don't want to lose sleep on account of making $ from these 
ugly turbines. regards Margaret 

On Thu, Dec 30, 2010 at 2:51 PM, Britney Pringle <BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com> wrote: 

Dear Mrs. Huizinga, 

  

Thank-you for your email regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Your comments allow us to improve 
the design of the project, identify local residents concerns, and determine how we may better address them. In 
your email you identify that you are concerned with potential health risks associated with this project, and that 
not enough studies have been completed to convince you that wind energy projects are safe. Please find a 
response to your comments below:  

  

A May 2010 report published by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario titled “The Potential 
Health Impact of Wind Turbines” concluded that vibration from low frequency wind turbines at residential 
setbacks does not cause adverse health effects. This report also concluded that low frequency sound and 
infrasound produced by turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which known health effects occur. 
This report was produced with the assistance of working members of the Ontario Agency for Health Protection 
and Promotion (OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and several Medical 
Officers of Health in Ontario, along with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health 
(COMOH). If you would like to read the full report you can obtain a copy online from the Ontario Ministry of 
Health’s website. The Appendix of this document provides a large list of documents that include books, journal 
articles and other literature on wind turbines that you can reference as well to make an informed opinion about 
the potential health side effects of wind turbines. I have also provided a link to the document for your 
convenience: 

http://www.health.gov.on.ca/en/public/publications/ministry_reports/wind_turbine/wind_turbine.pdf 

  

A 2008 report prepared by the Chatham-Kent Public Health Unit regarding the human health and safety impacts 
of wind turbines has also been attached to this email for your viewing as well. The report concludes that as long 
as the Ministry of Environment’s guidelines for location criteria for wind farms are followed, then there will be 
negligible adverse health impacts to surrounding local communities.  

  

Renewable Energy Projects, such as the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are subject to Ontario Regulation 
359/09 Renewable Energy Approvals (REA) under Part V.0.1 of the Ontario Environmental Protection Act. A 
Renewable Energy Approval is issued by the Ministry of Environment (MOE). The REA has established strict 
guidelines and setback distances that must be followed with regards to the protection of the natural environment 
and impacts to local residences and communities (i.e. health and safety). The minimum setback distance from 
residences is 550 metres. All of the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will meet or 
exceed this distance. The project must also adhere to a sound power limit of 40dBA at non-participating noise 
receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, etc.). In order for the project to be approved by the MOE it 
must be demonstrated that the project's proposed facilities comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks and 
regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be approved, and consequently cannot be constructed. 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is taking public concerns, like yours, regarding potential health side effects 
seriously. At this time we do not believe that this project poses a health hazard to local residents within the 
Township of Wainfleet. We have engaged in consultation with the Ontario Ministry of Health and notified them 
about the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project proposed in Wainfleet. Currently, the Ontario Ministry of Health has 
identified no issues with the proposed project, but we will continue to keep them informed as the project 
progresses. 

  

I have added the contact information you have provided to our project mailing list so that you may continue to 
stay informed about the status of the project. I would also encourage you to continue to visit the project's 
website for updated information on the project as it becomes available. All project documentation and studies 
will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to the MOE for 
approval. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with 
the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains committed to 
developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually beneficial manner with the 
surrounding community. 

  

Thank-you again for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. If you require any further 
clarification about this project, or the response to your comments please do not hesitate to contact me. 

  

Best Regards, 

  

Britney Pringle 

Environmental Planner 

bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

  

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
logo4email4

 

  

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 

morrisonhershfield.com 

  

  

-----Original Message----- 
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From: mhhuizinga@gmail.com [mailto:mhhuizinga@gmail.com]  

Sent: December-30-10 11:50 AM 

To: Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia; JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com 

Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 

  

// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //  

Title = Mrs. 

First Name = Margaret 

Last Name = Huizinga 

Full Address = 41449 Forks Rd. Wainfleet 

Postal Code = L0S 1V0 

Email = mhhuizinga@gmail.com 

Phone Number = 905 899 1071 

Impacted by the project? = YES 

  

  

Organisation Name =  

Organisation Type = Farming 

Feedback | Comments | Concerns = We don't want these in our back yard 

because of the health hazard. Not enough study has been done to convince 

us that it's safe! 
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Britney Pringle

From: Tom Lewis [Tom@ipcenergy.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2011 10:16 AM
To: hollyd_18@hotmail.com
Cc: John Andrews; Sunny Galia; Jonathan Veale; Britney Pringle; mike pitt2
Subject: RE: Wind Turbines Will Close Skydive Burnaby

Ms. Doucette,  

 

Thank you for your email. I wanted to respond with some background information on this issue. John Andrews 

and myself met with Mr. Pitt over a year ago to let him  know of our plans and received a verbal approval from 

him on the sighting of these turbines after we removed one turbine that was even closer to the drop zone.  

The removal of this turbine cost our clients hundreds of thousands of dollars, however, it was done to 

accommodate the safety of the jump club and in an effort of good faith.  Now Mr. Pitt has changed his tune 

and has apparently pulled you into this non-issue. 

 

Mr. Pitt was invited to meet with us and the mayor of Wainfleet in order to resolve this issue, however, to 

date, he has failed to respond.  We simply get another bunch of emails from jumpers. If you want this resolved 

then convince Mr. Pitt to have the courage to sit across the table from us and a representative of Wainfleet 

council to discuss it like adults. 

 

I have heard a number of passionate pleas from you and your other members of this club including Mr. Pitt 

but I have not to date seen any science to back it up.  In answer to your question on where I stand on the 

matter and what am I doing to prevent the construction of wind turbines and the subsequent closure of 

Skydive Burnaby in Wainfleet. Our Current Turbine layout is the compromise made in an effort to respect the 

Skydive Burnaby Club.   

 

IPC Energy also believes that this project contributes to a more sustainable future. If approved, the project will 

generate enough power for approximately 2,500 homes by feeding directly into the Hydro One distribution 

system. We believe that this small contribution is one meaningful way that we can reduce green house gas 

emissions and our dependence on fossil fuels.  

 

More about the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

 

• We are proposing five wind turbines to be located on private lots setback at least 550 meters from 

neighbouring non-participating receptors (dwellings, schools, places of worship, etc…). The turbines 

would be located over an area of approximately 4800 hectares; 

• The project would power up to 2500 homes and contribute to reducing our dependency on coal-fired 

electricity. Airborne pollutants caused from the production of coal-fired electricity remain a significant 

health and environmental problem in Ontario; 

• The project would produce a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no green 

house gases;  

• The project would provide a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the 

development of a sustainable industry for future generations; 
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• Public safety measures will be incorporated into all phases of the project, including the preparation of 

an Emergency Response Plan; 

• The project will not negatively impact property values and will contribute to the municipal tax base; 

and 

• The project would not be deemed approved until it receives clearance from the Ministry of the 

Environment (MOE) following an up to six month review following the Renewable Energy Approval 

(O.Reg 359/09) process.  

 

Please contact me if you should have any further questions or comments.  

 

                Regards,  

 

            Tom Lewis  
                Manager, Planning & Environment  

                IPC Energy  

 

                Office: 905.607.1016 Ext.227 

                Cell: 416.710.1982 

                Fax: 905.607.5995 

 

 

                www.IPCEnergy.ca 

 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
 

 

From: Holly Doucette [mailto:hollyd_18@hotmail.com]  

Sent: January-10-11 11:45 PM 
To: Tom Lewis 

Cc: mike pitt2 

Subject: Wind Turbines Will Close Skydive Burnaby 

 
Dear Tom Lewis,  

 
I am writing with dire concern regarding the construction of industrial wind turbines, in Wainfleet, which are to be 

located in dangerous proximity to Skydive Burnaby. If these turbines (turbines #4 and #5 locations) are 

constructed, Skydive Burnaby, a dropzone that is over 55 years old, will have to close, as these turbines will gravely 
threaten the safety and lives of skydivers, students, and customers. 

 
Further, if the turbines are constructed and Skydive Burnaby closes, Wainfleet and neighbouring regions will face a 

substantial economical impact; Skydive Burnaby is one of the largest dropzones in Canada that regularly hosts National 
and International events and subsequently brings money into the community. Skydivers, students, and customers 

across the country and from around the world come to Skydive Burnaby; the end of Burnaby would ultimately mean 

fewer hotel stays, fewer restaurant meals, and fewer goods being purchased at local stores. 
 

Lastly, if these wind turbines are constructed, Skydive Burnaby will close, and countless individuals, including myself, will 
lose their jobs, careers, and livelihoods. Not only that, we will lose the community and family that Skydive Burnaby 

has become. This dropzone has been a significant part of my life, and I wish it to remain that way for decades to come. 

 
Please let me know where you stand on this matter and what you are doing to prevent the construction of wind 

turbines and the subsequent closure of Skydive Burnaby in Wainfleet. 
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Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 

Sincerely, 
Holly Doucette 

 

hollyd_18@hotmail.com  
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Monday, January 10, 2011 4:18 PM
To: 'dianechase@xplornet.ca'
Cc: Jonathan Veale; Tom Lewis; 'Sunny Galia'
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM
Attachments: IPC Energy_Wind Energy Meeting Invitation.pdf

Dear Mrs. Chase, 

 

Thank-you for your email regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. I have added the contact information you have 

provided to our project mailing list so that you may stay informed about the status of this project. I would also 

encourage you to continue to visit the project's website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated information on the 

project as it becomes available. All project documentation and studies will be posted on this website for public viewing 

and comment before being submitted to the Ministry of Environment (MOE) for approval. We have not yet determined 

the dates of future consultation events for the project (i.e. Public Open Houses, Meetings, etc..). These events are 

subject to the requirements prescribed under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals). The public will 

be notified at least 30-days before each event. Also, the draft Renewable Energy Approval Package must be provided, at 

least, 60-days in advance of the last Public Open House. Notification of these events will be provided by direct letter 

mailing, email, website notification, and newspaper notices.  

 

For you information, IPC Energy will also be hosting a public information night about Wind Energy on Tuesday, January 

25th 2011 at South Lincoln High School, 260 Canborough Street, Smithville, Ontario, from 7 p.m.-9 p.m. I have attached 

an invitation to this event for your reference. 

 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation with the surrounding 

local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains committed to developing this 

environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually beneficial manner with the surrounding community. Should 

you require further clarification regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Best Regards, 
 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: dianechase@xplornet.ca [mailto:dianechase@xplornet.ca]  
Sent: Monday, January 10, 2011 1:18 PM 
To: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; Sunny@ipcenergy.ca; Jonathan Veale 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //  
Title = Mrs. 
First Name = Diane 
Last Name = Chase 
Full Address = 13174 Lakeshore Road, RR 2 Wainfleet 
Postal Code = L0S 1V0 
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2011 12:53 PM
To: glmar64@yahoo.com
Cc: Jonathan Veale; Sunny Galia; Tom Lewis
Subject: Re: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

Categories: IPC Consultation

Dear Ms. Lawrence, 

 

Thank-you for your correspondence regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Your comments allow us to improve 

the design of the project, identify local residents concerns, and determine how we may better address them. In your 

email you have inquired about where the turbines for this project will be manufactured and issues related to 

malfunction. Please find a response to your comments below: 

 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is proposing to build five (5) wind turbines located on private lots in the Township of 

Wainfleet. The selected turbine model for the project is the Vestas V-100 1.8 MW wind turbine. Vestas is based in 

Denmark and is one of the world's leading turbine manufacturers with plants across Europe, as well as India, China, 

Australia, and the United States. The selection of this model/brand was based on the companies track record of 

producing high quality wind turbine technology. Wind energy production is a fairly new industry in Canada and the 

United States, which often requires Proponents to look at manufactures based in other countries such as Europe where 

wind turbine technology has been in use for decades. With that said, the construction of the project's facility and 

installation of the turbines will also bring local economic benefits by using local suppliers for materials related to the 

construction of access roads, turbine platforms, facility maintenance buildings etc. as well as the creation of both 

temporary and permanent employment opportunities. 

 

To specifically address your concerns regarding the efficiency of wind turbine technology, a modern wind turbine 

produces electricity 70-85% of the time, but it generates different outputs dependent on wind speed. Over the course of 

a year, a turbine will generate about 30% of the theoretical maximum output. This is known as its load factor. The load 

factor of conventional power stations is on average 50%. The annual energy production for the Wainfleet Wind Energy 

Project is estimated to be 26 Million kWh, which will produce enough energy to power 2,500 homes by feeding directly 

into the Hydro One distribution system.  

 

Although I can't specifically speak to operations/maintenance procedures at other wind turbine developments, turbine 

operations as part of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will cease in the event of extreme weather conditions, 

mechanical malfunctions and during scheduled routine maintenance. Each wind turbine will have regular scheduled 

inspections and maintenance performed. It is expected that each turbine will be serviced twice a year or as required. 

The project's turbines will  also have a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system and an operations 

building located at the facility, which will be used to capture real-time turbine feedback and monitor performance 

outputs. This will ensure that the project's turbines are continually being monitored, which will immediately identify any 

performance related issues that need to be resolved. 

I have added the contact information you have provided to our project mailing list so that you may continue to stay 

informed about the status of the project. I would also encourage you to continue to visit the project's website 

(www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated information on the project as it becomes available. All project 

documentation and studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 

the Ministry of Environment for approval. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have 

meaningful consultation with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and 

remains committed to developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually beneficial manner 

with the surrounding community. 
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 Thank-you again for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. If you require any further clarification 

about this project, or the response to your comments please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: glmar64@yahoo.com [mailto:glmar64@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2011 2:14 PM 
To: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; Sunny@ipcenergy.ca; Jonathan Veale 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //  
Title = Mr. 
First Name = gloria 
Last Name = lawrence 
Full Address = 17K58 Hwy 3 Wainfleet 
Postal Code = L0S 1V0 
Email = glmar64@yahoo.com 
Phone Number = 905-222-8888 
Impacted by the project? =  
 
 
Organisation Name =  
Organisation Type =  
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = where are these units made? If offshore why? Yes, I'm 
concerned - don't think they work as well as we're lead to believe. Often see the Lowbanks 
units standing still due to breakdown. 
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Email = dianechase@xplornet.ca 
Phone Number = 905-899-4289 
Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name =  
Organisation Type =  
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Please notify me of the date of public meetings 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Saturday, January 29, 2011 12:42 PM
To: Britney Pringle
Subject: Fwd: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

 
 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sunny Galia <Sunny@ipcenergy.ca> 
Date: 29 January, 2011 11:58:01 EST 
To: <aliand@sympatico.ca>, Tom Lewis <Tom@ipcenergy.ca>, 
<jveale@morrisonhershfield.com> 
Subject: Re: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 

Dear Mr. Watts: 
I am sure you know that energy yeild from a wind turbine is dependent on wind speed at any given time. So there is 
no simple answer to your question " how much..... At this time". You may like to visit IESO web site to check 
contribution from the wind anytime you want. We understand some concerns from the people that the contribution 
from the wind projects is negligible in the overall generation system. That is the reason why we need your support to 
install many more turbines and generate significant amount of power from this environmentally friendly source of 
energy. Please feel free to contact us if you have additional questions or concerns. Thanks. 
 
Sunny 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: aliand@sympatico.ca <aliand@sympatico.ca> 
To: Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia; JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com <JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com> 
Sent: Sat Jan 29 00:17:14 2011 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY // 
Title = Mr. 
First Name = Andrew 
Last Name = Watts 
Full Address = 10810 Rathfon Road, RR#2, Port Colborne 
Postal Code = L3K5V4 
Email = aliand@sympatico.ca 
Phone Number = 9058342278 
Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name = None.A concerned resident 
Organisation Type = N/A 
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Please tell me what % of power wind energy contributes to the Ontario Grid at 
this time? 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Monday, January 31, 2011 10:49 AM
To: Britney Pringle
Subject: FW: IESO - Ontario's Energy Needs

 

From: aliand [mailto:aliand@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: Saturday, January 29, 2011 2:10 PM 

To: 'Sunny Galia' 
Cc: Jonathan Veale 

Subject: IESO - Ontario's Energy Needs 

 
Dear Mr.Galia, 

The two statements below I find of enormous concern! 

Today at 1:00pm IESO confirms that wind energy provided 55Megawatts to Ontario, at 0.3% of the total energy output definitely 

‘..negligible..’ 

With 700 industrial wind turbines already in Ontario that produce between them, just 0.3% of Ontario’s energy needs , just how 

many do you mean when you state ‘…to install many more turbines…’? 

You are in the business I’m guessing you have already done the math and it’s a perfectly simple and straightforward question. 

Just what figure do you mean by ‘many more’? I think the consumer and public deserve to know this, don’t you?  

‘..We understand some concerns from the people that the contribution from the wind projects is negligible in the overall generation 
system. That is the reason why we need your support to install many more turbines and generate significant amount of power from this 
environmentally friendly source of energy….’ 
I look forward to your early response, 

Andrew Watts 

From: Sunny Galia [mailto:Sunny@ipcenergy.ca]  

Sent: Saturday, January 29, 2011 11:58 AM 

To: aliand@sympatico.ca; Tom Lewis; jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
Subject: Re: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 

 

Dear Mr. Watts: 
I am sure you know that energy yeild from a wind turbine is dependent on wind speed at any given time. So there is no simple answer 
to your question " how much..... At this time". You may like to visit IESO web site to check contribution from the wind anytime you 
want. We understand some concerns from the people that the contribution from the wind projects is negligible in the overall 
generation system. That is the reason why we need your support to install many more turbines and generate significant amount of 
power from this environmentally friendly source of energy. Please feel free to contact us if you have additional questions or concerns. 
Thanks. 
 
Sunny 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: aliand@sympatico.ca <aliand@sympatico.ca> 
To: Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia; JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com <JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com> 
Sent: Sat Jan 29 00:17:14 2011 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY // 
Title = Mr. 
First Name = Andrew 
Last Name = Watts 
Full Address = 10810 Rathfon Road, RR#2, Port Colborne 
Postal Code = L3K5V4 
Email = aliand@sympatico.ca 
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Phone Number = 9058342278 
Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name = None.A concerned resident 
Organisation Type = N/A 
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Please tell me what % of power wind energy contributes to the Ontario Grid at this time? 
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From: Tom Lewis
To: xbordertrucking@gmail.com
Cc: Britney Pringle
Subject: WWE project
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2012 9:44:55 AM

Rick,
 
Thank you for your call and your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy project.  I would be more
than happy to speak with you during regular business hours or you may also try contacting via my
cell phone this Saturday morning if that is more convenient for you. Those numbers have been
provided below.
 
For more information on the project please see the following links
 
Project website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca
Draft Renewable Energy Approval documents please
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/renewable_energy_approval.html
 
I look forward to speaking with you.
 
Regards
 
Tom Lewis
Manager of Planning and Environment
IPC Energy
 
Office: 905 607 1016
Cell: 416 629 6440
Fax: 905 607 5995
 

mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:xbordertrucking@gmail.com
mailto:BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/renewable_energy_approval.html
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From: Britney Pringle
To: "firehouse_107@hotmail.com"
Cc: Tom Lewis
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM
Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 10:42:00 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hello Mr. Mann,
 
Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. I have added the contact
information you provided to our project mailing list so that you can stay informed about the status
of the project and be included in future mailings/updates.
 
Available draft project reports and mapping can be found on the project's website on the
Renewable Energy Approval page. Please click on the Draft#1_REA Package_26Nov10 tab to
download available project materials, which includes a Site Plan and Land Use mapping showing
turbine locations. Please use the electronic bookmarks to navigate through the document.
 
The project’s website is currently being updated, so I encourage you to continue to visit the site for
additional information, as it becomes available.  All project documentation and studies will be
posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to the Ministry Of
Environment (MOE) for approval.
 
To my knowledge there is one other wind energy company (Niagara Region Wind Corporation) in
the Wainfleet area.
 
Thank-you again for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. If you require any
further clarification about this project, or the response to your inquiry please do not hesitate to
contact me.
 
Best Regards,
 
Britney Pringle

Environmental Planner
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
 

 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.   |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658
morrisonhershfield.com
 
-----Original Message-----
From: firehouse_107@hotmail.com [mailto:firehouse_107@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, February 11, 2012 3:42 PM
To: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; Sunny@ipcenergy.ca; Britney Pringle; jbeekhuis@rankinconstruction.ca
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //

mailto:firehouse_107@hotmail.com
mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/renewable_energy_approval.html
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/PDF/DRAFT%231_REA%20Package_26Nov10.pdf
mailto:email@morrisonhershfield.com
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/
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Title = Mr.
First Name = John
Last Name = Mann
Full Address = 492 Valhalla Court, Oakville Postal Code = L6L 5M6 Email =
firehouse_107@hotmail.com Phone Number = 905-299-0859 Impacted by the project? =
 
 
Organisation Name =
Organisation Type =
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Hello, do you have a map of wind turbines or planned turbines
in the wainfleet/port colborne area along lake Erie.  Are you the only power company for wind
turbines in this area?  Thank you, John Mann

mailto:firehouse_107@hotmail.com
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From: Britney Pringle
To: "cdkrueger@cogeco.ca"
Cc: Tom Lewis
Subject: RE: Township concerns
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2012 12:49:00 PM

Good Afternoon Mr. Krueger,

This email is to confirm that the project team for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project has received your
email and attachment. Your correspondence has been included in the public record for the project.

Please let us know if you have any questions or comments regarding this proposal, and we would be
happy to address them.

Best Regards,

Britney Pringle
Environmental Planner
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658
morrisonhershfield.com

-----Original Message-----
From: cdkrueger@cogeco.ca [mailto:cdkrueger@cogeco.ca]
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2012 9:18 AM
To: tom@ipcenergy.ca; Britney Pringle; ajeffs@wainfleet.ca; gwuisman@wainfleet.ca
Subject: Fw: Township concerns

Sent from my BlackBerry device on the Rogers Wireless Network

-----Original Message-----
From: Craig Krueger <Craig.Krueger@cogeco.com>
Date: Thu, 19 Apr 2012 12:23:02
To: cdkrueger@cogeco.ca<cdkrueger@cogeco.ca>
Subject: Township concerns

  Not making us proud to live here.

mailto:cdkrueger@cogeco.ca
mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:cdkrueger@cogeco.ca
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From: Tom Lewis
To: larryfisher@lastmilenet.ca
Cc: Britney Pringle
Subject: RE: address change
Date: Monday, May 07, 2012 1:43:40 PM

Larry,

Thank you for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy project. This email is to confirm that
the project team has received your email and we will update your contact information as requested.

I would encourage you to continue to visit the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for
updated information on the project as it becomes available. All Draft reports and studies that are
required to be submitted to the Ministry of the Environment for approval are presently available on the
website for public review and comment.

Please let me know if you have any specific questions regarding this project, and we would be happy to
address them.

Best Regards,

Tom Lewis

Project Manager
IPC Energy

Office: 905 607 1016
Fax: 905 607 5995

-----Original Message-----
From: Larry Fisher [mailto:larryfisher@lastmilenet.ca]
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 1:05 PM
To: Tom Lewis
Cc: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
Subject: address change

The address used for a April mailing was

Mr. Larry James Fisher
15156 Walnut Hill Rd. RR 2
Wainfleet, Ontario
L0S 1V0

The proper address should be:
12156 Walnut Hill Rd.  RR 2
Wainfleet, Ontario
L0S 1V0

Thank You
Larry Fisher

mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:larryfisher@lastmilenet.ca
mailto:BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com
mailto:larryfisher@lastmilenet.ca
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2011 1:24 PM
To: 'pvan_osch9@sympatico.ca'
Cc: Jonathan Veale; 'Tom Lewis'; 'John Andrews'; Terry Hawrysh
Subject: RE: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM

Dear Mrs. VanOsch-Ward, 

 

Thank-you for writing us about the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and your willingness to learn more about the benefits 

of renewable energy in an effort to make an informed decision about the wind energy project proposed within your 

community.  

 

The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is a 9 MW Wind Energy Project with five (5) wind turbines proposed. The Project will 

provide a net benefit to all communities involved and contribute to a more resilient energy system and sustainable 

future for Niagara Region. This project is a very good alternative to meeting our present and future energy needs. Wind 

turbines rely on the wind for fuel which does not require extractive industries or non-sustainable development to 

generate electricity. This project will benefit the local community on a continuous basis by:  

 

• Powering up to 2500 homes and contributing to reducing our dependency on coal-fired electricity. Airborne 

pollutants caused from the projection of coal-fired electricity remains a significant health and environmental 

problem in Ontario; 

• Producing a sustainable source of electricity that is clean, reliable, and emits no green house gases; 

• Providing a small, but significant, contribution to high-quality employment and the development of a sustainable 

industry for future generations; and  

• Contributing to the annual municipal tax base with limited to no increased demand on local services (i.e. 

garbage collection and water/wastewater service). 

 

The project will also bring economic benefits to the local community by using local suppliers for materials related to the 

construction of the project's facilities (i.e. access roads, turbine platforms, electrical installation, facility maintenance 

buildings etc.). Further, local economic employment opportunities will be attributed to the construction and 

decommissioning phases of the project. These phases will bring an influx of demand for local goods and services (i.e. 

restaurants, shops, hotels etc). The project will also create a few permanent jobs related to site 

maintenance/supervision of the facility during operation. We believe that the environmental and economic benefits 

related to the construction and operation of this project will provide significant benefits to the local area economy. 

 

Renewable Energy Projects, such as the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are subject to Ontario Regulation 359/09 

Renewable Energy Approvals (REA) under Part V.0.1 of the Ontario Environmental Protection Act. A Renewable Energy 

Approval is issued by the Ministry of Environment (MOE). The REA has established strict guidelines and setback 

distances that must be followed with regards to the protection of the natural environment and impacts to local 

residences and communities (i.e. health and safety). The minimum setback distance from residences is 550 metres. All of 

the proposed turbines for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will meet or exceed this distance. The project must also 

adhere to a sound power limit of 40dBA at non-participating noise receptors (i.e. residences, places of worship, schools, 

etc.). In order for the project to be approved by the MOE it must be demonstrated that the project's proposed facilities 

comply with all applicable regulatory setbacks and regulations. If the project does not comply then it will not be 

approved, and consequently cannot be constructed. 

 

It remains the project team’s objective to leave no residual negative effects as a result of the project’s operations. In 

fact, we hope to serve the public interest by providing a clean and renewable source of energy within the Township of 

Wainfleet. At this time, public and agency consultation for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is still ongoing, and the 

project team welcomes additional correspondence or comments from any interested stakeholder concerning the 
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project’s design and the content of all required project reports and studies that will be submitted to MOE as part of the 

project's Renewable Energy Approval application. 

 

I have added the contact information you have provided to our project mailing list so that you may continue to stay 

informed about the status of the project. I would also encourage you to continue to visit the project's website 

(www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated information on the project as it becomes available. All project 

documentation and studies will be posted on this website for public viewing and comment before being submitted to 

the MOE for approval. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is making every reasonable effort to have meaningful consultation 

with the surrounding local community and municipality in the design of this project, and remains committed to 

developing this environmentally friendly wind energy project in a mutually beneficial manner with the surrounding 

community. 

Thank-you again for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. If you require any further clarification 

about this project, or the response to your inquiry please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: pvan_osch9@sympatico.ca [mailto:pvan_osch9@sympatico.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 8:35 PM 
To: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; Sunny@ipcenergy.ca; Jonathan Veale 
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM 
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY // 
Title = Mrs. 
First Name = Pam 
Last Name = VanOsch- Ward 
Full Address = 32173 Feeder Rd. West Wainfleet, ON Postal Code = L0S 1V0 Email = 
pvan_osch9@sympatico.ca Phone Number = 905-899-9899 Impacted by the project? = YES 
 
 
Organisation Name =  
Organisation Type =  
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = After researching  further , I feel the wind energy project 
can be a beneficial source of clean energy. I would like more details on the benefits to the 
community and/or those individuals impacted by the project. 
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From: Britney Pringle
To: "fiveskeas@msn.com"
Cc: Tom Lewis
Subject: RE: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM
Date: Monday, June 11, 2012 4:14:00 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

1104036_Land Use Maps_13April12_sm.pdf
Notice of Draft Site Plan and Public Meeting #2.pdf

Hi Mrs. Skea,
 
Thank you for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.
 
To provide some clarification, the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is only proposing to build a total
of five (5) wind turbines as shown on project mapping (attached). There are no additional wind
turbines included in this proposal within proximity to the Welland River.  However, I am aware of
one other wind energy company (Niagara Region Wind Corporation) proposing a larger scale
project in Wainfleet and surrounding areas. I would suggest you contact them directly as well for
additional information regarding their proposed turbine locations.
 
Also attached to this email, for your information is a public notice regarding the project’s Draft Site
Plan and date/location of the project's second public meeting to be held:
 
Date:     June 19, 2012
Time:     3:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall, 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario,
L0S 1V0
 
Your attendance would be welcomed and would provide you with an opportunity to learn more
about the project and proposed turbine locations.
 
Please let me know if you have any further questions regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
or require clarification on the response proved.
 
Best Regards,
 
Britney Pringle

Environmental Planner
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
 

 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.   |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658
morrisonhershfield.com
 
-----Original Message-----
From: fiveskeas@msn.com [mailto:fiveskeas@msn.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 3:14 PM
To: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; jmaclellan@rankinconstruction.ca; Britney Pringle;

mailto:fiveskeas@msn.com
mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:email@morrisonhershfield.com
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
Universal Transverse Mercator Projection, Zone 17N.
ESRI Aerial Photography (Bing 2010)
Project location data provided by IPC Energy and AMEC.
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
Universal Transverse Mercator Projection, Zone 17N.
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
Universal Transverse Mercator Projection, Zone 17N.
ESRI Aerial Photography (Bing 2010)
Project location data provided by IPC Energy and AMEC.
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NOTICE OF DRAFT SITE PLAN and PUBLIC MEETING #2
To be held by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. regarding a Proposal to Engage in a 


Renewable Energy Project


Project Name: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Project Location: Township of Wainfleet, Niagara Region, Ontario 
Dated at Wainfleet this the 23rd day of May, 2012


Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to engage in a renewable energy project in respect of which the issuance of a 
renewable energy approval is required. The proposal to engage in the project and the project itself is subject to the provisions 
of the Environmental Protection Act (ACT) Part V.0.1 and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Regulation). This notice must be 
distributed in accordance with Section 15 and 54.1 of the Regulation prior to an application being submitted and assessed 
for completeness by the Ministry of the Environment. The legal effect of the publishing of a notice is such that pursuant to 
Section 54(1.2) of the Regulation, Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. does not have to take into account a noise receptor, as defined 
by the Regulation, that did not exist as of the day before Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. published the Notice of Draft Site Plan 
in accordance with 54.1(c)(i) or (ii). Notice of Public Meeting #2 was originally published on the 18th day of April 2012.


Meeting Location:


Date: June 19, 2012
Time:  3:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Place:  Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Hall, 


31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0


The meeting will be in an open-house format allowing 
attendees to visit any time during the event. 


Project Description:


Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect 
of which this project is to be engaged in, is a Class 4 
Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a 
total maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project 
location is described in the map.


Documents for Public Inspection:


The Draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Project Draft Project Description Report describes 
the project as a wind energy facility, with five wind turbines 
proposed, as well as supporting infrastructure, including 
access roads, underground collector system and switching 
station. The Vestas V100 1.8 MW turbine model has been 
selected as the preferred turbine model. A written copy of 
the Draft Project Description Report was made available 
for public inspection on July 22, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet Clerk’s Office (31940 Highway #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed electronically on the project website at  
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca.


Further, on behalf of Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc., the study team has prepared the following supporting documents in order 
to comply with the requirements of the Act and Regulation: Construction Plan Report, Design and Operations Report, Wind 
Turbine Specifications Report, Decommissioning Plan Report, Natural Heritage Assessment Report, Environmental Impact 
Study, Cultural Heritage Assessment Report, Archaeology Assessment Report, and Noise Assessment Report. Written 
copies of the draft supporting documents and Draft Site Plan are currently available for public inspection at the following 
locations: 


•	 Township	of	Wainfleet,	Clerk’s	Office,	31940	Highway	#3,	P.O.	Box	40,	Wainfleet,	ON		L0S	1V0
•	 Wainfleet	Township	Public	Library,	31909	Park	Street,	P.O.	Box	118,	Wainfleet,	ON		L0S	1V0
•	 Or	electronically	at	www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca


Project Contacts and Information:


To learn more about the project proposal, draft site plan, public meetings, or to communicate questions or concerns please 
visit the project’s website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca or contact: 


Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
tel: 905-607-1016 tel: 416-499-3110
fax: 905-607-5995 fax: 416-499-9658
e-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca e-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
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jbeekhuis@rankinconstruction.ca
Subject: WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY FORM
 
// WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY INQUIRY //
Title = Mrs.
First Name = sharon
Last Name = skea
Full Address = rr.#2 port colborne, on
Postal Code = L3K5V4
Email = fiveskeas@msn.com
Phone Number = 905-834-5909
Impacted by the project? = YES
 
 
Organisation Name = none
Organisation Type =
Feedback | Comments | Concerns = Could you please tell me how to find out if a property which is
located on the Welland river between Boyle road and Wellandport road will be affected by the
installation of windmills? The only map i can find shows the 5 turbines proposed for the Burnaby
area.I would like to see a map of the river area or all of wainfleet. I would appreciate any help you
can provide, thank you, sharon
 

mailto:fiveskeas@msn.com
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From: Britney Pringle
To: "wellenreiter@sympatico.ca"
Cc: Tom Lewis
Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Meeting of June 19, 2012
Date: Monday, June 11, 2012 12:21:00 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi Richard,
 
Thank you for contacting us and your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. Please find
below a response to your inquiries:
 
Property Values
 
It is understandable that you may have concerns regarding potential impacts to local property
values as a result of the proposed project. At this time, based on current research and studies
conducted in Canada and the United States, the project team believes that the construction of the
five (5) proposed turbines would not have a negative impact on local property values. Below, I have
provided references and research supporting my statements:
 

·         Wind Energy Study – Effect on Real Estate Values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent
Ontario - CanWEA contracted the services of Canning Consultants Inc. and John Simmons
Realty Services Ltd., to prepare a report that evaluates the effect of wind turbines on real
estate values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent. The study was prepared in accordance
with the Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice for the Appraisal
Institute of Canada, and applied a statistical Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) model
using real property transaction data, in arriving at its conclusions. The study finds that
there is no statistical evidence to demonstrate that wind farms negatively affect rural
residential market values in the Chatham-Kent area.
 

·         The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the United States: A
Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis
(Report by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory) - A report released by the U.S.
Department of Energy’s (DOE) Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory finds that neither
the view of the wind facilities nor the distance of the home to those facilities is found to
have any consistent, measurable, and statistically significant effect on home sales prices.
Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that individual homes or small numbers
of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, it finds that if these impacts do exist,
they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any widespread, statistically
observable impact.

 
In addition, Ontario’s Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC), is not reducing property
assessments as a result of wind energy projects because there is not enough evidence to warrant a
negative adjustment.
 
Consideration of Noise Impacts

mailto:wellenreiter@sympatico.ca
mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
http://www.canwea.ca/pdf/talkwind/PropertyValuesConsultingReportFebruary42010.pdf
http://www.canwea.ca/pdf/talkwind/PropertyValuesConsultingReportFebruary42010.pdf
http://www.canwea.ca/pdf/talkwind/Property_Value_Study.pdf
http://www.canwea.ca/pdf/talkwind/Property_Value_Study.pdf

sbilek
Rectangle

sbilek
Rectangle



 
A Noise Assessment has been completed for this project to assess the acoustic impact of the
project at nearby noise receptors. The results demonstrate compliance with Ministry Of
Environment (MOE) sound level limits (40 dBA) for all non-participating noise receptors (i.e.
residences, schools, places of worship etc.) when all five turbines are operating. This report is
currently available on the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) and can be found by
clicking here.
 
In addition, all turbine must be located a minimum of 550 metres from any non-participating noise
receptor. Complying with all required setbacks and operating restrictions will ensure that no
negative effects will be experienced.
 
Thank you again for contacting us regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. I would encourage
you to check the project’s website (www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) for updated project information
as it becomes available. Draft reports and studies that are required to be submitted to the Ministry
of the Environment for approval are presently available on the website for public review and
comment.
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any additional questions or require
clarification on the response provided.
 
Best Regards,
 
Britney Pringle

Environmental Planner
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
 

 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.   |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658
morrisonhershfield.com
 
From: Richard Wellenreiter [mailto:wellenreiter@sympatico.ca] 
Sent: Saturday, June 09, 2012 6:48 AM
To: Britney Pringle; tom@ipcenergy.ca
Cc: tlamb@wainfleet.ca
Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Meeting of June 19, 2012
 
Walter Wellenreiter and I own land immediately to west of the proposed locations for turbines 4
and 5.  Our property consists of approximately 25 acres located on the south west corner of the
unopened road allowance part of side road 18 and the former railroad tracks (now a walking trail). 
Attached is a diagram with the approximate location.
 
We will not be able to attend the meeting.
 
Studies have shown that the introduction of wind turbines negatively affects property values
within a 5 kilometre radius.  What consideration has been given and will be given to compensating
adjacent and nearby land owners  for the reduction in their property values?  What consideration

http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/PDF/rea/Wainfleet_Wind_Energy_Final_Report_public_April16_12.pdf
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/
mailto:email@morrisonhershfield.com
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/
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has been given to the noise that will be created and how it negatively affects the surrounding
area?
 
I thank you for your attention to this matter.
 
Richard Wellenreiter
105 Rockcliffe Road
Hamilton (Waterdown), Ontario
L9H 7H6
 
905-689-2543
This is e-mail transmission is privileged & confidential. The information is intended only for the sole use
of the party to which it is addressed. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify me
immediately by telephone at (905) 689-2543 or by return e-mail and delete this file from your system &
destroy any copy or print out. Thank you.
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From: Britney Pringle
To: "dcouture@cogeco.ca"
Cc: Tom Lewis
Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Date: Thursday, June 21, 2012 11:45:00 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Wind_Turbine_Sound_and_Health_Effects.pdf
The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines.pdf
Health and Wind by C-K Health Unit.pdf
US_Property_Value_Study.pdf
PropertyValuesConsultingReportFebruary42010.pdf
behind-the-switch-final.pdf
Frequently Asked Questions About Green Energy in Ontario.pdf
Ministry of Environment- Frequently Asked Questions.pdf

Hi Dave,
 

I spoke with you briefly at the 2nd Public Meeting for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project this past

Tuesday June 19th. You had inquired about receiving digital copies of materials/reports that were
available on our resource table at the meeting.
 
Please find attached the following studies and reports:

·         Wind Turbine Sound and Health Effects: An Expert Panel Review
·         The Potential Health Impacts of Wind Turbines. Chief Medical Officer of Ontario
·         The Health Impact of Wind Turbines: A Review of the Current White, Grey and Published

Literature. Chatham-Kent Public Health Unit
·         The Impacts of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the United States.

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
·         Wind Energy Study- Effect on Real Estate Values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent,

Ontario
·         Behind the Switch: Pricing Ontario Electricity Options. Pembina Institute  
·         Frequently Asked Questions About Green Energy in Ontario. Pembina Institute
·         Frequently Asked Questions About Renewable Energy. Ontario Ministry of the Environment

 
The display boards from the public meeting are now posted on the project website
(www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca) and can be found by clicking here.
 
Should you have any specific questions regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project please feel
free to contact me directly.
 
Best Regards,
 
Britney Pringle

Environmental Planner
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com
 

 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.   |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658
morrisonhershfield.com

mailto:dcouture@cogeco.ca
mailto:Tom@ipcenergy.ca
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/
http://www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca/PDF/public_meeting_2_june192012.pdf
mailto:email@morrisonhershfield.com
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.morrisonhershfield.com/
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Executive Summary 


People have been harnessing the power of the wind for more than 5,000 years. Initially used 
widely for farm irrigation and millworks, today’s modern wind turbines produce electricity 
in more than 70 countries. As of the end of 2008, there were approximately 120,800 
megawatts of wind energy capacity installed around the world (Global Wind Energy 
Council, 2009).  


Wind energy enjoys considerable public support, but it also has its detractors, who have 
publicized their concerns that the sounds emitted from wind turbines cause adverse health 
consequences.  


In response to those concerns, the American and Canadian Wind Energy Associations 
(AWEA and CanWEA) established a scientific advisory panel in early 2009 to conduct a 
review of current literature available on the issue of perceived health effects of wind 
turbines.  This multidisciplinary panel is comprised of medical doctors, audiologists, and 
acoustical professionals from the United States, Canada, Denmark, and the United 
Kingdom. The objective of the panel was to provide an authoritative reference document for 
legislators, regulators, and anyone who wants to make sense of the conflicting information 
about wind turbine sound. 


The panel undertook extensive review, analysis, and discussion of the large body of peer-
reviewed literature on sound and health effects in general, and on sound produced by wind 
turbines. Each panel member contributed a unique expertise in audiology, acoustics, 
otolaryngology, occupational/ environmental medicine, or public health. With a diversity of 
perspectives represented, the panel assessed the plausible biological effects of exposure to 
wind turbine sound.  


Following review, analysis, and discussion of current knowledge, the panel reached 
consensus on the following conclusions: 


• There is no evidence that the audible or sub-audible sounds emitted by wind turbines 
have any direct adverse physiological effects. 


• The ground-borne vibrations from wind turbines are too weak to be detected by, or to 
affect, humans. 


• The sounds emitted by wind turbines are not unique. There is no reason to believe, 
based on the levels and frequencies of the sounds and the panel’s experience with sound 
exposures in occupational settings, that the sounds from wind turbines could plausibly 
have direct adverse health consequences. 
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SECTION 1 


Introduction 


The mission of the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) is to promote the growth of 
wind power through advocacy, communication, and education. Similarly, the mission of the 
Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA) is to promote the responsible and 
sustainable growth of wind power in Canada. Both organizations wish to take a proactive 
role in ensuring that wind energy projects are good neighbors to the communities that have 
embraced wind energy.  


Together AWEA and CanWEA proposed to a number of independent groups that they 
examine the scientific validity of recent reports on the adverse health effects of wind turbine 
proximity. Such reports have raised public concern about wind turbine exposure. In the 
absence of declared commitment to such an effort from independent groups, the wind 
industry decided to be proactive and address the issue itself. In 2009, AWEA and CanWEA 
commissioned this report. They asked the authors to examine published scientific literature 
on possible adverse health effects resulting from exposure to wind turbines.  


The objective of this report is to address health concerns associated with sounds from 
industrial-scale wind turbines. Inevitably, a report funded by an industry association will be 
subject to charges of bias and conflicts of interest. AWEA and CanWEA have minimized 
bias and conflicts of interest to the greatest possible extent through selection of a 
distinguished panel of independent experts in acoustics, audiology, medicine, and public 
health. This report is the result of their efforts.  


1.1 Expert Panelists 
The experts listed below were asked to investigate and analyze existing literature and 
publish their findings in this report; their current positions and/or qualifications for 
inclusion are also provided. 


• W. David Colby, M.D.: Chatham-Kent Medical Officer of Health (Acting); Associate 
Professor, Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry, University of Western Ontario 


• Robert Dobie, M.D.: Clinical Professor, University of Texas, San Antonio; Clinical 
Professor, University of California, Davis 


• Geoff Leventhall, Ph.D.: Consultant in Noise Vibration and Acoustics, UK 


• David M. Lipscomb, Ph.D.: President, Correct Service, Inc.  


• Robert J. McCunney, M.D.: Research Scientist, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Department of Biological Engineering; Staff Physician, Massachusetts General Hospital 
Pulmonary Division; Harvard Medical School 


• Michael T. Seilo, Ph.D.: Professor of Audiology, Western Washington University 
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• Bo Søndergaard, M.Sc. (Physics): Senior Consultant, Danish Electronics Light and 
Acoustics (DELTA) 


Mark Bastasch, an acoustical engineer with the consulting firm of CH2M HILL, acted as 
technical advisor to the panel. 


1.2 Report Terminology 
Certain terms are used frequently throughout this report. Table 1-1 defines these terms. An 
understanding of the distinction between “sound” and “noise” may be particularly useful to 
the reader. 


TABLE 1-1 
Definitions of Acoustical Terms 


Term Definitions 


Sound Describes wave-like variations in air pressure that occur at frequencies that 
can stimulate receptors in the inner ear and, if sufficiently powerful, be 
appreciated at a conscious level. 


Noise Implies the presence of sound but also implies a response to sound: noise is 
often defined as unwanted sound. 


Ambient noise level The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing 
level of environmental noise at a given location. 


Decibel (dB) A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to 
the base 10 of the ratio of the measured pressure to the reference pressure, 
which is 20 micropascals (µPa). 


A-weighted sound 
pressure level (dBA) 


The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter 
using the A-weighted filter network. The A-weighted filter de-emphasizes the 
very low and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner 
similar to the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with 
subjective reactions to noise. 


Hertz (Hz) A unit of measurement of frequency; the number of cycles per second of a 
periodic waveform.  


Infrasound According to the International Electrotechnical Commission’s (IEC’s) IEC 
1994, infrasound is: Acoustic oscillations whose frequency is below the low-
frequency limit of audible sound (about 16 Hz).  
However this definition is incomplete as infrasound at high enough levels is 
audible at frequencies below 16 Hz. 
(IEC (1994): 60050-801:1994 International Electrotechnical Vocabulary - 
Chapter 801: Acoustics and electroacoustics). 


Low-frequency sound Sound in the frequency range that overlaps the higher infrasound 
frequencies and the lower audible frequencies, and is typically considered as 
10 Hz to 200 Hz, but is not closely defined. 


Source: HPA, 2009. 
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SECTION 2 


Methodology 


Three steps form the basis for this report: formation of an expert panel, review of literature 
directly related to wind turbines, and review of potential environmental exposures. 


2.1 Formation of Expert Panel 
The American and Canadian wind energy associations, AWEA and CanWEA, assembled a 
distinguished panel of independent experts to address concerns that the sounds emitted 
from wind turbines cause adverse health consequences.  


The objective of the panel was to provide an authoritative reference document for the use of 
legislators, regulators, and people simply wanting to make sense of the conflicting 
information about wind turbine sound. 


The panel represented expertise in audiology, acoustics, otolaryngology, occupational/ 
environmental medicine, and public health. A series of conference calls were held among 
panel members to discuss literature and key health concerns that have been raised about 
wind turbines. The calls were followed by the development of a draft that was reviewed by 
other panel members. Throughout the follow-up period, literature was critically addressed. 


2.2 Review of Literature Directly Related to Wind Turbines 
The panel conducted a search of Pub Med under the heading “Wind Turbines and Health 
Effects” to research and address peer-reviewed literature. In addition, the panel conducted a 
search on “vibroacoustic disease.” The reference section identifies the peer and non-peer 
reviewed sources that were consulted by the panel. 


2.3 Review of Potential Environmental Exposures 
The panel conducted a review of potential environmental exposures associated with wind 
turbine operations, with a focus on low frequency sound, infrasound, and vibration. 
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SECTION 3 


Overview and Discussion  


This section summarizes the results of the review and analysis conducted by the expert 
panel and responds to a number of key questions: 


• How do wind turbine operations affect human auditory response? 


• How do we determine the loudness and frequency of sound and its effects on the 
human ear?  


• How do wind turbines produce sound? 


• How is sound measured and tested? 


• What is vibration?  


• What type of exposure to wind turbines is more likely to be perceived by humans (low 
frequency sound, infrasound or vibration)?  


• Can sounds in the low frequency range, most notably the infrasonic range, adversely 
affect human health? Even when such levels are below the average person’s ability to 
hear them?  


• How does the human vestibular system respond to sound? 


• What are the potential adverse effects and health implications of sound exposure? 


• What does scientific literature say about wind turbines, low frequency sound, and 
infrasound? 


3.1 Wind Turbine Operation and Human Auditory Response to 
Sound 


3.1.1 Overview 
The normal operation of a wind turbine produces sound and vibration, arousing concern 
about potential health implications. This section addresses the fundamental principles 
associated with sound and vibration, sound measurement, and potential adverse health 
implications. Sound from a wind turbine arises from its mechanical operation and the 
turning of the blades.  
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3.1.2 The Human Ear and Sound  
The human ear is capable of perceiving a wide range of sounds, from the high-pitched 
sounds of a bird song to the low-pitched sound of a bass guitar. Sounds are perceived based 
on their loudness (i.e., volume or sound pressure level) or pitch (i.e., tonal or frequency 
content). The standard unit of measure for sound pressure levels is the decibel (dB). The 
standard unit used to describe the tonal or frequency content is the Hertz (Hz), measured in 
cycles per second)—Appendix A provides more information on the fundamentals of sound. 
Customarily, the young, non-pathological ear can perceive sounds ranging from 20 Hz to 
20,000 Hz. Appendix B provides more information on the human ear. 


Frequencies below 20 Hz are commonly called “infrasound,” although the boundary 
between infrasound and low frequency sound is not rigid. Infrasound, at certain frequencies 
and at high levels, can be audible to some people. Low frequency sound is customarily 
referred to as that between 10 Hz and 200 Hz, but any definition is arbitrary to some degree. 
Low frequency sound is the subject of concern to some with respect to potential health 
implications. 


TABLE 3-1 
TYPICAL SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS MEASURED IN THE ENVIRONMENT AND 
INDUSTRY 


Noise Source 
At a Given Distance 


A-Weighted Sound 
Level in Decibels Qualitative Description 


Carrier deck jet operation 140  


 130 Pain threshold 


Jet takeoff (200 feet) 120  


Auto horn (3 feet) 110 Maximum vocal effort 


Jet takeoff (1000 feet) 
Shout (0.5 feet) 


100  


N.Y. subway station 
Heavy truck (50 feet) 


90 Very annoying 
Hearing damage (8-hour,  


continuous exposure) 


Pneumatic drill (50 feet) 80 Annoying 


Freight train (50 feet) 
Freeway traffic (50 feet) 


70 to 80  


 70 Intrusive 
(Telephone use difficult) 


Air conditioning unit (20 feet) 60  


Light auto traffic (50 feet) 50 Quiet 


Living room 
Bedroom 


40  


Library 
Soft whisper (5 feet) 


30 Very quiet 


Broadcasting/Recording studio 20  


 10 Just audible 


Adapted from Table E, “Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts”, NY DEC, February 2001. 
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Table 3-1 shows sound pressure levels associated with common activities. Typically, 
environmental and occupational sound pressure levels are measured in decibels on an 
A-weighted scale (dBA). The A-weighted scale de-emphasizes the very low and very high 
frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the 
human ear. For comparison, the sound from a wind turbine at distances between 1,000 and 
2,000 feet is generally within 40 to 50 dBA. 


Section 3.2 discusses the effects of exposure to wind turbine sound. Section 3.3 describes the 
potential adverse effects of sound exposure as well as the health implications.  


3.1.3 Sound Produced by Wind Turbines 
Wind turbine sound originates from either a mechanical or aerodynamic generation 
mechanism. Mechanical sound originates from the gearbox and control mechanisms. 
Standard noise control techniques typically are used to reduce mechanical sound. 
Mechanical noise is not typically the dominant source of noise from modern wind turbines 
(except for an occasional gear tone). 


The aerodynamic noise is present at all frequencies, from the infrasound range over low 
frequency sound to the normal audible range and is the dominant source. The aerodynamic 
noise is generated by several mechanisms as is described below. The aerodynamic noise 
tends to be modulated in the mid frequency range, approximately 500 to 1,000 Hz.  


Aerodynamic sound is produced by the rotation of the turbine blades through the air. A 
turbine blade shape is that of an airfoil. An airfoil is simply a structure with a shape that 
produces a lift force when air passes over it. Originally developed for aircraft, airfoil 
shapes have been adapted to provide the turning force for wind turbines by employing a 
shape which causes the air to travel more rapidly over the top of the airfoil than below it. 
The designs optimize efficiency by minimizing turbulence, which produces drag and noise. 
An aerodynamically efficient blade is a quiet one.  


The aerodynamic sound from wind turbines is caused by the interaction of the turbine blade 
with the turbulence produced both adjacent to it (turbulent boundary layer) and in its near 
wake (see Figure 3-1) (Brooks et al., 1989). Turbulence depends on how fast the blade is 
moving through the air. A 100-meter-diameter blade, rotating once every three seconds, has 
a tip velocity of just over 100 meters per second. However, the speed reduces at positions 
closer to the centre of rotation (the wind turbine hub). The main determinants of the 
turbulence are the speed of the blade and the shape and dimensions of its cross-section. 
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FIGURE 3-1 
Sound Produced by Wind Turbine Flow 


  


 


The following conclusions have been derived from the flow conditions shown in Figure 3-1 
(Brooks et al., 1989):  


• At high velocities for a given blade, turbulent boundary layers develop over much of the 
airfoil. Sound is produced when the turbulent boundary layer passes over the trailing 
edge.  


• At lower velocities, mainly laminar boundary layers develop, leading to vortex 
shedding at the trailing edge. 


Other factors in the production of aerodynamic sound include the following: 


• When the angle of attack is not zero—in other words, the blade is tilted into the wind—
flow separation can occur on the suction side near to the trailing edge, producing sound. 


• At high angles of attack, large-scale separation may occur in a stall condition, leading to 
radiation of low frequency sound. 


• A blunt trailing edge leads to vortex shedding and additional sound. 


• The tip vortex contains highly turbulent flow. 


Each of the above factors may contribute to wind turbine sound production. Measurements 
of the location of the sound source in wind turbines indicate that the dominant sound is 
produced along the blade—nearer to the tip end than to the hub. Reduction of turbulence 
sound can be facilitated through airfoil shape and by good maintenance. For example, 
surface irregularities resulting from damage or to accretion of additional material, may 
increase the sound.  
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Aerodynamic sound has been shown to be generated at higher levels during the downward 
motion of the blade (i.e., the three o’clock position). This results in a rise in level of 
approximately once per second for a typical three-bladed turbine. This periodic rise in level 
is also referred to as amplitude modulation, and as described above for a typical wind 
turbine, the modulation frequency is 1 Hz (once per second). In other words, the sound level 
rises and falls about once per second. The origin of this amplitude modulation is not fully 
understood. It was previously assumed that the modulation was caused when the blade 
went past the tower (given the tower disturbed the airflow), but it is now thought to be 
related to the difference in wind speed between the top and bottom of the rotation of a blade 
and directivity of the aerodynamic noise (Oerlemans and Schepers, 2009). 


In other words, the result of aerodynamic modulation is a perceivable fluctuation in the 
sound level of approximately once per second. The frequency content of this fluctuating 
sound is typically between 500 Hz and 1,000 Hz, but can occur at higher and lower 
frequencies. That is, the sound pressure levels between approximately 500 and 1,000 Hz will 
rise and fall approximately once per second. It should be noted, however, that the 
magnitude of the amplitude modulation that is observed when standing beneath a tower 
does not always occur at greater separation distances. A study in the United Kingdom (UK) 
also showed that only four out of about 130 wind farms had a problem with aerodynamic 
modulation and three of these have been solved (Moorhouse et al., 2007). 


In addition to the sound levels generated by the turbines, environmental factors affect the 
levels received at more distant locations. For example, warm air near the ground causes the 
turbine sound to curve upwards, away from the ground, which results in reduced sound 
levels, while warm air in a temperature inversion may cause the sound to curve down to the 
earth resulting in increased sound levels. Wind may also cause the sound level to be greater 
downwind of the turbine—that is, if the wind is blowing from the source towards a 
receiver—or lower, if the wind is blowing from the receiver to the source. Most modeling 
techniques, when properly implemented, account for moderate inversions and downwind 
conditions. Attenuation (reduction) of sound can also be influenced by barriers, ground 
surface conditions, shrubbery and trees, among other things. 


Predictions of the sound level at varying distances from the turbine are based on turbine 
sound power levels. These turbine sound power levels are determined through 
standardized measurement methods. 


3.1.4 Sound Measurement and Audiometric Testing 
A sound level meter is a standard tool used in the measurement of sound pressure levels. 
As described in Section 3.1.2, the standard unit of sound pressure level (i.e., volume) is dB 
and the standard unit used to describe the pitch or frequency is Hz (cycles per second). A 
sound level meter may use the A-weighting filter to adjust certain frequency ranges (those 
that humans detect poorly), resulting in a reading in dBA (decibels, A-weighted). Appendix 
C provides more information on the measurement of sound. The pitch or frequencies 
(sometimes referred to as sound level spectrum) can be quantified using a sound level meter 
that includes a frequency analyzer. Octave band, one-third octave band, and narrow band 
(such as Fast Fourier Transform, or FFT) are three common types of frequency analyzers.  
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Consider, for example, a routine audiometric test (hearing test) in which a person sits in a 
booth and wears headphones, through which sounds are transmitted to evaluate hearing. 
Outside the booth, a technician turns a dial which yields certain frequencies (for example, 
125 Hz, a low-pitched sound, or 4,000 Hz, a high-pitched sound) and then the technician 
raises the volume of each frequency until the person recognizes the sound of each tone. This 
is a standard approach used to measure thresholds for many reasons, including noise-
induced hearing loss (NIHL). As the technician raises the volume of the designated 
frequency, the sound level (in dB) is noted. People who need more than 25 dB at more than 
one frequency to hear the sound (ie loudness of the tone) are considered to have an 
abnormal test.  


The effects of prolonged, high-level sound exposure on hearing have been determined 
through audiometric tests of workers in certain occupations. The studies have been 
published in major medical journals and subjected to the peer review process (see, for 
example, McCunney and Meyer, 2007). Studies of workers have also served as the scientific 
basis for regulations on noise in industry that are overseen by the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA). Workers in noise-intensive industries have been evaluated 
for NIHL and certain industries are known to be associated with high noise levels, such as 
aviation, construction, and areas of manufacturing such as canning. Multiyear worker 
studies suggest that prolonged exposure to high noise levels can adversely affect hearing. 
The levels considered sufficiently high to cause hearing loss are considerably higher than 
one could experience in the vicinity of wind turbines. For example, prolonged, unprotected 
high exposure to noise at levels greater than 90 dBA is a risk for hearing loss in occupational 
settings such that OSHA established this level for hearing protection. Sound levels from 
wind turbines do not approach these levels (50 dBA at a distance of 1,500 feet would be a 
conservative estimate for today’s turbines). Although the issue of NIHL has rarely been 
raised in opposition to wind farms, it is important to note that the risk of NIHL is directly 
dependent on the intensity (sound level) and duration of noise exposure and therefore it is 
reasonable to conclude that there is no risk of NIHL from wind turbine sound. Such a 
conclusion is based on studies of workers exposed to noise and among whom risk of NIHL 
is not apparent at levels less than 75 dBA. 


3.2 Sound Exposure from Wind Turbine Operation 
This section addresses the questions of (1) whether sounds in the low frequency range, most 
notably the infrasonic range, adversely affect human health, and whether they do so even 
when such levels are below the average person’s ability to hear them; (2) what we are 
referring to when we talk about vibration; and (3) how the human vestibular system 
responds to sound and disturbance.  


3.2.1 Infrasound and Low-Frequency Sound 
Infrasound and low frequency sound are addressed in some detail to offer perspective on 
publicized hypotheses that sound from a wind turbine may damage health even if the noise 
levels are below those associated with noise-induced hearing loss in industry. For example, 
it has been proposed that sounds that contain low frequency noise, most notably within the 
infrasonic level, can adversely affect health even when the levels are below the average 
person’s ability to detect or hear them (Alves-Pereira and Branco, 2007b). 
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Comprehensive reviews of infrasound and its sources and measurement have been 
published (Berglund and Lindvall, 1995; Leventhall et al., 2003). Table 3-2 shows the sound 
pressure level, in decibels, of the corresponding frequency of infrasound and low frequency 
sound necessary for the sound to be heard by the average person (Leventhall et al., 2003). 


TABLE 3-2 
Hearing Thresholds in the Infrasonic and Low Frequency Range  
Frequency (Hz) 4 8 10 16 20 25 40 50 80 100 125 160 200 


Sound pressure level 
(dB) 


107 100 97 88 79 69 51 44 32 27 22 18 14 


NOTE: 
Average hearing thresholds (for young healthy people) in the infrasound (4 to 20 Hz) and low frequency region 
(10 to 200 Hz).  
Source: Leventhall et al., 2003 


As Table 3-2 indicates, at low frequencies, a much higher level sound is necessary for a 
sound to be heard in comparison to higher frequencies. For example, at 10 Hz, the sound 
must be at 97 dB to be audible. If this level occurred at the mid to high frequencies, which 
the ear detects effectively, it would be roughly equivalent to standing without hearing 
protection directly next to a power saw. Decibel for decibel, the low frequencies are much 
more difficult to detect than the high frequencies, as shown in the hearing threshold levels 
of Table 3-2. 


Table 3-2 also shows that even sounds as low as 4 Hz can be heard if the levels are high 
enough (107 dB). However, levels from wind turbines at 4 Hz are more likely to be around 
70 dB or lower, and therefore inaudible. Studies conducted to assess wind turbine noise 
have shown that wind turbine sound at typical distances does not exceed the hearing 
threshold and will not be audible below about 50 Hz (Hayes 2006b; Kamperman and James, 
2008). The hearing threshold level at 50 Hz is 44 dB, as shown in Table 3-2. Recent work on 
evaluating a large number of noise sources between 10 Hz and 160 Hz suggests that wind 
turbine noise heard indoors at typical separation distances is modest on the scale of low 
frequency sound sources (Pedersen, 2008). The low levels of infrasound and low frequency 
sound from wind turbine operations have been confirmed by others (Jakobsen, 2004; van 
den Berg, 2004). 


The low frequency sound associated with wind turbines has attracted attention recently 
since the A-weighting scale that is used for occupational and environmental regulatory 
compliance does not work well with sounds that have prominently low frequency 
components. Most environmental low frequency sound problems are caused by discrete 
tones (pitch or tones that are significantly higher in level (volume) than the neighboring 
frequencies); from, for example, an engine or compressor, not by continuous broadband 
sound. The high frequency sounds are assessed by the A-weighted measurement and, given 
their shorter wavelengths, are controlled more readily. Low frequency sounds may be 
irritating to some people and, in fact, some low frequency sound complaints prove 
impossible to resolve (Leventhall et al., 2003). This observation leads to a perception that 
there is something special, sinister, and harmful about low frequency sound. To the 
contrary, most external sound when heard indoors is biased towards low frequencies due to 
the efficient building attenuation of higher frequencies. One may recognize this when noise 
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from a neighbor’s stereo is heard within their home—the bass notes are more pronounced 
than the higher frequency sounds. Any unwanted sound, whether high frequency or low 
frequency, can be irritating and stressful to some people. 


Differences in how a low frequency sound and high frequency sound are perceived are well 
documented. Figure 3-2 shows that lower-frequency sounds typically need to be at a high 
sound pressure level (dB) to be heard. Figure 3-2 also demonstrates that as the frequency 
lowers, the audible range is compressed leading to a more rapid rise in loudness as the level 
changes in the lower frequencies. At 1,000 Hz, the whole range covers about 100 dB change 
in sound pressure level, while at 20 Hz the same range of loudness covers about 50 dB (note 
the contours displayed in Figure 3-2 are in terms of phons, a measure of equal loudness; for 
additional explanation on phons, the reader is referred to http://www.sfu.ca/sonic-
studio/handbook/Phon.html [Truax, 1999]). As the annoyance of a given sound increases 
as loudness increases, there is also a more rapid growth of annoyance at low frequencies. 
However, there is no evidence for direct physiological effects from either infrasound or low 
frequency sound at the levels generated from wind turbines, indoors or outside. Effects may 
result from the sounds being audible, but these are similar to the effects from other audible 
sounds.  


Low frequency sound and infrasound are further addressed in Section 3.3, Potential 
Adverse Effects of Exposure to Sound.  
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FIGURE 3-2 
Hearing Contours for Equal Loudness Level (International Standards Organization, 2003) 


 


3.2.2 Vibration  
Vibration, assumed to result from inaudible low frequency sounds, has been postulated to 
have a potential adverse effect on health. This section defines vibration, describes how it is 
measured, and cites studies that have addressed the risk of vibration on health. 


Vibration refers to the way in which energy travels through solid material, whether steel, 
concrete in a bridge, the earth, the wall of a house or the human body. Vibration is 
distinguished from sound, which is energy flowing through gases (like air) or liquids (like 
water).  


As higher frequency vibrations attenuate rapidly, it is low frequencies which are of potential 
concern to human health. When vibration is detected through the feet or through the seat, 
the focus of interest is the vibration of the surface with which one is in contact—for 
example, when travelling in a vehicle.  


Vibration is often measured by the acceleration of the surface in meters per second, squared 
(m/s2), although other related units are used. Vibration can also be expressed in decibels, 
where the reference excitation level used in buildings is often 10–5m/s2 and the vibration 
level is 20log (A/10-5) dB, where A is the acceleration level in m/s2.  


The threshold of perception of vibration by humans is approximately 0.01 m/s2. If a 
frequency of excitation (vibration) corresponds with a resonant frequency of a system, then 
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excitation at the resonant frequency is greater than at other frequencies. However, excitation 
by sound is not the same as excitation by mechanical excitation applied at, say, the feet.  


Figure 3-3 shows an object excited by point mechanical vibration and by sound. The object 
contains a resiliently suspended system. For example, if the object was the body, the 
suspended system might be the viscera (internal organs of the body). The left hand of the 
figure can be interpreted as the body vibrated by input to the feet. The vibration of the 
viscera will be maximum at the resonant frequency1 of the suspended system, which, for 
viscera, is about 4 Hz. When excitation is by long wavelength low frequency sound waves, 
as shown at the right of the figure, not only is the force acting on the body much smaller 
than for vibration input, but, as the wavelength is much greater than the dimensions of the 
body, it is acting around the body in a compressive manner so that there is no resultant 
force on the suspended system and it does not vibrate or resonate. 


FIGURE 3-3 
Comparison of Excitation of an Object by Vibration and by Sound  


 


 


Unfortunately, this lack of effect has not been addressed by those who have suggested the 
mechanical vibration response of the body instead of the acoustic response as a potential 
health consequence. This oversight has led to inaccurate conclusions. For example, Dr. Nina 
Pierpont bases one of her key hypotheses for the cause of “wind turbine syndrome” on such 
an egregious error (Pierpont, 2009, pre-publication draft). Although not a recognized 
medical diagnosis, “wind turbine syndrome” has been raised as a concern for proposed 
projects—refer to Section 4.3 for more information. 


Vibration of the body by sound at one of its resonant frequencies occurs only at very high 
sound levels and is not a factor in the perception of wind turbine noise. As will be discussed 


                                                      
1  A common example of resonance is pushing a child on a swing in which energy is given to the swing to maximize its 


oscillation. 
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below, the sound levels associated with wind turbines do not affect the vestibular or other 
balance systems. 


3.2.3 Vestibular System  
The vestibular system of the body plays a major role in maintaining a person’s sense of 
balance and the stabilization of visual images. The vestibular system responds to pressure 
changes (sound pressure, i.e., decibels) at various frequencies. At high levels of exposure to 
low frequency sound, nausea and changes in respiration and blood pressure may occur. 
Studies have shown, however, that for these effects to occur, considerably high noise levels 
(greater than 140 dB, similar in sound level of a jet aircraft heard 80 feet away) are necessary 
(Berglund et al., 1996). 


Head vibration resulting from low frequency sound has been suggested as a possible cause 
of a variety of symptoms that some hypothesize as being associated with wind turbines. In 
order to properly assess this hypothesis, this section addresses the human vestibular system. 
The “vestibular system” comprises the sense organs in the vestibular labyrinth, in which 
there are five tiny sensory organs: three semicircular canals that detect head rotation and 
two chalk-crystal-studded organs called otoliths (literally “ear-stones”) that detect tilt and 
linear motion of the head. All five organs contain hair cells, like those in the cochlea, that 
convert motion into nerve impulses traveling to the brain in the vestibular nerve.  


These organs evolved millions of years before the middle ear. Fish, for example, have no 
middle ear or cochlea but have a vestibular labyrinth nearly identical to ours (Baloh and 
Honrubia, 1979). The vestibular organs are specialized for stimulation by head position and 
movement, not by airborne sound. Each vestibular organ is firmly attached to the skull, to 
enable them to respond to the slightest head movement. In contrast, the hair cells in the 
cochlea are not directly attached to the skull; they do not normally respond to head 
movement, but to movements of the inner ear fluids.  


The otolith organs help fish hear low frequency sounds; even in primates, these organs will 
respond to head vibration (i.e., bone-conducted sound) at frequencies up to 500 Hz 
(Fernandez and Goldberg, 1976). These vibratory responses of the vestibular system can be 
elicited by airborne sounds, however, only when they are at a much higher level than normal 
hearing thresholds2 (and much higher than levels associated with wind turbine exposure). 
Thus, they do not help us hear but appear to be vestiges of our evolutionary past. 


The vestibular nerve sends information about head position and movement to centers in the 
brain that also receive input from the eyes and from stretch receptors in the neck, trunk, and 


                                                      
2 Young et al. (1977) found that neurons coming from the vestibular labyrinth of monkeys responded to head vibration at 


frequencies of 200-400 Hz, and at levels as low as 70 to 80 dB below gravitational force. However, these neurons could not 
respond to airborne sound at the same frequencies until levels exceeded 76 dB sound pressure level (SPL), which is at least 
40 dB higher than the normal threshold of human hearing in this frequency range. Human eye movements respond to 100 Hz 
head vibration at levels 15 dB below audible levels (Todd et al., 2008a). This does not mean that the vestibular labyrinth is 
more sensitive than the cochlea to airborne sound, because the impedance-matching function of the middle ear allows the 
cochlea to respond to sounds that are 50-60 dB less intense than those necessary to cause detectable head vibration. 
Indeed, the same authors (Todd et al., 2008b) found that for airborne sound, responses from the cochlea could always be 
elicited by sounds that were below the threshold for vestibular responses. Similarly, Welgampola et al. (2003) found that 
thresholds for vestibular evoked myogenic potential response (VEMP) were higher than hearing thresholds and stated: “the 
difference between hearing thresholds and VEMP thresholds is much greater for air conducted sounds than for bone 
vibration.” In other words, the vestigial vestibular response to sound is relatively sensitive to bone conduction, which involves 
vibration of the whole head, and much less sensitive to air conduction. 
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legs (these stretch receptors tell which muscles are contracted and which joints are flexed, 
and provide the “proprioceptive” sense of the body’s position and orientation in space). The 
brain integrates vestibular, visual, and proprioceptive inputs into a comprehensive analysis 
of the position and movement of the head and body, essential for the sense of balance, 
avoidance of falls, and keeping the eyes focused on relevant targets, even during movement.  


Perception of the body’s position in space may also rely in part on input from receptors in 
abdominal organs (which can shift back and forth as the body tilts) and from pressure 
receptors in large blood vessels (blood pools in the legs when standing, then shifts back to 
the trunk when lying down). These “somatic graviceptors” (Mittelstaedt, 1996) could be 
activated by whole-body movement and possibly by structure-borne vibration, or by the 
blast of a powerful near explosion, but, as described in Section 4.3.2, it is unlikely that intra-
abdominal and intra-thoracic organs and blood vessels could detect airborne sound like that 
created by wind turbines.  


Trauma, toxins, age-related degeneration, and various ear diseases can cause disorders of 
the vestibular labyrinth. A labyrinth not functioning properly can cause a person to feel 
unsteady or even to fall. Since the semicircular canals of the ear normally detect head 
rotation (such as shaking the head to indicate “no”), one of the consequences of a 
dysfunctional canal is that a person may feel a “spinning” sensation. This reaction is 
described as vertigo, from the Latin word to turn. In normal conversation, words like 
vertigo and dizziness can be used in ambiguous ways and thus make careful interpretation 
of potential health claims problematic. “Dizzy,” for example, may mean true vertigo or 
unsteadiness, both of which may be symptoms of inner ear disease. A person who describes 
being ”dizzy” may actually be experiencing light-headedness, a fainting sensation, blurred 
vision, disorientation, or almost any other difficult-to-describe sensation in the head. The 
word “dizziness” can represent different sensations to each person, with a variety of causes. 
This can make the proper interpretation of research studies in which dizziness is evaluated a 
challenge to interpret. 


Proper diagnostic testing to evaluate dizziness can reduce errors in misclassifying disease. 
The vestibular labyrinth, for example, can be tested for postural stability. Information from 
the semicircular canals is fed to the eye muscles to allow us to keep our eyes focused on a 
target; when the head moves; this “vestibulo-ocular reflex” is easily tested and can be 
impaired in vestibular disorders (Baloh and Honrubia, 1979). 


3.3 Potential Adverse Effects of Exposure to Sound 
Adverse effects of sound are directly dependent on the sound level; higher frequency 
sounds present a greater risk of an adverse effect than lower levels (see Table 3-2). Speech 
interference, hearing loss, and task interference occur at high sound levels. Softer sounds 
may be annoying or cause sleep disturbance in some people. At normal separation 
distances, wind turbines do not produce sound at levels that cause speech interference, but 
some people may find these sounds to be annoying.  


3.3.1 Speech Interference 
It is common knowledge that conversation can be difficult in a noisy restaurant; the louder 
the background noise, the louder we talk and the harder it is to communicate. Average 
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levels of casual conversation at 1 meter (arm’s length) are typically 50 to 60 dBA. People 
raise their voices—slightly and unconsciously at first—when ambient levels exceed 50 to 
55 dBA, in order to keep speech levels slightly above background noise levels. 
Communication at arm’s length requires conscious extra effort when levels exceed about 
75 dBA. Above ambient levels of 80 to 85 dBA, people need to shout or get closer to 
converse (Pearsons et al., 1977; Webster, 1978). Levels below 45 dBA can be considered 
irrelevant with respect to speech interference.  


3.3.2 Noise-Induced Hearing Loss 
Very brief and intense sounds (above 130 dBA, such as in explosions) can cause instant 
cochlear damage and permanent hearing loss, but most occupational NIHL results from 
prolonged exposure to high noise levels between 90 and 105 dBA (McCunney and Meyer 
2007). Regulatory (OSHA, 1983) and advisory (NIOSH, 1998) authorities in the U.S. concur 
that risk of NIHL begins at about 85 dBA, for an 8-hour day, over a 40-year career. Levels 
below 75 dBA do not pose a risk of NIHL. Thus, the sound levels associated with wind 
turbine operations would not cause NIHL because they are not high enough. 


3.3.3 Task Interference 
Suter (1991) reviewed the effects of noise on performance and behavior. Simple tasks may 
be unaffected even at levels well above 100 dBA, while more complex tasks can be disrupted 
by intermittent noise as low as 75 dBA. Speech sounds are usually more disruptive than 
nonspeech sounds. Levels below 70 dBA do not result in task interference. 


3.3.4 Annoyance 
Annoyance as a possible “effect” of wind turbine operations is discussed in detail in later 
sections of this report (Sections 3.4 and 4.1). In summary, annoyance is a subjective response 
that varies among people to many types of sounds. It is important to note that although 
annoyance may be a frustrating experience for people, it is not considered an adverse health 
effect or disease of any kind. Certain everyday sounds, such as a dripping faucet—barely 
audible—can be annoying. Annoyance cannot be predicted easily with a sound level meter. 
Noise from airports, road traffic, and other sources (including wind turbines) may annoy 
some people, and, as described in Section 4.1, the louder the noise, the more people may 
become annoyed. 


3.3.5 Sleep Disturbance 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) document titled Information on Levels of 
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of 
Safety (1974) recommends that indoor day-night-level (DNL) not exceed 45 dBA. DNL is a 
24-hour average that gives 10 dB extra weight to sounds occurring between 10p.m. and 
7 a.m., on the assumption that during these sleep hours, levels above 35 dBA indoors may 
be disruptive.  


3.3.6 Other Adverse Health Effects of Sound 
At extremely high sound levels, such as those associated with explosions, the resulting 
sound pressure can injure any air-containing organ: not only the middle ear (eardrum 
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perforations are common) but also the lungs and intestines (Sasser et al., 2006). At the other 
extreme, any sound that is chronically annoying, including very soft sounds, may, for some 
people, create chronic stress, which can in turn lead to other health problems. On the other 
hand, many people become accustomed to regular exposure to noise or other potential 
stressors, and are no longer annoyed. The hypothesis that chronic noise exposure might lead 
to chronic health problems such as hypertension and heart disease has been the subject of 
hundreds of contradictory studies of highly variable quality, which will not be reviewed in 
this document. Other authors have reviewed this literature, and some of their conclusions 
are quoted below: 


“It appears not likely that noise in industry can be a direct cause of general health 
problems…, except that the noise can create conditions of psychological stress…which 
can in turn cause physiological stress reactions…” (Kryter, 1980) 


“Epidemiological evidence on noise exposure, blood pressure, and ischemic heart 
disease is still limited.” (Babisch, 2004), and “contradictory’ (Babisch, 1998), but “there is 
some evidence…of an increased risk in subjects who live in noisy areas with outdoor 
noise levels of greater than 65 - 70 dBA.” (Babisch, 2000) 


“The present state of the art does not permit any definite conclusion to be drawn about 
the risk of hypertension.” (van Dijk, Ettema, and Zielhuis, 1987) 


“At this point, the relationship between noise induced hearing loss and hypertension 
must be considered as possible but lacking sufficient evidence to draw causal 
associations." (McCunney and Meyer, 2007) 


3.3.7 Potential Health Effects of Vibration Exposure 
People may experience vibration when some part of the body is in direct contact with a 
vibrating object. One example would be holding a chainsaw or pneumatic hammer in the 
hands. Another would be sitting in a bus, truck, or on heavy equipment such as a bulldozer. 
Chronic use of vibrating tools can cause “hand-arm vibration syndrome,” a vascular 
insufficiency condition characterized by numbness and tingling of the fingers, cold 
intolerance, “white-finger” attacks, and eventually even loss of fingers due to inadequate 
blood supply. OSHA does not set limits for vibration exposure, but the American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) (2006) recommends that 8-hour workday exposures to hand-arm 
vibration (5 to 1400 Hz, summed over three orthogonal axes of movement) not exceed 
acceleration values of 2.5 m/s2. 


Excessive whole-body vibration is clearly linked to low back pain (Wilder, Wasserman, and 
Wasserman, 2002) and may contribute to gastrointestinal and urinary disorders, although 
these associations are not well established. ANSI (1979) recommends 8-hour limits for 
whole-body vibration of 0.3 m/s2, for the body’s most sensitive frequency range of 4 to 
8 Hz. This is about 30 times more intense than the weakest vibration that people can detect 
(0.01 m/s2).  


Airborne sound can cause detectable body vibration, but this occurs only at very high 
levels—usually above sound pressure levels of 100 dB (unweighted) (Smith, 2002; Takahashi 
et al., 2005; Yamada et al., 1983). There is no scientific evidence to suggest that modern wind 
turbines cause perceptible vibration in homes or that there is an associated health risk. 
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3.4 Peer-Reviewed Literature Focusing on Wind Turbines, 
Low-Frequency Sound, and Infrasound 


This section addresses the scientific review of the literature that has evaluated wind 
turbines, the annoyance effect, low frequency sound, and infrasound. 


3.4.1 Evaluation of Annoyance and Dose-Response Relationship of Wind Turbine 
Sound 


To date, three studies in Europe have specifically evaluated potential health effects of 
people living in proximity to wind turbines (Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2004; Pedersen 
and Persson Waye, 2007; Pedersen et al., 2009). These studies have been primarily in 
Sweden and the Netherlands. Customarily, an eligible group of people are selected for 
possible participation in the study based on their location with respect to a wind turbine. 
Control groups have not been included in any of these reports. 


In an article published in August 2009, investigators reported the results of their evaluation 
of 725 people in the Netherlands, who lived in the vicinity of wind turbines (Pedersen et al., 
2009). The potential study population consisted of approximately 70,000 people living 
within 2.5 kilometers of a wind turbine at selected sites in the Netherlands. The objective of 
the study was to (1) assess the relationship between wind turbine sound levels at dwellings 
and the probability of noise annoyance, taking into account possible moderating factors, and 
(2) explore the possibility of generalizing a dose response relationship for wind turbine 
noise by comparing the results of the study with previous studies in Sweden.  


Noise impact was quantified based on the relationship between the sound level (dose) and 
response with the latter measured as the proportion of people annoyed or highly annoyed 
by sound. Prior to this study, dose response curves had been modeled for wind turbines. 
Previous studies have noted different degrees of relationships between wind turbine sound 
levels and annoyance (Wolsink et al., 1993; Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2004; Pedersen and 
Persson Waye, 2007). 


Subjective responses were obtained through a survey. The calculation of the sound levels 
(dose) in Sweden and the Netherlands were similar. A dose response relationship was 
observed between calculated A-weighted sound pressure levels and annoyance. Sounds 
from wind turbines were found to be more annoying than several other environmental 
sources at comparable sound levels. A strong correlation was also noted between noise 
annoyance and negative opinion of the impact of wind turbines on the landscape, a finding 
in earlier studies as well. The dominant quality of the sound was a swishing, the quality 
previously found to be the most annoying type. 


The authors concluded that this study could be used for calculating a dose response curve 
for wind turbine sound and annoyance. The study results suggest that wind turbine sound 
is easily perceived and, compared with sound from other sources, is annoying to a small 
percentage of people (5 percent at 35 to 40 dBA).  


In this study, the proportion of people who reported being annoyed by wind turbine noise 
was similar to merged data from two previous Swedish studies (Pederson and Persson 
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Waye, 2004; Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2007). About 5 percent of respondents were 
annoyed at noise levels between 35 to 40 dBA and 18 percent at 40 to 45 dBA. 


Pedersen et al. also reported significant dose responses between wind turbine sound and 
self-reported annoyance (Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2004). High exposed individuals 
responded more (78 percent) than low exposed individuals (60 percent), which suggests that 
bias could have played a role in the final results. 


An analysis of two cross-sectional socio-acoustic studies—one that addressed flat 
landscapes in mainly rural settings (Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2004) and another in 
different terrains (complex or flat) and different levels of urbanization (rural or suburban) 
(Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2007)—was performed (Pedersen, 2008). Approximately 
10 percent of over 1000 people surveyed via a questionnaire reported being very annoyed at 
sound levels of 40 dB and greater. Attitude toward the visual impact of the wind turbines 
had the same effect on annoyance. Response to wind turbine noise was significantly related 
to exposure expressed as A-weighted sound pressure levels dB. Among those who could 
hear wind turbine sound, annoyance with wind turbine noise was highly correlated to the 
sound characteristics: swishing, whistling, resounding and pulsating/throbbing (Pedersen, 
2008). 


A similar study in Sweden evaluated 754 people living near one of seven sites where wind 
turbine power was greater than 500 kilowatt (kW) (Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2007). 
Annoyance was correlated with sound level and also with negative attitude toward the 
visual impact of the wind turbines. Note that none of these studies included a control group. 
Earlier field studies performed among people living in the vicinity of wind turbines showed 
a correlation between sound pressure level and noise annoyance; however, annoyance was 
also influenced by visual factors and attitudes toward the impact of the wind turbines on 
the landscape. Noise annoyance was noted at lower sound pressure levels than annoyance 
from traffic noise. Although some people may be affected by annoyance, there is no 
scientific evidence that noise at levels created by wind turbines could cause health problems 
(Pedersen and Högskolan, 2003). 


3.4.2 Annoyance 
A feeling described as “annoyance” can be associated with acoustic factors such as wind 
turbine noise. There is considerable variability, however, in how people become “annoyed” 
by environmental factors such as road construction and aviation noise, among others 
(Leventhall, 2004). Annoyance is clearly a subjective effect that will vary among people and 
circumstances. In extreme cases, sleep disturbance may occur. Wind speed at the hub height 
of a wind turbine at night may be up to twice as high as during the day and may lead to 
annoyance from the amplitude modulated sound of the wind turbine (van den Berg, 2003). 
However, in a study of 16 sites in 3 European countries, only a weak correlation was noted 
between sound pressure level and noise annoyance from wind turbines (Pedersen and 
Högskolan, 2003).   


In a detailed comparison of the role of noise sensitivity in response to environmental noise 
around international airports in Sydney, London, and Amsterdam, it was shown that noise 
sensitivity increases one’s perception of annoyance independently of the level of noise 
exposure (van Kamp et al., 2004). 
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In a Swedish study, 84 out of 1,095 people living in the vicinity of a wind turbine in 
12 geographical areas reported being fairly or very annoyed by wind turbines (Pedersen, 
2008). It is important to note that no differences were reported among people who were 
“annoyed” in contrast to those who were not annoyed with respect to hearing impairment, 
diabetes, or cardiovascular disease. An earlier study in Sweden showed that the proportion 
of people “annoyed” by wind turbine sound is higher than for other sources of 
environmental noise at the same decibel level (Pedersen and Persson Waye, 2004). 


3.4.3 Low-Frequency Sound and Infrasound  
No scientific studies have specifically evaluated health effects from exposure to low 
frequency sound from wind turbines. Natural sources of low frequency sound include 
wind, rivers, and waterfalls in both audible and non-audible frequencies. Other sources 
include road traffic, aircraft, and industrial machinery. The most common source of 
infrasound is vehicular (National Toxicology Program, 2001). 


Infrasound at a frequency of 20 Hz (the upper limit of infrasound) is not detectable at levels 
lower than than 79 dB (Leventhall et al., 2003). Infrasound at 145 dB at 20 Hz and at 165 dB 
at 2 Hz can stimulate the auditory system and cause severe pain (Leventhall, 2006).These 
noise levels are substantially higher than any noise generated by wind turbines. The U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has approved the use of infrasound for therapeutic 
massage at 70 dB in the 8 to 14 Hz range (National Toxicology Program, 2001). In light of the 
FDA approval for this type of therapeutic use of infrasound, it is reasonable to conclude that 
exposure to infrasound in the 70 dB range is safe. According to a report of the National 
Research Council (NRC), low frequency sound is a concern for older wind turbines but not 
the modern type (National Research Council, 2007). 
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SECTION 4 


Results  


This section discusses the results of the anaylsis presented in Section 3. Potential effects from 
infrasound, low frequency sound, and the fluctuating aerodynamic “swish” from turbine 
blades are examined. Proposed hypotheses between wind turbine sound and physiological 
effects in the form of vibroacoustic disease, “wind turbine syndrome,” and visceral 
vibratory vestibular disturbance are discussed. 


4.1 Infrasound, Low-Frequency Sound, and Annoyance 
Sound levels from wind turbines pose no risk of hearing loss or any other nonauditory 
effect. In fact, a recent review concluded that “Occupational noise-induced hearing damage 
does not occur below levels of 85 dBA.” (Ising and Kruppa, 2004) The levels of sound 
associated with wind turbine operations are considerably lower than industry levels 
associated with noise induced hearing loss. 


However, some people attribute certain health problems to wind turbine exposure. To make 
sense of these assertions, one must consider not only the sound but the complex factors that 
may lead to the perception of “annoyance.” Most health complaints regarding wind 
turbines have centered on sound as the cause. There are two types of sounds from wind 
turbines: mechanical sound, which originates from the gearbox and control mechanisms, 
and the more dominant aerodynamical sound, which is present at all frequencies from the 
infrasound range over low frequency sound to the normal audible range.  


Infrasound from natural sources (for example, ocean waves and wind) surrounds us and is 
below the audible threshold. The infrasound emitted from wind turbines is at a level of 50 to 
70 dB, sometimes higher, but well below the audible threshold. There is a consensus among 
acoustic experts that the infrasound from wind turbines is of no consequence to health. One 
particular problem with many of these assertions about infrasound is that is that the term is 
often misused when the concerning sound is actually low frequency sound, not infrasound. 


Under many conditions, low frequency sound below about 40 Hz cannot be distinguished 
from environmental background sound from the wind itself. Perceptible (meaning above 
both the background sound and the hearing threshold), low frequency sound can be 
produced by wind turbines under conditions of unusually turbulent wind conditions, but 
the actual sound level depends on the distance of the listener from the turbine, as the sound 
attenuates (falls off) with distance. The higher the frequency, the greater the sound 
attenuates with distance—Appendix D provides more information on the propagation of 
sound. The low frequency sound emitted by spinning wind turbines could possibly be 
annoying to some when winds are unusually turbulent, but there is no evidence that this 
level of sound could be harmful to health. If so, city dwelling would be impossible due to 
the similar levels of ambient sound levels normally present in urban environments. 
Nevertheless, a small number of people find city sound levels stressful. 
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It is not usually the low frequency nonfluctuating sound component, however, that 
provokes complaints about wind turbine sound. The fluctuating aerodynamic sound (swish) 
in the 500 to 1,000 Hz range occurs from the wind turbine blades disturbing the air, 
modulated as the blades rotate which changes the sound dispersion characteristics in an 
audible manner. This fluctuating aerodynamic sound is the cause of most sound complaints 
regarding wind turbines, as it is harder to become accustomed to fluctuating sound than to 
sound that does not fluctuate. However, this fluctuation does not always occur and a UK 
study showed that it had been a problem in only four out of 130 UK wind farms, and had 
been resolved in three of those (Moorhouse et al., 2007). 


4.1.1 Infrasound and Low-Frequency Sound 
Infrasound occurs at frequencies less than 20 Hz. At low and inaudible levels, infrasound 
has been suggested as a cause of “wind turbine syndrome” and vibroacoustic disease 
(VAD)—refer to Section 4.2.1 for more information on VAD. For infrasound to be heard, 
high sound levels are necessary (see Section 3, Table 3-2). There is little risk of short term 
acute exposure to high levels of infrasound. In experiments related to the Apollo space 
program, subjects were exposed to between 120 and 140 dB without known harmful effects. 
High level infrasound is less harmful than the same high levels of sound in the normal 
audible frequency range. 


High levels of low frequency sound can excite body vibrations (Leventhall, 2003). Early 
attention to low frequency sound was directed to the U.S. space program, studies from 
which suggested that 24-hour exposures to 120 to 130 dB are tolerable below 20 Hz, the 
upper limit of infrasound. Modern wind turbines produce sound that is assessed as 
infrasound at typical levels of 50 to 70 dB, below the hearing threshold at those frequencies 
(Jakobsen, 2004). Jakobsen concluded that infrasound from wind turbines does not present a 
health concern. Fluctuations of wind turbine sound, most notably the swish-swish sounds, 
are in the frequency range of 500 to 1,000 Hz, which is neither low frequency sound nor 
infrasound. The predominant sound from wind turbines, however, is often mischaracterized 
as infrasound and low frequency sound. Levels of infrasound near modern-scale wind 
farms are in general not perceptible to people. In the human body, the beat of the heart is at 
1 to 2 Hz. Higher-frequency heart sounds measured externally to the body are in the low 
frequency range (27 to 35 dB at 20 to 40 Hz), although the strongest frequency is that of the 
heartbeat (Sakai, Feigen, and Luisada, 1971). Lung sounds, measured externally to the body 
are in the range of 5 to 35 dB at 150 to 600 Hz (Fiz et al., 2008). Schust (2004) has given a 
comprehensive review of the effects of high level low frequency sound, up to 100 Hz. 


4.1.2 Annoyance 
Annoyance is a broad topic on which volumes have been written. Annoyance can be caused 
by constant amplitude and amplitude modulated sounds containing rumble (Bradley, 1994).  


As the level of sound rises, an increasing number of those who hear it may become 
distressed, until eventually nearly everybody is affected, although to different degrees. This 
is a clear and easily understood process. However, what is not so clearly understood is that 
when the level of the sound reduces, so that very few people are troubled by it, there remain 
a small number who may be adversely affected. This occurs at all frequencies, although 
there seems to be more subjective variability at the lower frequencies. The effect of low 
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frequency sound on annoyance has recently been reviewed (Leventhall, 2004). The standard 
deviation of the hearing threshold is approximately 6 dB at low frequencies (Kurakata and 
Mizunami, 2008), so that about 2.5 percent of the population will have 12 dB more sensitive 
hearing than the average person. However, hearing sensitivity alone does not appear to be 
the deciding factor with respect to annoyance. For example, the same type of sound may 
elicit different reactions among people: one person might say “Yes, I can hear the sound, but 
it does not bother me,” while another may say, “The sound is impossible, it is ruining my 
life.” There is no evidence of harmful effects from the low levels of sound from wind 
turbines, as experienced by people in their homes. Studies have shown that peoples’ 
attitudes toward wind turbines may affect the level of annoyance that they report (Pedersen 
et al., 2009). 


Some authors emphasize the psychological effects of sounds (Kalveram, 2000; Kalveram et 
al., 1999). In an evaluation of 25 people exposed to five different wind turbine sounds at 
40 dB, ratings of “annoyance” were different among different types of wind turbine noise 
(Persson Waye and Öhrström, 2002). 


None of the psycho-acoustic parameters could explain the difference in annoyance 
responses. Another study of more than 2,000 people suggested that personality traits play 
a role in the perception of annoyance to environmental issues such as sound (Persson et al., 
2007). Annoyance originates from acoustical signals that are not compatible with, or that 
disturb, psychological functions, in particular, disturbance of current activities. Kalveram et 
al. (1999) suggest that the main function of noise annoyance is as a warning that fitness may 
be affected but that it causes little or no physiological effect. Protracted annoyance, however, 
may undermine coping and progress to stress related effects. It appears that this is the main 
mechanism for effects on the health of a small number of people from prolonged exposure 
to low levels of noise. 


The main health effect of noise stress is disturbed sleep, which may lead to other 
consequences. Work with low frequencies has shown that an audible low frequency sound 
does not normally become objectionable until it is 10 to 15 dB above hearing threshold 
(Inukai et al., 2000; Yamada, 1980). An exception is when a listener has developed hostility 
to the noise source, so that annoyance commences at a lower level.  


There is no evidence that sound at the levels from wind turbines as heard in residences will 
cause direct physiological effects. A small number of sensitive people, however, may be 
stressed by the sound and suffer sleep disturbances. 


4.1.3 Other Aspects of Annoyance 
Some people have concluded that they have health problems caused directly by wind 
turbines. In order to make sense of these complaints, we must consider not only the sound, 
but the complex factors culminating in annoyance.  


There is a large body of medical literature on stress and psychoacoustics. Three factors that 
may be pertinent to a short discussion of wind turbine annoyance effects are the nocebo 
effect, sensory integration dysfunction and somatoform disorders. 
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4.1.4 Nocebo Effect 
The nocebo effect is an adverse outcome, a worsening of mental or physical health, based on 
fear or belief in adverse effects. This is the opposite of the well known placebo effect, where 
belief in positive effects of an intervention may produce positive results (Spiegel, 1997). 
Several factors appear to be associated with the nocebo phenomenon: expectations of 
adverse effects; conditioning from prior experiences; certain psychological characteristics 
such as anxiety, depression and the tendency to somatize (express psychological factors as 
physical symptoms; see below), and situational and contextual factors. A large range of 
reactions include hypervagotonia, manifested by idioventricular heart rhythm (a slow heart 
rate of 20 to 50 beats per minute resulting from an intrinsic pacemaker within the ventricles 
which takes over when normal sinoatrial node regulation is lost), drowsiness, nausea, 
fatigue, insomnia, headache, weakness, dizziness, gastrointestinal (GI) complaints and 
difficulty concentrating (Sadock and Sadock, 2005, p.2425). This array of symptoms is 
similar to the so-called “wind turbine syndrome” coined by Pierpont (2009, pre-publication 
draft). Yet these are all common symptoms in the general population and no evidence has 
been presented that such symptoms are more common in persons living near wind turbines. 
Nevertheless, the large volume of media coverage devoted to alleged adverse health effects 
of wind turbines understandably creates an anticipatory fear in some that they will 
experience adverse effects from wind turbines. Every person is suggestible to some degree. 
The resulting stress, fear, and hypervigilance may exacerbate or even create problems which 
would not otherwise exist. In this way, anti-wind farm activists may be creating with their 
publicity some of the problems that they describe. 


4.1.5 Somatoform Disorders 
There are seven somatoform disorders in the Fourth Edition of Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV-TR) (American Psychiatric Association, 2000). 
Somatoform disorders are physical symptoms which reflect psychological states rather than 
arising from physical causes. One common somatoform disorder, Conversion Disorder, is 
the unconscious expression of stress and anxiety as one or more physical symptoms 
(Escobar and Canino, 1989). Common conversion symptoms are sensations of tingling or 
discomfort, fatigue, poorly localized abdominal pain, headaches, back or neck pain, 
weakness, loss of balance, hearing and visual abnormalities. The symptoms are not feigned 
and must be present for at least six months according to DSM-IV-TR and two years 
according to the International Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related Health 
Problems, 10th Revision (ICD-10) (WHO, 1993). ICD-10 specifies the symptoms as belonging 
to four groups: (1) Gastrointestinal (abdominal pain, nausea, bloating/gas/, bad taste in 
mouth/excessive tongue coating, vomiting/regurgitation, frequent/loose bowel 
movements); (2) Cardiovascular (breathlessness without exertion, chest pains); 
(3) Genitourinary (frequency or dysuria, unpleasant genital sensations, vaginal discharge), 
and (4) Skin and Pain (blotchiness or discoloration of the skin, pain in the limbs, extremities 
or joints, paresthesias). ICD-10 specifies that at least six symptoms must be present in two or 
more groups. 


One feature of somatoform disorders is somatosensory amplification, a process in which a 
person learns to feel body sensations more acutely and may misinterpret the significance of 
those sensations by equating them with illness (Barsky, 1979). Sensory integration dysfunction 
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describes abnormal sensitivity to any or all sensory stimuli (sound, touch, light, smell, and 
taste). There is controversy among researchers and clinicians as to whether sensory 
integration problems exist as an independent entity or as components of a pervasive 
developmental disorder (Sadock and Sadock, 2005, p. 3135), but their presence can lead to 
overestimation of the likelihood of being ill (Sadock and Sadock, 2005, p. 1803). Sensory 
integration dysfunction as such is not listed in the DSM-IV-TR or in the ICD-10.  


Day-to-day stressors and adverse life events provide multiple stimuli to which people 
respond, and that response is often somatic due to catecholamines and activation of the 
autonomic nervous system. This stress response can become conditioned as memory. There 
is some evidence that poor coping mechanisms (anger impulsivity, hostility, isolation, lack 
of confiding in others) are linked to physiological reactivity, which is associated with 
somatic sensation and amplification (Sadock and Sadock, 2005, p. 1806).  


In summary, the similarities of common human stress responses and conversion symptoms 
to those described as “wind turbine syndrome” are striking. An annoyance factor to wind 
turbine sounds undoubtedly exists, to which there is a great deal of individual variability. 
Stress has multiple causes and is additive. Associated stress from annoyance, exacerbated 
by the rhetoric, fears, and negative publicity generated by the wind turbine controversy, 
may contribute to the reported symptoms described by some people living near rural wind 
turbines. 


4.2 Infrasound, Low-frequency Sound and Disease  
Some reports have suggested a link between low frequency sound from wind turbines and 
certain adverse health effects. A careful review of these reports, however, leads a critical 
reviewer to question the validity of the claims for a number of reasons, most notably (1) the 
level of sound exposure associated with the putative health effects, (2) the lack of diagnostic 
specificity associated with the health effects reported, and (3) the lack of a control group in 
the analysis. 


4.2.1 Vibroacoustic Disease  
Vibroacoustic disease (VAD) in the context of exposure of aircraft engine technicians to 
sound was defined by Portuguese researchers as a whole-body, multi-system entity, caused 
by chronic exposure to large pressure amplitude and low frequency (LPALF) sound (Alves-
Pereira and Castelo Branco, 2007a; Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco, 2007b; Alves-Pereira 
and Castelo Branco, 2007c; Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco, 2007d). VAD, the primary 
feature of which is thickening of cardiovascular structures, such as cardiac muscle and 
blood vessels, was first noted among airplane technicians, military pilots, and disc jockeys 
(Maschke, 2004; Castelo Branco, 1999). Workers had been exposed to high levels for more 
than 10 years. There are no epidemiological studies that have evaluated risk of VAD from 
exposure to infrasound. The likelihood of such a risk, however, is remote in light of the 
much lower vibration levels in the body itself. Studies of workers with substantially higher 
exposure levels have not indicated a risk of VAD. VAD has been described as leading from 
initial respiratory infections, through pericardial thickening to severe and life-threatening 
illness such as stroke, myocardial infarction, and risk of malignancy (Alves-Pereira and 
Castelo Branco, 2007a). 
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4.2.2 High-Frequency Exposure 
All of the exposures of subjects for whom the VAD concept was developed, were dominated 
by higher frequency sounds, a critical point since the frequency range claimed for VAD-
inducing sound is much wider than the frequency range of exposures experienced by the 
aircraft technicians who were diagnosed with VAD (Castelo Branco, 1999). Originally, 
proponents of the VAD concept had proposed a “greater than 90 dB” criterion for VAD. 
However, now some claim that VAD will result from exposure to almost any level of 
infrasound and low frequency sound at any frequency below 500 Hz. This assertion is an 
extraordinary extrapolation given that the concept of VAD developed from observations 
that a technician, working around military aircraft on the ground, with engines operating, 
displayed disorientation (Castelo Branco, 1999). Sound levels near aircraft were very high. 
In an evaluation of typical engine spectra of carrier based combat aircraft operating on the 
ground, the spectra peaked at frequencies above 100 Hz with sound levels from 120 to 
135 dB close to the aircraft (Smith, 2002). The levels drop considerably, however, into the 
low frequency region. 


There is an enormous decibel difference between the sound exposure of aircraft technicians 
and the sound exposure of people who live near wind turbines. Animal experiments 
indicated that exposure levels necessary to cause VAD were 13 weeks of continuous 
exposure to approximately 100 dB of low frequency sound (Mendes et al., 2007). The 
exposure levels were at least 50 to 60 dB higher than wind turbine levels in the same 
frequency region (Hayes, 2006a).  


4.2.3 Residential Exposure: A Case Series 
Extrapolation of results from sound levels greater than 90 dB and at predominantly higher 
frequencies (greater than 100 Hz) to a risk of VAD from inaudible wind turbine sound levels 
of 40 to 50 dB in the infrasound region, is a new hypothesis. One investigator, for example, 
has claimed that wind turbines in residential areas produce acoustical environments that 
can lead to the development of VAD in nearby home-dwellers (Alves-Pereira and Castelo 
Branco, 2007a). 


This claim is based on comparison of only two infrasound exposures. The first is for a family 
which has experienced a range of health problems and which also complained of 
disturbances from low frequency sound. The second is for a family which lived near four 
wind turbines, about which they have become anxious (Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco, 
2007a; Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco, 2007b). 


The first family (Family F), was exposed to low levels of infrasound consisting of about 50 
dB at 8 Hz and 10 Hz from a grain terminal about 3 kilometers (km) away and additional 
sources of low frequency sound, including a nearer railway line and road. The second 
family (Family R) lives in a rural area and was described as exposed to infrasound levels of 
about 55 dB to 60 dB at 8 Hz to 16 Hz. These exposures are well below the hearing threshold 
and not uncommon in urban areas. Neither the frequency nor volume of the sound 
exposures experienced by Families F or R are unusual. Exposure to infrasound (< 20 Hz) did 
not exceed 50 dB. 
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4.2.3.1 Family F—Exposure to Low Levels of Infrasound 
Family F has a long history of poor health and a 10-year-old boy was diagnosed with VAD 
due to exposure to infrasound from the grain terminal (Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco, 
2007a; Castelo Branco et al., 2004). However, the infrasound levels are well below hearing 
threshold and are typical of urban infrasound, which occurs widely and to which many 
people are exposed. 


According to the authors, the main effect of VAD was demonstrated by the 10-year-old boy 
in the family, as pericardial thickening.3 However, the boy has a history of poor health of 
unknown etiology (Castelo Branco et al., 2004). Castelo Branco (1999) has defined 
pericardial thickening as an indicator of VAD and assumes that the presence of pericardial 
thickening in the boy from Family F must be an effect of VAD, caused by exposure to the 
low-level, low frequency sound from the grain terminal. This assumption excludes other 
possible causes of pericardial thickening, including viral infection, tuberculosis, irradiation, 
hemodialysis, neoplasia with pericardial infiltration, bacterial, fungal, or parasitic infections, 
inflammation after myocardial infarction, asbestosis, and autoimmune diseases. The authors 
did not exclude these other possible causes of pericardial thickening. 


4.2.3.2 Family R—Proximity to Turbines and Anxiety  
Family R, living close to the wind turbines, has low frequency sound exposure similar to 
that of Family F. The family does not have symptoms of VAD, but it was claimed that 
“Family R. will also develop VAD should they choose to remain in their home.” (Alves-
Pereira and Castelo Branco, 2007b). In light of the absence of literature of cohort and case 
control studies, this bold statement seems to be unsubstantiated by available scientific 
literature. 


4.2.4 Critique 
It appears that Families F and R were self-selected complainants. Conclusions derived by 
Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco (2007b) have been based only on the poor health and the 
sound exposure of Family F, using this single exposure as a measure of potential harmful 
effects for others. There has been no attempt at an epidemiological study.  


Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco claim that exposure at home is more significant than 
exposure at work because of the longer periods of exposure (Alves-Pereira and Castelo 
Branco, 2007e). Because an approximate 50 dB difference occurs between the exposure from 
wind turbines and the exposure that induced VAD (Hayes, 2006a), it will take 105 years 
(100,000 years) for the wind turbine dose to equal that of one year of the higher level sound.  


Among published scientific literature, this description of the two families is known as a case 
series, which are of virtually no value in understanding potential causal associations 
between exposure to a potential hazard (i.e., low frequency sound) and a potential health 
effect (i.e., vibroacoustic disease). Case reports have value but primarily in generating 
hypotheses to test in other studies such as large groups of people or in case control studies. 
The latter type of study can systematically evaluate people with pericardial thickening who 
live near wind turbines in comparison to people with pericardial thickening who do not live 
                                                      
3 Pericardial thickening is unusual thickening of the protective sac (pericardium) which surrounds the heart. For example, see    


http://www.emedicine.com/radio/topic191.htm. 
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near wind turbines. Case reports need to be confirmed in larger studies, most notably cohort 
studies and case-control studies, before definitive cause and effect assertions can be drawn. 
The reports of the two families do not provide persuasive scientific evidence of a link 
between wind turbine sound and pericardial thickening.  


Wind turbines produce low levels of infrasound and low frequency sound, yet there is no 
credible scientific evidence that these levels are harmful. If the human body is affected by 
low, sub-threshold sound levels, a unique and not yet discovered receptor mechanism of 
extraordinary sensitivity to sound is necessary—a mechanism which can distinguish 
between the normal, relatively high-level “sound” inherent in the human body4 and 
excitation by external, low-level sound. Essential epidemiological studies of the potential 
effects of exposure at low sound levels at low frequencies have not been conducted. Until 
the fuzziness is clarified, and a receptor mechanism revealed, no reliance can be placed on 
the case reports that the low levels of infrasound and low frequency sound are a cause of 
vibroacoustic disease.5  


The attribution of dangerous properties to low levels of infrasound continues unproven, as 
it has been for the past 40 years. No foundation has been demonstrated for the new 
hypothesis that exposure to sub-threshold, low levels of infrasound will lead to 
vibroacoustic disease. Indeed, human evolution has occurred in the presence of natural 
infrasound. 


4.3 Wind Turbine Syndrome 
“Wind turbine syndrome” as promoted by Pierpont (2009, pre-publication draft) appears to 
be based on the following two hypotheses: 


1. Low levels of airborne infrasound from wind turbines, at 1 to 2 Hz, directly affect the 
vestibular system.  


2. Low levels of airborne infrasound from wind turbines at 4 to 8 Hz enter the lungs via the 
mouth and then vibrate the diaphragm, which transmits vibration to the viscera, or internal 
organs of the body.  


The combined effect of these infrasound frequencies sends confusing information to the 
position and motion detectors of the body, which in turn leads to a range of disturbing 
symptoms. 


4.3.1 Evaluation of Infrasound on the Vestibular System  
Consider the first hypothesis. The support for this hypothesis is a report apparently 
misunderstood to mean that the vestibular system is more sensitive than the cochlea to low 
levels of both sound and vibration (Todd et al., 2008a). The Todd report is concerned with 
vibration input to the mastoid area of the skull, and the corresponding detection of these 
vibrations by the cochlea and vestibular system. The lowest frequency used was 100 Hz, 
                                                      
4 Body sounds are often used for diagnosis. For example see Gross, V., A. Dittmar, T. Penzel, F., Schüttler, and P. von 


Wichert.. (2000): "The Relationship between Normal Lung Sounds, Age, and Gender. " American Journal of Respiratory and 
Critical Care Medicine. Volume 162, Number 3: 905 - 909. 


5 This statement should not be interpreted as a criticism of the work of the VAD Group with aircraft technicians at high noise 
levels.  
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considerably higher than the upper limit of the infrasound frequency (20 Hz). The report 
does not address air-conducted sound or infrasound, which according to Pierpont excites 
the vestibular system by airborne sound and by skull vibration. This source does not 
support Pierpont’s hypothesis and does not demonstrate the points that she is trying to 
make. 


There is no credible scientific evidence that low levels of wind turbine sound at 1 to 2 Hz 
will directly affect the vestibular system. In fact, it is likely that the sound will be lost in the 
natural infrasonic background sound of the body. The second hypothesis is equally 
unsupported with appropriate scientific investigations. The body is a noisy system at low 
frequencies. In addition to the beating heart at a frequency of 1 to 2 Hz, the body emits 
sounds from blood circulation, bowels, stomach, muscle contraction, and other internal 
sources. Body sounds can be detected externally to the body by the stethoscope. 


4.3.2 Evaluation of Infrasound on Internal organs  
It is well known that one source of sound may mask the effect of another similar source. If 
an external sound is detected within the body in the presence of internally generated 
sounds, the external sound must produce a greater effect in the body than the internal 
sounds. The skin is very reflective at higher frequencies, although the reflectivity reduces at 
lower frequencies (Katz, 2000). Investigations at very low frequencies show a reduction of 
about 30 dB from external to internal sound in the body of a sheep (Peters et al., 1993). These 
results suggest an attenuation (reduction) of low frequency sound by the body before the 
low frequency sound reaches the internal organs.  


Low-level sounds from outside the body do not cause a high enough excitation within the 
body to exceed the internal body sounds. Pierpont refers to papers from Takahashi and 
colleagues on vibration excitation of the head by high levels of external sound (over 100 dB). 
However, these papers state that response of the head at frequencies below 20 Hz was not 
measurable due to the masking effect of internal body vibration (Takahashi et al., 2005; 
Takahashi et al., 1999). When measuring chest resonant vibration caused by external sounds, 
the internal vibration masks resonance for external sounds below 80 dB excitation level 
(Leventhall, 2006). Thus, the second hypothesis also fails. 


To recruit subjects for her study, Pierpont sent out a general call for anybody believing their 
health had been adversely affected by wind turbines. She asked respondents to contact her 
for a telephone interview. The case series results for ten families (37 subjects) are presented 
in Pierpont (2009, pre-publication draft). Symptoms included sleep disturbance, headache, 
tinnitus, ear pressure, vertigo, nausea, visual blurring, tachycardia, irritability, 
concentration, memory, panic attacks, internal pulsation, and quivering. This type of study 
is known as a case series. A case series is of limited, if any, value in evaluating causal 
connections between an environmental exposure (in this case, sound) and a designated 
health effect (so called “wind turbine syndrome”). This particular case series is substantially 
limited by selection bias, in which people who already think that they have been affected by 
wind turbines “self select“ to participate in the case series. This approach introduces a 
significant bias in the results, especially in the absence of a control group who do not live in 
proximity of a wind turbine. The results of this case series are at best hypothesis-generating 
activities that do not provide support for a causal link between wind turbine sound and so-
called “wind turbine syndrome.” 
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However, these so called “wind turbine syndrome“ symptoms are not new and have been 
published previously in the context of “annoyance” to environmental sounds (Nagai et al., 
1989; Møller and Lydolf, 2002; Mirowska and Mroz, 2000). The following symptoms are 
based on the experience of noise sufferers extending over a number of years: distraction, 
dizziness, eye strain, fatigue, feeling vibration, headache, insomnia, muscle spasm, nausea, 
nose bleeds, palpitations, pressure in the ears or head, skin burns, stress, and tension 
(Leventhall, 2002). 


The symptoms are common in cases of extreme and persistent annoyance, leading to stress 
responses in the affected individual and may also result from severe tinnitus, when there is 
no external sound. The symptoms are exhibited by a small proportion of sensitive persons 
and may be alleviated by a course of psychotherapy, aimed at desensitization from the 
sound (Leventhall et al., 2008). The similarity between the symptoms of noise annoyance 
and those of “wind turbine syndrome” indicates that this “diagnosis“ is not a 
pathophysiological effect, but is an example of the well-known stress effects of exposure to 
noise, as displayed by a small proportion of the population. These effects are familiar to 
environmental noise control officers and other “on the ground” professionals.  


“Wind turbine syndrome,” not a recognized medical diagnosis, is essentially reflective of 
symptoms associated with noise annoyance and is an unnecessary and confusing addition 
to the vocabulary on noise. This syndrome is not a recognized diagnosis in the medical 
community. There are no unique symptoms or combinations of symptoms that would lead 
to a specific pattern of this hypothesized disorder. The collective symptoms in some people 
exposed to wind turbines are more likely associated with annoyance to low sound levels. 


4.4 Visceral Vibratory Vestibular Disturbance  
4.4.1 Hypothesis 
In addition to case reports of symptoms reported by people who live near wind turbines, 
Pierpont has proposed a hypothesis that purports to explain how some of these symptoms 
arise: visceral vibratory vestibular disturbance (VVVD) (Pierpont, 2009, pre-publication 
draft). VVVD has been described as consisting of vibration associated with low frequencies 
that enters the body and causes a myriad of symptoms. Pierpont considers VVVD to be the 
most distinctive feature of a nonspecific set of symptoms that she describes as “wind turbine 
syndrome.” As the name VVVD implies, wind turbine sound in the 4 to 8 Hz spectral region 
is hypothesized to cause vibrations in abdominal viscera (e.g., intestines, liver, and kidneys) 
that in turn send neural signals to the part of the brain that normally receives information 
from the vestibular labyrinth. These signals hypothetically conflict with signals from the 
vestibular labyrinth and other sensory inputs (visual, proprioceptive), leading to unpleasant 
symptoms, including panic. Unpleasant symptoms (especially nausea) can certainly be 
caused by sensory conflict; this is how scientists explain motion sickness. However, this 
hypothesis of VVVD is implausible based on knowledge of sensory systems and the energy 
needed to stimulate them. Whether implausible or not, there are time-tested scientific 
methods available to evaluate the legitimacy of any hypothesis and at this stage, VVVD as 
proposed by Pierpont is an untested hypothesis. A case series of 10 families recruited to 
participate in a study based on certain symptoms would not be considered evidence of 
causality by research or policy institutions such as the International Agency for Research on 
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Cancer (IARC) or EPA. As noted earlier in this report, a case series of self-selected patients 
does not constitute evidence of a causal connection. 


4.4.2 Critique 
Receptors capable of sensing vibration are located predominantly in the skin and joints. A 
clinical neurological examination normally includes assessment of vibration sensitivity. It is 
highly unlikely, however, that airborne sound at comfortable levels could stimulate these 
receptors, because most of airborne sound energy is reflected away from the body. 
Takahashi et al. (2005) used airborne sound to produce chest or abdominal vibration that 
exceeded ambient body levels. This vibration may or may not have been detectable by the 
subjects. Takahashi found that levels of 100 dB sound pressure level were required at 20 to 
50 Hz (even higher levels would have been required at lower and higher frequencies). 
Sounds like this would be considered by most people to be very loud, and are well beyond 
the levels produced by wind turbines at residential distances. Comparison of the responses 
to low frequency airborne sound by normal hearing and profoundly deaf persons has 
shown that deaf subjects can detect sound transmitted through their body only when it is 
well above the normal hearing threshold (Yamada et al., 1983). For example, at 16 Hz, the 
deaf persons’ average threshold was 128 dB sound pressure level, 40 dB higher than that of 
the hearing subjects. It has also been shown that, at higher frequencies, the body surface is 
very reflective of sound (Katz, 2000). Similarly, work on transmission of low frequency 
sound into the bodies of sheep has shown a loss of about 30 dB (Peters et al., 1993) 


The visceral receptors invoked as a mechanism for VVVD have been shown to respond to 
static gravitational position changes, but not to vibration (that is why they are called 
graviceptors). If there were vibration-sensitive receptors in the abdominal viscera, they 
would be constantly barraged by low frequency body sounds such as pulsatile blood flow 
and bowel sounds, while external sounds would be attenuated by both the impedance 
mismatch and dissipation of energy in the overlying tissues. Finally, wind turbine sound at 
realistic distances possesses little, if any, acoustic energy, at 4 to 8 Hz.  


It has been hypothesized that the vestibular labyrinth may be “abnormally stimulated” by 
wind turbine sound (Pierpont, 2009, pre-publication draft). As noted in earlier sections of 
this report, moderately loud airborne sound, at frequencies up to about 500 Hz, can indeed 
stimulate not only the cochlea (the hearing organ) but also the otolith organs. This is not 
abnormal, and there is no evidence in the medical literature that it is in any way unpleasant 
or harmful. In ordinary life, most of us are exposed for hours every day to sounds louder 
than those experienced at realistic distances from wind turbines, with no adverse effects. 
This assertion that the vestibular labyrinth is stimulated at levels below hearing threshold is 
based on a misunderstanding of research that used bone-conducted vibration rather than 
airborne sound. Indeed, those who wear bone conduction hearing aids experience constant 
stimulation of their vestibular systems, in addition to the cochlea, without adverse effects. 


4.5 Interpreting Studies and Reports 
In light of the unproven hypotheses that have been introduced as reflective of adverse 
health effects attributed to wind turbines, it can be instructive to review the type of research 
studies that can be used to determine definitive links between exposure to an environmental 
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hazard (in this case, sound and vibration emissions from wind turbines) and adverse health 
effects (the so-called “wind turbine syndrome”). 


How do we know, for example, that cigarettes cause lung cancer and that excessive noise 
causes hearing loss? Almost always, the first indication that an exposure might be harmful 
comes from the informal observations of doctors who notice a possible correlation between 
an exposure and a disease, then communicate their findings to colleagues in case reports, or 
reports of groups of cases (case series). These initial observations are usually uncontrolled; 
that is, there is no comparison of the people who have both exposure and disease to control 
groups of people who are either non-exposed or disease-free. There is usually no way to be 
sure that the apparent association is statistically significant (as opposed to simple 
coincidence), or that there is a causal relationship between the exposure and the disease in 
question, without control subjects. For these reasons, case reports and case series cannot 
prove that an exposure is really harmful, but can only help to develop hypotheses that can 
then be tested in controlled studies (Levine et al., 1994; Genovese, 2004; McLaughlin, 2003). 


Once suspicion of harm has been raised, controlled studies (case-control or cohort) are 
essential to determine whether or not a causal association is likely, and only after multiple 
independent-controlled studies show consistent results is the association likely to be 
broadly accepted (IARC, 2006). 


Case-control studies compare people with the disease to people without the disease 
(ensuring as far as possible that the two groups are well-matched with respect to all other 
variables that might affect the chance of having the disease, such as age, sex, and other 
exposures known to cause the disease). If the disease group is found to be much more likely 
to have had the exposure in question, and if multiple types of error and bias can be 
excluded (Genovese, 2004), a causal link is likely. Multiple case-control studies were 
necessary before the link between smoking and lung cancer could be proved. 


Cohort studies compare people with the exposure to well-matched control subjects who have 
not had that exposure. If the exposed group proves to be much more likely to have the 
disease, assuming error and bias can be excluded, a causal link is likely. After multiple 
cohort studies, it was clear that excessive noise exposure caused hearing loss (McCunney 
and Meyer, 2007). 


In the case of wind turbine noise and its hypothetical relationships to “wind turbine 
syndrome” and vibroacoustic disease, the weakest type of evidence—case series—is 
available, from only a single investigator. These reports can do no more than suggest 
hypotheses for further research. Nevertheless, if additional and independent investigators 
begin to report adverse health effects in people exposed to wind turbine noise, in excess of 
those found in unexposed groups, and if some consistent syndrome or set of symptoms 
emerges, this advice could change. Thus, at this time, “wind turbine syndrome” and VVVD 
are unproven hypotheses (essentially unproven ideas) that have not been confirmed by 
appropriate research studies, most notably cohort and case control studies. However, the 
weakness of the basic hypotheses makes such studies unlikely to proceed. 
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4.6 Standards for Siting Wind Turbines 
4.6.1 Introduction 
While the use of large industrial-scale wind turbines is well established in Europe, the 
development of comparable wind energy facilities in North America is a more recent 
occurrence. The growth of wind and other renewable energy sources is expected to 
continue. Opponents of wind energy development argue that the height and setback 
regulations established in some jurisdictions are too lenient and that the noise limits which 
are applied to other sources of noise (either industrial or transportation) are not sufficient 
for wind turbines for a variety of reasons. Therefore, they are concerned that the health and 
well-being of some residents who live in the vicinity (or close proximity to) of these facilities 
is threatened. Critics maintain that wind turbine noise may present more than an annoyance 
to nearby residents especially at night when ambient levels may be low. Consequently, there 
are those who advocate for a revision of the existing regulations for noise and setback 
pertaining to the siting of wind installations (Kamperman and James, 2009). Some have 
indicated their belief that setbacks of more than 1 mile may be necessary. While the primary 
purpose of this study was to evaluate the potential for adverse health effects rather than 
develop public policy, the panel does not find that setbacks of 1 mile are warranted. 


4.6.2 Noise Regulations and Ordinances 
In 1974, EPA published a report that examined the levels of environmental noise necessary 
to protect public health and welfare (EPA, 1974). Based on the analysis of available scientific 
data, EPA specified a range of day-night sound levels necessary to protect the public health 
and welfare from the effects of environmental noise, with a reasonable margin of safety. 
Rather than establishing standards or regulations, however, EPA simply identified noise 
levels below which the general public would not be placed at risk from any of the identified 
effects of noise. Each federal agency has developed its own noise criteria for sources for 
which they have jurisdiction (i.e., the Federal Aviation Administration regulates aircraft and 
airport noise, the Federal Highway Administration regulates highway noise, and the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulates interstate pipelines (Bastasch, 2005). State 
and local governments were provided guidance by EPA on how to develop their own noise 
regulations, but the establishment of appropriate limits was left to local authorities to 
determine given each community’s differing values and land use priorities (EPA, 1975). 


4.6.3 Wind Turbine Siting Guidelines 
Establishing appropriate noise limits and setback distances for wind turbines has been a 
concern of many who are interested in wind energy. There are several approaches to 
regulating noise, from any source, including wind turbines. They can generally be classified 
as absolute or relative standards or a combination of absolute and relative standards. 
Absolute standards establish a fixed limit irrespective of existing noise levels. For wind 
turbines, a single absolute limit may be established regardless of wind speed (i.e., 50 dBA) 
or different limits may be established for various wind speeds (i.e., 40 dBA at 5 meters per 
second [m/s] and 45 dBA at 8 m/s). The Ontario Ministry of Environment (2008) wind 
turbine noise guidelines is an example of fixed limits for each integer wind speed between 4 
and 10 meters per second. Relative standards limit the increase over existing levels and may 
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also establish either an absolute floor or ceiling beyond which the relative increase is not 
considered. That is, for example, if a relative increase of 10 dBA with a ceiling of 50 dBA is 
allowed and the existing level is 45 dBA, a level of 55 dBA would not be allowed. Similarly, 
if a floor of 40 dBA was established and the existing level is 25 dBA, 40 dBA rather than 
35 dBA would be allowed. Fixed distance setbacks have also been discussed. Critics of this 
approach suggest that fixed setbacks do not take into account the number or size of the 
turbines nor do they consider other potential sources of noise within the project area. It is 
clear that like many other sources of noise, a uniform regulator approach for wind turbine 
noise has not been established either domestically or internationally. 


A draft report titled Environmental Noise and Health in the UK, published for comment in 2009 
by the Health Protection Agency (HPA) on behalf of an ad hoc expert group, provides 
insightful comments on the World Health Organization’s noise guidelines (WHO, 1999). The 
HPA draft report can be viewed at the following address:  


http://www.hpa.org.uk/web/HPAwebFile/HPAweb_C/1246433634856 


The HPA report states the following: 


It is important to bear in mind that the WHO guideline values, like other WHO guidelines, are 
offered to policymakers as a contribution to policy development. They are not intended as standards in 
a formal sense but as a possible basis for the development of standards. By way of overall summary, 
the 1998 NPL report noted [a British report titled Health-Based Noise Assessment Methods—
A Review and Feasibility Study (Porter et al., 1998) as quoted in HPA 2009]: 


The WHO guidelines represent a consensus view of international expert opinion on 
the lowest noise levels below which the occurrence rates of particular effects can be 
assumed to be negligible. Exceedances of the WHO guideline values do not 
necessarily imply significant noise impact and indeed, it may be that significant 
impacts do not occur until much higher degrees of noise exposure are reached. The 
guidelines form a starting point for policy development. However, it will clearly be 
important to consider the costs and benefits of reducing noise levels and, as in other 
areas, this should inform the setting of objectives. 
 (From: HPA, 2009, p. 77) 


The HPA report further states the following: 


Surveys have shown that about half of the UK population lives in areas where 
daytime sound levels exceed those recommended in the WHO Community Noise 
Guidelines. About two-thirds of the population live in areas where the night-time 
guidelines recommended by WHO are exceeded. (p. 81) 


That sleep can be affected by noise is common knowledge. Defining a dose-response 
curve that describes the relationship between exposure to noise and sleep disturbance 
has, however, proved surprisingly difficult. Laboratory studies and field studies have 
generated different results. In part this is due to habituation to noise which, in the 
field, is common in many people. (p. 82) 


Our examination of the evidence relating to the effects of environmental noise on 
health has demonstrated that this is a rapidly developing area. Any single report will, 
therefore, need to be revised within a few years. We conclude and recommend that an 
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independent expert committee to address these issues on a long-term basis be 
established. (p. 82) 


The statements cited above from the HPA and WHO documents address general 
environmental noise concerns rather than concerns focused solely on wind turbine noise.  
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SECTION 5 


Conclusions 


Many countries have turned to wind energy as a key strategy to generate power in an 
environmentally clean manner. Wind energy enjoys considerable public support, but it has 
its detractors, who have publicized their concerns that the sounds emitted from wind 
turbines cause adverse health consequences.  


The objective of the panel was to develop an authoritative reference document for the use of 
legislators, regulators, and citizens simply wanting to make sense of the conflicting 
information about wind turbine sound. To this end, the panel undertook extensive review, 
analysis, and discussion of the peer-reviewed literature on wind turbine sound and possible 
health effects. The varied professional backgrounds of panel members (audiology, acoustics, 
otolaryngology, occupational and environmental medicine, and public health) were highly 
advantageous in creating a diversity of informed perspectives. Participants were able to 
examine issues surrounding health effects and discuss plausible biological effects with 
considerable combined expertise.  


Following review, analysis, and discussion, the panel reached agreement on three key 
points:  


• There is nothing unique about the sounds and vibrations emitted by wind turbines.  


• The body of accumulated knowledge about sound and health is substantial.  


• The body of accumulated knowledge provides no evidence that the audible or 
subaudible sounds emitted by wind turbines have any direct adverse physiological 
effects.  


The panel appreciated the complexities involved in the varied human reactions to sound, 
particularly sounds that modulate in intensity or frequency. Most complaints about wind 
turbine sound relate to the aerodynamic sound component (the swish sound) produced by 
the turbine blades. The sound levels are similar to the ambient noise levels in urban 
environments. A small minority of those exposed report annoyance and stress associated 
with noise perception.  


This report summarizes a number of physical and psychological variables that may 
influence adverse reactions. In particular, the panel considered “wind turbine syndrome” 
and vibroacoustic disease, which have been claimed as causes of adverse health effects. The 
evidence indicates that “wind turbine syndrome” is based on misinterpretation of 
physiologic data and that the features of the so-called syndrome are merely a subset of 
annoyance reactions. The evidence for vibroacoustic disease (tissue inflammation and 
fibrosis associated with sound exposure) is extremely dubious at levels of sound associated 
with wind turbines. 


The panel also considered the quality of epidemiologic evidence required to prove harm. In 
epidemiology, initial case reports and uncontrolled observations of disease associations 
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need to be confirmed through controlled studies with case-control or cohort methodology 
before they can be accepted as reflective of casual connections between wind turbine sound 
and health effects. In the area of wind turbine health effects, no case-control or cohort 
studies have been conducted as of this date. Accordingly, allegations of adverse health 
effects from wind turbines are as yet unproven. Panel members agree that the number and 
uncontrolled nature of existing case reports of adverse health effects alleged to be associated 
with wind turbines are insufficient to advocate for funding further studies.  


In conclusion: 


1. Sound from wind turbines does not pose a risk of hearing loss or any other adverse 
health effect in humans. 


2. Subaudible, low frequency sound and infrasound from wind turbines do not present a 
risk to human health. 


3. Some people may be annoyed at the presence of sound from wind turbines. Annoyance 
is not a pathological entity. 


4. A major cause of concern about wind turbine sound is its fluctuating nature. Some may 
find this sound annoying, a reaction that depends primarily on personal characteristics 
as opposed to the intensity of the sound level. 
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APPENDIX A 


Fundamentals of Sound 


The following appendix provides additional background information on sound and how it 
is defined. 


One atmospheric pressure is given by 100,000 pascals (Pa), where one pascal is one Newton 
per square meter (N/m2), and a sound pressure of 94 dB re 20μPa is given by 1 Pa (See later 
for decibels). The frequency of the fluctuations may be between 20 times a second (20 Hz), 
and up to 20,000 times a second (20,000 Hz) for the “audible” noise. Frequencies below 
20 Hz are commonly called “infrasound,” although there is a very fuzzy boundary between 
infrasound and low frequency noise. Infrasound at high levels is audible. Low frequency 
noise might be from about 10 Hz to about 200 Hz.  


In addition to frequency, the quantities which define a sound wave include: 


• Pressure, P 


• Wavelength, λ 


• Velocity, c = 340m/s approx, depending on temperature 


The velocity and wavelength are related by: velocity = wavelength x frequency,  


Relating frequency and wavelength by velocity gives  


Freq Hz 16 31.5 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 


Wavelength 
m 


21 11 5.4 2.7 1.4 0.68 0.34 0.17 0.085 


          


Low frequencies have long wavelengths. It is useful to develop an appreciation of 
frequencies and related wavelengths, since this helps an understanding of noise 
propagation and control. 


Sound pressure in a wave is force per unit of area of the wave and has units of N/m2, which 
is abbreviated to Pa. The sound pressure fluctuates above and below atmospheric pressure 
by a very small amount.  


The sound power is a characteristic of the source, and is its rate of production of energy, 
expressed in watts. The sound power is the fundamental property of the source, whilst the 
sound pressure at a measurement location depends on the transmission path from source to 
receiver. Most sound sources, including wind turbines, are specified in terms of their sound 
power. The sound power of a wind turbine is typically in the 100-105 dBA range, which is 
similar to that of a leaf blower. The sound power is used to predict propagation of the 
sound, where the source is assumed to be at the hub. 
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Sound Levels 
The decibel is the logarithm of the ratio between two values of a quantity such as power, 
pressure or intensity, with a multiplying constant to give convenient numerical factors. 
Logarithms are useful for compressing a wide range of quantities into a smaller range. For 
example: 


  log1010 = 1  
  log10100 = 2 
  log101000 = 3  


The ratio of 1000:10 is compressed into a ratio of 3:1. 


This approach is advantageous for handling sound levels, where the ratio of the highest to 
the lowest sound which we are likely to encounter is as high as 1,000,000 to 1. A useful 
development, many years ago, was to take the ratios with respect to the quietest sound 
which we can hear. This is the threshold of hearing at 1,000 Hz, which is 20 microPascals 
(μPa) (2x10-5Pa) of pressure for the average young healthy person. Sound powers in decibels 
are taken with respect to a reference level of 10-12 watts. 


When the word “level” is added to the word for a physical quantity, decibel levels are 
implied, denoted by LX, where X is the symbol for the quantity.  


Pressure level    ⎥
⎦


⎤
⎢
⎣


⎡
=


0
10log20


P
PLp  dB  


where P is the measured pressure and P0 is the reference pressure level of 2x10-5 Pa 


A little calculation allows us to express the sound pressure level at a distance from a source 
of known sound power level as 


 Sound pressure level, LP = Lw –20log[r] –11 dB  


Where   Lp is the sound pressure level 
   Lw is the sound power level of the source 
   r is the distance from the source 


This is the basic equation for spherical sound propagation. It is used in prediction of wind 
turbine sound but, in a real calculation, has many additions to it, to take into account the 
atmospheric, ground and topographic conditions. However, as a simple calculation, the 
sound level at a distance of 500m from a source of sound power 100 dBA is 35 dBA. 


Equivalent level (Leq): This is a steady level over a period of time, which has the same 
energy as that of the fluctuating level actually occurring during that time. A-weighted 
equivalent level, designated LAeq, is used for many legislative purposes, including for 
assessment of wind turbine sound.  


Percentiles (LN)L These are a statistical measure of the fluctuations in overall noise level, 
that is, in the envelope of the noise, which is usually sampled a number of times per second, 
typically ten times. The most used percentiles are L90 and L10. The L90 is the level exceeded 
for 90 percent of the time and represents a low level in the noise. It is often used to assess 
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background noise. The L10 is the level exceeded for 10 percent of the time and is a measure 
of the higher levels in a noise. Modern computing sound level meters give a range of 
percentiles. Note that the percentile is a statistical measure over a specified time interval.  


Frequency Analysis 
This gives more detail of the frequency components of a noise. Frequency analysis normally 
uses one of three approaches: octave band, one-third octave band or narrow band. 


Narrow band analysis is most useful for complex tonal noises. It could be used, for example, 
to determine a fan tone frequency, to find the frequencies of vibration transmission from 
machinery or to detect system resonances. All analyses require an averaging over time, so 
that the detail of fluctuations in the noise is normally lost. 


Criteria for assessment of noise are based on dBA, octave bands, or 1/3-octave band 
measurements. These measures clearly give increasingly detailed information about the 
noise. 
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APPENDIX B 


The Human Ear 


Humans have ears with three general regions:  


1. An outer ear, including an ear (auditory) canal 


2. An air-containing middle ear that includes an eardrum and small bones called ossicles 
(three in mammals, one in other animals) 


3. An inner ear that includes organs of hearing (in mammals, this is the organ of Corti in the 
cochlea) and balance (vestibular labyrinth) 


Airborne sound passes thorough the ear canal, making the eardrum and ossicles vibrate, 
and this vibration then sets the fluids of the cochlea into motion. Specialized “hair cells” 
convert this fluid movement into nerve impulses that travel to the brain along the auditory 
nerve. The hair cells, nerve cells, and other cells in the cochlea can be damaged by excessive 
noise, trauma, toxins, ear diseases, and as part of the aging process. Damage to the cochlea 
causes “sensorineural hearing loss,” the most common type of hearing loss in the United 
States. 


It is essential to understand the role of the middle ear, as well as the difference between air 
conduction and bone conduction. The middle ear performs the essential task of converting 
airborne sound into inner ear fluid movement, a process known as impedance matching (air 
is a low-impedance medium, meaning that its molecules move easily in response to sound 
pressure, while water is a high-impedance medium). Without impedance matching, over 
99.9 percent of airborne sound energy is reflected away from the body. The middle ear 
enables animals living in air to hear very soft sounds that would otherwise be inaudible, but 
it is unnecessary for animals that live in water, because sound traveling in water passes 
easily into the body (which is mostly water). When a child has an ear infection, or an adult 
places earplugs in his ears, a “conductive hearing loss” dramatically reduces the 
transmission of airborne sound into the inner ear. People with conductive hearing loss can 
still hear sounds presented directly to the skull by “bone conduction.” This is how both 
humans and fishes hear underwater or when a vibrating tuning fork is applied to the head, 
but it requires much more acoustic energy than air conduction hearing. 
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APPENDIX C 


Measuring Sound 


A sound level meter is the standard way of measuring sound. Environmental sound is 
normally assessed by the A-weighting. Although hand-held instruments appear to be easy 
to use, lack of understanding of their operation and limitations, and the meaning of the 
varied measurements which they can give, may result in misleading readings.  


The weighting network and electrical filters are an important part of the sound level meter, 
as they give an indication of the frequency components of the sound. The filters are as 
follows: 


• A-weighting:  on all meters  


• C-weighting:   on most meters 


• Linear (Z-weighting):  on many meters 


• Octave filters:   on some meters 


• Third octave filters:  on some meters 


• Narrow band:   on a few meters 


Sound level meter weighting networks are shown in Figure C-1. Originally, the A-weighting 
was intended for low levels of noise. C-weighting was intended for higher levels of noise. 
The weighting networks were based on human hearing contours at low and high levels and 
it was hoped that their use would mimic the response of the ear. This concept, which did 
not work out in practice, has now been abandoned and A- and C-weighting are used at all 
levels. Linear weighting is used to detect low frequencies. A specialist G-weighting is used 
for infrasound below 20 Hz.  


Figure C-1 shows that the A-weighting depresses the levels of the low frequencies, as the ear 
is less sensitive to these. There is general consensus that A-weighting is appropriate for 
estimation of the hazard of NIHL. With respect to other effects, such as annoyance, A-
weighting is acceptable if there is largely middle and high frequency noise present, but if the 
noise is unusually high at low frequencies, or contains prominent low frequency tones, the 
A-weighting may not give a valid measure. Compared with other noise sources, wind 
turbine spectra, as heard indoors at typical separation distances, have less low frequency 
content than most other sources (Pedersen, 2008). 
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FIGURE C-1 
Weighting Networks 
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APPENDIX D 


Propagation of Sound 


The propagation of noise from wind turbines is determined by a number of factors, 
including: 


• Geometrical spreading, given by K = 20log[r] –11 dB, at a distance r 


• Molecular absorption. This is conversion of acoustic energy to heat and is frequency 
dependent 


• Turbulent scattering from local variations in wind velocity and air temperature and is 
moderately frequency dependent 


• Ground effects—reflection, topography and absorption are frequency dependent; their 
effects increasing as the frequency increases  


• Near surface effects—temperature and wind gradients. 


The sound pressure at a point, distant from source, is given by  


LP = LW - K—D - AA - AG   (dB)     


In which: 


LP is the sound pressure at the receiving point 


LW is the sound power of the turbine in decibels re 10-12 watts 


K is the geometrical spreading term, which is inherent in all sources 


D is a directivity index, which takes non-uniform spreading into account 


AA is an atmospheric absorption and other near surface effects term 


AG is a ground absorption and other surface effects term 


Near surface meteorological effects are complex, as wind and temperature gradients affect 
propagation through the air.  
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APPENDIX E 


Expert Panel Members 


Members of the expert panel are listed below. Biographies of each member are provided 
following the list. 


Expert Panel Members 
W. David Colby, M.D. 
Chatham-Kent Medical Officer of Health (Acting) 
Associate Professor, Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry, University of Western 
Ontario 


Robert Dobie, M.D. 
Clinical Professor, University of Texas, San Antonio 
Clinical Professor, University of California, Davis 


Geoff Leventhall, Ph.D. 
Consultant in Noise Vibration and Acoustics, UK 


David M. Lipscomb, Ph.D. 
President, Correct Service, Inc.  


Robert J. McCunney, M.D. 
Research Scientist, Massachusetts Institute of Technology Department of Biological 
Engineering,  
Staff Physician, Massachusetts General Hospital Pulmonary Division; Harvard Medical 
School 


Michael T. Seilo, Ph.D. 
Professor of Audiology, Western Washington University 


Bo Søndergaard, M.Sc. (Physics) 
Senior Consultant, Danish Electronics Light and Acoustics (DELTA) 


Technical Advisor 
Mark Bastasch 
Acoustical Engineer, CH2M HILL 


 


 


 







APPENDIX E EXPERT PANEL PARTICIPANTS 


E-2  


Panel Member Biographies 
W. David Colby, M.D. 
W. David Colby M.Sc., M.D., FRCPC, is a fellow of the Royal College of Physicians and 
Surgeons of Canada in Medical Microbiology. Dr Colby is the Acting Medical Officer of 
Health in Chatham-Kent, Ontario and Associate Professor of Medicine, 
Microbiology/Immunology and Physiology/Pharmacology at the Schulich School of 
Medicine and Dentistry at the University of Western Ontario. He received his M.D. from the 
University of Toronto and completed his residency at University Hospital, London, Ontario. 
While still a resident he was given a faculty appointment and later was appointed Chief of 
Microbiology and Consultant in Infectious Diseases at University Hospital. Dr Colby 
lectures extensively on antimicrobial chemotherapy, resistance and fungal infections in 
addition to a busy clinical practice in Travel Medicine and is a Coroner for the province of 
Ontario. He has received numerous awards for his teaching. Dr. Colby has a number of 
articles in peer-reviewed journals and is the author of the textbook Optimizing Antimicrobial 
Therapy: A Pharmacometric Approach. He is a Past President of the Canadian Association of 
Medical Microbiologists. On the basis of his expertise in Public Health, Dr Colby was asked 
by his municipality to assess the health impacts of wind turbines. The report, titled The 
Health Impact of Wind Turbines: A Review of the Current White,Grey, and Published Literature is 
widely cited internationally.  


Robert Dobie, M.D. 
Robert Dobie, M.D., is clinical professor of otolaryngology at both the University of Texas 
Health Science Center at San Antonio and the University of California-Davis. He is also a 
partner in Dobie Associates, a consulting practice specializing in hearing and balance, 
hearing conservation, and ear disorders. The author of over 175 publications, his research 
interests include age-related and noise-induced hearing loss, as well as tinnitus and other 
inner ear disorders. He is past president of the Association for Research in Otolaryngology, 
past chair of the Hearing and Equilibrium Committee of the American Academy of 
Otolaryngology-Head and Neck Surgery, and has served on the boards and councils of 
many other professional organizations and scholarly journals.  


Geoff Leventhall, Ph.D. 
Geoff is a UK-based noise and vibration consultant who works internationally. His 
academic and professional qualifications include Ph.D. in Acoustics, Fellow of the UK 
Institute of Physics, Honorary Fellow of the UK institute of Acoustics (of which he is a 
former President), Distinguished International Member of the USA Institute of Noise 
Control Engineering, Member of the Acoustical Society of America. 


He was formerly an academic, during which time he supervised 30 research students to 
completion of their doctoral studies in acoustics. Much of his academic and consultancy 
work has been on problems of infrasound and low frequency noise and control of low 
frequency noise by active attenuation 


He has been a member of a number of National and International committees on noise and 
acoustics and was recently a member of two committees producing reports on effects of 
noise on health: the UK Health Protection Agency Committee on the Health Effects of 
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Ultrasound and Infrasound and the UK Department of Health Committee on the Effects of 
Environmental Noise on Health. 


David M. Lipscomb, Ph.D. 
Dr. David M. Lipscomb received a Ph. D. in Hearing Science from the University of 
Washington (Seattle) in 1966. Dr. Lipscomb taught at the University of Tennessee for more 
than two decades in the Department of Audiology and Speech Pathology. While he was on 
the faculty, Dr. Lipscomb developed and directed the department's Noise Research 
Laboratory. During his tenure at Tennessee and after he moved to the Pacific Northwest in 
1988, Dr. Lipscomb has served as a consultant to many entities including communities, 
governmental agencies, industries, and legal organizations. 


Dr. Lipscomb has qualified in courts of law as an expert in Audiology since 1966. Currently, 
he investigates incidents to determine whether an acoustical warning signal provided 
warning to individuals in harms way, and, if so, at how many seconds before an incident. 
With his background in clinical and research audiology, he undertakes the evaluation of 
hearing impairment claims for industrial settings and product liability. 


Dr. Lipscomb was a bioacoustical consultant to the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Noise Abatement and Control (ONAC) at the time the agency was responding to 
Congressional mandates contained in the Noise Control Act of 1972. He was one of the 
original authors of the Criteria Document produced by ONAC, and he served as a reviewer 
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Summary of Review 
This report was prepared by the Chief Medical Officer of Health (CMOH) of Ontario in response to 
public health concerns about wind turbines, particularly related to noise. 


Assisted by a technical working group comprised of members from the Ontario Agency for Health 
Protection and Promotion (OAHPP), the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) and 
several Medical Officers of Health in Ontario with the support of the Council of Ontario Medical 
Officers of Health (COMOH), this report presents a synopsis of existing scientific evidence on the 
potential health impact of noise generated by wind turbines. 


The review concludes that while some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such 
as dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence available to date does 
not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind turbine noise and adverse health effects. 
The sound level from wind turbines at common residential setbacks is not sufficient to cause 
hearing impairment or other direct health effects, although some people may find it annoying.  
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1 Introduction
In response to public health concerns about wind turbines, the CMOH conducted a review of existing 
scientific evidence on the potential health impact of wind turbines in collaboration and consultation 
with a technical working group composed of members from the OAHPP, MOHLTC and COMOH.


A literature search was conducted to identify papers and reports (from 1970 to date) on wind turbines 
and health from scientific bibliographic databases, grey literature, and from a structured Internet 
search.  Databases searched include MEDLINE, PubMed, Environmental Engineering Abstracts, 
Environment Complete, INSPEC, Scholars Portal and Scopus. Information was also gathered through 
discussions with relevant government agencies, including the Ministry of the Environment and the 
Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure and with input provided by individuals and other organizations 
such as Wind Concerns Ontario.


In general, published papers in peer-reviewed scientific journals, and reviews by recognized health 
authorities such as the World Health Organization (WHO) carry more weight in the assessment of 
health risks than case studies and anecdotal reports.


The review and consultation with the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health focused on the 
following questions:
• What scientific evidence is available on the potential health impacts of wind turbines? 
• What is the relationship between wind turbine noise and health?
• What is the relationship between low frequency sound, infrasound and health?
• How is exposure to wind turbine noise assessed? 
• Are Ontario wind turbine setbacks protective from potential wind turbine health and 


safety hazards?
• What consultation process with the community is required before wind farms are constructed?
• Are there data gaps or research needs?


The following summarizes the findings of the review and consultation.
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Wind Turbines and Health


2.1 Overview
A list of the materials reviewed is found in Appendix 1. It includes research studies, review articles, 
reports, presentations, and websites. 


Technical terms used in this report are defined in a Glossary (Page 11).


The main research data available to date on wind turbines and health include:


• Four cross-sectional studies, published in scientific journals, which investigated the relationships 
between exposure to wind turbine noise and annoyance in large samples of people (351 to 1,948) 
living in Europe near wind turbines (see section 2.2). 


• Published case studies of ten families with a total of 38 affected people living near wind turbines 
in several countries (Canada, UK, Ireland, Italy and USA) (Pierpont 2009). However, these cases 
are not found in scientific journals. A range of symptoms including dizziness, headaches, and 
sleep disturbance, were reported by these people. The researcher (Pierpont) suggested that the 
symptoms were related to wind turbine noise, particularly low frequency sounds and infrasound, 
but did not investigate the relationships between noise and symptoms. It should be noted that 
no conclusions on the health impact of wind turbines can be drawn from Pierpont’s work due to 
methodological limitations including small sample size, lack of exposure data, lack of controls and 
selection bias.


• Research on the potential health and safety hazards of wind turbine shadow flicker, 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs), ice throw and ice shed, and structural hazards (see section 2.3). 


A synthesis of the research available on the potential health impacts of exposure to noise and physical 
hazards from wind turbines on nearby residents is found in sections 2.2 and 2.3, including research on 
low frequency sound and infrasound. This is followed by information on wind turbine regulation in 
Ontario (section 3.0), and our conclusions (section 4.0).


2.2. Sound and Noise 
Sound is characterized by its sound pressure level (loudness) and frequency (pitch), which are measured 
in standard units known as decibel (dB) and Hertz (Hz), respectively. The normal human ear perceives 
sounds at frequencies ranging from 20Hz to 20,000 Hz. Frequencies below 200 Hz are commonly referred 
to as “low frequency sound” and those below 20Hz as “infrasound,” but the boundary between them 
is not rigid. There is variation between people in their ability to perceive sound. Although generally 
considered inaudible, infrasound at high-enough sound pressure levels can be audible to some people. 
Noise is defined as an unwanted sound (Rogers et al. 2006, Leventhall 2003).


Wind turbines generate sound through mechanical and aerodynamic routes. The sound level depends 
on various factors including design and wind speed. Current generation upwind model turbines are 
quieter than older downwind models. The dominant sound source from modern wind turbines is 
aerodynamic, produced by the rotation of the turbine blades through air. The aerodynamic noise is 
present at all frequencies, from infrasound to low frequency to the normal audible range, producing 
the characteristic “swishing” sound (Leventhall 2006, Colby et al. 2009). 


2
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Environmental sound pressure levels are most commonly measured using an A-weighted scale. This scale 
gives less weight to very low and very high frequency components that is similar to the way the human 
ear perceives sound. Sound levels around wind turbines are usually predicted by modelling, rather than 
assessed by actual measurements. 


The impact of sound on health is directly related to its pressure level. High sound pressure levels (>75dB) 
could result in hearing impairment depending on the duration of exposure and sensitivity of the individual. 
Current requirements for wind turbine setbacks in Ontario are intended to limit noise at the nearest 
residence to 40 dB (see section 3). This is a sound level comparable to indoor background sound. This 
noise limit is consistent with the night-time noise guideline of 40 dB that the World Health Organization 
(WHO) Europe recommends for the protection of public health from community noise. According to the 
WHO, this guideline is below the level at which effects on sleep and health occurs. However, it is above the 
level at which complaints may occur (WHO 2009). 


Available scientific data indicate that sound levels associated with wind turbines at common residential 
setbacks are not sufficient to damage hearing or to cause other direct adverse health effects, but some 
people may still find the sound annoying.


Studies in Sweden and the Netherlands (Pedersen et al. 2009, Pedersen and Waye 2008, Pedersen and 
Waye 2007, Pedersen and Waye 2004) have found direct relationships between modelled sound pressure 
level and self-reported perception of sound and annoyance. The association between sound pressure level 
and sound perception was stronger than that with annoyance. The sound was annoying only to a small 
percentage of the exposed people; approximately 4 to 10 per cent were very annoyed at sound levels 
between 35 and 45dBA. Annoyance was strongly correlated with individual perceptions of wind turbines.  
Negative attitudes, such as an aversion to the visual impact of wind turbines on the landscape, were 
associated with increased annoyance, while positive attitudes, such as direct economic benefit from wind 
turbines, were associated with decreased annoyance. Wind turbine noise was perceived as more annoying 
than transportation or industrial noise at comparable levels, possibly due to its swishing quality, changes 
throughout a 24 hour period, and lack of night-time abatement.


2.2.1  Low Frequency Sound, Infrasound and Vibration 
Concerns have been raised about human exposure to “low frequency sound” and “infrasound” 
(see section 2.2 for definitions) from wind turbines. There is no scientific evidence, however, to 
indicate that low frequency sound generated from wind turbines causes adverse health effects.


Low frequency sound and infrasound are everywhere in the environment. They are emitted from natural 
sources (e.g., wind, rivers) and from artificial sources including road traffic, aircraft, and ventilation 
systems. The most common source of infrasound is vehicles. Under many conditions, low frequency sound 
below 40Hz from wind turbines cannot be distinguished from environmental background noise from the 
wind itself (Leventhall 2006, Colby et al 2009). 


Low frequency sound from environmental sources can produce annoyance in sensitive people, and 
infrasound at high sound pressure levels, above the threshold for human hearing, can cause severe ear 
pain. There is no evidence of adverse health effects from infrasound below the sound pressure level of 
90dB (Leventhall 2003 and 2006). 


Studies conducted to assess wind turbine noise indicate that infrasound and low frequency sounds from 
modern wind turbines are well below the level where known health effects occur, typically at 50 to 70dB. 
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A small increase in sound level at low frequency can result in a large increase in perceived loudness. This 
may be difficult to ignore, even at relatively low sound pressures, increasing the potential for annoyance 
(Jakobsen 2005, Leventhall 2006).


A Portuguese research group (Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco 2007) has proposed that excessive long-
term exposure to vibration from high levels of low frequency sound and infrasound can cause whole 
body system pathology (vibro-acoustic disease). This finding has not been recognized by the international 
medical and scientific community. This research group also hypothesized that a family living near wind 
turbines will develop vibro-acoustic disease from exposure to low frequency sound, but has not provided 
evidence to support this (Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco 2007). 


2.2.2  Sound Exposure Assessment
Little information is available on actual measurements of sound levels generated from wind turbines and 
other environmental sources. Since there is no widely accepted protocol for the measurement of noise 
from wind turbines, current regulatory requirements are based on modelling (see section 3.0). 


2.3 Other Potential Health Hazards of Wind Turbines 
The potential health impacts of electromagnetic fields (EMFs), shadow flicker, ice throw and ice shed, 
and structural hazards of wind turbines have been reviewed in two reports (Chatham-Kent Public Health 
Unit 2008; Rideout et al 2010). The following summarizes the findings from these reviews.


• EMFs


Wind turbines are not considered a significant source of EMF exposure since emissions levels around 
wind farms are low.


• Shadow Flicker 


Shadow flicker occurs when the blades of a turbine rotate in sunny conditions, casting moving shadows 
on the ground that result in alternating changes in light intensity appearing to flick on and off. About 
3 per cent of people with epilepsy are photosensitive, generally to flicker frequencies between 5-30Hz. 
Most industrial turbines rotate at a speed below these flicker frequencies. 


• Ice Throw and Ice Shed


Depending on weather conditions, ice may form on wind turbines and may be thrown or break loose 
and fall to the ground. Ice throw launched far from the turbine may pose a significant hazard. Ice that 
sheds from stationary components presents a potential risk to service personnel near the wind farm. 
Sizable ice fragments have been reported to be found within 100 metres of the wind turbine. Turbines 
can be stopped during icy conditions to minimize the risk.


• Structural hazards


The maximum reported throw distance in documented turbine blade failure is 150 metres for an entire 
blade, and 500 metres for a blade fragment. Risks of turbine blade failure reported in a Dutch handbook 
range from one in 2,400 to one in 20,000 turbines per year (Braam et al 2005). Injuries and fatalities 
associated with wind turbines have been reported, mostly during construction and maintenance 
related activities.
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Wind Turbine Regulation in Ontario
The Ministry of the Environment regulates wind turbines in Ontario. A new regulation for renewable 
energy projects came into effect on September 24, 2009. The requirements include minimum setbacks 
and community consultations. 


3.1 Setbacks
Provincial setbacks were established to protect Ontarians from potential health and safety hazards of 
wind turbines including noise and structural hazards.


The minimum setback for a wind turbine is 550 metres from a receptor. The setbacks rise with the 
number of turbines and the sound level rating of the selected turbines. For example, a wind project 
with five turbines, each with a sound power level of 107dB, must have its turbines setback at a minimum 
950 metres from the nearest receptor.


These setbacks are based on modelling of sound produced by wind turbines and are intended to limit 
sound at the nearest residence to no more than 40 dB. This limit is consistent with limits used to control 
noise from other environmental sources. It is also consistent with the night-time noise guideline of 40 dB 
that the World Health Organization (WHO) Europe recommends for the protection of public health from 
community noise. According to the WHO, this guideline is below the level at which effects on sleep and 
health occurs. However, it is above the level at which complaints may occur (WHO 2009). 


Ontario used the most conservative sound modelling available nationally and internationally, 
which is supported by experiences in the province and in other jurisdictions (MOE 2009). As yet, 
a measurement protocol to verify compliance with the modelled limits in the field has not been 
developed. The Ministry of the Environment has recently hired independent consultants to develop a 
procedure for measuring audible sound from wind turbines and also to review low frequency sound 
impacts from wind turbines, and to develop recommendations regarding low frequency sound. 


Ontario setback distances for wind turbine noise control also take into account potential risk of injury 
from ice throw and structural failure of wind turbines. The risk of injury is minimized with setbacks of 
200 to 500 metres. 


3.2 Community Consultation
The Ministry of the Environment requires applicants for wind turbine projects to provide written 
notice to all assessed land owners within 120 metres of the project location at a preliminary stage 
of the project planning. Applicants must also post a notice on at least two separate days in a local 
newspaper. As well, applicants are required to notify local municipalities and any Aboriginal community 
that may have a constitutionally protected right or interest that could be impacted by the project.


Before submitting an application to the Ministry of the Environment, the applicant is also required 
to hold a minimum of two community consultation meetings to discuss the project and its potential 
local impact. To ensure informed consultation, any required studies must be made available for public 
review 60 days prior to the date of the final community meeting. Following these meetings the applicant 
is required to submit as part of their application a Consultation Report that describes the comments 
received and how these comments were considered in the proposal.


3
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The applicant must also consult directly with local municipalities prior to applying for a Renewable Energy 
Approval on specific matters related to municipal lands, infrastructure, and services. The Ministry of the 
Environment has developed a template, which the applicant is required to use to document project-specific 
matters raised by the municipality. This must be submitted to the ministry as part of the application. The 
focus of this consultation is to ensure important local service and infrastructure concerns are considered 
in the project.


For small wind projects (under 50 kW) the public meeting requirements above are not applicable due to 
their limited potential impacts.
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Conclusions
The following are the main conclusions of the review and consultation on the health impacts of 
wind turbines: 


• While some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as dizziness, headaches, and 
sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence available to date does not demonstrate a direct causal 
link between wind turbine noise and adverse health effects.


• The sound level from wind turbines at common residential setbacks is not sufficient to cause 
hearing impairment or other direct adverse health effects. However, some people might find it 
annoying. It has been suggested that annoyance may be a reaction to the characteristic “swishing” 
or fluctuating nature of wind turbine sound rather than to the intensity of sound.


• Low frequency sound and infrasound from current generation upwind model turbines are well 
below the pressure sound levels at which known health effects occur. Further, there is no scientific 
evidence to date that vibration from low frequency wind turbine noise causes adverse health effects. 


• Community engagement at the outset of planning for wind turbines is important and may alleviate 
health concerns about wind farms. 


• Concerns about fairness and equity may also influence attitudes towards wind farms and allegations 
about effects on health. These factors deserve greater attention in future developments. 


The review also identified that sound measurements at residential areas around wind turbines and 
comparisons with sound levels around other rural and urban areas, to assess actual ambient noise 
levels prevalent in Ontario, is a key data gap that could be addressed. An assessment of noise levels 
around wind power developments and other residential environments, including monitoring for 
sound level compliance, is an important prerequisite to making an informed decision on whether 
epidemiological studies looking at health outcomes will be useful. 


4
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Glossary
A-weighted decibels (dBA)


The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using an A-weighted filter. 
The A-weighted filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequencies of the sound in a manner 
similar to the frequency response of the human ear. 


Decibel (dB) 


Unit of measurement of the loudness (intensity) of sound. Loudness of normal adult human voice is about 
60-70 dB at three feet. The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale and it increases/decreases by a factor of 10 from 
one scale increment to the next adjacent one.


Downwind model turbines


Downwind model turbines have the blades of the rotor located behind the supporting tower structure, facing 
away from the wind. The supporting tower structure blocks some of the wind that blows towards the blades.


Electromagnetic fields (EMFs)


Electromagnetic fields are a combination of invisible electric and magnetic fields. They occur both naturally 
(light is a natural form of EMF) and as a result of human activity. Nearly all electrical and electronic devices 
emit some type of EMF.


Grey literature


Information produced by all levels of government, academics, business and industry in electronic and print 
formats not controlled by commercial publishing, i.e., where publishing is not the primary activity of the 
producing body. 


Hertz (Hz) 


A unit of measurement of frequency; the number of cycles per second of a periodic waveform. 


Infrasound


Commonly refers to sound at frequencies below 20Hz. Although generally considered inaudible, 
infrasound at high-enough sound pressure levels can be audible to some people.


Low frequency sound


Commonly refers to sound at frequencies between 20 and 200 Hz.


Noise


Noise is an unwanted sound. 


Shadow Flicker


Shadow flicker is a result of the sun casting intermittent shadows from the rotating blades of a wind turbine 
onto a sensitive receptor such as a window in a building. The flicker is due to alternating light intensity 
between the direct beam of sunlight and the shadow from the turbine blades.


Sound


Sound is wave-like variations in air pressure that occur at frequencies that can be audible. It is characterized 
by its loudness (sound pressure level) and pitch (frequency), which are measured in standard units known as 
decibel (dB) and Hertz (Hz), respectively. The normal human ear perceives sounds at frequencies ranging from 
20Hz to 20,000 Hz. 


Upwind model turbines 


Upwind model turbines have the blades of the rotor located in front of the supporting tower structure, similar 
to how a propeller is at the front of an airplane. Upwind turbines are a modern design and are quieter than the 
older downwind models. 


Wind turbine


Wind turbines are large towers with rotating blades that use wind to generate electricity. 
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Introduction 


 


On May 5, 2008, during the regular meeting of the Chatham-Kent Municipal Council, the 


following notice of motion was moved by Councillor Parsons and seconded by 


Councillor Sulman: 


 


“That Council request a report from the Board of Health identifying any health impacts 


and recommended mitigation measures for placement of wind turbines in proximity to 


residences, public facilities that house individuals, and school properties.” 


 


The following report addresses the health and safety issues of wind turbines identified 


within current Canadian, American, European and Australian literature, and 


correspondence with key health officials from Ontario, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward 


Island. The report presents findings and recommendations from impact assessments, 


research studies, and opinions of individuals and organizations for and against wind 


power. New information, research studies, and further impact assessments will continue 


to be generated; despite the utilization of extensive search techniques, documents will 


have inadvertently been missed. This report will enable the Chatham-Kent Board of 


Health to make an evidence-based decision regarding the known health impacts of wind 


turbines from the current literature and will assist the Board of Health with their 


recommendations to Chatham-Kent Council.  


 


Using key words, two North American accredited university electronic library search 


engines provided dissertation papers and published research on wind turbines. An 


internet search revealed numerous white and grey literature. A posting on the 


Association of Local Public Health Agencies (alPHa) list serve resulted in documents 


prepared for two of the thirty-six health units in Ontario that received similar requests for 


health information surrounding wind turbines. Searching continued until saturation was 
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achieved. Wherever possible, peer reviewed journals were utilized as the first 


information source in efforts to reduce potential bias. 


  


Wind Power and Health   


 


Wind power has been identified by the United Nations and the World Health 


Organization as a clean renewable energy source that has no impact on global 


warming, and no known emissions, waste products, or harmful pollutants.1,2  One 


modern wind turbine will save over 4,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide emissions annually.3 


Climate change and global warming are discussed in the news daily and are often cited 


as the leading cause for major droughts, flooding, and disease crises, that affect the 


health of populations the world over. Renewable sources of energy are required to 


ensure the health and safety of future generations. On the opening of the First Session 


of the Thirty-Ninth Parliament of the Province of Ontario, the Honourable David C. 


Onley, Lieutenant Governor of Ontario, ensured all Ontarians that the current 


government was committed to seeing a greener Ontario within its mandate with a goal 


of reducing emissions that contribute to climate change 6% by 2014 and 50% by 2050.4  


 


The Chatham-Kent Official Plan articulates clearly the position of wind farms within the 


Municipality. Section 2.5.1.1 states,  


 


“It shall be the objective of Chatham-Kent to: encourage the development of wind 


energy systems for electricity production, as a source of renewable energy for the 


economic and environmental benefit of Chatham-Kent and the Province of Ontario”.5  


 


However, any new technology brings questions and concerns regarding health and 


safety implications that must be assessed, and the impact of such, publicly 


acknowledged. 
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Human Health Impacts versus Human Safety 


 


The Public Health Agency of Canada (PHAC) defines health impact as an immediate 


effect of a program, policy, or process on health. It further defines health outcome as a 


distant or ultimate effect on health of a program, policy, or process.6 .A health impact 


assessment seeks to determine if a policy or program positively or negatively affects the 


health of a population.  William Lowrence defines human safety as “a judgement of the 


acceptability of risk, and risk, in turn, as a measure of the probability and severity of 


harm to humans” he continues, “a thing is safe if its risks are judged to be acceptable”.7  


Driving a car is an example of an acceptable risk that most individuals experience on a 


daily basis. 


 


The Workplace Safety and Insurance Board of Ontario define a health hazard as 


something that results in an injury, illness, or disease. The agency specifies five types of 


health hazards: chemical agents in the forms of solids, liquids, or gases; physical 


agents that are forms of energy or force; biological agents including microorganisms in 


plant, animal, or human tissue; ergonomic hazards; and stress hazards.8 Health 


outcomes result from exposure over time; safety concerns usually result from a specific 


incident. This review attempts to identify the impact of wind turbines on both human 


health and human safety. Despite extensive searching of the current literature, limited 


information is available on health concerns relating to wind turbines. It is premature to 


assume that the limited research available is 


indicative of the recent influx of wind power to 


North America; for decades, wind turbines have 


existed throughout the world with stringent 


procedures ensuring adherence to established 


safety regulations. Potential health and safety 


issues identified and recommended for scrutiny 


within the impact assessments reviewed include: 
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 Turbine blade and structural failure 


 Icing issues in northern climates 


 Sound emissions and noise concerns 


 Shadow flicker 


 Construction injuries 


 


Aesthetic issues, wildlife concerns, flora and fauna impact, and communication and 


aviation navigation issues are well documented but beyond the scope and purpose of 


this review.  


 


Turbine Blade and Structural Failure 


 


It is estimated that 68,000 wind 


turbines have been installed 


worldwide over the last 25 years. 


Cape Wind, Prince Edward Island, 


opened in 2001 doubling the 


number of wind turbines by 2004 


and now supplies 6% of the 


province’s power.9 Nova Scotia’s 


first wind farm opened in 2005 at 


Pubnico Point.10 To date, there is no recorded evidence of injury to the public caused by 


a wind turbine.11  Modern wind turbines must meet strict international engineering 


standards, and documented injuries to construction crews occurring only when 


construction and operating instructions were not adhered to.12,13 In Ontario, four 


documented turbine failure issues were found within the literature, all due to lightening 


strikes requiring the turbine to be shut down for repairs.14 In 1945, the first commercial 


wind turbine threw an 8-ton blade 225 meters.15 Today, wind turbine safety standards 


meet wind strengths equivalent to hurricane forces.16 The current Canadian Wind 


Energy Association’s minimum setback requirement for wind turbines is one turbine 







8 


 


blade length plus 10 metres.17 The research supports lightning strikes as posing the 


greatest potential for blade or turbine breakage. To date, no injuries or fatalities have 


occurred in North America due to blade or turbine breakage and/or collapse, or with 


fragments and pieces found between 100-200 meters from the turbines.18 The American 


Wind Energy Association identifies the leading causes of blade failure as vandalism, 


improper assembly, or exceeding design limits.19  


 


The current Chatham-Kent minimum wind turbine setback requirement of 600 metres 


from any residential or institutional zone, which would include schools, provides ample 


setback in the unlikely event of a turbine failure. In May 2007, Garrad Hassan Canada 


released an independent report on Recommendations for Risk Assessments of Ice 


Throw and Blade Failure in Ontario. Ontario wind turbines now receive certification 


through Statements of Compliance and a Type Certification including a Statement of 


Compliance for Design Assessment. Turbine failure has decreased dramatically with the 


introduction of International Electrotechnical Commission standards and continue to be 


caused mainly by human interference, lightening strikes, or manufacturing defects.20     


The 74 known European turbine failures since 2000, have thrown whole blades up to 


150 meters and blade pieces up to 500 meters; as indicated previously, no injuries have 


been documented in Ontario because of a wind turbine failure.21 


 


Icing Issues in Northern Climates 
 


Compared to the rest of Canada, Chatham-Kent enjoys a 


relatively mild climate. However, weather history demonstrates 


that from October through to April there are days when the 


average daily temperature can drop below freezing.22 Potential 


injuries resulting from ice build up on wind turbines occurs two 


different ways, ice throw during turbine operation or ice shed 


when the turbine is off or idling. 23,24,25 For human injuries to 


result from wind turbine ice throw, several conditions must exist 
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simultaneously:  


 a sustained weather condition 


conducive to icing,  


 the ice dislodges from the turbine 


or turbine blade,  


 ice pieces are large enough to 


remain intact through the air,  


 the ice travels in a particular 


direction past setback guidelines, and  


 someone is in the path of the ice as it lands.26  


Ontario Hydro monitored its first wind turbine (Huron County Wind Farm) during the first 


six years of operation.  Ice throw occurred thirteen times, with the furthest ice fragment 


found less than 100 m from the turbine.27 Tammelin and Seifert investigated the 


introduction of wind turbines in the Northern Austrian Alps to determine power losses 


resulting from ice build-up on the rotor blades. While not investigating safety impacts, 


they recommend a setback distance of turbine height plus rotor diameter wherever the 


potential of ice throw occurs and the wind turbine is in proximity to buildings, resorts, 


roads, or ship routes.28  


 


Computer modelling was used to estimate the number of potential residential, vehicle, 


and person ice strikes within a typical wind farm environment in Southern Ontario. With 


a setback distance of 300 meters for buildings, 200 for vehicles, and 300 for individuals 


on the ground, the potential number of ice strikes to buildings is 1/500,000 years, 


vehicles 1/260,000 years, and 1/137,500,000 years for individuals on the ground.29 The 


minimum setback regulation in Chatham–Kent is 250 meters from an on-site residential 


dwelling and 600 meters from residential or institutional zones. This distance is within 


the generally accepted safety zones and concurs with safe levels of incident probability. 


 


AMEC Earth & Environmental released an environmental assessment in April 2008. The 


Public Health Department of Prince Edward Island provided the assessment to 
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Chatham-Kent Public Health despite its pending national public availability.30 The 


assessment concurs with data and impact assessments released previously, stipulating 


that while ice throw is a normal operating process and likely to occur, setbacks of 


greater than 400 meters provide ample distance in the event of an icing incident in PEI’s 


climate. The impact of turbine icing is greatest for construction workers when the turbine 


is at rest and not rotating. AMEC approaches the concerns generated from wind turbine 


icing by recommending mandatory icing training of all construction workers, 


maintenance and enforcement of setback by-laws, and signage of the potential for 


icing.31 Illinois Institute Department for Rural Affairs’ Wind Energy Handbook 


recommends placing tourist information kiosks far enough away from the turbine to 


prevent a potential hazard from falling ice and encourages adherence to local set back 


by-laws.32 Impact assessments concur that ice shedding is of greatest impact during 


construction and subsequently to the operators of the wind turbines in the event 


individuals are in the way of falling ice.  


 


Sound and Noise Concerns 


 


Wind turbines produce noise from two 


distinct sources; the sound of rotor 


blades as they rotate (aerodynamic 


effect) in the wind and the motor noise 


from within the turbine unit itself 


(mechanical operations). The sound 


wind turbines emit is described as 


audible or as infrasound, that which is 


inaudible to the human ear. The health impact of the noise created by wind turbines has 


been studied and debated for decades with no definitive evidence supporting harm to 


the human ear. 33,34,35,36.37.38 It is unrealistic to expect any type of machinery to be 


noiseless; the community does not demand this from other administrative, industrial, 


commercial or farming operations. Although noise tolerance is very subjective, care 
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should be taken to ensure a reasonable noise level exists in relation to normally 


occurring sounds within the environment. 


 


The Ontario Ministry of the Environment defines noise simply as “unwanted sound”.39 


Noise is measured in decibels (dB), however, environmental noise is adjusted to include 


the sensitivity of the human ear and is measured in dB(A). The audible sound created 


by a wind turbine, measured at 350 meters, is approximately 35-45 dB(A). In 


comparison, rural night-time background noise is 20-40 dB(A), a jet airplane at 250 


meters is 105 dB(A), and an urban residential environment is 58-62 dB(A). Wind on its 


own, as it interacts with the environment, produces levels up to 35 dB(A).40 The Ministry 


of the Environment has published technical guidelines for the protection of the 


environment; prior to construction, wind turbines must receive a Certificate of Approval 


(Air) that includes sound impacts and their effect on the environment.41  Again, these fall 


well within Chatham-Kent setback limits. 


 


Modern wind turbine construction has drastically decreased the noise complaints that 


resulted from the thumping sound created by a downwind rotor placement.42,43,44,45 The 


Canadian Wind Association and the Ministry of the Environment indicate that current 


turbine technology requires a setback placement of at least 250 meters to meet 


separation distances for noise.47,48  While noise and sound can be annoying, the audible 


noise created by a wind turbine, constructed at the approved setback distance does not 


pose a health impact concern. A wind turbine setback at 750 meters emits noise 


comparable to a kitchen refrigerator. 49,50,51 Greenpeace, in the September 2006 report 


Global Wind Energy Outlook, advise that wind turbine noise is comparatively lower than 


road traffic, trains, construction activities, and industrial noise.52 


 


Howe Gastmeier Chapnik Limited (2007) recommends several best practice guidelines 


with respect to wind turbine sound by, identifying the potential receptors of turbine 


noise, acknowledging the noise generated (wind turbines are not silent), following 
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established setbacks, acknowledging the impact of ambient sound, and dispelling the 


rumours regarding infrasound which have not been supported by research.53 


 


Inaudible noise, also known as infrasound is described as noise generated that humans 


cannot hear.54,55,56 Early wind turbines, those installed in the 1980s, were downwind 


models meaning the wind had to pass by the tower before reaching the blades, 


subsequently creating a low frequency repetitive or constant thumping that created 


concerns and complaints from individuals located in close proximity to early wind  


farms.57   In 2006, Howe Gastmeier Chapnik engineering completed an independent 


study on infrasound associated with Canadian wind farms. 58 This study determined that 


wind farms do generate infrasound however, it is not at a level perceptible to the human 


ear. Studies around the world have also indicated that infrasound generated by wind 


turbines is not known to be harmful to human health. 59,60,61,62,63  


 


Huron County Health Unit completed an assessment of human health impacts from 


wind turbines in 2006. Noise was the only issue identified as requiring complete 


assessment and modeling prior to wind farm development.64  The Kingston, Frontenac, 


Lennox & Addington Health Unit provided a summary of the information presented to 


the local Board of Health, municipal 


government, and community 


stakeholders, concluding that 


current evidence failed to 


demonstrate a health concern 


associated with wind turbines and 


would be taking no further action at 


this time.65 Even noise that falls 


within known safety limits is 


subjective to the recipient and will be received and subsequently perceived positively or 


negatively. However, noise is one of the few health issues surrounding wind turbines 


that can be measured and has guidelines that must be adhered to.  
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Shadow Flicker 


 


Shadow flicker occurs when the sun is located behind a wind turbine casting a shadow 


that appears to flick on and off as the wind turbine blades rotate.66 Modern wind turbines 


rotate at a frequency between 1 and 1.75 hertz. Atlantic Canadian turbines rotation 


frequencies range from .45 to 1.61Hz. Shadow flicker from all causes, has been 


demonstrated to negatively affect about 5% of individuals who suffer from epilepsy 


however, the frequency known to affect individuals with epilepsy is above 2.5 to 3 


hertz.67,68 The frequency of wind turbines is well below the current known documented 


threshold for triggering epilepsy symptoms. 


 


Jones Consulting Group, (2007) in the planning study completed for Essex County 


recommended a limit of 30 hours per calendar year of shadow flicker exposure in any 


one location.69 Pheonix Engineering released a shadow flicker assessment on the 


Enbridge Ontario Wind Farm (Bruce County) housing 110 turbines with 336 residences 


affected by shadow flicker. Only one third of houses were affected by shadow flicker, 


5% experienced more than 10 hours per year with the maximum exposure of 21.5 hours 


per year.70 Government standards do not exist for shadow flicker caused by wind 


turbines however, best practices from the available research, and usage history in 


Europe and the United States, have determined shadow flicker not to be a health 


concern when setbacks are enforced.71,72,73 Chatham-Kent setback limits are consistent 


with current best practice recommendations. 


 


Construction Injuries 


 


A wind farm development is a large 


construction site that must comply with 


Canadian occupational health and safety 


guidelines.74 Few documents were found 


addressing construction hazards or 
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injuries occurring during building and/or maintenance of wind turbines. Strict adherence 


to construction guidelines and occupational health and safety laws will decrease the 


potential impacts to health and safety of construction crews. The few construction 


injuries identified during this search were caused by human error, failure to adhere to 


required safety measures, and lack or misuse of protection equipment.75,76,77 A recent 


settlement awarded against an employer following the death of a worker was 


determined to be caused by the company’s failure to adhere to known safety 


regulations.78 This is consistent with all other construction project guidelines. 
 


Concerns Presented by Those Opposed to Wind Power 


 


In February 2008, Chatham-Kent Municipal Council received a package of documents 


titled Wind Energy and Human Health Research Brief Volume 1, 2, and 3.79,80,81 The 


volumes consist of numerous entries from curriculum vitas to newspaper articles. Nina 


Pierpont, writes several of the articles. The literature search utilized by Chatham-Kent 


Public Health for the Chatham-Kent report, revealed no articles or research papers by 


Nina Pierpont published in scientific or peer reviewed journals. Several of the studies 


Dr. Pierpont has conducted are case studies, meaning they are a documentation of an 


individual’s account of a situation or experience. One cannot discount the information, 


yet it is prudent that generalizations from such limited data are avoided. Several of the 


articles, all of Volume 3, have nothing to do with wind power or the health effects of 


wind farms and the intent of these articles remains unclear. 


 


The main opposition concerns presented in the documentation appear to be noise and 


shadow flicker’s potential impact on epilepsy. The evidence on shadow flicker does not 


support a concern. As noted previously, wind turbines in Canada do not rotate at a 


speed high enough to trigger epileptic seizures.82 Noise remains a subjective issue; 


when setback guidelines are adhered to, the resulting noise impact is minimal. A survey 


conducted on public attitudes toward wind farms concluded that the majority of 
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individuals are supportive of wind power as long as the turbines were not in their 


neighbourhood. 83 


 


Recommendations 


 


The following table lists the discussed health and safety issues and suggested 


mitigation activities. It provides recommendations one would expect from any 


construction project of this magnitude. 


 


Health & Safety Issue Suggested Mitigation Activities 


Structural Failure 


 blade failure 


 turbine failure 


 


Ensure design and construction activities are completed 
by a known, reputable manufacturer and builder 
 
Ensure and enforce adherence to Chatham-Kent 
municipal setbacks – including visitor information centres 
 
Turbine design must be equipped with lightening 
protection systems 
 
Turbine design adheres to navigational regulations 
 
Shut-down occurs during high wind episodes 
 
Quality assurance protocols are within the projects safety 
plan 
 
Fencing at turbine base prevents access and potential 
vandalism 
 


Icing Issues 


 ice drop 


 ice throw 


Ensure and enforce adherence to Chatham-Kent 
municipal setbacks – including visitor information centres 
 
Education of construction crew and maintenance staff 
regarding icing potential, policies and procedures (shut-
down and system reactivation) 
 
Signage/warning flag or other potentially proven system 
available in areas where icing potential exists 
 
Ensure automatic shut-off in times of icing is a design 
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feature of turbine 
 
Obtain a management plan for icing emergency  
 


Noise Concerns 


 Construction noise 


 Blasting, grading, 


materials delivery 


 Operational noise 


Ensure and enforce adherence to Chatham-Kent 
municipal setbacks  
 
Construction occurs during times of least disruption to 
neighbouring lands – day time 
 
Landscape screening is preserved or designed after 
installation of wind turbines to decrease sound impact to 
neighbouring land 
 
Complaint resolution procedures are in place, 
documented, addressed, and resolved 
 
Sound assessment by an acoustical consultant is  
obtained on a need basis 
 


Shadow Flicker 


 Low angle sunlight 


Landscape screening is preserved or designed after 
installation of wind turbine to decrease flicker impact to 
neighbouring land 
 
Window treatments as required for neighbouring lands 
 


Construction 


 Workplace injuries 


 Heavy Equipment 


 Local infrastructure 


to support turbine 


(roads, site) 


 


No public on site during construction phase 
 
Fencing and security access during construction 
 
Minimize impacts on other land uses 
 
Roads not originally designed to handle weight during 
construction assessed prior to construction 
 
Safety plans are posted and accessible during 
construction 
 


 


Conclusion 


 


Wind power has been in use around the world for decades with very little human impact. 


Research occurs when issues create enough interest or concern to compel researchers 
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and scientists into study. Governments fund research but often on a need to know 


basis. Stakeholders from community groups to turbine manufacturers, rely on expert 


opinions both for and against wind power, potentially allowing bias to enter the equation.  


 


This document presents the current available white, grey, and published literature on 


the health effects of wind turbines. Despite copious literature from experts in 


government, manufacturers of wind turbines, and support groups both for and against 


wind power, very little scientific evidence exists on the health effects of wind turbines.  


 


This paper concludes and concurs with the original quote from Chatham-Kent’s Acting 


Medical Officer of Health, Dr. David Colby, 


 


“In summary, as long as the Ministry of Environment Guidelines for 


location criteria of wind farms are followed, it is my opinion that there 


will be negligible adverse health impacts on Chatham-Kent citizens. 


Although opposition to wind farms on aesthetic grounds is a legitimate 


point of view, opposition to wind farms on the basis of potential adverse 


health consequences is not justified by the evidence.” 
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Abstract 
 
With wind energy expanding rapidly in the U.S. and abroad, and with an increasing number of 
communities considering wind power development nearby, there is an urgent need to empirically 
investigate common community concerns about wind project development.  The concern that 
property values will be adversely affected by wind energy facilities is commonly put forth by 
stakeholders.  Although this concern is not unreasonable, given property value impacts that have 
been found near high voltage transmission lines and other electric generation facilities, the 
impacts of wind energy facilities on residential property values had not previously been 
investigated thoroughly.  The present research collected data on almost 7,500 sales of single-
family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states.  
The conclusions of the study are drawn from eight different hedonic pricing models, as well as 
both repeat sales and sales volume models.  The various analyses are strongly consistent in that 
none of the models uncovers conclusive evidence of the existence of any widespread property 
value impacts that might be present in communities surrounding wind energy facilities.  
Specifically, neither the view of the wind facilities nor the distance of the home to those facilities 
is found to have any consistent, measurable, and statistically significant effect on home sales 
prices.  Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that individual homes or small 
numbers of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, it finds that if these impacts do 
exist, they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any widespread, statistically 
observable impact. 
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Executive Summary 
Overview 
Wind power development in the United States has expanded dramatically in recent years.  If that 
growth is to continue it will require an ever-increasing number of wind power projects to be sited, 
permitted, and constructed.  Most permitting processes in the U.S. require some form of 
environmental impact assessment as well as public involvement in the siting process.  Though 
public opinion surveys generally show that acceptance towards wind energy is high, a variety of 
concerns with wind power development are often expressed on the local level during the siting 
and permitting process.  One such concern is the potential impact of wind energy projects on the 
property values of nearby residences.   
 
Concerns about the possible impact of wind power facilities on residential property values can 
take many forms, but can be divided into the following non-mutually exclusive categories:  
 
• Area Stigma:  A concern that the general area surrounding a wind energy facility will appear 


more developed, which may adversely affect home values in the local community regardless 
of whether any individual home has a view of the wind turbines. 


• Scenic Vista Stigma:  A concern that a home may be devalued because of the view of a wind 
energy facility, and the potential impact of that view on an otherwise scenic vista.  


• Nuisance Stigma:  A concern that factors that may occur in close proximity to wind turbines, 
such as sound and shadow flicker, will have a unique adverse influence on home values. 


 
Although concerns about the possible impact of wind energy facilities on the property values of 
nearby homes are reasonably well established, the available literature1 that has sought to quantify 
the impacts of wind projects on residential property values has a number of shortcomings:  
 
1) Many studies have relied on surveys of homeowners or real estate professionals, rather than 


trying to quantify real price impacts based on market data; 
2) Most studies have relied on simple statistical techniques that have limitations and that can be 


dramatically influenced by small numbers of sales transactions or survey respondents;  
3) Most studies have used small datasets that are concentrated in only one wind project study 


area, making it difficult to reliably identify impacts that might apply in a variety of areas; 
4) Many studies have not reported measurements of the statistical significance of their results, 


making it difficult to determine if those results are meaningful; 
5) Many studies have concentrated on an investigation of the existence of Area Stigma, and 


have ignored Scenic Vista and/or Nuisance Stigmas;  
6) Only a few studies included field visits to homes to determine wind turbine visibility and 


collect other important information about the home (e.g., the quality of the scenic vista); and 
7) Only two studies have been published in peer-reviewed academic journals. 
 


                                                 
1 This literature is briefly reviewed in Section 2 of the full report, and includes: Jordal-Jorgensen (1996); Jerabek 
(2001); Grover (2002); Jerabek (2002); Sterzinger et al. (2003); Beck (2004); Haughton et al. (2004); Khatri (2004); 
DeLacy (2005); Poletti (2005); Goldman (2006); Hoen (2006); Firestone et al. (2007); Poletti (2007); Sims and Dent 
(2007); Bond (2008); McCann (2008); Sims et al. (2008); and Kielisch (2009). 
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This report builds on the previous literature that has investigated the potential impact of wind 
projects on residential property values by using a hedonic pricing model and by avoiding many 
of the shortcomings enumerated above.  
The hedonic pricing model is one of the 
most prominent and reliable methods for 
identifying the marginal impacts of 
different housing and community 
characteristics on residential property 
values (see side bar).  This approach dates 
to the seminal work of Rosen (1974) and 
Freeman (1979), and much of the 
available literature that has investigated 
the impacts of potential disamenities on 
property values has relied on this method.2   
 
To seed the hedonic model with 
appropriate market data, this analysis 
collects information on a large quantity of 
residential home sales (i.e., transactions) 
(n = 7,459) from ten communities 
surrounding 24 existing wind power 
facilities spread across multiple parts of 
the U.S. (e.g., nine states).  Homes 
included in this sample are located from 
800 ft to over five miles from the nearest 
wind energy facility, and were sold at any 
point from before wind facility 
announcement to over four years after the 
construction of the nearby wind project.  
Each of the homes that sold was visited to 
determine the degree to which the wind 
facility was likely to have been visible at 
the time of sale and to collect other 
essential data.   
 
To assess the potential impacts of all three 
of the property value stigmas described 
earlier, a base hedonic model is applied as 
well as seven alternative hedonic models 
each designed to investigate the reliability 
of the results and to explore other aspects of the data (see Table ES - 1 below).  In addition, a 
repeat sales model is analyzed, and an investigation of possible impacts on sales volumes is 


                                                 
2 Many of these studies are summarized in the following reviews: Kroll and Priestley (1992); McCann (1999); 
Bateman et al. (2001); Boyle and Kiel (2001); Jackson (2001); Simons and Saginor (2006); and Leonard et al. 
(2008).  For further discussion of the hedonic model and its application to the quantification of environmental 
stigmas see Jackson (2005) and Simons (2006a).  


What Is a Hedonic Pricing Model? 
Hedonic pricing models are frequently used by 
economists and real estate professionals to assess 
the impacts of house and community 
characteristics on property values by 
investigating the sales prices of homes.  A house 
can be thought of as a bundle of characteristics 
(e.g., number of square feet, number of 
bathrooms).  When a price is agreed upon by a 
buyer and seller there is an implicit 
understanding that those characteristics have 
value.  When data from a large number of 
residential transactions are available, the 
individual marginal contribution to the sales 
price of each characteristic for an average home 
can be estimated with a hedonic regression 
model. Such a model can statistically estimate, 
for example, how much an additional bathroom 
adds to the sale price of an average home.  A 
particularly useful application of the hedonic 
model is to value non-market goods – goods that 
do not have transparent and observable market 
prices.  For this reason, the hedonic model is 
often used to derive value estimates of amenities 
such as wetlands or lake views, and disamenities 
such as proximity to and/or views of high-
voltage transmission lines, roads, cell phone 
towers, and landfills.  It should be emphasized 
that the hedonic model is not typically designed 
to appraise properties (i.e., to establish an 
estimate of the market value of a home at a 
specified point in time), as would be done with 
an automated valuation model.  Instead, the 
typical goal of a hedonic model is to estimate the 
marginal contribution of individual house or 
community characteristics to sales prices.
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conducted.  Though some limitations to the analysis approach and available data are 
acknowledged, the resulting product is the most comprehensive and data-rich analysis to date in 
the U.S. or abroad on the impacts of wind projects on nearby property values. 
 
Analysis Findings 
Table ES - 1 describes the ten resulting statistical models that are employed to investigate the 
effects of wind facilities on residential sales prices, and the specific stigmas that those models 
investigate.  Though all models test some combination of the three possible stigmas, they do so 
in different ways.  For instance, the Base Model asks the question, “All else being equal, do 
homes near wind facilities sell for prices different than for homes located farther away?”, while 
the All Sales Model asks, “All else being equal, do homes near wind facilities that sell after the 
construction of the wind facility sell for prices different from similar homes that sold before the 
announcement and construction of the facility?”  Each model is therefore designed to not only 
test for the reliability of the overall results, but also to explore the myriad of potential effects 
from a variety of perspectives.  Table ES-2 summarizes the results from these models. 


Table ES - 1: Description of Statistical Models 


Base Hedonic Model Using only "post-construction" transactions (those that occurred after the wind facility was 
built), this model investigates all three stigmas in a straightforward manner


Alternative Hedonic Models


View Stability
Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates whether the Scenic Vista 
Stigma results from the Base Model are independent of the Nuisance and Area Stigma 
results


Distance Stability
Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates whether the Nuisance 
and Area Stigma results from the Base Model are independent of the Scenic Vista Stigma 
results


Continuous Distance
Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates Area and Nuisance 
Stigmas by applying a continuous distance parameter as opposed to the categorical 
variables for distance used in the previous models


All Sales
Using all transactions, this model investigates whether the results for the three stigmas 
change if transactions that occurred before the announcement and construction of the wind 
facility are included in the sample


Temporal Aspects
Using all transactions, this model further investigates Area and Nuisance Stigmas and how 
they change for homes that sold more than two years pre-announcement through the period 
more than four years post-construction


Orientation Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates the degree to which a 
home’s orientation to the view of wind turbines affects sales prices


Overlap
Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates the degree to which  the 
overlap between the view of a wind facility and a home’s primary scenic vista affects sales 
prices


Repeat Sales Model


Using paired transactions of homes that sold once pre-announcement and again post-
construction, this model investigates the three stigmas, using as a reference transactions of 
homes located outside of five miles of the nearest wind turbine and that have no view of the 
turbines


Sales Volume Model
Using both pre-announcement and post-construction transactions, this model investigates 
whether the rate of home sales (not the price of those sales) is affected by the presence of 
nearby wind facilities


Statistical Model Description


 







 xii 


Table ES-2: Impact of Wind Projects on Property Values: Summary of Key Results 


Area            
Stigma?


Scenic Vista 
Stigma?


Nuisance         
Stigma?


Base Model No No No Section 4


View Stability Not tested No Not tested Section 5.1
Distance Stability No Not tested No Section 5.1
Continuous Distance No No No Section 5.2
All Sales No No Limited Section 5.3
Temporal Aspects No No No Section 5.4
Orientation No No No Section 5.5
Overlap No Limited No Section 5.6


Repeat Sales No Limited No Section 6


Sales Volume No Not tested No Section 7
"No"………………….
"Yes"…………………
"Limited"…………….
"Not tested"………… This model did not test for this stigma


Statistical Model


Is there statistical evidence of:


No statistical evidence of a negative impact
Strong statistical evidence of a negative impact
Limited and inconsistent statistical evidence of a negative impact


Section        
Reference


 
 
Base Model Results 
The Base Model serves as the primary model and allows all three stigmas to be explored.  In sum, 
this model finds no persuasive evidence of any of the three potential stigmas: neither the view of 
the wind facilities nor the distance of the home to those facilities is found to have any consistent, 
measurable, and statistically significant effect on home sales prices.   
 
• Area Stigma:  To investigate Area Stigma, the model tests whether the sales prices of homes 


situated anywhere outside of one mile and inside of five miles of the nearest wind facility are 
measurably different from the sales price of those homes located outside of five miles.  No 
statistically significant differences in sales prices between these homes are found (see Figure 
ES-1).   


• Scenic Vista Stigma:  For Scenic Vista Stigma, the model is first used to investigate whether 
the sales prices of homes with varying scenic vistas - absent the presence of the wind facility 
- are measurably different.  The model results show dramatic and statistically significant 
differences in this instance (see Figure ES-2); not surprisingly, home buyers and sellers 
consider the scenic vista of a home when establishing the appropriate sales price.  
Nonetheless, when the model tests for whether homes with minor, moderate, substantial, or 
extreme views of wind turbines have measurably different sales prices, no statistically 
significant differences are apparent (see Figure ES-3).   


• Nuisance Stigma:  Finally, for Nuisance Stigma, the model is used to test whether the sales 
prices of homes situated inside of one mile of the nearest wind energy facility are measurably 
different from those homes located outside of five miles. Although sample size is somewhat 
limited in this case,3 the model again finds no persuasive statistical evidence that wind 


                                                 
3 125 homes were located inside of one mile of the nearest wind facility and sold post-construction. 
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facilities measurably and broadly impact residential sales prices (see Figure ES-1 and later 
results).   


Figure ES-1: Base Model Results: Area and Nuisance Stigma 
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The reference category consists of transactions for homes situated more than five miles from the nearest 
turbine, and that occured after construction began on the wind facility 


Average Percentage Differences In Sales Prices
As Compared To Reference Category
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No differences are statistically 
significant at the 10% level


 


Figure ES-2: Base Model Results: Scenic Vista 
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Figure ES-3: Base Model Results: Scenic Vista Stigma  
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The reference category consists of transactions for homes without a view of the turbines, 
and that occured after construction began on the wind facility


Average Percentage Differences In Sales Prices
As Compared To Reference Category


Reference
Category


No differences are statistically 
significant at the 10% level


 
 
The seven alternative hedonic models and the additional analysis contained in the Repeat Sales 
and Sales Volume Models (see Table ES-2) provide a fuller picture of the three stigmas and the 
robustness of the Base Model results.   
 
Area Stigma: Other Model Results 
Concentrating first on Area Stigma, the results from all of the models are similar: there is no 
statistical evidence of a widespread Area Stigma among the homes in this sample.  Homes in the 
study areas analyzed here do not appear to be measurably stigmatized by the arrival of a wind 
facility, regardless of when those homes sold in the wind project development process and 
regardless of whether the homes are located one mile or five miles away from the nearest facility.  
 
In the All Sales Model, for example, after adjusting for inflation,4 homes that sold after wind 
facility construction and that had no view of the turbines are found to have transacted for higher 
prices - not lower - than those homes that sold prior to wind facility construction.  Moreover, in 
the Temporal Aspects Model, homes that sold more than two years prior to the announcement of 
the wind facility and that were located more than five miles from where the turbines were 
eventually located are found to have transacted for lower prices - not higher - than homes 
situated closer to the turbines and that sold at any time after the announcement and construction 
of the wind facility (see Figure ES - 4).  Further, in the Repeat Sales Model, homes located near 
the wind facilities that transacted more than once were found to have appreciated between those 
sales by an amount that was no different from that experienced by homes located in an area 


                                                 
4 All sales prices in all models are adjusted for inflation, but because this model (and the Temporal Aspects Model) 
deals with time explicitly, it is mentioned specifically here. 
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many miles away from the wind facilities.  Finally, as shown in Table ES-2, none of the other 
models identified evidence of a broadly negative and statistically significant Area Stigma.   
 
Scenic Vista Stigma: Other Model Results 
With respect to Scenic Vista Stigma, the seven alternative hedonic models and the additional 
analysis contained in the Repeat Sales Model find little consistent evidence of a broadly negative 
and statistically significant impact.  Although there are 730 residential transactions in the sample 
that involve homes that had views of a wind facility at the time of sale, 160 of which had 
relatively significant views (i.e., a rating higher than Minor), none of the various models finds 
strong statistical evidence that the view of a nearby wind facility impacts sales prices in a 
significant and consistent manner. 
 
When concentrating only on the view of the wind facilities from a home (and not testing for Area 
and Nuisance Stigmas simultaneously), for example, the results from the View Stability Model 
are very similar to those derived from the Base Model, with no evidence of a Scenic Vista 
Stigma.  Similarly, the All Sales Model finds that homes that sold after wind facility construction 
and that had a view of the facility transacted for prices that are statistically indistinguishable 
from those homes that sold at any time prior to wind facility construction.  The Orientation 
Model, meanwhile, fails to detect any difference between the sales prices of homes that had 
either a front, back, or side orientation to the view of the wind facility.  As shown in Table ES-2, 
the Continuous Distance and Temporal Aspects models also do not uncover any evidence of a 
broadly negative and statistically significant Scenic Vista Stigma.   
 
In the Repeat Sales Model, some limited evidence is found that a Scenic Vista Stigma may exist, 
but those effects are weak, fairly small, somewhat counter-intuitive, and are at odds with the 
results of other models.  This finding is likely driven by the small number of sales pairs that are 
located within one mile of the wind turbines and that experience a dramatic view of those 
turbines.  Finally, in the Overlap Model, where the degree to which a view of the wind facility 
overlaps the primary scenic vista from the home is accounted for, no statistically significant 
differences in sales prices are detected between homes with somewhat or strongly overlapping 
views when compared to those homes with wind turbine views that did not overlap the primary 
scenic vista.  Though this model produces some weak evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma among 
homes with Minor views of wind facilities, the same model finds that the sales prices of those 
homes with views that barely overlap the primary scenic vista are positively impacted by the 
presence of the wind facility.  When these two results are combined, the overall impact is 
negligible, again demonstrating no persuasive evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma.  
 
Nuisance Stigma: Other Model Results 
Results for Nuisance Stigma from the seven alternative hedonic models and the additional 
analysis contained in the Repeat Sales and Sales Volume Models support the Base Model results. 
Taken together, these models present a consistent set of results: homes in this sample that are 
within a mile of the nearest wind facility, where various nuisance effects have been posited, have 
not been broadly and measurably affected by the presence of those wind facilities.  These results 
imply that Nuisance Stigma effects are either not present in this sample, or are too small and/or 
infrequent to be statistically distinguished. 
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In the Distance Stability Model, for example, when concentrating only on the distance from 
homes to the nearest wind turbine (and not testing for Scenic Vista Stigma simultaneously), the 
results are very similar to those derived from the Base Model, with no statistical evidence of a 
Nuisance Stigma.  These results are corroborated by the Continuous Distance, Orientation, 
Overlap, and Repeat Sales Models, none of which find a statistically significant relationship 
between distance and either sales prices or appreciation rates.  Relatedly, the Sales Volume 
analysis finds no evidence that homes located within one mile of the nearest wind turbine are 
sold any more or less frequently than homes located farther away from the wind facilities.   
 
In the All Sales Model, a weakly significant difference is found between the sales prices of 
homes located between 3000 feet and one mile of the nearest wind facility and the homes that 
sold before the announcement of the wind facility.  This effect, however, is largely explained by 
the results of the Temporal Aspects Model, shown in Figure ES - 4.  The Temporal Aspects 
Model finds that homes located within one mile of where the wind turbines would eventually be 
located sold for depressed prices well before the wind facility was even announced or 
constructed.  In all time periods following the commencement of wind facility construction, 
however, inflation-adjusted sales prices increased - not decreased - relative to pre-announcement 
levels, demonstrating no statistical evidence of a Nuisance Stigma.  The results from the All 
Sales Model (and, for that matter, the negative, albeit statistically insignificant coefficients inside 
of one mile in the Base Model, see Figure ES-1) are therefore an indication of sales price levels 
that preceded wind facility announcement construction, and that are not sustained after 
construction. 


Figure ES - 4: Temporal Aspects Model Results: Area and Nuisance Stigma 
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Conclusions and Further Research Needs 
Though each of the analysis techniques used in this report has strengths and weaknesses, the 
results as a whole are strongly consistent in that none of the models uncovers conclusive 
evidence of the presence of any of the three property value stigmas that might be present in 
communities surrounding wind power facilities.  Therefore, based on the data sample and 
analysis presented here, no evidence is found that home prices surrounding wind facilities are 
consistently, measurably, and significantly affected by either the view of wind facilities or the 
distance of the home to those facilities.  Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that 
individual homes or small numbers of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, it finds 
that if these impacts do exist, they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any 
widespread, statistically observable impact.  Moreover, to the degree that homes and wind 
facilities in this sample are similar to homes and facilities in other areas of the United States, the 
results presented here are expected to be transferable to other areas. 
 
This work builds on the existing literature in a number of respects, but there remain a number of 
areas for further research.  The primary goal of subsequent research should be to concentrate on 
those homes located closest to wind facilities, where the data sample herein was the most limited.  
Additional research of the nature reported in this paper could be pursued, but with a greater 
number of transactions, especially for homes particularly close to wind facilities.  A more 
detailed analysis of sales volume impacts may also be fruitful, as would an assessment of the 
potential impact of wind facilities on the length of time homes are on the market in advance of an 
eventual sale.  Finally, it would be useful to conduct a survey of those homeowners living close 
to existing wind facilities, and especially those residents who have bought and sold homes in 
proximity to wind facilities after facility construction, to assess their opinions on the impacts of 
wind project development on their home purchase and sales decisions. 
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1. Introduction 
Wind power development has expanded dramatically in recent years (GWEC, 2009).  Although 
the percent of electricity supplied to the U.S. and globally from wind power projects installed 
through 2008 remains relatively low (1.9% and 1.5%, respectively) (Wiser and Bolinger, 2009), 
there are expectations that those percentages will rise and that wind energy could contribute a 
significant percentage of future electricity supply (GWEC, 2008; Wiser and Hand, 2010).  Most 
recently, President Obama, in his 2009 State of the Union address, called for a doubling of 
renewable energy in three years (by 2012), and in 2008 the U.S. Department of Energy produced 
a report that analyzed the feasibility of meeting 20% of U.S. electricity demand with wind 
energy by 2030 (US DOE, 2008).   
 
To meet these goals, a significant amount of wind project development activity would be 
required.  The average size of wind power projects built in the U.S. in 2007 and 2008 was 
approximately 100 MW (Wiser and Bolinger, 2009) and the total amount of capacity required to 
reach 20% wind electricity is roughly 300,000 MW (US DOE, 2008).  Therefore, to achieve 20% 
wind electricity by 2030, a total of 3,000 wind facilities may need to be sited and permitted.  
Most permitting processes in the U.S. require some form of environmental impact assessment, 
and some form of public involvement in the siting process.  Though surveys show that public 
acceptance is high in general for wind energy (e.g., Wolsink, 2000; Firestone and Kempton, 
2006), a variety of concerns are often expressed on the local level that can impact the length and 
outcome of the siting and permitting process.  These concerns range from the potential impacts 
of wind projects on wildlife habitat and mortality, radar and communications systems, ground 
transportation and historic and cultural resources, to aesthetic and property value concerns as 
well as potential nuisance and health impacts.  As a result, a variety of siting and permitting 
guidelines (AWEA, 2008) and impact assessments (NAS, 2007) have been completed. 
 
Surveys of local communities considering wind facilities have consistently ranked adverse 
impacts on aesthetics and property values in the top tier of concerns (e.g., BBC R&C, 2005; 
Firestone and Kempton, 2006).  Developers of wind energy echo this assessment: they ranked 
aesthetics and property values as two of the top concerns (first and third respectively) for 
individuals or communities opposed to wind power development (Paul, 2006).  Local residents 
have even brought suit against a developer over property values (Dale Rankin v. FPL, 2008), and 
some developers have responded to these concerns by offering “neighbor agreements” that 
compensate nearby homeowners for the potential impacts of wind projects.  
 
The two concerns of aesthetics and property values are intrinsically linked.  It is well established 
that a home’s value will be increased if a high-quality scenic vista is enjoyed from the property 
(e.g., Seiler et al., 2001).  Alternatively, it is reasonable to assume that if a home’s scenic vista 
overlaps with a view of a disamenity, the home might be devalued, as has been found for high-
voltage transmission lines (HVTL) (Kroll and Priestley, 1992; Des-Rosiers, 2002).  Whether a 
view of wind turbines similarly impacts home values is a key topic of debate in local siting 
decisions.  Aesthetics alone, however, is not the only pathway through which wind projects 
might impact residential property values.  Distance to the nearest wind turbine, for example, 
might also have an impact if various nuisance effects are prominent, such as turbine noise, 
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shadow flicker,5 health or safety concerns, or other impacts, real or perceived.  In this way, 
property values near wind turbines might be impacted in the same way as homes near roads 
might be devalued (Bateman et al., 2001).  Additionally, there is evidence that proximity to a 
disamenity, even if that disamenity is not visible and is not so close as to have obvious nuisance 
effects, may still decrease a home’s sales price, as has been found to be the case for landfills 
(Thayer et al., 1992).   
 
Taken together, these general concerns about the possible impacts of wind projects on residential 
property values can be loosely categorized into three potential stigmas:   
• Area Stigma:  A concern that the general area surrounding a wind energy facility will appear 


more developed, which may adversely affect home values in the local community regardless 
of whether any individual home has a view of the wind turbines. 


• Scenic Vista Stigma:  A concern that a home may be devalued because of the view of a wind 
energy facility, and the potential impact of that view on an otherwise scenic vista.  


• Nuisance Stigma:  A concern that factors that may occur in close proximity to wind turbines, 
such as sound and shadow flicker, will have a unique adverse influence on home values. 


 
These three potential stigmas are not mutually exclusive and could, in theory, be present in part 
or in combination for any single home.  Consequently, all three potential impacts must be 
considered when analyzing the effects of wind facilities on residential sales prices.     
 
Although concerns about the potential impact of wind projects on residential property values are 
often mentioned in siting cases, the state of the existing literature on this topic leaves much to be 
desired. To some extent, the growing body of research investigating this topic has come to 
opposing conclusions. The most recent and comprehensive of these studies have often concluded 
that no widespread impacts of wind projects on residential property values are apparent (Hoen, 
2006; Sims and Dent, 2007; Sims et al., 2008).  At the same time, pre-construction surveys of 
both homeowners and real estate experts have sometimes found an expectation of negative 
impacts (e.g. Haughton et al., 2004), and post-construction appraisals have sometimes come to 
similar conclusions (McCann, 2008; Kielisch, 2009).  Given the state of the literature, it is not 
uncommon for local siting and permitting processes to involve contradicting testimony from 
experts, as occurred in 2004 when the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin heard opposing 
conclusions from two studies conducted by experienced home valuation experts (Poletti, 2005; 
Zarem, 2005).   
 
This report contains the most comprehensive and data-rich analysis to date on the potential 
impacts of wind projects on nearby residential sales prices.  Data from 7,459 residential 
transactions were collected from the surrounding communities of 24 individual wind projects in 
nine states and 14 counties in the United States.6  Because of the large sample size, the diversity 
of wind projects included in the analysis, and the depth of information collected, a number of 
different analyses were possible.  Specifically, this report relies heavily on a hedonic regression 


                                                 
5 Shadow flicker occurs when the sun shines through the wind turbine blades when at a low angle to the horizon and 
shadows are cast on a window or interior wall of a residence (NAS, 2007).  
6 The majority of the analysis only includes homes that sold after wind facility construction began, totaling 4,937 
transactions.   
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model7 and uses various forms of that model to investigate potential effects and to confirm the 
robustness of the resulting findings.  To further investigate the robustness of the results, a repeat 
sales model8 and a sales volume model9 are also utilized.  In sum, this work builds and improves 
on the previous literature, and provides an in-depth assessment of the question of whether 
residential property values in the United States have been affected, in a statistically measurable 
way, by views of and proximity to wind power facilities.   
 
The remainder of this report is structured as follows.  The next section discusses the hedonic 
model in general, its application to environmental disamenities research, and some potentially 
analogous results drawn from these studies.  This is followed by a summary of the existing 
literature that has investigated the effects of wind energy on residential property values.  The 
report then turns to the data used in the analysis, a discussion of the primary (or “base”) hedonic 
model, and an analysis of the results from that statistical model.  Following that, a set of 
alternative hedonic models are estimated, as well as a repeat sales model and sales volume model, 
to test for the robustness of the “base” model results and to explore other aspects of the data.  
Taking into account the full set of results presented earlier, the report then discusses the three 
stigmas that may lead to wind projects impacting residential property values, and summarizes 
how the analysis informs the existence and magnitude of these potential effects.  The report ends 
with a brief conclusion, and a discussion of future research possibilities.  A number of 
appendices follow the conclusion, and contain detailed information on each wind project study 
area, the data collection instrument and qualitative rating systems used in the field research, the 
investigation of the best “base” model, the hedonic model assumptions and related tests, and full 
results from all of the additional statistical models estimated in the report.   


                                                 
7 The hedonic regression model, which was briefly described in a sidebar in the Executive Summary, is described in 
detail in Section 2.1. 
8 A repeat sales model uses, as its dataset, only those homes that have sold more than once.  By comparing annual 
appreciation rates of homes that sold once before facility announcement, and again after construction, it can be 
tested, in an alternative fashion, if home values are affected by the distance to or view of nearby wind turbines.  
9 Sales volume can be defined as the percentage of homes that fit a certain criteria (e.g. single family, on less than 25 
acres, zoned residential, assessed for more than $10,000) that actually did sell.  By comparing sales volumes at 
various distances to wind facilities, before and after the facility was built, a further robustness test is possible.   
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2. Previous Research 
Hedonic pricing models are frequently used to assess the marginal impacts of house and 
community characteristics on sales prices and by extension on property values in general.  
Because the hedonic model is the primary statistical method used in this report, this section 
begins by describing the model in more detail and providing some relevant examples of its use.  
The section then reviews the existing literature on the effects of wind energy facilities on 
surrounding property values, highlights the shortcomings of that literature, and outlines how the 
present research addresses those shortcomings.   


2.1. Hedonic Models and Environmental Disamenities 
A house can be thought of as a bundle of characteristics (e.g., number of square feet, number of 
bathrooms, number of fireplaces, and amount of acreage).  When a price is agreed upon between 
a buyer and seller there is an implicit understanding that those characteristics have value.  When 
data from a number of sales transactions are available, the individual marginal contribution to the 
sales price of each characteristic can be estimated with a hedonic regression model (Rosen, 1974; 
Freeman, 1979).  This relationship takes the basic form: 
 
Sales price = f (house structural characteristics, other factors)   
 
where “house structural characteristics” might include, but are not limited to, the number of 
square feet of living area, bathrooms, and fireplaces, the presence of central AC and the 
condition of the home, and “other factors” might include, but are not limited to, home site 
characteristics (e.g., number of acres), neighborhood characteristics (e.g., school district), market 
conditions at the time of sale (e.g., prevailing mortgage interest rates), and surrounding 
environmental conditions (e.g., proximity to a disamenity or amenity).   
 
The relationship between the sales price of homes and the house characteristics and other factors 
can take various forms.  The most common functional form is the semi-log construction where 
the dependent variable is the natural log of the inflation adjusted sales price, and the independent 
variables are unadjusted (not transformed) home characteristics and other factors. The usefulness 
of this form of hedonic model is well established (Malpezzi, 2003; Sirmans et al., 2005b; Simons 
and Saginor, 2006) assuming that certain threshold assumptions are met.10  The model is used 
commonly by academics, real estate assessors, appraisers, and realtors when large datasets are 
available on past residential sales transactions, and when estimates of the marginal impact of 
certain house characteristics and other factors on sales prices are desired.11   


                                                 
10 These assumptions, which are discussed in greater detail in Section 4.2 and Appendix G, include absence of 
outliers and/or influencers, presence of homoskedastic variances, absence of spatial and temporal autocorrelation, 
and absence of collinearity between the variables of interest and other independent variables. 
11 It should be emphasized that a hedonic model is not designed to appraise properties (i.e., to establish an estimate 
of the market value of a home at a specified point in time), as would be done with an automated valuation model 
(AVM).  Rather, hedonic models are designed to estimate the marginal contribution of individual house or 
community characteristics to sales prices, which requires hedonic models to rely upon large data sets with a sizable 
number of explanatory variables.  Appraisal models, on the other hand, are generally based on small, localized data 
sets (i.e., “comps”) and a limited number of explanatory variables that pertain to nearby properties.  Due to their 
higher level of accuracy through the use of significantly more information (e.g., diverse spatial, temporal, and 
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A particularly useful application of the hedonic regression model is to value non-market goods – 
goods that do not have transparent and observable market prices.  For this reason, the hedonic 
model is often used to derive value estimates of amenities such as wetlands (e.g., Mahan et al., 
2000) or lake views (e.g., Seiler et al., 2001), and disamenities, such as proximity to and/or 
views of high-voltage transmission lines (HVTLs) (e.g. Des-Rosiers, 2002), fossil fuel power 
plants (Davis, 2008), roads (e.g. Bateman et al., 2001), cell phone towers (e.g. Bond and Wang, 
2007), and landfills (e.g., Thayer et al., 1992; Ready and Abdalla, 2005).  
 
There are a number of useful reviews that describe the application of hedonic models in these 
circumstances (Kroll and Priestley, 1992; Farber, 1998; McCann, 1999; Bateman et al., 2001; 
Boyle and Kiel, 2001; Jackson, 2001; Ready and Abdalla, 2005; Simons and Saginor, 2006; 
Simons, 2006b; Leonard et al., 2008).12  The large number of studies covered in these reviews 
demonstrate that hedonic models are regularly used to investigate the interplay between home 
values and distance to potential disamenities, teasing out if and how sales prices are adversely 
affected depending on the distance of a typical home from a disamenity.  For example, Carroll et 
al. (1996) use a hedonic model to estimate a devaluation of 16% for homes “close to” a chemical 
plant, with a 6.5% increase in sales price per mile away out to 2.5 miles, at which point effects 
fade entirely.  Dale et al. (1999) find a maximum effect of -4% near a lead smelter, with sales 
prices increasing 2% for each mile away out to two miles, where effects again fade.  Ready and 
Abdalla (2005) find maximum effects near landfills of -12.4%, which fade entirely outside 2,400 
feet, and maximum effects near confined animal feeding operations of -6.4%, which fade entirely 
outside of 1,600 feet.   Meanwhile, studies of other energy infrastructure, such as HVTLs, find 
maximum effects of -5.7% for homes adjacent to a HVTL tower, and an increase in prices of 
0.018% per foot away from the tower out to 300 feet (Hamilton and Schwann, 1995), and 
maximum effects of -14% for homes within 50 feet of a HVTL, but no effect for similar homes 
at 150 feet (Des-Rosiers, 2002).  Further, for fossil fuel power plants, Davis (2008) finds average 
adverse effects of between 3 and 5% inside of two miles but that those effects fade entirely 
outside of that distance range.   
 
In addition to investigating how sales prices change with distance to a disamenity, hedonic 
models have been used to investigate how prices have changed over time.  For instance, sales 
prices have sometimes been found to rebound after the removal of a disamenity, such as a lead 
smelter (Dale et al., 1999), or to fade over time, as with HVTLs (Kroll and Priestley, 1992) or 
spent fuel storage facilities (Clark and Allison, 1999).  Finally, hedonic models have been used 
to estimate how views of a disamenity affect sales prices.  Des-Rosiers (2002), for example, 
finds that homes adjacent to a power line and facing a HVTL tower sell for as much as 20% less 
than similar homes that are not facing a HVTL tower.   
 


                                                                                                                                                             
characteristic information) and rigorous methodology, hedonic models can also be used as appraisal models.  
Automated valuation models cannot, however, be reliably used to measure marginal effects because they do not 
employ sufficient information to do so, and, more importantly, AVMs do not hold controlling characteristics 
constant, which could bias any resulting estimates of marginal effects.   
12 For further discussion of the hedonic model and its application to the quantification of environmental stigmas in 
comparison to other methods see Jackson (2005). 
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It is unclear how well the existing hedonic literature on other disamenities applies to wind 
turbines, but there are likely some similarities.  For instance, in general, the existing literature 
seems to suggest that concerns about lasting health effects provide the largest diminution in sales 
prices, followed by concerns for one’s enjoyment of the property, such as auditory and visual 
nuisances, and that all effects tend to fade with distance to the disamenity - as the perturbation 
becomes less annoying.  This might indicate that property value effects from wind turbines are 
likely to be the most pronounced quite close to them, but fade quickly as their auditory and 
visual impacts fade.  The existing hedonic literature also, in general, finds that effects fade with 
time as self-selecting buyers without prejudice towards the disamenity move into the area, or as 
the real or perceived risks of the disamenity are lessoned (Jackson, 2001).  This implies that any 
stigmas related to wind turbines might also fade over time as local communities come to accept 
their presence. 


2.2. Impacts of Wind Projects on Property Values 
Turning to the literature that has investigated the potential property value effects from wind 
facilities directly, it deserves note that few studies have been academically peer-reviewed and 
published; in some cases, the work has been performed for a party on one side or the other of the 
permitting process (e.g., the wind developer or an opposition group).  Nonetheless, at a minimum, 
a brief review of this existing literature will set the stage for and motivate the later discussion of 
the methods and results of the present work.   The literature described below is summarized in 
Table 1.  To frame this discussion, where possible, the three potential stigmas discussed earlier 
are used:  
• Area Stigma:  A concern that the general area surrounding a wind energy facility will appear 


more developed, which may adversely affect home values in the local community regardless 
of whether any individual home has a view of the wind turbines. 


• Scenic Vista Stigma:  A concern that a home may be devalued because of the view of a wind 
energy facility, and the potential impact of that view on an otherwise scenic vista.  


• Nuisance Stigma:  A concern that factors that may occur in close proximity to wind turbines, 
such as sound and shadow flicker, will have a unique adverse influence on home values. 


 
In one of the most recent studies, Sims et al. (2008) used a hedonic model to investigate Scenic 
Vista Stigma using 199 residential transactions within ¼ of a mile of the 16-turbine Bears Down 
wind facility in Cornwall, UK.  They found both large positive and smaller negative significant 
relationships between views of the turbines and sales prices depending on whether the view is 
seen from the front or rear of the home, respectively, but found no relationship between the 
number of wind turbines visible and sales prices.  Previously, Sims and Dent (2007) used a 
hedonic model to investigate Nuisance and Scenic Vista Stigma with 919 transactions for homes 
within five miles of two wind facilities in the UK, finding only limited evidence of a relationship 
between proximity to and views of turbines and sales prices, which local real estate experts 
attributed to other causes.  Hoen (2006) investigated Scenic Vista Stigma using a hedonic model 
to analyze 280 residential transactions occurring near a wind facility in Madison County, NY, 
and found no evidence that views of turbines significantly affects prices.  Jordal-Jorgensen 
(1996) investigated Nuisance Stigma in Denmark, and found an adverse effect for homes located 
“close” to the turbines, but no statistical significance was reported.13    


                                                 
13 A copy of this report could not be obtained and therefore its findings are reported based on other citations. 
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Using different statistical methods, Poletti (2005; 2007) used a t-Test to investigate Nuisance and 
Area Stigma by comparing the mean sales prices of 187 and 256 homes in Illinois and Wisconsin, 
respectively, located near wind facilities (target group) to those further away (control group).14, 15  
He split these target and control groups into respective smaller and more-homogenous sub-
groups, such as large and small tracts, with and without homes, finding no statistical evidence 
that homes near the wind facilities sold for different prices than those farther away.  Sterzinger et 
al. (2003) analyzed roughly 24,000 residential transactions, which were divided between those 
within five miles of a wind facility and those outside of five miles in an effort to assess Area 
Stigma.  They compared residential appreciation rates over time, and found no apparent 
difference between those homes within and outside of five miles from a wind facility, but the 
statistical significance of this comparison was not reported.   
 
Other authors have used smaller samples of residential transactions and a variety of simple 
statistical techniques, without reporting statistical significance, and have found a lack of 
evidence of effects from Nuisance Stigma (Jerabek, 2001; Jerabek, 2002; Beck, 2004) and Area 
Stigma (DeLacy, 2005; Goldman, 2006).  These results, however, are somewhat contrary to what 
one appraiser has found.  In his investigation of Nuisance Stigma around a wind facility in Lee 
County, IL, McCann (2008) found that two homes nearby a wind facility had lengthy selling 
periods that, he believes, also adversely affected transaction prices.  Additionally, Kielisch 
(2009) investigated Nuisance Stigma by comparing twelve transactions of undeveloped land near 
two wind facilities in Wisconsin (Blue Sky Green Field and Forward) to undeveloped land 
transactions farther away.  He found that land tracts near the wind facilities sold for dramatically 
lower prices ($/acre) than the comparable group, but the statistical significance of the 
comparison was not reported. 
   
In addition to these revealed preference studies, a number of stated preference surveys (e.g., 
contingent valuation) and general opinion surveys have investigated the existence of potential 
effects.16  A survey of local residents, conducted after the wind facilities were erected, found no 
evidence of Area Stigma (Goldman, 2006), while another found limited evidence of these 
stigmas (Bond, 2008).17   Similarly, some surveys of real estate experts conducted after facility 
                                                 
14 A t-Test is used to compare two sample means by discerning if one is significantly different from the other.    
15 The 2007 study used the data contained in the 2005 study in combination with new data consisting of transactions 
that occurred in the interim period. 
16 Contingent valuation is a survey based technique to value non-market goods (e.g., an environmental disamenity) 
that asks respondents what their “willingness to pay” (or “willingness to accept”) is to have, for instance, a 
disamenity removed from (or to have it remain in) their neighborhood.  This technique is distinct from a general 
opinion survey, which might ask whether respondents believe property values have been impacted by an 
environmental disamenity and, if so, “by how much.”  Although there are important distinctions between the two 
techniques, with the contingent valuation method often preferred by economic practitioners, for simplicity no 
distinction is made here between these two approaches.  Finally, another subset of the survey literature focuses on 
public acceptance (i.e., opinion).  Though these public acceptance surveys sometimes cover possible impacts on 
property values, those impacts are not quantified in economic terms.  As a result, public acceptance survey results 
are not reported here.  
17 Bond (2008) asked respondents to declare if the wind facility, which is located roughly 7 miles away, would effect 
what they would be willing to pay for their house and 75% said either they would pay the same or more for their 
house, while the remainder would pay less.  When those latter respondents were asked to estimate the percentage 
difference in value, their estimates averaged roughly 5%. 
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construction have found no evidence of Area or Nuisance Stigmas (Grover, 2002; Goldman, 
2006).  These results, however, are contrary to the expectations for Area, Scenic Vista, and 
Nuisance Stigma effects predicted by local residents (Haughton et al., 2004; Firestone et al., 
2007) and real estate experts (Haughton et al., 2004; Khatri, 2004; Kielisch, 2009) prior to 
construction found elsewhere.18  The difference between predicted and actual effects might be 
attributable, at least in part, to the fear of the unknown.  For instance, Wolsink (1989) found that 
public attitudes toward wind power, on average, are at their lowest for local residents during the 
wind project planning stage, but return almost to pre-announcement levels after the facilities are 
built.  This result is echoed by Exeter-Enterprises-Ltd. (1993) and Palmer (1997), whose post-
construction surveys found higher approval than those conducted pre-construction.  Others, 
however, have found that perceptions do not always improve, attributing the lack of 
improvement to the perceived “success” or lack therefore of the project, with strong disapproval 
forming if turbines sit idle (Thayer and Freeman, 1987) or are perceived as a waste of taxpayer 
dollars (Devine-Wright, 2004). 
 
When this literature is looked at as a whole, it appears as if wind projects have been predicted to 
negatively impact residential property values when pre-construction surveys are conducted, but 
that sizable, widespread, and statistically significant negative impacts have largely failed to 
materialize post-construction when actual transaction data become available for analysis.  The 
studies that have investigated Area Stigma with market data have failed to uncover any pervasive 
effect.  Of the studies focused on Scenic Vista and Nuisance Stigmas, only one is known to have 
found statistically significant adverse effects, yet the authors contend that those effects are likely 
driven by variables omitted from their analysis (Sims and Dent, 2007).  Other studies that have 
relied on market data have sometimes found the possibility of negative effects, but the statistical 
significance of those results have rarely been reported. 
 
Despite these findings, the existing literature leaves much to be desired.  First, many studies have 
relied on surveys of homeowners or real estate professionals, rather than trying to quantify real 
price impacts based on market data.  Second, a number of studies conducted rather simplified 
analyses of the underlying data, potentially not controlling for the many drivers of residential 
sales prices.  Third, many of the studies have relied upon a very limited number of residential 
sales transactions, and therefore may not have had an adequate sample to statistically discern any 
property value effects, even if effects did exist. Fourth, and perhaps as a result, many of the 
studies did not conduct, or at least have not published, the statistical significance of their results.  
Fifth, when analyzed, there has been some emphasis on Area Stigma, and none of the studies 
have investigated all three possible stigmas simultaneously.  Sixth, only a few of the studies 
(Hoen, 2006; Sims and Dent, 2007; Sims et al., 2008; Kielisch, 2009) conducted field visits to 
the homes to assess the quality of the scenic vista from the home, and the degree to which the 
wind facility might impact that scenic vista.  Finally, with two exceptions (Sims and Dent, 2007; 
Sims et al., 2008), none of the studies have been academically peer-reviewed and published.  
 
 


                                                 
18 It should be noted that the samples used by both Khatri and Kielisch contained a subset of respondents who did 
have some familiarity with valuing homes near wind facilities. 
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Table 1: Summary of Existing Literature on Impacts of Wind Projects on Property Values 


  


Document Type       
Author(s) Year


 Number of 
Transactions 


or Respondents


Before or After 
Wind Facility 
Construction 
Commenced


Area 
Stigma


Scenic 
Vista 


Stigma
Nuisance 
Stigma


Haughton et al. 2004 501 Before - * - *
Goldman 2006 50 After none
Firestone et al. 2007 504 Before - * - *
Bond 2008 ~300 After - ? - ?


Grover 2002 13 After none none
Haughton et al. 2004 45 Before - * - *
Khatri 2004 405 Before‡ - ? - ?
Goldman 2006 50 After none none
Kielisch 2009 57 Before‡ - ?


Jerabek 2001 25 After none
Jerabek 2002 7 After none
Sterzinger et al. 2003 24,000 After none
Beck 2004 2 After none
Poletti 2005 187 After none none
DeLacy 2005 21 Before† none
Goldman 2006 4 After none
Poletti 2007 256 After none none
McCann 2008 2 After - ?
Kielisch 2009 103 After - ?


Jordal-Jorgensen 1996 ? After - ?
Hoen 2006 280 After none
Sims & Dent 2007 919 After - *
Sims et al. 2008 199 After -/+ *


Homeowner Survey


Expert Survey


Transaction Analysis - Simple Statistics


Transaction Analysis - Hedonic Model


" none " indicates the majority of the respondents do not believe properties have been affected (for surveys) 
or that no effect was detected at 10% significance level (for transaction analysis)
"- ?" indicates a negative effect without statistical significance provided
"- *" indicates statistically significant negative effect at 10% significance level
"-/+ *" indicates positive and negative statistically significant effects at 10% significance level
†  Sales were collected after facility announcement but before construction
‡  Some respondents had experience with valuations near facilities while others did not  
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3. Data Overview 
The methods applied in the present work are intended to overcome many of the limitations of the 
existing literature.  First, a large amount of data is collected from residential transactions within 
10 miles of 24 different wind projects in the U.S., allowing for a robust statistical analysis across 
a pooled dataset that includes a diverse group of wind project sites.  Second, all three potential 
stigmas are investigated by exploring the potential impact of wind projects on home values based 
both on the distance to and view of the projects from the homes.  Third, field visits are made to 
every home in the sample, allowing for a solid assessment of the scenic vista enjoyed by each 
home and the degree to which the wind facility can be seen from the home, and to collect other 
value-influencing data from the field (e.g., if the home is situated on a cul-de-sac).  Finally, a 
number of hedonic regression models are applied to the resulting dataset, as are repeat sales and 
sales volume analyses, in order to assess the robustness of the results. 
 
Testing for the three potential stigmas requires a significant sample of residential transactions 
within close proximity to existing wind facilities. Unfortunately for the study, most wind power 
projects are not located near densely populated areas.  As a result, finding a single wind project 
site with enough transaction data to rigorously analyze was not possible.  Instead, the approach 
was to collect data from multiple wind project sites, with the resulting data then pooled together 
to allow for robust statistical analyses.19  The remainder of this section describes the site 
selection process that is used, and provides a brief overview of both the selected study areas and 
the data that were collected from these areas.  Also provided is a description of how scenic vista, 
views of turbines, and distances from turbines were quantified for use in the hedonic analysis, 
and a summary of the field data collection effort.  The section ends with a brief summary of the 
resulting dataset.  


3.1. Site Selection 
For the purpose of this study, an ideal wind project area would:  
1) Have a large number of residential transactions both before and, more importantly, after wind 


facility construction, and especially in close proximity (e.g., within 2 miles) of the facility;  
2) Have comprehensive data on home characteristics, sales prices, and locations that are readily 


available in electronic form; and  
3) Be reasonably representative of the types of wind power projects being installed in the 


United States.  
 
To identify appropriate sites that met these criteria, and that also provided a diversity of locations, 
the authors obtained from Energy Velocity, LLC a set of Geographic Information System (GIS) 
coordinates representing 241 wind projects in the U.S. that each had a total nameplate capacity 
greater than 0.6 megawatts (MW) and had gone online before 2006.20  Also provided were 
facility capacity, number of turbines, and announcement, construction, and operational dates.  
These data were cross-checked with a similar dataset provided by the American Wind Energy 
Association (AWEA), which also included some turbine hub-height information.   


                                                 
19 A thorough discussion of this “pooled” approach is contained in Section 4.2 and in Appendix F. 
20 Energy Velocity, LLC was owned at the time by Global Energy Decisions, which was later purchased by Ventyx.  
The dataset is available as Velocity Suite 2008 from Ventyx. 
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By using a variety of different GIS sorting techniques involving nearby towns with populations 
greater than, for example, 2,500 people, using census tract population densities, and having 
discussions with wind energy stakeholders, a prospective list of 56 possible study areas was 
generated, which were then ranked using two scales: “highly desirable” to “least desirable,” and 
“feasible” to “potentially unfeasible.”21  Then, through an iterative process that combined calls to 
county officials to discuss the number of residential transactions and data availability, with 
investigations using mapping software to find the location of individual wind turbines, and, in 
some cases, preliminary visits, a list of 17 prospective study areas were chosen as both “highly 
desirable” and “feasible.”  Ultimately, three of these proved to be “unfeasible” because of data 
availability issues and four “undesirable” because the study area was considered not 
representative.  This effort ultimately resulted in a final set of ten study areas that encompass a 
total of 24 distinct wind facilities (see Figure 1 and Table 2).22  A full description of each study 
area is provided in Appendix A.   


                                                 
21 “Desirability” was a combination of a number of factors: the wind facility having more than one turbine; the study 
area having greater than 350 sales within 5 miles and within 10 years, 250 of which transacted following 
construction of the facility; having some transaction data old enough to pre-date facility announcement; having data 
on the core home and site characteristics (e.g., square feet, acres); and, where possible, having a concentration of 
sales within 1 mile of the facility.  “Feasibility” was also a combination of factors: having home characteristic and 
sales data in electronic form; having GIS shapefiles of the parcel locations; and being granted ready access to this 
information.   
22 The “unfeasible” study areas were Cerro Gordo County, IA, Bennington County, VT, and Atlantic County, NJ.  
Cerro Gordo County, IA contained multiple wind projects totaling 140 MW.  Although the data at this site were 
available in electronic form, the county only agreed to share data in paper form, which would have created an 
enormous data entry burden.  Because another site in the sample was considered similar to the Cerro Gordo site 
(IABV), Cerro Gordo County was dropped from the prospective sites.  Bennington County, VT contained the 11 
turbine Searsburg Wind Project (6 MW) but had no electronic records.  Atlantic County, NJ contained the five 
turbine Jersey Atlantic Wind Farm (7.5 MW), but had data in paper records only and the county was unresponsive to 
inquiries regarding the study.  The “undesirable” study areas were Plymouth County, MA, Wood County, OH, 
Cascade County, MT, and Riverside County, CA.  Although the data in Plymouth County, MA were more than 
adequate, this small, on-land, yet coastal Hull Wind facility (2 turbines, 2.5 MW) was not considered to be 
particularly representative of wind development across the US.  Wood County’s four turbine Bowling Green facility 
(7 MW) met the appropriate data requirements, but ultimately it was decided that this facility was too small and 
remote to be representative.  Cascade County’s six turbine Horseshoe Bend Wind Park (9 MW) did not have enough 
transactions to justify study.  Riverside, CA, where roughly 2500 turbines are located, had less-than-desired home 
characteristic data, had transactions that came more than 10 years after large scale development began, and despite 
having homes that were within 1 mile of the turbines, those homes typically had limited views because of high 
subdivision walls. 
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Figure 1: Map of Study Areas and Potential Study Areas 


 
 


Table 2: Summary of Study Areas 


Study Area 
Code Study Area Counties, States Facility Names


Number 
of 


Turbines


Number 
of MW


Max Hub 
Height 


(meters)


Max Hub 
Height 
(feet)


WAOR
Benton and Walla Walla Counties, 
WA and Umatilla County, OR


Vansycle Ridge, Stateline, 
Nine Canyon I & II, 
Combine Hills


582 429 60 197


TXHC Howard County, TX Big Spring I & II 46 34 80 262
OKCC Custer County, OK Weatherford I & II 98 147 80 262


IABV Buena Vista County, IA Storm Lake I & II, 
Waverly, Intrepid I & II 381 370 65 213


ILLC Lee County, IL Mendota Hills, GSG Wind 103 130 78 256
WIKCDC Kewaunee and Door Counties, WI Red River, Lincoln 31 20 65 213


PASC Somerset County, PA Green Mountain, Somerset, 
Meyersdale 34 49 80 262


PAWC Wayne County, PA Waymart 43 65 65 213
NYMCOC Madison and Oneida Counties, NY Madison 7 12 67 220
NYMC Madison County, NY Fenner 20 30 66 218


TOTAL 1345 1286  
 
These 10 study areas and 24 projects are located in nine separate states, and include projects in 
the Pacific Northwest, upper Midwest, the Northeast, and the South Central region.  The wind 
projects included in the sample total 1,286 MW, or roughly 13% of total U.S. wind power 
capacity installed at the time (the end of 2005).  Turbine hub heights in the sample range from a 
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minimum of 164 feet (50 meters) in the Washington/Oregon (WAOR) study area, to a maximum 
of 262 (80 meters) (TXHC, OKCC and PASC), with nine of the ten study areas having hub 
heights of at least 213 feet (65 meters).  The sites include a diverse variety of land types, 
including combinations of ridgeline (WAOR, PASC, and PAWC), rolling hills (ILLC, WIKCDC, 
NYMCOC, and NYMC), mesa (TXHC), and windswept plains (OKCC, IABV).23 


3.2. Data Collection 
In general, for each study area, residential transaction data in as close proximity to the wind 
turbines as possible was sought, from both before and after wind facility construction.  To 
balance the cost and quantity of data collection in each study area with the desire to cover as 
many study areas as possible, the research effort sought to collect data on 400 to 1,250 
transactions in each study area.24  In some instances, this meant including all residential 
transactions within ten miles of the wind turbines.  In others, only transactions within five miles 
were included.  In some extreme instances, when the number of transactions inside of five miles 
far exceeded the 1,250 limit, all transactions in close proximity to the wind turbines (e.g., inside 
three miles) were included in combination with a random sample of transactions outside of that 
distance band (e.g., between three and five miles).25 The data selection processes for each Study 
Area are contained in Appendix A. 
 
Three primary sets of data are used in the analysis: tabular data, GIS data, and field data, each of 
which is discussed below.  Following that, this subsection highlights the two qualitative variables 
that are essential to this analysis and that therefore require special attention, scenic vista and 
views of turbines, and then discusses the field data collection process.  


3.2.1. Tabular Data 
Berkeley Lab obtained tabular transaction data from participating counties26 containing 7,459 
“valid” 27 transactions of single family residential homes, on less than 25 acres,28 which were 


                                                 
23 Some areas, such as PASC, had both a ridgeline and rolling hills on which wind facilities were located. 
24 This range was chosen to ensure that a minimum of data were present in each study area to allow for a robust 
analysis, and yet not too much so as to make data collection (e.g., the visiting of each home) inordinately time and 
resource consuming in any individual study area. 
25 An alternative method would have been to collect data on every sale that occurred.  Although in most cases this 
would be preferred, in ours it would not have added one additional transaction within close proximity or with 
dramatic views of wind turbine, the focus of the study.  Rather, it would have added an overwhelming majority of 
transactions of homes without views and at distances outside of three miles from the turbines, all of which would 
have come at considerably cost and, more importantly, would not likely have influenced the results significantly 
while perhaps necessitating a reduction in the total number of study areas that could be included in the sample.   
26 In some cases, the county officials, themselves, extracted data from their database, and in some cases a company 
engaged to manage a county’s data provided the necessary information.  In either case the provider is referred to as 
“county.”  Detailed descriptions of the providers are presented in Appendix A. 
27 Validity was determined by each individual county data provider.  A sale that is considered “valid” for county 
purposes would normally meet the minimum requirements of being arm’s length; being a transfer of all rights and 
warrants associated with the real estate; containing an insignificant amount of personal property so as not to affect 
the price; demonstrating that neither party in the sale acting under duress or coercion; not being the result of a 
liquidation of assets or any other auction, a mortgage foreclosure, a tax sale, or a quit claim; and being appropriate 
for use in calculating the sales price to assessed value ratios that are reported to the state.  Due to the formal 
requirements associated with this calculation, “validity” is often defined by a state’s Department of Revenue, as 
shown, for example, here: http://www.orps.state.ny.us/assessor/manuals/vol6/rfv/index.htm.  In addition, though the 
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sold for a price of more than $10,000,29 which occurred after January 1, 1996,30 and which had 
fully populated “core” home characteristics.  These core characteristics are:  number of square 
feet of the living area (not including finished basement), acres of land, bathrooms, and fireplaces, 
the year the home was built,31 if the home had exterior wallsthatwere stone, a central air 
conditioning unit, and/or a finished basement, and the exterior condition of the home.  The 7,459 
residential transactions in the sample consist of 6,194 homes (a number of the homes in the 
sample sold more than once in the selected study period).  Because each transaction had a 
corresponding set of the core home characteristic data, they could all be pooled into a single 
model.  In addition to the home characteristic data, each county provided, at a minimum, the 
home’s physical address and sales price.  The counties often also provided data on homes in the 
study area that did not sell in the study period.32  Finally, market-specific quarterly housing 
inflation indexes were obtained from Freddie Mac, which allowed nominal sales prices to be 
adjusted to 1996 dollars.33 


                                                                                                                                                             
sample originally contained 7,498 sales, 34 homes sold twice in a 6 month period and, after discussions with local 
officials, these transactions were considered likely to have been “invalid” despite the county coding them to the 
contrary.  Additionally, five transactions produced standardized residuals that were more than six standard 
deviations away from the mean, indicating that these sales were abnormal and likely not valid.  Both of these sets of 
transactions, totaling 39, were removed from the final dataset.  Of the 39 sales, 32 sold following construction, 10 
were concentrated in IABV and nine in TXHC with the others spread between seven of the remaining eight study 
areas.  One of the homes was inside of one mile from the turbines at the time of sale, and two had views of the 
turbines (both of which were MINOR).  The home that was located within one mile was surrounded by a number of 
other homes – at similar distances from the turbines - that transacted both before and after the wind facilities were 
built and were included in the sample.  A more thorough discussion of the screening techniques used to ensure the 
appropriateness of the final data set are presented in detail in Appendix G under “Outliers/Influencers.”  Finally, it 
should be noted that the authors are aware of four instances in the study areas when homes were sold to wind 
developers.  In two cases the developer did not resell the home; in the other two, the developer resold the home at a 
lower price than which it was purchased.  But, because the sales were to a related party, these transactions were not 
considered “valid’ and are therefore not included here. One might, however, reasonably expect that the property 
values of these homes were impacted by the presence of the wind turbines. 
28 Single family residences on more than 25 acres were considered to be likely candidates for alternative uses, such 
as agricultural and recreational, which could have an influence on sales price that was outside of the capabilities of 
the model to estimate.  Because all records were for parcels that contained a residence, the model did not contain 
any “land-only” transactions.  Further, none of the transactions provided for this research were for parcels on which 
a turbine was located. 
29 A sales price of $10,000 was considered the absolute minimum amount an improved parcel (one containing a 
residential structure) would sell for in any of the study areas and study periods.  This provided an additional screen 
over and above the “valid” screen that the counties performed.  
30 This provided a maximum of 12 years of data.  Some counties did not have accessible data back to 1996 but in all 
cases these countries had data on transactions that occurred before the wind facilities were erected. 
31 “Year Built” was used to construct a variable for the age of the home at the time of the sale.   
32 These data were used to calculate the “Sales Volume” percentages referred to in Section 7. 
33 Freddie Mac Conventional Mortgage Home Price Index: municipal statistical area (MSA) series data are available 
from the following site: http://www.freddiemac.com/finance/cmhpi/.  Because most of the study areas do not fall 
within the MSAs, a collection of local experts was relied upon, including real estate agents, assessors, and 
appraisers, to decide which MSA most-closely matched that of the local market.  In all cases the experts had 
consensus as to the best MSA to use.  In one case (NYMCOC) the sample was split between two MSAs.  These 
indexes are adjusted quarterly, and span the entire sample period.  Therefore, during the housing boom, insofar as a 
boom occurred in the sample areas, the indexes increased in value.  Subsequently when the market began falling, the 
index retracted. 
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3.2.2. GIS Data 
GIS data on parcel location and shape were also required, and were obtained from the counties.  
The counties also often provided GIS layers for roads, water courses, water bodies, wind turbines 
(in some cases), house locations, and school district and township/town/village delineations.  
GIS data on census tract and school district delineations were obtained from the U.S. Census 
Bureau, if not provided by the county.34  GIS data were obtained on water courses, water bodies, 
land elevations, and satellite imagery, as was necessary, from the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture.35  Combined, these data allowed each home to be identified in the field, the 
construction of a GIS layer of wind turbine locations for each facility, and the calculation of the 
distance from each home to the nearest wind turbine.36  Determining the distance from each 
home to the nearest wind turbine was a somewhat involved process, and is discussed in detail in 
Appendix B.  Suffice it to say that each transaction had a unique distance (“DISTANCE”)37 that 
was determined as the distance between the home and nearest wind turbine at the time of sale, 
and that these distances are grouped into five categories: inside of 3000 feet (0.57 miles), 
between 3000 feet and one mile, between one and three miles, between three and five miles, and 
outside of five miles.38  Finally, the GIS data were used to discern if the home was situated on a 
cul-de-sac and had water frontage, both of which were corroborated in the field. 


3.2.3. Field Data 
Additional data had to be collected through field visits to all homes in the sample.  Two 
qualitative measures in particular – for scenic vista and for view of the wind turbines – are worth 
discussing in detail because each is essential to the analysis and each required some amount of 
professional judgment in its creation.   
 
The impact or severity of the view of wind turbines (“VIEW”) 39 may be related to some 
combination of the number of turbines that are visible, the amount of each turbine that is visible 
(e.g., just the tips of the blades or all of the blades and the tower), the distance to the nearest 
turbines, the direction that the turbines are arrayed in relation to the viewer (e.g., parallel or 
perpendicular), the contrast of the turbines to their background, and the degree to which the 
turbine arrays are harmoniously placed into the landscape (Gipe, 2002).  Recent efforts have 
made some progress in developing quantitative measures of the aesthetic impacts of wind 
turbines (Torres-Sibillea et al., 2009),40 but, at the time this project began, few measures had 
                                                 
34 These data were sourced from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Cartographic Boundary Files Webpage: 
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/cob/bdy_files.html.  
35 These data were sourced from the USDA Geospatial Data Gateway: 
http://datagateway.nrcs.usda.gov/GatewayHome.html.  
36 Although in some cases the county provided a GIS layer containing wind turbine points, often this was not 
available.  A description of the turbine mapping process is provided in Appendix B. 
37 Distance measures are collectively and individually referred to as “DISTANCE” from this point forward. 
38 The minimum distance of “inside 3000 feet” was chosen because it was the closest cutoff that still provided an 
ample supply of data for analysis. 
39 View of turbines ratings are collectively and individually referred to as “VIEW” from this point forward. 
40 In addition to these possible field techniques, previous studies have attempted to use GIS to estimate wind turbine 
visibility using “line-of-sight” algorithms.  For example, Hoen (2006) used these algorithms after adding ground 
cover to the underlying elevation layer.  He found that the GIS method differed substantially from the data collected 
in the field.  Seemingly, small inaccuracies in the underlying elevation model, errors in the software’s algorithm, and 
the existence of ground cover not fully accounted for in the GIS, substantially biased GIS-based assessments of 
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been developed, and what had been developed was difficult to apply in the field (e.g., Bishop, 
2002).  As a result, the authors opted to develop an ordered qualitative VIEW rating system that 
consisted of placing the view of turbines into one of five possible categories: NO VIEW, 
MINOR, MODERATE, SUBSTANTIAL, and EXTREME.  These ratings were developed to 
encompass considerations of distance, number of turbines visible, and viewing angle into one 
ordered categorical scale, and each rating is defined in Table 3:41 


Table 3: Definition of VIEW Categories 


NO VIEW The turbines are not visible at all from this home.


MINOR VIEW
The turbines are visible, but the scope (viewing angle) is narrow, there are 
many obstructions, or the distance between the home and the facility is 
large.   


MODERATE VIEW
The turbines are visible, but the scope is either narrow or medium, there 
might be some obstructions, and the distance between the home and the 
facility is most likely a few miles.


SUBSTANTIAL VIEW
The turbines are dramatically visible from the home.  The turbines are 
likely visible in a wide scope and most likely the distance between the 
home and the facility is short.


EXTREME VIEW


This rating is reserved for sites that are unmistakably dominated by the 
presence of the wind facility.  The turbines are dramatically visible from 
the home and there is a looming quality to their placement.  The turbines 
are often visible in a wide scope or the distance to the facility is very 
small.


Photographic examples of each of the categories are contained in Appendix E.  
 


                                                                                                                                                             
visibility.  This was corroborated elsewhere by Maloy and Dean (2001) and Riggs and Dean (2007).  As a result of 
these findings, it was determined that field collection of VIEW data was essential. 
41In addition to the qualitative rating system that was ultimately used in this study, a variety of quantitative data 
were collected that might describe the nature of the view of wind turbines, including the total number of turbines 
visible, the distance of the home to the nearest wind turbine, and the view scope/viewing angle (i.e., the degree to 
which the turbines spread out in front of the home: narrow, medium, or wide).  To explore the validity of the 
qualitative rating scale two tests were conducted.  First, a pre-study survey was conducted by showing 10 different 
off-site respondents 15 randomly selected photographs from the field representing the various rated VIEW 
categories. The higher VIEW ratings were oversampled to create a roughly equal distribution among the categories.  
The respondents rated the views into one of the qualitative categories.  The on-site / field collected ratings matched 
the off-site responses 65% of the time, with 97% of the rankings differing by no more than one category.  Ninety-
eight percent of the on-site-ranked MINOR VIEWs and 89% of the EXTREME VIEWs were similarly ranked by 
off-site respondents.  The on-site rankings were less than the off-site rankings 97% of the time; it is assumed that 
this is because on-site ratings took into account a greater portion of the panorama than were captured in the photos, 
which translated into a lower ranking.  Secondly, a post hoc Multinomial Logistic Regression model was created 
that used the qualitative on-site VIEW ratings as the dependent variable and the quantitative measures of distance to 
nearest turbine, number of turbines visible, and view scope as the independent variables.  This model produced high 
Pseudo R2 statistics (Cox and Snell 0.88, Nagelkerke 0.95, and McFadden 0.79) and predicted values that were 
highly correlated with the actual qualitative rating (Pearson’s 0.88).  Therefore, both tests corroborated the 
appropriateness of the simpler qualitative VIEW rankings used herein.  
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In addition to the qualitative VIEW measurements, a rating for the quality of the scenic vista 
(“VISTA”)42 from each home, absent the existence of the wind facilities, was also collected in 
the field.  An assessment of the quality of the VISTA from each home was needed because 
VIEW and VISTA are expected to be correlated; for example, homes with a PREMIUM VISTA 
are more likely to have a wide viewing angle in which wind turbines might also be seen.  
Therefore, to accurately measure the impacts of the VIEW of wind turbines on property values a 
concurrent control for VISTA (independent of any views of turbines) is required.  Drawing 
heavily on the landscape-quality rating system developed by Buhyoff et al. (1994) and to a lesser 
degree on the systems described by others (Daniel and Boster, 1976; USDA, 1995), an ordered 
VISTA rating system consisting of five categories was developed: POOR, BELOW AVERAGE, 
AVERAGE, ABOVE AVERAGE, and PREMIUM, with each rating defined in Table 4:43 


Table 4: Definition of VISTA Categories 


POOR VISTA
These vistas are often dominated by visually discordant man-made 
alterations (not considering turbines), or are uncomfortable spaces for 
people, lack interest, or have virtually no recreational potential.


BELOW AVERAGE VISTA


These scenic vistas contain visually discordant man-made alterations (not 
considering turbines) but are not dominated by them.  They are not inviting 
spaces for people, but are not uncomfortable.  They have little interest or 
mystery and have minor recreational potential.


AVERAGE VISTA


These scenic vistas include interesting views that can be enjoyed often only 
in a narrow scope. These vistas may contain some visually discordant man-
made alterations (not considering turbines), are moderately comfortable 
spaces for people, have some interest, and have minor recreational potential.


ABOVE AVERAGE VISTA


These scenic vistas include interesting views that often can be enjoyed in a 
medium to wide scope.  They might contain some man-made alterations (not 
considering turbines), yet still possess significant interest and mystery, are 
moderately balanced and have some potential for recreation.


PREMIUM VISTA


These scenic vistas would include "picture postcard" views that can be 
enjoyed in a wide scope.  They are often free or largely free of any discordant 
man made alterations (not considering turbines), possess significant interest, 
memorable qualities, and mystery and are well balanced and likely have a 
high potential for recreation.


Photographic examples of each of the categories are contained in Appendix D.  
 


                                                 
42 Scenic vista ratings are individually and collectively referred to as “VISTA” from this point forward. 
43 The appropriateness of these rankings were tested in two ways.  First, a set of 34 pictures taken on-site and 
representing various categories of VISTA were shown to 10 off-site respondents who were asked to rank them using 
the same categories, and then explain why they rated them as such.  Although the off-site ratings matched the on-site 
ratings only 51% of the time, 94% of on- and off-site rankings differed by no more than one category, with 17% of 
the off-site rankings below the on-site and 26% ranked above.  The descriptions of why the rankings where chosen 
by the off-site respondents illuminated the fact that off-site ratings did not take into account a number of aspects that 
were not adequately captured in the photos, but that were apparent in the field.  This finding was borne out by a 
second test that had five individuals visit seven homes in the field to rank their scenic vistas.  When all respondents 
were on-site, they similarly ranked the vista 72% of the time, with a rankingthat differed by no more than one 
category occurring one hundred percent of the time.   
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In addition to the VIEW and VISTA ratings, it was assumed that the orientation of the home to 
the view of turbines (e.g., front, back, or side) (“ORIENTATION”), and the degree to which the 
view of the turbines overlapped the primary scenic vista (e.g., not at all, barely, somewhat or 
strongly) (“OVERLAP”), might influence residential property values.  As such, information on 
ORIENTATION and OVERLAP were also collected in the field.   


3.2.4. Field Data Collection 
Field data collection was conducted on a house-by-house basis.  Each of the 6,194 homes was 
visited by the same individual to remove bias among field ratings.  Data collection was 
conducted in the fall of 2006, and the spring, summer, and fall of 2007 and 2008.  Each house 
was photographed and, when appropriate, so too were views of turbines and the prominent scenic 
vista.44  Data on VIEW were collected only for those homes that sold after at least one wind 
power facility had been erected in the study area.  When multiple wind facilities, with different 
construction dates, were visible from a home, field ratings for VIEW were made by taking into 
account which turbines had been erected at the time of sale.  Additionally, if the season at the 
time of sale differed from that of data collection and, for example, if leaves were off the trees for 
one but on for the other, an effort was made to modulate the VIEW rating accordingly if 
necessary.45   
 
Both VIEW and VISTA field ratings were arrived at through a Q-Sort method (Pitt and Zube, 
1979), which is used to distinguish relatively similar rankings.  For views of turbines, the rater 
first determined if the ranking was MINOR or EXTREME.  If neither of these two rankings was 
appropriate, then only a choice between MODERATE and SUBSTANTIAL was required.  
Similarly, for VISTA rankings, first POOR and PREMIUM were distinguished from the others; 
if neither applied then BELOW AVERAGE or ABOVE AVERAGE could be selected.  If 
neither of those were appropriate the VISTA, by default, was considered AVERAGE.  In all 
cases, if wind turbines were visible from the home, the VISTA rankings were made as if those 
turbines did not exist. 


3.3. Data Summary 
The final dataset consists of 7,459 valid and screened residential transactions occurring between 
January 2, 1996 and June 30, 2007.  Those transactions are arrayed across time and the ten wind 
project study areas as shown in Table 5.  The sample of valid residential transactions ranges from 
412 in Lee County, Illinois (ILLC) to 1,311 in Howard County, Texas (TXHC).46  Of the total 
7,459 transactions, 4,937 occurred after construction commenced on the relevant wind facilities.  
More specifically, 23% of the transactions (n=1,755) took place before any wind facility was 
announced and 10% occurred after announcement but before construction commenced (n=767), 


                                                 
44 In many cases the prominent VISTA was homogenous across groups of home, for instance urban homes on the 
same road.  In those cases a picture of the VISTA of one home was applied to all of the homes. All pictures were 
taken with a Canon EOS Rebel XTi Single Lens Reflex Camera with a 18-55mm lens.  VIEW and VISTA pictures 
were taken with the lens set to 18mm, with the camera at head height, and with the center of the camera pointed at 
the center of the prominent VISTA or VIEW.  Examples of the various VISTA and VIEW categories are contained 
in Appendices D and E respectively. 
45 This “modulation” occurred only for trees in the foreground, where, for instance, a single tree could obscure the 
view of turbines; this would not be the case for trees nearer the horizon. 
46 See description of “valid” in footnote 27 on page 13. 
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with the rest of the transactions occurring after construction commenced (66%, n=4,937).47  Of 
that latter group, 17% (n=824, 11% of total) sold in the first year following the commencement 
of construction, 16% in the second year (n=811, 11% of total), and the remainder (67%) sold 
more than two years after construction commenced (n=3,302, 44% of total).   


Table 5: Summary of Transactions across Study Areas and Development Periods 


Pre 
Announcement


Post 
Announcement 


Pre 
Construction


1st Year 
After 


Construction


2nd Year 
After 


Construction


2+ Years 
After 


Construction
Total


Benton/Walla Walla, WA & Umatilla, 
OR (WAOR)


226 45 76 59 384 790


Howard, TX (TXHC) 169 71 113 131 827 1311
Custer, OK (OKCC) 484 153 193 187 96 1113
Buena Vista, IA (IABV) 152 65 80 70 455 822
Lee, IL (ILLC) 115 84 62 71 80 412
Kewaunee/Door, WI (WIKCDC) 44 41 68 62 595 810
Somerset, PA (PASC) 175 28 46 60 185 494
Wayne, PA (PAWC) 223 106 64 71 87 551
Madison/Oneida, NY (MYMCOC) 108 9 48 30 268 463
Madison, NY (NYMC) 59 165 74 70 325 693


TOTAL 1755 767 824 811 3302 7459  
 
A basic summary of the resulting dataset, including the many independent variables used in the 
hedonic models described later, is contained in Table 6 and Table 7.  These tables present 
summary information for the full dataset (7,459 transactions) as well as the post-construction 
subset of that dataset (4,937 transactions); the latter is provided because much of the analysis that 
follows focuses on those homes that sold after wind facility construction.  The mean nominal 
residential transaction price in the sample is $102,968, or $79,114 in 1996 dollars.  The average 
house in the sample can be described as follows: it is 46 years old, has 1,620 square feet of 
finished living area above ground, is situated on 1.13 acres, has 1.74 bathrooms, and has a 


                                                 
47 The announcement date (as well as construction and online dates) was provided by Energy Velocity with the GIS 
files as described in footnote 20 on page 10.  The date corresponds to the first time the facility appears in the public 
record, which was often the permit application date.  This constitutes the first well established date when the 
existing wind facility would have been likely known by the public, and therefore is appropriate to use for this 
analysis, but there remain a number of areas for potential bias in this date.  First, the permit application date might 
be preceded by news reports of the impending application; alternatively, if the public record was not published 
online (that Energy Velocity used to establish their date), the “announcement” date – as used here - could, in fact, 
follow the permit application date.  To address this, when possible, the authors had discussions with the developer of 
the facility.  In most cases, the Energy Velocity dates were found to be accurate, and when they were not they were 
adjusted to reflect the dates provided by the developer.  A second potential source of bias is the possibility that a 
different project was proposed but never built, but that influenced the residential market in the study area prior to the 
“announcement” date.  Although this is likely rarer, we are aware of at least a few projects that fit that description in 
the study areas.  A final source of bias might revolve around the likelihood that awareness of a project could occur 
even before the facility is formally announced.  For example, a community member might know that a wind facility 
is being considered because they had been approached by the wind development company well ahead of a public 
announcement.  In turn, they might have had private discussions regarding the facility with other members of the 
community.  Taken together, it is appropriate to assume that there is some bias in the “announcement” date, and that 
awareness of the project might precede the date used in this analysis.  How this bias might affect the results in this 
report is addressed further in Section 5.3 and footnote 74 on page 38. 







 


 20 


slightly better than average condition.48  Within the full sample, 6% and 58% of homes had a 
poor or below average VISTA rating, respectively; 26% of homes received an average rating on 
this scale, with 9% above average and 2% experiencing premium vistas (see Figure 2).   


Figure 2: Frequency of VISTA Ratings for All and Post-Construction Transactions 
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With respect to the variables of interest, among the post-construction subset of 4,937 transactions, 
the frequency of the DISTANCE categories is found to follow geometry with the smallest 
numbers of transactions occurring near the wind turbines and ever increasing numbers further 
away (see Figure 3).  67  transactions (1%) are situated inside of 3,000 feet (< 0.57 Miles), 58 
(1%) are between 3,000 feet and one mile (0.57-1 mile), 2,019 (41%) occur outside of one mile 
but inside of three miles (1-3 miles), 1,923 (39%) occur between three and five miles (3-5 miles), 
and 870 (18%) occur outside of five miles (>5 miles).49 In this same post-construction group, a 
total of 730 homes that sold (15%) have a view of the wind turbines (see Figure 4).  A large 
majority of those homes have MINOR view ratings (n = 561, 11% of total), with 2% having 
MODERATE ratings (n=106) and the remaining transactions roughly split between 
SUBSTANTIAL and EXTREME ratings (n=35, 0.6%, and n=28, 0.5%, respectively).  A full 
description of the variables of interest and how they are arrayed at the study area level is 
contained in Appendix A. 


Figure 3: Frequency of DISTANCE Ratings for Post-Construction Transactions 
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48 The variable for the condition of the home was not uniform across study areas because, in some cases, it took into 
account construction grade while in others it did not. 
49 These numbers and percentages are skewed slightly from the overall population of transactions because homes 
outside of three miles were often under-sampled to reduce field data collection burdens.  Further, higher numbers of 
homes fall into each of the categories when the post-announcement-pre-construction transactions are included, as 
they are in some models.  These additional transactions are described below in Table 7 under “All Sales.” 
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Figure 4: Frequency of VIEW Ratings for Post-Construction Transactions 
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Table 6: Summary Statistics: All Sales and Post-Construction Sales 


Variable Name Description Freq. * Mean Std. Dev. Freq. * Mean Std. Dev.
SalePrice The unadjusted sale price of the home (in US dollars)      7,459     102,968       64,293      4,937      110,166       69,422 
SalePrice96 The sale price of the home adjusted to 1996 US dollars      7,459       79,114       47,257 4,937 80,156 48,906


LN_SalePrice96
The natural log transformation of the sale price of the home 


adjusted to 1996 US dollars      7,459          11.12           0.58 4,937 11.12 0.60


AgeatSale  The age of the home at the time of sale      7,459 46 37 4,937 47 36
AgeatSale_Sqrd  The age of the home at the time of sale squared      7,459          3,491         5,410 4,937 3,506 5,412


Sqft_1000
 The number of square feet of above grade finished living area     


(in 1000s)      7,459          1.623           0.59      4,937 1.628 0.589


Acres  The number of Acres sold with the residence      7,459            1.13           2.42      4,937 1.10 2.40
Baths  The number of Bathrooms (Full Bath = 1, Half Bath = 0.5)      7,459            1.74           0.69      4,937 1.75 0.70


ExtWalls_Stone
 If the home has exterior walls of stone, brick or stucco           


(Yes = 1, No = 0)      2,287            0.31           0.46      1,486 0.30 0.46


CentralAC  If the home has a Central AC unit (Yes = 1, No = 0)      3,785            0.51           0.50      2,575 0.52 0.50
Fireplace  The number of fireplace openings      2,708            0.39           0.55      1,834 0.40 0.55
Cul_De_Sac  If the home is situated on a cul-de-sac (Yes = 1, No = 0)         990            0.13           0.34         673 0.14 0.34


FinBsmt
 If finished basement square feet is greater than 50% times first 


floor square feet (Yes = 1, No = 0)      1,472            0.20           0.40         992 0.20 0.40


Water_Front
 If the home shares a property line with a body of water or river 


(Yes = 1, No = 0)         107            0.01           0.12           87 0.02 0.13


Cnd_Low  If the condition of the home is Poor (Yes = 1, No = 0)         101            0.01           0.12           69 0.01 0.12
Cnd_BAvg  If the condition of the home is Below Average (Yes = 1, No = 0)         519            0.07           0.25         359 0.07 0.26


Cnd_Avg  If the condition of the home is Average (Yes = 1, No = 0)      4,357            0.58           0.49      2,727 0.55 0.50


Cnd_AAvg
 If the condition of the home is Above Average                 


(Yes = 1, No = 0)      2,042            0.27           0.45      1,445 0.29 0.46


Cnd_High  If the condition of the home is High (Yes = 1, No = 0)         440            0.06           0.24         337 0.07 0.25


Vista_Poor  If the Scenic Vista from the home is Poor (Yes = 1, No = 0)         470            0.06           0.24         310 0.06 0.24


Vista_BAvg
 If the Scenic Vista from the home is Below Average            


(Yes = 1, No = 0)      4,301            0.58           0.49      2,857 0.58 0.49


Vista_Avg  If the Scenic Vista from the home is Average (Yes = 1, No = 0)      1,912            0.26           0.44      1,247 0.25 0.44


Vista_AAvg
 If the Scenic Vista from the home is Above Average            


(Yes = 1, No = 0)         659            0.09           0.28         448 0.09 0.29


Vista_Prem  If the Scenic Vista from the home is Premium (Yes = 1, No = 0)         117            0.02           0.12           75 0.02 0.12
SaleYear  The year the home was sold 7,459     2002             2.9 4,937     2004 2.3


All Sales Post Construction Sales


* "Freq." applies to the number of cases the parameter's value is not zero  
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Table 7: Summary of Variables of Interest: All Sales and Post-Construction Sales 


Variable Name Description Freq. * Mean Std. Dev. Freq. * Mean Std. Dev.


View_None
 If the home sold after construction began and had no view of the 


turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)      4,207            0.56           0.50      4,207 0.85 0.36


View_Minor
 If the home sold after construction began and had a Minor View 


of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)         561            0.08           0.26         561 0.11 0.32


View_Mod
 If the home sold after construction began and had a Moderate 


View of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)         106            0.01           0.12         106 0.02 0.15


View_Sub
 If the home sold after construction began and had a Substantial 


View of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)           35               -             0.07           35 0.01 0.08


View_Extrm
 If the home sold after construction began and had a Extreme View 


of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)           28               -             0.06           28 0.01 0.08


DISTANCE †
 Distance to nearest turbine if the home sold after facility 


"announcement", otherwise 0 5,705                2.53           2.59 4,895     3.57 1.68


Mile_Less_0.57 †
 If the home sold after facility "announcement" and was within 


0.57 miles (3000 feet) of the turbines                         
(Yes = 1, No = 0) 


          80            0.01           0.09           67            0.01           0.12 


Mile_0.57to1 †
 If the home sold after facility "announcement" and was between 


0.57 miles (3000 feet) and 1 mile of the turbines                
(Yes = 1, No = 0) 


          65            0.01           0.09           58            0.01           0.11 


Mile_1to3 †
 If the home sold after facility "announcement" and was between 1 


and 3 miles of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)      2,359            0.27           0.44      2,019            0.41           0.49 


Mile_3to5 †
 If the home sold after facility "announcement" and was between 3 


and 5 miles of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)      2,200            0.26           0.44      1,923            0.39           0.49 


Mile_Gtr5 †
 If the home sold after facility "announcement" and was outside 5 


miles of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)      1,000            0.12           0.32         870            0.18           0.38 


† "All Sales" freq., mean and standard deviation DISTANCE and DISTANCE fixed effects variables (e.g., Mile_1to3) include transactions that occurred after 
facility "announcement" and before "construction" as well as those that occured post-construction


All Sales Post Construction Sales


* "Freq." applies to the number of cases the parameter's value is not zero
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4. Base Hedonic Model 
This section uses the primary hedonic model (“Base Model”) to assess whether residential sales 
prices are affected, in a statistically measurable way, by views of and proximity to wind power 
facilities.  In so doing, it simultaneously tests for the presence of the three potential property 
value stigmas associated with wind power facilities: Area, Scenic Vista, and Nuisance.  This 
section begins with a discussion of the dataset that is used and the form of the model that is 
estimated, and then turns to the results of the analysis.  Various alternative hedonic models are 
discussed and estimated in Section 5, with Sections 6 and 7 providing a discussion of and results 
from the repeat sales and sales volume models.  


4.1. Dataset  
The data used for the Base Model were described in Section 3.3.  A key threshold question is 
whether or not to include the residential transactions that pre-date the relevant wind facility.  
Specifically, though the complete dataset consists of 7,459 residential transactions, a number of 
these transactions (n = 2,522) occurred before the wind facility was constructed.  Should these 
homes which, at the time of sale, would not have had any view of or distance to the wind facility, 
be included?  Two approaches could be applied to address this issue.  First, pre-construction 
transactions could be included in the hedonic model either as part of the reference category 
within which no wind-project property value impacts are assumed to exist, or instead by 
specifically identifying these pre-construction transactions through an indicator variable.  Second, 
and alternatively, pre-construction transactions could simply be excluded from the analysis 
altogether.  
 
For the purpose of the Base Model, the latter approach is used, therefore relying on only the 
post-construction subset of 4,937 residential transactions.  This approach, as compared to the 
others, results in somewhat more intuitive findings because all homes have a distance greater 
than zero and have a possibility of some view of the turbines.  More importantly, this approach 
minimizes the chance of inaccuracies that may otherwise exist due to inflation adjustment 
concerns or outdated home characteristics information.50  Nonetheless, to test for the 
implications of this choice of datasets, alternative hedonic models that use the full dataset were 
estimated, and are discussed in detail in Sections 5.3 and 5.4. 


                                                 
50 Home characteristics were obtained as of the last property assessment.  The timing of that assessment relative to 
the timing of the home sale transaction dictates how representative the assessed home characteristics are of the 
subject home when it was sold.  For example, if a home sold early in the study period but subsequently had 
significant improvements made that are reflected in the current assessment data used in the analysis, the model 
would assign value to these home characteristics at the time of sale when, in fact, those characteristics were 
inaccurate.  Additionally, the inflation adjustment index used in this analysis to translate home values to real 1996 
dollars came from the nearest or more appropriate municipal statistical area (MSA).  Many of the wind projects in 
the analysis are located in relatively rural parts of the country, and the housing market in the nearest metropolitan 
area could be different than the market surrounding wind projects.  Although these areas have – in many instances – 
recently begun to attract home buyers willing to commute back to the metropolitan areas on which the index is 
based, the older index adjustments are likely less accurate than the more recent adjustments.  Using a subset of the 
data for the majority of the analyses that removes the older, pre-construction, homes minimizes both of these biases. 
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4.2. Model Form  
A standard semi-log functional form is used for the hedonic models (as was discussed in Section 
2.1), where the dependent variable (sales price in inflation-adjusted 1996 dollars) is transformed 
to its natural log form and the independent variables (e.g., square feet and acres) are not 
transformed.  Using this form to examine the effect that views of, and distance to, wind facilities 
have on sales prices, the following basic model is estimated: 
 
( ) 0 1 2 3 4 5


s k v d
ln P N S X VIEW DISTANCEβ β β β β β ε= + + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑ ∑  (1)   


where 
P represents the inflation-adjusted sales price, 
N is the spatially weighted neighbors’ predicted sales price, 
S is the vector of s Study Area fixed effects variables (e.g., WAOR, OKCC, etc.), 
X is a vector of k home and site characteristics (e.g., acres, square feet, number of bathrooms, 
condition of the home, age of home, VISTA, etc.), 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view of turbine variables (e.g., MINOR, MODERATE, etc.), 
DISTANCE is a vector of d categorical distance to turbine variables (e.g., less than 3000 feet, 
between one and three miles, etc.),  
β0 is the constant or intercept across the full sample, 
β1 is a parameter estimate for the spatially weighted neighbor’s predicted sales price,  
β2 is a vector of s parameter estimates for the study area fixed effects as compared to homes sold 
in the Washington/Oregon (WAOR) study area, 
β3 is a vector of k parameter estimates for the home and site characteristics,  
β4 is a vector of v parameter estimates for the VIEW variables as compared to homes sold with 
no view of the turbines, 
β5 is a vector of d parameter estimates for the DISTANCE variables as compared to homes sold 
situated outside of five miles, and  
ε is a random disturbance term. 
 
As such, this model, and all subsequent hedonic models, has four primary groups of parameters: 
variables of interest, spatial adjustments, study-area fixed effects, and home and site 
characteristics.  
 
The variables of interest, VIEW and DISTANCE, are the focus of this study, and allow the 
investigation of the presence of Area, Scenic Vista, and Nuisance Stigmas.  These variables were 
defined in Section 3, and are summarized in Table 8.  Both VIEW and DISTANCE appear in the 
model together because a home’s value may be affected in part by the magnitude of the view of 
the wind turbines, and in part by the distance from the home to those turbines, and both variables 
appear in the Base Model as ordered categorical values.  The coefficients associated with these 
two vectors of variables (β4 and β5) represent the marginal impact of views of, and distances to, 
wind turbines on sales prices, as compared to a “reference” category of residential transactions, 
and should be ordered monotonically from low to high.51  This form of variable was used to 


                                                 
51 “Reference category” refers to the subset of the sample to which other observations are compared, and is pertinent 
when using categorical or “fixed effect” variables. 
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impose the least structure on the underlying data.52  For the purpose of the Base Model, the 
reference category for the DISTANCE variables are those transactions of homes that were 
situated outside of five miles from the nearest wind turbine.  The reference category for the 
VIEW variables are those transactions of homes that did not have a view of the wind facility 
upon sale.  Among the post-construction sample of homes, these reference homes are considered 
the least likely to be affected by the presence of the wind facilities.53 


Table 8: List of Variables of Interest Included in the Base Model 


Variable Name Description Type
Expected 


Sign


View_None
 If the home sold after construction began and had no view of the 


turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  Reference n/a


View_Minor
 If the home sold after construction began and had a Minor View of 


the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
View_Mod


 If the home sold after construction began and had a Moderate View 
of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -


View_Sub
 If the home sold after construction began and had a Substantial View 


of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
View_Extrm


 If the home sold after construction began and had an Extreme View 
of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -


Mile_Less_0.57
 If the home sold after facility "construction" and was within 0.57 


miles (3000 feet) of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
Mile_0.57to1


 If the home sold after facility "construction" and was between 0.57 
miles (3000 feet) and 1 mile of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -


Mile_1to3
 If the home sold after facility "construction" and was between 1 and 


3 miles of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
Mile_3to5


 If the home sold after facility "construction" and was between 3 and 
5 miles of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -


Mile_Gtr5
 If the home sold after facility "construction" and was outside 5 miles 


of the turbines (Yes = 1, No = 0)  Reference n/a


"OC" Ordered Categorical (1 = yes, 0 = no) values are interpreted in relation to the reference categorical case and are 
expected to have a monotonic order from low to high.  
 
The three stigmas are investigated though these VIEW and DISTANCE variables.  Scenic Vista 
Stigma is investigated through the VIEW variables.  Area and Nuisance Stigmas, on the other 
hand, are investigated through the DISTANCE variables.  To distinguish between Area and 


                                                 
52 In place of the ordered categorical DISTANCE variables, practitioners often rely on a continuous DISTANCE 
form (e.g., Sims et al., 2008).  Similar to ordered categorical variables, continuous variables have a natural ordering, 
either ascending or descending, but, unlike categorical variables, these “continuous” values are on a scale.  
Therefore, given any two of its values X1 and X2 and a specific functional form, the ratio “X1/X2” and the distance 
“X1 - X2” have a fixed meaning.  Examples of continuous variables other than DISTANCE that are commonly used 
include the number of square feet of living area (in 1000s) in a home (SQFT_1000) or the acres in the parcel 
(ACRES).  A continuous functional form of this nature “imposes structure” because practitioners must decide how 
price is related to the underlying variables through the selection of a specific functional relationship between the 
two.  For instance, in the case of DISTANCE, is there a linear relationship (which would imply a similar marginal 
difference between two distances both near and far from the turbines), does it decay slowly as distance grows, or 
does it fade completely at some fixed distance?  Because of the lack of literature in this area, no a priori 
expectations for which functional form is the best were established, and therefore unstructured categorical variables 
are used in the Base Model.  Nonetheless, a continuous DISTANCE form is explored in Section 5.2. 
53 It is worth noting that these reference homes are situated in both rural and urban locales and therefore are not 
uniquely affected by influences from either setting.  This further reinforces their worthiness as a reference category.  
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Nuisance Stigma, it is assumed that Nuisance effects are concentrated within one mile of the 
nearest wind turbine, while Area effects will be considered for those transactions outside of one 
mile.  Any property value effects discovered outside of one mile and based on the DISTANCE 
variables are therefore assumed to indicate the presence of Area Stigma, while impacts within a 
mile may reflect the combination of Nuisance and Area Stigma.   
 
The second set of variables in the Base Model - spatial adjustments - correct for the assumed 
presence of spatial autocorrelation in the error term (ε).  It is well known that the sales price of a 
home can be systematically influenced by the sales prices of those homes that have sold nearby.  
Both the seller and the buyer use information from comparable surrounding sales to inform them 
of the appropriate transaction price, and nearby homes often experience similar amenities and 
disamenities.  This lack of independence of home sale prices could bias hedonic regression 
results and, to help correct for this bias, a spatially (i.e., distance) weighted neighbors’ sales price 
(N) is included in the model.  Empirically, the neighbors’ price has been found to be a strong 
(and sometimes even the strongest) predictor of home values (Leonard and Murdoch, 
forthcoming), and the coefficient β1 is expected to be positive, indicating a positive correlation 
between the neighbors’ and subject home’s sales price.  A more-detailed discussion of the 
importance of this variable, and how it was created, is contained in Appendix G. 
 
The third group of variables in the Base Model - study area fixed effects - control for study area 
influences and the differences between them.  The vector’s parameters β2 represent the marginal 
impact of being in any one of the study areas, as compared to a reference category.  In this case, 
the reference category is the Washington/Oregon (WAOR) study area.54  The estimated 
coefficients for this group of variables represent the combined effects of school districts, tax 
rates, crime, and other locational influences across an entire study area.  Although this approach 
greatly simplifies the estimation of the model, because of the myriad of influences captured by 
these study-area fixed effects variables, interpreting the coefficient can be difficult.  In general, 
though, the coefficients simply represent the mean difference in sales prices between the study 
areas and the reference study area (WAOR).  These coefficients are expected to be strongly 
influential, indicating significant differences in sales prices across study areas. 
 
The fourth group of variables in the Base Model are the core home and site characteristics (X), 
and include a range of continuous (“C”),55 discrete (“D”),56 binary (“B”),57 and ordered 
categorical (“OC”) variables.  The specific home and site variables included in the Base Model 
are listed in Table 9 along with the direction of expected influence.58  Variables included are age 
                                                 
54 Because there is no intent to focus on the coefficients of the study area fixed effect variables, the reference case is 
arbitrary.  Further, the results for the other variables in the model are completely independent of this choice.   
55 See discussion in footnote 52 on previous page. 
56 Discrete variables, similar to continuous variables, are ordered and the distance between the values, such as X1 
and X2, have meaning, but for these variables, there are only a relatively small number of discrete values that the 
variable can take, for example, the number of bathrooms in a home (BATHROOMS). 
57 Binary variables have only two conditions: "on" or "off" (i.e., "1" or "0" respectively).  Examples are whether the 
home has central air conditioning ("CENTRAL_AC") or if the home is situated on a cul-de-sac ("CUL_DE_SAC").  
The coefficients for these variables are interpreted in relation to when the condition is "off." 
58 For those variables with a "+" sign it is expected that as the variable increases in value (or is valued at "1" as 
would be the case for fixed effects variables) the price of the home will increase, and the converse is true for the 
variables with a "-" sign.  The expected signs of the variables all follow conventional wisdom (as discussed in 
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of the home, home and lot size, number of bathrooms and fireplaces, the condition of the home, 
the quality of the scenic vista from the home, if the home has central AC, a stone exterior, and/or 
a finished basement, and whether the home is located in a cul-de-sac and/or on a water way.59 


Table 9: List of Home and Site Characteristics Included in the Base Model 


Variable Name Description Type
Expected 


Sign
AgeatSale  The age of the home at the time of sale in years  C -
AgeatSale_Sqrd  The age of the home at the time of sale squared  C +
Sqft_1000


 The number of square feet of above grade finished living area       
(in 1000s)  C +


Acres  The number of Acres sold with the residence  C +
Baths  The number of Bathrooms (Full Bath = 1, Half Bath = 0.5)  D +
ExtWalls_Stone


 If the home has exterior walls of stone, brick or stucco             
(Yes = 1, No = 0)  B +


CentralAC  If the home has a Central AC unit (Yes = 1, No = 0)  B +
Fireplace  The number of fireplace openings  D +
Cul_De_Sac  If the home is situated on a cul-de-sac (Yes = 1, No = 0)  B +
FinBsmt


If finished basement sqft > 50% times first floor sqft              
(Yes = 1, No = 0)  B +


Water_Front
 If the home shares a property line with a body of water or river      


(Yes = 1, No = 0)  B +
Cnd_Low  If the condition of the home is Poor (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
Cnd_BAvg  If the condition of the home is Below Average (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
Cnd_Avg  If the condition of the home is Average (Yes = 1, No = 0)  Reference n/a


Cnd_AAvg
 If the condition of the home is Above Average                   


(Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC +
Cnd_High  If the condition of the home is High (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC +
Vista_Poor  If the Scenic Vista from the home is Poor (Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -
Vista_BAvg


If the Scenic Vista from the home is Below Average               
(Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC -


Vista_Avg
 If the Scenic Vista from the home is Average                    


(Yes = 1, No = 0)  Reference n/a


Vista_AAvg
If the Scenic Vista from the home is Above Average               


(Yes = 1, No = 0)  OC +
Vista_Prem


 If the Scenic Vista from the home is Premium                              (Yes 
= 1, No = 0)  OC +


"C" Continuous, "D" Discrete, and "B" Binary (1 = yes, 0 = no) values are interpreted in relation to "No"


"OC" Ordered Categorical (1 = yes, 0 = no) values are interpreted in relation to the reference categorical 
case and are expected to have a monotonic order from low to high.  


                                                                                                                                                             
Sirmans et al., 2005a), save AgeatSale and AgeatSale_Sqrd, which are expected to be negative and positive, 
respectively.  The magnitude of the coefficient of AgeatSale is expected to be larger than that of AgeatSale_Sqrd 
indicating an initial drop in value as a home increases in age, and then an increase in value as the home becomes 
considerably older and more “historic.” 
59 Some characteristics, such as whether the home had a deck, a pool, or is located on a public sewer, are not 
available consistently across the dataset and therefore are not incorporated into the model.  Other characteristics, 
such as the number of bedrooms, the number of stories, or if the home had a garage, are available but are omitted 
from the final model because they are highly correlated with characteristics already included in the model and 
therefore do not add significantly to the model’s explanatory power.  More importantly, and as discussed in 
Appendix G, when their inclusion or exclusion are tested, the results are stable with those derived from the Base 
Model. 
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It should be emphasized that in the Base Hedonic Model - equation (1) - and in all subsequent 
models presented in Section 5, all variables of interest, spatial adjustments, and home and site 
characteristics are pooled, and therefore their estimates represent the average across all study 
areas.  Ideally, one would have enough data to estimate a model at the study area level - a fully 
unrestricted model - rather than pooled across all areas.  This fully unrestricted model form, 
along with 15 other model forms (with some variables restricted and others not), are discussed in 
detail in Appendix F.  In total, these 16 different models were estimated to explore which model 
was the most parsimonious (had the fewest parameters), performed the best (e.g., had the highest 
adjusted R2 and the lowest Schwarz information criterion60), and had the most stable coefficients 
and standard errors.  The basic pooled model described by equation (1) is found to fit that 
description, and that model is therefore chosen as the Base Model to which others are compared.  
By making this choice the effort concentrates on identifying the presence of potential property 
value impacts across all of the study areas in the sample as opposed to any single study area.61   
 
Finally, to assure that the model produces the best linear unbiased parameter estimates, the 
underlying assumptions of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression techniques must be 
verified:  
1) Homoskedastic error term;  
2) Absence of temporal serial correlation;  
3) Reasonably limited multicollinearity; and  
4) Appropriate controls for outliers and influencers.62 
  
These assumptions, and the specific approaches that are used to address them, are discussed in 
detail in Appendix G. 


4.3. Analysis of Results 
Table 10 (on page 32) presents the results of the Base Model (equation 1).63  The model 
performs well, with an adjusted R2 of 0.77.64  The spatial adjustment coefficient (β1) of 0.29 (p 
value 0.00) indicates that a 10% increase in the spatially weighted neighbor’s price increases the 
subject home’s value by an average of 2.9%.  The study-area fixed effects (β2) variables are all 
significant at the one percent level, demonstrating important differences in home valuations 


                                                 
60 The Schwarz information criterion measures relative parsimony between similar models (Schwarz, 1978). 
61 Because effects might vary between study areas, and the models estimate an average across all study areas, the 
full range of effects in individual study areas will go undetermined.  That notwithstanding, there is no reason to 
suspect that effects will be completely “washed out.”  For that to occur, an effect in one study area would have to be 
positive while in another area it would have to be negative, and there is no reason to suspect that sales prices would 
increase because of the turbines in one community while decreasing in other communities. 
62 The absence of spatial autocorrelation is often included in the group of assumptions, but because it was discussed 
above (and in Appendix G), and is addressed directly by the variable (Ni) included in the model, it is not included in 
this list. 
63 This model and all subsequent models were estimated using the PROC REG procedure of SAS Version 9.2 
TS1M0, which produces White’s corrected standard errors. 
64 The appropriateness of the R2 of 0.77 for this research is validated by the extensive hedonic literature that 
precedes it (see e.g., Kroll and Priestley, 1992; Boyle and Kiel, 2001; Simons, 2006b). 
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between the reference study area (WAOR) and the other nine study areas.65  The sign and 
magnitudes of the home and site characteristics are all appropriate given the a priori expectations, 
and all are statistically significant at the one percent level.66 
 
Of particular interest are the coefficient estimates for scenic vista (VISTA) as shown in Figure 5.  
Homes with a POOR vista rating are found, on average, to sell for 21% less (p value 0.00) than 
homes with an AVERAGE rating, while BELOW AVERAGE homes sell for 8% less (p value 
0.00).  Conversely, homes with an ABOVE AVERAGE vista are found to sell for 10% more (p 
value 0.00) than homes with an AVERAGE vista, while PREMIUM vista homes sell for 13% 
more than AVERAGE homes (p value 0.00).  Based on these results, it is evident that home 
buyers and sellers capitalize the quality of the scenic vista in sales prices.67 


Figure 5: Results from the Base Model for VISTA  
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The reference category consists of transactions for homes with an Average Vista, and that occured 
after construction began on the wind facility


Average Percentage Differences In Sales Prices 
As Compared To Reference Category


Reference
Category


All differences are statistically 
significant at the 1% level


 
 
                                                 
65 The reference category WAOR study area has the highest mean and median house values in the sample (as shown 
in Appendix A) so the negative coefficients for all the study area fixed effect variables are appropriate. 
66 To benchmark the results against those of other practitioners the research by Sirmans et al.  (2005a; 2005b) was 
consulted.  They conducted a meta-analysis of 64 hedonic studies carried out in multiple locations in the U.S. during 
multiple time periods, and investigated the coefficients of ten commonly used characteristics, seven of which were 
included in the model.  The similarities between their mean coefficients (i.e., the average across all 64 studies) and 
those estimated in the present Base Model are striking.  The analysis presented here estimates the effect of square 
feet (in 1000s) on log of sales price at 0.28 and Sirmans et al. provide an estimate of 0.34, while ACRES was 
similarly estimated (0.02 to 0.03, Base Model and Sirmans et al., respectively).  Further, AGEATSALE (age at the 
time of sale) (-0.006 to -0.009), BATHROOMS (0.09 to 0.09), CENTRALAC (0.09 to 0.08), and FIREPLACE 
(0.11 to 0.09) all similarly compare.  As a group, the Base Model estimates differ from Sirmans et al. estimates in all 
cases by no more than a third of the Sirmans et al. mean estimate's standard deviation.  This, taken with the 
relatively high adjusted R2 of the Base Model, demonstrates the appropriateness of the model’s specification. 
67 To benchmark these results they are compared to the few studies that have investigated the contribution of inland 
scenic vistas to sales prices.  Benson et al. (2000) find that a mountain vista increases sales price by 8%, while 
Bourassa et al. (2004) find that wide inland vistas increase sales price by 7.6%.  These both compare favorably to 
the 10% and 14% above average and premium rated VISTA estimates.  Comparable studies for below average and 
poor VISTA were not found and therefore no benchmarking of those coefficients is conducted.  Finally, it should 
again be noted that a home’s scenic vista, as discussed in Section 3.2.3, was ranked without taking the presence of 
the wind turbines into consideration, even if those turbines were visible at the time of home sale. 
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Despite this finding for scenic vista, however, no statistically significant relationship is found 
between views of wind turbines and sales prices.68  The coefficients for the VIEW parameters 
(β4) are all relatively small, none are statistically significant, and they are not monotonically 
ordered (see Figure 6).  Homes with EXTREME or SUBSTANTIAL view ratings, for which the 
Base Model is expected to find the largest differences, sell for, on average, 2.1% more (p value 
0.80) and 0.5% less (p value 0.94) than NO VIEW homes that sold in the same post-construction 
period.  Similarly, homes with MODERATE or MINOR view ratings sell, on average, for 1.7% 
more (p value 0.58) and 1.2% less (p value 0.40) than NO VIEW homes, respectively.  None of 
these coefficients are sizable, and none are statistically different from zero.  These results 
indicate that, among this sample at least, a statistically significant relationship between views of 
wind turbines and residential property values is not evident.  In other words, there is an absence 
of evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma in the Base Model. 


Figure 6: Results from the Base Model for VIEW 


-1.2%


1.7%


-0.5%


2.1%


-25%


-20%


-15%


-10%


-5%


0%


5%


10%


15%


20%


25%


No View of Turbines     
(n=4207)


Minor View     
(n=561)


Moderate View     
(n=106)


Substantial View     
(n=35)


Extreme View     
(n=28)


Av
er


ag
e 


Pe
rc


en
ta


ge
 D


iff
er


en
ce


s


The reference category consists of transactions for homes without a view of the turbines, 
and that occured after construction began on the wind facility


Average Percentage Differences In Sales Prices
As Compared To Reference Category


Reference
Category


No differences are statistically 
significant at the 10% level


 
 
The coefficients for the DISTANCE parameters (β5) are also all relatively small and none are 
statistically significant (see Figure 7).  Homes that are situated within 3000 feet (0.57 miles) of 
the nearest wind turbine, at the time of sale, are found to sell for 5.3% less (p value 0.40), on 
average, than homes outside of 5 miles that sold in the same “post-construction” period.  
Meanwhile, homes between 3000 feet and 1 mile sold for 5.5% less (p value 0.30), on average, 
than homes more than 5 miles away.  Homes that are within 1 to 3 miles of the nearest turbine, as 
compared to homes outside of 5 miles, sold for essentially the same, on average (coefficient = 
0.004, p value 0.80), while homes between 3 and 5 miles sold for 1.6% more (p value 0.23).   


                                                 
68 A significance level of 10% is used throughout this report, which corresponds to a p-value at or above 0.10.  
Although this is more liberal than the often used 5% (p-value at or above 0.05), it was chosen to give more 
opportunities for effects that might be fairly weak to be considered significant.  
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Figure 7: Results from the Base Model for DISTANCE 


-5.3% -5.5%


-0.4%


1.6%


-25%


-20%


-15%


-10%


-5%


0%


5%


10%


15%


20%


25%


Within 3000 Feet     
(n=67)


Between 3000 Feet     
and 1 Mile (n=58)


Between 1 and 3 Miles 
(n=2019)


Between 3 and 5 Miles 
(n=1923)


Outside 5 Miles     
(n=870)


Av
er


ag
e 


Pe
rc


en
ta


ge
 D


iff
er


en
ce


s


The reference category consists of transactions for homes situated more than five miles from the nearest 
turbine, and that occured after construction began on the wind facility 


Average Percentage Differences In Sales Prices
As Compared To Reference Category


Reference
Category


No differences are statistically 
significant at the 10% level


 
 
Looking at these results as a whole, a somewhat monotonic order from low to high is found as 
homes are situated further away from wind facilities, but all of the coefficients are relatively 
small and none are statistically different from zero.  This suggests that, for homes in the sample 
at least, there is a lack of statistical evidence that the distance from a home to the nearest wind 
turbine impacts sales prices, and this is true regardless of the distance band.69  As such, an 
absence of evidence of an Area or Nuisance Stigma is found in the Base Model.  That 
notwithstanding, the -5% coefficients for homes that sold within one mile of the nearest wind 
turbine require further scrutiny.  Even though the differences are not found to be statistically 
significant, they might point to effects that exist but are too small for the model to deem 
statistically significant due to the relatively small number of homes in the sample within 1 mile 
of the nearest turbine.  Alternatively, these homes may simply have been devalued even before 
the wind facility was erected, and that devaluation may have carried over into the post 
construction period (the period investigated by the Base Model).  To explore these possibilities, 
transactions that occurred well before the announcement of the wind facility to well after 
construction are investigated in the Temporal Aspects Model in the following “Alternative 
Models” section. 


                                                 
69 It is worth noting that the number of cases in each of these categories (e.g., n = 67 for homes inside of 3000 feet 
and n = 58 between 3000 feet and one mile) are small, but are similar to the numbers of cases for other variables in 
the same model (e.g., LOW CONDITION, n = 69; PREMIUM VISTA, n = 75), the estimates of which were found 
to be significant above the 1% level. 
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Table 10: Results from the Base Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 7.62 0.18 0.00
Nbr LN SalePrice96 hat 0.29 0.02 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale -0.006 0.0004 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00002 0.000003 0.00 4,937
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 4,937
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 4,937
Baths 0.09 0.01 0.00 4,937
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.02 0.00 1,486
CentralAC 0.09 0.01 0.00 2,575
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 1,834
FinBsmt 0.08 0.02 0.00 673
Cul De Sac 0.10 0.01 0.00 992
Water Front 0.33 0.04 0.00 87
Cnd Low -0.45 0.05 0.00 69
Cnd BAvg -0.24 0.02 0.00 350
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,727
Cnd AAvg 0.14 0.01 0.00 1,445
Cnd High 0.23 0.02 0.00 337
Vista Poor -0.21 0.02 0.00 310
Vista BAvg -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,247
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.02 0.00 448
Vista Prem 0.13 0.04 0.00 75
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     519
TXHC -0.75 0.03 0.00 1,071
OKCC -0.44 0.02 0.00 476
IABV -0.24 0.02 0.00 605
ILLC -0.09 0.03 0.00 213
WIKCDC -0.14 0.02 0.00 725
PASC -0.31 0.03 0.00 291
PAWC -0.07 0.03 0.01 222
NYMCOC -0.20 0.03 0.00 346
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 469
Post Con NoView Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,207
View Minor -0.01 0.01 0.40 561
View Mod 0.02 0.03 0.58 106
View Sub -0.01 0.07 0.94 35
View Extrm 0.02 0.09 0.80 28
Mile Less 0 57 -0.05 0.06 0.40 67
Mile 0 57to1 -0.05 0.05 0.30 58
Mile 1to3 0.00 0.02 0.80 2,019
Mile 3to5 0.02 0.01 0.23 1,923
Mile Gtr5 Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     870


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 1
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 37
F Statistic 442.8
Adjusted R Squared 0.77


LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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5. Alternative Hedonic Models  
The Base Hedonic Model presented in Section 4 found that residential property values have, on 
average, not been measurably affected by the presence of nearby wind facilities.  To test the 
robustness of this result and to test for other possible impacts from nearby wind projects, the 
report now turns to a number of other hedonic models. These Alternative Models were created to 
investigate different approaches to exploring the impact of the variables of interest (#1 and #2, 
below) and to assess the presence of impacts that are not otherwise fully captured by the Base 
Model (#3 through #6, below).   
 
1) View and Distance Stability Models:  Using only post-construction transactions (the same 


as the Base Model) these models investigate whether the Scenic Vista Stigma (as measured 
with VIEW) results are independent of the Nuisance and Area Stigma results (as measured 
by DISTANCE) and vice versa.70 


2) Continuous Distance Model:  Using only post-construction transactions, this model 
investigates Area and Nuisance Stigmas by applying a continuous distance parameter as 
opposed to the categorical variables for distance used in the previous models. 


3) All Sales Model:  Using all transactions, this model investigates whether the results for the 
three stigmas change if transactions that occurred before the announcement and construction 
of the wind facility are included in the sample. 


4) Temporal Aspects Model: Using all transactions, this model further investigates Area and 
Nuisance Stigmas and how they change for homes that sold more than two years pre-
announcement through the period more than four years post-construction. 


5) Home Orientation Model:  Using only post-construction transactions, this model 
investigates the degree to which a home’s orientation to the view of wind turbines affects 
sales prices. 


6) View and Vista Overlap Model:  Using only post-construction transactions, this model 
investigates the degree to which the overlap between the view of a wind facility and a home’s 
primary scenic vista affects sales prices. 


 
Each of these models is described in more depth in the pages that follow.  Results are shown for 
the variables of interest only; full results are contained in Appendix H. 


5.1. View and Distance Stability Models 
The Base Model (equation 1) presented in Section 4 includes both DISTANCE and VIEW 
variables because a home’s value might be affected in part by the magnitude of the view of a 
nearby wind facility and in part by the distance from the home to that facility.  These two 
variables may be related, however, in-so-far as homes that are located closer to a wind facility 
are likely to have a more-dominating view of that facility.  To explore the degree to which these 
two sets of variables are independent of each other (i.e. not collinear) and to further test the 
robustness of the Base Model results two alternative hedonic models are run, each of which 
includes only one of the sets of parameters (DISTANCE or VIEW).  Coefficients from these 
models are then compared to the Base Model results. 


                                                 
70 Recall that the qualitative VIEW variable incorporated the visible distance to the nearest wind facility.  
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5.1.1. Dataset and Model Form  
The same dataset is used as in the Base Model, focusing again on post-construction transactions 
(n = 4,937).  To investigate DISTANCE effects alone the following model is estimated:  
 
( ) 0 1 2 3 5


s k d
ln P N S X DISTANCEβ β β β β ε= + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑  (2) 


where  
P represents the inflation-adjusted sales price, 
N is the spatially weighted neighbors’ predicted sales price, 
S is the vector of s Study Area fixed effects variables (e.g., WAOR, OKCC, etc.), 
X is a vector of k home and site characteristics (e.g., acres, square feet, number of bathrooms, 
condition of the home, age of home, VISTA, etc.), 
DISTANCE is a vector of d categorical distance variables (e.g., less than 3000 feet, between one 
and three miles, etc.),  
β0 is the constant or intercept across the full sample, 
β1 is a parameter estimate for the spatially weighted neighbor’s predicted sales price,  
β2 is a vector of s parameter estimates for the study area fixed effects as compared to transactions 
of homes in the WAOR study area, 
β3 is a vector of k parameter estimates for the home and site characteristics,  
β5 is a vector of d parameter estimates for the DISTANCE variables as compared to transactions 
of homes situated outside of five miles, and  
ε is a random disturbance term. 
 
The parameters of primary interest are β5, which represent the marginal differences between 
home values at various distances from the wind turbines as compared to the reference category 
of homes outside of five miles.  These coefficients can then be compared to the same coefficients 
estimated from the Base Model.   
 
Alternatively, to investigate the VIEW effects alone, the following model is estimated:   
 
( ) 0 1 2 3 4


s k v
ln P N S X VIEWβ β β β β ε= + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑  (3) 


where 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view variables (e.g., MINOR, MODERATE, etc.), 
β4 is a vector of v parameter estimates for the VIEW variables, and 
all other components are as defined in equation (2). 
 
The parameters of primary interest in this model are β4, which represent the marginal differences 
between home values for homes with varying views of wind turbines at the time of sale as 
compared to the reference category of homes without a view of those turbines.  Again, these 
coefficients can then be compared to the same coefficients estimated from the Base Model.   
 
Our expectation for both of the models described here is that the results will not be dramatically 
different from the Base Model, given the distribution of VIEW values across the DISTANCE 
values, and vice versa, as shown in Table 11.  Except for EXTREME view, which is 
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concentrated inside of 3000 feet, all view ratings are adequately distributed among the distance 
categories.  


Table 11: Frequency Crosstab of VIEW and DISTANCE Parameters  


Inside       
3000 Feet


Between         
3000 Feet and 1 


Mile


Between    
1 and 3 
Miles


Between    
3 and 5 
Miles


Outside     
5 Miles


Total
No View 6 12 1653 1695 841 4207
Minor View 14 24 294 202 27 561
Moderate View 8 13 62 21 2 106
Substantial View 11 9 10 5 0 35
Extreme View 28 0 0 0 0 28


TOTAL 67 58 2019 1923 870 4937  


5.1.2. Analysis of Results 
Summarized results for the variables of interest from the Base Model and the two Alternative 
Stability Models are presented in Table 12.  (For brevity, the full set of results for the models is 
not shown in Table 12, but is instead included in Appendix H.)  The adjusted R2 for the View and 
Distance Stability Models is the same as for the Base Model, 0.77.  All study area, spatial 
adjustment, and home and site characteristics are significant at or above the one percent level and 
are similar in magnitude to the estimates presented earlier for the Base Model.  
 
The DISTANCE and VIEW coefficients, β5 and β4, are stable, changing no more than 3%, with 
most (7 out of 8) not experiencing a change greater than 1%.  In all cases, changes to coefficient 
estimates for the variables of interest are considerably less than the standard errors.  Based on 
these results, there is confidence that the correlation between the VIEW and DISTANCE 
variables is not responsible for the findings and that these two variables are adequately 
independent to be included in the same hedonic model regression. As importantly, no evidence 
of Area, Scenic Vista, or Nuisance Stigma is found in the sample, as none of the VIEW or 
DISTANCE variables are found to be statistically different from zero.   


Table 12: Results from Distance and View Stability Models 


Variables of Interest n Coef SE p Value Coef SE p Value Coef SE p Value
No View 4207 Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted
Minor View 561 -0.01 0.01 0.39 -0.02 0.01 0.24
Moderate View 106 0.02 0.03 0.57 0.00 0.03 0.90
Substantial View 35 -0.01 0.07 0.92 -0.04 0.06 0.45
Extreme View 28 0.02 0.09 0.77 -0.03 0.06 0.58
Inside 3000 Feet 67 -0.05 0.06 0.31 -0.04 0.04 0.25   
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile 58 -0.05 0.05 0.20 -0.06 0.05 0.17   
Between 1 and 3 Miles 2019 0.00 0.02 0.80 -0.01 0.02 0.71   
Between 3 and 5 Miles 1923 0.02 0.01 0.26 0.01 0.01 0.30   
Outside 5 Miles 870 Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted Omitted   


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 1 2 3
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937 4937 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 37 33 33
F Statistic 442.8 496.7 495.9
Adjusted R Squared 0.77 0.77 0.77


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables.  "n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"


Base Model Distance Stability View Stability


LN_SalePrice96 LN_SalePrice96 LN_SalePrice96
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5.2. Continuous Distance Model 
The potential impact of wind facilities on residential property values based on Area and 
Nuisance effects was explored with the Base Model by using five ordered categorical 
DISTANCE variables.  This approach was used in order to impose the least restriction on the 
functional relationship between distance and property values (as discussed in footnote 52 on 
page 25).  The literature on environmental disamenities, however, more commonly uses a 
continuous distance form (e.g., Sims et al., 2008), which imposes more structure on this 
relationship.  To be consistent with the literature and to test if a more rigid structural relationship 
might uncover an effect that is not otherwise apparent with the five distance categories used in 
the Base Model, a hedonic model that relies upon a continuous distance variable is presented 
here.  One important benefit of this model is that a larger amount of data (e.g., n = 4,937) is used 
to estimate the continuous DISTANCE coefficient then was used to estimate any of the 
individual categorical estimates in the Base Model (e.g., n = 67 inside 3000 feet, n = 2019 
between one and three miles).  The Continuous Distance Model therefore provides an important 
robustness test to the Base Model results. 


5.2.1. Dataset and Model Form  
A number of different functional forms can be used for a continuous DISTANCE variable, 
including linear, inverse, cubic, quadratic, and logarithmic.  Of the forms that are considered, an 
inverse function seemed most appropriate.71  Inverse functions are used when it is assumed that 
any effect is most pronounced near the disamenity and that those effects fade asymptotically as 
distance increases.  This form has been used previously in the literature (e.g., Leonard et al., 
2008) to explore the impact of disamenities on home values, and is calculated as follows: 
 
InvDISTANCE 1/ DISTANCE=  (4) 
 
where 
DISTANCE is the distances to the nearest turbine from each home as calculated at the time of 
sale for homes that sold in the post-construction period. 
 
For the purpose of the Continuous Distance Model, the same dataset is used as in the Base Model, 
focusing again on post-construction transactions (n = 4,937).  InvDISTANCE has a maximum of 
6.67 (corresponding to homes that were 0.15 miles, or roughly 800 feet, from the nearest wind 
turbine), a minimum of 0.09 (corresponding to a distance of roughly 11 miles), and a mean of 
0.38 (corresponding to a distance of 2.6 miles).  This function was then introduced into the 
hedonic model in place of the DISTANCE categorical variables as follows: 
 
( ) 0 1 2 3 4 5


s k v
ln P N S X VIEW InvDISTANCEβ β β β β β ε= + + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑  (5) 


where 
InvDISTANCEi is the inverse of the distance to the nearest turbine, 
β5 is a parameter estimate for the inverse of the distance to the nearest turbine, and 


                                                 
71 The other distance functions (e.g., linear, quadratic, cubic & logarithmic) were also tested.  Additionally, two-part 
functions with interactions between continuous forms (e.g., linear) and categorical (e.g., less than one mile) were 
investigated.  Results from these models are briefly discussed below in footnote 72.  
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all other components are as defined in equation (1). 
 
The coefficient of interest in this model is β5, which, if effects exist, would be expected to be 
negative, indicating an adverse effect from proximity to the wind turbines.   


5.2.2. Analysis of Results 
Results for the variables of interest in the Continuous Distance Model and the Base Model are 
shown in Table 13. (For brevity, the full set of results for the model is not shown in Table 13, but 
is instead included in Appendix H.)  The model performs well with an adjusted R2 of 0.77.  All 
study area, spatial adjustment, and home and site characteristics are significant at the one percent 
level.  The coefficients for VIEW are similar to those found in the Base Model, demonstrating 
stability in results, and none are statistically significant.  These results support the previous 
findings of a lack of evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma.    
 
Our focus variable InvDISTANCE produces a coefficient (β5) that is slightly negative at -1%, 
but that is not statistically different from zero (p value 0.41), implying again that there is no 
statistical evidence of a Nuisance Stigma effect nor an Area Stigma effect and confirming the 
results obtained in the Base Model.72     


Table 13: Results from Continuous Distance Model  


Variables of Interest Coef SE p Value n Coef SE p Value n
No View Omitted Omitted Omitted 4,207   Omitted Omitted Omitted 4,207   
Minor View -0.01 0.01 0.39 561      -0.01 0.01 0.32 561      
Moderate View 0.02 0.03 0.57 106      0.01 0.03 0.77 106      
Substantial View -0.01 0.07 0.92 35        -0.02 0.07 0.64 35        
Extreme View 0.02 0.09 0.77 28        0.01 0.10 0.85 28        
Inside 3000 Feet -0.05 0.06 0.31 67           
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.05 0.05 0.20 58           
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.80 2,019      
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.26 1,923      
Outside 5 Miles Omitted Omitted Omitted 870      
InvDISTANCE  -0.01 0.02 0.41 4,937 


Model Information     
Model Equation Number 1 5
Dependent Variable  
Number of Cases 4937 4937  
Number of Predictors (k) 37 34  
F Statistic 442.8 481.3  
Adjusted R Squared 0.77 0.77  


LN_SalePrice96 LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables.  "n" = number of cases in category when category = "1"


Base Model Continuous Distance


 


5.3. All Sales Model 
The Base Model presented earlier relied on only those transactions that occurred after the 
construction of the relevant wind facility.  This approach, however, leaves open two key 
questions.  First, it is possible that the property values of all of the post-construction homes in the 
                                                 
72 As mentioned in footnote 71 on page 36, a number of alternative forms of the continuous distance function were 
also explored, including two-part functions, with no change in the results presented here.  In all cases the resulting 
continuous distance function was not statistically significant. 
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sample have been affected by the presence of a wind facility, and therefore that the reference 
homes in the Base Model (i.e., those homes outside of five miles with no view of a wind turbine) 
are an inappropriate comparison group because they too have been impacted.73  Using only those 
homes that sold before the announcement of the wind facility (pre-announcement) as the 
reference group would, arguably, make for a better comparison because the sales price of those 
homes are not plausibly impacted by the presence of the wind facility.74  Second, the Base Model 
does not consider homes that sold in the post-announcement but pre-construction period, and 
previous research suggests that property value effects might be very strong during this period, 
during which an assessment of actual impacts is not possible and buyers and sellers may take a 
more-protective and conservative stance (Wolsink, 1989).  This subsection therefore presents the 
results of a hedonic model that uses the full set of transactions in the dataset, pre- and post-
construction. 


5.3.1. Dataset and Model Form  
Unlike the Base Model, in this instance the full set of 7,459 residential transactions is included.  
The following model is then estimated: 
 
( ) 0 1 2 3 4 5


s k v d
ln P N S X VIEW DISTANCEβ β β β β β ε= + + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑ ∑  (6) 


where 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view variables (e.g., NONE, MINOR, MODERATE, etc.), 
DISTANCE is a vector of d categorical distance variables (e.g., less than 3000 feet, between one 
and three miles, outside of five mile, etc.),  
β4 is a vector of v parameter estimates for the VIEW variables as compared to pre-construction 
transactions,   
β5 is a vector of d parameter estimates for the DISTANCE variables as compared to pre-
announcement transactions, and 
all other components are as defined in equation (1). 
 
It is important to emphasize that the VIEW and DISTANCE parameters in equation (6) have 
different reference categories than they do in the Base Model - equation (1).  In the Base Model, 
DISTANCE and VIEW are estimated in the post-construction period in reference to homes that 
sold outside of five miles and with no view of the turbines respectively.75  In the All Sales Model, 
on the other hand, the coefficients for VIEW (β4) are estimated in reference to all pre-
construction transactions (spanning the pre-announcement and post-announcement-pre-
construction periods) and the coefficients for DISTANCE (β5) are estimated in reference to all 
pre-announcement transactions.  In making a distinction between the reference categories for 
VIEW and DISTANCE, it is assumed that awareness of the view of turbines and awareness of 


                                                 
73 This might be the case if there is an Area Stigma that includes the reference homes. 
74 As discussed in footnote 47 on page 19, it is conceivable that awareness might occur prior to the “announcement” 
date used for this analysis.  If true, this bias is likely to be sporadic in nature and less of an issue in this model, when 
all pre-announcement transactions are pooled (e.g., both transactions near and far away from where the turbines 
were eventually located) than in models presented later (e.g., temporal aspects model).  Nonetheless, if present, this 
bias may weakly draw down the pre-announcement reference category. 
75 See Section 4.1 and also footnote 51 on page 24 for more information on why the post-construction dataset and 
five-mile-no-view homes reference category are used in the Base Model. 
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the distance from them might not occur at the same point in the development process.  
Specifically, it is assumed that VIEW effects largely occur after the turbines are erected, in the 
post-construction period, but that DISTANCE effects might occur in the post-announcement-pre-
construction timeframe.  For example, after a wind facility is announced, it is not atypical for a 
map of the expected locations of the turbines to be circulated in the community, allowing home 
buyers and sellers to assess the distance of the planned facility from homes.  Because of this 
assumed difference in when awareness begins for VIEW and DISTANCE, the DISTANCE 
variable is populated for transactions occurring in the post-announcement-pre-construction 
period as well as the post-construction period (see Table 14 below), but the VIEW variable is 
populated only for transactions in the post-construction period – as they were in the Base 
Model.76   


Table 14: Frequency Summary for DISTANCE in All Sales Model 


< 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Post-Construction 67 58 2019 1923 870 4937
Post-Announcement-Pre-Construction 13 7 340 277 130 767


TOTAL 80 65 2359 2200 1000 5704  
 
One beneficial consequence of the differences in reference categories for the VIEW and 
DISTANCE variables in this model, as opposed to the Base Model, is that this model can 
accommodate all of the possible VIEW and DISTANCE categories, including NO VIEW 
transactions and transactions of homes outside of five miles.  Because of the inclusion of these 
VIEW and DISTANCE categories, the tests to investigate Area, Scenic Vista, and Nuisance 
Stigmas are slightly different in this model than in the Base Model.  For Area Stigma, for 
example, how homes with no view of the turbines fared can now be tested; if they are adversely 
affected by the presence of the wind facility, then this would imply a pervasive Area Stigma 
impact.  For Scenic Vista Stigma, the VIEW coefficients (MINOR, MODERATE, etc.) can be 
compared (using a t-Test) to the NO VIEW results; if they are significantly different, a Scenic 
Vista Stigma would be an obvious culprit.  Finally, for Nuisance Stigma, the DISTANCE 
coefficients inside of one mile can be compared (using a t-Test) to those outside of five miles; if 
there is a significant difference between these two categories of homes, then homes are likely 
affected by their proximity to the wind facility. 


5.3.2. Analysis of Results 
Results for the variables of interest for this hedonic model are summarized in Table 15, and Base 
Model results are shown for comparison purposes. (For brevity, the full set of results for the 
model is not shown in Table 15, but is instead included in Appendix H.)  The adjusted R2 for the 
model is 0.75, down slightly from 0.77 for the Base Model, and indicating that this model has 
slightly more difficulty (i.e. less explanatory power) modeling transactions that occurred pre-


                                                 
76 It is conceivable that VIEW effects could occur before the turbines are constructed.  In some cases, for example, 
developers will simulate what the project will look like after construction during the post-announcement but pre-
construction timeframe.  In these situations, home buyers and sellers might adjust home values accordingly based on 
the expected views of turbines.  It is assumed, however, that such adjustments are likely to be reasonably rare, and 
VIEW effects are therefore estimated using only post-construction sales. 
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construction.77  All study area, spatial adjustment, and home and site characteristics are 
significant at or above the one percent level and are similar in sign and magnitude to the 
estimates derived from the post-construction Base Model.   
 
The VIEW coefficients (β4) are clearly affected by the change in reference category.  All of the 
VIEW parameter estimates are higher than the Base Model estimates for the same categories.  Of 
particular interest is the NO VIEW coefficient, which represents the values of homes without a 
view of the turbines and that sold in the post-construction period, as compared to the mean value 
of homes that sold in the pre-construction period, all else being equal. These homes, on average, 
are estimated to sell for 2% (p value 0.08) more than similar pre-construction homes.  If an Area 
Stigma existed, a negative coefficient for these NO VIEW homes would be expected.  Instead, a 
positive and statistically significant coefficient is found.78  It is outside the ability of this study to 
determine whether the increase is directly related to the wind turbines, or whether some other 
factor is impacting these results, but in either instance, no evidence of a pervasive Area Stigma 
associated with the presence of the wind facilities is found.  
 
To test for the possibility of Scenic Vista Stigma, the coefficients for MINOR, MODERATE, 
SUBSTANTIAL, and EXTREME views can be compared to the NO VIEW coefficient using a 
simple t-Test.  Table 16 presents these results.  As shown, no significant difference is found for 
any of the VIEW coefficients when compared to NO VIEW transactions.  This reinforces the 
findings earlier that, within the sample at least, there is no evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma. 
 
The DISTANCE parameter estimates (β5) are also found to be affected by the change in 
reference category, and all are lower than the Base Model estimates for the same categories.  
This result likely indicates that the inflation-adjusted mean value of homes in the pre-
announcement period is slightly higher, on average, than for those homes sold outside of five 
miles in the post-construction period.  This difference could be attributed to the inaccuracy of the 
inflation index, a pervasive effect from the wind turbines, or to some other cause.  Because the 
coefficients are not systematically statistically significant, however, this result is not pursued 
further.  What is of interest, however, is the negative 8% estimate for homes located between 
3000 feet and one mile of the nearest wind turbine (p value 0.03).  To correctly interpret this 
result, and to compare it to the Base Model, one needs to discern if this coefficient is 
significantly different from the estimate for homes located outside of five miles, using a t-Test. 
 
The results of this t-Test are shown in Table 17.  The coefficient differences are found to be 
somewhat monotonically ordered.  Moving from homes within 3000 feet (-0.06, p value 0.22), 
and between 3000 feet and one mile (-0.08, p value 0.04), to between one and three miles (0.00, 
p value 0.93) and between three and five miles (0.01, p value 0.32) the DISTANCE coefficients 
are found to generally increase.  Nonetheless, none of these coefficients are statistically 
significant except one, homes that sold between 3000 feet and one mile.  The latter finding 
suggests the possibility of Nuisance Stigma. It is somewhat unclear why an effect would be 
found in this model, however, when one was not evident in the Base Model. The most likely 
                                                 
77 This slight change in performance is likely due to the inaccuracies of home and site characteristics and the 
inflation adjustment for homes that sold in the early part of the study period.  This is discussed in more detail in 
footnote 50 on page 23. 
78 For more on the significance level used for this report, see footnote 68 on page 30. 
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explanation is that the additional homes that are included in this model, specifically those homes 
that sold post-announcement but pre-construction, are driving the results.  A thorough 
investigation of these “temporal” issues is provided in the next subsection.   
 
In summation, no evidence is found of an Area or Scenic Vista Stigma in this alternative hedonic 
model, but some limited not-conclusive evidence of a Nuisance Stigma is detected.  To further 
explore the reliability of this latter result, the analysis now turns to the Temporal Aspects Model. 


Table 15: Results from All Sales Model 


Variables of Interest Coef SE p Value n Coef SE p Value n
Pre-Construction Sales n/a n/a n/a n/a Omitted Omitted Omitted 2,522  
No View Omitted Omitted Omitted 4,207  0.02 0.01 0.08 4,207  
Minor View -0.01 0.01 0.39 561     0.00 0.02 0.77 561     
Moderate View 0.02 0.03 0.57 106     0.03 0.03 0.41 106     
Substantial View -0.01 0.07 0.92 35       0.03 0.07 0.53 35       
Extreme View 0.02 0.09 0.77 28       0.06 0.08 0.38 28       
Inside 3000 Feet -0.05 0.06 0.31 67       -0.06 0.05 0.18 80       
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.05 0.05 0.20 58       -0.08 0.05 0.03 65       
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.80 2,019  0.00 0.01 0.80 2,359  
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.26 1,923  0.01 0.01 0.59 2,200  
Outside 5 Miles Omitted Omitted Omitted 870   0.00 0.02 0.78 1,000
Pre-Announcement Sales n/a n/a n/a n/a Omitted Omitted Omitted 1,755


Model Information
Model Equation Number 1 6
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937 7459
Number of Predictors (k) 37 39
F Statistic 442.8 579.9
Adjusted R Squared 0.77 0.75


LN_SalePrice96 LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables.  "n" = number of cases in category when category = "1"


Base Model All Sales


 


Table 16: Results from Equality Test of VIEW Coefficients in the All Sales Model 


No View Minor View Moderate 
View


Substantial 
View Extreme View


n 4,207 561 106 35 28
Coefficient 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.06
Coefficient Difference * Reference -0.02 0.00 0.01 0.04
Variance 0.0001 0.0003 0.0009 0.0030 0.0050
Covariance n/a 0.00011 0.00010 0.00009 0.00008
Df n/a 7419 7419 7419 7419
t -Test n/a -1.20 0.17 0.23 0.58
Significance n/a 0.23 0.87 0.82 0.57


* Differences are rounded to the nearest second decimal place.                                                                                          
"n" = number of cases in category when category = "1"  
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Table 17: Results from Equality Test of DISTANCE Coefficients in the All Sales Model 
Inside 3000 


Feet
Between 3000 


Feet and 1 Mile
Between 1 and 


3 Miles
Between 3 and 


5 Miles
Outside 5 


Miles


n 80 65 2,359 2,200 1,000
Coefficient -0.06 -0.08 0.00 0.01 0.00
Coefficient Difference * -0.05 -0.08 0.00 0.01 Reference
Variance 0.0019 0.0015 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003
Covariance 0.00010 0.00013 0.00013 0.00015 n/a
Df 7419 7419 7419 7419 n/a
t  Test -1.23 -2.06 0.09 1.00 n/a
Significance 0.22 0.04 0.93 0.32 n/a


* Differences are rounded to the nearest second decimal place.                                                                                          
"n" = number of cases in category when category = "1"  


5.4. Temporal Aspects Model 
Based on the results of the All Sales Model, a more thorough investigation of how Nuisance and 
Area Stigma effects might change throughout the wind project development period is warranted.  
As discussed previously, there is some evidence that property value impacts may be particularly 
strong after the announcement of a disamenity, but then may fade with time as the community 
adjusts to the presence of that disamenity (e.g., Wolsink, 1989).  The Temporal Aspects Model 
presented here allows for an investigation of how the different periods of the wind project 
development process affect estimates for the impact of DISTANCE on sales prices.   


5.4.1. Dataset and Model Form  
Here the full set of 7,459 residential transactions is used, allowing an exploration of potential 
property value impacts (focusing on the DISTANCE variable) throughout time, including in the 
pre-construction period.  The following model is then estimated: 
 
( ) 0 1 2 3 4 5


s k v y
ln P N S X VIEW (DISTANCE PERIOD)β β β β β β ε= + + + + + ⋅ +∑ ∑ ∑ ∑  (7) 


where 
DISTANCE is a vector of categorical distance variables (e.g., less than one mile, between one 
and three miles, etc.),  
PERIOD is a vector of categorical development period variables (e.g., after announcement and 
before construction, etc.), 
β5 is a vector of y parameter estimates for each DISTANCE and PERIOD category as compared 
to the transactions more than two years before announcement and outside of five miles, and 
all other components are as defined in equation (1). 
 
The PERIOD variable contains six different options:  
1) More than two years before announcement;  
2) Less than two years before announcement;  
3) After announcement but before construction; 
4) Less than two years after construction;  
5) Between two and four years after construction; and  







 


 43 


6) More than four years after construction.  
 
In contrast to the Base Model, the two DISTANCE categories inside of one mile are collapsed 
into a single “less than one mile” group.  This approach increases the number of transactions in 
each crossed subcategory of data, and therefore enhances the stability of the parameter estimates 
and decreases the size of the standard errors, thus providing an increased opportunity to discover 
statistically significant effects.  Therefore, in this model the DISTANCE variable contains four 
different options: 
1) Less than one mile;  
2) Between one and three miles; 
3) Between three and five miles; and 
4) Outside of five miles.79  
 
The number of transactions in each of the DISTANCE and PERIOD categories is presented in 
Table 18. 
 
The coefficients of interest are β5, which represent the vector of marginal differences between 
homes sold at various distances from the wind facility (DISTANCE) during various periods of 
the development process (PERIOD) as compared to the reference group.  The reference group in 
this model consists of transactions that occurred more than two years before the facility was 
announced for homes that were situated more than five miles from where the turbines were 
ultimately constructed.  It is assumed that the value of these homes would not be affected by the 
future presence of the wind facility. The VIEW parameters, although included in the model, are 
not interacted with PERIOD and therefore are treated as controlling variables.80  
 
Although the comparisons of these categorical variables between different DISTANCE and 
PERIOD categories is be interesting, it is the comparison of coefficients within each PERIOD 
and DISTANCE category that is the focus of this section.  Such comparisons, for example, allow 
one to compare how the average value of homes inside of one mile that sold two years before 
announcement compare to the average value of homes inside of one mile that sold in the post-
announcement-pre-construction period.  For this comparison, a t-Test similar to that in the All 
Sales Model is used. 


                                                 
79 For homes that sold in the pre-construction time frame, no turbines yet existed, and therefore DISTANCE is 
created using a proxy: the Euclidian distance to where the turbines were eventually constructed. This approach 
introduces some bias when there is more than one facility in the study area.  Conceivably, a home that sold in the 
post-announcement-pre-construction period of one wind facility could also be assigned to the pre-announcement 
period of another facility in the same area.  For this type of sale, it is not entirely clear which PERIOD and 
DISTANCE is most appropriate, but every effort was made to apply the sale to the wind facility that was most likely 
to have an impact.  In most cases this meant choosing the closest facility, but in some cases, when development 
periods were separated by many years, simply the earliest facility was chosen.  In general, any bias created by these 
judgments is expected to be minimal because, in the large majority of cases, the development process in each study 
area was more-or-less continuous and focused in a specific area rather then being spread widely apart. 
80 As discussed earlier, the VIEW variable was considered most relevant for the post-construction period, so 
delineations based on development periods that extended into the pre-construction phase were unnecessary.  It is 
conceivable, however, that VIEW effects vary in periods following construction, such as in the first two years or 
after that.  Although this is an interesting question, the numbers of cases for the SUBSTANTIAL and EXTREME 
ratings – even if combined – when divided into the temporal periods were too small to be fruitful for analysis.  
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Table 18: Frequency Crosstab of DISTANCE and PERIOD 
More Than 2 Years 


Before 
Announcement


Less Than 2 Years 
Before 


Announcement


After 
Announcement 


Before 
Construction


Less Than 2 
Years After 


Construction


Between 2 and 4 
Years After 


Construction


More Than 4 
Years After 


Construction
Total


Less Than 1 Mile 38 40 20 39 45 43 225


Between 1 and 3 Miles 283 592 340 806 502 709 3,232


Between 3 and 5 Miles 157 380 277 572 594 757 2,737


Outside of 5 Miles 132 133 130 218 227 425 1,265


TOTAL 610 1,145 767 1,635 1,368 1,934 7,459  


5.4.2. Analysis of Results 
Results for the variables of interest for this hedonic model are presented in Table 19; as with 
previous models, the full set of results is contained in Appendix H.  Similar to the All Sales 
Model discussed in the previous section, the adjusted R2 for the model is 0.75, down slightly 
from 0.77 for the Base Model, and indicating that this model has slightly more difficulty (i.e., 
less explanatory power) modeling transactions that occurred before wind facility construction.  
All study area, spatial adjustment, and home and site characteristics are significant at or above 
the one percent level, are of the appropriate sign, and are similar in magnitude to the estimates 
derived from the post-construction Base Model.  
 
All of the DISTANCE / PERIOD interaction coefficients for distances outside of one mile are 
relatively small (-0.04 < β5 < 0.02) and none are statistically significant.  This implies that there 
are no statistically significant differences in property values between the reference category 
homes – homes sold more than two years before announcement that were situated outside of five 
miles from where turbines were eventually erected – and any of the categories of homes that sold 
outside of one mile at any other period in the wind project development process.  These 
comparisons demonstrate, arguably more directly than any other model presented in this report 
that Area Stigma effects likely do not exist in the sample.   
 
The possible presence of a Nuisance Stigma is somewhat harder to discern.  For homes that sold 
inside of one mile of the nearest wind turbine, in three of the six periods there are statistically 
significant negative differences between average property values when compared to the 
reference category.  Transactions completed more than two years before facility announcement 
are estimated to be valued at 13% less (p value 0.02) than the reference category, transactions 
less than two years before announcement are 10% lower (p value 0.06), and transactions after 
announcement but before construction are 14% lower (p value 0.04).  For other periods, however, 
these marginal differences are considerably smaller and are not statistically different from the 
reference category.  Sales prices in the first two years after construction are, on average, 9% less 
(p value 0.15), those occurring between three and four years following construction are, on 
average, 1% less (p value 0.86), and those occurring more than four years after construction are, 
on average, 7% less (p value 0.37).   
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Table 19: Results from Temporal Aspects Model 


Variables of Interest Coef SE p Value n
More Than 2 Years Before Announcement -0.13 0.06 0.02 38
Less Than 2 Years Before Announcement -0.10 0.05 0.06 40
After Announcement Before Construction -0.14 0.06 0.04 21
2 Years After Construction -0.09 0.07 0.11 39
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction -0.01 0.06 0.85 44
More Than 4 Years After Construction -0.07 0.08 0.22 42
More Than 2 Years Before Announcement -0.04 0.03 0.18 283
Less Than 2 Years Before Announcement 0.00 0.03 0.91 592
After Announcement Before Construction -0.02 0.03 0.54 342
2 Years After Construction 0.00 0.03 0.90 807
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction 0.01 0.03 0.78 503
More Than 4 Years After Construction 0.00 0.03 0.93 710
More Than 2 Years Before Announcement 0.00 0.04 0.92 157
Less Than 2 Years Before Announcement 0.00 0.03 0.97 380
After Announcement Before Construction 0.00 0.03 0.93 299
2 Years After Construction 0.02 0.03 0.55 574
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction 0.01 0.03 0.65 594
More Than 4 Years After Construction 0.01 0.03 0.67 758
More Than 2 Years Before Announcement Omitted Omitted Omitted 132
Less Than 2 Years Before Announcement -0.03 0.04 0.33 133
After Announcement Before Construction -0.03 0.03 0.39 105
2 Years After Construction -0.03 0.03 0.44 215
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction 0.03 0.03 0.44 227
More Than 4 Years After Construction 0.01 0.03 0.73 424


Model Information
7


7459
56


404.5
0.75


Number of Cases
Number of Predictors (k)
F Statistic
Adjusted R Squared


LN_SalePrice96


Outside 5 Miles


Between 3-5 
Miles


Between 1-3 
Miles


Inside 1 Mile


Model Equation Number
Dependent Variable


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables.                                                                                                 
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"


Temporal Aspects


 
 
What these results suggest (as shown in Figure 8) is that homes inside of one mile in the sample, 
on average, were depressed in value (in relation to the reference category) before and after the 
announcement of the wind facility and up to the point that construction began, but that those 
values rebounded somewhat after construction commenced.81  This conclusion also likely 
explains why a significant and negative effect for homes that sold between 3000 feet and one 
mile is found in the All Sales Model presented in Section 5.3: homes within this distance range 
that sold prior to facility construction were depressed in value and most likely drove the results 
for homes that sold after announcement.  Regardless, these results are not suggestive of a 
pervasive Nuisance Stigma.   
                                                 
81 As discussed in footnotes 47 (on page 19) and 74 (on page 38), the “announcement date” often refers to the first 
time the proposed facility appeared in the press.  “Awareness” of the project in the community may precede this 
date, however, and therefore transactions occurring in the period “less than two years before announcement” could 
conceivably have been influenced by the prospective wind project, but it is considerably less likely that those in the 
period more than two years before announcement would have been influenced. 
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Figure 8: Results from the Temporal Aspects Model 
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The reference category consists of transactions of homes situated more than five miles from where the nearest 
turbine would eventually be located and that occurred more than two years before announcement of the facility


Price Changes Over Time
Average percentage difference in sales prices as compared to reference category


Less Than 1 Mile Between 1 and 3 Miles


Between 3 and 5 Miles Outside 5 Miles


Reference Category
Outside of 5 Miles
More Than 2 Years


Before Announcement


 
 
To explore Nuisance Stigma further, the analysis again turns to the t-Test and compares the 
coefficients for transactions that occurred more than two years before wind facility 
announcement (during which time the future wind facility is not expected to have any impact on 
sales prices) to the estimates for the DISTANCE coefficients in the periods that follow.  These 
results are shown in Table 20.  Focusing on those transactions inside of one mile, it is found that 
all coefficients are greater in magnitude than the reference category except during the post-
announcement-pre-construction period (which is 1% less and is not statistically significant; p 
value 0.90), indicating, on average, that home values are increasing or staying stable from the 
pre-announcement reference period onward.  These increases, however, are not statistically 
significant except in the period of two to four years after construction (0.12, p value 0.08).  With 
respect to Nuisance Stigma, the more important result is that, relative to homes that sold well 
before the wind facility was announced, no statistically significant adverse effect is found in any 
period within a one mile radius of the wind facility.  Therefore, the -5% (albeit not statistically 
significant) average difference that is found in the Base Model, and the -8% (statistically 
significant) result that is found in the All Sales Model (for homes between 3000 feet and one 
mile) appear to both be a reflection of depressed home prices that preceded the construction of 
the relevant wind facilities.  If construction of the wind facilities were downwardly influencing 
the sales prices of these homes, as might be deduced from the Base or All Sales Models alone, a 
diminution in the inflation adjusted price would be seen as compared to pre-announcement levels.  
Instead, an increase is seen.  As such, no persuasive evidence of a Nuisance Stigma is evident 
among this sample of transactions.82 
                                                 
82 It should be noted that the numbers of study areas represented for homes situated inside of one mile but in the 
periods “more than two years before announcement” and “more than four years after construction” are fewer (n = 5) 
than in the other temporal categories (n = 8).  Further, the “more than two years before announcement – inside of 
one mile” category is dominated by transactions from one study area (OKCC).  For these reasons, there is less 
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Turning to the coefficient differences for distances greater than one mile in Table 20, again, no 
statistical evidence of significant adverse impacts on home values is uncovered.  Where 
statistically significant differences are identified, the coefficients are greater than the reference 
category. These findings corroborate the earlier Area Stigma results, and re-affirm the lack of 
evidence for such an effect among the sample of residential transactions included in this analysis. 


Table 20: Results from Equality Test of Temporal Aspects Model Coefficients 
More Than      


2 Years         
Before 


Announcement


Less Than       
2 Years        
Before 


Announcement


After 
Announcement 


Before 
Construction


Less Than         2 
Years        After 


Construction


Between        
2 and 4 Years 


After 
Construction


More Than      
4 Years         
After 


Construction


Less Than 1 Mile Reference 0.03 (0.45) -0.01 (-0.13) 0.04 (0.56) 0.12 (1.74)* 0.06 (0.88)


Between 1 and 3 Miles Reference 0.04 (1.92)* 0.02 (0.86) 0.05 (2.47)** 0.05 (2.27)** 0.04 (1.82)*


Between 3 and 5 Miles Reference 0.01 (0.37) 0.01 (0.34) 0.02 (0.77) 0.02 (0.78) 0.02 (0.79)


Outside of 5 Miles † Reference -0.04 (-0.86) -0.03 (-0.91) -0.03 (-0.77) 0.03 (0.81) 0.01 (0.36)
Numbers in parenthesis are t-Test statistics.  Significance = *** 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level, <blank> below the 10% level.
† For homes outside of 5 miles, the coefficient differences are equal to the coefficients in the Temporal Aspects Model, and therefore the t-
values were produced via the OLS.  


5.5. Orientation Model 
All of the hedonic models presented to this point use a VIEW variable that effectively assumes 
that the impact of a view of wind turbines on property values will not vary based on the 
orientation of the home to that view; the impact will be the same whether the view is seen from 
the side of the home or from the back or front.  Other literature, however, has found that the 
impact of wind projects on property values may be orientation-dependent (Sims et al., 2008).  To 
investigate this possibility further a parameter for orientation is included in the model.   


5.5.1. Dataset and Model Form  
The same dataset is used as in the Base Model, focusing on post-construction transactions (n = 
4,937).  To investigate whether the orientation of a home to the turbines (ORIENTATION) has a 
marginal impact on residential property values, over and above that of the VIEW impacts alone, 
the following hedonic model is estimated:83 
                                                                                                                                                             
confidence in these two estimates (-13% and -7% respectively) than for the estimates for other temporal periods 
inside of one mile.  Based on additional sensitivity analysis not included here, it is believed that if they are biased, 
both of these estimates are likely biased downward.  Further, as discussed in footnote 47 on page 19, there is a 
potential for bias in the “announcement” date in that awareness of a project may precede the date that a project 
enters the public record (i.e., the “announcement” date used for this analysis).  Taken together, these two issues 
might imply that the curve shown in Figure 8 for “less than one mile” transactions, instead of having a flat and then 
increasing shape, may have a more of an inverse parabolic (e.g., “U”) shape.  This would imply that a relative 
minimum in sales prices is reached in the period after awareness began of the facility but before construction 
commenced, and then, following construction, prices recovered to levels similar to those prior to announcement (and 
awareness).  These results would be consistent with previous studies (e.g., Wolsink, 1989; Devine-Wright, 2004) but 
cannot be confirmed without the presence of more data.  Further research on this issue is warranted.  In either case, 
such results would not change the conclusion here of an absence of evidence of a pervasive Nuisance Stigma in the 
post-construction period. 
83 The various possible orientations of the home to the view of turbines will be, individually and collectively, 
referred to as “ORIENTATION” in this report. 
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∑
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where 
ORIENTATION is a vector of o ORIENTATION variables (e.g., SIDE, FRONT, and BACK), 
β6 is a vector of o parameter estimates for ORIENTATION variables, and 
all other components are as defined in equation (1).84   
 
The ORIENTATION categories include FRONT, BACK, and SIDE, and are defined as follows: 
• SIDE: The orientation of the home to the view of the turbines is from the side.  
• FRONT: The orientation of the home to the view of the turbines is from the front. 
• BACK: The orientation of the home to the view of the turbines is from the back. 
 
The orientation of the home to the view of the wind facilities was determined in the course of the 
field visits to each home.  If more than one orientation to the turbines best described the home 
(e.g., back and side, or front, back, and side) they were coded as such (e.g., turbines visible from 
back and side: SIDE = 1; BACK = 1; FRONT = 0).85   
 
Not surprisingly, ORIENTATION is related to VIEW.  Table 21 and Table 22 provide frequency 
and percentage crosstabs of ORIENTATION and VIEW.  As shown, those homes with more 
dramatic views of the turbines generally have more ORIENTATION ratings applied to them. For 
instance, 25 out of 28 EXTREME VIEW homes have all three ORIENTATION ratings (i.e., 
FRONT, BACK, and SIDE).  Virtually all of the MINOR VIEW homes, on the other hand, have 
only one ORIENTATION.  Further, MINOR VIEW homes have roughly evenly spread 
orientations to the turbines across the various possible categories of FRONT, BACK, and SIDE.  
Conversely, a majority of the MODERATE and SUBSTANTIAL VIEW ratings coincide with an 
ORIENTATION from the back of the house.86 


                                                 
84 Ideally, one would enter ORIENTATION in the model through an interaction with VIEW.  There are two ways 
that could be accomplished: either with the construction of multiple fixed effects (“dummy”) variables, which 
capture each sub-category of VIEW and ORIENTATION, or through a semi-continuous interaction variable, which 
would be created by multiplying the ordered categorical variable VIEW by an ordered categorical variable 
ORIENTATION.  Both interaction scenarios are problematic, the former because it requires increasingly small 
subsets of data, which create unstable coefficient estimates, and the latter because there are no a priori expectations 
for the ordering of an ordered categorical ORIENTATION variable and therefore none could be created and used for 
the interaction.  As a result, no interaction between the two variables is reported here. 
85 An “Angle” orientation was also possible, which was defined as being between Front and Side or Back and Side.  
An Angle orientation was also possible in combination with Back or Front (e.g., Back-Angle or Front-Angle).  In 
this latter case, the orientation was coded as one of the two prominent orientations (e.g., Back or Front).  An Angle 
orientation, not in combination with Front or Back, was coded as Side. 
86 The prevalence of BACK orientations for MODERATE and SUBSTANTIAL VIEW homes may be because 
BACK views might more-frequently be kept without obstruction, relative to SIDE views. 
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Table 21: Frequency Crosstab of VIEW and ORIENTATION 


Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Front 217 33 17 27 294


Back 164 67 24 25 280


Side 194 17 15 27 253


Total 561 106 35 28 730
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Note: Total of ORIENTATION does not sum to 730 because multiple orientations are 
possible for each VIEW.  


Table 22: Percentage Crosstab of VIEW and ORIENTATION 


Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Front 39% 31% 49% 96% 40%


Back 29% 63% 69% 89% 38%


Side 35% 16% 43% 96% 35%
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Note: Percentages are calculated as a portion of the total for each VIEW ratings (e.g., 24 of 
the 35 SUBSTANTIAL rated homes have a BACK ORIENTATION = 69%). Columns do not 
sum to 100% because multiple orientations are possible for each VIEW.


 
The parameter estimates of interest in this hedonic model are those for ORIENTATION (β6) and 
VIEW (β4).  β6 represent the marginal impact on home value, over and above that of VIEW 
alone, of having a particular orientation to the turbines.  In the Base Model the VIEW 
coefficients effectively absorb the effects of ORIENTATION, but in this model they are 
estimated separately. Because a home’s surrounding environment is typically viewed from the 
front or back of the house, one would expect that, to the extent that wind facility VIEW impacts 
property values, that impact would be especially severe for homes that have FRONT or BACK 
orientations to those turbines.  If this were the case, the coefficients for these categories would be 
negative, while the coefficient for SIDE would be to be close to zero indicating little to no 
incremental impact from a SIDE ORIENTATION. 


5.5.2. Analysis of Results 
Results for the variables of interest for this hedonic model are shown in Table 23; as with 
previous models, the full set of results is contained in Appendix H.  The model performs well 
with an adjusted R2 of 0.77.  All study area, spatial adjustment, and home and site characteristics 
are significant at or above the one percent level, are of the appropriate sign, and are similar in 
magnitude to the estimates derived from the post-construction Base Model.   The coefficients for 
DISTANCE and VIEW are stable, in sign and magnitude, when compared to the Base Model 
results, and none of the marginal effects are statistically significant.   
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The coefficients for the variables of interest (β6) do not meet the a priori expectations.  The 
estimated effect for SIDE ORIENTATION, instead of being close to zero, is -3% (p value 0.36), 
while BACK and FRONT, instead of being negative and larger, are estimated at 3% (p value 
0.37) and -1% (p value 0.72), respectively.  None of these variables are found to be even 
marginally statistically significant, however, and based on these results, it is concluded that there 
is no evidence that a home’s orientation to a wind facility affects property values in a measurable 
way.  Further, as with previous models, no statistical evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma is found 
among this sample of sales transactions.  


Table 23: Results from Orientation Model 


Variables of Interest Coef SE p Value n Coef SE p Value n
No View Omitted Omitted Omitted 4207 Omitted Omitted Omitted 4207
Minor View -0.01 0.01 0.39 561 -0.01 0.06 0.88 561
Moderate View 0.02 0.03 0.57 106 0.00 0.06 0.96 106
Substantial View -0.01 0.07 0.92 35 -0.01 0.09 0.85 35
Extreme View 0.02 0.09 0.77 28 0.02 0.17 0.84 28
Inside 3000 Feet -0.05 0.06 0.31 67 -0.04 0.07 0.46 67
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.05 0.05 0.20 58 -0.05 0.05 0.26 58
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.80 2019 0.00 0.02 0.83 2019
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.26 1923 0.02 0.01 0.26 1923
Outside 5 Miles Omitted Omitted Omitted 870 Omitted Omitted Omitted 870
Front Orientation  -0.01 0.06 0.72 294
Back Orientation  0.03 0.06 0.37 280
Side Orientation  -0.03 0.06 0.36 253


Model Information     
Model Equation Number 1 8  
Dependent Variable  
Number of Cases 4937 4937  
Number of Predictors (k) 37 40
F Statistic 442.8 410.0
Adjusted R Squared 0.77 0.77


LN_SalePrice96 LN_SalePrice96


Base Model Orientation Model


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables. "n" = number of cases in category when category = "1"


 


5.6. Overlap Model 
The Orientation Model, presented above, investigated, to some degree, how the potential effects 
of wind turbines might be impacted by how a home is oriented to the surrounding environment.  
In so doing, this model began to peel back the relationship between VIEW and VISTA, but 
stopped short of looking at the relationship directly.  It would be quite useful, though, to 
understand the explicit relationship between the VISTA and VIEW variables.  In particular, one 
might expect that views of wind turbines would have a particularly significant impact on 
residential property values when those views strongly overlap (“OVERLAP”) the prominent 
scenic vista from a home. To investigate this possibility directly, and, in general, the relationship 
between VIEW and VISTA, a parameter for OVERLAP is included in the model.   







 


 51 


5.6.1. Dataset and Model Form 
Data on the degree to which the view of wind turbines overlaps with the prominent scenic vista 
from the home (OVERLAP) were collected in the course of the field visits to each home.87  The 
categories for OVERLAP included NONE, BARELY, SOMEWHAT, and STRONGLY, and are 
described in Table 24: 88 


Table 24: Definition of OVERLAP Categories 
OVERLAP - NONE The scenic vista does not contain any view of the turbines.


OVERLAP - BARELY
A small portion (~ 0 - 20%) of the scenic vista is overlapped by the view of 
turbines, and might contain a view of a few turbines, only a few of which can 
be seen entirely.  


OVERLAP - SOMEWHAT
A moderate portion (~20-50%) of the scenic vista contains turbines, and 
likely contains a view of more than one turbine, some of which are likely to 
be seen entirely.


OVERLAP - STRONGLY
A large portion (~50-100%) of the scenic vista contains a view of turbines, 
many of which likely can be seen entirely.


 
     
A crosstab describing the OVERLAP designations and the VIEW categories is shown in Table 
25.  As would be expected, the more dramatic views of wind turbines, where the turbines occupy 
more of the panorama, are coincident with the OVERLAP categories of SOMEWHAT or 
STRONGLY.  Nonetheless, STRONGLY are common for all VIEW categories.  Similarly, 
SOMEWHAT is well distributed across the MINOR and MODERATE rated views, while 
BARELY is concentrated in the MINOR rated views.   
 
The same dataset is used as in the Base Model, focusing on post-construction transactions (n = 
4,937).  To investigate whether the overlap of VIEW and VISTA has a marginal impact on 
residential property values, over and above that of the VIEW and VISTA impacts alone, the 
following hedonic model is estimated:89 
  
( ) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6


s k v d t


7
p


ln P N S X VIEW DISTANCE VISTA


OVERLAP


β β β β β β β


β ε


= + + + + + +


+ +


∑ ∑ ∑ ∑ ∑


∑
 (9) 


where 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view variables (e.g., MINOR, MODERATE, etc.), 
VISTA is a vector of t categorical scenic vista variables (e.g., POOR, BELOW-AVERAGE, etc.), 
OVERLAP is a vector of p categorical overlap variables (e.g., BARELY, SOMEWHAT, etc.), 
                                                 
87 Scenic vista was rated while taking into account the entire panorama surrounding a home.  But, for each home, 
there usually was a prominent direction that offered a preferred scenic vista.  Often, but not always, the home was 
orientated to enjoy that prominent scenic vista.  Overlap is defined as the degree to which the view of the wind 
facility overlaps with this prominent scenic vista. 
88 “…can be seen entirely” refers to being able to see a turbine from the top of the sweep of its blade tips to below 
the nacelle of the turbine where the sweep of the tips intersects the tower. 
89 Although VISTA appears in all models, and is usually included in the vector of home and site characteristics 
represented by X, it is shown separately here so that it can be discussed directly in the text that follows. 
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β4 is a vector of v parameter estimates for VIEW fixed effects variables as compared to 
transactions of homes without a view of the turbines, 
β6 is a vector of t parameter estimates for VISTA fixed effect variables as compared to 
transactions of homes with an AVERAGE scenic vista, 
β7 is a vector of o parameter estimates for OVERLAP fixed effect variables as compared to 
transactions of homes where the view of the turbines had no overlap with the scenic vista, and 
all other components are as defined in equation (1).   
 
The variables of interest in this model are VIEW, VISTA and OVERLAP, and the coefficients β4, 


β6, and β7 are therefore the primary focus.  Theory would predict that the VISTA coefficients in 
this model would be roughly similar to those derived in the Base Model, but that the VIEW 
coefficients may be somewhat more positive as the OVERLAP variables explain a portion of any 
negative impact that wind projects have on residential sales prices.  In that instance, the 
OVERLAP coefficients would be negative, indicating a decrease in sales price when compared 
to those homes that experience no overlap between the view of wind turbines and the primary 
scenic vista.  


Table 25: Frequency Crosstab of OVERLAP and VIEW 


None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total
None 4,207 317 3 0 0 4,527


Barely 0 139 10 1 0 150
Somewhat 0 81 42 7 2 132


Strongly 0 24 51 27 26 128
Total 4,207 561 106 35 28 4,937
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5.6.2. Analysis of Results 
Results for the variables of interest for this hedonic model are shown in Table 26; as with 
previous models, the full set of results is contained in Appendix H.  The model performs well 
with an adjusted R2 of 0.77.  All study area, spatial adjustment, and home and site characteristics 
are significant at or above the one percent level, are of the appropriate sign, and are similar in 
magnitude to the estimates derived from the post-construction Base Model.   
 
As expected from theory, the VISTA parameters are stable across models with no change in 
coefficient sign, magnitude, or significance.  Counter to expectations, however, the VIEW 
coefficients, on average, decrease in value.  MINOR VIEW is now estimated to adversely affect 
a home’s sale price by 3% (p value 0.10) and is weakly significant, but none of the other VIEW 
categories are found to be statistically significant.  Oddly, the OVERLAP rating of BARELY is 
found to significantly increase home values by 5% (p value 0.08), while none of the other 
OVERLAP ratings are found to have a statistically significant impact.   
 
Taken at face value, these results are counterintuitive. For instance, absent any overlap of view 
with the scenic vista (NONE), a home with a MINOR view sells for 3% less than a home with no 
view of the turbines.  If, alternatively, a home with a MINOR view BARELY overlaps the 
prominent scenic vista, it not only enjoys a 2% increase in value over a home with NO VIEW of 
the turbines but a 5% increase in value over homes with views of the turbines that do not overlap 
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with the scenic vista.  In other words, the sales price increases when views of turbines overlap 
the prominent scenic vista, at least in the BARELY category.  A more likely explanation for 
these results are that the relatively high correlation (0.68) between the VIEW and OVERLAP 
parameters is spuriously driving one set of parameters up and the other down.  More importantly, 
when the parameters are combined, they offer a similar result as was found in the Base Model.  
Therefore, it seems that the degree to which the view of turbines overlaps the scenic vista has a 
negligible effect on sales prices among the sample of sales transactions analyzed here.90 
 
Despite these somewhat peculiar results, other than MINOR, none of the VIEW categories are 
found to have statistically significant impacts, even after accounting for the degree to which 
those views overlap the scenic vista.  Similarly, none of the OVERLAP variables are 
simultaneously negative and statistically significant.  This implies, once again, that a Scenic 
Vista Stigma is unlikely to be present in the sample.  Additionally, none of the DISTANCE 
coefficients are statistically significant, and those coefficients remain largely unchanged from the 
Base Model, reaffirming previous results in which no significant evidence of either an Area or a 
Nuisance Stigma was found. 


                                                 
90 An alternative approach to this model was also considered, one that includes an interaction term between VIEW 
and VISTA.  For this model it is assumed that homes with higher rated scenic vistas might have higher rated views 
of turbines, and that these views of turbines would decrease the values of the scenic vista.  To construct the 
interaction, VISTA, which can be between one and five (e.g., POOR=1,…PREMIUM=5), was multiplied by VIEW, 
which can be between zero and four (e.g. NO VIEW=0, MINOR=1,…EXTREME=4).  The resulting interaction 
(VIEW*VISTA) therefore was between zero and sixteen (there were no PREMIUM VISTA homes with an 
EXTREME VIEW), with zero representing homes without a view of the turbines, one representing homes with a 
POOR VISTA and a MINOR VIEW, and sixteen representing homes with either a PREMIUM VISTA and a 
SUBSTANTIAL VIEW or an ABOVE AVERAGE VISTA and an EXTREME VIEW.  The interaction term, when 
included in the model, was relatively small (-0.013) and weakly significant (p value 0.10 – not White’s corrected).  
The VISTA estimates were unchanged and the VIEW parameters were considerably larger and positive.  For 
instance, EXTREME was 2% in the Base Model and 16% in this “interaction” model.  Similarly, SUBSTANTIAL 
was -1% in the Base Model and 13% in this model.  Therefore, although the interaction term is negative and weakly 
significant, the resulting VIEW estimates, to which it would need to be added, fully offset this negative effect.  
These results support the idea that the degree to which a VIEW overlaps VISTA has a likely negligible effect on 
sales prices, while also confirming that there is a high correlation between the interaction term and VIEW variables. 
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Table 26: Results from Overlap Model 


Variables of Interest Coef SE p Value n Coef SE p Value n
No View Omitted Omitted Omitted 4,207   Omitted Omitted Omitted 4,207  
Minor View -0.01 0.01 0.39 561      -0.03 0.02 0.10 561     
Moderate View 0.02 0.03 0.57 106      -0.02 0.04 0.65 106     
Substantial View -0.01 0.07 0.92 35        -0.05 0.09 0.43 35       
Extreme View 0.02 0.09 0.77 28        -0.03 0.10 0.73 28       
Inside 3000 Feet -0.05 0.06 0.31 67        -0.05 0.06 0.32 67       
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.05 0.05 0.20 58        -0.05 0.05 0.27 58       
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.80 2,019   0.00 0.02 0.82 2,019  
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.26 1,923   0.02 0.01 0.26 1,923  
Outside 5 Miles Omitted Omitted Omitted 870    Omitted Omitted Omitted 870   
Poor Vista -0.21 0.02 0.00 310    -0.21 0.02 0.00 310   
Below Average Vista -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857 -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Average Vista Omitted Omitted Omitted 1,247 Omitted Omitted Omitted 1,247
Above Average Vista 0.10 0.02 0.00 448    0.10 0.02 0.00 448   
Premium Vista 0.13 0.04 0.00 75      0.13 0.04 0.00 75     
View Does Not Overlap Vista  Omitted Omitted Omitted 320   
View Barely Overlaps Vista  0.05 0.03 0.08 150   
View Somewhat Overlaps Vista  0.01 0.03 0.66 132   
View Strongly Overlaps Vista  0.05 0.05 0.23 128   


Model Information     
Model Equation Number 1 9  
Dependent Variable  
Number of Cases 4937 4937  
Number of Predictors (k) 37 40
F Statistic 442.8 409.7
Adjusted R Squared 0.77 0.77


LN_SalePrice96 LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables. "n" = number of cases in category when category = "1"


Base Model Overlap Model
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6. Repeat Sales Analysis 
In general, the Base and Alternative Hedonic Models presented in previous sections come to the 
same basic conclusion: wind power facilities in this sample have no demonstrable, widespread, 
sizable, and statistically significant affect on residential property values.  These hedonic models 
contain 29 or more controlling variables (e.g., house and site characteristics) to account for 
differences in home values across the sample.  Although these models perform well and explain 
nearly 80% of the variation in sales prices among homes in the sample, it is always possible that 
variables not included in (i.e., “omitted from”) the hedonic models could be correlated with the 
variables of interest, therefore biasing the results.   
 
A common method used to control for omitted variable bias in the home assessment literature is 
to estimate a repeat sales model (Palmquist, 1982).  This technique focuses on just those homes 
that have sold on more than one occasion, preferably once before and once after the introduction 
of a possible disamenity, and investigates whether the price appreciation between these 
transactions is affected by the presence of that disamenity.  In this section a repeat sales analysis 
is applied to the dataset, investigating in a different way the presence of the three possible 
property value stigmas associated with wind facilities, and therefore providing an important 
cross-check to the hedonic model results.  The section begins with a brief discussion of the 
general form of the Repeat Sales Model and a summary of the literature that has employed this 
approach to investigate environmental disamenities.  The dataset and model used in the analysis 
is then described, followed by a summary of the results from that analysis.     


6.1. Repeat Sales Models and Environmental Disamenities Literature 
Repeat sales models use the annual sales-price appreciation rates of homes as the dependent 
variable.  Because house, home site, and neighborhood characteristics are relatively stable over 
time for any individual home, many of those characteristics need not be included in the repeat 
sales model, thereby increasing the degrees of freedom and allowing sample size requirements to 
be significantly lower and coefficient estimates to be more efficient (Crone and Voith, 1992).  A 
repeat sales analysis is not necessarily preferred over a traditional hedonic model, but is rather an 
alternative analysis approach that can be used to test the robustness of the earlier results (for 
further discussion see Jackson, 2003).  The repeat sales model takes the basic form: 
 
Annual Appreciation Rate (AAR) = f (TYPE OF HOUSE, OTHER FACTORS)       
 
where  
TYPE OF HOUSE provides an indication of the segment of the market in which the house is 
situated (e.g., high end vs. low end), and  
OTHER FACTORS include, but are not limited to, changes to the environment (e.g., proximity 
to a disamenity).   
 
The dependent variable is the adjusted annual appreciation rate and is defined as follows: 


( )1 2


1 2


ln P / P
AAR exp 1


t t
⎡ ⎤


= −⎢ ⎥−⎣ ⎦
 (10)  


where  
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P1 is the adjusted sales price at the first sale (in 1996 dollars), 
P2 is the adjusted sales price at the second sale (in 1996 dollars), 
t1 is the date of the first sale,  
t2 is the date of the second sale, and 
(t1 – t2) is determined by calculating the number of days that separate the sale dates and dividing 
by 365.    
 
As with the hedonic regression model, the usefulness of the repeat sales model is well 
established in the literature when investigating possible disamenities.  For example, a repeat 
sales analysis was used to estimate spatial and temporal sales price effects from incinerators by 
Kiel and McClain (1995), who found that appreciation rates, on average, are not sensitive to 
distance from the facility during the construction phase but are during the operation phase. 
Similarly, McCluskey and Rausser (2003) used a repeat sales model to investigate effects 
surrounding a hazardous waste site.  They found that appreciation rates are not sensitive to the 
home’s distance from the disamenity before that disamenity is identified by the EPA as 
hazardous, but that home values are impacted by distance after the EPA’s identification is made.   


6.2. Dataset  
The 7,459 residential sales transactions in the dataset contain a total of 1,253 transactions that 
involve homes that sold on more than one occasion (i.e., a “pair” of sales of the same home).  
For the purposes of this analysis, however, the key sample consists of homes that sold once 
before the announcement of the wind facility, and that subsequently sold again after the 
construction of that facility.  Therefore any homes that sold twice in either the pre-announcement 
or post-construction periods were not used in the repeat sales sample.91  These were excluded 
because either they occurred before the effect would be present (for pre-announcement pairs) or 
after (for post-announcement pairs).  This left a total of 368 pairs for the analysis, which was 
subsequently reduced to 354 usable pairs.92 
 
The mean AAR for the sample is 1.0% per year, with a low of -10.5% and a high of 13.4%.  
Table 27 summarizes some of the characteristics of the homes used in the repeat sales model.  
The average house in the sample has 1,580 square feet of above-ground finished living area, sits 
on a parcel of 0.67 acres, and originally sold for $70,483 (real 1996 dollars).  When it sold a 
second time, the average home in the sample was located 2.96 miles from the nearest wind 
turbine (14 homes were within one mile, 199 between one and three miles, 116 between three 
and five miles, and 25 outside of five miles).  Of the 354 homes, 14% (n = 49) had some view of 
the facility (35 were rated MINOR, five MODERATE, and nine either SUBSTANTIAL or 
EXTREME).  Because of the restriction to those homes that experienced repeat sales, the sample 
is relatively small for those homes in close proximity to and with dramatic views of wind 
facilities. 


                                                 
91 752 pairs occurred after construction began, whereas 133 pairs occurred before announcement. 
92 Of the 368 pairs, 14 were found to have an AAR that was either significantly above or below the mean for the 
sample (mean +/- 2 standard deviations).  These pairs were considered highly likely to be associated with homes that 
were either renovated or left to deteriorate between sales, and therefore were removed from the repeat sales model 
dataset.  Only two of these 14 homes had views of the wind turbines, both of which were MINOR.  All 14 of the 
homes were situated either between one and three miles from the nearest turbine (n = 8) or between three and five 
miles away (n = 6). 
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Table 27: List of Variables Included in the Repeat Sales Model 


Variable Name Description Type Sign Freq. Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.


SalePrice96_Pre
 The Sale Price (adjusted for inflation into 1996 dollars) of 


the home as of the first time it had sold C + 354 70,483$   37,798$   13,411$   291,499$   


SalePrice96_Pre_Sqr  SalePrice96_Pre Squared (shown in millions) C – 354 6,393$     8,258$     180$        84,972$     


Acres  Number of Acres that sold with the residence C + 354 0.67 1.34 0.07 10.96


Sqft_1000
 Number of square feet of finished above ground living area 


(in 1000s) C + 354 1.58 0.56 0.59 4.06


No View
 If the home had no view of the turbines when it sold for the 


second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) Omitted n/a 305 0.86 0.35 0 1


Minor View
 If the home had a Minor View of the turbines when it sold 


for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) OC _ 35 0.10 0.30 0 1


Moderate View
 If the home had a Moderate View of the turbines when it 


sold for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) OC _ 5 0.01 0.12 0 1


Substantial/Extreme View
 If the home had a Substantial or Extreme View of the 


turbines when it sold for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) OC _ 9 0.03 0.12 0 1


Less than 1 Mile
 If the home was within 1 mile (5280 feet) of the turbines 


when it sold for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) OC _ 14 0.02 0.13 0 1


Between 1 and 3 Miles
 If the home was between 1 and 3 miles of the turbines when 


it sold for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) OC
_


199 0.56 0.50 0 1


Between 3 and 5 Miles
 If the home was between 3 and 5 miles of the turbines when 


it sold for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) OC _ 116 0.33 0.47 0 1


Outside 5 Miles
 If the home was outside 5 miles of the turbines when it sold 


for the second time (Yes = 1, No = 0) Omitted n/a 25 0.07 0.26 0 1


"C" Continuous, "OC" Ordered Categorical (1 = yes, 0 = no) values are interpreted in relation to the "Omitted" category. This table does not include the study area fixed 
effects variables that are included in the model (e.g., WAOR, TXHC, NYMC).  The reference case for these variables is the WAOR study area.  


6.3. Model Form  
To investigate the presence of Area, Scenic Vista, and Nuisance Stigmas, the adjusted annual 
appreciation rate (AAR) is calculated for the 354 sales pairs in the manner described in equation 
(10), using inflation adjusted sales prices.  The following model is then estimated: 
 


0 1 2 3 4
s k v d


AAR S X VIEW DISTANCEβ β β β β ε= + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑ ∑  (11) 


where 
AAR represents the inflation-adjusted Annual Appreciation Rate for repeat sales, 
S is the vector of s Study Area fixed effects variables (e.g., WAOR, OKCC, etc.), 
X is a vector of k home, site and sale characteristics (e.g., acres, square feet, original sales price), 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view variables (e.g., MINOR, MODERATE, etc.), 
DISTANCE is a vector of d categorical distance variables (e.g., less than one mile, between one 
and three miles, etc.),  
β0 is the constant or intercept across the full sample, 
β1 is a vector of s parameter estimates for the study area fixed effects as compared to sales that 
occurred in the WAOR study area, 
β2 is a vector of k parameter estimates for the home, site, and sale characteristics,  
β3 is a vector of v parameter estimates for the VIEW variables as compared to transactions of 
homes with no view of the turbines, 
β4 is a vector of d parameter estimates for the DISTANCE variables as compared to transactions 
of  homes outside of five miles, and  
ε is a random disturbance term. 
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Effectively, this model seeks to identify reasons that AARs vary among those sales pairs in the 
sample.  Reasons for such differences in AARs might include variations in home and site 
characteristics, the study area in which the sale occurs, or the degree to which the home is in 
proximity to or has a dramatic view of a wind facility. As such, the model as shown by equation 
(11) has three primary groups of parameters: variables of interest; home, site, and sale 
characteristics; and study area fixed effects.  
 
The variables of interest are VIEW and DISTANCE, and the coefficients β3 and β4 are therefore 
the primary focus of this analysis.  Because of the small numbers of homes in the sample situated 
inside of 3000 feet and between 3000 feet and one mile, they are collapsed into a single category 
(inside one mile).  For the same reason, homes with SUBSTANTIAL or EXTREME VIEWS are 
collapsed into a single category (SUBSTANTIAL/EXTREME).  In this model, therefore, the 
influence on appreciation rates of the following variables of interest is estimated: MINOR, 
MODERATE, and SUBSTANTIAL/EXTREME VIEWS, and less than one mile, between one 
and three mile, and between three and five mile DISTANCES.  For the VIEW fixed-effects 
variables, the reference category is NO VIEW; for DISTANCE, it is homes outside of five miles.  
As with previous models, if effects exist, it is expected that all of the coefficients would be 
negative and monotonically ordered.   
 
The number of home, site, and sale characteristics included in a repeat sales model is typically 
substantially lower than in a hedonic model.  This is to be expected because, as discussed earlier, 
the repeat sales model explores variations in AARs for sales pairs from individual homes, and 
home and site characteristics are relatively stable over time for any individual home.  
Nonetheless, various characteristics have been found by others (e.g., Kiel and McClain, 1995; 
McCluskey and Rausser, 2003) to affect appreciation rates.  For the purposes of the Repeat Sales 
Model, these include the number of square feet of living space (SQFT_1000), the number of 
acres (ACRES), the inflation-adjusted price of the home at the first sale (SalePrice96_Pre), and 
that sales price squared (SalePrice96_Pre_Sqr).  Of those characteristics, the SQFT_1000 and 
ACRES coefficients are expected to be positive indicating that, all else being equal, an increase 
in living area and lot size increases the relative appreciation rate.  Conversely, it is expected that 
the combined estimated effect of the initial sales prices (SalePrice96_Pre and 
SalePrice96_Pre_Sqr) will trend downward, implying that as the initial sales price of the house 
increases the appreciation rate decreases.  These expectations are in line with the previous 
literature (Kiel and McClain, 1995; McCluskey and Rausser, 2003).   
 
Finally, the study-area fixed effects variables (β1) are included in this model to account for 
differences in inflation adjusted appreciation rates that may exist across study areas (e.g., WAOR, 
TXHC, NYMC).  The WAOR study area is the reference category, and all study-area 
coefficients therefore represent the marginal change in AARs compared to WAOR (the intercept 
represents the marginal change in AAR for WAOR by itself).  These study area parameters 
provide a unique look into Area Stigma effects.  Recall that the appreciation rates used in this 
model are adjusted for inflation by using an inflation index from the nearby municipal statistical 
area (MSA).  These MSAs are sometimes quite far away (as much as 20 miles) and therefore 
would be unaffected by the wind facility.  As such, any variation in the study area parameters 
(and the intercept) would be the result of local influences not otherwise captured in the inflation 
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adjustment, and represent another test for Area Stigma; if effects exist, it is expected that the β0 
and β1 coefficients will be negative.  
 
As with the hedonic models presented earlier, the assumptions of homoskedasticity, absence of 
spatial autocorrelation, reasonably little multicollinearity, and appropriate controls for outliers 
are addressed as described in the associated footnote and in Appendix G.93     


6.4. Analysis of Results 
The results from the Repeat Sales Model are presented in Table 28.  The model performs 
relatively poorly overall, with an Adjusted R2 of just 0.19 (and an F-test statistic of 5.2).  Other 
similar analyses in the literature have produced higher performance statistics but have done so 
with samples that are considerably larger or more homogenous than ours.94  The low R2 found 
here should not be cause for undue concern, however, given the relatively small sample spread 
across ten different study areas.  Moreover, many of the home and site characteristics are found 
to be statistically significant, and of the appropriate sign.  The coefficient for the adjusted initial 
sales price (SalePrice96_Pre), for example, is statistically significant, small, and negative (-
0.000001, p value 0.00), while the coefficient for the adjusted initial sales price squared 
(SalePrice96_Pre_Sqr) is also statistically significant and considerably smaller (<0.000000, p 
value 0.00).  These results imply, consistent with the prior literature, that for those homes in the 
sample, an increase in initial adjusted sales price decreases the average percentage appreciation 
rate.  ACRES (0.002, p value 0.10) and SQFT_1000 (0.02, p value 0.00) are both positive, as 
expected, and statistically significant.   
 
Of particular interest are the intercept term and the associated study-area fixed effect coefficients, 
and what they collectively say about Area Stigma.  The coefficient for the intercept (β0) is 0.005 
(p value 0.81), which is both extremely small and not statistically significant.  Likewise, the 
study-area fixed effects are all relatively small (less than 0.03 in absolute terms) and none are 
statistically significant.  As discussed above, if a pervasive Area Stigma existed, it would be 
expected to be represented in these coefficients.  Because all are small and statistically 
insignificant, it can again be concluded that there is no persuasive evidence of an Area Stigma 
among this sample of home transactions. 


                                                 
93 All results are produced using White’s corrected standard errors to control for heteroskedasticity.  Spatial 
autocorrelation, with this small sample, is impossible to control.  Because of the small sample, an even smaller 
number of neighboring sales exist, which are required to construct the spatial matrix.  As such, spatial 
autocorrelation is not addressed in the repeat sales model. As with the hedonic models, some multicollinearity might 
exist, but that multicollinearity is unlikely to be correlated with the variables of interest.  Outliers are investigated 
and dealt with as discussed in footnote 91 on page 56. 
94 McCluskey and Rausser (2003) had a sample of over 30,000 repeat sales and had an F-test statistic of 105; Kiel 
and McClain (1995) produced an R2 that ranged from 0.40 to 0.63 with samples ranging from 53 to 145, but all sales 
took place in North Andover, MA. 
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Table 28: Results from Repeat Sales Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 0.005 0.02 0.81 354
WAOR Omitted Omitted Omitted 6
TXHC -0.01 0.02 0.63 57
OKCC 0.03 0.02 0.11 102
IABV 0.02 0.02 0.14 59
ILLC -0.01 0.02 0.38 18
WIKCDC 0.02 0.03 0.50 8
PASC -0.01 0.02 0.67 32
PAWC 0.02 0.02 0.16 35
NYMCOC 0.02 0.02 0.23 24
NYMC 0.03 0.02 0.13 13
SalePrice96 Pre -0.000001 0.0000002 0.00 354
SalePrice96 Pre Sqr 0.0000000 0.0000000 0.00 354
Acres 0.002 0.001 0.10 354
Sqft 1000 0.02 0.01 0.00 354
No View Omitted Omitted Omitted 305
Minor View -0.02 0.01 0.02 35
Moderate View 0.03 0.03 0.29 5
Substantial/Extreme View -0.02 0.01 0.09 9
Less than 1 Mile 0.03 0.01 0.01 14
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.01 0.01 0.59 199
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.01 0.01 0.53 116
Outside 5 Miles Omitted Omitted Omitted 25


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 11
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 354
Number of Predictors (k) 19
F Statistic 5.2
Adjusted R2 0.19


SalePrice96_AAR


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"


 
 
Turning to the variables of interest, mixed results (see Figure 9 and Figure 10) are found.  For 
homes with MINOR or SUBSTANTIAL/EXTREME VIEWS, despite small sample sizes, 
appreciation rates after adjusting for inflation are found to decrease by roughly 2% annually (p 
values of 0.02 and 0.09, respectively) compared to homes with NO VIEW.  Though these 
findings initially seem to suggest the presence of Scenic Vista Stigma, the coefficients are not 
monotonically ordered, counter to what one might expect: homes with a MODERATE rated 
view appreciated on average 3% annually (p value 0.29) compared to homes with NO VIEW.  
Adding to the suspicion of these VIEW results, the DISTANCE coefficient for homes situated 
inside of one mile, where eight out of the nine SUBSTANTIAL/EXTREME rated homes are 
located, is positive and statistically significant (0.03, p value 0.01).  If interpreted literally, these 
results suggest that a home inside of one mile with a SUBSTANTIAL/EXTREME rated view 
would experience a decrease in annual appreciation of 2% compared to homes with no views of 
turbines, but simultaneously would experience an increase of 3% in appreciation compared to 
homes outside of five miles.  Therefore, when compared to those homes outside of five miles and 
with no view of the wind facilities, these homes would experience an overall increase in AAR by 
1%.  These results are counterintuitive and are likely driven by the small number of sales pairs 
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that are located within one mile of the wind turbines and experience a dramatic view of those 
turbines.   


Figure 9: Repeat Sales Model Results for VIEW 
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Minor  and Substantial/Extreme View 
are statistically significant above the 
10% level.  Moderate View is not.


 


Figure 10: Repeat Sales Model Results for DISTANCE 
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Less than 1 Mile is statistically significant 
above the 10% level. All others are not.


 
 
Regardless of the reason for this result, again no persuasive evidence of consistent and 
widespread adverse effects is found from the presence of the wind facilities in the sample, 
reinforcing the findings from the previous hedonic analysis.  Specifically, there is no evidence 
that an Area Stigma exists in that homes outside of one mile and inside of five miles do not 
appreciate differently than homes farther away.  Similarly, there is no evidence of a Nuisance 
Stigma. Appreciation rates for homes inside of one mile are not adversely affected; in fact, 
significantly higher appreciation rates are found for these homes than for those homes located 
outside of five miles from the nearest wind facility.  Finally, though some evidence is found that 
a Scenic Vista Stigma may exist in the sample of repeat sales, it is weak, fairly small, and 
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somewhat counter-intuitive.  This result is likely driven by the small number of sales pairs that 
are located within one mile of the wind turbines and that experience a dramatic view of those 
turbines.   
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7. Sales Volume Analysis 
The analysis findings to this point suggest that, among the sample of sales transactions analyzed 
in this report, wind facilities have had no widespread and statistically identifiable impact on 
residential property values.  A related concern that has not yet been addressed is that of sales 
volume: does the presence of wind facilities either increase or decrease the rate of home sales 
transactions?  On the one hand, a decrease in sales volumes might be expected.  This might occur 
if homeowners expect that their property values will be impacted by the presence of the wind 
facility, and therefore simply choose not to sell their homes as a result, or if they try to sell but 
are not easily able to find willing buyers.  Alternatively, an increase in sales volume might be 
expected if homeowners that are located near to or have a dominating view of wind turbines are 
uncomfortable with the presence of those turbines.  Though those homes may sell at a market 
value that is not impacted by the presence of the wind facilities, self-selection may lead to 
accelerated transaction volumes shortly after facility announcement or construction as 
homeowners who view the turbines unfavorably sell their homes to individuals who are not so 
stigmatized.  To address the question of whether and how sales volumes are impacted by nearby 
wind facilities, sales volumes are analyzed for those homes located at various distances from the 
wind facilities in the sample, during different facility development periods. 


7.1. Dataset  
To investigate whether sales volumes are affected by the presence of wind facilities two sets of 
data are assembled: (1) the number of homes available to sell annually within each study area, 
and (2) the number of homes that actually did sell annually in those areas.  Homes potentially 
“available to sell” are defined as all single family residences within five miles of the nearest 
turbine that are located on a parcel of land less than 25 acres in size, that have only one 
residential structure, and that had a market value (for land and improvements) above $10,000.95  
Homes that “did sell” are defined as every valid sale of a single family residence within five 
miles of the nearest turbine that are located on a parcel of land less than 25 acres in size, that 
have only one residential structure, and that sold for more than $10,000.  
 
The sales data used for this analysis are slightly different from those used in the hedonic analysis 
reported earlier.  As mentioned in Section 3.3, a number of study areas were randomly sampled 
to limit the transactions outside of 3 miles if the total number of transactions were to exceed that 
which could efficiently be visited in the field (n ~1,250).  For the sales volume analysis, however, 
field data collection was not required, and all relevant transactions could therefore be used.  
Secondly, two study areas did not provide the data necessary for the sales volume analysis 
(WAOR and OKCC), and are therefore excluded from the sample.  Finally, data for some homes 
that were “available to sell” were not complete, and rather than including only a small selection 
of these homes, these subsets of data were simply excluded from the analysis.  These excluded 
homes include those located outside of five miles of the nearest wind turbine, and those available 
to sell or that did sell more than three years before wind facility announcement.96  The resulting 


                                                 
95 “Market value” is the estimated price at which a home would sell as of a given point in time. 
96 For instance, some providers supplied sales data out to ten miles, but only provided homes available to sell out to 
five miles.  As well, data on homes that did sell were not consistently available for periods many years before 
announcement. 
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dataset spans the period starting three years prior to facility announcement and ending four years 
after construction.  All homes in this dataset are situated inside of five miles, and each is located 
in one of the eight represented study areas.97   
 
The final set of homes potentially “available to sell” and that actually “did sell” are then 
segmented into three distance categories: inside of one mile, between one and three miles, and 
between three and five miles.  For each of these three distance categories, in each of the eight 
study areas, and for each of the three years prior to announcement, the period between 
announcement and construction, and each of the four years following construction, the number 
of homes that sold as a percentage of those available to sell is calculated.98  This results in a total 
of 24 separate sales volume calculations in each study area, for a total of 192 calculations across 
all study areas.  Finally, these sales volumes are averaged across all study areas into four 
development period categories: less than three years before announcement, after announcement 
but before construction, less than two years after construction, and between two and four years 
after construction.99  The resulting average annual sales volumes, by distance band and 
development period, are shown in Table 29 and Figure 11. 


Table 29: Sales Volumes by PERIOD and DISTANCE 
Inside        
1 Mile


Between      
1 and 3 Miles


Between       
3 and 5 Miles


Less Than 3 Years Before Announcement 2.2% 1.8% 2.3%
After Announcement Before Construction 3.0% 2.5% 3.7%
Less Than 2 Years After Construction 2.1% 3.0% 4.2%
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction 2.8% 2.8% 4.2%  
 


                                                 
97 The number of homes “available to sell” is constructed for each year after 1996 based on the year the homes in 
each study area were built.  For many homes in the sample, the year built occurred more than three years before 
wind facility announcement, and therefore those homes are “available to sell” in all subsequent periods.  For some 
homes, however, the home was built during the wind facility development process, and therefore becomes 
“available” some time after the first period of interest.  For those homes, the build year is matched to the 
development dates so that it becomes “available” during the appropriate period.  For this reason, the number of 
homes “available to sell” increases in later periods. 
98 For the period after announcement and before construction, which in all study areas was not exactly 12 months, 
the sales volume numbers are adjusted so that they corresponded to an average over a 12 month period. 
99 These temporal groupings are slightly different from those used in the hedonic Temporal Aspects Model.  
Namely, the period before announcement is not divided into two parts – more than two years before announcement 
and less than two years before announcement – but rather only one – less than three years before announcement.  
This simplification is made to allow each of the interaction categories to have enough data to be meaningful. 
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Figure 11: Sales Volumes by PERIOD and DISTANCE 
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7.2. Model Form 
To investigate whether the rate of sales transactions is measurably affected by the wind facilities, 
the various resulting sales volumes shown above in Table 29 and Figure 11 are compared using a 
t-Test, as follows:   


1 2


2 2
1 2


1 2


(x x )t
s s
n n


−
=


+


 (12) 


where 
1 2x and x  are the mean sales volumes from the two categories being compared,  
2 2
1 2s and s  are variances of the sales volumes from the two categories being compared, and  


1 2n and n  are numbers of representative volumes in the two categories.100 
The degrees of freedom used to calculate the p-value of the t statistic equals the lower of (n1 – 1) 
or (n2 – 1).   
 
Three sets of t-Tests are conducted.  First, to test whether sales volumes have changed with time 
and are correlated with wind facility construction, the volumes for each DISTANCE group in 
later periods (x1) are compared to the volume in that same group in the pre-announcement period 
(x2).  Second, to test whether sales volumes are impacted by distance to the nearest wind turbine, 
the volumes for each PERIOD group at distances closer to the turbines (x1) are compared to the 
volume in that same group in the three to five mile distance band (x2).  Finally, for reasons that 
will become obvious later, the sales volumes for each PERIOD group at distances within one 


                                                 
100 The number of representative volumes could differ between the two categories.  For instance, the “less than three 
years before announcement” category represents three years – and therefore three volumes – for each study area for 
each distance band, while the “less than two years after construction” category represents two years – and therefore 
two volumes – for each study area for each distance band. 
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mile and outside of three miles of the turbines (x1) are compared to the sales volume in that same 
group in the one to three mile distance band (x2).  These three tests help to evaluate whether sales 
volumes are significantly different after wind facilities are announced and constructed, and 
whether sales volumes near the turbines are affected differently than for those homes located 
farther away.101 


7.3. Analysis of Results 
Table 29 and Figure 11 above show the sales volumes in each PERIOD and DISTANCE 
category, and can be interpreted as the percentage of homes that are available to sell that did sell 
in each category, on an annual average basis.  The sales volume between one and three miles and 
before facility announcement is the lowest, at 1.8%, whereas the sales volumes for homes 
located between three and five miles in both periods following construction are the highest, at 
4.2%.   
 
The difference between these two sales volumes can be explained, in part, by two distinct trends 
that are immediately noticeable from the data presented in Figure 11.  First, sales volumes in all 
periods are highest for those homes located in the three to five mile distance band.  Second, sales 
volumes at virtually all distances are higher after wind facility announcement than they were 
before announcement.102   
 
To test whether these apparent trends are borne out statistically the three sets of t-Tests described 
earlier are performed, the results of which are shown in Table 30, Table 31, and Table 32.  In 
each table, the difference between the subject volume (x1) and the reference volume (x2) is listed 
first, followed by the t statistic, and whether the statistic is significant at or above the 90% level 
(“*”). 
 
Table 30 shows that mean sales volumes in the post-announcement periods are consistently 
greater than those in the pre-announcement period, and that those differences are statistically 
significant in four out of the nine categories. For example, the post-construction sales volumes 
for homes in the three to five mile distance band in the period less than two years after 
construction (4.2%) and between three and four years after construction (4.2%) are significantly 
greater than the pre-announcement volume of 2.3% (1.9%, t = 2.40; 1.9%, t = 2.31).  Similarly, 
the post-construction sales volumes between one and three miles are significantly greater than 
the pre-announcement volume.  These statistically significant differences, it should be noted, 
could be as much related to the low reference volume (i.e., sales volume in the period less than 
                                                 
101 An alternative method to this model would be to pool the homes that “did sell” with the homes “available to sell” 
and construct a Discrete Choice Model where the dependent variable is zero (for “no sale”) or one (for “sale”) and 
the independent variables would include various home characteristics and the categorical distance variables.  This 
would allow one to estimate the probability that a home sells dependent on distance from the wind facility.  Because 
home characteristics data for the homes “available to sell,” was not systematically collected it was not possible to 
apply this method to the dataset.   
102 It is not entirely clear why these trends exist.  Volumes may be influenced upward in areas farther from the wind 
turbines, where homes, in general, might be more densely sited and homogenous, both of which might be correlated 
with greater home sales transactions.  The converse might be true in more rural areas, nearer the wind turbines, 
where homes may be more unique or homeowners less prone to move.  The increasing sales volumes seen in periods 
following construction, across all distance bands, may be driven by the housing bubble, when more transactions 
were occurring in general. 
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three years before announcement), as they are to the sales volumes to which the reference 
category is compared.  Finally, when comparing post-construction volumes inside of a mile, 
none are statistically different than the 2.2% pre-announcement level.   


Table 30: Equality Test of Sales Volumes between PERIODS 
Inside         
1 Mile


Between       
1 and 3 Miles


Between       
3 and 5 Miles


Less Than 3 Years Before Announcement Reference Reference Reference
After Announcement Before Construction 0.8% (0.72) 0.7% (0.99) 1.5% (1.49) 
Less Than 2 Years After Construction -0.1% (-0.09) 1.2% (2.45) * 1.9% (2.4) *
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction 0.6% (0.54) 1% (2.24) * 1.9% (2.31) *
Numbers in parenthesis represent t-Test statistics. "*" = significantly different at or below the 10% level  
 
Turning to sales volumes in the same development period but between the different distance 
bands, consistent but less statistically significant results are uncovered (see Table 31).  Although 
all sales volumes inside of three miles, for each period, are less than their peers outside of three 
miles, those differences are statistically significant in only two out of eight instances. Potentially 
more important, when one compares the sales volumes inside of one mile to those between one 
and three miles (see Table 32), small differences are found, none of which are statistically 
significant.  In fact, on average, the sales volumes for homes inside of one mile are greater or 
equal to the volumes of those homes located between one and three miles in two of the three 
post-announcement periods.  Finally, it should be noted that the volumes for the inside one mile 
band, in the period immediately following construction, are less than those in the one to three 
mile band in the same period.  Although not statistically significant, this difference might imply 
an initial slowing of sales activity that, in later periods, returns to more normal levels.  This 
possibility is worth investigating further and is therefore recommended for future research. 


Table 31: Equality Test of Volumes between DISTANCES using 3-5 Mile Reference 
Inside         
1 Mile


Between       
1 and 3 Miles


Between       
3 and 5 Miles


Less Than 3 Years Before Announcement -0.1% (-0.09)  -0.5% (-0.88)  Reference
After Announcement Before Construction -0.7% (-0.56)  -1.2% (-1.13)  Reference
Less Than 2 Years After Construction -2.1% (-2.41) * -1.2% (-1.48)  Reference
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction -1.4% (-1.27)  -1.4% (-1.82) * Reference
Numbers in parenthesis represent t-Test statistics. "*" = significantly different at or below the 10% level  


Table 32: Equality Test of Sales Volumes between DISTANCES using 1-3 Mile Reference 


Inside         
1 Mile


Between       
1 and 3 Miles


Between       
3 and 5 Miles


Less Than 3 Years Before Announcement 0.4% (0.49)  Reference 0.5% (0.88)  
After Announcement Before Construction 0.5% (0.47)  Reference 1.2% (1.13)  
Less Than 2 Years After Construction -0.9% (-1.38)  Reference 1.2% (1.48)  
Between 2 and 4 Years After Construction 0% (0.01)  Reference 1.4% (1.82) *
Numbers in parenthesis represent t-Test statistics. "*" = significantly different at or below the 10% level  
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Taken together, these results suggest that sales volumes are not conclusively affected by the 
announcement and presence of the wind facilities analyzed in this report.  At least among this 
sample, sales volumes increased in all distance bands after the announcement and construction of 
the wind facilities.  If this result was driven by the presence of the wind facilities, however, one 
would expect that such impacts would be particularly severe for those homes in close proximity 
to wind facilities.  In other words, sales volumes would be the most affected inside of one mile, 
where views of the turbines are more frequent and where other potential nuisances are more 
noticeable than in areas farther away.  This is not borne out in the data - no statistically 
significant differences are found for sales volumes inside of one mile as compared to those 
between one and three miles, and sales volumes outside of three miles are higher still.  Therefore, 
on the whole, this analysis is unable to find persuasive evidence that wind facilities have a 
widespread and identifiable impact on overall residential sales volumes.  It is again concluded 
that neither Area nor Nuisance Stigma are in evidence in this analysis. 
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8. Wind Projects and Property Values: Summary of Key Results 
This report has extensively investigated the potential impacts of wind power facilities on the 
value (i.e., sales prices) of residential properties that are in proximity to and/or that have a view 
of those wind facilities.  In so doing, three different potential impacts of wind projects on 
property values have been identified and analyzed: Area Stigma, Scenic Vista Stigma, and 
Nuisance Stigma.  To assess these potential impacts, a primary (Base) hedonic model has been 
applied, seven alternative hedonic models have been explored, a repeat sales analysis has been 
conducted, and possible impacts on sales volumes have been evaluated.  Table 33 outlines the 
resulting ten tests conducted in this report, identifies which of the three potential stigmas those 
tests were designed to investigate, and summarizes the results of those investigations.  This 
section synthesizes these key results, organized around the three potential stigmas.   


Table 33: Impact of Wind Projects on Property Values: Summary of Key Results  


Area            
Stigma?


Scenic Vista 
Stigma?


Nuisance         
Stigma?


Base Model No No No Section 4


View Stability Not tested No Not tested Section 5.1
Distance Stability No Not tested No Section 5.1
Continuous Distance No No No Section 5.2
All Sales No No Limited Section 5.3
Temporal Aspects No No No Section 5.4
Orientation No No No Section 5.5
Overlap No Limited No Section 5.6


Repeat Sales No Limited No Section 6


Sales Volume No Not tested No Section 7
"No"………………….
"Yes"…………………
"Limited"…………….
"Not tested"………… This model did not test for this stigma


Statistical Model


Is there statistical evidence of:


No statistical evidence of a negative impact
Strong statistical evidence of a negative impact
Limited and inconsistent statistical evidence of a negative impact


Section        
Reference


 


8.1. Area Stigma 
Area Stigma is defined as a concern that the general area surrounding a wind energy facility will 
appear more developed, which may adversely affect home values in the local community 
regardless of whether any individual home has a view of the wind turbines.  Though these 
impacts might be expected to be especially severe at close range to the turbines, the impacts 
could conceivably extend for a number of miles around a wind facility.  Modern wind turbines 
are visible from well outside of five miles in many cases, so if an Area Stigma exists, it is 
possible that all of the homes in the study areas inside of five miles would be affected.  
 
As summarized in Table 33, Area Stigma is investigated with the Base, Distance Stability, 
Continuous Distance, All Sales, Temporal Aspects, Orientation, and Overlap hedonic models.  It 
is also tested, somewhat differently, with the Repeat Sales and Sales Volume analyses.  In each 
case, if an Area Stigma exists, it is expected that the sales prices (and/or sales volume) of homes 
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located near wind facilities would be broadly affected by the presence of those facilities, with 
effects decreasing with distance.  
 
The Base Model finds little evidence of an Area Stigma, as the coefficients for the DISTANCE 
variables are all relatively small and none are statistically different from zero.  For homes in this 
sample, at least, there is no statistical evidence from the Base Model that the distance from a 
home to the nearest wind turbine impacts sales prices, regardless of the distance band.  Perhaps a 
more direct test of Area Stigma, however, comes from the Temporal Aspects Model.  In this 
model, homes in all distance bands that sold after wind facility announcement are found to sell, 
on average, for prices that are not statistically different from those for homes that sold more than 
two years prior to wind facility announcement.  Again, no persuasive evidence of an Area 
Stigma is evident. 
 
The Repeat Sales and Sales Volume Models also investigate Area Stigma.  The Repeat Sales 
Model’s 354 homes, each of which sold once before facility announcement and again after 
construction, show average inflation-adjusted annual appreciation rates that are small and not 
statistically different from zero.  If homes in all study areas were subject to an Area Stigma, one 
would expect a negative and statistically significant intercept term.  Similarly, if homes in any 
individual study area experienced an Area Stigma, the fixed effect terms would be negative and 
statistically significant.  Neither of these expectations is borne out in the results.  The Sales 
Volume Model tells a similar story, finding that the rate of residential transactions is either not 
significantly different between the pre- and post-announcement periods, or is greater in later 
periods, implying, in concert with the other tests, that increased levels of transactions do not 
signify a rush to sell, and therefore lower prices, but rather an increase in the level of transactions 
with no appreciable difference in the value of those homes. 
 
The All Sales, Distance Stability, Continuous Distance, Orientation, and Overlap Models 
corroborate these basic findings.  In the All Sales and Distance Stability Models, for example, 
the DISTANCE coefficients for homes that sold outside of one mile but within five miles, 
compared to those that sold outside of five miles, are very similar: they differ by no more than 
2%, and this small disparity is not statistically different from zero.  The same basic findings 
resulted from the Orientation and Overlap Models.  Further, homes with No View as estimated in 
the All Sales Model are found to appreciate in value, after adjusting for inflation, when 
compared to homes that sold before wind facility construction (0.02, p value 0.06); an Area 
Stigma effect should be reflected as a negative coefficient for this parameter.  Finally, despite 
using all 4,937 cases in a single distance variable and therefore having a correspondingly small 
standard error, the Continuous Distance Model discovers no measurable relationship between 
distance from the nearest turbine and the value of residential properties.   
 
Taken together, the results from these models are strikingly similar: there is no evidence of a 
widespread and statistically significant Area Stigma among the homes in this sample.  Homes in 
these study areas are not, on average, demonstrably and measurably stigmatized by the arrival of 
a wind facility, regardless of when they sold in the wind project development process and 
regardless of whether those homes are located one mile or five miles away from the nearest wind 
facility. 
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Drawing from the previous literature on environmental disamenities discussed in Section 2.1, 
one likely explanation for this result is simply that any effects that might exist may have faded to 
a level indistinguishable from zero at distances outside of a mile from the wind facilities.  For 
other disamenities, some of which would seemingly be more likely to raise concerns, effects 
have been found to fade quickly with distance.  For example, property value effects near a 
chemical plant have been found to fade outside of two and a half miles (Carroll et al., 1996), near 
a lead smelter (Dale et al., 1999) and fossil fuel plants (Davis, 2008) outside of two miles, and 
near landfills and confined animal feeding operations outside of 2,400 feet and 1,600 feet, 
respectively (Ready and Abdalla, 2005).  Further, homes outside of 300 feet (Hamilton and 
Schwann, 1995) or even as little as 150 feet (Des-Rosiers, 2002) from a high voltage 
transmission line have been found to be unaffected.  A second possible explanation for these 
results could be related to the view of the turbines.  In the sample used for this analysis, a large 
majority of the homes outside of one mile (n = 4,812) that sold after wind-facility construction 
commenced cannot see the turbines (n = 4,189, 87%), and a considerably larger portion have – at 
worst – a minor view of the turbines (n = 4,712, 98%).  Others have found that the sales prices 
for homes situated at similar distances from a disamenity (e.g., HVTL) depend, in part, on the , 
view of that disamenity (Des-Rosiers, 2002).  Similarly, research has sometimes found that 
annoyance with a wind facility decreases when the turbines cannot be seen (Pedersen and Waye, 
2004).  Therefore, for the overwhelming majority of homes outside of a mile that have either a 
minor rated view or no view at all of the turbines, the turbines may simply be out of sight, and 
therefore, out of mind. 


8.2. Scenic Vista Stigma 
Scenic Vista Stigma is defined as concern that a home may be devalued because of the view of a 
wind energy facility, and the potential impact of that view on an otherwise scenic vista.  It has as 
its basis an admission that home values are, to some degree, derived from the quality of what can 
be seen from the property and that if those vistas are altered, sales prices might be measurably 
affected.  The Base, View Stability, Continuous Distance, All Sales, Temporal Aspects, 
Orientation, Overlap, and Repeat Sales Models each test whether Scenic Vista Stigma is present 
in the sample. 
 
The Base Model, as well as subsequent Alternative Hedonic Models, demonstrates persuasively 
that the quality of the scenic vista – absent wind turbines – impacts sales prices.  Specifically, 
compared to homes with an AVERAGE VISTA, those having a POOR or a BELOW 
AVERAGE rating are estimated to sell for 21% (p value 0.00) and 8% (p value 0.00) less, on 
average.  Similarly, homes with an ABOVE AVERAGE or PREMIUM rating are estimated to 
sell for 10% (p value 0.00) and 13% (p value 0.00) more than homes with an AVERAGE vista 
rating.  Along the same lines, homes in the sample with water frontage or situated on a cul-de-
sac sell for 33% (p value 0.00) and 10% (p value 0.00) more, on average, than those homes that 
lack these characteristics.  Taken together, these results demonstrate that home buyers and sellers 
consistently take into account what can be seen from the home when sales prices are established, 
and that the models presented in this report are able to clearly identify those impacts.103   
 
                                                 
103 Of course, cul-de-sacs and water frontage bestow other benefits to the home owner beyond the quality of the 
scenic vista, such as safety and privacy in the case of a cul-de-sac, and recreational potential and privacy in the case 
of water frontage.   
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Despite this finding, those same hedonic models are unable to identify a consistent and 
statistically significant Scenic Vista Stigma associated with wind facilities.  Home buyers and 
sellers, at least among this sample, do not appear to be affected in a measurable way by the 
visual presence of wind facilities.  Regardless of which model was estimated, the value of homes 
with views of turbines that were rated MODERATE, SUBSTANTIAL, or EXTREME are found 
to be statistically indistinguishable from the prices of homes with no view of the turbines.  
Specifically, the 25 homes with EXTREME views in the sample, where the home site is 
“unmistakably dominated by the [visual] presence of the turbines,” are not found to have 
measurably different property values, and neither are the 31 homes with a SUBSTANTIAL view, 
where “the turbines are dramatically visible from the home.”104 The same finding holds for the 
106 homes that were rated as having MODERATE views of the wind turbines. Moreover, the 
Orientation and Overlap Models show that neither the orientation of the home with respect to the 
view of wind turbines, nor the overlap of that view with the prominent scenic vista, have 
measurable impacts on home prices.   
 
The All Sales Model compares homes with views of the turbines (in the post-construction 
period) to homes that sold before construction (when no views were possible), and finds no 
statistical evidence of adverse effects within any VIEW category.  Moreover, when a t-Test is 
performed to compare the NO VIEW coefficient to the others, none of the coefficients for the 
VIEW ratings are found to be statistically different from the NO VIEW homes.  The Repeat 
Sales Model comes to a similar result, with homes with MODERATE views appreciating at a 
rate that was not measurably different from that of homes with no views (0.03, p value 0.29).  
The same model also finds that homes with SUBSTANTIAL/EXTREME views appreciate at a 
rate 2% slower per year (p value 0.09) than their NO VIEW peers.  Homes situated inside of one 
mile, however, are found to appreciate at a rate 3% more (p value 0.01) than reference homes 
located outside of five miles.  Eight of the nine homes situated inside of one mile had either a 
SUBSTANTIAL or EXTREME view.  Therefore, to correctly interpret these results, one would 
add the two coefficients for these homes, resulting in a combined 1% increase in appreciation as 
compared to the reference homes situated outside of five miles with no view of turbines, and 
again yielding no evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma. 
 
Although these results are consistent across most of the models, there are some individual 
coefficients from some models that differ.  Specifically, homes with MINOR rated views in the 
Overlap and Repeat Sales Models are estimated to sell for 3% less (p value 0.10) and appreciate 
at a rate 2% less (p value 0.02) than NO VIEW homes.  Taken at face value, these MINOR 
VIEW findings imply that homes where “turbines are visible, but, either the scope is narrow, 
there are many obstructions, or the distance between the home and the facility is large” are 
systematically impacted in a modest but measurable way.  Homes with more dramatic views of a 
wind facility in the same models, on the other hand, are found to not be measurably affected.  
Because of the counterintuitive nature of this result, and because it is contradicted in the results 
of other models presented earlier, it is more likely that there is some aspect of these homes that 
was not modeled appropriately in the Overlap and Repeat Sales Models, and that the analysis is 
picking up the effect of omitted variable(s) rather than a systematic causal effect from the wind 
facilities.   


                                                 
104 See Section 3.2.3 and Appendix C for full description of VIEW ratings. 
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Taken together, the results from all of the models and all of the VIEW ratings support, to a large 
degree, the Base Model findings of no evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma.  Although there are 
160 residential transactions in the sample with more dramatic views than MINOR, none of the 
model specifications is able to find any evidence that those views of wind turbines measurably 
impacted average sales prices, despite the fact that those same models consistently find that 
home buyers and sellers place value on the quality of the scenic vista.  


8.3. Nuisance Stigma 
Nuisance Stigma is defined as a concern that factors that may occur in close proximity to wind 
turbines, such as sound and shadow flicker, will have a unique adverse influence on home values.  
If these factors impact residential sales prices, those impacts are likely to be concentrated within 
a mile of the wind facilities. The Base, Distance Stability, Continuous Distance, All Sales, 
Temporal Aspects, Orientation, Overlap, Repeat Sales, and Sales Volume Models all investigate 
the possible presence of a Nuisance Stigma. 
 
The Base Model finds that those homes within 3000 feet and those between 3000 feet and one 
mile of the nearest wind turbine sold for roughly 5% less than similar homes located more than 
five miles away, but that these differences are not statistically significant (p values of 0.40 and 
0.30, respectively).  These results remain unchanged in the Distance Stability Model, as well as 
in the Orientation and Overlap Models.  Somewhat similarly, in the All Sales Model, when all 
transactions occurring after wind facility announcement are assumed to potentially be impacted 
(rather than just those occurring after construction, as in the Base Model), and a comparison is 
made to the average of all transactions occurring pre-announcement (rather than the average of 
all transactions outside of five miles, as in the Base Model), these same coefficients grow to -6% 
(p value 0.23) and -8% (p value 0.08) respectively.  Although only one of these coefficients was 
statistically significant, they are large enough to warrant further scrutiny.   
 
The Temporal Aspects Model provides a clearer picture of these findings.  It finds that homes 
that sold prior to wind facility announcement and that were situated within one mile of where the 
turbines were eventually located sold, on average, for between 10% and 13% less than homes 
located more than five miles away and that sold in the same period.  Therefore, the homes 
nearest the wind facility’s eventual location were already depressed in value before the 
announcement of the facility.  Most telling, however, is what occurred after construction.  Homes 
inside of one mile are found to have inflation-adjusted sales prices that were either statistically 
undistinguishable from, or in some cases greater than, pre-announcement levels.  Homes sold in 
the first two years after construction, for example, have higher prices (0.07, p value 0.32), as do 
those homes that sold between two and four years after construction (0.13, p value 0.06) and 
more than four years after construction (0.08, p value 0.24).  In other words, there is no 
indication that these homes experienced a decrease in sales prices after wind facility construction 
began.  Not only does this result fail to support the existence of a Nuisance Stigma, but it also 
indicates that the relatively large negative coefficients estimated in the Base and All Sales 
Models are likely caused by conditions that existed prior to wind facility construction and 
potentially prior to facility announcement.105   


                                                 
105 See footnote 82 on page 46 for a discussion of possible alternative explanations to this scenario. 
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These results are corroborated by the Continuous Distance Model, which finds no statistically 
significant relationship between an inverse DISTANCE function and sales prices (-0.01, sig 
0.46).  Similarly, in the Repeat Sales Model, homes within one mile of the nearest turbine are not 
found to be adversely affected; somewhat counter-intuitively, they are found to appreciate faster 
(0.03, p value 0.01) than their peers outside of five miles.  Finally, the Sales Volume analysis 
does not find significant and consistent results that would suggest that the ability to sell one’s 
home within one mile of a wind facility is substantially impacted by the presence of that facility.  
 
Taken together, these models present a consistent set of results: the sales prices of homes in this 
sample that are within a mile of wind turbines, where various nuisance effects have been posited, 
are not measurably affected compared to those homes that are located more than five miles away 
from the facilities or that sold well before the wind projects were announced.  These results 
imply that widespread Nuisance Stigma effects are either not present in the sample, or are too 
small or sporadic to be statistically identifiable.   
 
Though these results may appear counterintuitive, it may simply be that property value impacts 
fade rapidly with distance, and that few of the homes in the sample are close enough to the 
subject wind facilities to be substantially impacted.  As discussed earlier, studies of the property 
value impacts of high voltage transmission lines often find that effects fade towards zero at as 
little distance as 200 feet (see, e.g., Gallimore and Jayne, 1999; Watson, 2005). None of the 
homes in the present sample are closer than 800 feet to the nearest wind turbine, and all but eight 
homes are located outside of 1000 feet of the nearest turbine.  It is therefore possible that, if any 
effects do exist, they exist at very close range to the turbines, and that those effects are simply 
not noticeable outside of 800 feet.  Additionally, almost half of the homes in the sample that are 
located within a mile of the nearest turbine have either no view or a minor rated view of the wind 
facilities, and some high voltage transmission line (HVTL) studies have found a decrease in 
adverse effects if the towers are not visible (Des-Rosiers, 2002) and, similarly, decreases in 
annoyance with wind facility sounds if turbines cannot be seen (Pedersen and Waye, 2004).  
Finally, effects that existed soon after the announcement or construction of the wind facilities 
might have faded over time.  More than half of the homes in the sample sold more than three 
years after the commencement of construction, while studies of HVTLs have repeatedly found 
that effects fade over time (Kroll and Priestley, 1992) and studies of attitudes towards wind 
turbines have found that such attitudes often improve after facility construction (Wolsink, 1989).  
Regardless of the explanation, the fact remains that, in this sizable sample of residential 
transactions, no persuasive evidence of a widespread Nuisance Stigma is found, and if these 
impacts do exist, they are either too small or too infrequent to result in any widespread and 
consistent statistically observable impact. 
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9.  Conclusions 
Though surveys generally show that public acceptance towards wind energy is high, a variety of 
concerns with wind development are often expressed at the local level.  One such concern that is 
often raised in local siting and permitting processes is related to the potential impact of wind 
projects on the property values of nearby residences.  
 
This report has investigated the potential impacts of wind power facilities on the sales prices of 
residential properties that are in proximity to and/or that have a view of those wind facilities. It 
builds and improve on the previous literature that has investigated these potential effects by 
collecting a large quantity of residential transaction data from communities surrounding a wide 
variety of wind power facilities, spread across multiple parts of the U.S.  Each of the homes 
included in this analysis was visited to clearly determine the degree to which the wind facility 
was visible at the time of home sale and to collect other essential data.  To frame the analysis, 
three potentially distinct impacts of wind facilities on property values are considered: Area, 
Scenic Vista, and Nuisance Stigma.  To assess these potential impacts, the authors applied a base 
hedonic model, explored seven alternative hedonic models, conducted a repeat sales analysis, 
and evaluated possible impacts on sales volumes.  The result is the most comprehensive and 
data-rich analysis to date on the potential impacts of wind projects on nearby property values.   
 
Although each of the analysis techniques used in this report has strengths and weaknesses, the 
results are strongly consistent in that each model fails to uncover conclusive evidence of the 
presence of any of the three property value stigmas.  Based on the data and analysis presented in 
this report, no evidence is found that home prices surrounding wind facilities are consistently, 
measurably, and significantly affected by either the view of wind facilities or the distance of the 
home to those facilities.  Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that individual or 
small numbers of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, if these impacts do exist, 
they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any widespread and consistent 
statistically observable impact.  Moreover, to the degree that homes in the present sample are 
similar to homes in other areas where wind development is occurring, the results herein are 
expected to be transferable. 
 
Finally, although this work builds on the existing literature in a number of respects, there remain 
a number of areas for further research.  The primary goal of subsequent research should be to 
concentrate on those homes located closest to wind facilities, where the least amount of data are 
available.  Additional research of the nature reported in this paper could be pursued, but with a 
greater number of transactions, especially for homes particularly close to wind facilities.  Further, 
it is conceivable that cumulative impacts might exist whereby communities that have seen 
repetitive development are affected uniquely, and these cumulative effects may be worth 
investigating.  A more detailed analysis of sales volume impacts may also be fruitful, as would 
an assessment of the potential impact of wind facilities on the length of time homes are on the 
market in advance of an eventual sale.  Finally, it would be useful to conduct a survey of those 
homeowners living close to existing wind facilities, and especially those residents who have 
bought and sold homes in proximity to wind facilities after facility construction, to assess their 
opinions on the impacts of wind project development on their home purchase and sales decisions.
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Appendix A: Study Area Descriptions 
The analysis reported in the body of the report used data from ten different wind-project study 
areas, across nine different states and 14 counties, and surrounding 24 different wind facilities.  
Each of the study areas is unique, but as a group they provide a good representation of the range 
of wind facility sizes, hub heights, and locations of recent wind development activity in the U.S. 
(see Figure A - 1 and Table A - 1).  This appendix describes each of the ten study areas, and 
provides the following information: a map of the study area; a description of the area; how the 
data were collected; statistics on home sales prices in the sample and census-reported home 
values for the towns, county, and state that encompass the area; data on the wind facilities 
contained within the study area; and frequency tables for the variables of interest (i.e., views of 
turbines, distance to nearest turbine ,and development period). 
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Figure A - 1: Map of Study Areas 


 
 


Table A - 1: Summary of Study Areas 


Study Area 
Code Study Area Counties, States Facility Names


Number 
of 


Turbines


Number 
of MW


Max Hub 
Height 


(meters)


Max Hub 
Height 
(feet)


WAOR
Benton and Walla Walla Counties, 
WA and Umatilla County, OR


Vansycle Ridge, Stateline, 
Nine Canyon I & II, 
Combine Hills


582 429 60 197


TXHC Howard County, TX Big Spring I & II 46 34 80 262
OKCC Custer County, OK Weatherford I & II 98 147 80 262


IABV Buena Vista County, IA Storm Lake I & II, 
Waverly, Intrepid I & II 381 370 65 213


ILLC Lee County, IL Mendota Hills, GSG Wind 103 130 78 256
WIKCDC Kewaunee and Door Counties, WI Red River, Lincoln 31 20 65 213


PASC Somerset County, PA Green Mountain, Somerset, 
Meyersdale 34 49 80 262


PAWC Wayne County, PA Waymart 43 65 65 213
NYMCOC Madison and Oneida Counties, NY Madison 7 12 67 220
NYMC Madison County, NY Fenner 20 30 66 218


TOTAL 1345 1286  
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A.1 WAOR Study Area: Benton and Walla Walla Counties 
(Washington), and Umatilla County (Oregon) 


Figure A - 2: Map of WAOR Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area combines data from the three counties - Benton and Walla Walla in Washington, 
and Umatilla in Oregon - that surround the Vansycle Ridge, Stateline, Combine Hills, and Nine 
Canyon wind projects.  Wind development began in this area in 1997 and, within the sample of 
wind projects, continued through 2003.  In total, the wind facilities in this study area include 582 
turbines and 429 MW of nameplate capacity, with hub heights that range from 164 feet to almost 
200 feet.  The wind facilities are situated on an East-West ridge that straddles the Columbia 
River, as it briefly turns South.  The area consists of undeveloped highland/plateau grassland, 
agricultural tracks for winter fruit, and three towns: Kennewick (Benton County), Milton-
Freewater (Umatilla County), and Walla Walla (Walla Walla County).  Only the first two of 
these towns are represented in the dataset because Walla Walla is situated more than 10 miles 
from the nearest wind turbine.  Also in the area are Touchet and Wallula, WA, and Athena, OR, 
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all very small communities with little to no services.  Much of the area to the North and South of 
the ridge, and outside of the urban areas, is farmland, with homes situated on small parcels 
adjoining larger agricultural tracts. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
Data for this study area were collected from a myriad of sources.  For Benton County, sales and 
home characteristic data and GIS parcel shapefiles were collected with the assistance of county 
officials Eric Beswick, Harriet Mercer, and Florinda Paez, while state official Deb Mandeville 
(Washington Department of State) provided information on the validity of the sales.  In Walla 
Walla County, county officials Bill Vollendorff and Tiffany Laposi provided sales, house 
characteristic, and GIS data.  In Umatilla County, county officials Jason Nielsen, Tracie Diehl, 
and Tim McElrath provided sales, house characteristic, and GIS data.   
 
Based on the data collection, more than 8,500 homes are found to have sold within ten miles of 
the wind turbines in this study area from January 1996 to June 2007.  Completing field visits to 
this number of homes would have been overly burdensome; as a result, only a sample of these 
home sales was used for the study.  Specifically, all valid sales within three miles of the nearest 
turbine are used, and a random sample of those homes outside of three miles but inside of five 
miles in Benton County and inside ten miles in Walla Walla and Umatilla Counties.  This 
approach resulted in a total of 790 sales, with prices that ranged from $25,000 to $647,500, and a 
mean of $134,244.  Of those 790 sales, 519 occurred after wind facility construction commenced, 
and 110 could see the turbines at the time of sale, though all but four of these homes had MINOR 
views.  No homes within this sample were located within one mile of the nearest wind turbine, 
with the majority occurring outside of three miles.   
 
Area Statistics  


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


1/23/1996 6/29/2007 790 125,803$  134,244$  25,000$     647,500$      
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Vansycle Ridge 25 38 Aug-97 Feb-98 Aug-98 Vestas 50
Stateline Wind Project, Phase I (OR) 83 126 Jun-00 Sep-01 Dec-01 Vestas 50
Stateline Wind Project, Phase I (WA) 177 268 Jun-00 Feb-01 Dec-01 Vestas 50
Stateline Wind Project, Phase II 40 60 Jan-02 Sep-02 Dec-02 Vestas 50
Nine Canyon Wind Farm 48 37 Jun-01 Mar-02 Sep-02 Bonus 60
Combine Hills Turbine Ranch I 41 41 Apr-02 Aug-03 Dec-03 Mitsubishi 55
Nine Canyon Wind Farm II 16 12 Jun-01 Jun-03 Dec-03 Bonus 60  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Benton/Walla Walla, WA & 
Umatilla, OR (WAOR)


226 45 76 59 384 790
 


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Benton/Walla Walla, WA & 
Umatilla, OR (WAOR) 271 409 106 4 0 0 790


 
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Benton/Walla Walla, WA & 
Umatilla, OR (WAOR)


271 0 0 20 277 222 790
 


 
Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Kennewich, WA City 62,182 12.5% 2,711 32.3 45,085$    155,531$     46%
Walla Walla, WA City 30,794 4.0% 2,847 33.8 38,391$    185,706$     91%
Milton Freewater, OR Town 6,335 -2.0% 3,362 31.7 30,229$    113,647$     47%
Touchet, WA Town 413 n/a 340 33.6 47,268$    163,790$     81%
Benton County 159,414 3.6% 94 34.4 51,464$    162,700$     46%
Walla Walla County 57,709 1.0% 45 34.9 43,597$    206,631$     89%
Umatilla County 73,491 0.6% 23 34.6 38,631$    138,200$     47%
Washington State 6,488,000 10.1% 89 35.3 55,591$    300,800$     79%
Oregon State 3,747,455 9.5% 36 36.3 48,730$    257,300$     69%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. “n/a” signifies data not available. 
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A.2 TXHC Study Area: Howard County (Texas) 


Figure A - 3: Map of TXHC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area is entirely contained within Howard County, Texas, and includes the city of Big 
Spring, which is situated roughly 100 miles South of Lubbock and 275 miles West of Dallas in 
West Texas.  On top of the Northern end of the Edwards Plateau, which runs from the Southeast 
to the Northwest, sits the 46 turbine (34 MW) Big Spring wind facility, which was constructed in 
1998 and 1999.  Most of the wind turbines in this project have a hub height of 213 feet, but four 
are taller, at 262 feet.  The plateau and the wind facility overlook the city of Big Spring which, 
when including its suburbs, wraps around the plateau to the South and East.  Surrounding the 
town are modest farming tracks and arid, undeveloped land.  These lands, primarily to the South 
of the facility towards Forsan (not shown on map), are dotted with small oil rigs.  Many of the 
homes in Big Spring do not have a view of the wind facility, but others to the South and East do 
have such views. 
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Data Collection and Summary 
County officials Brett McKibben, Sally Munoz, and Sheri Proctor were extremely helpful in 
answering questions about the data required for this project, and the data were provided by two 
firms that manage it for the county.  Specifically, Erin Welch of the Capital Appraisal Group 
provided the sales and house characteristic data and Paul Brandt of MIMS provided the GIS data. 
 
All valid single-family home sales transactions within five miles of the nearest turbine and 
occurring between January 1996 and March 2007 were included in the dataset, resulting in 1,311 
sales.106  These sales ranged in price from $10,492 to $490,000, with a mean of $74,092.  
Because of the age of the wind facility, many of the sales in the sample occurred after wind 
facility construction had commenced (n = 1,071).  Of those, 104 had views of the turbines, with 
27 having views more dramatic than MINOR.  Four homes sold within a mile of the facility, 
with the rest falling between one and three miles (n = 584), three to five miles (n = 467), and 
outside of five miles (n = 16). 
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


1/2/1996 3/30/2007 1,311 $66,500 $74,092 $10,492 $490,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Big Spring I 27.7 42 Jan-98 Jul-98 Jun-99 Vestas 65
Big Spring II 6.6 4 Jan-98 Jul-98 Jun-99 Vestas 80  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
 
Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Howard, TX (TXHC) 169 71 113 131 827 1311  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Howard, TX (TXHC) 240 967 77 22 5 0 1311  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Howard, TX (TXHC) 240 0 4 584 467 16 1311  
 


                                                 
106 If parcels intersected the five mile boundary, they were included in the sample, but were coded as being outside 
of five miles. 
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Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Big Spring City 24,075 -5.4% 1,260 35.1 32,470$    54,442$       50%
Forsan Town 220 -4.0% 758 36.8 50,219$    64,277$       84%
Howard County 32,295 -1.9% 36 36.4 36,684$    60,658$       58%
Texas State 23,904,380 14.6% 80 32.3 47,548$    120,900$     47%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
. 
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A.3 OKCC Study Area: Custer County (Oklahoma) 


Figure A - 4: Map of OKCC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area is entirely contained within Custer County, Texas, and includes the Weatherford 
wind facility, which is situated  near the city of Weatherford, 70 miles due west of Oklahoma 
City and near the western edge of the state.  The 98 turbine (147 MW) Weatherford wind facility 
straddles Highway 40, which runs East-West, and U.S. County Route 54, which runs North-
South, creating an “L” shape that is more than six miles long and six miles wide.  Development 
began in 2004, and was completed in two phases ending in 2006.  The turbines are some of the 
largest in the sample, with a hub height of 262 feet.  The topography of the study area is mostly 
flat plateau, allowing the turbines to be visible from many parts of the town and the surrounding 
rural lands.  There are a number of smaller groupings of homes that are situated to the North and 
South of the city, many of which are extremely close to the turbines and have dramatic views of 
them.  
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Data Collection and Summary 
County Assessor Debbie Collins and mapping specialist Karen Owen were extremely helpful in 
gathering data and answering questions at the county level.  Data were obtained directly from the 
county and from Visual Lease Services, Inc and OKAssessor, where representatives Chris Mask, 
Terry Wood, Tracy Leniger, and Heather Brown helped with the request.   
 
All valid single-family residential transactions within five miles of the nearest wind turbine and 
occurring between July 1996 and June 2007 were included in the dataset, resulting in 1,113 
sales.107  These sales ranged in price from $11,000 to $468,000, with a mean of $100,445.  
Because of the relatively recent construction of the facility, 58% of the sales (n = 637) occurred 
before construction, leaving 476 sales with possible views of the turbines.  Of those 476 sales, 25 
had more-dramatic view ratings than MINOR and 17 sales occurred inside of one mile.   
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


7/7/1996 6/29/2007 1,113 $91,000 $100,445 $11,000 $468,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Weatherford Wind Energy Center 106.5 71 Mar-04 Dec-04 May-05 GE Wind 80
Weatherford Wind Energy Center Expansion 40.5 27 May-05 Oct-05 Jan-06 GE Wind 80  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
 
Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Custer, OK (OKCC) 484 153 193 187 96 1113  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Custer, OK (OKCC) 637 375 76 6 7 12 1113  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Custer, OK (OKCC) 637 16 1 408 50 1 1113  
 


                                                 
107 Portions of the town of Weatherford, both North and South of the town center, were not included in the sample 
due to lack of available data.  The homes that were mapped, and for which electronic data were provided, however, 
were situated on all sides of these unmapped areas and were similar in character to those that were omitted.  None of 
the unmapped homes were within a mile of the nearest wind turbine. 
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Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Weatherford City 10,097 1.2% 1,740 24.1 32,543$    113,996$     45%
Hydro Town 1,013 -3.7% 1,675 39.2 35,958$    66,365$       68%
Custer County 26,111 3.6% 26 32.7 35,498$    98,949$       52%
Oklahoma State 3,617,316 4.8% 53 35.5 41,567$    103,000$     46%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants.  
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A.4 IABV Study Area: Buena Vista County (Iowa) 


Figure A - 5: Map of IABV Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area includes the sizable Storm Lake and Intrepid wind facilities, which are mostly 
situated in Buena Vista County, located in Northwestern Iowa, 75 miles East of Sioux City.  The 
facilities also stretch into Sac County to the South and Cherokee County to the West.  The 
facilities total 381 turbines (370 MW) and are more than 30 miles long North to South and eight 
miles wide East to West.  Development began on the first Storm Lake facility in 1998 and the 
last of the Intrepid development was completed in 2006. The largest turbines have a hub height 
of 213 feet at the hub, but most are slightly smaller at 207 feet.  The majority of the homes in the 
sample surround Storm Lake (the body of water), but a large number of homes are situated on 
small residential plots located outside of the town and nearer to the wind facility.  Additionally, a 
number of sales occurred in Alta - a small town to the East of Storm Lake -thatis straddled by the 
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wind facilities and therefore provides dramatic views of the turbines.  In general, except for the 
depression in which Storm Lake sits, the topography is very flat, largely made up corn fields, and 
the turbines are therefore visible from quite far away.  The housing market is driven, to some 
extent, by the water body, Storm Lake, which is a popular recreational tourist destination, and 
therefore development is occurring to the East and South of the lake.  Some development is also 
occurring, to a lesser degree, to the East of Alta. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
County Assessor Kathy A. Croker and Deputy Assessor Kim Carnine were both extremely 
helpful in answering questions and providing GIS data.  Sales and home characteristic data were 
provided by Vanguard Appraisals, Inc., facilitated by the county officials.  David Healy from 
MidAmerican provided some of the necessary turbine location GIS files.   
 
The county provided data on valid single-family residential transactions between 1996 and 2007 
for 1,743 homes inside of five miles of the nearest wind turbine.  This sample exceeded the 
number for which field data could reasonably be collected; as a result, only a sample of these 
homes sales was used for the study. Specifically, all transactions that occurred within three miles 
of the nearest turbine were used, in combination with a random sample (totaling roughly 10%) of 
those homes between three and five miles.  This approach resulted in 822 sales, with prices that 
ranged from $12,000 to $525,000, and a mean of $94,713.  Development of the wind facilities in 
this area occurred relatively early in the sample period, and therefore roughly 75% of the sales (n 
= 605) occurred after project construction had commenced.  Of those 605 sales, 105 had views of 
the turbines, 37 of which were ranked with a view rating more dramatic than MINOR, and 30 
sales occurred within one mile of the nearest wind turbine.  
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


1/2/1996 3/30/2007 822 $79,000 $94,713 $12,000 $525,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Storm Lake I 112.5 150 Feb-98 Oct-98 Jun-99 Enron 63
Storm Lake II 80.3 107 Feb-98 Oct-98 Apr-99 Enron 63
Waverly 1.5 2 Feb-98 Oct-98 Jun-99 Enron 65
Intrepid 160.5 107 Mar-03 Oct-04 Dec-04 GE Wind 65
Intrepid Expansion 15.0 15 Jan-05 Apr-05 Dec-05 Mitsubishi 65  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Buena Vista, IA (IABV) 152 65 80 70 455 822  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Buena Vista, IA (IABV) 217 500 68 18 8 11 822  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Buena Vista, IA (IABV) 217 22 8 472 101 2 822  
 
 
Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Storm Lake City 9,706 -3.9% 2,429 31.7 39,937$    99,312$       41%
Alta Town 1,850 -1.0% 1,766 35.1 40,939$    98,843$       48%
Buena Vista County 19,776 -3.1% 36 36.4 42,296$    95,437$       45%
Iowa State 3,002,555 2.6% 52 36.6 47,292$    117,900$     43%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
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A.5 ILLC Study Area: Lee County (Illinois) 


Figure A - 6: Map of ILLC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area is situated roughly 80 miles due West of Chicago, in Lee County, Illinois, and 
includes two wind facilities.  The 63 turbine (53 MW) Mendota Hills Wind Project sits just West 
of North-South Highway 39, and 10 miles South of East-West Highway 88.  Development began 
on the facility in 2001 and was completed in 2003.  The second facility, the 40 turbine (80 MW) 
GSG Wind Farm is South and West of the Mendota Hills facility, and is broken into two parts:  
roughly one third of the turbines are situated two miles due north of the small town of Sublette, 
with the remainder located roughly six miles to the southeast and spanning the line separating 
Lee from La Salle County.  Development began on this project in the fall of 2006 and was 
completed in April of the following year.  The town of Paw Paw, which is East of Highway 38 
and both facilities, is the largest urban area in the study area, but is further away from the 
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facilities than the towns of Compton, West Brooklyn, Scarboro, and Sublette.  Also, to the North 
of the facilities are the towns of Lee, to the East of Highway 38, and Steward, just to the West. 
Although many home sales occurred in these towns, a significant number of additional sales 
occurred on small residential tracts in more-rural areas or in small developments.  The 
topography of the area is largely flat, but falls away slightly to the East towards Paw Paw.  The 
area enjoyed significant development during the real estate boom led by commuters from the 
Chicago metropolitan area, which was focused in the Paw Paw area but was also seen in semi-
rural subdivisions to the Southwest and North of the wind facility. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
County Supervisor Wendy Ryerson was enormously helpful in answering questions and 
providing data, as were Carmen Bollman and GIS Director, Brant Scheidecker, who also work in 
the county office.  Wendy and Carmen facilitated the sales and home characteristic data request 
and Brant provided the GIS data.  Additionally, real estate brokers Neva Grevengoed of LNG 
Realtor, Alisa Stewart of AC Corner Stone, and Beth Einsely of Einsely Real Estate were helpful 
in understanding the local market.   
 
The county provided information on 412 valid single-family transactions that occurred between 
1998 and 2007 within 10 miles of the nearest wind turbine, all of which were included in the 
sample.108  These sales ranged in price from $14,500 to $554,148, with a mean of $128,301.  Of 
those sales, 213 occurred after construction commenced on the wind facility and, of those, 36 
had views of the turbines – nine of which were rated more dramatically than MINOR.  Only two 
sales occurred within one mile of the nearest wind turbine. 
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


5/1/1998 3/2/2007 412 $113,250 $128,301 $14,500 $554,148  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name Number of 
MW


 Number of 
Turbines 


Announce 
Date


Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Mendota Hills 50.4 63 Nov-01 Aug-03 Nov-03 Gamesa 65
GSG Wind Farm 80 40 Dec-05 Sep-06 Apr-07 Gamesa 78  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
 


                                                 
108 This county was not able to provide data electronically back to 1996, as would have been preferred, but because 
wind project development did not occur until 2001, there was ample time in the study period to establish pre-
announcement sale price levels.   
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Lee, IL (ILLC) 115 84 62 71 80 412  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Lee, IL (ILLC) 199 177 27 7 1 1 412  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Lee, IL (ILLC) 199 1 1 85 69 57 412  
 
Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Paw Paw Town 884 2.6% 1,563 38.0 48,399$    151,954$     n/a
Compton Town 337 -2.9% 2,032 32.8 44,023$    114,374$     n/a
Steward Town 263 -3.0% 2,116 35.2 59,361$    151,791$     n/a
Sublette Town 445 -2.4% 1,272 37.7 55,910$    133,328$     n/a
Lee County 35,450 -1.7% 49 37.9 47,591$    136,778$     64%
Illinois State 12,852,548 3.5% 223 34.7 54,124$    208,800$     60%
US Country 301,139,947 7.0% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. “n/a” signifies data not available. 
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A.6 WIKCDC Study Area: Kewaunee and Door Counties 
(Wisconsin) 


Figure A - 7: Map of WIKCDC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area includes the Red River (17 turbines, 14 MW) and Lincoln (14 turbines, 9 MW) 
wind facilities.  It is situated on the “thumb” jutting into Lake Michigan, Northeast of Green Bay, 
Wisconsin, and spans two counties, Kewaunee and Door.  There is a mix of agricultural, small 
rural residential, waterfront, and urban land use in this area.  The three largest towns are Algoma 
to the East of the facilities and on the lake, Casco, which is six miles due South of the turbines, 
and Luxemburg, four miles West of Casco.  There is a smaller village, Brussels, to the North in 
Door County.  The remainder of the homes is situated on the water or in small rural residential 
parcels between the towns.  Topographically, the “thumb” is relatively flat except for a slight 
crown in the middle, and then drifting lower to the edges.  The East edge of the “thumb” ends in 
bluffs over the water, and the western edge drops off more gradually, allowing those parcels to 
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enjoy small beaches and easy boat access.  There is some undulation of the land, occasionally 
allowing for relatively distant views of the wind turbines, which stand at a hub height of 213 feet. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
Kewaunee and Door Counties did not have a countywide system of electronic data storage for 
either sales or home characteristic data.  Therefore, in many cases, data had to be collected 
directly from the town or city assessor.  In Kewaunee County, Joseph A. Jerabek of the town of 
Lincoln, Gary Taicher of the town of Red River, Melissa Daron of the towns of Casco, Pierce, 
and West Kewaunee, Michael Muelver of the town of Ahnapee and the city of Algoma, William 
Gerrits of the town of Casco, Joseph Griesbach Jr. of the town of Luxemburg, and David 
Dorschner of the city of Kewaunee all provided information.  In Door County, Scott Tennessen 
of the town of Union and Gary Maccoux of the town of Brussels were similarly very helpful in 
providing information.  Additionally, Andy Pelkey of Impact Consultants, Inc., John Holton of 
Associated Appraisal Consultants, Andy Bayliss of Dash Development Group, and Lue Van 
Asten of Action Appraisers & Consultants all assisted in extracting data from the myriad of 
storage systems used at the town and city level.  The State of Wisconsin provided additional 
information on older sales and sales validity, with Mary Gawryleski, James Bender, and Patrick 
Strabala from the Wisconsin Department of Revenue being extremely helpful.  GIS data were 
obtained from Steve Hanson from Kewaunee County and Tom Haight from Door County. 
 
After collecting data from each municipality, a total of 810 valid single-family home sales 
transactions were available for analysis, ranging in time from 1996 to 2007.  These sales ranged 
in price from $20,000 to $780,000, with a mean of $116,698.  Because development of the wind 
facilities occurred relatively early in the study period, a large majority of the sales transactions, 
75% (n = 725), occurred after project construction had commenced.  Of those, 64 had views of 
the turbines, 14 of which had more dramatic than MINOR views, and 11 sales occurred within 
one mile. 
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


2/2/1996 6/30/2007 810 $98,000 $116,698 $20,000 $780,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Red River 11.2 17 Apr-98 Jan-99 Jun-99 Vestas 65
Lincoln 9.2 14 Aug-98 Jan-99 Jun-99 Vestas 65  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Kewaunee/Door, WI (WIKCDC) 44 41 68 62 595 810
 


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Kewaunee/Door, WI (WIKCDC) 85 661 50 9 2 3 810
 


Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Kewaunee/Door, WI (WIKCDC) 85 7 4 63 213 438 810
 


 
Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Algoma Town 3,186 -4.7% 1,305 41.8 39,344$    112,295$     51%
Casco Town 551 -2.8% 985 35.6 53,406$    141,281$     n/a
Luxemburg Town 2,224 15.3% 1,076 32.0 53,906$    167,403$     n/a
Kewaunee County 20,533 1.4% 60 37.5 50,616$    148,344$     57%
Door County 27,811 2.4% 58 42.9 44,828$    193,540$     57%
Wisconsin State 5,601,640 0.3% 103 36.0 50,578$    168,800$     50%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. “n/a” signifies data not available. 
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A.7 PASC Study Area: Somerset County (Pennsylvania) 


Figure A - 8: Map of PASC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area includes three wind facilities, Somerset (6 turbines, 9 MW, 210 ft hub height) to 
the North, Meyersdale (20 turbines, 30 MW, 262 ft hub height) to the South, and Green 
Mountain (8 turbines, 10 MW, 197 ft hub height) between them.  All of the projects are located 
in Somerset County, roughly 75 miles southeast of Pittsburg in the Southwest section of 
Pennsylvania.  None of the three facilities are separated by more than 10 miles, so all were 
included in one study area.  To the North of the facilities is East-West U.S. Highway 70, which 
flanks the city of Somerset.  Connecting Somerset with points South is County Route 219, which 
zigzags Southeast out of Somerset to the smaller towns of Berlin (not included in the data), 
Garret to the Southwest, and Meyersdale, which is Southeast of Garret. These towns are flanked 
by two ridges that run from the Southwest to the Northeast.  Because of these ridges and the 







 


 103 


relatively high elevations of all of the towns, this area enjoys winter recreation, though the coal 
industry, which once dominated the area, is still an integral part of the community with mining 
occurring in many places up and down the ridges.  Although many of the home sales in the 
sample occurred in the towns, a number of the sales are for homes situated outside of town 
corresponding to either rural, rural residential, or suburban land uses.   
 
Data Collection and Summary 
The County Assessor, Jane Risso, was extremely helpful, and assisted in providing sales and 
home characteristic data.  Glen Wagner, the IT director, worked with Gary Zigler, the county 
GIS specialist, to extract both GIS and assessment data from the county records.  Both Gary and 
Jane were extremely helpful in fielding questions and providing additional information as needs 
arose.   
 
The county provided a total of 742 valid residential single-family home sales transactions within 
four miles of the nearest wind turbine.  All of the sales within three miles were used (n = 296), 
and a random sample (~ 44%) of those between three and four miles were used, yielding a total 
of 494 sales that occurred between May 1997 and March 2007.  These sales ranged in price from 
$12,000 to $360,000, with a mean of $69,770.  291 sales (~ 60% of the 494) occurred after 
construction commenced on the nearest wind facility.  Of these 291 sales, 73 have views of the 
turbines, 18 of which are more dramatic than MINOR, and 35 sales occurred within one mile.109 
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


5/1/1997 3/1/2007 494 $62,000 $69,770 $12,000 $360,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


GreenMountain Wind Farm 10.4 8 Jun-99 Dec-99 May-00 Nordex 60
Somerset 9.0 6 Apr-01 Jun-01 Oct-01 Enron 64
Meyersdale 30.0 20 Jan-03 Sep-03 Dec-03 NEG Micon 80  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
 


                                                 
109 This study area was one of the earliest to have field work completed, and therefore the field data collection 
process was slower resulting in a lower number of transactions than many other study areas. 
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Somerset, PA (PASC) 175 28 46 60 185 494  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Somerset, PA (PASC) 203 218 55 15 2 1 494  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Somerset, PA (PASC) 203 17 18 132 124 0 494  
 
Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Somerset Town 6,398 -4.8% 2,333 40.2 35,293$    123,175$     n/a
Berlin Town 2,092 -4.0% 2,310 41.1 35,498$    101,704$     n/a
Garrett Town 425 -4.7% 574 34.5 29,898$    54,525$       n/a
Meyersdale Town 2,296 -6.6% 2,739 40.9 29,950$    79,386$       n/a
Somerset Cou County 77,861 -2.7% 72 40.2 35,293$    94,500$       41%
Pennsylvania State 12,440,621 1.3% 277 38.0 48,576$    155,000$     60%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. “n/a” signifies data not available. 
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A.8 PAWC Study Area: Wayne County (Pennsylvania) 


Figure A - 9: Map of PAWC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area includes the Waymart wind facility, which sits atop the North-South ridge 
running along the line separating Wayne County from Lackawanna and Susquehanna Counties in 
Northeast Pennsylvania.  The 43 turbine (65 MW, 213 ft hub height) facility was erected in 2003, 
and can be seen from many locations in the study area and especially from the towns of Waymart, 
which sits East of the facility, and Forest City, which straddles Wayne and Susquehanna 
Counties North of the facility.  The study area is dominated topographically by the ridgeline on 
which the wind turbines are located, but contains rolling hills and many streams, lakes, and 
natural ponds.  Because of the undulating landscape, views of the wind facility can be 
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maintained from long distances, while some homes relatively near the turbines have no view of 
the turbines whatsoever.  The area enjoys a substantial amount of second home ownership 
because of the bucolic scenic vistas, the high frequency of lakes and ponds, and the proximity to 
larger metropolitan areas such as Scranton, roughly 25 miles to the Southwest, and Wilkes-Barre 
a further 15 miles Southwest. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
John Nolan, the County Chief Assessor, was very helpful in overseeing the extraction of the data 
from county records.  GIS specialist Aeron Lankford provided the GIS parcel data as well as 
other mapping layers, and Bruce Grandjean, the IT and Data Specialist, provided the sales and 
home characteristic data as well as fielding countless questions as they arose.  Additionally, real 
estate brokers Dotti Korpics of Bethany, Kent Swartz of Re Max, and Tom Cush of Choice #1 
Country Real Estate were instrumental providing context for understanding the local market. 
 
The county provided data on 551 valid single-family transactions that occurred between 1996 
and 2007, all of which were included in the sample.  These sales ranged in price from $20,000 to 
$444,500, with a mean of $111,522.  Because of the relatively recent development of the wind 
facility, only 40% (n = 222) of the sales transaction occurred after the construction of the facility 
had commenced.  Of those sales, 43 (19%) had views of the turbines, ten of which had more 
dramatic than MINOR views, and 11 were situated within one mile.   
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


7/12/1996 9/25/2006 551 $96,000 $111,522 $20,000 $444,500  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Waymart Wind Farm 64.5 43 Feb-01 Jun-03 Oct-03 GE Wind 65  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
 
Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Wayne, PA (PAWC) 223 106 64 71 87 551  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Wayne, PA (PAWC) 329 179 33 8 2 0 551  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Wayne, PA (PAWC) 329 1 10 95 55 61 551  
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Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Waymart Town 3,075 116.0% 1,111 41.7 43,797$    134,651$     56%
Forest City Town 1,743 -5.2% 1,929 45.6 32,039$    98,937$       67%
Prompton Town 237 -1.6% 149 41.9 30,322$    162,547$     56%
Wayne County 51,708 5.9% 71 40.8 41,279$    163,060$     57%
Lackawanna County 209,330 -1.9% 456 40.3 41,596$    134,400$     48%
Pennsylvania State 12,440,621 1.3% 277 38.0 48,576$    155,000$     60%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
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A.9 NYMCOC Study Area: Madison and Oneida Counties (New 
York) 


Figure A - 10: Map of NYMCOC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area surrounds the seven turbine (12 MW, 220 ft hub height) Madison wind facility, 
which sits atop an upland rise in Madison County, New York.  The area is roughly 20 miles 
Southwest of Utica and 40 miles Southeast of Syracuse.  The facility is flanked by the towns 
moving from the Southwest, clockwise around the rise, from Hamilton and Madison in Madison 
County, NY, to Oriskany Falls, Waterville, and Sangerfield in Oneida County, NY.  Hamilton is 
the home of Colgate University, whose staff lives throughout the area around Hamilton and 
stretching up into the town of Madison.  Accordingly, some development is occurring near the 
college.  To the Northeast, in Oneida County, the housing market is more depressed and less 
development is apparent.  The study area in total is a mix of residential, rural residential, and 
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rural landscapes, with the largest portion being residential homes in the towns or immediately on 
their outskirts.  The topography, although falling away from the location of the wind facility, 
does not do so dramatically, so small obstructions can obscure the views of the facility. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
Data were obtained from both Madison and Oneida Counties for this study area.  In Madison 
County, Kevin Orr, Mike Ellis, and Carol Brophy, all of County’s Real Property Tax Services 
Department, were extremely helpful in obtaining the sales, home characteristic, and GIS data.  In 
Oneida County, Jeff Quackenbush and Richard Reichert in the Planning Department were very 
helpful in obtaining the county data.  Additionally, discussions with real estate brokers Susanne 
Martin of Martin Real Estate, Nancy Proctor of Prudential, and Joel Arsenault of Century 21 
helped explain the housing market and the differences between Madison and Oneida Counties. 
 
Data on 463 valid sales transactions of single family residential homes that occurred between 
1996 and 2006 were obtained, all of which were located within seven miles of the wind facility.  
These sales ranged in price from $13,000 to $380,000, with a mean of $98,420.  Roughly 75% (n 
= 346) of these sales occurred after construction commenced on the wind facility, of which 20 
could see the turbines, all of which were rated as having MINOR views, except one which had a 
MODERATE rating; only two sales involved homes that were situated inside of one mile. 
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


1/6/1996 12/26/2006 463 $77,500 $98,420 $13,000 $380,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Madison Windpower 11.6 7 Jan-00 May-00 Sep-00 Vestas 67  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
 
Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Madison/Oneida, NY (MYMCOC) 108 9 48 30 268 463  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Madison/Oneida, NY (MYMCOC) 117 326 19 1 0 0 463  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Madison/Oneida, NY (MYMCOC) 117 1 1 80 193 71 463  
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Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Madison Town 304 -2.9% 605 38.1 36,348$    94,734$       n/a
Hamilton Town 3,781 7.9% 1,608 20.8 48,798$    144,872$     n/a
Orinkany Fall Town 1,413 -2.9% 1,703 40.8 47,689$    105,934$     n/a
Waterville Town 1,735 -3.2% 1,308 37.8 46,692$    104,816$     n/a
Sangerfield Town 2,626 -1.4% 85 37.6 47,563$    106,213$     n/a
Madison County 69,829 0.6% 106 36.1 53,600$    109,000$     39%
Oneida County 232,304 -1.3% 192 38.2 44,636$    102,300$     40%
New York State 19,297,729 1.7% 408 35.9 53,514$    311,000$     109%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. “n/a” signifies data not available. 
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A.10 NYMC Study Area: Madison County (New York) 


Figure A - 11: Map of NYMC Study Area 


 
Note: “Sold Homes” include all sold homes both before and after construction. 
 
Area Description 
This study area surrounds the 20 turbine (30 MW, 218 ft hub height) Fenner wind facility in 
Madison County, New York, roughly 20 miles East of Syracuse and 40 miles West of Utica in 
the middle of New York.  The study area is dominated by two roughly parallel ridges.  One, on 
which the Fenner facility is located, runs Southeast to Northwest and falls away towards the 
town of Canastota.  The second ridge runs roughly North from Cazenovia, and falls away just 
South of the town of Chittenango.  Surrounding these ridges is an undulating landscape with 
many water features, including the Chittenango Falls and Lake Cazenovia.  A number of high-
priced homes are situated along the ridge to the North of Cazenovia, some of which are afforded 
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views of the lake and areas to the West, others with views to the East over the wind facility, and 
a few having significant panoramic views.  The west side of the study area has a number of 
drivers to its real estate economy: it serves as a bedroom community for Syracuse, is the home to 
Cazenovia College, and enjoys a thriving summer recreational population.  Canastota to the 
North, and Oneida to the East, are older industrial towns, both of which now serve as feeder 
communities for Syracuse because of easy access to Highway 90.  Between the towns of 
Cazenovia and Canastota are many rural residential properties, some of which have been recently 
developed, but most of which are homes at least a half century old. 
 
Data Collection and Summary 
Data were obtained from the Madison County Real Property Tax Services department directed 
by Carol Brophy.  As the first study area that was investigated, IT and mapping specialists Kevin 
Orr and Mike Ellis were subjected to a large number of questions from the study team and were 
enormously helpful in helping shape what became the blueprint for other study areas.  
Additionally, real estate brokers Nancy Proctor of Prudential, Joel Arsenault of Century 21, Don 
Kinsley of Kingsley Real Estate, and Steve Harris of Cazenovia Real Estate were extremely 
helpful in understanding the local market.   
 
Data on 693 valid sales transactions of single family residential structures that occurred between 
1996 and 2006 were obtained, most of which were within five miles of the wind facility. These 
sales ranged in price from $26,000 to $575,000, with a mean of $124,575.   Roughly 68% of 
these sales (n = 469) occurred after construction commenced on the wind facility, 13 of which 
were inside of one mile, and 74 of which had views of the turbines.  Of that latter group, 24 have 
more dramatic than MINOR views of the turbines. 
 
Area Statistics 


Study Period 
Begin


Study Period 
End


Number of 
Sales


Median 
Price


Mean 
Price


Minimum 
Price


Maximum 
Price


1/31/1996 9/29/2006 693 $109,900 $124,575 $26,000 $575,000  
 
Facility Statistics 


Facility Name
Number of 


MW
 Number of 


Turbines 
Announce 


Date
Construction 
Begin Date


Completion 
Date


 Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Height 
(Meters)


Fenner Wind Power Project 30 20 Dec-98 Mar-01 Nov-01 Enron 66  
Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period Pre 
Announcement


Post Announcement 
Pre Construction


1st Year After 
Construction


2nd Year After 
Construction


2+ Years After 
Construction Total


Madison, NY (NYMC) 59 165 74 70 325 693  


View of Turbines Pre        
Construction None Minor Moderate Substantial Extreme Total


Madison, NY (NYMC) 224 395 50 16 8 0 693  
Distance to         
Nearest Turbine


Pre        
Construction < 0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Miles 1 - 3 Miles 3 - 5 Miles > 5 Miles Total


Madison, NY (NYMC) 224 2 11 80 374 2 693  
 
Census Statistics 


Name Type  2007 
Population 


% Change 
Since 2000


 Population 
Per Mile^2 


Median 
Age


 Median 
Income 


 Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000


Cazenovia Town 2,835 8.6% 1,801 32.3 58,172$    159,553$     n/a
Chittenango Town 4,883 -0.5% 2,000 36.0 58,358$    104,845$     n/a
Canastota Town 4,339 -1.7% 1,306 37.3 45,559$    93,349$       n/a
Oneida City 10,791 -1.7% 490 36.9 47,173$    99,305$       n/a
Morrisville Town 2,155 0.6% 1,869 20.4 45,852$    102,352$     n/a
Madison County 69,829 0.6% 106 36.1 53,600$    109,000$     39%
New York State 19,297,729 1.7% 408 35.9 53,514$    311,000$     109%
US Country 301,139,947 6.8% 86 37.9 50,233$    243,742$     46%  
Source: City-Data.com & Wikipedia.  “% Change Since 2000” refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007 for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price).  “Town” 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. “n/a” signifies data not available. 
. 
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Appendix B: Methodology for Calculating Distances with GIS  
For each of the homes in the dataset, accurate measurements of the distance to the nearest wind 
turbine at the time of sale were needed, and therefore the exact locations of both the turbines and 
the homes was required.  Neither of these locations was available from a single source, but 
through a combination of techniques, turbine and home locations were derived.  This section 
describes the data and techniques used to establish accurate turbine and home locations, and the 
process for then calculating distances between the two.   
 
There were a number of possible starting points for mapping accurate wind turbine locations.  
First, the Energy Velocity data, which covered all study areas, provided a point estimate for 
project location, but did not provide individual turbine locations.  The Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), because of permitting and aviation maps, maintains data on turbine 
locations, but at the time of this study, that data source did not cover all locations, contained data 
on structures that no longer exist, and was difficult to use.110  Finally, in some cases, the counties 
had mapped the wind turbines into GIS.   
 
In the end, because no single dataset was readily available to serve all study areas, instead the 
variety of data sources described above was used to map and/or confirm the location of every 
turbine in the 10 study areas.  The process began with high-resolution geocoded satellite and 
aerial ortho imagery that the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) collects and 
maintains under its National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP), and which covers virtually 
all of the areas in this investigation.  Where needed, older ortho imagery from the USDA was 
used.  Combining these data with the Energy Velocity data, and discussions with local officials, 
and maps provided by the county or the developer, locating and mapping all of the turbines in 
each study area was possible. 
 
Home locations were provided directly by some counties; in other cases, a parcel centroid was 
created as a proxy. 111  In some situations, the centroid did not correspond to the actual house 
location, and therefore required further refinement.  This refinement was only required and 
conducted if the parcel was near the wind turbines, where the difference of a few hundred feet, 
for example, could alter its distance rating in a meaningful fashion, or when the parcel included a 
considerable amount of acreage, where inaccuracy in home location could be considerable.  
Therefore, parcels inside of 1.5 miles of the nearest wind turbine and of any size, and parcels 
outside of 1.5 miles and larger than 5 acres, were both examined using the USDA NAIP imagery 
to determine the exact home location.  In cases where the parcel centroid was not centered over 
the home, the location was adjusted, using the ortho image as a guide, to the actual house 
location.  
 
With both turbine and home locations identified, the next step was to determine distances 
between the two.  To do so, the date when each transaction in the sample occurred was taken into 


                                                 
110 A newer FAA database is now available that clears up many of these earlier concerns.  
111 A “parcel centroid” is the mathematical center point of a polygon, and was determined by XTools Pro 
(www.xtoolspro.com). 
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account, combined with the determination of which turbines were in existence at what time.112  
This required breaking the transactions in the sample into three categories: 1) those occurring 
before any wind facility was announced in the study area, 2) those occurring after the first wind 
facility was announced in the area but before all development was complete in the area, and 3) 
those occurring after all wind development in the area was complete.  Any sale that occurred 
before wind development was announced in the study area was coded with a distance to the 
nearest turbine derived from the actual turbine locations after all wind development had 
occurred.113  Homes that sold after all wind development had occurred were treated similarly, 
with distances derived from the set of turbines in place after all development had taken place.  
The final set of homes - those that sold after announcement of the first facility, but before the 
construction of the last - had to be treated, essentially, on a case by case basis.  Some homes 
were located within five miles of one wind facility but more than five miles from another wind 
facility in the same study area (e.g., many homes in PASC).  In this case the distance to that 
closer facility could be applied in a similar fashion as would be the case if only one facility was 
erected (e.g., NYMC or PAWC).  Another group of homes, those that sold during the 
development of the first facility in the study area, were given the distance to that facility, 
regardless of distance to the other facilities in the study area.  The final and most complicated 
group of homes consisted of those that were within five miles of multiple wind facilities, and that 
sold after the first facility had been erected.  In those cases, the exact configuration of turbines 
was determined for each stage of the development process.  In study areas with multiple facilities 
that were developed over multiple periods, there might be as many as six possible configurations 
(e.g., IABV).  In this final scenario, the distance to the closest turbine was used, assuming it had 
been “announced” at the time of sale. 
 
Once the above process was complete, the mechanics of calculating distances from the turbines 
to the homes was straightforward.  After establishing the location of a set of turbines, for 
instance those constructed in the first development in the area, a euclidian distance raster was 
derived that encompassed every home in the study area. 114  The calculations were made using a 
50-foot resolution state-plane projection and North American Datum from 1983 (NAD83).  As 
discussed above, similar rasters were created for each period in the development cycle for each 
study area, depending on the turbine configuration at that time.  Ultimately, a home’s sale date 
was matched to the appropriate raster, and the underlying distance was extracted.  Taking 
everything into account discussed above, it is expected that these measurements are accurate to 


                                                 
112 It is recognized that the formal date of sale will follow the date at which pricing decisions were made.  It is also 
recognized, as mentioned in Section 3, that wind facility announcement and construction dates are likely to be 
preceded by “under the radar” discussions in the community.  Taken together, these two factors might have the 
effect, in the model, of creating some apparent lag in when effects are shown, compared to the earlier period in 
which effects may begin to occur.  For this to bias the results, however, effects would have to disappear or 
dramatically lesson with time (e.g., less than one year after construction) such that the effects would not be 
uncovered with the models in later periods. Based on evidence from other potentially analogous infrastructure (e.g., 
HVTL), any fading of effects would likely occur over many years, so it is assumed that any bias is likely minimal. 
113 These distances were used to compare homes sold, for instance, within 1 mile of where the turbines were 
eventually erected with similar homes sold after the turbines were erected (see, for example, the Temporal Aspects 
Model). 
114 A “Raster” is a grid of, in this case, 50 feet by 50 feet squares, each of which contains a number representing the 
number of feet from the center of the square to the nearest turbine. 
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within roughly 150 feet inside of 1.5 miles and within a maximum of roughly 1150 feet outside 
of 1.5 miles.115 


                                                 
115 The resolution of the raster is 50 feet, so the hypotenuse is 70 feet.  If the home is situated in the top left of a 
raster cell and the turbine is situated in the bottom right of a diagonally adjacent cell, they could be separated by as 
much as 140 feet, yet the raster distance would only be 50 feet, a difference of 90 feet.  Moreover, the resolution of 
the Ortho image is 40 feet so that location could additionally be off by another 55 feet along the diagonal.  These 
two uncertainties total to roughly 150 feet for homes inside of 1.5 miles.  Outside of 1.5 miles the variation between 
centroid and house location for parcels smaller than 5 acres could be larger still.  If a 4.9 acre parcel had a highly 
irregular rectangular shape of 102 by 2100 feet, for instance, the centroid could be as much as 1050 feet from the 
property line.  If the home was situated 50 feet from the property line then the actual house location could be off by 
as much as 1000 feet.  Adding this to the 150 feet from above leads to a total discrepancy of 1150 feet (0.22 miles) 
for homes outside of 1.5 miles on parcels smaller than 5 acres.  Of course, these extreme scenarios are highly 
unlikely to be prevalent. 
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Appendix C: Field Data Collection Instrument 


Figure A - 12: Field Data Collection Instrument 
House # (Control/ Key #) County
House Address
Home Characteristics House Photo Number(s)
Cul-De-Sac? No(0) / Yes(1) Waterfront? No(0) / Yes(1)


Scenic Vista Characteristics Vista Photo Numbers


View of Turbines Characteristics View Photo Numbers
Total # of Turbines visible
# of Turbines- blade tips only visible
# of Turbines- nacelle/hub visible
# of Turbines- tower visible


Overall Quality of Scenic Vista: Poor (1), Below Average (2), Average (3), Above Average (4), Premium (5)


Orientation of Home to View: See Below


Notes:


Side (S), Front (F), Back (B), Angled (A)


View Scope: Narrow(1), Medium(2), Wide(3)


The Degree to which the View of Turbines Dominate the Site?                                                                                                                
Non-Existent (0), Minor (1), Moderate (2), Substantial (3), Extreme (4)


Degree to which the Turbines Overlap the Prominent Scenic Vista?                                                                                                        
Not at all (0), Barely (1), Somewhat (2), Strongly (3),  Entirely (4)
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Figure A - 13: Field Data Collection Instrument - Instructions - Page 1 
Home Characteristics
Cul-De-Sac?   No(0)/Yes(1)
Waterfront?    No(0)/Yes(1)


"Vista" Characteristics


Overall Quality of Scenic Vista:                  
Poor (1)


Overall Quality of Scenic Vista:                  
Below Average (2)


Overall Quality of Scenic Vista:                  
Average (3)


Overall Quality of Scenic Vista:                  
Above Average (4)


Overall Quality of Scenic Vista:                  
Premium (5)


Degree Turbines Overlap Prominent 
Vista? Not at all (0))


Degree Turbines Overlap Prominent 
Vista? Barely (1)


Degree Turbines Overlap Prominent 
Vista?  Somewhat (2)


Degree Turbines Overlap Prominent 
Vista? Strongly (3)


Degree Turbines Overlap Prominent 
Vista? Entirely (4)


Is the home situated on a cul-de-sac?
Is the home situated on the waterfront?


The home's vista is of the average quality.  These vistas include interesting views which can be 
enjoyed often only a narrow scope. These vistas may contain some visually discordant man-made 
alterations (not considering turbines), are moderately comfortable spaces for people, have some 
interest, and have minor recreational potential. 


The home's vista is of the below average quality.  These vistas contain visually discordant man-made 
alterations (not considering turbines) but are not dominated by them.  They are not inviting spaces for 
people, but are not uncomfortable.  They have little interest, mystery and have minor recreational 
potential. 


This rating is reserved for vistas of unmistakably poor quality.  These vistas are often dominated by 
visually discordant man-made alterations (not considering turbines), or are uncomfortable spaces for 
people, lack interest, or have virtually no recreational potential.


A large portion (~50-80%) of the vista contains a view of turbines, many of which likely can be seen 
entirely (from below the sweep of the blades to the top of their tips).


This rating is reserved for vistas of unmistakably premium quality.  These vistas would include 
"picture post card" views which can be enjoyed in a wide scope.  They are often free or largely free of 
any discordant man made alterations (not considering turbines), possess significant interest, 
memorable qualities, mystery and are well balanced and likely have a high potential for recreation.


The vista does not contain any view of the turbines.


A small portion (~ 0 - 20%) of the vista is overlapped by the view of turbines therefore the vista might 
contain a view of a few turbines, only a few of which can be seen entirely (from below the sweep of 
the blades to the top of their tips). 


The vista from the home is of above average quality.  These vistas include interesting views which 
often can be enjoyed in a medium to wide scope.  They might contain some man made alterations (not 
considering turbines), yet still possess significant interest and mystery, are moderately balanced and 
have some potential for recreation.


This rating is reserved for situations where the turbines overlap virtually the entire ( ~80-100%) vista 
from the home.  The vista likely contains a view of many turbines, virtually all of which can be seen 
entirely (from below the sweep of the blades to the top of their tips).


A moderate portion (~20-50%) of the vista contains turbines, and likely contains a view of more than 
one turbine, some of which are likely to be seen entirely (from below the sweep of the blades to the 
top of their tips).
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Figure A - 14: Field Data Collection Instrument - Instructions - Page 2 
View of Turbines Characteristi
House Orientation to View of Turbines:      
Side (S)


House Orientation to View of Turbines: 
Front (F)


House Orientation to Vista of Turbines: 
Back (B)


House Orientation to Vista of Turbines: 
Angled (A)


View of Turbines Scope: Narrow(1)


View of Turbines Scope: Medium(2)


View of Turbines Scope: Wide(3)


Degree to which View of Turbines 
Dominates the Site?  None (0)


Degree to which View of Turbines 
Dominates the Site? Minor (1)


Degree to which View of Turbines 
Dominates the Site? Moderate (2)


Degree to which View of Turbines 
Dominates the Site?                            
Substantial (3)


Degree to which View of Turbines 
Dominates the Site?                            
Extreme (4)


Orientation of home to the view of the turbines is from the front.


The turbines are dramatically visible from the home.  The turbines are likely visible in a wide scope, 
and most likely the distance between the home and the facility is short.


This rating is reserved for sites that are unmistakably dominated by the presence of the windfarm.  
The turbines are dramatically visible from the home and there is a looming quality to their placement.  
The turbines are often visible in a wide scope, or the distance to the facility is very small.


Orientation of home to the view of the turbines is from an angle.


The view of the turbines is largely blocked by trees, large shrubs or man made features in the 
foreground (0-300 feet) allowing 0 - 30 degrees of view of the wind facility


The view of turbines is partially blocked by trees, large shrubs or man made features in the foreground 
(0-300 feet) allowing only 30-90 degrees of view of the wind facility.


The view of the turbines is free or almost free from blockages by trees, large shrubs or man made 
features in the foreground (0-300 feet) allowing at least 90 degrees of view of the wind facility.


The turbines are visible but either the scope is narrow, there are many obstructions, or the distance 
between the home and the facility is large.  


The turbines are visible but the scope is either narrow or medium, there might be some obstructions, 
and the distance between the home and the facility is most likely a few miles.


The turbines are not visible at all frrom this home. 


Orientation of home to the view of the turbines is from the side.


Orientation of home to the view of the turbines is from the back.
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Appendix D: Vista Ratings with Photos 
POOR VISTA 


 
 
BELOW AVERAGE VISTA 


 
 
AVERAGE VISTA 
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ABOVE AVERAGE VISTA 


 
 
PREMIUM VISTA 
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Appendix E: View Ratings with Photos
MINOR VIEW 


 
3 turbines visible from front orientation, nearest 1.4 miles (TXHC) 
 
MODERATE VIEW 


 
18 turbines visible from back orientation, nearest 1.6 miles (ILLC) 
 
SUBSTANTIAL VIEW 


 
90 turbines visible from all orientations, nearest 0.6 miles (IABV) 
 


 


 
5 turbines visible from front orientation, nearest 0.9 miles (NYMC) 
 
 


 
6 turbines visible from back orientation, nearest 0.8 miles (PASC) 
 
 


 
27 turbines visible from multiple orientations, nearest 0.6 miles 
(TXHC) 
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EXTREME VIEW 


 
6 turbines visible from multiple orientations, nearest 0.2 miles 
(WIKCDC) 
 


 


 
212 turbines visible from all orientations, nearest 0.4 miles (IABV) 
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Appendix F: Selecting the Primary (“Base”) Hedonic Model  
Equation (1) as described in Section 4.2 is presented in this report as the primary (or “Base”) 
model to which all other models are compared.  As noted earlier, in the Base Hedonic Model and 
in all subsequent models presented in Section 5 all variables of interest, spatial adjustments, and 
home and site characteristics are pooled, and therefore their estimates represent the average 
across all study areas.  Ideally, one would have enough data to estimate a model at the study area 
level - a fully unrestricted model - rather than pooled across all areas.  In this appendix, 
alternative model forms are presented that unrestrict these variables at the level of study areas.  
As shown here, these investigations ultimately encouraged the selection of the somewhat simpler 
pooled Base Model as the primary model, and to continue to use restricted or pooled models in 
the alternative hedonic analyses.   


F.1 Discussion of Fully Unrestricted Model Form 
The Base Model described by equation (1) has variables that are pooled, and the coefficients for 
these variables therefore represent the average across all study areas (after accounting for study 
area fixed effects). An alternative (and arguably superior) approach would be to estimate 
coefficients at the level of each study area, thereby allowing coefficient values to vary among 
study areas.116  This fully interacted – or unrestricted – model would take the following form: 


( ) ( ) ( )0 1 2 3 4
s c k v


5
d


ln(P) N S Y X S (VIEW S)


(DISTANCE S)


β β β β β


β ε


= + ⋅ + + ⋅ + ⋅ +


⋅ +


∑ ∑ ∑ ∑


∑
 (F13) 


where  
P represents the inflation-adjusted sale price, 
N is the spatially weighted neighbors’ predicted sale price, 
S is a vector of s study areas (e.g., WAOR, OKCC, etc.), 
Y is a vector of c study area locational characteristics (e.g., census tract, school district, etc.), 
X is a vector of k home and site characteristics (e.g., acres, square feet, number of bathrooms, 
condition of the home, age of home, VISTA, etc.), 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view of turbine variables (e.g., MINOR, MODERATE, 
etc.), 
DISTANCE is a vector of d categorical distance to turbine variables (e.g., less than 3000 feet, 
between one and three miles, etc.),  
β0 is the constant or intercept across the full sample, 
β1 is a vector of s parameter estimates for the spatially weighted neighbor’s predicted sale 
price for S study areas,  
β2 is a vector of c parameter estimates for the study area locational fixed effect variables, 
β3 is a vector of k parameter estimates for the home and site characteristics for S study areas,  
β4 is a vector of v parameter estimates for the VIEW variables as compared to homes sold 
with no view of the turbines for S study areas,  


                                                 
116 For instance, the marginal contribution of Acres (the number of acres) to the selling price would be estimated for 
each study area (i.e., Acres_WAOR, Acres_TXHC etc.), as would the variables of interest: VIEW and DISTANCE. 
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β5 is a vector of d parameter estimates for the DISTANCE variables as compared to homes 
sold situated outside of five miles for S study areas, and 
ε is a random disturbance term. 


 
To refresh, the fully restricted equation (1) takes the following form: 
( ) 0 1 2 3 4 5


s k v d
ln P N S X VIEW DISTANCEβ β β β β β ε= + + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑ ∑  (1)   


where 
P represents the inflation-adjusted sale price, 
N is the spatially weighted neighbors’ predicted sale price, 
S is the vector of s Study Area fixed effects variables (e.g., WAOR, OKCC, etc.), 
X is a vector of k home and site characteristics (e.g., acres, square feet, number of bathrooms, 
condition of the home, age of home, VISTA, etc.), 
VIEW is a vector of v categorical view of turbine variables (e.g., MINOR, MODERATE, etc.), 
DISTANCE is a vector of d categorical distance to turbine variables (e.g., less than 3000 feet, 
between one and three miles, etc.),  
β0 is the constant or intercept across the full sample, 
β1 is a parameter estimate for the spatially weighted neighbor’s predicted sale price,  
β2 is a vector of s parameter estimates for the study area fixed effects as compared to homes sold 
in the Washington/Oregon (WAOR) study area, 
β3 is a vector of k parameter estimates for the home and site characteristics,  
β4 is a vector of v parameter estimates for the VIEW variables as compared to homes sold with 
no view of the turbines, 
β5 is a vector of d parameter estimates for the DISTANCE variables as compared to homes sold 
situated outside of five miles, and  
ε is a random disturbance term. 
 
The significant change between equations (1) and (F13) is that each of the primary groups of 
variables in equation (F13) is interacted with the study areas (S) so that parameters can be 
estimated at the study area level.  For example, whereas ACRES is estimated in equation (1) 
across all study areas, in equation (F13) it is estimated for each study area (i.e., Acres_WAOR, 
Acres_TXHC, etc).117  Similarly, when considering the possible impact of wind facilities on 
residential sales prices, equation (1) seeks average effects that exist over the entire sample, while 
equation (F13) instead looks for differential effects in each individual study area. Additionally, 
in equation (F13), instead of estimating fixed effects using inter-study area parameters alone (e.g., 
WAOR, TXHC), a set of intra-study area effects (Y) - school district and census tract 
delineations - are added.118  These latter coefficients represent not only effects that are presumed 


                                                 
117 This change is made because, theoretically, the contribution to sales prices of home or site characteristics may 
differ between study areas – for instance Central_AC in Texas vs. New York – and therefore estimating them at the 
study area level may increase the explanatory power of the model. 
118 In the evaluation and selection of the best model to use as the “Base Model” a set of census tract and school 
district delineations were used instead of the study area fixed effects.  These more-granular fixed effects were 
extracted from GIS using house locations and census tract and school district polygons.  Often, the school district 
and census tract delineations were not mutually exclusive.  For example, in Wisconsin the WIKCDC study area 
contains four school districts and six census tracts, none of which completely overlap.  Alternatively, in some study 
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to exist over each entire study area (inter-study area effects), but also intra-study area effects 
such as differences in home valuation due to school districts, distances to amenities, and other 
locationally bound influences.  As with the inter-study area coefficients, because of the myriad 
influences captured by these variables, interpretation of any single coefficient can be difficult.  
However, it is expected that such coefficients would be influential, indicating significant 
differences in value between homes in each study area and across study areas due to school 
district quality and factors that differ between census tracts (e.g., crime rates). 
 
Although the fully unrestricted model described by equation (F13) is arguably superior to the 
fully restricted model described in equation (1) because of its ability to resolve differences 
between and within study areas that are not captured by the Base Model, there are three potential 
drawbacks:  
• Model parsimony and performance;  
• Standard error magnitudes; and  
• Parameter estimate stability.  
 
Each of these potential drawbacks is discussed in turn below:   
 
Model parsimony and performance: In general, econometricians prefer a simpler, more 
parsimonious statistical model.  In this instance, variables should be added to a model only if 
their addition is strongly supported by theory and if the performance of the model is substantially 
improved by their inclusion.  As such, if a model with a relatively small number of parameters 
performs well, it should be preferred to a model with more parameters unless the simple model 
can be “proven to be inadequate” (Newman, 1956).  To prove the inadequacy of a simpler model 
requires a significant increase in performance to be exhibited from the more complex model.  In 
this case, as presented later, performance is measured using the combination of Adjusted R2, 
Modified R2, and the Schwarz information criterion (see footnote 119 on page 127). 
 
Standard error magnitudes: The magnitude of the standard errors for the variables of interest, 
as well as the other controlling variables, are likely to increase in the unrestricted model form 
because the number of cases for each variable will decrease when they are estimated at the study 
area level.  Within each study area, there are a limited number of home transactions that meet the 
criteria for inclusion in the model, but even more limiting is the number of home transactions 
within each study area that have the characteristics of interest.  For example, in Lee County, IL 
(ILLC), there are 205 post-construction home sales, while in Wayne County, PA (PAWC) there 
are 222.  More importantly, in those areas, the data include a total of one and eleven sales inside 
of one mile, respectively, and a total of one and two homes with either EXTREME or 
SUBSTANTIAL rated views of turbines.  With so few observations, there is increased likelihood 
that a single or small group of observations will strongly influence the sample mean of an 
independent variable.  Since the standard error is derived from the variance of the parameter 
estimate, which in turn is derived from the summed deviation of each observation’s actual level 
relative to its sample mean, this standard error is more likely to be larger than if a larger sample 
were considered.   If the presence of wind facilities does have a detrimental effect on property 


                                                                                                                                                             
areas the school district and census tracts perfectly overlapped, and in those cases either both were omitted as the 
reference category or one was included and the other withdrawn from the model to prevent perfect collinearity. 
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values, that effect seems likely to be relatively small, at least outside of the immediate vicinity of 
the wind turbines.  The smaller sample sizes for the independent variables that come with the 
unrestricted model, which may decrease statistical precision by producing larger standard errors, 
would likely decrease the ability to accurately identify these possible effects statistically.  To 
explore the magnitude of this concern, the difference in standard errors of the variables of 
interest is investigated among the restricted and unrestricted models.  
 
Parameter estimate stability: In an unrestricted model, parameter estimates are more likely to 
be unstable because the sample of home transactions with any particular characteristic may be 
small and thus not representative of the population as a whole.  As mentioned above, there are a 
limited number of transactions within each study area that have the characteristics of interest.  
Restricting the sample size by using an unrestricted model increases the likelihood that a limited 
number of observations, which in the population as a whole represent a very small segment, will 
drive the results in one direction or another, thereby leading to erroneous conclusions.  The 
difference in parameter estimates is investigated by comparing the coefficients for the 
unrestricted variables of interest to those for the restricted variables of interest.  Additionally, the 
sign of any significant variables will be investigated for the unrestricted models, which might 
help uncover potentially spurious results. 
 


F.2 Analysis of Alterative Model Forms 
Here the spectrum of alternative models is explored, from the fully restricted equation (1) to the 
fully unrestricted equation (F13).  To do so, not only are these two ends of the spectrum 
estimated, but also 14 intermediate models are estimated that consist of every combination of 
restriction of the four variable groups (i.e., variables of interest, spatial adjustments, study area 
delineations, and home and site characteristics).  This produces a total of 16 models over which 
to assess model parsimony and performance, standard error size, and coefficient stability.  This 
process allows for an understanding of model performance but, more importantly, to ultimately 
define a “Base Model” that is parsimonious (i.e., has the fewest parameters), robust (i.e., high 
adjusted R2), and best fits the purpose of investigating wind facility impacts on home sales prices. 
 
Table A - 2 presents the performance statistics for each of the 16 models defined above, moving 
from the fully restricted model equation (1) (“Model 1”) to the fully unrestricted model equation 
(F13) (“Model 16”).  In columns 2 – 5 of the table, the “R” represents a restriction for this 
variable group (i.e., not crossed with the study areas) and the “U” represents the case when the 
variable group is unrestricted (i.e., crossed with the study areas).  Also shown are summary 
model statistics (i.e., Adjusted R2, Modified R2, and Schwarz information criterion - “SIC”), as 
well as the number of estimated parameters (k). 119  All models were run using the post-
construction data subset of the sample of home sales transactions (n = 4,937). 


                                                 
119 Goldberger (1991), as cited by Gujarati (2003), suggests using a Modified R2 = (1 – k/n) * R2 to adjust for added 
parameters.  For example, Models 1 and 14 have Modified R2 of 0.76, yet Adjusted R2 of 0.77 and 0.78 respectively.  
Therefore the Modified R2 penalizes their measure of explanatory power more than the Adjusted R2 when taking 
into account the degrees of freedom.  Similarly, the Schwarz information criterion penalizes the models for 
increased numbers of parameters (Schwarz, 1978).  More importantly, practitioners often rely on the Schwarz 
criterion – over the Modified or Adjusted R2 statistics - to rank models with the same dependent variable by their 
relative parsimony (Gujarati, 2003).  Therefore it will be used for that purpose here. 
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Model Parsimony and Performance 
Overall, the fully restricted model (1) performs well with only 37 independent variables, 
producing an Adjusted R2 of 0.77.  Despite the limited number of explanatory variables, the 
model explains ~77% of the variation in home prices in the sample.   When the fully unrestricted 
model 16 (equation F13) is estimated, which lies at the other end of the spectrum, it performs 
only slightly better, with an Adjusted R2 of 0.81, but with an additional 285 explanatory 
variables.  It is therefore not surprising that the Modified R2 is 0.76 for Model 1 and is only 0.77 
for Model 16.  Similarly, the Schwarz information criterion (SIC) increases from 0.088 to 0.110 
when moving from model 1 to model 16 indicating relatively less parsimony.  Combined, these 
metrics show that the improvement in the explanatory power of model 16 over model 1 is not 
enough to overcome the lack of parsimony. Turning to the 14 models that lie between Models 1 
and 16, in general, little improvement in performance is found over Model 1, and considerably 
less parsimony, providing little initial justification to pursue a more complex specification than 
equation (1).   


Table A - 2: Summarized Results of Restricted and Unrestricted Model Forms 


Model 1 Study 
Area 2


Spatial 
Adjustment


Home and Site 
Characteristics


Variables 
of Interest Adj R2


Modified 
R2 SIC k †


1 R R R R 0.77 0.76 0.088 37
2 U R R R 0.74 0.73 0.110 111
3 R U R R 0.77 0.76 0.088 46
4 R R U R 0.80 0.78 0.095 188
5 R R R U 0.77 0.76 0.093 88
6 U U R R 0.78 0.76 0.094 120
7 R U U R 0.80 0.77 0.096 197
8 R R U U 0.80 0.77 0.101 239
9 U R U R 0.80 0.77 0.107 262


10 U R R U 0.76 0.75 0.107 162
11 R U R U 0.77 0.76 0.094 97
12 U U U R 0.81 0.77 0.103 271
13 R U U U 0.80 0.77 0.103 248
14 U U R U 0.78 0.76 0.100 171
15 U R U U 0.80 0.76 0.113 313
16 U U U U 0.81 0.77 0.110 322


"R" indicates parameters are pooled ("restricted") across the study areas.


† - Numbers of parameters do not include intercept or omitted variables.


1 - Model numbers do not correspond to equation numbers listed in the report; equation (1) is             
Model 1, and equation (F1) is Model 16.
2 - In its restricted form "Study Area" includes only inter-study area delineations, while unrestricted 
"Study Area" includes intra-study area delineations of school district and census tract.


"U" indicates parameters are not pooled ("unrestricted"), and are instead estimated at the study area 
level.


 
 
The individual contributions to model performance from unrestricting each of the variable 
groups in turn (as shown in Models 2-5) further emphasizes the small performance gains that are 
earned despite the sizable increases in the number of parameters. As a single group, the 
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unrestricted Home and Site Characteristics model (Model 4) makes the largest impact on model 
performance, at least with respect to the Adjusted R2 (0.80), but this comes with the addition of 
151 estimated parameters a slight improvement in the Modified R2 (0.78) and a worsening SIC 
(0.095).  Adding unrestricted Study Area delineations (Model 2), on the other hand, adversely 
affects performance (Adj. R2 = 0.74, Modified R2 = 0.73) and adds 74 estimated parameters (SIC 
= 0.110).  Similarly, unrestricting the Spatial Adjustments (Model 3) offers little improvement in 
performance (Adj. R2 = 0.77, Modified R2 = 0.76) despite adding nine additional variables (SIC 
= 0.088).  Finally, unrestricting the Variables of Interest (Model 5) does not increase model 
performance (Adj. R2 = 0.77, Modified R2 = 0.76) and adds 51 variables to the model (SIC = 
0.093).  This pattern of little model improvement yet considerable increases in the number of 
estimated parameters (i.e., less parsimony) continues when pairs or trios of variable groups are 
unrestricted.  With an Adjusted R2 of 0.77, the fully restricted equation (1) performs more than 
adequately, and is, by far, the most parsimonious.   
 
Standard Error Magnitudes 
Table A - 3 summarizes the standard errors for the variables of interest for all of the 16 models, 
grouped into restricted and unrestricted model categories.  The table specifically compares the 
medians, minimums, and maximums of the standard errors for the models with restricted 
variables of interest (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9 and 12) to those with unrestricted variables of interest (5, 8, 
10, 11, 13, 14, 15 and 16).120  The table demonstrates that the unrestricted standard errors for the 
variables of interest are significantly larger than the restricted standard errors.  In fact, the 
minimum standard errors in the unrestricted models are often higher than the maximum standard 
errors produced in the restricted models.  For example, the maximum standard error for an 
EXTREME VIEW in the restricted models is 0.09, yet the minimum in the unrestricted models is 
0.12, with a maximum of 0.34.  To put this result in a different light, a median standard error for 
the unrestricted EXTREME VIEW variable of 0.25 would require an effect on house prices 
larger than 50% to be considered statistically significant at the 90% level.  Clearly, the statistical 
power of the unrestricted models is weak.121  Based on other disamenities, as discussed in 
Section 2.1, an effect of this magnitude is very unlikely.  Therefore, based on these standard 
errors, there is no apparent reason to unrestrict the variables of interest. 


                                                 
120 For the restricted models, the medians, minimums, and maximums are derived across all eight models for each 
variable of interest.  For the unrestricted models, they are derived across all study areas and all eight models for each 
variable of interest.   
121 At 90% confidence a standard error of 0.25 would produce a confidence interval of roughly +/- 0.42 (0.25 * 
1.67).  An effect of this magnitude represents a 52% change in sales prices because sales price is in a natural log 
form (e ^ 0.42-1 = 0.52). 
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Table A - 3: Summary of VOI Standard Errors for Restricted and Unrestricted Models 


Median Min Max Median Min Max
Minor View 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.07
Moderate View 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.10 0.06 0.18
Substantial View 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.19 0.10 0.29
Extreme View 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.25 0.12 0.34
Inside 3000 Feet 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.21 0.09 0.33
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.13 0.08 0.40
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.11
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.10


Unrestricted Models
Standard ErrorsStandard ErrorsStandard Errors


Restricted Models


 
 
Parameter Estimate Stability 
Table A - 4 summarizes the coefficient estimates for the variables of interest for all of the 16 
models.  The table specifically compares the medians, minimums, and maximums of the 
coefficients for the models with restricted variables of interest (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9 and 12) to those 
with unrestricted variables of interest (5, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15 and 16).  As shown, the 
coefficients in the unrestricted models diverge significantly from those in the restricted models.  
For example, in the restricted models, the median coefficient for homes inside of 3000 feet is      
-0.03, with a minimum of -0.06 and a maximum of -0.01, yet in the unrestricted models the 
median coefficient is 0.06, with a minimum of -0.38 and a maximum of 0.32.  Similarly, a 
MODERATE VIEW in the restricted models has a median of 0.00, with a minimum of -0.01 and 
a maximum of 0.03, whereas the unrestricted models produce coefficients with a median of -0.05 
and with a minimum of -0.25 and a maximum of 0.35.  


Table A - 4: Summary of VOI Coefficients for Restricted and Unrestricted Models 


Median Min Max Median Min Max
Minor View -0.02 -0.03 0.00 -0.02 -0.16 0.24
Moderate View 0.00 -0.01 0.03 -0.05 -0.25 0.35
Substantial View -0.01 -0.04 0.02 -0.08 -0.31 0.13
Extreme View 0.03 0.02 0.05 -0.03 -0.23 0.09
Inside 3000 Feet -0.03 -0.06 -0.01 0.06 -0.38 0.32
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.04 -0.06 -0.01 -0.10 -0.44 0.52
Between 1 and 3 Miles -0.01 -0.03 0.02 0.00 -0.23 0.40
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.05 -0.05 0.32


Unrestricted Models
CoefficientsCoefficients


Restricted Models
Parameters


 
 
Turning from the levels of the coefficients to the stability of their statistical significance and sign 
across models more reasons for concern are found. Table A - 5 summarizes the results of the 
unrestricted models, and presents the number of statistically significant variables of interest as a 
percent of the total estimated. The table also breaks these results down into two groups, those 
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with coefficients above zero and those with coefficients below zero.122  It should be emphasized 
here that it is the a priori expectation that, if effects exist, all of these coefficients would be less 
than zero, indicating an adverse effect on home prices from proximity to and views of wind 
turbines.  Despite that expectation, when the variables of interest are unrestricted it is found that 
they are as likely to be above zero as they are below.123  In effect, the small numbers of cases 
available for analysis at the study area level produce unstable results, likely because the 
estimates are being unduly influenced by either study area specific effects that are not captured 
by the model or by a limited number of observations that represents a larger fraction of the 
overall sample in that model.124 


Table A - 5: Summary of Significant VOI Above and Below Zero in Unrestricted Models 


Total
Below 
Zero


Above 
Zero


Minor View 32% 14% 18%
Moderate View 23% 11% 13%
Substantial View 4% 4% 0%
Extreme View 0% 0% 0%
Inside 3000 Feet 23% 15% 8%
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile 30% 14% 16%
Between 1 and 3 Miles 56% 32% 24%
Between 3 and 5 Miles 45% 3% 43%


Significant Variables
Unrestricted Models


 


F.3 Selecting a Base Model 
To conclude, it was found that all three concerns related to the estimation and use of an 
unrestricted model form are borne out in practice.  Despite experimenting with 16 different 
combinations of interactions, little overall improvement in performance is discovered.  Where 
performance gains are found they are at the expense of parsimony as reflected in the lack of 
increase in the Modified R2 and the relatively higher Schwartz information criterion.  Further, 
divergent and spurious coefficients of interest and large standard errors are associated with those 
coefficients.  Therefore the fully restricted model, equation (1), is used in this report as the “Base 
Model”. 
                                                 
122 The “Total” percentage of significant coefficients is calculated by counting the total number of significant 
coefficients across all 8 unrestricted models for each variable of interest, and dividing this total by the total number 
of coefficients.  Therefore, a study area that did not have any homes in a group (for example, homes with 
EXTREME VIEWS) was not counted in the “total number of coefficients” sum.  Any differences between the sum 
of “above” and “below” zero groups from the total are due to rounding errors. 
123 The relatively larger number of significant variables for the MINOR rated view, MODERATE rated view, Mile 1 
to 3, and Mile 3 to 5 parameters are likely related to the smaller standard errors for those categories, which result 
from larger numbers of cases. 
124 Another possible explanation for spurious results in general is measurement error, when parameters do not 
appropriately represent what one is testing for.  In this case though, the VIEW variables have been adequately 
“ground truthed” during the development of the measurement scale, and are similar to the VISTA variables, which 
were found to be very stable across study areas.  DISTANCE, or for that matter, distance to any disamenity, has 
been repeatedly found to be an appropriate proxy for the size of effects.  As a result, it is not believed that 
measurement error is a likely explanation for the results presented here.   
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Appendix G: OLS Assumptions, and Tests for the Base Model 
A number of criteria must be met to ensure that the Base Model and Alternative Hedonic Models 
produce unbiased coefficient estimates and standard errors: 1) appropriate controls for outliers 
and influencers; 2) homoskedasticity; 3) absence of serial or spatial autocorrelation; and 4) 
reasonably limited multicollinearity.  Each of these criteria, and how they are addressed, is 
discussed below. 
 
Outliers and Influencers:  Home sale prices that are well away from the mean, also called 
outliers and influencers, can cause undue influence on parameter estimates.  A number of formal 
tests are available to identify these cases, the most common being Mahalanobis’ Distance (“M 
Distance”) (Mahalanobis, 1936) and standardized residual screening.  M Distance measures the 
degree to which individual observations influence the mean of the residuals.  If any single 
observation has a strong influence on the residuals, it should be inspected and potentially 
removed.  An auxiliary, but more informal, test for identifying these potentially influential 
observations is to see when the standardized absolute value of the residual exceeds some 
threshold.  Both the Base Model and the All Sales Model were run using the original dataset of 
7,464 transactions and the 4,940 transactions which occurred post-construction respectively.  For 
both models the standardized residuals and the M Distance statistics were saved.125  The 
histograms of these two sets of statistics from the two regressions are shown in Figure A - 15 
through Figure A - 18.   
 


                                                 
125 For the M Distance statistics all variables of interest were removed from the model.  If they were left in the M-
Distance statistics could be influenced by the small numbers of cases in the variables of interest.  If these parameters 
were strongly influenced by a certain case, it could drive the results upward.  Inspecting the controlling variables in 
the model, and how well they predicted the sale prices of the transactions in the sample, was of paramount 
importance therefore the variables of interest were not included. 
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Figure A - 15: Histogram of Standardized Residuals for Base Model 


 


Figure A - 16: Histogram of Mahalanobis Distance Statistics for Base Model 
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Figure A - 17: Histogram of Standardized Residuals for All Sales Model 


 


Figure A - 18: Histogram of Mahalanobis Distance Statistics for All Sales Model 
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The M Distance histograms suggested that a cutoff of 150 may be appropriate, which would 
exclude 15 cases from the All Sales Model and seven cases from the Base Model (all of the latter 
of which were among the 15 outliers in the All Sales Model).  The Standardized Residual 
histograms suggested a cutoff of 4, 5, or 6, which would exclude 13, 8, and 3 cases from the 
Base Model, and 22, 12, and 5 cases from the All Sales Model.  A case-by-case investigation of 
each of these sales transactions was then conducted by comparing their home characteristics (e.g., 
square feet, baths, age, etc.) against their study area and panel model cohorts to ensure that none 
had been inappropriately coded.  None of the M Distance flagged cases seemed to be 
inappropriately coded, and none of those cases were removed from the final dataset as a result.  
Five cases that were flagged from the All Sales Model (which corresponded to three cases in the 
Base Model) with a Standardized Residual greater than six, however, were clearly outliers.  One 
had a sale price that was more than $200,000 more than any other transaction in the model, and 
the other four had exceptionally low prices, yet high numbers of corresponding characteristics 
that would suggest higher home sales prices (such as over 2000 square feet – all four cases – or 
more than two bathrooms – three cases).   
 
As a result of these investigations, these five cases were removed from the model.  One of the 
five cases occurred prior to announcement, one occurred after announcement and before 
construction, and the other three occurred after construction began.  None were within three 
miles of the nearest wind turbine except one, which was 0.6 miles from the nearest turbine and 
had a MINOR view of the wind facility.  The other two had no views of the turbines.  Although 
there was hesitancy in removing any cases from the model, these transactions were considered 
appropriately influential and keeping them in the model would bias the results inappropriately.  
Further, the one home that was situated inside of one mile was surrounded by five other 
transactions in the same study area that also occurred after construction began and were a similar 
distance from the turbines, but that were not flagged by the outliers screen.  Therefore, its 
removal was considered appropriate given that other homes in the sample would likely 
experience similar effects.   
 
After removing these five cases, the sensitivity of the model results were tested to the inclusion 
or exclusion of the “greater than five” and “greater than four” Standardized Residuals 
observations and the cases flagged by the M Distance screen, finding that parameter estimates 
for the variables of interest moved slightly with these cases removed but not enough to change 
the results significantly.  Because they did not show a unique grouping across the variables of 
interest, nor any unusual potentially inappropriate coding, and, more importantly, did not 
substantially influence the results, no substantive reason was found to remove any additional 
transactions from the sample. Therefore, the final dataset included a total of 7,459 cases, of 
which 4,937 occurred post-construction. 
 
Homoskedasticity: A standard formal test for the presence of homoskedastic error terms is the 
White's statistic (White, 1980).  However, the requirements to perform this test were overly 
burdensome for the computing power available.  Instead, an informal test was applied, which 
plots the regression errors against predicted values and various independent variables to observe 
whether a "heteroskedastic pattern" is in evidence (Gujarati, 2003).  Although no evidence of 
heteroskedasticity was found using this method, to be conservative, nonetheless all models were 
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run with White’s heteroskedasticity correction to the parameter estimates’ standard errors (which 
will not adversely influence the errors if they are homoskedastic).  
 
Serial Autocorrelation: A standard formal test for the presence of serial autocorrelation in the 
error term is the Durbin-Watson statistic (Durbin and Watson, 1951).  Applying this test as 
proposed by Durbin and Watson to the full panel dataset was problematic because the test looks 
at the error structure based on the order that observations are included in the statistical regression 
model.  Any ordering choice over the entire panel data set invariably involves mixing home 
transactions from various study areas.  Ideally, one would segment the data by study area for 
purposes of calculating this test, but that method was not easily implemented with the statistical 
software package used for this analysis (i.e., SAS).  Instead, study area specific regression 
models were run with the data chronologically ordered in each to produce twelve different 
Durbin-Watson statistics, one for each study area specific model.  The Durbin-Watson test 
statistics ranged from 1.98–2.16, which are all within the acceptable range.126 Given that serial 
autocorrelation was not found to be a significant concern for each study area specific model, it is 
assumed that the same holds for the full dataset used in the analysis presented in this report. 
 
Spatial Autocorrelation: It is well known that the sales price of a home can be systematically 
influenced by the sales prices of those homes that have sold nearby (Dubin, 1998; LeSage, 1999).  
Both the seller and the buyer use information from comparable surrounding sales to inform them 
of the appropriate transaction price, and nearby homes often experience similar amenities and 
disamenities.  Therefore, the price for any single home is likely to be weakly dependent of the 
prices of homes in close temporal and spatial proximity.  This lack of independence of home sale 
prices could bias the hedonic results (Dubin, 1998; LeSage, 1999), if not adequately addressed.  
A number of techniques are available to address this concern (Case et al., 2004; Espey et al., 
2007), but because of the large sample and computing limits, a variation of the Spatial Auto 
Regressive Model (SAR) was chosen (Espey et al., 2007).   
 
Specifically, an independent variable is included in the models: the predicted values of the 
weighted nearest neighbor’s natural log of sales price in 1996 dollars.127  To construct this vector 
of predicted prices, an auxiliary regression is developed using the spatially weighted average 
natural log of sales price in 1996 dollars as the independent variable and the spatially weighted 
average set of home characteristics as the dependent variables.  This regression was used to 
produce the predicted weighted nearest neighbor’s natural log of sales price in 1996 dollars that 
is then included in the Base and Alternative Models.  This process required the following steps:  
1) Selecting the neighbors for inclusion in the calculation;  
2) Calculating a weighted sales price from these neighbors’ transactions;  
3) Selecting and calculating the weighted neighbors home characteristics; and  
4) Forecasting the weighted average neighbor’s sales price.   
 
• Selecting the neighbors:  To select the neighbors whose home transactions would most 


likely have affected the sales price of the subject home under review, all of the homes that 
                                                 
126 The critical values for the models were between 1.89 and 2.53, assuming 5% significance, greater than 20 
variables, and more than 200 cases (Gujarati, 2003). 
127 The predicted value was used, instead of the actual value, to help correct for simultaneity or endogeneity 
problems that might otherwise exist. 
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sold within the preceding six months of a subject home’s sale date in the same study area are 
identified and, from those, the five nearest neighbors based on Euclidian distance are selected.  
The inverse of each selected nearest neighbors’ distance (in quarter miles) to the subject 
home was then calculated.  Each of these values was then divided by the sum of the five 
nearest neighbor’s inverse distance values to create a neighbor’s distance weight (NDW) for 
each of the five nearest neighbors.128   


 
• Creating the weighted sales price:  Each of the neighbor’s natural log of sales price in 1996 


dollars (LN_Saleprice96) is multiplied by its distance weight (NDW).  Then, each weighted 
neighbor’s LN_Saleprice96 is summed to create a weighted nearest neighbor 
LN_Saleprice96 (Nbr_LN_Saleprice96).   


 
• Selecting and calculating the weighted neighbors home characteristics: Nine independent 


variables are used from each of the neighbor’s homes: square feet, age of the home at the 
time of sale, age of the home at the time of sale squared, acres, number of full baths, and 
condition (1-5, with Poor = 1, Below Average = 2, etc.).  A weighted average is created of 
each of the characteristics by multiplying each of the neighbor’s individual characteristics by 
their NDW, and then summing those values across the five neighbors to create the weighted 
average nearest neighbors’ home characteristic.129 Then each of the independent variables is 
interacted with the study area to allow each one to be independently estimated for each study 
area. 


 
• Forecasting the weighted average neighbors sales price: To create the final predicted 


neighbor’s price, the weighted nearest neighbor LN_Saleprice96 is regressed on the weighted 
average nearest neighbors’ home characteristics to produce a predicted weighted nearest 
neighbor LN_Saleprice96 (Nbr_LN_SalePrice96_hat). These predicted values are then 
included in the Base and Alternative Models as independent variables to account for the 
spatial and temporal influence of the neighbors’ home transactions. 


 
In all models, the coefficient for this spatial adjustment parameter meets the expectations for sign 
and magnitude and is significant well above the 99% level, indicating both the presence of 
spatial autocorrelation and the appropriateness of the control for it. 
 
Multicollinearity:  There are several standard formal tests for detecting multicollinearity within 
the independent variables of a regression model.  The Variance-Inflation Factor and Condition 
Index is applied to test for this violation of OLS assumptions.  Specifically, a Variance-Inflation 
Factor (VIF) greater than 4 and/or a Condition Index of greater than 30 (Kleinbaum et al., 1988) 
are strong indicators that multicollinearity may exist.  Multicollinearity is found in the model 
using both tests.  Such a result is not uncommon in hedonic models because a number of 
characteristics, such as square feet or age of a home, are often correlated with other 
characteristics, such as the number of acres, bathrooms, and fireplaces.  Not surprisingly, age of 
the home at the time of sale (AgeofHome) and the age of the home squared (AgeatHome_Sqrd) 


                                                 
128 Put differently, the weight is the contribution of that home’s inverse distance to the total sum of the five nearest 
neighbors’ inverse distances. 
129 Condition requires rounding to the nearest integer and then creating a dummy from the 1-5 integers. 
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exhibited some multicollinearity (VIF equaled 11.8 and 10.6, respectively).  Additionally, the 
home condition shows a fairly high Condition Index with square feet, indicating collinearity.  
More importantly, though, are the collinearity statistics for the variables of interest.  The VIF for 
the VIEW variables range from 1.17 to 1.18 and for the DISTANCE variables they range from 
1.2 to 3.6, indicating little collinearity with the other variables in the model.  To test for this in 
another way, a number of models are compared with various identified highly collinear variables 
removed (e.g., AgeatSale, Sqft) and found that the removal of these variables had little influence 
on the variables of interest.  Therefore, despite the presence of multicollinearity in the model, it 
is not believed that the variables of interest are inappropriately influenced.  Further, any 
corrections for these issues might cause more harm to the model's estimating efficiency than 
taking no further action (Gujarati, 2003); as such, no specific adjustments to address the presence 
of multicollinearity are pursued further.   
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Appendix H: Alternative Models: Full Hedonic Regression Results 


Table A - 6: Full Results for the Distance Stability Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 7.61 0.18 0.00
Nbr LN SalePrice96 hat 0.29 0.02 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale -0.006 0.0004 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00002 0.000003 0.00 4,937
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 4,937
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 4,937
Baths 0.09 0.01 0.00 4,937
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.02 0.00 1,486
CentralAC 0.09 0.01 0.00 2,575
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 1,834
FinBsmt 0.08 0.02 0.00 673
Cul De Sac 0.10 0.01 0.00 992
Water Front 0.33 0.04 0.00 87
Cnd Low -0.45 0.05 0.00 69
Cnd BAvg -0.24 0.02 0.00 350
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,727
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 1,445
Cnd High 0.23 0.02 0.00 337
Vista Poor -0.21 0.02 0.00 310
Vista BAvg -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,247
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.02 0.00 448
Vista Prem 0.13 0.04 0.00 75
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     519
TXHC -0.75 0.03 0.00 1,071
OKCC -0.44 0.02 0.00 476
IABV -0.24 0.02 0.00 605
ILLC -0.08 0.03 0.00 213
WIKCDC -0.14 0.02 0.00 725
PASC -0.30 0.03 0.00 291
PAWC -0.07 0.03 0.01 222
NYMCOC -0.20 0.03 0.00 346
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 469
Mile Less 0 57 -0.04 0.04 0.29 67
Mile 0 57to1 -0.06 0.05 0.27 58
Mile 1to3 -0.01 0.02 0.71 2,019
Mile 3to5 0.01 0.01 0.26 1,923
Mile Gtr5 Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     870


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 2
Model Name
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 33
F Statistic 496.7
Adjusted R Squared 0.77


LN_SalePrice96
Distance Stability


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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Table A - 7: Full Results for the View Stability Model 
Coef. SE Sig n


Intercept 7.64 0.18 0.00
Nbr LN SalePrice96 hat 0.29 0.02 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale -0.006 0.0004 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00002 0.000003 0.00 4,937
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 4,937
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 4,937
Baths 0.09 0.01 0.00 4,937
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.02 0.00 1,486
CentralAC 0.09 0.01 0.00 2,575
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 1,834
FinBsmt 0.08 0.02 0.00 673
Cul De Sac 0.10 0.01 0.00 992
Water Front 0.34 0.04 0.00 87
Cnd Low -0.45 0.05 0.00 69
Cnd BAvg -0.24 0.02 0.00 350
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,727
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 1,445
Cnd High 0.23 0.02 0.00 337
Vista Poor -0.21 0.02 0.00 310
Vista BAvg -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,247
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.02 0.00 448
Vista Prem 0.13 0.04 0.00 75
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     519
TXHC -0.75 0.02 0.00 1,071
OKCC -0.45 0.02 0.00 476
IABV -0.25 0.02 0.00 605
ILLC -0.09 0.03 0.00 213
WIKCDC -0.14 0.02 0.00 725
PASC -0.31 0.03 0.00 291
PAWC -0.08 0.03 0.00 222
NYMCOC -0.20 0.03 0.00 346
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 469
Post Con NoView Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,207
View Minor -0.02 0.01 0.25 561
View Mod 0.00 0.03 0.90 106
View Sub -0.04 0.06 0.56 35
View Extrm -0.03 0.06 0.61 28


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 3
Model Name
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 33
F Statistic 495.9
Adjusted R Squared 0.77


LN_SalePrice96
View Stability


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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Table A - 8: Full Results for the Continuous Distance Model 


Coef. SE p Value n
Intercept 7.64 0.18 0.00
Nbr LN SalePrice96 hat 0.29 0.02 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale -0.006 0.0004 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00002 0.000003 0.00 4,937
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 4,937
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 4,937
Baths 0.09 0.01 0.00 4,937
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.02 0.00 1,486
CentralAC 0.09 0.01 0.00 2,575
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 1,834
FinBsmt 0.08 0.02 0.00 673
Cul De Sac 0.10 0.01 0.00 992
Water Front 0.34 0.04 0.00 87
Cnd Low -0.45 0.05 0.00 69
Cnd BAvg -0.24 0.02 0.00 350
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,727
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 1,445
Cnd High 0.23 0.02 0.00 337
Vista Poor -0.21 0.02 0.00 310
Vista BAvg -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,247
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.02 0.00 448
Vista Prem 0.13 0.04 0.00 75
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     519
TXHC -0.75 0.02 0.00 1,071
OKCC -0.44 0.02 0.00 476
IABV -0.25 0.02 0.00 605
ILLC -0.09 0.03 0.00 213
WIKCDC -0.14 0.02 0.00 725
PASC -0.31 0.03 0.00 291
PAWC -0.07 0.03 0.00 222
NYMCOC -0.20 0.03 0.00 346
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 469
No View Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,207
Minor View -0.01 0.01 0.33 561
Moderate View 0.01 0.03 0.77 106
Substantial View -0.02 0.07 0.72 35
Extreme View 0.01 0.10 0.88 28
InvDISTANCE -0.01 0.02 0.46 4,937


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 5
Model Name Continuous Distance Model
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 34
F Statistic 481.3
Adjusted R Squared 0.77


LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"


 







 


 142 


Table A - 9: Full Results for the All Sales Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 9.08 0.14 0.00
Nbr LN SP96 hat All OI 0.16 0.01 0.00 7,459
AgeatSale -0.007 0.0003 0.00 7,459
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00003 0.000002 0.00 7,459
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 7,459
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 7,459
Baths 0.08 0.01 0.00 7,459
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.01 0.00 2,287
CentralAC 0.12 0.01 0.00 3,785
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 2,708
FinBsmt 0.09 0.01 0.00 990
Cul De Sac 0.09 0.01 0.00 1,472
Water Front 0.35 0.03 0.00 107
Cnd Low -0.43 0.04 0.00 101
Cnd BAvg -0.21 0.02 0.00 519
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,357
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 2,042
Cnd High 0.22 0.02 0.00 440
Vista Poor -0.25 0.02 0.00 470
Vista BAvg -0.09 0.01 0.00 4,301
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,912
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.01 0.00 659
Vista Prem 0.09 0.03 0.00 117
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     790
TXHC -0.82 0.02 0.00 1,311
OKCC -0.53 0.02 0.00 1,113
IABV -0.31 0.02 0.00 822
ILLC -0.05 0.02 0.02 412
WIKCDC -0.17 0.01 0.00 810
PASC -0.37 0.03 0.00 494
PAWC -0.15 0.02 0.00 551
NYMCOC -0.25 0.02 0.00 463
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 693
Pre-Construction Sales Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,522
No View 0.02 0.01 0.06 4,207
Minor View 0.00 0.02 0.76 561
Moderate View 0.03 0.03 0.38 106
Substantial View 0.03 0.07 0.63 35
Extreme View 0.06 0.08 0.43 28
Inside 3000 Feet -0.06 0.05 0.23 80
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.08 0.05 0.08 65
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.01 0.79 2,359
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.01 0.01 0.58 2,200
Outside 5 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.76 1,000
Pre-Announcement Sales Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,755


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 6
Model Name
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 7459
Number of Predictors (k) 39
F Statistic 579.9
Adjusted R Squared 0.75


All Sales Model
LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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Table A - 10: Full Results for the Temporal Aspects Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 9.11 0.14 0.00
Nbr LN SP96 hat All OI 0.16 0.01 0.00 7,459
AgeatSale -0.007 0.0003 0.00 7,459
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00003 0.000002 0.00 7,459
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 7,459
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 7,459
Baths 0.08 0.01 0.00 7,459
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.01 0.00 2,287
CentralAC 0.12 0.01 0.00 3,785
Fireplace 0.12 0.01 0.00 2,708
FinBsmt 0.09 0.01 0.00 990
Cul De Sac 0.09 0.01 0.00 1,472
Water Front 0.35 0.03 0.00 107
Cnd Low -0.43 0.04 0.00 101
Cnd BAvg -0.21 0.02 0.00 519
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,357
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 2,042
Cnd High 0.22 0.02 0.00 440
Vista Poor -0.25 0.02 0.00 470
Vista BAvg -0.09 0.01 0.00 4,301
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,912
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.01 0.00 659
Vista Prem 0.09 0.03 0.00 117
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     790
TXHC -0.82 0.02 0.00 1,311
OKCC -0.52 0.02 0.00 1,113
IABV -0.30 0.02 0.00 822
ILLC -0.04 0.02 0.05 412
WIKCDC -0.17 0.02 0.00 810
PASC -0.37 0.03 0.00 494
PAWC -0.14 0.02 0.00 551
NYMCOC -0.25 0.02 0.00 463
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 693
"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                                      
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"  
 
Note: Results for variables of interest shown on following page 
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Coef. SE p Value n
No View Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     6,729
Minor View -0.02 0.01 0.20 561
Moderate View 0.00 0.03 0.97 106
Substantial View 0.01 0.07 0.87 35
Extreme View 0.04 0.07 0.59 28
Pre_Anc_Gtr2Yr_Lt1Mile -0.13 0.06 0.02 38
Pre_Anc_2Yr_Lt1Mile -0.10 0.05 0.06 40
Post_Anc_Pre_Con_Lt1Mile -0.14 0.06 0.02 21
Post_Con_2Yr_Lt1Mile -0.09 0.07 0.15 39
Post_Con_2_4Yr_Lt1Mile -0.01 0.06 0.86 44
Post_Con_Gtr5Yr_Lt1Mile -0.07 0.08 0.37 42
Pre_Anc_Gtr2Yr_1_3Mile -0.04 0.03 0.19 283
Pre_Anc_2Yr_1_3Mile 0.00 0.03 0.91 592
Post_Anc_Pre_Con_1_3Mile -0.02 0.03 0.53 342
Post_Con_2Yr_1_3Mile 0.00 0.03 0.90 807
Post_Con_2_4Yr_1_3Mile 0.01 0.03 0.78 503
Post_Con_Gtr5Yr_1_3Mile 0.00 0.03 0.93 710
Pre_Anc_Gtr2Yr_3_5Mile 0.00 0.04 0.93 157
Pre_Anc_2Yr_3_5Mile 0.00 0.03 0.98 380
Post_Anc_Pre_Con_3_5Mile 0.00 0.03 0.93 299
Post_Con_2Yr_3_5Mile 0.02 0.03 0.56 574
Post_Con_2_4Yr_3_5Mile 0.01 0.03 0.66 594
Post_Con_Gtr5Yr_3_5Mile 0.01 0.03 0.68 758
Pre_Anc_Gtr2Yr_Gtr5Mile Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     132
Pre_Anc_2Yr_Gtr5Mile -0.03 0.04 0.39 133
Post_Anc_Pre_Con_Gtr5Mile -0.03 0.03 0.36 105
Post_Con_2Yr_Gtr5Mile -0.03 0.03 0.44 215
Post_Con_2_4Yr_Gtr5Mile 0.03 0.03 0.42 227
Post_Con_Gtr5Yr_Gtr5Mile 0.01 0.03 0.72 424


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 7
Model Name
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 7459
Number of Predictors (k) 56
F Statistic 404.5
Adjusted R2 0.75


Temporal Aspects Model
LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                                      
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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Table A - 11: Full Results for the Orientation Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 7.62 0.18 0.00
Nbr LN SalePrice96 hat 0.29 0.02 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale -0.006 0.0004 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00002 0.000003 0.00 4,937
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 4,937
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 4,937
Baths 0.09 0.01 0.00 4,937
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.02 0.00 1,486
CentralAC 0.09 0.01 0.00 2,575
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 1,834
FinBsmt 0.08 0.02 0.00 673
Cul De Sac 0.10 0.01 0.00 992
Water Front 0.33 0.04 0.00 87
Cnd Low -0.44 0.05 0.00 69
Cnd BAvg -0.24 0.02 0.00 350
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,727
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 1,445
Cnd High 0.24 0.02 0.00 337
Vista Poor -0.21 0.02 0.00 310
Vista BAvg -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,247
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.02 0.00 448
Vista Prem 0.13 0.04 0.00 75
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     519
TXHC -0.75 0.03 0.00 1,071
OKCC -0.44 0.02 0.00 476
IABV -0.24 0.02 0.00 605
ILLC -0.08 0.03 0.00 213
WIKCDC -0.14 0.02 0.00 725
PASC -0.31 0.03 0.00 291
PAWC -0.07 0.03 0.01 222
NYMCOC -0.20 0.03 0.00 346
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 469
No View Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,207
Minor View -0.01 0.06 0.92 561
Moderate View 0.00 0.06 0.97 106
Substantial View -0.01 0.09 0.87 35
Extreme View 0.02 0.17 0.89 28
Inside 3000 Feet -0.04 0.07 0.55 67
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.05 0.05 0.37 58
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.83 2,019
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.22 1,923
Outside 5 Miles Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     870
Front Orientation -0.01 0.06 0.82 294
Back Orientation 0.03 0.06 0.55 280
Side Orientation -0.03 0.06 0.55 253


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 8
Model Name
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 40
F Statistic 410.0
Adjusted R Squared 0.77


Orientation Model
LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                           
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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Table A - 12: Full Results for the Overlap Model 
Coef. SE p Value n


Intercept 7.61 0.18 0.00
Nbr LN SalePrice96 hat 0.29 0.02 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale -0.006 0.0004 0.00 4,937
AgeatSale Sqrd 0.00002 0.000003 0.00 4,937
Sqft 1000 0.28 0.01 0.00 4,937
Acres 0.02 0.00 0.00 4,937
Baths 0.09 0.01 0.00 4,937
ExtWalls Stone 0.21 0.02 0.00 1,486
CentralAC 0.09 0.01 0.00 2,575
Fireplace 0.11 0.01 0.00 1,834
FinBsmt 0.08 0.02 0.00 673
Cul De Sac 0.10 0.01 0.00 992
Water Front 0.34 0.04 0.00 87
Cnd Low -0.45 0.05 0.00 69
Cnd BAvg -0.24 0.02 0.00 350
Cnd Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     2,727
Cnd AAvg 0.13 0.01 0.00 1,445
Cnd High 0.24 0.02 0.00 337
Vista Poor -0.21 0.02 0.00 310
Vista BAvg -0.08 0.01 0.00 2,857
Vista Avg Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     1,247
Vista AAvg 0.10 0.02 0.00 448
Vista Prem 0.13 0.04 0.00 75
WAOR Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     519
TXHC -0.75 0.03 0.00 1,071
OKCC -0.44 0.02 0.00 476
IABV -0.24 0.02 0.00 605
ILLC -0.09 0.03 0.00 213
WIKCDC -0.14 0.02 0.00 725
PASC -0.31 0.03 0.00 291
PAWC -0.07 0.03 0.00 222
NYMCOC -0.20 0.03 0.00 346
NYMC -0.15 0.02 0.00 469
No View Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     4,207
Minor View -0.03 0.02 0.10 561
Moderate View -0.02 0.04 0.67 106
Substantial View -0.05 0.09 0.57 35
Extreme View -0.03 0.10 0.77 28
Inside 3000 Feet -0.05 0.06 0.41 67
Between 3000 Feet and 1 Mile -0.05 0.05 0.38 58
Between 1 and 3 Miles 0.00 0.02 0.82 2,019
Between 3 and 5 Miles 0.02 0.01 0.22 1,923
Outside 5 Miles Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     870
View Does Not Overlap Vista Omitted     Omitted     Omitted     320
View Barely Overlaps Vista 0.05 0.03 0.09 150
View Somewhat Overlaps Vista 0.01 0.03 0.67 132
View Strongly Overlaps Vista 0.05 0.05 0.31 128


Model Information  
Model Equation Number 9
Model Name
Dependent Variable
Number of Cases 4937
Number of Predictors (k) 40
F Statistic 409.7
Adjusted R Squared 0.77


Overlap Model
LN_SalePrice96


"Omitted" = reference category for fixed effects variables                                                  
"n" indicates number of cases in category when category = "1"
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This report demonstrates the following: 


 


In the study area, where wind farms were clearly visible, there was no empirical evidence to 


indicate that rural residential properties realized lower sale prices than similar residential 


properties within the same area that were outside of the viewshed of a wind turbine. 


 
The opinions reported herein are subject to the extraordinary assumptions, qualifications, 
limiting conditions and underlying assumptions as set out herein.  This report contains 85 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 


STUDY PURPOSE: Execute a market-based empirical study into the effect of wind 
turbines on local residential real estate values. This study 
focuses only on the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.   
 


FUNCTION OF REPORT: Provide an independent, objective and reproducible analysis of 
market evidence into the effect of wind turbines on real estate 
values in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent. 
 


BACKGROUND: Wind energy development has occurred in many countries 
around the world for decades.  While some real estate value 
studies have been undertaken, there have been a limited 
number executed in Canada.   Most studies have their basis in 
subjective analysis, relying on anecdotal evidence and survey 
responses to form a basis for conclusions.  This report considers 
only market based evidence, and applies a widely recognized 
and accepted approach to statistical evaluation of data sets in 
order to evaluate the effect on real estate values. 


 
SCOPE OF ANALYSIS: Due to the number of existing wind energy projects in the 


Province of Ontario, it was necessary to select a study area 
wherein: 


  there have been a sufficient volume of sales of properties 
that have taken place in close proximity to a wind farm 
following its completion; 
  there have been a sufficient volume of sales of similar 
properties in the same general area but not in proximity to a 
wind farm (beyond the viewshed); and 
  there is sufficient access to registry office sales records, 
and local area real estate board listing information. 
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STUDY AREA SELECTION: The Chatham-Kent Region of Ontario was selected as a suitable 


study area as it met the primary selection criteria listed above, 
and a sufficient volume of property sale transactions for which 
MLS® and registry office details were available. 


 
IMPACTS CONSIDERED: Data was analyzed to determine the effect on real estate values 


as a result of proximity to wind turbines and, more specifically, 
on properties within the viewshed and those not within the 
viewshed of wind turbines.  Some concerns expressed by those 
near proposed or existing wind farms include: 
 


  aesthetics; 
  shadow flicker; and 
  sound, audible and low frequency. 


 
None of the above influences on price were measured 
independently.    If there is an effect on real estate values from 
any or all of these influences, it will be measurable from market 
data.    Recommendations for future studies are presented within 
the body of the report. 


 
DATE OF INSPECTIONS: The study area was visited on several occasions between May 


18, 2009 and June 31, 2009 in order to view all properties within 
the viewshed as well as the control group of properties.  This is 
known as a “ground-truthing” exercise. 


 
EFFECTIVE TIME FRAME:  Primary research material was obtained during the month of May 


2009, while additional data was obtained during the month of 
June 2009. 
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STUDY METHODOLOGY: A Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) statistical technique 


formed the basis for evaluating market data for this study.  The 
MRA procedure is the most definitive tool to segregate data in a 
numerical format for further analysis and interpretation.  Within 
the MRA framework data was divided into those characteristics 
that best explain the variance in selling prices of comparable real 
estate. The focus of this study is the measurement of the effect 
on real estate values due to the presence of wind farms; 
therefore, the data was further assigned a viewshed and a 
control group value. 


MRA is used to determine the causal effect between variables by 
assigning a coefficient to each variable and determining its 
standard error as a function of sample size relative to population 
size. The “T score” is defined as the relationship between the 
coefficient of every variable and its respective standard error. 


Data sampling did not return as large a volume of sale data as 
expected.   Accordingly, other evaluation techniques were 
employed to aid in the evaluation of the data through improved 
matching of datasets.   Within the report, Optimal and 
Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) techniques were relied upon 
as additional data matching tools to further enhance the ability to 
analyze data by obtaining more closely matched pairs of data 
from the original dataset.     


The study was not limited to MRA itself, nor was it limited to data 
filtering systems; rather, the study also explored the raw data 
that formed 14 pairs of identical property sales that were sold 
within and beyond the viewshed of a wind turbine.   This is the 
more traditional approach to evaluating effects on real estate, 
and it was considered useful to compare merits of various 
options of data analysis available. 
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STUDY CONCLUSIONS No statistical inference to demonstrate that wind farms 


negatively affect rural residential market values in Chatham-Kent 
was apparent in this analysis.  Furthermore, this study did not 
find any consistent evidence from the analyzed data that such a 
negative correlation exists in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.  
During the course of gathering data, there were no unusual 
quantities of rural residential properties listed for sale in the 
study area.  Four unrelated data processes were used in 
studying the property sales information for Chatham-Kent.  The 
only consistency was that each evaluation methodology found 
that it was highly unlikely that any type of a causal relationship 
exists between wind farms and the market values of rural 
residential real estate. 
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BACKGROUND AND STUDY PURPOSE 


 
Wind farm developers have out of necessity been required to address some concerns from 
local property owners adjacent and nearby to proposed development locations that their real 
estate values could decline due to the presence of a wind farm within their viewshed.   
Some segments of the population feel that wind turbines can intrude on viewsheds. 
Opposition has, in some cases been based on a belief that real estate values will diminish.    
While it is understandable that some property owners do not like change in their 
communities that they deem to be undesirable, it becomes difficult for wind farm developers 
to address objectors in a subjective manner.    


In North America, some studies have attempted to evaluate the relationship between 
residential real estate values and proximity to a wind turbine. While some of these studies 
have found a negative effect on nearby real estate value that has been attributed to the 
proximity of a wind farm, others have not found such a correlation.  


This study has focused entirely on tangible market-based data obtained through recognized 
means such as MLS®.  In addition, some research has been conducted into similar studies 
in other jurisdictions.  Although exhaustive research was not conducted, studies conducted 
in the U.S.A., Australia, England and one in Ontario were reviewed.   Some of these were 
based on anecdotal evidence and some on the basis of survey responses.  To the best of 
our knowledge, no reports have been produced within Canada presenting a comprehensive 
analysis of market data, such as that presented herein. 
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CCLLIIEENNTT  AANNDD  FUNCTION  
 


This report has been prepared for the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA) to 
assess the effect of wind turbines on the market value of local residential real estate in the 
Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario. 


PROPERTY RIGHTS ANALYSED 
 
The ownership rights of those properties analysed in this report are those of the “Fee 
Simple Interest”, subject to the four powers of government: taxation, expropriation, police 
power and escheat.  A “Fee Simple Interest” may be defined as “the ownership of real 
property rights unencumbered by any other interest.”1 


DATE OF INSPECTION 
 
Properties adjacent and near to various existing wind energy developments were identified, 
researched and inspected by the authors during the months of May and June 2009.  The 
initial site inspection was conducted on May 18, 2009. 


EFFECTIVE DATE OF REPORT 
 
July 1, 2009 has been selected as the effective date of this report as it encompassed the 
time frame of inspections and data research. 


DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE 
 


“Market Value” is defined2 as: 


The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open 
market as of the specified date under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the 
buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming that the 
price is not affected by undue stimulus. 


                                                 
1 The Appraisal of Real Estate, (Canada Edition, 1992), 12 
2 Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Conduct 04/15/2008   
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Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a sale as of the specified date and the 
passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 


1) buyer and seller are typically motivated; 


2) both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their best 
interests; 


3) a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market 


4) payment is made in terms of cash in Canadian Dollars or in terms of financial 
arrangements comparable thereto; and 


5) the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special 
or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. 


The foregoing definition of Market Value assumes a competitive scenario with more than 
one potential buyer, and a seller who is willing to sell in accordance with the Highest and 
Best Use of the property.  This inherently assumes that the seller no longer needs or wants 
the property and wishes to convert the asset to cash. 


The intent of this study is to evaluate the effect of wind farms on the market value of nearby 
residential properties.   


EXPOSURE TIME: 


With respect to Item 3 above in the Market Value definition, exposure time is the estimated 
length of time the property interest being appraised would have been offered in the market 
prior to its hypothetical sale at the estimated market value on the effective date of the 
appraisal.  Reasonable exposure encompasses not only adequate, sufficient and 
reasonable time, but also adequate, sufficient and reasonable effort.  In addition to price, 
exposure time is also a function of use and type of real estate. 


As this study does not estimate market value of a specific property, consideration of the 
exposure time as a specific undertaking is unnecessary.   The relationship of exposure time 
to selling price was considered in general terms relative to the impact of nearby wind farms. 
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Some studies attempting to reflect or measure a loss in market value due to the proximity to 
a wind farm have suggested that the influence has resulted in increased marketing times.  
In order to address this possibility, a review of MLS® listings in the area was undertaken to 
ascertain if the exposure to a view or proximity to a wind turbine contributed to the length of 
time a property was listed on the market before a sale was recorded.    While many 
properties were listed on a 90 day listing basis, some listings sold within that time frame, 
and some expired unsold.  Some were relisted for sale and others not, while others were 
relisted at reduced prices, and still others not.  There are a number of variables that can 
influence the length of time that a property is listed for sale, including: 


  asking price was too high; 


  condition of the property less than desirable; 


  poor curb appeal; 


  location relative to employment; 


  undesirable neighbouring properties; 


  regional economic conditions/unemployment levels; 


  time of year; 


  volume of competing listings; and 


  inadequate marketing/agency representation. 


 


These are the primary reasons, within which there are subcategories of more specific issues 
that may explain the length of time a property is listed for sale.     A study incorporating a 
detailed analysis of these factors and isolating any specific influence of proximity to a wind 
turbine is beyond the scope of this report.   Further, a greater volume of sales data would be 
required over an extended period of time.  Reliance on anecdotal opinions as a basis for a 
credible indication of value influence or loss is not evidentiary, nor is it reproducible. 


Even though the review of the evidence conducted for this study did not disclose any 
probative evidence to suggest that proximity to a wind turbine had an influence on the 
length of listing time, this issue would require a more comprehensive (and independent) 
study to reach a firm conclusion. 
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DEFINITIONS 
 
In this report certain words and terms have been used that require defining for those 
readers unfamiliar with this type of report.  As considered by the authors, these are as 
follows: 
 
Algorithm: A step by step method of solving a problem using numbers in 


computations. 
 
Avg:         This is the short form for Average being the number of 


observations divided by their total. 
 
Bins: Bins are used in statistical graphing or displaying of items of a 


similar value or characteristic. 
 
CEM: Coarsened Exact Matching is the name of another matching 


data program used in the study. 
 
Coefficient: The coefficient is the returned number allocated to a specific 


property variable from using regression analysis. 
 
Control Group:     That group of properties not affected by the alleged impacts of a 


wind turbine. 
 
Histogram: A bar chart that represents a frequency distribution of data. 
 
Log: The log is the power that a base number is raised to. 
 
Mean(s):     A mean, or arithmetic mean, is the total of a list of numbers 


divided by the number.   It is an average.   It reflects a central 
tendency. 


 
MW: Short form of “megawatt”, which equals 1,000 kilowatts or 


1,000,000 watts. 
 
Optimal: This is the name of a matching data program used in the study. 
 
 
Rated Capacity: Manufacturer specified maximum power output of a wind turbine.  


Typical large wind turbines have rated capacities of 1.5 
megawatts or more. 
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Regression: The relationship between the mean value of a random variable 


and the corresponding values of one or more independent 
variables. 


 
Scatterplot: This is a graph that shows any variable on the “X” axis plotted 


against any variables on the “Y” axis. 
 
Viewshed:     A point within the study area whereby a sale property had a view 


of one or more wind turbines. 
 
Viz:          Short form for visible. 
 
 
No Viz:         Short form for not being Visible 
 
Wind Farm:     A project containing more than one wind turbine, each 


electrically connected to each other, for the purpose of selling 
electricity to the electrical grid. 


 
Wind Turbine:    A structure that uses airfoils (commonly referred to as a blade) 


to extract kinetic energy from the wind, and converts this to 
electrical energy.  Each wind turbine typically contains three 
blades.     In this study area, typical wind turbines have hub 
heights of 80 m, blade lengths of 41m, for a total max height of 
121 meters. 
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CRITICAL AND EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS 
 
For every hypothetical condition, an Extraordinary Assumption is required.  According to the 
Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (CUSPAP 04/15/2008), an 
Extraordinary Assumption “refers to a hypothesis – either supposed or unconfirmed – which, 
if not true, could alter the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions.” 
 
In order to achieve this objective, the following specific critical assumptions were made in 
the preparation of this study: 
 


1. That comparable sale transactions negotiated at or after the issuance of building 
permits for tower and turbine installations would have reflected any and all concerns in 
the purchase price. 
 
2. That none of the comparable sale transactions relied upon in this report are the 
subject of legal actions resulting from non-disclosure of information regarding the 
towers or turbines by any agents or vendors involved in the property sales. 
 
3. That any and all adverse effects on market value as perceived by market participants 
would be reflected in the market evidence of nearby real estate transactions.  
 
4. All estimates and projections are based upon circumstances and economic 
conditions prevailing as of the effective date, and that the critical assumptions above 
have been made. 
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SCOPE OF VALUATION AND REPORTING PROCESS: 
 


The findings and conclusions outlined in this study are based on: 


 
  Identification of wind farms wherein nearby residential property sales have 
taken place; 


  Exterior inspection of properties sold in close proximity to wind farms, and 
those properties outside the viewshed; 


  Research conducted for comparable property sales through MLS® records, 
GeoWarehouse®, MPAC (Municipal Property Assessment Corporation) and the 
records of the Land Registry Office.  Photostatic copies of this data are available in 
the appraiser’s file. 


  Analysis and inspection of comparative data, confirmation of sale details and 
ownership/title transfer; 


  Determination that the Highest and Best Use of target property and 
comparative sales properties are as categorized; 


  A review of published statistical data as relating to economic indicators, and 
where necessary, a discussion in some detail; 


  Research and selection of appropriate study references; 


  Confirmation of data relied upon in the analytical process 
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VALUATION PROBLEM 
  
The purpose of this study is to consider the effect on the market value of residential 
properties due to the presence of a wind farm.  Based on the background research, it is 
evident that some members of the general public hold negative opinions with respect to the 
desirability of wind farms and perceptions of their effect on real estate value.   This report 
considers a variety of perceived influences, and provides an estimate of their effect on local 
real estate values. 
 
The most frequently identified factors perceived to have an adverse effect on the market 
value of residential real estate are:  


  aesthetics; 
  shadow flicker;  
  vibration; and, 
  audible sound (low frequency waves); 


 
Measuring the extent of these perceptions and how they affect local real estate values 
requires the analysis of a wide range of variables associated with any given property.  


The thesis is that when an identified study property is valued both with and without the 
identified impact, the difference represents the change in market value attributable to that 
impact.  This study considers the impacts identified above on residential properties adjacent 
to an existing wind farm on a collective basis, not individually. 
 
Real estate types considered in this study are rural residential properties. 
 
During the course of conducting research and assembling the data for analysis, the 
following was undertaken: 


  review of real estate effect studies  prepared by others in Canada, USA, Great 
Britain, Australia and Europe (see Addendum C); 


  review of fact sheets, guidelines and other relevant publications prepared by the 
Ministry of the Environment, Ontario (See Addendum D); 


  attendance at a public meeting on the proposed regulations to implement the new 
Green Energy and Green Economy Act, 2009; 
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  discussions with a number of property owners in attendance; 


  discussions with real estate developers, real estate brokers and other market 
participants; and 


  discussions with several consultants involved in the development of wind farms. 


 


During the course of research it was noted that although building permits are issued for 
construction of wind turbines, there could be a time delay of as much as 1 year from when 
the permits are issued to when work begins.  These delays were attributed to a variety of 
reasons such as a shortage of cranes or ground conditions for preparing access routes 
tower sites. 


While some of the nearby residential sale transactions may have been completed at or after 
the issuance of a building permits for the wind turbines, the towers may not have been in 
place or in operation.     In such instances, due to a public information meeting regarding the 
approval process, combined with ongoing news media coverage of the projects, an 
assumption was made that purchasers of a particular property would have made a 
conscious decision as to whether or not the proximity of wind turbines influenced their 
purchase price.  Only one owner, who purchased a vacant lot for a future house, expressed 
disappointment that he had not been aware of the nearby wind farm approval.  He had not 
decided whether to build or not. 
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STUDY AREA SELECTION 
 
Initially a number of areas containing wind farm developments were investigated to locate a 
suitable location for study.  The criteria for selection included: 
 


  A reasonable number of wind farm developments within a region, each having 
similar economic influences; 
  Availability of MLS® data and registry office records for data confirmation; 
  A base of residential properties that have potential for being influenced by 
exposure to wind farm developments; 
  A sufficient volume of transactions of similar property transactions within that 
region that would provide an adequate base for analysis; and 
  A reasonable travelling distance for conducting research since several 
property and area inspections would be required. 


 
The Chatham-Kent area was ultimately selected as it met the above criteria.  At present 
there are understood to be 64 operating wind turbines in the area.  Chatham-Kent is 
attempting to position itself as a leader in Ontario’s renewable energy sector.    Wind 
turbines erected in the study area had rated capacities of 1.5 MW, and turbine blade lengths 
of 41m metres.    According to the Chatham-Kent web site, February 2009, the Ontario 
Power Authority recently awarded three additional wind power projects.  These approved 
wind farm development projects are expected result in the addition of a further 165 wind 
turbines for a total of 229 turbines within this region. 
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GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY AREA 
 
The study area in which the sale properties were located is known as the Municipality of 
Chatham-Kent.  This Municipality is composed of 9 major communities and the surrounding 
rural areas that were amalgamated on January 1, 1998.  The location of Chatham-Kent 
relative to major cities is shown below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The population of Chatham-Kent as of 2006 was 108,177 compared to a population of 
107,341 as of 2001(last census).  . 
 


N
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The total workforce within Chatham-Kent is 58,860 persons.  The occupation by industry 
that has the highest number of workers is Manufacturing and Construction, followed by 
Wholesale and Retail Trade, Business and Other Services.  Agriculture and Other Resource 
based industries employ 10% of the labour force.  If the work force was divided by 
Occupations, the highest percentage would go to Sales and Service Occupations followed 
by Trades, Transport and Equipment Operator and related Occupations.  A strong tertiary 
occupation would be unique to processing, manufacturing and utilities. 


International Truck and Engine Corp is the largest manufacturer in Chatham-Kent with 1,150 
employees as of 2004.  They are now down to 200 and there is a potential total plant layoff 
as of June 30th of this year.  Union Gas Limited has 679 employees as of 2004 and this has 
not changed.  Autolive Canada with 600 employees as of 2004 are now reduced to 50 
employees, while YA Canada Fas Track Mail Processing Facility has 500 employees as of 
2003 and are now reduced to 450 employees.  Many of the smaller industries have between 
200 to 300 employees.  The following is a graph of the dollar value of building permits 
issued between 2000 and 2008 for the Chatham-Kent expressed in millions of dollars. 
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A surge in overall construction activity was seen at the turn of the millennium following the 
severe recessionary period during the early 1990’s.   Construction activity then slowed 
during a period of absorption followed by improvement during 2003.   Since that time 
construction activity has been largely stable. 


The impetus of growth in new residential construction resulted from low interest rates and 
the pent up demand for new housing following the recession in the early 1990’s.  The major 
focus of new residential construction has been within the urban areas of the City of 
Chatham. 


A review of Multiple Listing Service (MLS®) statistics for Chatham-Kent show the average 
selling house prices for a given year.  The following graph plots these average house prices 
between 1998 and 2008. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


CHATHAM-KENT 
DOLLAR VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS 


INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL & RESIDENTIAL  


Chatham-Kent 
Average House Prices 


Source: MLS Statistics of Chatham Kent Real Estate Board 
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The previous chart of average house prices indicates a general increasing trend in average 
property sale price within Chatham-Kent. This graph shows prices that include a large 
volume of house prices from the urban area in the City of Chatham which are believed to 
have an impact on the overall annual average price.   The MRA used in this study 
demonstrates that within the data set analysed, general price levels in the rural areas were 
not a significant factor in explaining the variances of sale prices. 
 
STUDY AREA 
 
The study area has a rural character, implying that the primary economic driver is 
agriculture or agriculture-related.  In 2008, Chatham-Kent was the third highest producer in 
the entire Southwestern Ontario region for Winter Wheat, Grain Corn and Soybeans.  In 
2007(most recent) Chatham-Kent was the highest producer of tomatoes in Southwestern 
Ontario. 
 
Transportation through Chatham-Kent is via Highway 401 which bisects Chatham-Kent 
traverses the full width of the municipality.  Highway 401 extends from Windsor/Detroit to 
the easterly boundary of Ontario.  Chatham-Kent is bounded to the south by Lake Erie.  The 
study area is located between Lake Erie and Highway 401. 
 
The rural housing type throughout Chatham-Kent is diverse and ranges from turn of the 
century homes (built between 1850 and 1900) to modern homes less than a year old.  
Typical structures include wood frame construction with brick veneer or wood siding, and 1 
to 2 storey, including a single or double garage and an outbuilding that could serve as a 
workshop or as exterior storage.  There are no single rural areas of Chatham-Kent that 
contain a higher concentration of rural properties.  These property types are homogeneous 
throughout the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, and are commonly found throughout 
Southwestern Ontario.  A general map of Chatham-Kent is provided below. 
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SUMMARY 


Municipality of Chatham Kent 


The Municipality of Chatham-Kent is dependant to a significant degree upon agriculture, 
manufacturing, and vehicle related industries.  The City of Chatham has recently 
experienced an economic downturn of the auto and truck manufacturing sector due to its 
proximity to Windsor and Detroit, while the agricultural sector has been largely unaffected. 


The Municipality comprises of the former City of Chatham with a population of 
approximately 44,000 people, with another eight communities within its borders with a total 
population between 1,000 and 12,000 people.  Chatham-Kent has not grown substantially 
over the last five to ten years.  It has remained fairly stable.  Very little growth is expected 
within this region of South Western Ontario over the next decade.  This is typical of other 
regions. 


Study Area 


The study area has been dominated by the agricultural industry for well over 100 years.  Its 
success is due to fertile soils and fairly high heat units.  Heat units in the Chatham-Kent 
region range from 3,340 and 3,560, in contrast to just north east in the London to Guelph 
area where the heat units range between 2,680 and 2,890.  In other respects, the Chatham-
Kent region is fairly typical to rural areas throughout other parts of South Western Ontario.  
Land uses within the study area are heavily dependent on cash crop farming.  There is also 
a good mixture of rural housing that offers a wide range of amenities and locations. 


Lake Erie N
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
The market for rural residential real estate consists of those individuals or families typically 
seeking property that provide a location, utility and area features consistent with their 
individual needs, and accordingly, are willing and prepared to pay a competitive price.  In a 
competitive market, an informed purchaser will pay no more for a particular property than 
the cost of acquiring a satisfactory substitute that provides equal expected accommodations 
without undue delay.    Those properties having undesirable features, either within the 
property itself, or nearby, often require a longer market exposure or tend to sell at lower 
prices.    Wind farms are perceived by some to be such a nearby adverse external influence.   
Market value is typically estimated through the analysis of similar properties that have sold 
proximate to the date of valuation.   If the market demonstrates that wind farms are indeed a 
negative influence, then an observable trend in lower selling prices should be apparent.   
The primary focus of this analysis is to assess the presence (or lack of) trend, and to 
quantify the extent of the price differential. 


The identification and measurement process firstly requires the careful selection of 
properties that have sold proximate to a wind farm development.   The properties must have 
been sold on the open market, with the vendor and purchaser being at arms length, both 
parties being fully aware of the neighbouring land uses, and neither being unduly motivated 
to complete the transaction.     The selling prices of those properties are then compared to 
sales at or about the same time period that are distant from the wind farm project, yet are 
similar in nature and utility to the study properties. 


There are basically two techniques for measuring the effect of a feature on the value of real 
estate, namely a “Paired Sales” analysis and by MRA.   


A “Paired Sales” analysis has been used over the last few decades as the “default” solution 
for extracting variables that influence price.  A “Paired Sale” would be a sale of a property 
that is identical to some other property under study with the exception that it is not subject to 
a specific variable (whatever that might be).  In studying the two different index groups, the 
real estate analyst would extract a difference in price levels.  The conclusion that would be 
reached is that the differences in the price levels of the comparable sales would be due to 
the influence of the variable in question. 
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Unfortunately, this “Paired Sales” methodology contains inherent limitations and is often 
considered to be flawed.  Many academics and real estate practitioners have therefore 
stopped using this approach to evaluating effects from externalities on local real estate 
values.  The difficulties and flaws with this procedure include: 


(1)  Insufficient quantities of “Paired Sales”.  Ideal paired sales rarely, if ever, exist in the 
market place. 


(2)  Variations between the “Paired Sales” and the influencing factor under review require a 
substantial volume of “Paired Sales” to hold constant the other property differences or 
variables within the group. 


The analysis is often undertaken by an application of a Direct Comparison Approach 
through a process of adjustment.  The comparable sale properties, when adjusted for 
differences in the site size, building features, zoning, municipal services, financing etc, are 
thought to provide a basis or benchmark for indicating the market value of a study property 
absent the perceived influencing factor.  A weakness in its application is that the 
adjustments are mostly unsupported and contain unconscious bias that can invalidate the 
results. 


In this study a “Paired Sales” was prepared by using analytical tools such as CEM and 
Optimal which selects “Paired Sales” through a process of utility scores and bins.  Since the 
selection process is not the sale price, these “Paired Sales” are drawn without bias. 


The application of “Paired Sales” was enhanced by applying re-sales of properties within the 
main data set since a re-sale is closer in identity to what a “Paired Sale” should be. 


Although considered in this study, it is recognised that it is an imperfect methodology 
applied to measure influences in an already imperfect market place. 
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS (MRA) 


The MRA technique has the ability to study large quantities of transacted sales data that are 
influenced by numerous variables over a specific time period.    It is also known as a 
Multivariate Linear Regression Analysis. 


Single Linear Regression analysis is a means for building models that describe how 
variation in one set of measurements affects variation in another set.  The analyst forms a 
hypothesis that one variable is dependent on or responds to another variable (independent 
or predictor variable).  In real estate value analysis, the dependent variable is often the sale 
price of a property in total or on a price per unit basis.  The independent or predictor 
variable can be a characteristic of the property that is believed to have an influence on the 
dependent variable-sale price in this example.  Aided by a computer with the ability to 
perform many calculations quickly, regression analysis provides a systematic method for 
building an equation that summarizes the relationship between the two variables.  The 
resultant equation can then be used for the prediction of value. 


Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) extends the idea of a two variable linear regression 
model by allowing an analyst to include many explanatory factors to the regression 
equation.  As in simple linear regression, a regression coefficient measures the impact of 
changes in each explanatory variable on the response variable.  In MRA, the coefficient for 
each variable represents the effect of that variable on the dependent variable while holding 
the affect of all the other variables constant.  In addition to its usefulness in prediction, this 
allows the use of MRA as an exploratory tool where the coefficients can be interpreted as a 
level of contribution of the predictor variable. 


For this particular study, an MRA model can be specified that reduces the many 
characteristics of index properties into values for different variables.  A regression run on a 
complete data base can then generate coefficients for the variables.  The analyst’s 
expertise in deciphering or interpreting these coefficients will lead to many conclusions of 
the market place. 


Regression analysis is based on a number of assumptions as to the nature of the underlying 
data.  The use of mathematical statistics allows the analyst to perform many diagnostic tests 
on the specified model to assess the level to which the assumptions are met.  This allows 
the analyst to explicitly state the level of confidence that can be given to the results of 
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regression modeling.  The recipients of the findings of such analysis can then make better 
informed decisions.   


IMPLEMENTATION OF MRA 


By using MRA, a “Model” of behaviour is developed that explains the variation in the prices 
of the comparables found in the market place.  The comparables are sampled from a total 
potential number of sales within the array.  The comparative data gathering process has the 
potential to gather a very high percentage of all possible sales.  When using MRA, more 
sales data are better. 


Once the data is placed into the MRA model, a “regression” run plots the results.  MRA 
models are “smoothed” out to improve accuracy and functionality when deciphering the 
large quantities of data.  Statistic tests are performed that assess the overall reliability of the 
model. 


Once efficiency is established, the MRA produces a number of statistical reports.  The ones 
of interest to this study are the coefficients.  Graphics within the report demonstrate the 
possible relationships between variables. 


The MRA indicates how much or how little wind farms have on real property, positive or 
negative.   The MRA also provides a confidence interval.  Statistically, the accepted 
confidence interval is established at the 95% to the 99% level.  (The goal is to determine 
how statistically confident we are of the results and to demonstrate what the results mean.) 


Like most types of analysis, MRA requires large quantities of data that particularly 
demonstrate the differences between properties.  We are hopeful that there is a sufficient 
quantity of data that can be gathered for this type of study.  MRA is the only known process 
that can effectively absorb and examine numerous interactive factors that influence real 
estate prices, all at the same time.  It accomplishes this task by building all the factors of 
influence into the regression equation.  As the model studies the influence of say, distance, 
it holds all the other factors (age, site size, building size, etc) constant.  It continually repeats 
this individual process.  That is why MRA is ideal for isolating the coefficients (expressed in 
dollars) to a given variable.  Interpretation of the results is a key.  It is not prudent to simply 
accept the results of the MRA blindly.   The analyst must “step back” from the MRA 
outcomes to see if the results coincide with our appraisal knowledge of the problem at hand. 
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VALIDATION OF THE USE OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS 


Regression analysis is a statistical modelling tool that has been employed very successfully 
in “Data Mining” and is used frequently at the corporate and government levels. 


The Province of Ontario has adopted MRA in the assessment of residential properties for 
their new base of 1996.  They also have test projects underway to extend MRA to other 
property sectors (vacant commercial land, industrial buildings, bank buildings and 
commercial plazas). 


The Province of British Columbia has been using MRA in assessment for many years and 
has been a major consultant to the Province of Ontario on the implementation of their 
system. 


Regression analysis is used by Statistics Canada in determining the Gross National Product 
for Canada and for the analysis of national data. 


Regression Analysis was used in the USA by a large accounting firm to justify to the IRS the 
existence of “economic obsolescence” in large industrial buildings. 


In this report a Regression Analysis was adopted as the preferred technique, however, due 
to the availability of several paired sales, these were analysis as a method of confirmation. 
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APPLICATION OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS (MRA) 
 
A total of 83 house sales within parts of Chatham-Kent that occurred over the last two years 


were analysed, proximate to wind farms, with the most recent sale in May 2009. This is a 


small sample relative to the size of data sets usually used in observational studies of this 


type.   While a larger volume of sale would be preferred, this was a constraint attributable to 


the rural nature of the area where wind farms are placed.   They are generally not 


developed in densely populated areas. 


 


A ground qualitative view assessment technique was used to assign a sale property to 


either the viewshed group or the control group.    For the purpose of this study, the 


viewshed is “a point within the study area whereby a sale property had a view of one or 


more wind turbines”.    Any sale property found that did not have a view of a wind farm was 


deemed to be outside of the viewshed.  Wind farms were not visible to all properties within 


the general area, as the view was sheltered either by bush lots or tree rows. 


 


A simple difference in the means of sale prices between the viewshed group and the 


control group was employed to estimate the impact of a wind turbine(s). When these 


groups are different in characteristics relevant to the outcome of sale price, as they usually 


are in observational studies, the study is required to adjust for these differences. 


Regression modeling was the primary approach to make these adjustments. This approach 


was first used on the entire data sample and then on reduced data samples after the data 


was preprocessed through matching methods. These matching methods (Optimal and 


CEM) make the viewshed and control groups more comparable by pruning the least 


comparable sales from the full data set. Adjustments are then made on remaining 


differences in the reduced data sets by regression. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF COMPARABLE SALES 
 
In assembling the comparative sales data, research was conducted with local Real Estate 
Board MLS® records, GeoWarehouse®, MPAC (Municipal Property Assessment 
Corporation) and at the Land Registry Office, with a view to finding properties within the 
viewshed and outside of the view shed. 
 
The assembly of data did not focus on specific target residential property types, only 
residences on small acreages or lots that were within the viewshed or not in the viewshed.    
Sales of residences within small hamlets or communities were omitted from the data set 
since the selling prices of these properties were influenced by the convenience municipal 
services and amenities.    Furthermore, wind farms are not typically situated in proximity to 
these locales.  Sales of farm acreages with buildings were not included in this analysis as 
there was an insufficient volume of transactions for an effective analysis. 
 
All of the comparable sales were inspected from the roadway.  The sales were then cross 
referenced chronologically to identify any type of a buying pattern related to the sale dates 
of the transactions used in the study.  The property variables or characteristics that were 
identified as having a potential influence on the study results are as follows. 
 
Address:   The address of the sale property. 
 
Age of the House:   The chronological age of the house at the time of the sale. 
 
 
Basement:   The sales were identified as either having a full basement or not 


at the time of the sale. 
 
Basement Finishing:   The sales were identified as either having some basement 


finishing or not at the time of the sale. 
 
Condition of the House: Each house is classified as being in Fair, Good or Very Good 


condition. 
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Date of Sale:   The date at which the sale property was determined to be the 


data whereby all conditions of the sale were met. 


Elapsed Months:   The difference in time between the oldest dated sale and the 
next occurring sale in months. 


Garage:   The sales were identified as having a garage or not. 


House Size:   The exterior square footage of the house above grade. 


Lake Front:   Signalling the difference between properties that were located on 
a river or lake front as opposed to not. 


Location:     Considers the possible difference of the sale property (within and 
beyond the viewshed) relative to important amenities such as 
major highways and goods and services. 


Lot Size:   The size of the lot of the sales expressed in square feet. 


Number of Storeys:  The number of storeys of the house on a given sale property. 


Outbuildings:   The sales were identified as having some type of a outbuildings 
such as a shed or barn. 


Selling Price:   The price which was agreed upon by the buyer and the seller. 


Viewshed:   Any sale that was located within a view of a wind turbine. 


Viewshed Within:   Any sale that was located in a viewshed was differentiated by a 
score that would separate the proximity of the wind farm to any 
sale within the view shed. 


 The specific Viewshed Within variable ultimately eliminated and 
said either the property had an average view or a no view. This 
is identified by Viewshed3.   The number 3 does not have any 
reference other that this is the third name in the selection 
process of variables that tried to consider distance.  
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OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM AND THE TECHNICAL REPORTING ASPECTS OF THE 


STUDY 
 


Introduction 


Wind farms can be perceived by some nearby residential homeowners to be a source of 


nuisance, as a result of audible sound and aesthetics (visual appearance). Some claims 


have been made that suggest the presence of a wind turbine or wind farm could result in 


diminished real estate values for properties within the viewshed.   Rural residential real 


estate is the principal target of this perceived association. 


 


An analysis of sales of single family houses in south Chatham-Kent’s rural area was 


undertaken to test this hypothesis.    This study attempts to determine if residential 


properties located within a wind turbine’s viewshed were or were not negatively influenced 


by reflecting lower sale prices in a statistically significant manner.   By comparing properties 


that sold during the last several years, with a wind turbine(s) clearly visible and those 


farther way and outside the viewshed, but which are of similar age, lot size, and with similar 


amenities and economic influences, the differences in the selling prices of properties within 


the turbine’s viewshed, on average, should be noticeably lower than the selling prices 


similar of similar properties outside a wind turbine’s viewshed.   The following is a map of 


the approximate area of the overall view shed.  The red arc signifies the approximate 


location of the view shed.    It should also be noted that some properties within this red arc 


were classified as being outside of the viewshed as the wind turbines were not visible due 


to tree lines or bush lots. 
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Study Design 


This study focused on the inferred effects of Chatham Kent wind turbines on property 
prices. Specifically, it examined how the local market prices residential properties located 
within the viewshed of wind turbines compared to a control group of property sales outside 
the viewshed.  As the wind turbines of this study are in a rural area of the County, obtaining 
a sample of sufficient size required the collection of house sales over a period of 2 years. 


Chatham 


Wheatley 


Merlin 


Blenheim 


Ridgetown 


Lake Erie 


N Area of Wind Farm Developments


Approximate Viewshed Limit
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As part of this study’s design, an examination of other previously executed studies, 
undertaken to measure the effect of wind turbine views on property pricing was completed. 
Although there is substantial literature on measuring effects of undesirable land uses on 
residential properties, research on the actual market effects of wind farms is lacking.  Wind 
farms as a large scale energy source are relatively new to Ontario, which may explain the 
thin inventory of available studies.  Schedule “A” outlines the research literature referenced 
at the outset of this study. 


In this study, the loss measured is the realized capitalized loss that occurs when a property 
is sold. This study does not look at the losses associated with a delayed sale or other 
issues that may affect the bundle of property rights infringed by the proximity of a wind 
turbine.  It was noted that it was nearly impossible to determine the exact time when the 
wind farms were constructed.  A considerable time lag was noted between the issuance 
date of the building permit to when the wind farm was actually physically constructed.  The 
time lag was alleged to be due to weather, the availability of cranes to erect wind turbines, 
and road construction.  However, it is known that considerable public awareness of the 
construction of wind farms was imminent since public meetings occurred and wind farm 
developers held barbeques and information meetings regarding the construction of wind 
farms in areas of Chatham-Kent. 


This study presupposes the existence of two causal states, which are based on visual 
perception of a nearby wind turbine from a property or absence of such. For our purposes, 
they are labeled avg viz and no viz.  They are not, however, well-defined states because of 
their qualitative nature and the observation made from one point on the ground. Although a 
wind turbine may be visible to an observer from an upper floor window of a house, it may 
not be visible to an observer on the ground.  Any individual sale property in our data was 
assigned to one of two possible causal states and associated potential outcomes based on 
a view of a wind turbine(s) or not. 


In this study, the effect of a wind turbine as the difference in the sample average of the 
observed sale price between the avg viz group and the no viz control group was estimated. 


Excluding ID variables, these data were measured on 14 physical and location variables. Of 
these 14 predictor variables, only 8 variables were discovered to be important predictors of 
sale price based on initial regressions. These predictors and the binary variable viewshed3, 
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which is instrumental to measuring wind turbine visibility effect on price, were regressed on 
sale price in the final regression model on the full data sample. A random sample of 6 sales 
from the data set measured on these variables is in Table 1. Variable definitions are given 
in Table 2. 


Figure 1 shows graphically the distribution of values for the variables in the data set 


employed for the final model of the regression analysis. As indicated by the plot for the 


binary viewshed3 variable of primary interest in this study, the control category has about 3 


times the number of sales in the avg viz category. The distributions of sale price, house 


size and lot size are skewed to the higher values. 
 


Table 1 
id     sp bsmntfin    gar loc cond watinf age lotac hsesf.00s  viewshed3 


1   96000     none garage   3    3      1  30 0.373     17.85   avg viz 


3  124000     none garage   1    3      1  49 0.744     10.73   avg viz 


4   79000     none garage   1    3      1  44 0.625      7.92    no viz 


5  174000     none garage   1    5      1  97 0.920     23.26    no viz 


6   99500     none garage   1    3      1  98 0.497     12.70    no viz 


7  120000     none   none   1    3      1  82 1.311     15.14    no viz 


 
Table 2: Variable Definitions 


Id: property sale identification 
cond: qualitative assessment of house condition - 
1=fair, 3=average, 5=good 


sp: continuous variable - sale price 
gar: binary variable indicating if 
a property has a garage or otherwise 


lotac: continuous variable  - 
site area in acres. 


waterinf: qualitative assessment of 
linkage to a body of water  - 
1=none, 3=water view, 5=water front 


loc: qualitative assessment of location 
variable – 
1=remote, 3=typical, 5=near town 


hsesf.00s: continuous variable  - 
size of living area excluding basement in hundreds 
of square feet 


bsmntfin: binary variable designating if 
a house has basement finish or otherwise 


age: continuous variable – 
age of the house in years 


viewshed3:  binary variable designating if 
one or more wind turbines are visible from a 
property 
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Methodology 


The primary objective of this study is to compare the house sales identified as located 
within the viewshed of one or more wind turbines with the sales of houses without this 
influence as a comparison (control) group. As this is an observational study, property sales 
self-assign to either the viewshed group or the control group based on the observations 
taken from site visits. Randomized assignment to either group, the gold standard of a 
causal inference study design, is clearly not possible with property sales data. Without 
random assignment, it could well be the case that these two groups, viewshed and control, 
are different from the onset. Those differences, not the impact of a visible wind turbine, may 
cause the measured difference in sale price between the groups, if any. 


Several approaches were employed in this study to control for these differences. As a basic 
strategy, regression analysis was employed as an adjustment technique.  Sale price was 
transformed to its natural log for the regressions as this allowed the interpretation of the 
estimates as a percentage.  A second approach was to obtain smaller but more 
comparable samples by first preprocessing the data through matching of sales in the 
viewshed group with sales in the control group on their attributes.  Two matching algorithms 
were employed for the matching exercise. 


Exploratory Analysis 


Figure 2 below is a graphic comparison of the distribution of sale prices before any 
adjustment by regression for differences between the viewshed group and control group. A 
comparison of the histograms of the two groups indicates the mean sale price of the 
viewshed group sale price distribution is less than that of the control group. The mean value 
of the viewshed group is approximately 7% lower than the mean value. Their distributions 
are similarly skewed to the right. 


As indicated by the scatterplot (Figure 3) of sale price on the number of months that have 
elapsed (emths) for each sale between the date of sale and the date of the oldest sale, 
changes in market conditions is not an important price influencing variable for this data. As 
the smoother line on the plot clearly shows, there is no clear sale price trend. 
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The exploratory analysis revealed that sale properties in the control group differ from the 
viewshed group on some characteristics; in other words they are not closely comparable. 
This imbalance must be addressed before a comparison of mean prices between the two 
groups of properties can be inferred to measure the effect of a wind turbine on the values of 
nearby properties from which a wind turbine or turbines are visible. Two strategies were 
used in this study to balance the comparability between the two groups of properties. They 
are regression modeling and pre analysis matching. 
 
Altogether, three approaches to estimate wind turbine effect were conducted in this study. 
Matching was combined with regression in two of these analyses. 
 
Regression Analysis 
The use of regression analysis to adjust the sale prices of individual properties in the 
sample for differences between them is common to studies of the type conducted here. 
After controlling for the differences in the measured characteristics of the sale properties, 
the difference in the sample means between the viewshed and Control groups is inferred to 
be the causal effect of wind turbines that are visible to the nearby properties. 
 
As regression analysis is a statistical technique, it offers a measure of sampling error.    It 
provides a measure of the confidence that can be placed in the estimate of turbine effect on 
price. 
 
This study considered a sequence of regressions to arrive at the final model specification 
described here. All regression modeling was done with the log of sale price as the outcome 
variable, using various sets of predictor variables. The choice of variables selected for the 
final regression model depended on their predictive power for sale price. 
 
The regression model results for the initial approach on the full data, presented in Table 
a.1, shows the adjustment variables are associated with sale price in an expected manner 
and with the correct signs. As none of these non-viewshed effect relationships is surprising, 
they are not discussed further in this report. 







Wind Farm Study – Effect on Real Estate Values 
in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario 


 


 
JOHN SIMMONS REALTY SERVICES LTD         &         CANNING CONSULTANTS INC 


43


 
Table A.1: Summary of Final Regression Model 
 
lm(formula = log(sp) ~ log(age) + bsmntfin + cond + gar + 
log(hsesf.00s) + 
lotac + watinf + viewshed3, data = wind.cln) 
 


Residuals: 
Min        1Q    Median        3Q       Max 
-0.467791 -0.093272  0.002240  0.132561  0.405398 
 
Coefficients: 
Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept)           9.92138    0.25967  38.208  < 2e-16 *** 
 
log(age)             -0.12236    0.03080  -3.973 0.000163 *** 
 
bsmntfin[T.finish]    0.12295    0.05537   2.220 0.029454 * 
 
cond                  0.14775    0.02467   5.989 7.04e-08 *** 
 
gar[T.garage]         0.18784    0.06200   3.030 0.003369 ** 
 
log(hsesf.00s)        0.55485    0.08158   6.801 2.30e-09 *** 
 
lotac                 0.07977    0.01542   5.173 1.90e-06 *** 
 
watinf                0.08210    0.01592   5.159 2.01e-06 *** 
 
viewshed3[T.avg viz] -0.12879    0.05984  -2.152 0.034627 * 
--- 
Signif. codes:  0 '***' 0.001 '**' 0.01 '*' 0.05 '.' 0.1 ' ' 1 
 
Residual standard error: 0.2054 on 74 degrees of freedom 
 
Multiple R-squared: 0.8476, Adjusted R-squared: 0.8312 
 
F-statistic: 51.46 on 8 and 74 DF,  p-value: < 2.2e-16 
 







Wind Farm Study – Effect on Real Estate Values 
in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Ontario 


 


 
JOHN SIMMONS REALTY SERVICES LTD         &         CANNING CONSULTANTS INC 


44


 


The regression summarized in Table A.1 has an adjusted R-squared measure of 83%, 


which indicates a considerable proportion of the variation of the log of sale price is 


explained by the eight predictors included in the final model. Viewshed3 is the variable of 


interest for this study, and it is presented within the Table in bold type. Because the 


untransformed predictors are regressed on sale price expressed on the logarithmic scale, 


their coefficients can be interpreted as proportional differences. Thus, with all else held 


constant, houses with basement finish (bsmntfin) have sale prices, on average, 


approximately 12% greater than houses without basement finish, houses on a water body 


like a lake or river have, on average, sale prices about 8% higher than others, and so forth. 


 


These patterns, however, are not comparable in the strength of their signal. The plot below 


relates the estimates and their associated level of certainty. 
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Figure A.1: Plot of Regression Estimates and Confidence Intervals - Final Model 
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The plot above outlines the coefficients presented in Table A.1 and ±1 standard error (thick 
line) and ±2 standard error (thin line) intervals estimated from the final regression. Strongest 
patterns are associated with the shortest lines relative to the size of coefficient; thus we 
have the greatest certainty with effect on sale price estimates for condition (cond), water 
influence (watinf), and house (log(hsesf.00s)) and lot size (lotac).  Noticeably, the estimate 
for houses with wind turbine visibility (viewshed3) displays a wide confidence interval 
relative to its affect size.   For the -13% impact on sale price from wind turbine visibility 
estimate, this translates to a margin of error between -3% and -23%. 


Matched Samples 


Overview 


In observational studies, the use of regression modeling alone presents a risk of estimate 
bias (not human) because of dependency on model specification and the underlying 
assumptions that premise such a model. One approach often used to reduce the potential of 
bias in observational studies is to mimic a randomized experiment through data 
preprocessing by matching the treatment (in the viewshed) and control (out of the view 
shed) groups. By obtaining a sample of control sales that agrees as closely as possible with 
the viewshed group sales on an array of property characteristics that excludes their sale 
price, preprocessing the data by matching reduces dependence on the regression model 
and brings us closer to this goal. Matching the estimators for the two groups attempts to 
balance the characteristics between the groups so they are more alike than not, both in their 
distributions and coverage. The basis of this type of analysis is drawn from traditional 
appraisal methodology using “paired sales”. The differences are that specific programs are 
used to match the “Paired Sales” as opposed to human selection.  It eliminates the problem 
of bias either conscious or unconscious and achieves better results. Two matching analyses 
were conducted. 


OPTIMAL 


The “MatchIt” package3 of the R statistical software program was used to obtain a sample of 
sales in the Control Group matched to the 20 sales in the viewshed group as closely as 
possible on house characteristics that are independent of the wind turbines, before 
adjusting for remaining differences with regression. This automated matching process is 
summarized in Panel B below. 


                                                 
3 Daniel Ho; Kosuke Imai; Gary King; and Elizabeth Stuart (2007), ``Matching as Nonparametric Preprocessing 
for Reducing Model Dependence in Parametric Causal Inference,'' Political Analysis 15(3): 199-236, 
http://gking.harvard.edu/files/abs/matchp-abs.shtml. 
Full and optimal matching are implemented via the optmatch package (Hansen, 2004). 
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Using the Optimal Matching Sequence 
 
Panel B: Regression Model on Data Matched by MatchIt Package Using Optimal 
Method 
Call: 
matchit(formula = viewshed ~ hsesf.00s + cond + loc + lotac + 
age + watinf, data = mwind, method = "optimal") 
 
Table B1: Summary Of Balance For All Data 
Means Treated Means Control SD Control Mean Diff eQQ Med eQQ Mean eQQ Max 
distance          0.390         0.194      0.169     0.197   0.168    0.193   0.366 
hsesf.00s        16.727        17.352      6.038    -0.625   0.885    1.337   9.460 
cond              3.000         3.762      1.160    -0.762   0.000    0.700   2.000 
loc               3.500         3.159      1.208     0.341   0.000    0.600   2.000 
lotac             1.627         1.379      1.388     0.247   0.100    0.230   0.851 
age              63.600        64.905     36.474    -1.305   8.000    8.600  30.000 
watinf            2.700         1.603      1.420     1.097   0.000    1.100   4.000 
 
 
Table B2: Summary Of Balance For Matched Data 
Means Treated Means Control SD Control Mean Diff eQQ Med eQQ Mean eQQ Max 
distance          0.390         0.362      0.181     0.029   0.008    0.029   0.102 
hsesf.00s        16.726        17.630      5.572    -0.903   0.920    1.123   3.600 
cond              3.000         3.000      1.124     0.000   0.000    0.200   2.000 
loc               3.500         3.400      1.392     0.100   0.000    0.300   2.000 
lotac             1.627         1.401      1.855     0.226   0.146    0.257   0.851 
age              63.600        62.300     40.901     1.300   5.000    6.800  29.000 
watinf            2.700         2.400      1.957     0.300   0.000    0.300   4.000 
 
Table B3: Percent Balance Improvement 
Mean Diff. eQQ Med eQQ Mean eQQ Max 
distance      85.457  95.384    84.98  72.119 
hsesf.00s    -44.423  -3.955    16.04  61.945 
cond         100.000   0.000    71.43   0.000 
loc           70.698   0.000    50.00   0.000 
lotac          8.684 -45.662   -11.76   0.000 
age            0.365  37.500    20.93   3.333 
watinf        72.648   0.000    72.73   0.000 
 
Table B4: Matched Sample Size 
Control Treated 
All            63      20 
Matched        20      20 
Unmatched      43       0 
Discarded       0       0 
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Tables B1 to B4 are output from the matching process. Tables B1 and B2 outline the 
comparability of the two groups before and after matching, respectively. A summary of the 
improvement in comparability of the groups achieved by matching is in Table B3. Table B4 
shows that matching has reduced the original sample of 83 sales to a smaller sample of 40 
sales, consisting of 20 sales in the viewshed group (inside the view shed-Treated) and 20 
sales in the control group(outside of the viewshed). 


Figure B.1 is a visual display of the imbalance in the attributes between the two groups 
before matching (raw) and the improvement in the comparability of these attributes caused 
by the matching process (matched). 


The comparison is made on the calculated propensity score for each sale. A propensity 
score of a property is its conditional probability of falling into the viewshed group given its 
attributes. It is a single value measure that summarizes all the attributes of any one 
property. Matching occurs on these propensity scores.  It can be said that the propensity 
score is an overall utility score of the property similarly used in Qualitative and Quantitative 
analysis within the Direct Comparison Approach used by appraisers using Quality Point. 


A comparison of the distributions of the propensity scores between the viewshed and 
control groups for both the raw and the matched data sets is offered by the histogram plots 
of Figure B.1. As the plots in the left column show, the distributions of the scores before 
matching are quite different. This difference disappears after matching, with the viewshed 
and control groups having similar propensity score distributions in the matched sample. 


Figure B.2 below is a dot plot of these propensity scores. In addition to plotting the scores of 
the matched data set, it also shows the propensity scores of the discarded sales. 
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Figure B.1: Histogram Plots Comparing Propensity Scores between Raw 
and Matched Data by Viewshed and Control Groups 
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Figure B.2: Plot Comparing Propensity Scores between Raw and Matched Data by 
Viewshed (Treatment) and Control Groups 
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After matching, comparability between the groups has improved in the smaller matched data 
set (mdata). Overall, matching has made the two groups more alike than not. 
 


Tables B.5 is the summary of the regression model built on the matched data set. Besides 
the viewshed variable, only three predictors were included in this model. These three 
predictors are helpful in explaining the variation in the log of sale price.  The reason why 
only three predictors were used is because these were significant in explaining variation in 
the data set.  Using too many variables against too small a sample would undermine the 
basic principles of regression analysis. 
 


Table B:5 indicates that, contrary to the expectation of a statistically important negative 
coefficient for viewshed obtained from the regression on the full data set (outlined in Panel 
A), the regression on the smaller matched data sample of 40 sales shows viewshed has no 
clearly identifiable relationship with sale price. Although the viewshed coefficient has a value 
of -9%, the standard error is almost 12%. The output shows a probability of 45% of 
obtaining the coefficient value returned, even if the statement of a zero effect between sale 
price and viewshed were true. It can reasonably be concluded, therefore, that the model 
indicates there is no relationship between price and viewshed. 
 


Table B.5 Summary of Regression Model - Data Matched Optimal Method 
 


Call: 
zelig(formula = log(sp) ~ viewshed + age + hsesf.00s + lotac, 
model = "ls", data = mdata, weights = "weights") 
 
Residuals: 
Min      1Q  Median      3Q     Max 
-0.6559 -0.2388  0.0293  0.2247  0.6321 
 
Coefficients: 
Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) 11.27470    0.22463   50.19  < 2e-16 *** 
viewshed    -0.08945    0.11594   -0.77  0.44558 
age         -0.00626    0.00136   -4.61  5.1e-05 *** 
hsesf.00s    0.05082    0.01097    4.63  4.9e-05 *** 
lotac        0.11917    0.03048    3.91  0.00040 *** 
--- 
Signif. codes:  0 '***' 0.001 '**' 0.01 '*' 0.05 '.' 0.1 ' ' 1 
 
Residual standard error: 0.364 on 35 degrees of freedom 
Multiple R-squared: 0.634, Adjusted R-squared: 0.593 
F-statistic: 15.2 on 4 and 35 DF,  p-value: 2.72e-07 
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USING THE CEM MATCHING SEQUENCE 
 
As a second matching approach, the CEM package4 was employed in the R library of 
analytic functions.  The CEM function was chosen from the available matching functions 
because of its similarity to the matching process traditionally used by property appraisers 
for variables with continuous values.   The basic idea with CEM is to temporarily coarsen 
continuous variables such as house size so that substantively indistinguishable values are 
grouped and assigned the same numerical value. It is on these assigned values that 
matching occurs.   Panel C of shows the matching analysis by CEM and final adjustment by 
regression.    
 
Panel C: Regression Model on Data Matched by MatchIt Package Using Coarsened 
Exact Matching (cem) Method 
 
Cem Matching Call: 
 
library(cem) 
todrop <- c("sp", "bsmnt", "outbldgs", "gar", "bsmntfin", "id") 
 
matcem <- cem(treatment = "viewshed", data = wind, 
drop = todrop, cutpoints = list(age = 4, hsesf.00s = 3, lotac = 3)) 
 
est <- att(matcem, log(sp) ~ viewshed + age, data = wind) 
summary(est) 
 
Table C.1: Matched Sample Size 
 
summary(est) 
 
 
G0 G1 
All       63 20 
Matched   11  9 
Unmatched 52 11 


                                                 
4 The program implements the Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) algorithm described in  
Stefano M. Iacus, Gary King, and Giuseppe Porro, "Matching for Causal Inference Without Balance Checking" 
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Table C.2 Summary of Regression Model - Data Matched cem Method 
 
 
Treatment effect estimation for data: 
(Linear regression model estimated on matched data only) 
 
Coefficients: 
Estimate Std. Error t value   p-value 
(Intercept) 12.3485988  0.2324106 53.1327 < 2.2e-16 *** 
viewshed    -0.0702465  0.2142539 -0.3279  0.747017 
age         -0.0082206  0.0028356 -2.8991  0.009982 ** 
--- 
Signif. codes:  0 '***' 0.001 '**' 0.01 '*' 0.05 '.' 0.1 ' ' 1 


After matching by the CEM method, comparability between the groups has improved (output 
not shown) in the smaller matched data set of 20 sales. Overall, matching has made the two 
groups (G0=no viz, G1=avg viz) more alike than not. 


Table C.2 is the summary of the regression model built on the matched data set. Besides 
the viewshed variable, only one predictor (age) is included in this model to explain 
remaining variation because of the small sample size of the matched data. 


Similar to the regression estimate obtained on the matched data by the optimal method 
(outlined in Panel B), Table C:2 shows the regression on the smaller matched data sample 
of 20 sales has brought back a strong indication that viewshed has no clearly identifiable 
relationship with sale price.  The viewshed coefficient has a value of -7%, with a very large 
standard error of 21%.    With this large sampling error, it can reasonably be concluded that 
the matched data does not refute the hypothesis of no relationship between price and 
viewshed. 
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PAIRED SALES ANALYSIS 


A common method of analysis by real estate valuers and consultants is the “Paired Sales” 
or “re-sales”. 


The “Paired Sales” method involves the pairing of IDENTICAL sales in every respect with 
the exception of characteristic under review.  “Paired Sales” do not exist in the market place.  
The confusion by real estate analysts is the difference between the words “identical” and 
“similar”.  Many consultants believe because they have similar sales that they are identical.  
Unfortunately that is not the case.  How consultants analyze similar sales is to make ad hoc 
adjustments (based upon no evidence) to the data with respect to differences between the 
paired similar sales to the property characteristic in question.  This is a common strategy 
when trying to group sales that are near or adjacent to wind farms and those that are not.  
The difficulty with this strategy is that it is subjective in nature, and often very difficult to 
reproduce. 


A closer data match would be “re-sales” that have occurred over a period of time.  Thus to 
measure the effect of wind turbines on real estate values, one should be able to decipher 
from the “re-sales” the difference in sale prices and the “re-sale” price. 


Some “re-sales” of the same property were noted in the data compiled for this analysis. 14 
examples of “re-sale” sales were identified for an independent analysis, as shown below.  
With a view to respecting the rights to privacy of the property owners, and to maintain the 
confidentiality of purchase price information, the specific property addresses have not been 
identified.  Full details have been retained in the author’s files as required by the Appraisal 
Institute of Canada, and should they be required for court testimony.   


ADDRESS DATE OF SALE SALE 
PRICE 


IN THE 
VIEWSHED 


PRICE 
DIFFERENTIAL 


     
Property A 2008/05 96000 Yes +$7,000 
Property A1 2003/08 89000   
     
Property B 2009/02 124000 Yes +$41,500 
Property B1 2003/05 82500   
     
Property C 2008/08 79000 Yes -$6,000 
Property C1 2006/10 85000   
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Property D 2007/08 174000 Yes +29,000 
Property D1 2005/03 145000   
     
Property E 2008/05 99500 Yes +$9,500 
Property E1 2004/05 90000   
     
Property F 2007/12 131000 Yes -$4,000 
Property F1 2005/06 135000   
     
Property G 2008/04 152500 Yes +$12,500 
Property G1 2007/11 140000   
     
Property H 2009/05 79900 Yes -$5,100 
Property H1 2003/09 85000   
     
Property I 2009/05 70500 Yes +$6,500 
Property I1 2007/01 64000   
     
Property J 2009/01 65000 Yes -$52,000 
Property J1 2004/12 117000   
     
Property K 2007/03 95000 No -$15,000 
Property K1 2005/04 110000   
     
Property L 2007/09 325000 Yes +$177,000 
Property L1 2005/10 148000   
     
Property M 2007/05 200000 Yes -$95,000 
Property M1 2005/04 295000   
     
Property N 2008/09 105000 Yes +$30,000 
Property N1 2006/07 75000   


 
14 pairs of identical properties were found to have sold over the last 5 years.   These were 
in fact re-sale of the same properties.   Out of the 14 re-sales, 13 were re-sales that were in 
the viewshed and 1 re-sale outside of the viewshed.  If the “re-sales” are taken at face 
value, there are 8 re-sales in which their values have increased over time and 6 that have 
shown a decrease in value.  It is interesting to note that the sale that is not in the viewshed 
showed a decrease in value.  Since the element of time is constant and had no effect on 
sale price, there had to be a reason for the differences in the sale prices within the “re-
sales”.  The interpretation of the “re-sales” has identified some of the reasons for the 
differences in the sale prices.  
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Property A sold in 2008 on the MLS®.  At that time the home was in good condition and had 
some updates.  There was no MLS® listing on the property when it sold in 2003.  However, 
we did find a 2002 MLS® listing that indicated that the property had received some 
renovations. In other words, the change in the sale price levels between 2003 and 2005 was 
not due to a difference in the condition of the home.  Everything else seemed identical.  So 
what was the real cause of the increase in value? 


Property B sold on the MLS® in 2003.  It required updating and it was not in the same 
condition when it sold in 2009.  This might explain the +$41,500 increase between the sale 
dates 2003 and 2009. 


Property C, when it sold in 2006 appeared to be in better condition then when it sold in 2008 
at a loss.  This could explain the price difference between the sale dates. 


Property D revealed no MLS® listing when it sold in 2003.  The 2008 MLS® sale indicated 
that the house was in good repair at the time of the sale.    It is not known if there was any 
difference in the property between the two sale dates. 


Property E sold in 2006 and 2008.  On both MLS® listings of the property, it indicated that 
the property had not changed and was in good condition when sold each time.  The cause 
for the property to increase in value by $9,500 is not known. 


Property F sold in 2005 and 2007.  In both instances the home was in good repair yet it sold 
for a loss.  The rationale for the loss is unknown. 


Property G sold in 2007 and 2008.  The 2007 sale indicated that the home needed some 
work.  The 2008 sale reflected the improvements made to the property that is why it sold for 
a profit. 


Property H sold in 2003 and in then in 2009 for a loss.  Each of the MLS® listings indicated 
the home was in average condition and no changes had been made to the home.  The 
rationale for loss in value is not known. 


Property I sold in 2007 and again in 2009 for an increase of $6,500.  When the property sold 
in 2007 it had some updates and was in a good state of repair.  When it sold in 2009, it sold 
in “as is” condition which suggests some type of a problem.  However, it sold at an 
increased price in 2009. 
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Property J sold with a loss of $53,000 between 2004 and 2009.  There was no 2004 MLS® 
listing for this property, but there was an expired 2006 listing.  According to the 2006 MLS® 
listing the home appeared to be in average condition.  However, when it sold in 2009 the 
MLS® listing reports the house being sold “as Is” condition which suggests some type of a 
issue.  This could explain a large portion of the loss. 


Property K, which was just outside of the viewshed, sold in 2005 and in 2007 for a loss of 
$15,000.  A review of both MLS® listings at the time of these sales, disclosed no evidence 
of any changes to the property.  There is no rationale as to why the property sold for less in 
2007. 


Property L sold in 2005 and 2007 for an increase of $177,000.  The MLS® indicates that the 
home had been substantially updated at the time of the 2007. 


Property M sold in April 2005 for $295,000 and resold in May 2007 for $200,000. This 
appears to indicate a loss of $95,000.  When this property sold in April 2005 it sold under a 
power of sale and in "as is" condition.  When it sold in May 2007 it had a new septic system 
and was in average condition.  The difference in the selling prices between the dates was 
the result that a lot had been severed off the property after the purchase in 2005.  The 
original lot size of the property in April 2005 was larger than when it sold in May 2007.  Thus 
the price differential was the result of the lot size difference and is not related to the wind 
turbines.  


Property N sold in 2006 and in 2008 for a profit of $30,000.  There was no MLS® listing 
found when it sold in 2006 and the 2008 listing basically showed that it was in average 
condition.  There is no rationale as to why this property sold at an increased price.  


Even using “re-sales” as a point of entry in determining the impact of wind farms on property 
values does not show any casual relationship.  With the “re-sales” that were found in the 
data set, there was more evidence on the outset that property values have increased 
despite the existence of wind farms.  Yet in many instances there was no explanation of why 
these “re-sales” increased or decreased in value. 


The problem of using “Paired Sales” or even “re-sales” as a model for determining the effect 
on real estate of a given property characteristic is very simple. These types of analysis 
cannot hold these physical differences between properties constant.  In order to understand 
what groups of data are telling us we need to code the data.  The “re-sales” “Paired Sales” 
methods do not allow for any coding nor do they allow for any levels of measurement.   
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Discussions with the realtors, buyers and sellers involve tend to be bias and skews results.  
A tool is required that is capable of holding constant all the variables, is capable of 
categorizing the variables, and finally, is capable of labeling the characteristics that impede 
on value. 


The only real estate model that can actually hold constant all the variables that interact on 
price in a given real estate market place is Multiple Regression Analysis.  This is the basis 
of this analysis and the authors have made every attempt to draw any inference, negative or 
positive, from the data procured from the marketplace as to the relationship of wind turbines 
and the sale price of nearby rural residential properties. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  


Sales prices of property in a given area provide the best source of evidence to establish 
market value.  In attempting to establish the extent of a specific influence on the value of 
real estate, the available data must be divided and analysed into two groups; those exposed 
to the influence and those not.    In the case of wind farms, it is appropriate to group the 
available sales data into those within the viewshed of the wind farms and those not.  
 
When residential properties within a viewshed (viewshed group) are compared to those not 
in a viewshed (control group), there will be differences in selling prices between the two 
groups that are not related to the wind farms.    The authors adopted a basic regression 
modeling in attempting to rationalize these differences as it allows for the introduction of 
multiple variables.   
 
An initial exploratory analysis helps to demonstrate that point.  On page 41 there is a visual 
presentation of the average sale prices of data within the “control group” and the “viewshed” 
group.  This graph shows a 7.5% decrease between the average sale prices of each group.  
On the initial examination it would appear that sales located in the “viewshed” sold “on 
average” 7.5% lower.   It would be wrong to assume that the -7.5% is the result of the wind 
turbines because the average sale price from each group represents the unexplained 
functions of all the variables.   


Through a review of the MLS® data sheets and other records, as well as ground proofing 
inspections, the variables were identified and placed into the spreadsheet for regression 
modeling.  These variables include such features as lot size, location, garage, basement 
finish, house condition, age etc.  These variables can help to explain the differences in the 
selling prices of the dataset to allow for a more probative focus on the influence of the wind 
farms on those property sales within the viewshed.     
 
The initial regression run showed that the variable “viewshed” returned a negative 
coefficient of 13%.    In regression analysis, a coefficient or value will always be returned in 
the results.  The quantum of the result indicates whether or not the coefficient is statistically 
significant.   In this application, the “viewshed” variable returned, what is commonly referred 
to as a “Standard Error”, that could be inferred to be fairly wide.  The word “Error” may be 
misleading to some, in that it is not really an error.  The error in the sampling is the 
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difference between the data drawn and the total data population.  In this case the total 
population of data is really hypothetical since the “Error” is the calculation of the fact that 
one is working with a sample not the entire population.  There will always be some 
difference.  In the case of the Standard Error in this analysis, it was .059 or 6.0%.  Thus the 
13% negative coefficient could have returned a value between -19% and -7% which is a 
very wide spread.  It was also noted that the “T” value which measures statistical strength 
was a -2 which really signifies the weakness of the returned coefficient of -13%.  In our 
opinion, this suggests that there was no consistency in this -13% coefficient being 
generated by the regression model.  


Our exploratory data analysis was not limited to regression modeling on the whole data set.  
Since we know there are differences between the rural residential sales of each group we 
were able to segregate the data into closely matched datasets taken from each group.  
Once they were separated into like datasets, regression analysis could be re-applied to 
these smaller but more like sales to determine the effect of wind turbines on property 
values.   On page 49 of the report there are four graphs.  On the left side of the page are 
graphs (lower and upper) showing the Raw Treated and Raw Control groupings of data.  By 
matching these sales from the data set as shown on the right side of the page (matched 
Treated and Control groups) we were able to create a fairly close match or analysis.   


The output of the regression modeling on page 47 of the matched data sets using the 
“optimal” method returned a -9.0% coefficient for the variable “viewshed” with a high 
standard of error and a very low T value.  This suggests that the coefficient returned by this 
regression run is not statistically significant. 


We then extended the matching analysis to include the “CEM” method.  The “CEM” method 
segregates data from two groups using a different technique then the “optimal” method.  It 
must be remembered that both the “CEM” and the “Optimal” method does not consider sale 
price as a matching variable.  The regression run using the “CEM” method is shown on 
page 52.  Once again, a -7% coefficient is found for the variable “viewshed” returned by this 
model.  The “Error” was very wide and the T value was extremely low.  The conclusion is 
that the coefficient that “viewshed” returned is not deemed to be statistically significant. 


The last considered approach was to take raw data in the form of paired sales.  These 
paired sales were taken from the data inputs.  This data set is located on page 54 of the 
report.  Our examination of this data set was simply to determine the price differences of the 
same properties regardless of whether or not the residual price was negative or positive.  By 
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simply viewing the raw data without any formal analysis, no relationship could be 
determined between the presence of wind turbines and rural residential properties. 


It is of paramount importance to note that any diminution in market value may be as a result 
of influences other than wind turbines.  For example, a vendor may be motivated to accept a 
price lower that expected or even lower than their own earlier purchase price.   Such 
motivations may be due to job loss, corporate transfer with employer compensation for price 
loss, ill health, old age or death.     


The three regression models in this study returned a similar negative coefficient for the 
variable “viewshed” supported by a wide Standard Error and low T scores that clearly show 
that those coefficient results could not be relied upon as being statistically significant.  It 
could not be said that rural residential houses located in a viewshed sold for lower prices. 


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES 


The study of wind farms and their effect on property values is, and will likely continue to be a 
subject of debate for many years.  Central to any future studies will be the methodology 
chosen for such a task.   As pointed out earlier, the analytical options are limited.  
Furthermore, the real estate market is not perfect.  It is comprised of individuals who hold 
differing ideals and objectives.   


The motivations for buying and selling can vary significantly and can be influenced by 
numerous factors including, but not limited to financial capabilities, family criteria influences 
including physical and health limitations, employment etc. It can also be influenced by 
external factors such as the number of competing listings of properties available for sale, the 
price of gasoline vis-à-vis travelling distances, and prevailing economic conditions.  As a 
result the data available for analysis will be imperfect, resulting in unpredictable differences 
and conclusions.  Seeking perfection in analytical results can be an elusive and perhaps 
unattainable objective.      


Most competent analysts will acknowledge that a large volume of well researched data, 
when properly analysed, is more likely to produce a more reliable result than a small 
selection of data.   The commonly used “paired sales” analysis relies on only a few 
observations and frequently adopts “ad hoc” methods of rationalizing variances.  This 
technique has been used since the 1930’s in real estate appraisal practice and can often be 
proven to be unreliable by rendering biased results due to flawed adjustments and 
insufficient support.   It is for this reason that a “paired sales” analysis, using only a few 
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sales transactions, that are unlikely to be ideally comparable, is a statistically inferior 
approach.   


Some studies on wind farm influences to date have relied exclusively on interviews of area 
residents.    Such interview formats as a basis by reaching a conclusion can be misleading 
for several reasons.   Bias can be built in by the way the questions to be asked are framed.  
The questions asked are rarely if ever presented with the results for review.     The answers 
given by the respondents may not be truthful for a variety of reasons.  Interview format 
studies are not evidence, they are unsubstantiated opinions, and as such are not empirical 
or reliable.     


The authors believe that the Multiple Regression Analysis technique is the preferred choice 
in the analysis of data for several reasons.    It utilizes a large volume of market derived 
observational data, and is capable of minimizing the element of bias.    MRA can extract a 
detailed view of the primary influencing variables on price and examined them on a micro 
level (assuming the data is available). 


In future studies of the overall impact of wind farms on nearby property values, the many 
variables having independent influences must be carefully grouped for analysis.  In addition 
to the usual adjustment for property differences, the following areas are suggested for 
possible groupings for analysis: 


  the distance to a wind turbine; 
  the number of visible turbines; 
  angle/direction of visibility; 
  the influence of visibility of a hilly terrain or bush cover;      
  noise measurements at different times of the day; 
  noise measurements under different wind conditions;  
  the influence of vibrations; 
  volume of competing listings of properties available for sale; 
  length of exposure time prior to consummation of a sale; and 
  the time of year. 


Although distance is an important element that needs to be incorporated in any future 
design program, it must be carefully related to the other influences.   If a negative effect 
becomes evident, then it may be necessary to study the distance at which the impact is no 
longer measurable.   An attempt was made in this study modeling by incorporation this 
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variable into the MRA equation.  There was an insufficient volume of sales in order to 
provide any concrete evidence as to the distance of influence on property prices.  
 
The mandatory minimum noise set back distance, based on the new Ontario guideline from 
wind turbines to the closest Point of Reception (neighbouring house), is 550 meters.  This 
new set back distance may differ with set backs in other locales.   The present suggested 
setback distance was arbitrarily determined.  Absent concrete data gleaned from the market 
place in terms of the minimal distance of influence (if there is one) it seems unreasonable to 
some developers that increased boundary lines be set. 
 
A more detailed scoring system to encompass the subtle differences may be required.     
The site inspection of the sale properties disclosed varying degrees of influence.  For 
example; some had visible views of wind turbines from the driveway and others only from 
the rear yard. Some had views of wind turbines only when approaching or leaving a 
property.   Some properties were proximate to wind turbines but they were not visible or 
audible as they were separated by trees.  These subtle differences may play a role in 
analyzing the effect of wind farms on property values.  Close proximity to a wind farm 
development may be a factor, but in future studies the criterion used for scoring the degree 
of influence requires careful consideration. 


If turbine noise is deemed to be a factor to be scored, the relationship of the prevailing 
winds to the nearby properties may also have to be taken into account.    The relationship of 
wind speed to turbine noise may also need study.  Future studies may require mapping the 
sound measurement results within the viewshed of the wind farms located within the area 
under study.  Wind turbine attributes may also need to be considered in the future. 


At a public hearing attended by the authors, a neighbouring complainant suggested that 
vibrations from the turbines were bothersome.  If vibrations are found to be a factor to be 
analysed, the nature of the subsoil conditions may have to be considered for their influence 
on the transmission of the vibrations.    A clayey subsoil material may have a different 
influence on the transmission of vibrations than say bedrock.    


The proximity of a wind farm development to a property sale may show improvement by 
using a more comprehensive scoring system, but its reliability is ultimately base in the 
volume of supporting market driven data. 
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When a sale property near a wind farm is consummated, an important question in future 
studies may be the volume of available of competing listings of a similar nature, and their 
influence on the buyer’s decision.  Were there a number of listings available to the buyer at 
the time of the sale within the area of the viewshed, and what influence might they have had 
on the sale price? 


In future wind farm studies specific attention to the influence on the price paid by a buyer of 
the length of time the property was exposed for sale on the market may be required.   The 
exposure/listing times of the sale properties may need to be examined in the sales 
groupings, both in and out of the viewshed.  As noted earlier in this report, there are many 
factors that can influence the length of marketing exposure.  It may be necessary to 
consider these factors and determine, if possible, if a lower selling price was related to any 
specific factor or simply if the property became “stale” on the market.  Extended listing times 
can lead buyers to perceptions of problems that may not exist. 


The sale date of the property within the viewshed relative to the time of the year may be 
worthy of further study.  During the summer months property owners and buyers are more 
mobile or spend more time out of doors.   During winter months there can be less tree 
foliage making the turbines more visible, yet there may be less emphasis on surroundings 
and a greater focus on other amenities that a given property offers.  An analysis to consider 
if buyers are more sensitive to wind farms during different periods in a given year may be 
worthy of consideration. 


APPLICABILITY OF STUDY RESULTS TO OTHER REGIONS 


This study focused only on the influence of wind farm development along the north shore of 
Lake Erie in the Chatham-Kent area of Ontario.   The study results derived from market 
evidence in this area may not be relevant to other regions of Ontario or Canada.   
Differences may arise due to variations in: 


  socio-economic influences 
  Wind directions 
  subsoil conditions 
  tower heights 
  turbine models 
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  turbine age 
  volume of competing listing of properties available for sale 
  jurisdictional set back requirements from property lines or neighbouring properties 
  area topography 
  tree lines and bush lots 


As a result of differences in some of these variables there may well be dissimilar study 
results.    Caution should be used before suggesting that similar results would be found in 
other areas. 
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CONTINGENT AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 


1. This consulting report is not valid unless original signatures are evident. 


2. It is assumed that the market considers the sub-soil as good and acceptable. No 
responsibility has been assumed for the requirements of government, public or private 
bodies. 


3. The presence of any potentially hazardous materials on the properties studied was 
not apparent or evident during the property inspection.  Unless expressly noted, no on-site 
soil investigation has been undertaken on behalf of the authors, nor are they aware of any 
test results obtained in the past by others.  Unless stated otherwise, the authors assume 
there are no unusual subsoil conditions or hazardous waste contaminants, which would 
adversely affect any future use of these sites, or adversely impact on the health of 
occupants, and no warranty or representation is made as to the environmental integrity of 
the subject parcels.  We are not qualified to detect the existence of such substances. 


4. All data used and described herein whether provided for this appraisal or obtained in 
the market place is assumed to be correct and reliable. 


5. Property rights being studied are those of the “Fee Simple” interest.  The authors 
assume no responsibility for matters, which are legal in character.  The legal description is 
assumed to be correct. 


6. The authors are not required to give testimony or attendance in court by reason of 
the appraisal, with reference to this study or the properties analysed therein, unless 
arrangements have been made previously. 


7. Maps, plans, and surveys, etc. that may be in this report are included to assist the 
reader in visualizing the information and are not warranted as to their accuracy. 


8. It is assumed that the properties comply in all material respects with all the 
requirements of law, including zoning, land classification, building, planning, fire and health 
by-laws, rules, regulations, orders, Acts and codes of all federal, provincial, regional, and 
municipal governmental authorities having jurisdiction with respect thereto. 
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9. It is assumed that, save and except for encumbrances as may be permitted, and 
explained in this report, there are no easements, rights-of-way, building restrictions or other 
restrictions so affecting the properties referenced herein as to prevent or adversely affect 
their operation or so as to materially and adversely affect market value. 


10.  This report has been prepared on behalf of the Canadian Wind Energy Association.  
No other third party may rely on this report unless they receive written permission by the 
study authors.  Any liability from unauthorized use is strictly denied.   The authors of this 
report, George Canning and Canning Consultants Inc. and L. John Simmons and John 
Simmons Realty Services Ltd., accept no warranties, expressed or implied, with respect to 
the use or interpretation of this report by any third party.   Any questions related to this 
report should be directed to the Canadian Wind Energy Association. 
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CERTIFICATION 
 


 


 


We certify that to the best of our knowledge and belief: 


- The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 


- The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are our personal, impartial, and unbiased 
professional analyses, opinions and conclusions. 


- We have no present or prospective interest in the parcels that are the subject of this 
report, and have no personal interest with respect to the parties involved. 


- We have no bias with respect to the properties that are the subject of this report or to 
the parties involved with this assignment. 


- Our engagement in and compensation for this assignment were not contingent upon 
developing or reporting of predetermined results, the amount of the value estimates, or a 
conclusion favouring the client. 


- Our analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this Consulting Report 
has been prepared, in conformity with the Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice.  The Appraisal Institute of Canada retains the right to review this 
report. 


- We have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. 


- As of the date of this report both, L. J. (John) Simmons, AACI and George Canning, 
AACI, have fulfilled the requirements of The Appraisal Institute of Canada Mandatory 
Recertification Program for designated members. 


- The undersigned inspected the properties identified herein on various dates in the 
months of May and June 2009. 


 
RE: WIND FARM STUDY – IMPACT ON REAL ESTATE VALUES 
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By reason of our investigation and by virtue of our experience, we have been able to form 
and have formed the opinions set out in this report. 
 
Using the time period June 2009, the estimated impact on the property values, as analysed 
herein simply states that:  No empirical evidence can be drawn from the Chatham-Kent 
market place to suggest that wind turbines have a negative effect on the sale prices of rural 
residential properties 
 
By reason of our investigation and by virtue of our experience, we have been able to 
complete a Consulting Report setting out opinions and property sales evidence to assist the 
addressee herein in considering the impacts on certain property values.    This report should 
not be construed as an appraisal report setting out an opinion of Market Value, and should 
not be relied upon by others for any reason except as provided for herein. 
 
The findings set out in this report are subject to the Critical and Extraordinary Assumptions, 
as well as the usual limiting conditions and underlying assumptions as outlined herein.  The 
authors reserve the right to revise the opinions in light of any facts and conditions that 
become known subsequent to the date of this report, which have an impact on the 
conclusions reached. 
 


John Simmons Realty Services Ltd.                                   Canning Consultants Inc. 
 
 
 
___________________________________                  _____________________________ 
L. J. (John) Simmons, AACI, FRI, CMR, PLE                 George Canning, AACI, P.App, PLE 
Dated:  February 4, 2010                                                Dated:   February 4, 2010 
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ADDENDUM “A” – PRIVACY STATEMENT 
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PRIVACY STATEMENT 
 
John Simmons Realty Services Ltd. and Canning Consultants Inc have privacy policies 
in accord with legislation as it affects the Personal Information Protection and Electronic 
Documents Act (PIPEDA).  In general, the firms deal with the collection, use, and 
distribution of commercial rather than personal information.  In the event that personal or 
sensitive data may be required to properly complete an assignment, the policies recognizes 
that consent is required for information that: 
 


1. permits someone to learn sensitive, private information; 


2. relates to a natural person; and 


3. permits the identification of that person. 
 
In accord with corporate policy, therefore, information provided by our clients will be used, 
secured and maintained based on criteria which include: 
 


  limited use, only the data needed to complete the assignment is required. 


  obtaining consent with respect to use of sensitive personal information about an 
identifiable individual (does not include the name, title, business address, or 
telephone number of an employee of an organization). 


  non-disclosure of files, (subject to Law, or review by authorized representative of 
Appraisal Institute of Canada, the Courts, Provincial or Federal agencies that 
have appropriate jurisdiction). 


  the use of facts in the public domain as part of the appraisal process. 


  information retained in our database that is relevant  only to the subject property. 


  tight control in the production of reports, and distribution only as authorized by the 
Client. 
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CANNING CONSULTANTS, INC 
 
The firm has been in existence for seven years.  Its principal, George Canning has been in 
the appraisal/real estate consulting business for 25 years and was a partner in one of the 
largest real estate firms in Southwestern Ontario.  Recognizing that the needs of the clients 
were not being met by traditional valuation methodologies, this firm was organized to 
provide specialty consulting services.  Solutions to complex real estate problems using 
modern techniques are now required to address those real estate issues that in the past 
could not be reliably solved. 
 
Canning Consultants, Inc. is one of a very few fee based real estate consulting Companies 
that employs modern statistical methods and modeling tools with a common sense 
approach based upon many years of analyzing real estate. 
 
George Canning, AACI, PAPP, PLE 
 
2006  Designated Ontario Land Economist. 
 
2006  Received designation of DAC. 
 
2005  Elected as Regional Director to the Association of the Appraisal Institute of 


Canada-Ontario. 
 
2004  Wrote a long distance learning course for the American Institute of Appraisers 


on Quality Point-a Direct Comparison Approach to Value. 
 
2004  Appointed to the Professional Development Committee for the Ontario 


Association of the Appraisal Institute of Canada-Ontario for a one year term. 
 
2004  Appointed to the Professional Steering Committee for the Appraisal Institute of 


Canada to chart the future course of the industry. 
 
2004  Guest speaker at the 2004 world joint AIC/USA Appraisal Conference to be 


held in Toronto, Ontario June 24-27, 2004. 
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2004  Guest Lecturer in Kingston on March 5, 2004.  Quality Point Analysis, on 


behalf of the Appraisal Institute of Canada. 
 
2003  Guest Lecturer in Hamilton November 7, 2003.  Quality Point, Exploratory 


Data Analysis, and AMV, on behalf of the Appraisal Institute of Canada. 
 
2003  Guest Lecturer in Ottawa November 21, 2003.  Regression Analysis on behalf 


of the Appraisal Institute of Canada. 
 
2002 to 2004 Elected to the Board of Directors-National Governing Council. 
 
2002  Guest Lecturer in Ottawa, Ontario on the behalf of the Appraisal Institute of 


Canada.  The topic is an Introduction to Regression Analysis and Qualitative 
and Quantitative Comparative Analysis. 


 
2002  Guest Lecturer in Halifax, Ontario on the behalf of the Appraisal Institute of 


Canada.  The topic is an Introduction to Regression Analysis and Qualitative 
and Quantitative Comparative Analysis. 


 
2001  Contributed to a new text book on Real Estate Appraising through the 


University of British Columbia.  The material is on Automatic Valuation Models. 
 
2001  Guest Lecturer at Trent University on the behalf of the Appraisal Institute of 


Canada.  The topic is about Qualitative and Quantitative Comparative 
Analysis. 


 
2000  Teaching 'Introduction to Linear Regression' through Fanshawe College’s 


London and Middlesex Continuing Education Course Program. 
 
1999  Teaching 'Introduction to Linear Regression' through Fanshawe College’s 


London and Middlesex Continuing Education Course Program. 
 
1998-Pres Teaching 'Investing In Real Estate' through Fanshawe College’s London and 


Middlesex Continuing Education Course Program. 
 
1998 - Pres Associated Member of the London St. Thomas Real Estate Board 
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1997  Granted Professional Appraiser by the Appraisal Institute of Canada (P.App) 
 
1997  National Investigations Committee for the Appraisal Institute of Canada (One 


Year Term) 
 
1996 to 1998 Appointed Executive Director of the London Chapter of the Appraisal Institute 


of Canada 
 
1994 to Present Provincial Admissions Committee for CRA and AACI candidates 


(Appraisal Institute of Canada) 
 
1988 to 1998 Certified Instructor for the Ontario Real Estate Association (Real Estate 


Appraisal Course) 
 
1987  Granted AACI Designation (Accredited Appraiser Canadian Institute) 
 
1983  Granted CRA Designation (Canadian Residential Appraiser) 


 
 
STUDIES & PUBLISHED ARTICLES 
 
The following list involved studies in which Regression analysis was used: 
 
Studied the Effects of Potential Real Estate Loss on Housing in Cambridge, Ontario as a 
result of a Gas Spill. 
 
Studied the Impact of Urea Formaldehyde on Residential Housing in London, Ontario. 
 
Determine the Effect on Value over the Loss of On Site Parking of a Dental Building in 
London, Ontario. 
 
Determined the Impact of the Loss of Front Yard Depth on Residential Housing for 
Expropriation in London, Ontario. 
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Determined the Impact of the Loss of Trees on Residential Housing for Expropriation in 
London, Ontario. 
 
Determined the Impact of the Increase in Traffic Flow as a Result of the Taking of Land for 
Road Widening in London, Ontario. 
 
Determined the Impact on Value of Subdivision Lots that Back onto Green Space in 
London, Ontario. 
 
Determined the Impact of Underground Easements on Residential Property Values in 
London, Ontario. 
 
Determined the Impact of Mutual Driveways on Residential Property Values in London, 
Ontario. 
 
Determined the Contribution to Old Farm Buildings on Rural Property Values in South 
Western Ontario. 
 
Contributed to summary results of the impact of tainted water on Walkerton, Ontario. 
 
Determined the Impact of Property Values in Proximity to Garbage Dumps. 
 
Determined the Loss in Value as a result of a new home being hit by an unattended semi 
trailer truck. 
 
Determined the Impact on Value of Hydro Easements on Farm Properties in the Lambton 
County. 
Determined the Change in Price Levels of Housings with Selling Prices between $400,000 
to $600,000 in the City of London between 2001 and 2005. 
 
Completed a province wide study in conjunction with the University of Waterloo on the 
impact of heritage designations of real property. 
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In addition, 
 
Co-wrote courses on Data Analysis and Investigation presented through the AIC. 
 
Co-wrote courses on Regression Analysis presented through the AIC. 
 
Published articles include the “Impact on Hydro Lines” and a “20 Year Study of the 
Apartment Market in the City of London”.  Other articles have been written for private 
organizations such as the Canadian Car Wash Association of Ontario and the Ontario 
Private Campground Association.  The topics were valuing car washes, and valuing public 
recreational campgrounds. 
 
An article was written for the Appraisal Institute of Canada on the” Contemporary Direct 
Comparison Approach to Value”.  It was published in the Canadian Appraiser Fall 2000.  It 
was recently published in “Readings in Real Estate”, Fourth Edition. 
 
Based upon the application of the multiple regression technique, a major assessment 
appeal case was won regarding the valuation of many office buildings in London, Ontario.  
The result was a saving of $1,000,000 in tax for the clients. 
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L. JOHN SIMMONS, AACI, FRI, CMR, PLE 
 
Memberships and Affiliations 
 
Accredited Member of the Appraisal Institute of Canada #723. (February 1969) 
 
Fellow of the Real Estate Institute of Canada – Marketing. (January 1971) 
 
Charter Member of the Association of Ontario Land Economists. (April 1970) 
 
Active Member of the London & St. Thomas Real Estate Board. (April 1971) 
 
Licensed Real Estate Broker. (April 1971) 
 
Associate Member of the Canadian Association of Real Estate Boards. 
 
Director of the St. Clair Region Conservation Foundation. 
 
Past Regional Vice President of the Ontario Expropriation Association. 
 
Background 
 
Real Estate Appraisal Courses of the Appraisal Institute of Canada at Toronto 1963 to 1965. 
 
Courses in Business Law, Sociology, Industrial Real Estate, at York University, 1967 to 
1970. 
 
Obtained Real Estate Sales Licence 1967.  Broker since 1971. 
 
Arbitration Courses I & II (AMIO) at University of Western Ontario 1996/97.   Has acted as a 
sole arbitrator. 
 
Past lecturer for Real Estate Appraisal courses at the University of Western Ontario on 
behalf of the Appraisal Institute of Canada. 
 
Past Chairman and Director of the London & District Chapter of the Real Estate Institute of 
Canada. 
 
Past member of AIC Professional Standards Investigating Committee. 
 
Past Chairman of the London Chapter of the Appraisal Institute of Canada, 1986. 
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L. John Simmons – Overview of Professional Experience 
 
Founder of the L. J. Simmons Group and its predecessor companies.  President of John 
Simmons Realty Services Ltd.   Has provided Real Estate Consulting and Fee Appraisal 
services continuously since 1962 for clients, including: 
 
- Federal Government Departments and Corporations; 
- Provincial Government Ministries, Departments, and Agencies; 
- Various First Nation Councils; 
- Power and Utility Corporations; 
- Various Conservation Authorities; 
- Counties, Cities, Towns, and other Municipal Corporations; 
- Various Universities, and Boards of Education; 
- Various National and International Corporations, Developers, Lawyers, Industries, 


Accountants; and 
- Banks and financial and lending institutions. 
 
Appraisal and Consulting services provided to the Corporation’s clients have included the 
following: 
 
- expert witness testimony before various courts, boards, and other tribunals; 
-  case analysis for damage, loss of use and injurious affection claims; 
-  valuation estimates for property purchase and sale; 
-  multi property land assembly projects; 
-  municipal redevelopment and rehabilitation projects; 
- natural resource and recreational land valuations; 
-  utility corridors, right of way and flood easement acquisition and    
   expropriation appraisals; 
- subdivision of land; 
-  public and private institutional property valuations; 
-  senior citizens housing projects; 
- feasibility studies and market analyses; 
- investment analyses, benefit and cost studies; 
- leasehold valuations and rental property analyses; 
- assessment review; 
- valuation estimates for relocation and mortgage financing; 
- industrial and commercial property valuations; 
- valuations of equipment, machinery and industrial assets; 
- divorce and estate settlements; and 
- property and fire insurance claim appraisals; 
- forensic reviews of appraisal reports and purchase agreements; and 
- structuring agreements of purchase and sale. 
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IBI GROUP 
ELECTRICAL ENERGY RELATED EXPERIENCE 
 
Enbridge Wind Power Project 
In 2006, IBI Group was retained by Enbridge Ontario Wind Power L.P. to undertake land 
use planning approvals for the Kincardine Wind Farm that involved 120 wind turbines and 
the production of 181.5 Megawatts of power on 4,100 hectares of farm land located east of 
the Lake Huron shoreline.  This undertaking involved preparing zoning by-law regulations, 
preparing background reports, and presenting at public meetings.  As large scale wind 
farms are a relatively new land use throughout Ontario, community acceptance of the wind 
farms has been mixed.  As a result, the Kincardine project was appealed to the Ontario 
Municipal Board for adjudication.  For the Hearing, IBI Group undertook and was 
responsible for OMB Witness Statement, evidence preparation, individual turbine setback 
analysis, shadow flicker impact analysis, ice throw impact analysis, noise impact analysis, 
zoning by-law amendment revisions, emergency procedures, and dispute resolution 
protocol. 


Township of Malahide and Municipality of Bayham: Wind Energy Official Plan Policies 
The development of electrical wind energy systems is growing in southern Ontario.  The 
prevailing winds along the Great Lakes shoreline are a natural resource with investment 
opportunity for commercial wind farm development.  Wind farm development provides 
economic and tax benefits to the local municipality.  IBI Group has researched wind 
generation systems for Council, municipal staff and community members of both the 
Township of Malahide and Municipality of Bayham, and developed Official Plan policies, 
Zoning regulations and Site Plan Agreements that meet community needs.  These planning 
tools balance the environmental and economic benefits with potential site specific impacts 
of the turbine. 


Ontario Power Authority – Planning for Electrical Infrastructure: A Review of Selected 
Municipalities in Southern Ontario 


IBI Group was retained by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) in November, 2008 to provide 
“The Services of An Urban Planner” within the following three streams of work: 


Municipal Specific Infrastructure Siting Research; 


Advice and Counsel in respect to urban planning issues; and 
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 Advice and Counsel in the development of a workshop aimed at improving the 
knowledge of municipal planners in respect to generic electricity infrastructure project 
siting. 


Through a comprehensive evaluation of current Provincial, Regional and local policies and 
Zoning By-Laws, and planning approval processes, this report is intended to assist the OPA 
in identifying opportunities and constraints within the overall planning framework for 
developing a new cogeneration natural gas-fired electrical generation facility and possible 
transmission upgrades within Study Area 1 (Southwest Toronto, Southern Mississauga, 
Southeast Oakville) and Study Area 2 (Waterloo, Kitchener, Cambridge, Township of North 
Dumfries, Township of Woolwich, Guelph). 


North Dumfries Energy Centre: Peaking Power Generation Facility 


The North Dumfries Energy Centre site is located on Dundas Street South in the Township 
of North Dumfries.  This project is being proposed by CPV Canada Development in attempt 
to address the increased load growth in the Region of Waterloo.  IBI Group’s responsibilities 
include the overall project management of the planning process and planning approvals 
including Amendment to the Township Official Plan, Amendment to the Township Zoning 
By-Law, and final Site Plan Approval.  IBI Group’s responsibilities also included planning 
and public consultation, on-site analysis with respect to site specific land use compatibility 
and good planning practices. 


Nanticoke Energy Centre: Combined Cycle Facility 


The Nanticoke Energy Centre site is located on Haldimand Road 55, north of the Nanticoke 
settlement area.  This project is being proposed by CPV Canada Development in attempt to 
address the need for an additional supply of electricity, and a renewal of significant 
components of the province’s electricity generation infrastructure.  For this project, IBI 
Group’s responsibilities include the overall project management of the planning process and 
planning approvals including Amendment to the County Official Plan, Amendment to the 
local Zoning By-Law, and final Site Plan Approval.  IBI Group’s responsibilities also included 
planning and public consultation as well as on-site analysis with respect to site specific land 
use compatibility and good planning practices. 
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Reports Reviewed 


1.  Noise Radiation from Wind Turbines Installed Near Homes: Effect on Health; 
 Barbara J Frey, BA, MA, and Peter J Hadden, BSc, FRICS, Feb 2007 
 
2. Poletti and Associates, Inc. January 2007 - A Real Estate Study of the Proposed White 


Oak Wind Energy Center, McLean and Woodford Counties, Illinois.    
 
3. Bard College Study April 2006 Madison New York.     
 
4. Land Value Impact of Wind Farm Development – Crookwell New South Wales 


(Australia);  Henderson & Horning Pty Ltd.  February 2006.     
 
5. Impact of wind farms on the value of residential property and agricultural land; 


RICS survey.  
 
6. Wind Turbines and Infrasound; 


Howe Castmeier Chapnik Limited, November 29, 2006.   
 
7. Property Value Study: The Relationship of Windmill Development and Market Prices; 


Peter Bobechko, AACI, P. App, of Blake, Matlock and Marshall Ltd. September 2006.  
 
8. Living with the Impact of Windmills.  (Slide presentation) 


Chris Luxemburger, real estate agent with Sutton Group.    
 
9. Impact of Wind Turbines on Market value of Texas Rural Land.  (Slide presentation) 


Derry T. Gardner of Gardner Appraisal Group Inc.  Feb 15, 2009.   
 
10. Property Stigma – Just the latest Fashion : Wind Farms & House Prices in the UK; 


Sally Sims and Peter Dent (Oxford University) September 2007.     
 
11. Modelling the impact of wind farms on house prices in the UK.    


Sally Sims & Peter Dent, December 2008.    
 
12. The effect of Wind Development on Local Property Values.   Renewable Energy Policy 


Project study; George Sterzinger, Frederic Beck and Damian Kostiuk. May 2003.   
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Documents Reviewed 


1. The Green Energy Act, 2009. 
 


2. Noise Guidelines for Wind Farms: Interpretation for Applying MOE NPC Publications 
to Wind Power Generation Facilities.       Ministry of the Environment, October 2008. 


 


3. Noise Modelling Approach for On-Shore Wind Farms; June 2009. 


 


4. Proposed content for Renewable Energy Approval Regulation under the 
Environmental Protection Act. June 9, 2009.  
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Executive Summary
Across Canada, our electricity infrastructure 


will demand significant investment over the 
coming decades. Ontario, accounting for 
roughly a quarter of Canada’s national electricity 
system, is no exception, and will require 
investments to maintain, update and renew its 
infrastructure. New investments invariably 
result in new costs for consumers of electricity.  


As the National Energy Board has noted, 
“Ontario has one of the oldest electricity 
systems in the world and, as such, the cost of 
maintaining reliability on the system is 
increasing with the system’s age.”  


Ontario is also delivering significant health 
and climate change benefits by phasing out its 
entire coal fleet. While these old coal plants are 
capable of producing electricity at a low price, 
their continued operation does result in 
significant costs, notably to the health care 
system, which are paid by Ontario’s taxpayers. 
New forms of generation to replace coal and 
other old infrastructure will more realistically 
reflect the full costs of generating and delivering 
the power we consume.  


In recent decades, Ontario has generated 
almost half of its electricity from its fleet of 
nuclear power plants. Every nuclear reactor in 
Ontario has either begun or is in need of 
refurbishment, or is scheduled to be retired 
within the next 10 years. A decision to reduce 
reliance on nuclear energy has the potential to 
increase the long-term sustainability of the 
province’s electricity system, particularly in the 
context of the Fukishima disaster in Japan and 
the announced sale of Atomic Energy of 
Canada, but is beyond the scope of the analysis 
presented here. Rather, the focus of this study is 
on the impact of the 2009 Green Energy and 
Economy Act, and the potential consequences 
of a decision to repeal the Act. 


Even with the continued use of nuclear as 50 
per cent of the generation capacity in Ontario, 


significant decisions about Ontario’s electricity 
system remain to be made, particularly in light 
of how the system will cope when nuclear 
reactors are offline for refurbishment for years 
at a time. It is important therefore to 
understand how choices about these 
investments will impact prices and what value 
Ontarians can expect from these decisions. To 
do this, we set out to compare two plausible 
scenarios of Ontario’s electricity future over the 
coming decades.  


Scenarios considered for 
Ontario’s electricity future 


The 2003 blackout underscored a need for 
greater planning and investment in Ontario’s 
electricity system, and long-term planning 
processes have been a core feature of Ontario’s 
approach ever since. This has most recently 
been expressed in the province’s Long-Term 
Energy Plan and consultation documents for 
the Ontario Power Authority’s second 
Integrated Power System Plan. In addition to 
the continued dominant role for nuclear power 
in Ontario’s electricity mix, these plans also 
forecast strong growth in renewable energy and 
conservation, enabled by the Green Energy and 
Economy Act (GEA).  


The Act, and its feed-in tariff which is used 
to procure renewable energy, has drawn 
criticism in some circles and there have even 
been propositions to dismantle the legislation in 
favor of diverting resources back toward 
expanding more traditional generation 
technologies. Such a pathway would likely 
maintain the province’s current support of 
nuclear power, but sharply curtail growth in 
wind and solar power in favour of increased 
gas-fired generation and some additional large 
hydro. These therefore represent the two 
scenarios examined in this study: Scenario 1 
based on the current planning framework 
(including the Green Energy and Economy 
Act), and Scenario 2 which assumes the 
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dismantling of that legislation and consequently 
greater reliance on fossil fuels (especially natural 
gas). Comparing and contrasting these scenarios 
allows for a better understanding of the 
incremental impact on cost and other key 
economic variables of the Act 


The system cost impacts of these two 
scenarios were evaluated over the next 20 years 
using a dynamic model of Ontario’s energy 
system within the Canadian Energy System 
Simulator (CanESS). Using CanESS enabled a 
comparative simulation of sectoral electricity 
demands, infrastructure costs and generator 
dispatch in the two different generation 
scenarios, while running sensitivities for key 
parameters such as natural gas prices, electricity 
demand and nuclear capital costs. The 
simulation enables a comprehensive modelling 
of how these factors integrate to result in 
differing potential electricity prices for the 
different scenarios considered.  


Ontario’s electricity system is very complex, 
and many contracts and system costs are 
confidential in nature, or are highly speculative, 
notably the costs of nuclear energy or future 
natural gas prices. The approach that was taken 
with this simulation was to ensure that key cost 
assumptions were based on publicly available 
third-party data. Key data sources included the 
United States Energy Information 
Administration’s 2011 Annual Energy Outlook, 
the Ontario Power Authority, Ontario’s 
Independent Electricity System Operator, the 
United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Natural Resources Canada, and publicly 
available consulting reports published by Black 
and Veatch Engineering and Navigant 
Consulting. While there have been significant 
differences in actual costs compared to costs 


that had been forecast in the past in Ontario, 
particularly with respect to nuclear, costs were 
taken from these data sources as reported and 
sensitivities were run for nuclear capital costs 
and natural gas prices.  


What we found 
We examined overall system electricity prices 


in Ontario, including industrial, commercial and 
residential consumers. The results therefore 
reflect the trend of the overall system in 
Ontario, but are not meant to be interpreted at 
being specific to any individual consumer. 


Simulation results show that electricity prices 
in Ontario are set to continue to rise sharply in 
the future in both scenarios, peaking around 
2022 when Ontario’s nuclear fleet is in the 
midst of significant rebuilding. As can be seen 
below, there would be virtually no change in 
electricity prices in the immediate future if 
future contracts for renewable energy were 
ended in 2011. Replacing the commitment to 
renewable energy largely with natural gas is 
likely to result in only a slightly slower increase 
in electricity rates from the years 2015-2025. 
However, within the next 15 years, as natural 
gas prices begin to rise and increased action 
(including some form of price on carbon 
emissions) is likely to be taken to combat 
climate change, the simulation found that 
investing in renewable generation today will 
keep consumer prices slightly lower in the long 
term.  


If natural gas prices begin to rise faster than 
they are current forecast by the United States 
Department of Energy, or if more aggressive 
action is taken to combat climate change, these 
savings will be larger, and will begin to occur 
sooner in the future.
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Figure A: Simulation results of average Ontario electricity prices (2010 constant dollars)


Consumer prices are virtually identical 
between the two scenarios. While prices in the 
more gas-focused Scenario 2 are slightly lower 
in the early years, the biggest gap between the 
two scenarios is only 1 to 2 per cent, an almost 
negligible difference. In later years, consumers 
would likely end up paying even higher 
electricity prices as a result of the elimination of 
the GEA, as renewable energy would hedge 
against natural gas price increases. 


According to these results, the elimination of 
the Green Energy Act would have very little 
impact on electricity prices. Scenario 2, a 
trajectory of reduced renewables, would, 
however, pose both economic and 
environmental risks to Ontario from further 
increased dependence on natural gas for 
electricity generation.  


While gas burns cleaner than coal, natural 
gas is still a fossil fuel and has much higher 
emissions of greenhouse gases, smog precursors 
and other pollutants than renewable energy 


technologies (which are mostly non-emitting). 
Upstream emissions from gas production and 
distribution are also a major source of 
greenhouse gas emissions in Canada. Building 
additional gas-fired infrastructure now will 
increase the cost of taking more ambitious 
action on emissions in the future.  


In the current plan scenario, average 
emissions fall from current rates of 20 million 
tonnes of CO2 per year to below 10 million 
tonnes over the next 20 years due to the phase-
out of coal power. By reducing the use of 
renewable energy that is generated in Ontario, 
Scenario 2 and its heavier reliance on natural gas 
would produce as much as 3 million additional 
tonnes of CO2 annually, as well as over 260 
tonnes of nitrogen oxides, 21 tonnes of sulphur 
dioxide and 75 tonnes of volatile organic 
compounds.  


Finding appropriate sites to build additional 
gas plants may prove challenging, given the 
recent strong opposition to proposed projects 
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in Oakville and Mississauga. The previous 
Integrated Power System Plan working 
documents for Ontario had already identified 
the densely populated Greater Golden 
Horseshoe area as well as Kitchener-Waterloo 
as potential sites for proposed additional natural 
gas plants. Air quality problems in this region 
were a major motive for the phase-out of coal-
fired electricity. 


While prices for natural gas are currently 
lower than they have been in recent years, they 
are expected to rise again over the coming two 
decades even with the increased use of shale 
gas, bringing higher costs for gas-fired 
generation. Significant uncertainty exists as to 
the future of the natural gas market in North 
America and higher prices are possible, 
particularly if there is a large-scale shift from 
coal to gas in U.S. power generation or a large 
penetration of natural gas vehicles into the 
market, or unforeseen complications in the 
development of shale gas resources. 


Unconventional gas (particularly shale gas 
from the northeastern U.S.) produced using 
hydraulic fracturing is anticipated to account for 
a growing portion of Ontario’s supply. The 
environmental and health impacts of this type 
of gas production are a cause for concern, and 
future production moratoriums or stricter 
regulation may reduce supply and/or impact 
prices. 


Finally, it is worth noting that while 
electricity prices may rise slightly less quickly in 
the short term with a heavier focus on natural 
gas compared to renewable energy, an 
increasing proportion of renewable energy 
technologies are being manufactured in Ontario, 
while the bulk of natural gas purchases come 
from outside the province. 


Value for money 
Like those of the rest of Canada, Ontario’s 


electricity prices are poised to continue 
increasing in the short term as old infrastructure 
is updated and replaced, regardless of the choice 
of electricity generation mix. The outcome of 
the current debate over the GEA will have no 
meaningful impact on these future price 
increases, which reflect the inevitable costs of 
modernizing Ontario’s aging electricity 
infrastructure. However, the choices facing 
Ontarians today will have an impact on air 
quality, greenhouse gas pollution, economic 
diversity and employment.  
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1. Introduction 
1.1. Ontario at a crossroad


Electricity systems all across Canada require 
major re-investments in the coming years. Work 
must be done to rebuild transmission lines, 
modernize the distribution system and replace 
aging and polluting sources of electricity 
generation. The Conference Board of Canada 
recently reported that across Canada, “the pace of 
investment must accelerate to accommodate a 
changing generation mix and changing market 
requirements, and to replace or update aging 
assets. The sector is expected to invest $293.8 
billion from 2010 to 2030 to maintain existing 
assets and meet market growth.”1 The electricity 
system in Ontario faces many of the same 
fundamental challenges as in the rest of Canada. 


Investments in electricity infrastructure 
inevitably result in price changes for electricity 
consumers. As provinces make these investments, 
electricity prices are rising all across Canada. 
Electricity rates have increased as much as 40 per 
cent in Saskatchewan2 and Nova Scotia3 over the 
past decade, while BC Hydro rates rose 6 per cent 
in 2010 and 8 per cent in 20114 and could rise by 
as much as 33 per cent between 2010 and 20135.  


In Ontario, electricity consumer prices have 
been kept artificially low for years, and have not 
reflected the higher costs of building new sources 
of electricity generation, environmental impacts, or 
periods of high strain on the generation system.6 
Decisions such as the phase out of coal plants, 
investments in transmission infrastructure and the 
adoption of preferential pricing systems for 
renewable energy generation all mean that the cost 
of generating electricity in Ontario will increase. 
Equally important, Ontario’s entire fleet of nuclear 
reactors reach the end of their operational lives 
over the next 20 years and will need to be 
replaced, refurbished or retired. As nuclear energy 
currently supplies approximately half the 
province’s electricity, decisions about the future of 
these reactors will have major implications for 
electricity prices in Ontario. 


As a result of these changes, consumer 
electricity costs are becoming an increasingly 
important issue in Ontario. Over the coming 
years, the cost of electricity in Ontario will 
increase. To best manage these costs and make 
effective policy decisions, it is important to 
understand the role different factors play in price 
increases and what realistic alternatives are 
possible. 


In recent months, Ontario’s Green Energy Act 
(GEA) has been portrayed as being either a 
present or a future source of consumer electricity 
price increases in Ontario. In particular, its feed-in 
tariff (FIT) program, which pays renewable energy 
producers a price for feeding energy onto the 
electricity grid, has received criticism. However, a 
number of other significant changes in the 
electricity system also have direct consumer prices, 
notably investments in transmission infrastructure, 
closing coal power plants, new natural gas 
development, costs associated with refurbishing 
Bruce A nuclear units, the fulfillment of contracts 
for renewable power awarded prior to the GEA, 
as well as the introduction of the Harmonized 
Sales Tax (HST). These factors, as well as the 
decisions on how Ontario will deal with its aging 
nuclear fleet, will all impact electricity rates, 
regardless of the success or failure of the GEA.  


Currently, there is little or no public 
information available on what the long-term price 
impacts will be in Ontario as a direct result of the 
GEA, taking into account the decrease in FIT 
prices over time and the relative cost of other 
power sources. Additionally, no comprehensive 
quantitative analysis has examined the relative 
impacts of various other factors on price increases 
over time, nor compared the costs of the current 
energy plan in Ontario to a scenario that reduces 
the projected role of green energy or the GEA. 


Given the major electricity infrastructure 
investment that needs to happen in Ontario, it is 
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almost certain that electricity prices will rise 
regardless of any individual policy direction; the 
question is, by how much? What is particularly 
lacking in the current discussion is a comparative 
basis for examining what Ontario’s costs 


would/could have been had the GEA not been 
implemented, as well as what consumer prices 
would be if other development paths rather than 
the GEA are pursued in the future.


1.2. Limitations of scope of current work
The Green Energy Act has become the focus 


of much controversy as a major source of future 
rate increases in Ontario. The research contained 
herein seeks to examine the relative price impacts 
of continuing this policy compared to a likely 
alternative scenario if this policy were brought to 
an immediate end. This research does not seek to 
optimize Ontario’s system, either for price or for 
environmental performance. 


This effort examines two plausible scenarios 
for electricity generation over the next 20 years 
assuming the current commitments to generating 
approximately 50 per cent of Ontario’s electricity 
supply from nuclear power are retained. These two 
scenarios include the current plans put forth by 
Ontario’s Ministry of Energy in its Long-Term 


Energy Plan, compared to a scenario where 
contracts for new renewable energy development 
are halted almost immediately and largely replaced 
with natural gas. 


This research is limited to examining these two 
alternatives as they are currently part of the public 
discussion, but it is not necessarily an 
endorsement of either approach. This research 
does not examine a deeper move to a more 
sustainable electricity system with a decreasing 
emphasis on nuclear energy and increasing roles 
for conservation and renewable sources — a move 
several countries in Europe are currently pursuing 
in the wake of the March 2011 Fukushima nuclear 
accident in Japan. 


1.3. Important decisions in Ontario’s electricity system 
The Electricity Conservation and Supply 
Task Force Report (June 2003) 


A task force was commissioned in June 2003, 
with a final report recommending how best to fill 
a looming electricity gap resulting from the end of 
much of the nuclear fleet’s working lives: 


“Ontario faces a looming electricity supply shortfall as 
coal-fired generation is taken out of service and existing 
nuclear plants approach the end of their planned 
operating lives. Early action is needed to ensure that 
Ontarians continue to enjoy an affordable and reliable 
supply of power and that electricity prices in the province 
remain competitive with prices in jurisdictions with 
which Ontario competes for investment and jobs.”7 


Recommendations from the task force 
included the creation of “a conservation culture” 
in Ontario such that peak demand could be 
reduced from its average growth of 1.7 per cent 
annually to 0.5 per cent per year. Furthermore, 


demand reduction should be given the 
opportunity to compete with supply side 
alternatives, and be evaluated on a level playing 
field.  


The Task Force also called for quick action to 
implement a Renewable Portfolio Standard, as it 
felt renewable generation will play a key role in 
Ontario’s future supply mix.  


Electricity Restructuring Act (passed in 
December 2004) 


Government amended the Electricity Act to 
give the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) 
accountability for preparing an integrated power 
system plan intended to guide the development of 
Ontario’s entire power system, including 
transmission networks, and charged the Ontario 
Energy Board (OEB) with the mandate to approve 
it, as was largely recommended in the Electricity 
Conservation and Supply Task Force.  
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OPA Supply Mix Advice Report 
(December 2005) 


The OPA prepared an advice report to the 
government on the best way to meet the 
province’s electricity needs by 2015, 2020 and 
2025.8 The supply mix advice became the first step 
in preparing an Integrated Power System Plan 
(IPSP) for Ontario. The first IPSP was to be 
developed and submitted to the Ontario Energy 
Board in 2006.  


Based on a projection of continued demand 
growth, the advice report recommended 
maintaining existing nuclear capacity, thereby 
requiring the refurbishment of existing facilities as 
well as new plants, while coal generating capacity 
would be replaced with renewable energy sources 
(principally wind) and gas-fired generation.  


Ontario’s Renewable Energy Standard 
Offer Program (2007)  


Ontario’s Renewable Energy Standard Offer 
Program (RESOP) was the first feed-in tariff 
introduced in North America in 20 years. The 
program offered standard rates of 11¢/kWh for 
wind, biomass and hydro projects that were less 
than 10 MW in capacity and 44¢/kWh for solar 
projects. The program received applications for 
over 1,000 MW of renewable energy within two 
years after it was launched. It was suspended in 
2008 in anticipation of the Green Energy Act. 


Supply Mix Directive (June 2006) 


The Minister of Energy directed the OPA to 
create an IPSP based on the advice from the 
OPA’s 2005 report. The directive sought to 
increase total available nuclear generating capacity, 
including the construction of at least two new 
reactors and the refurbishment of units at the 
Bruce, Pickering and Darlington nuclear facilities, 
exempting them from the Environmental 
Assessment Act.  


The OPA was also directed to meet increased 
demand reduction targets from conservation 
programs totaling 6,300 MW by 2025. The plan 
was required to reduce projected peak demand by 
1,350 MW by 2010, and by another 3,600 MW by 


2025. The reductions of 1,350 MW and 3,600 MW 
are to be in addition to the 1,350 MW reduction 
set by the government as a target for 2007. 


IPSP I (August 2007) 


On August 29, 2007 the Board received from 
the OPA applications for review and approval of 
the IPSP and for the electricity procurement 
processes of the OPA. The IPSP incorporated the 
recommendations of the supply mix directives, 
and was to be reviewed every three years. The 
IPSP was never formally passed by the OEB as it 
was withdrawn by the the OPA in light of a new 
directive from then-energy minister George 
Smitherman to place more emphasis on 
renewables and conservation.  


Green Energy and Green Economy Act 
(May 2009) 


The Green Energy and Green Economy Act 
(GEA), and related amendments to other 
legislation, received royal assent on May 14, 2009. 
Regulations required to implement the legislation 
were introduced in September 2009. A 
cornerstone of the Green Energy and Economy 
Act (often referred to as simply the Green Energy 
Act) was the creation of a feed-in tariff program 
that guarantees specific rates for energy generated 
from renewable sources and establishes the right 
to connect to the electricity grid for renewable 
energy projects that meet technical, economic and 
other regulatory requirements. The Act also 
establishes a streamlined approvals process; 
provides service guarantees for renewable energy 
projects that meet regulatory requirements; 
implements a 21st-century "smart" power grid to 
support the development of new renewable energy 
projects; and prepares Ontario for new 
technologies like electric cars. 


Nuclear bids rejected (June 2009) 


The government of Ontario rejected all three 
bids submitted for the construction of up to four 
new nuclear units at Darlington. No costs were 
officially released, although the Toronto Star 
reported total cost estimates to be as high as $26 
billion9 for the construction of two 1,200 MW 
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Advanced Candu Reactors, or $10,800 per 
installed kilowatt. 


Long Term Energy Plan (November 
2010) 


The Ministry of Energy released an update of 
the IPSP I, to guide the development of a new 
IPSP. The Long Term Energy Plan (LTEP) 
explicitly calls for 50 per cent of Ontario’s demand 
to be met by nuclear power, thus retaining the 
previously sought refurbishments and new build 
plans for Ontario’s nuclear fleet. The plan will see 
coal power phased out by the end of 2014. 
Ontario will continue to pursue conservation, with 
the government encouraging exceeding and 
accelerating its conservation targets. The targets 
for wind, solar and bio-energy have been raised to 
about 13 per cent of generation by 2018, up from 
the previous target of 10 per cent by 2030. 
Currently, these sources contribute just three per 
cent of Ontario's electricity supply.  


Darlington Joint Review Panel Hearings 
(November 2009-May 2011) 


On November 16, 2009, the joint review panel 
announced the start of a public and technical 
review period for the environmental impact 
statement application for new nuclear facilities at 
Darlington. 


Emissions commitments (2007 and 
onward) 


Ontario’s Action Plan on Climate Change, 
published in 2007 states:  


• “we will reduce Ontario’s greenhouse gas emissions to 6 
per cent below 1990 levels by 2014 – a reduction of 
61 megatonnes relative to business-as-usual. 


• By 2020 Ontario will reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
to 15 per cent below 1990 levels – a reduction of 99 
megatonnes relative to business-as-usual. 


• By 2050 we will reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 
per cent below 1990 levels”.  


The plan also includes commitment to shut down 
coal and increase clean renewable electricity 
capacity by 50% by 2015. 


Ontario is one of five partner jurisdictions 
moving ahead with the Western Climate Initiative 
(WCI) in the short term. California, British 
Columbia and Quebec intend to launch the 
regional cap-and-trade system in 2012, with 
Ontario and Manitoba joining shortly thereafter.10 
The WCI establishes a carbon market that, when 
fully implemented, will cover nearly 90% of 
emissions in partner jurisdictions.11  
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2. Electricity Simulation 


2.1. Approach 
Modelling an electricity system is a complex 


and challenging task. It requires an ability to 
simulate the ebbs and flows of generation 
availability and consumer demand, and to make 
assumptions about provincial infrastructure needs 
and future construction and fuel costs for 
numerous technologies. It is impossible to predict 
exactly how the future will unfold, particularly as 
there are major uncertainties right now with 
respect to the long-term price of natural gas, the 
costs of rebuilding nuclear plants and how 
seriously governments and industry will react to 
the threat of climate change in trying to curb 
emissions.  


The approach taken in this study is to use 
publicly available data for capital costs, long-term 
fuel prices and infrastructure lead-times for known 
and likely electricity infrastructure projects in 
Ontario in order to simulate future electricity 
costs. Individual projects may deviate from these 
costs. For the purpose of the current study, data 
was compiled from the following sources where 
possible: the Ontario Ministry of Energy’s Long 
Term Energy Plan, the United States Energy 
Information Administration’s Annual Energy 
Outlook 201112 and the Ontario Power Authority’s 
IPSP Planning and Consultation Overview.13 
System balancing, electricity distribution and 
producer profits are also incorporated. 


We view this as a conservative approach, as 
overruns and price escalations have been common 
in Ontario’s experience, particularly with respect 
to nuclear energy, while forecast natural gas prices 
are subject to widespread development of 
unconventional gas resources such as shale gas, 
the public acceptance of which remains unclear.  


We also assume that there will be some action 


taken to address climate change through a carbon 
price reaching $32 per tonne of equivalent carbon 
dioxide (CO2e) by 2020, and rising to $58 per 
tonne CO2e. These prices are the minimum that 
would be required for Ontario to meet the 
provincial commitments it has made as a member 
of the Western Climate Initiative,14 although they 
are below what most studies suggest would be 
adequate to meet Canada’s national climate change 
targets — including the National Roundtable on 
the Environment and the Economy which 
suggested a price close to a $75 per tonne CO2 by 
the year 2020.15 This approach to carbon pricing 
was taken in this study in order to err on the side 
of disadvantaging renewable energy costs, to 
ensure that projections are not perceived as biased 
in favour of renewable energy sources.  


While it remains uncertain exactly how policies 
to address carbon emissions may unfold, it is likely 
that some action to combat emissions will take 
place over the next 20 years. While this action may 
not take the form of a formal price on carbon, the 
assumed price on carbon in this analysis can serve 
as a proxy for such policy action, whether it ends 
up being market based or regulatory in nature.  


Given the complexities of the market and the 
potentially significant impact that some of these 
uncertain variables will have on the Ontario 
context, the results of this study should not be 
interpreted as being a definitive projection of 
actual future electricity costs. However, the model 
does provide a reasonable framework for 
comparing the effects of alternative policies on 
future electricity prices in Ontario. 


Unless otherwise stated, all modeled prices are 
listed in 2010 constant Canadian dollars. 


 


2.2. Canadian Energy Systems Simulator (CanESS) 
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The Canadian Energy Systems Simulator 
(CanESS) was used for this analysis. CanESS is a 
proprietary model built by whatIf? Technologies 
to dynamically simulate the entire Canadian energy 
system. The CanESS model simulates energy 
system scenarios in the context of the Canadian 
economy and the demand and supply of fuels for 
Canada. While CanESS simulates all of Canada’s 
energy systems including international and 
interprovincial trade, provinces, in this case 


Ontario, can be extracted and examined in detail. 


A high-level overview of CanESS is shown in 
Figure 1. Population via households and the size 
of the economy drive energy end-use breakdown. 
Within each end-use sector, CanESS tracks 
energy-consuming stocks (e.g. vehicles, dwellings, 
and appliances) over time and associates 
conversion efficiencies with the vintages of the 
stocks. 


 
Figure 1: CanESS model high-level view 
SOURCE: WHATIF? TECHNOLOGIES


Key variables including population, 
households, buildings, vehicles, appliances, 
productive capacity, resources and reserves fuel 
have been collected from data sources including: 


• CanSIM (Demographics, GDP, 
Agriculture, Land Use) 


• Statistics Canada Report on Energy 
Supply and Demand 


• Natural Resources Canada, Office of 
Energy Efficiency, Demand Policy and 


• Analysis Division 
• GHG Inventory 
• EPA Mobile 6 Model and Database 
• Electric Power Statistics 
• CanPlan (National Energy Board) 


• Life Cycle Analysis Models (GREET, 
GHGenius) 


• Scientific Reports (Sandia Labs, Battelle, 
USDA, etc.)  


CanESS is back-calibrated over historical time 
to 1978 in one-year steps, so that CanESS has a 
complete historical data base of all of the variables 
in the model that are adjusted to be consistent 
with the current stock and rates of turnover and 
incremental changes in characteristics.  


Data is input into CanESS through a graphic 
interface that allows users to see how variables are 
interrelated and interdependent as shown in Figure 
2 below. 
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Figure 2: CanESS electricity generation calculator 
SOURCE: WHATIF? TECHNOLOGIES 


Variables, flows and parameters can be 
examined down to their primary data and 
assumptions. Figure 3 illustrates an example of 


how parameters in CanESS are built up of their 
underlying components.  
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Figure 3: Sub-layer of CanESS electricity model 
SOURCE: WHATIF? TECHNOLOGIES 


The model tracks the stocks of energy 
consumption including vehicles, houses, buildings, 
power plants and transmission lines in the context 
of energy consumption, and associates conversion 
efficiencies with the vintages of the stocks. New 
technologies are introduced and retired annually as 
new capacity is required for expansion and/or 
replacement of the stock. 


For the current model, CanESS compiles the 
complete national energy flows for each iteration, 
including natural gas and transportation fuels, with 
the changing interprovincial and international 


levels of trade. Stock turnover and fuel switching 
interact with the electricity system and will impact 
the overall provincial demand profile over time. 


The emissions of greenhouse gases and criteria 
air contaminant are calculated at point of source 
and in the year in which they are released.  


Having examined models that could handle the 
scope of work required for this study, we feel 
CanESS offers a sufficiently robust and 
transparent model that is also flexible enough to 
run iterations and sensitivities, which ensures 
consistency between scenarios. 
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2.3. Modelling Ontario’s electricity system 
The CanESS model has 31 different 


generation technology archetype plants 
available. Nine of these types — namely 
nuclear, coal, combustion natural gas, combined 
cycle natural gas, solar photovoltaic, on-shore 
wind turbines, bioenergy, large hydro, and run-
of-river hydro — were used to represent the 
bulk of electricity generation in Ontario 
between the years 2010 and 2030. Power plant 
retirement, new generation capacity, 
infrastructure build and demand changes are 
simulated in one-year time steps. 


In this study, the type and amount of 
generation available is based on currently 
installed capacity in the province and is 
modified annually based on projections included 
in the Long Term Energy Plan, as is discussed 
in Chapter 3. Using the annual demand 
projection, electricity generation was simulated 
by dispatching available technologies to match 
an 8,760-hour load shape that reflects electricity 
demand from electricity-consuming devices 
each model year. The hourly load shape pattern 
is built up from a detailed end-use 
representation of electricity use across all 
sectors of the economy. Load shapes are 
associated with individual residential end uses or 
specific commercial and industrial sector 
electricity use. 


“Must run” generation, wind and solar are 
assumed to be dispatched when available. 
Average hourly resources and output patterns 
were calibrated based on historical output for 
wind and solar. Baseload generation 
technologies are then dispatched, followed by 
intermediate and peaking technologies. In each 
case, generation is dispatched according to a 
parameterized distributed merit order method 
reflecting historic levels of dispatch.  


This approach takes a realistic rather than an 
optimization approach to dispatch, recognizing 
that other non-price factors (such as voltage 
support) are also considered in the dispatch 
process. The parameters of the distributed merit 
order method can be set to reflect the 
economics of dispatch as well as other factors. 


In this dispatch method, baseload generation 
in excess of demand in any hour is reported. 
This study assumes this excess generation is 
exported. Intermediate and peaking capacity is 
only run up to the level required to meet 
demand. Electricity demand that is not 
dispatched is interpreted as requiring imports. 


Electricity costs are calculated based on the 
actual generation dispatched in a given scenario 
and represent the cost of the types of generation 
dispatched and contracts associated with that 
generation, such as FIT contract prices. 
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Figure 4: Structure of CanESS Ontario electricity dispatch model 
SOURCE: WHATIF? TECHNOLOGIES 


2.4. Cost modelling 
Ontario’s electricity system is a hybrid of 


contracted power and a competitive market. The 
contracted market dominates the overall system 
prices. Except for the FIT and RESOP programs, 
the exact nature of contracted power is seldom 
fully publicly disclosed, although the OPA 
publishes price ranges of these contracts as 
illustrated in Figure 5 .  


In the absence of these contract details, we 
assume that the OPA prices are based on the 
producer cost of generation, plus a profit. While 
individual generating stations were not represented 
in the model, typical power plant costs can be 
surmised based on publicly available literature. For 
this study, cost and performance data were based 
on Black and Veatch and the Annual Energy 
Outlook 2011. Adjustments were made where 
necessary, particularly in the case of nuclear 
power, to ensure the producer costs were 
calibrated to published OPA prices.16 


Producer costs are dependent on the 
technology and are divided into capital cost, fixed 
operating cost, variable operating cost, fuel cost 


and other specialized costs. These are assigned to 
each technology specifically. Capital costs are 
specified as overnight capital cost while interest 
changes are accumulated over the construction 
duration of each technology. This cumulated 
capital change is amortized over the expected life 
of the technology. 


System-wide costs are transmission capital cost, 
transmission maintenance cost, debt retirement 
cost, distribution and transmission operations cost 
and wholesale market service cost. These are 
prorated over generation. Incremental 
transmission requirements for new generation 
capacity are also assigned an additional system cost 
as estimated by the EIA’s 2010 AEO. 


The price of electricity generated by feed-in 
tariff technologies is determined by the feed-in 
tariff and the time pattern of new feed-in tariff 
capacity. Feed-in tariffs are set as 20-year contacts 
and so none of these contracts would expire by 
the end of the current study period. 


The price of electricity generated by non-feed-
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in tariff technologies is determined by the levelized 
unit cost structure of producer costs. Producer 
cost assumptions are outlined in Appendix A. 
Three prices are then calculated. First the 
producer cost price is calculated. Second, an 
assumed profit margin of 9.8 per cent is applied 
and an average price including profit margin is 
calculated. This approach does not explicitly 
simulate contract prices, but assumes that cost of 
production plus a reasonable profit is a reasonable 
proxy for how private generators would negotiate 
contracts. Existing nuclear stock was assumed to 


operate at current prices paid to OPG and Bruce 
Power, and the stranded nuclear debt charge is 
explicitly added, while refurbished and new build 
production costs are based on published cost 
estimates for refurbishments and for new reactors.  


Finally, for each of the base, intermediate and 
peak generation types, an hourly demand marginal 
price, including as a minimum the same profit 
margin as in the average price method, is 
determined and all generation in that hour are paid 
that price. The marginal price is then set by the 
highest-cost “last-in” generator.  


 
Figure 5: Pre-2009 contracted OPA electricity prices 


SOURCE: ONTARIO POWER AUTHORITY17 
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3. System scenarios 


3.1. Demand forecast 
The OPA is responsible for forecasting long-


term electricity demand in Ontario. The 
Ministry of Energy’s Long-Term Energy Plan 
presented an updated forecast based on their 
analysis. The forecast includes three scenarios 
ranging from low growth to high growth and 
are listed in Table 1 below.  


All three demand forecasts represent a net 
growth of electricity demand in Ontario over 
the next 20 years. It is worth pointing out that 
since 2006 (before the onset of the recession) 
electricity consumption has in fact been falling 
in Ontario, as illustrated in Figure 6 below. 


Nonetheless, the current research takes the 
demand forecasts at face value and uses their 
predictions for the various supply scenarios. 
Table 1: Ontario projected electricity demand  


Growth 
Scenario 


Electricity Demand (TWh) 


2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 


Low18 143 140 142 144 150 


Medium19 142 146 148 157 168 


High20 143 150 160 175 200 


 


 


 
Figure 6: Recent Ontario electricity demand 
SOURCE: OPA DATA COMPILED BY KEITH STEWART, GREENPEACE CANADA 
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The low, medium and high growth demand 
forecasts all assume that the government’s 
conservation and demand management targets 
are achieved, and the figures are net of these 
demand reduction measures. 


Supply planning in the LTEP and IPSP II is 
based on the medium growth forecast, which is 
described as follows:  


“The medium-growth scenario assumes modest 
recovery in the industrial sector, as well as continued 
growth in the residential, commercial and 
transportation sectors. This scenario can be described 
as a status quo scenario with growth rates and trends 
returning to levels observed before the recent economic 
slowdown.”21 


The medium growth scenario also assumes 
that five per cent of light-duty vehicles on 
Ontario roads are electric by 2020 (consistent 
with the current government target).22 


Many factors influence demand, including 
population and economic growth, industrial 
structure, fuel prices, and consumer behaviour. 
Each scenario represents a different 
combination of these complex factors. As OPA 


notes, the high growth scenario is one based on 
aggressive climate action:  


“A high-growth scenario assumes the application of 
aggressive North American greenhouse gas 
regulation, prompting consumers to switch from 
higher carbon sources of energy to lower ones. This 
would drive the electrification of heating and water 
heating in the residential and commercial markets, 
and lead to the faster adoption of electric vehicles, as 
well as the electrification of mass transit.” 23 


The low growth scenario24 foresees a 
continued modest growth of industrial demand, 
in line with current trends. This is driven by a 
continued shift away from energy-intensive 
industries and a subsequent reduction in the 
growth rate of the residential and commercial 
sectors due to reduced manufacturing 
employment. 


For consistency, we apply the OPA’s 
demand forecast for both supply scenarios. As 
in the LTEP and IPSP II, we use the medium 
growth scenario as the primary demand 
forecast. 


 
Figure 7: Long-Term Energy Plan demand forecasts 
SOURCE: ONTARIO MINISTRY OF ENERGY 


The low growth and high growth forecasts, 
illustrated in Figure 7, are run as sensitivity tests. 


Planning for long-term energy demand is 
one component of managing an electricity 
system, but meeting peak loads and ensuring the 
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system can follow hour to hour and day to day 
variations is equally important. Ontario’s 
electricity system has a wide variation in daily 
demand, as shown in Figure 8 below.  


Furthermore, Ontario’s system has a broad 
variation in its annual maximum and minimum 
demands. In 2009, these ranged from low of 
10,000 MW to a peak of close to 25,000 MW. 
Nuclear and hydroelectricity make up the bulk 


of the baseloading capacity, while the other 
technologies supply electricity in the 
intermediate and peak times. While Ontario 
buys and sells electricity with its neighbouring 
provinces and states, its system is designed to be 
able to meet its domestic peak load with 
generation capacity inside the province. This 
assumption was used for the development of 
the generation scenarios. 


 


 
Figure 8: Hourly production data from April 2009  
SOURCE: DATA FROM IESO 
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Figure 9: 2008 Ontario load duration curve  


SOURCE: DATA FROM IESO


3.2. Scenario 1: Current plans 
In order to simulate future costs in Ontario’s 


electricity system, we have created two 
scenarios. These are built on unique 
assumptions reflecting possible approaches to 
Ontario’s electricity future.  


The first scenario represents current 
planning with regards to Ontario’s electricity 
system, namely the Long-Term Energy Plan and 
the likely approach to the OPA’s 2011 
Integrated Power System Planning and 
Consultation Overview (IPSP II).  


Under this scenario, nuclear power continues 
to generate roughly half of Ontario’s electricity, 
following a period of major refurbishments. 
Renewable energy and conservation grow 
sharply, but new capacity from renewables is 
capped at 13 percent in 2018, in line with the 
LTEP targets.  


Here we outline the assumptions by 
technology in greater detail: 


Nuclear power continues to constitute 45 
to 50 per cent of Ontario’s generation mix25 in 
2030, as individual units transition in and out of 
service. Nuclear capacity follows the path laid 
out in the IPSP II consultation document, 
including the extended operation of units at 
Pickering GS.26 Following a period of 
retirements, significant refurbishments and new 
build — during which capacity falls as low as 
6,445 MW — capacity reaches 12,051 MW in 
2024 and remains constant thereafter.  


Hydropower grows to generate roughly 24 
per cent of Ontario’s electricity in 2030.27 Hydro 
capacity follows the path laid out in the IPSP II 
consultation document, increasing to 9,000 MW 
by 2015 and remaining at that level through 
2030.28This reflects several large new projects 
coming on-stream, as well as smaller 
developments under the FIT program. We have 
assumed the FIT portion of hydroelectric 
generation to be 188 MW, reflecting the current 
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amount contracted by OPA (as of April 15, 
2011).29 


Natural gas has grown significantly in 
Ontario since 2004 with the commissioning of 
over 4,150 MW of capacity since 2004, as 
illustrated in Table 2 below. These facilities have 
assisted in the province’s move to phase out 
coal-power generation. 


Table 2: New natural gas plants since 2004 


Facility Location MW In-
Service 


Brighton Beach 
Power Station Windsor 541 2004 


Greenfield Energy 
Centre Sarnia 1005 2008 


Goreway Station Brampton 839 2009 
Portland Energy 
Centre Toronto 550 2009 


St. Clair Energy 
Centre Sarnia 577 2009 


Halton Hills 
Generating Station Halton Hills 642 2010 


The long-term energy plan foresees that this 
capacity will continue to grow from the current 
9,631 MW to 10,107 MW by 2030. However, as 
additional renewable supply comes on line and 
demand grows, the gas share of the generation 
mix decline from roughly 15 per cent in 2010 to 
8 per cent by 2030.30 This reflects an increasing 
use of gas-fired generation for peaking and 
balancing, rather than baseload generation, as 
well as a need for increased generation from 
gas-fired units between 2014-2023 while nuclear 
capacity undergoes refurbishment. For this 
scenario, annual gas-fired capacity follows the 
path laid out in the IPSP II consultation 
document.31 It was assumed that new additions 
were built proportional to the current mix of 
combined-cycle and simple-cycle peaking plants 
until 2030. 


Wind power substantially increases its share 
of generation, growing to almost 20 per cent of 
total system installed capacity by 2030. It 
reaches an installed capacity of 7,576 MW by 


2018 and remains level thereafter.32 We have 
assumed that all of this is onshore wind, given 
the recent moratorium placed on offshore wind 
development.33 This is a very conservative 
assumption. There is an exceptional offshore 
resource potential in Ontario, with significant 
potential for economic benefit to the province.34 
For these reasons, it seems likely that there will 
be some offshore wind development in Ontario 
before 2030, although none is assumed in either 
scenario. 


Wind capacity was divided between 
programs based on existing and contracted non-
FIT capacity at the end of 2010 (including RES 
III and RESOP),35 and an analysis of FIT 
contracts as of mid-April, 2011.36 


Solar PV grows to generate 2 per cent of 
Ontario’s power by 2030, with solar capacity 
expanding to 2,498 MW.37 The timing of solar 
capacity additions is guided by the LTEP.38 


Bioenergy includes waste wood, biomass, 
biogas and wood pellet conversions of coal 
plants. Bioenergy generation capacity doubles 
between 2010 and 2018, as capacity grows 
steadily to 619 MW and remains stable 
thereafter. The timing of biomass capacity 
additions is guided by the LTEP.  


Bioenergy capacity is divided between 
programs based on existing non-FIT capacity at 
the end of 2010 and the anticipated repowering 
of Atikokan GS with biomass, beginning in 
2013. Biogas and biomass additions from the 
FIT provide the balance of projected capacity 
additions. 


Coal-fired generation continues to decline 
in advance of a full phase-out. Two units are 
retired at Nanticoke GS in late 2011, bringing 
capacity to roughly 3,500 MW. This capacity is 
phased out to reach zero by the beginning of 
2015. 


Demand response for peaking follows the 
path laid out in the IPSP II consultation 
document, growing to 1,362 MW by 2030. 
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Figure 10: Generation capacity projected under current plans scenario 


3.3. Scenario 2: Reduced renewables 
This scenario represents a future in which non-


hydro renewable energy development is largely 
halted and capacity additions are dominated by 
natural gas and some large hydro.  


In this scenario, the FIT and microFIT 
programs do not contract additional capacity 
beyond the end of 2011. It is assumed that existing 
contracts at that time are respected. Additionally, 
the Green Energy Investment Agreement is 
revoked and none of the 2,500 MW of wind or 
solar capacity it contracted is built. No penalty is 
assumed for breaking this contract, which is 
unrealistic and favours this scenario.  


Nuclear generation is assumed to follow the 
same course as in Scenario 1. Due to Ontario’s 
significant variations in daily electricity 
consumption, the province is currently facing 
periods of time when the output from baseload 
facilities exceed provincial demand (a situation 
known as surplus baseload39). Given the modest 


electricity demand growth forecasts, it seems 
unlikely that additional baseload facilities such as 
nuclear would be built. However, both 
hydropower and — to a much larger extent — 
natural gas increase their installed capacity as well 
as their output relative to Scenario 1 as they largely 
replace wind and solar. Installed gas-fired capacity 
increases by roughly 47 per cent between 2009 and 
2030, reflecting an increased prominence in the 
generation mix.  


Below we outline in greater detail the 
assumptions for each generation technology: 


Nuclear power follows the same pathway as 
Scenario 1. This includes the extended operation 
of several units at Pickering.  


Hydropower grows relative to Scenario 1, 
adding an additional 500 MW of capacity to reach 
a total of 9,500 MW by 2030. Capacity follows the 
path laid out in the IPSP II consultation 
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document40 until 2015, after which it grows 
incrementally to 2030. All additions are in the non-
FIT category, and represent the development of 
several larger-scale hydro projects. If these 
projects are developed in more remote locations, 
such as the Albany or Moose River basins, 
additional transmission capacity to northern 
Ontario will be required.41 


FIT capacity for hydro remains at the same 
level as Scenario 1, as this amount has already 
been contracted.42 


Natural gas capacity grows significantly 
relative to Scenario 1, reflecting its increased 
importance in the generation mix if growth in 
wind and solar capacity is sharply curtailed. Gas 
capacity approximately follows the path laid out in 
the IPSP II consultation document43 until 2015, 
when a period of major capacity additions begins. 
Growth continues until 2020, when installed 
capacity reaches 14,200 MW — nearly 50 per cent 
above 2009 capacity. Added capacity is likely to 
include conversion of some or all units at 
Nanticoke and Lambton to gas — a possibility 
highlighted in the LTEP.44 


Wind power continues to expand from current 
levels. However, capacity additions are 
significantly slowed relative to Scenario 1, 
particularly due to the removal of the FIT 
program and cancellation of the Green Energy 
Investment Agreement.  


To determine the level of FIT capacity 
installed, we have assumed that no new projects 
enter the contract stage after mid-April 2011. We 
have estimated the capacity contracted as of that 
point, as well as those projects in the contract 
stage that are likely to proceed, giving a total of 
approximately 1,816 MW. (See Appendix A for a 
detailed discussion). This level is reached by 2015 
and maintained thereafter.  


Existing and contracted non-FIT capacity 


totals approximately 1,840 MW. This level is 
reached in 2012. From 2015 onwards, non-FIT 
capacity grows modestly, adding 30 MW per year 
until 2030. This reflects the likelihood of 
continued interest in wind power, despite a severe 
reduction in incentives for development.   


Solar PV capacity grows rapidly from current 
levels until 2014, as large numbers of projects 
contracted under RESOP (328 MW), FIT (1,076 
MW) and microFIT (225 MW) enter commercial 
operation. The total capacity of “committed” solar 
as of mid-April 2011 is 1,629 MW. This figure is 
calculated in the same method as wind, above, and 
is discussed in Appendix A. As there is a two-year 
requirement between final contract signing and 
commissioning, these level are reached by the end 
of 2013, after which no further development 
occurs.  


Table 3: Contracted solar PV in Ontario 


Contracted Solar PV MW installed by 
2014 


Non-FIT Solar 164 


MicroFIT roof 50 


MicroFIT ground 175 


Rooftop >10 kW  196 


Ground-Mount >10 kW 881 


Total 1,466 


Bioenergy generation follows largely the same 
path as in Scenario 1, although new FIT contracts 
are no longer issued after 2011. The total capacity 
plateaus at 586 MW in 2015 instead of 619 MW as 
forecast in the IPSP II.  


Coal-fired generation follows the same path as 
Scenario 1, above.  


Demand response programs follow the same 
path as Scenario 1, above. 


 







 SYSTEM SCENARIOS 
 


20 • BEHIND THE SWITCH: PRICING ONTARIO ELECTRICITY OPTIONS THE PEMBINA INSTITUTE 


 
Figure 11: Generation capacity projected under reduced renewables scenario 


3.4. Anticipated changes in feed-in tariff rates 
In 2009 the government passed the Green 


Energy and Green Economy Act, which 
introduced fixed rates for renewable energy 
generation projects that are built in Ontario. Once 
signed, these rates or tariffs are guaranteed for a 
20-year period for any electricity that the particular 
project feeds into the grid, and are commonly 
referred to as feed-in tariffs (FITs). The OPA was 
also tasked with establishing a two-year review of 
the program to examine the tariffs. This practice is 
common in Europe, as it reflects the falling prices 
for renewable energy, and encourages innovation. 


Current FIT rates are differentiated by 
technology and have further sub-categories based 
on project type. For example, a community-owned 
wind energy project receives an additional 1¢/kWh 
compared to non-community owned projects, 
while roof-mounted solar systems receive a higher 
tariff than ground-mounted ones. The table below 


reflects the average price of FIT contracts signed 
to date. 
Table 4: Current average feed-in tariff rates 


Technology ¢/kWh 


Wind 13.5 


Solar 52.5 


Run of River Hydro 13.0 


Bioenergy (also includes 
biogas and landfill gas)  14.1 


The first FIT review is due in the last quarter 
of 2011. As has been consistently the case for FIT 
programs in Europe, it is expected that rates 
offered for new contracts will be decreased to 
reflect the declining costs of renewable energy 
technology. Solar PV modules have dropped in 
price by almost 50 per cent in the past five years45 
as shown in Figure 12 below. 
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Figure 12: Normalized price of solar PV modules  
SOURCE: RENEWABLE ENRGY POLICY NETWORK (REN21)  


In addition to the global technology 
improvements that are driving costs down, the 
fact that local manufacturing capacity and project 
development capacity has had two years to 
establish itself in Ontario will also likely result in 
reduced costs. In order to approximate what new 
prices might be offered, the assumed price 
declination rates was based on new technology 
generation “learning rates” outlined in the 


American Energy Information Administration’s 
2011 Annual Energy Outlook’s Electricity Market 
Module (table 8.3).46 It lists technology-specific 
cost declinations based on double periods of 
installed capacity. Ontario’s doubling of installed 
capacity for FIT technologies used a metric for 
price declinations.  


 
 


3.5. Nuclear scheduling and costs 


3.5.1. Costs of new nuclear  
Both generation scenarios in this analysis use 


the same capacity and schedule for nuclear power 
in Ontario; therefore, the prices used here have no 
impact on the relative differences between the two 
scenarios. However, given the dominant role 
nuclear energy has in Ontario’s electricity system, 
it is important to account for its expected costs. 
The development of nuclear reactors in Canada 
has a track record of cost overruns. Furthermore, 
no new nuclear facilities have been built in North 
America in several decades and so the actual costs 
for these facilities are highly uncertain. As the 
costs will be the same in both generation 


scenarios, for the purpose of this research we have 
assumed the overnight capital cost of new build 
nuclear to be $5,600/kW47. This is based on the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)’s 
latest plant costs, as reflected in the Annual 
Energy Outlook (AEO) 2011 report. AEO 2011 
presents updated costs for a range of new build 
utility-scale generation facilities, including a dual-
unit nuclear plant, based on an EIA-commissioned 
study by R.W. Beck Inc and SAIC.48  


The nuclear project reflected in the Beck 
study49 is similar to that proposed for Ontario, 
making it a working basis for an overnight capital 
cost estimate in the absence of publicly disclosed 
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bid prices. Both the model project and the 
proposed new build for Darlington are dual-
reactor facilities with approximately 2,000 MW 
total capacity built on existing nuclear sites.  


When adjusted for inflation, several other 
studies support a similar range of overnight capital 
cost for new built nuclear.50,51  


Additional costs, including the cost of capital 
and escalation, are calculated internally by CanESS 
to generate the final cost. This does not take into 
account the potential for large-scale overruns, 
which have marked every nuclear project in 
Ontario to date. Historically, nuclear projects in 
Ontario have exceeded their original cost estimates 
by an average of 2.5 times.52 Future cost overruns 
would increase prices equally in both scenarios, as 
they have the same nuclear capacity and 
construction schedule. Therefore the assumption 
of no future cost overruns, while very 
conservative, causes no bias between the 
scenarios. 


As the LTEP notes, the construction of new 
nuclear infrastructure requires at least eight to ten 
years of lead time to commercial operation.53  
Based on the capacity figures presented in the 
IPSP II consultation document, we have assumed 
both new reactors will commence operation in 
2023.  


3.5.2. Costs of refurbished nuclear 
For this report we have assumed an overnight 


capital cost of $3,000/kW for refurbished nuclear. 
This is based on the upper range of preliminary 
OPG estimates for the cost of the Darlington 
Refurbishment Project (DRP)54 and final costs, as 
currently estimated, for the two CANDU 
refurbishment projects underway at Point Lepreau 
(NB)55 and Bruce A (units 1 and 2).56  


As with new build, cost overruns are typical for 
refurbishments. Noting this, the OEB has 
questioned whether the costs estimated for the 
DRP are realistic. “Quite apart from whether 
OPG has improved its performance, the Board 
has concerns because no CANDU plant has yet 
been refurbished on budget.”57 Given current 


evidence, they warn that “[i]f there are cost 
overruns with the DRP, the Board does not expect 
OPG to suggest that they could not have been 
foreseen at this stage.”58  


The costs of planned nuclear refurbishment in 
Ontario may also rise due to construction 
bottlenecks. It appears that there will be as many 
as four reactors, across two facilities, being 
refurbished at any given time — all during 
construction of two new reactors at Darlington 
(see below).  


For these reasons, we have applied a sensitivity 
test of $4,000/kW for refurbished nuclear.  


Based on the total capacity numbers presented 
for nuclear in the IPSP II consultation document 
(including extended operation at Pickering NGS),59 
OPG’s preliminary schedule for the DRP,60 and 
reported timing for refurbishment of Bruce B 
units,61 nuclear refurbishments were assumed to 
occur for an average of three years, with currently 
operating units starting to come off line in 2015 
and refurbishments completed by 2024. As the 
Bruce A units 3 and 4 have undergone 
refurbishment already, for the consideration of 
this study they are treated as “existing”. 


Table 5: Assumed Ontario nuclear capacity 
schedule 


Year Existing 
(MW) 


Refurb’d 
(MW) 


New 
(MW) 


Life 
ext’n 
(MW) 


2010 11,446 - - - 


2011 11,446 750 - - 


2012 11,446 1,500 - - 


2013 11,446 1,500 - - 


2014 10,414 1,500 - 1,032 


2015 8,867 1,500 - 2,579 


2016 5,837 1,500 - 3,094 


2017 4,956 1,500 - 3,094 


2018 4,956 1,500 - 2,062 


2019 2,471 4,015 - 2,062 


2020 1,590 4,896 - - 


2021 1,590 4,896 - - 


2022 1,590 6,500 - - 


2023 1,590 7,381 2,200 - 
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Year Existing 
(MW) 


Refurb’d 
(MW) 


New 
(MW) 


Life 
ext’n 
(MW) 


2024 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


2025 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


2026 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


2027 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


2028 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


2029 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


2030 1,590 8,262 2,200 - 


Given uncertainties about project timing, this 
schedule should be treated as an approximation of 
OPA’s current schedule, not a firm unit-by-unit 
plan. For example, Bruce units 1 and 2 are 
expected to return to service in Q1 and Q3 of 
2012, respectively62 — not one each in 2011 and 
2012, as shown here. Other adjustments are likely 
as more detailed assessments are undertaken, but 
this schedule provides a guideline for investment 
timing and projected capacity. 


3.6. Natural gas fuel prices 
The so-called “unconventional gas revolution” 


has raised expectations that natural gas will play an 
even greater role in our energy future. In the past 
few years, producers have developed technology 
capable of producing large volumes of gas from 
shale and other low-permeability rock formations 
at relatively low cost. This has “completely 
transformed the North American gas supply and 
price picture,”63 to the point where Canada’s 
natural gas resource has expanded to well over 100 
years of supply at current rates, and North 
America has about 40 years of profitable supply at 
mid-2010 prices.64 


New sources of unconventional gas — 
particularly shale gas — could therefore more than 
compensate for the steady decline in production 
of conventional natural gas. The most recent 
business-as-usual projections by Canada’s National 
Energy Board and the U.S. Department of Energy 
anticipate, respectively, a three per cent decline in 
Canada’s total natural gas production between 
2008 and 2020,65,66 but a 15 per cent increase in 
U.S. total production over the same period.67 The 
U.S. projection foresees production increasing 
much more slowly after 2020, giving an overall 24 
per cent increase from 2008 to 203068 (the 
Canadian forecast ends in 2020). The two 
projections agree that with Canadian consumption 
increasing while production falls slightly, Canadian 
natural gas exports to the U.S. will decline by 
about one-third between 2008 and 2020.69 


Natural gas in North America is essentially a 
continental, not a global market. Exports of 


liquified natural gas (LNG) to other continents 
would face many hurdles, including competition 
from other suppliers and uncertainty about the 
future prices in destination countries needed to 
support the high capital costs of LNG 
infrastructure.70 The U.S. Department of Energy 
continues to foresee no new U.S. LNG export 
capacity between now and 2035.71 LNG trade does 
not therefore seem likely to significantly affect 
North American natural gas prices. 


Natural gas prices are currently low compared 
to recent years, but they are expected to rise over 
the next two decades. Figure 13 below depicts the 
U.S. Department of Energy’s price projections 
published in April 2011.72 It shows how prices 
might vary depending on the pace of economic 
growth and the evolution of natural gas 
production technology. 


In addition, concerns over the economic 
viability at current gas prices of many shale gas 
projects have been raised within industry.73 
Production may slow, as drillers shift their focus 
towards more valuable liquids-rich gas plays and 
oil production until prices increase.74 Large shifts 
in demand may also have significant impacts on 
gas prices and production. The U.S. power sector 
may shift heavily towards gas as aging coal plants 
become a growing liability under new air pollution 
and GHG regulations.75 Dow Chemical, a large 
industrial user of natural gas, has recently warned 
that an increase in the use of natural gas vehicles at 
the same time as a shift towards gas in the power 
sector would lead to large price spikes.76
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Figure 13: U.S. natural gas wellhead prices (*2009 $US per thousand cubic feet) 


SOURCE: US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Specific details of gas generation contracts are 
confidential, however, their structure illustrates 
how they would respond to changes in natural gas 
market prices as well as any potential future 
carbon price. Under the 20-year Clean Energy 
Supply and Early Mover contracts, generators are 
guaranteed a set net revenue requirement.77 The 
Ontario Energy Board assumes an average of 
$7,900/MW-month (up to 20% of which may be 
indexed to inflation78) for these contracts, which 
cover the most recent natural gas plants.79 The 
OPA is responsible for contingent support 
payments to cover any gap between the net 
revenue requirement and the market revenues 
deemed to have been earned in a given month 
based on dispatch parameters in the contract. 
Deemed production is based on the market price 


of electricity and variable energy cost for the 
generator, one component of which is the gas 
price at the Dawn hub.80 Therefore, an increase in 
gas prices will have the effect of raising the 
variable energy cost and reducing deemed 
revenues, unless the HOEP also increases. This 
would increase the value of payments from the 
OPA. Carbon pricing would have a similar effect. 


For the current research, natural gas prices 
were assumed to follow the reference case 
projection of the 2011 Annual Energy Outlook, 
and are illustrated in Figure 14 below. Increased 
fuel prices are reflected in the overall cost of 
electricity production from natural gas 
technologies. Combustion turbine peaking plants 
are particularly sensitive to the natural gas market 
price. 
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Figure 14: Reference case delivered natural gas prices 
SOURCE: DATA FROM UNITED STATES ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION81 


3.7. Carbon pricing 
As noted earlier, Ontario is one of five partner 


jurisdictions moving ahead with the Western 
Climate Initiative (WCI) in the short term. 
Beginning in 2012, WCI establish will establish a 
carbon market that will cover emissions from 
electricity generation and industrial combustion82. 
Collectively, the WCI jurisdictions aim to reduce 
GHGs 15% below the 2007 level by 2020 using 
the cap-and-trade system and complementary 
policies. 


A broad-based price on greenhouse gas 
emissions (commonly referred to as a carbon 
price) is widely recognized as the most effective 
policy tool for generating substantial emissions 
reductions at lowest cost.83 


This view is widely shared in Canada, including 
by the National Roundtable on the Environment 
and the Economy (NRTEE)84 and virtually all 
major industry associations.85 As a recent report 
from the Senate committee on Energy, the 
Environment and Natural Resources attests, “the 
committee found near unanimity among witnesses 
— from the petroleum industry to environmental 


organizations — that supported pricing carbon as 
the most efficient way to reduce emissions.”86 


Given the high level of agreement among 
experts and industry on the importance of carbon 
pricing as a policy tool, we assume that it will be 
implemented. The key questions are when and at 
what scale.  


To this end we developed two distinct 
‘storylines’ to represent plausible scenarios for 
carbon pricing in Ontario. These are built by 
averaging projections that share assumptions 
consistent with the storyline.  


Carbon Price 1: Federal leadership 
In this scenario, we assume that the federal 


government takes a leadership role in tackling 
climate change by establishing a carbon price 
consistent with achieving major progress towards 
its 2020 emissions target of 607 Mt CO2e (with 
continued reductions beyond 2020). We assume 
that the majority of reductions are made 
domestically and not through the purchase of 
foreign allowances or offsets, and that Ontario 
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participates in the federal system rather than the 
Western Climate Initiative (WCI).  


This scenario combines projections based on 
the NRTEE,87,88 MK Jaccard and Associates,89 and 
the International Energy Agency.90 


Carbon Price 2: WCI with limited 
federal policy 


In this scenario we assume that the federal 
government implements a less ambitious national 
carbon pricing plan than required to meet its 2020 
emissions target. In scenarios where the federal 
government does not act on carbon pricing, 
Ontario moves forward with participation in the 
WCI, beginning in 2013. In these cases, Ontario 
follows the WCI price path until a federal system 
is introduced.  


This scenario combines projections based on 
WCI,91 NRTEE,92 EPA93 and IEA.94 


Likelihood of scenarios 
Given the federal government’s current 


position that it will not implement a carbon price 
without the U.S. doing the same95 — which they 
view as unlikely in the short to medium term96 — 
it would appear that the Carbon Price 2 scenario is 
more likely, at least in the next few years. In this, 
Ontario would move forward with the WCI in 
2013, or else the federal government would 
implement a weak carbon price while it waits for 
the U.S. to take action. While the current Minister 
of the Environment, Peter Kent, has said cap-and-
trade is off the table for the moment, he notes that 
“it can always be something to consider in the 
future.”97 


Indeed, much can change in the next few years. 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) is set to publish its landmark Fifth 
Assessment Report (AR5) in 2013-2014, updating 
the key international synthesis of climate science 
to reflect recent research.98 Much of this work has 
pointed to increasing risks from climate change, 
and the AR5 is likely to again focus public 
attention on the need for urgent action to reduce 
emissions.  


Given the broad support that exists for carbon 


pricing as a policy tool, it is likely to be adopted at 
the national level before 2020, particularly as 
pressure mounts on the federal government to 
achieve its international emission reduction 
commitments.  


The two scenarios presented here capture the 
likely range of carbon prices in Ontario over the 
coming decades. However, more ambitious action 
is also a possibility, particularly after 2020.  


The less ambitious Carbon Price 2 was used as 
the primary carbon price path for both technology 
scenarios, reflecting the current federal stance on 
carbon pricing, while the more ambitious Carbon 
Price 1 represents a real possibility of where 
carbon prices may go, and should be prepared for 
when making fossil fuel policy decisions.  


For the purpose of this model, the carbon 
prices are treated as a carbon tax. This may not be 
the mechanism that is ultimately used, but it is 
illustrative of the environmental cost that is 
associated with continued CO2 emissions. Given 
that the most recent data suggest that much 
stronger action is needed much more urgently,99 it 
is entirely possible that a carbon price will affect 
electricity consumer prices in spite of Ontario’s 
gains by shutting down its coal plants. 


While it remains uncertain exactly how a 
carbon pricing mechanism may unfold, it is 
unlikely that action to combat emissions will not 
increase over the next 20 years. However, even if 
no action were taken, the assumed price on carbon 
used in this simulation can also serve as a proxy 
for future regulatory cost of natural gas, including 
environmental controls or tighter regulations on 
the upstream effects of exploration and extraction 
which have already begun in the United States and 
are expected in Canada.100 Based on the current 
government’s preference for policy harmonization, 
it is likely Canada will also propose emissions 
regulations covering gas-fired generators, as these 
requirements are already in effect in the United 
States for new facilities101 and are currently being 
developed for existing ones.102 Federal greenhouse 
gas regulations are also currently under 
development for coal-fired generation. Finally, the 
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government is also expected to regulate GHG 
emissions from the oil and gas sector,103 which 


could add to the cost of natural gas delivered from 
Western Canada. 


 
Figure 15: Assumed carbon price under Carbon Price 2 scenario


3.8. Transmission 
Hydro One, an Ontario Crown corporation, 


owns and operates virtually all of Ontario’s 
transmission system, accounting for 96 per cent of 
transmission capacity in the province.104 As of 
2010, this included 28,438 circuit-kilometres of 
high voltage overhead transmission line and 270 
circuit-kilometres of underground transmission 
lines in urban areas.105 


Much of this network is aging and will require 
increased maintenance expenditure and 
replacement in the coming decades. Below is 
demographic breakdown of overhead transmission 
lines, by circuit-kilometre: 


Table 6: Ontario transmission system age 


Age class  Age class  


0-10yrs old 3.6% 31-40yrs old 19.7% 


11-20yrs old 6.2% 41-50yrs old 11.0% 


21-30yrs old 7.3% >50yrs old 52.3% 


SOURCE: HYDRO ONE 


Demographic breakdowns for other 
transmission infrastructure, including station 
equipment, illustrates an aging system and 
indicates that significant investment will be 
required to maintain reliability in the coming 
decades.106 


In addition to maintaining the current system, 
new projects are also required to address 
increasing demand and changing patterns of 
generation and load. Five of these are highlighted 
as priority projects in the LTEP and IPSP II: 
enhancing transfer capability in southwestern 
Ontario, upgrading existing lines west of London, 
adding a new line west of London, enhancing the 
east-west tie with a new line on the east shore of 
Lake Superior, and a new line to Pickle Lake.107 


For this study we have assumed the following 
unit costs for new transmission: 
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Table 7: New build transmission cost estimates 


Type 2009 $US/km 


345kV 894,775 


345kV (double circuit) 1,497,505 


500kV 1,149,537 


500kV (double circuit) 1,913,823 


400kV DC 1,516,146 


800kV DC 2,392,279 


SOURCE: NREL, 2011108 


While incremental transmission costs for some 
renewable energy technologies like wind are higher 
than for other technologies,109 these costs 
represent a small fraction of the total levelized 
electricity cost of a new power plant. For example, 
the EIA estimates the incremental transmission 
costs of wind power will account for less than 4 
per cent of its total levelized cost in 2020.110 


Major investments in Ontario’s transmission 
system have begun, and the LTEP outlines $9 
billion of investment during the period between 
2010-2030 to refurbish and modernize significant 
parts of Ontario’s system.  


Table 8: Current transmission projects 


Project Description Service 
Date 


Barwick TS New 115-44kV 
Transfer Station 


2012 


Lower 
Mattagami 2nd 230kV circuit, 4km 2013 


Commerce 
Way  


New Transfer Station 
(dual 115-27.6kV) 2011 


Tremaine 
Transfer Station 


New Transfer Station 
(dual 230-28kV) 2012 


Midtown 
Toronto 


Infrastructure renewal 
(incl. new 115kV 
circuit) 


2012 


Tor. Lakeshore 
Renewal 


Two new 230kV cables 
(underground) 2012 


Bruce to Milton 180km dual circuit 
500kV 2012 


Supply to Essex 
County 


Various, including new 
transfer station 2011 


Duart Transfer 
Station 


New 230-27.6kV 
Station 2011 


Table 9: Priority projects identified in IPSP II  


Project Description Service 
Date 


Enhance 
transfer 
capability in SW  


Reactive 
compensation  2014 


Existing line 
upgrade west 
of London 


Upgrading existing 
lines 2014 


New line west 
of London 


Renewable generation 
and potential 
Lambton gas 
conversion  


2017 


Enhance East-
West tie on 
East Superior 
shore 


 2018 


New line to 
Pickle Lake 


430km single circuit 
230kV 2018 


SOURCE: HYDRO ONE111 


These investments were treated by estimating a 
price based on the description of the required 
upgrade, and the unit prices listed above. These 
investments were calibrated to the Long-Term 
Energy Plan’s anticipated transmission 
investments. 
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Part II: Results 
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4. Results  


4.1. Pricing of generation scenarios 
The pricing results presented in this section 


represent average customer pricing, including 
residential, commercial and industrial consumers. 
The results are presented in constant 2010 dollars. 


We have, to the best of our ability, 
incorporated system costs, although there will be 
inevitably be incremental costs, particularly at a 
local distribution level. Incremental local costs 
would be consistent to both scenarios. 
Nonetheless, the results are not intended to model 
any specific end user’s prices, but rather the 
overall pricing trend across all consumers in the 
province. 


The pricing data are presented as the midpoint 
of three-year results: i.e., 2012 data is the linear 
average of the model’s 2011, 2012 and 2013 
forecasts. The model simulates results in one-year 
time steps, while actual projects and system 
expenses occur throughout the calendar year.  


To compare consumer price impacts of the two 
generation scenarios considered, the medium 
growth demand forecast is considered as in the 
Long-Term Energy Plan (other demand forecasts 
are considered in the sensitivity analysis in the 
following section).  


In both generation scenarios, electricity prices 
in Ontario will rise over the coming two decades, 
as is the case across the country.112  


Both scenarios show similar trajectories for 
electricity prices in Ontario, deviating only slightly 
from one another over the study period. The 
maximum difference in average end use pricing 


projected by the model is less than 2 per cent, 
which is well within the overall margin of error of 
the study. 


Ontario’s electricity prices will steadily increase 
over the next five years as investments are made in 
transmission infrastructure and as new generation 
capacity is added to the grid. Steeper price 
increases are to be expected once the coal plants 
are completely retired and the nuclear fleet begins 
significant refurbishment. During this period 
(2016–2024) Ontario will need to rely more 
heavily on natural gas. Although current natural 
gas prices are lower than average feed-in tariff 
pricing, it is expected that the gap will narrow 
between these two as renewable energy prices 
decline and natural gas prices increase over the 
next 20 years. 


Over the study period, prices are forecast to 
increase by almost 25 per cent from 2011 levels, 
peaking in 2022 when the maximum nuclear 
capacity is off-line, after which modest price 
reductions113 can be expected if the nuclear fleet 
refurbishments and new capacity are completed on 
time and on budget. As noted above, this is an 
optimistic assumption, given historical cost 
overruns averaging 2.5 times.  


These results are within the same range as 
those published in the Ministry of Energy’s Long 
Term Energy Plan, which published estimated 
residential rates rising from 11¢/kWh and peaking 
at 17¢/kWh in 2020, and industrial prices range 
from 10¢/kWh and peaking around 12¢/kWh in 
roughly the same time period.
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Figure 16: Simulation results of average Ontario electricity prices (2010 constant Canadian dollars) 


4.2. Sensitivity analysis 


4.2.1. Sensitivity to demand 
Figure 17 shows the effect of demand forecasts 


on the prices in Scenario 1. The electricity prices 
are insensitive to the three demand forecasts until 
beyond 2020 — the period when the nuclear fleet 
is anticipated being back in full service. Around 
2020 is also when the three possible demand 
forecasts begin to diverge more significantly. 


Up until 2020 the dispatched electricity would 
be similar by technology for each of these demand 
forecasts, however, beyond 2020, a higher demand 
will result in increased need for natural gas at a 
time when gas prices, as well as increased pressure 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, will combine 
to drive the cost of generation electricity with 
natural gas up.
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Figure 17: Prices under current plans scenario with varying demand forecasts (2010 constant 
Canadian dollars) 


4.2.2. Sensitivity to gas prices 
Under both generation scenarios, as the 


electricity system becomes more heavily 
dependent on natural gas, consumer prices 
become more sensitive to natural gas market 
prices.  


Natural gas prices are forecast to steadily 
increase over the next 20 years, but are heavily 
dependent on the pace and technological advances 
of shale gas, as well as the potential changes in 
demand for natural gas in the United States. 


The sensitivity test used here models gas prices 


gradually deviating from the reference case 
forecast by up 29 per cent by 2019 and remaining 
29 per cent higher until beyond 2030. This is 
within the bounds of many natural gas price 
forecasts.  


As shown in Figure 18, both scenarios are 
sensitive to increased natural gas prices. As natural 
gas prices increase, their impact on consumer price 
is felt almost immediately, reaching an increase on 
average of 1¢/kWh in this model. Final electricity 
prices are slightly higher in Scenario 2 beyond 
2018 as would be expected with a generation 
portfolio more reliant on natural gas.  
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Figure 18: Simulation results with high natural gas prices (2010 constant Canadian dollars)


 


4.2.3. Sensitivity to nuclear costs 
Increases in nuclear costs by 25 per cent from 


forecast prices would have a similar effect to 
natural gas price increases, although there would 
be no change in relative prices between generation 
in Scenarios 1 and 2, as shown in Figure 19. 


In light of the Fukushima nuclear accident, a 25 
per cent increase in forecast prices is likely a 
conservative estimate as safety standards undergo 


additional scrutiny worldwide.114 These price 
changes would be in addition to any cost overruns 
that have been typical for nuclear plant 
construction in Ontario. Cost overruns as well as 
increased financing costs as a result of 
unanticipated interest accruing on loans due to 
constructions delays and overruns have resulted in 
final nuclear projects in Canada costing more than 
double initial estimates.115  
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Figure 19: Simulation results with 25 per cent increase in nuclear costs (2010 constant Canadian 
dollars) 


 


!"


#"


$%"


$$"


$&"


$'"


$("


$)"


&%$%" &%$&" &%$(" &%$*" &%$!" &%&%" &%&&" &%&(" &%&*" &%&!" &%'%"


!"
#$
%&
#'
()
*+
#,


'-
$./


#'
01
23
4
56
'


7#%$'


+,-./012"$"3"4500-.6"78/.9":16;"1.,0-/9-<".5,8-/0",2969"


+,-./012"&"3"=-<5,-"=-.-:/>8-9":16;"1.,0-/9-<".5,8-/0",2969"


+,-./012"$"3"4500-.6"78/.9"


+,-./012"&"3"=-<5,-"=-.-:/>8-9"







Discussion 


THE PEMBINA INSTITUTE  BEHIND THE SWITCH: PRICING ONTARIO ELECTRICITY OPTIONS • 35 


5. Discussion 


5.1. Price increases 
The simulation found that the elimination of 


the Green Energy Act would have very little 
change on electricity prices. Consumer prices 
are virtually identical between the two scenarios. 
While prices in the more gas-focused, reduced 
renewables scenario 2 are slightly lower at times, 
the biggest gap between the two scenarios is on 
the order of 1.5 per cent.  


Electricity prices in Ontario are set to 
continue to rise sharply in the future in both 
scenarios, peaking around 2022 when Ontario’s 
nuclear fleet is in the midst of significant 
rebuilding. However, in the immediate future 
there would be virtually no change in electricity 
prices if future contracts for renewable energy 
were ended in 2011. Replacing the commitment 
to renewable energy largely with natural gas is 
likely to result in only a slightly slower increase 
in electricity rates from the years 2015-2025. 
However, within the next 15 years, as natural 
gas prices begin to increase and there is a 


likelihood that there will be increased action 
taken to combat climate change, the simulation 
found that investing in renewable generation 
today will keep consumer prices slightly lower in 
the long-term. 


While average emissions fall from current 
rates of 20 million tonnes of CO2 per year to 
below 10 million tonnes over the next 20 years 
due to the phase-out of coal power. By reducing 
the use of renewable energy that is generated in 
Ontario, a scenario that relies more heavily on 
natural gas would produce as much as 3 million 
additional tonnes of CO2 annually, as well as 
over 260 tonnes of nitrogen oxides, 21 tonnes 
of sulphur dioxide and 75 tonnes of volatile 
organic compounds.  


Future electricity prices in Ontario are more 
sensitive to increased gas prices in addition to 
additional risks posed from an increased 
dependence on natural gas. 


5.2. Risks with increased reliance on natural gas  


5.2.1. Current contract structures 
for gas-fired generators in 
Ontario 


With the exception of contracts for non-utility 
generators (NUGs), which are currently held by 
the Ontario Electricity Financial Corporation 
(OEFC), contracts for gas-fired generators are 
held by the OPA.116 


These contracts are settled through a Deemed 
Production Model format. This involves “a 
combination of a monthly fixed component (or 
revenue requirement) and the monthly variable 
cost to generate an expected (or deemed) 
production of electricity, based on a set of 
contractual parameters.”117 According to a report 


prepared for the OEB, the average net revenue 
requirement for projects developed under the 
Clean Energy Supply RFP118 (as well as “early 
mover” projects119) is $7,900 per megawatt-
month.120 The OPA is responsible for contingent 
support payments covering the difference 
between this amount and the “deemed” energy 
market revenues (i.e. the market revenues 
generated based on the dispatch parameters in the 
contract).121 Conversely, if deemed revenues ever 
exceed the revenue requirement, the generator 
must make a revenue sharing payment to OPA.  


As the IESO notes, “in the absence of the 
ability of the firm to influence HOEP, the OPA 
payment—whether from or to the OPA—is 
independent of the firm’s actual production 
choices. …production decisions are not based on 
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the criteria for deeming.”122 The criteria for 
determining deemed production include variable 
energy cost — one element of which is the gas 
price at the Dawn hub.123 


OPA also holds a contract for the ongoing 
operation at OPG’s Lennox generating station.124 


The OEFC currently holds contracts with 
NUGs for about 1,300 MW of gas-fired capacity, 
much of it self-scheduling CHP. These contracts, 
developed in the 1990s as 20-year power purchase 
agreements, will begin to expire in 2012. The 
Ministry of Energy has directed OPA to enter 
negotiations for new contracts with NUGs that 
meet the required criteria.125 One likely 
requirement will be enhanced flexibility.126 
Payments to NUGs were $954 million in 2010 
and $914 million in 2009.127 


5.2.2. Greenhouse gas emissions 
from gas-fired electricity 
generation 


Combustion of natural gas produces 
considerably less carbon dioxide per unit of usable 
energy than combustion of other fossil fuels like 
coal or petroleum products. However, a study 
recently published in the scientific journal Climatic 
Change suggests that emissions of methane (a 
powerful greenhouse gas) during the lifecycle of 
natural gas may be much higher than conventional 
estimates (such as those by Environment Canada 
and the U.S. EPA), and that total lifecycle 
greenhouse gas emissions may, as a result, be 
close to, or even higher than, those from coal — 
particularly in the case of shale gas.128,129 The 
study’s lead author has acknowledged that the 
study is necessarily based on “sparse” and “poorly 
documented” information.130 However, there is 
clearly a need for research to quantify much more 
reliably the methane emissions associated with 
natural gas. 


An increased reliance on natural gas in 
Scenario 2 would result in an additional 3.1 
million tonnes of CO2 over the study period. 


Unless CCS is applied, natural gas combustion 
results in 117 lb of CO2 per MMBtu 


(approximately 53 kg/MMBtu).131 This applies to 
any gas-fired generation technology that does not 
control CO2 emissions. Emissions per unit of 
electricity generated will depend on the efficiency 
of the generator (the amount of fuel turned into 
useful energy). Table 10 shows CO2 emission 
estimates for new gas-fired generators based on 
reported heat rates for current turbine models and 
configurations. Slightly different assumptions 
about these factors result in different efficiencies, 
accounting for the differences between studies. 


Table 10: CO2 emission rates from new gas-
fired electricity generation  


Combustion 
Technology 


CO2 emission rate  
(kg CO2/ MWh) 


CEC132 EIA133 IEA134 Martin
135 


Conventional 
Simple Cycle 


492 576 - - 


Advanced 
Simple Cycle 


454 517 - - 


Conventional 
Com’d Cycle 


368 - - - 


Adv. Com’d 
Cycle 


345 341 330136 - 


Industrial 
CHP 


- - - 254 


The emission rates above give a sense of the 
efficiency of the technologies represented. They 
also provide an indication of how carbon pricing 
would affect them, oulined more explicitly in 
Table 11.  


As expected, the least efficient (highest 
emitting) gas-fired technologies bear the biggest 
cost burden under carbon pricing. Efficiency 
improvements reduce this cost by decreasing the 
emissions per unit of electricity produced (thus 
shrinking the number of allowances required or 
the carbon “tax base”). This becomes more 
pronounced as the cost of emissions — and 
therefore the value of added efficiency — rises.  
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Table 11: Illustrative compliance costs for gas-
fired generation under different carbon 
prices137 


Combustion 
Technology 


Compliance Cost ($/MWh) 


Carbon Price ($/t CO2) 


10 30 50 100 


Conventional 
Simple Cycle 


6 17 29 58 


Advanced Simple 
Cycle 


5 16 56 52 


Conventional 
Combined Cycle 
w/ duct-firing 


4 11 19 37 


Advanced 
Combined Cycle 


3 10 17 34 


2020 Combined 
Cycle (IEA)138 


3 10 17 33 


Industrial CHP139 3 8 13 25 


5.2.3. Increasing Ontario’s use of 
shale gas 


According to the Association of Power 
Producers of Ontario, shale gas is projected to 
account for nearly 30 per cent of Ontario’s total 
gas supply by 2020.140 


There are considerable concerns about the 
environmental impacts of shale gas production. 


Since shale gas is expected to account for the bulk 
of new natural gas production, any moves by 
governments to restrict shale gas production in 
light of those concerns could have a significant 
impact on gas supply and prices. It is difficult to 
gauge the likelihood of such restrictions, but one 
recent example is the Quebec government’s 
decision to halt shale gas exploration pending a 
two-year “strategic environmental assessment.”141 
Meanwhile, lawmakers in New York are working 
to extend the state’s current moratorium on 
horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing for 
another year while further studies are 
conducted.142 


Spills or inadequate disposal of “produced 
water” — water that comes out of the well along 
with the gas when rocks are hydraulic fractured (a 
process known as “fracking”) — pose a 
significant risk of contamination of fresh water. In 
general, produced water is a combination of 
(typically very salty) water naturally occurring in 
the gas deposit, and the “flowback” portion of the 
fracture fluids. The industry’s recent track record 
in this area has been poor in Pennsylvania (which 
is currently at the forefront of shale gas 
development), with many documented spills and 
leaks.143 Congress has directed the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
investigate the risk to drinking water posed by 
hydraulic fracturing.144 


5.3. Potential natural gas plant locations 
The major difference between the two 


generation scenarios is the relative reliance on 
natural gas. There are a number of risks 
associated with an increased reliance on natural 
gas for Ontario’s electricity supply, particularly 
as shale gas is likely to increasingly become a 
larger and larger proportion of the overall mix. 
This section discusses some of the implications 
besides costs that are likely to result from an 
increased long-term reliance on natural gas.  


To determine where new gas plants are likely 
to be located we have examined the previous 
energy plan developed by the OPA, the IPSP 
from 2006. A list of planned gas facilities from 
the 2006 IPSP is contained in Table 12.  
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Table 12: 2006 IPSP forecast natural gas 
plants 


Facility Location MW 


Contracted Facilities 
Brighton Beach Power 
Station 


Windsor 580 


Greenfield Energy Centre Sarnia 1005 
Goreway Station Brampton 860 
Portland Energy Centre Toronto 538 
St. Clair Energy Centre Sarnia 570 
Halton Hills Generating 
Station 


Halton Hills 600 


Greenfield South Power 
Plant 


Mississauga 280 


2006 IPSP Planned Facilities 
Northern York Region 
(SCGT) 


York 350 


Kitchener-Waterloo-
Cambridge-Guelph 
(CCGT) 


K-W 450 


Southwest GTA (CCGT) GTA 850 
GTA (SCGT) GTA 550 
NUG Replacement 
(SCGT/CCGT) 


N/A 469 


Unspecified/Proxy Gas 
(SCGT/CCGT) 


N/A 650 


Total  7,402 


Table 13 denotes the new and projected gas 
plants called for in the 2010 LTEP. 


Table 13: LTEP new and projected gas plants 


Facility In-Service MW 


Brighton Beach Power 
Station 


2004 541 


Greenfield Energy Centre 2008 1005 


Goreway Station 2009 839 
Portland Energy Centre 2009 550 


St. Clair Energy Centre 2009 577 


Halton Hills Generating 
Station 


2010 642 


York Energy Centre 2012 393 


Greenfield South Power 
Plant 


2014 280 


Total  4,827 


The gas plants proposed in the 2006 IPSP 
add up to approximately 2,500 MW more than 
those in the LTEP, suggesting they are likely 
candidates to meet the shortfall if renewable 
targets are decreased. Based on the difference 
between the IPSP and LTEP, new gas power 
plants might be likely in: 
• Kitchener-Waterloo-Cambridge-Guelph: 


450 MW 
• Southwest GTA: 850 MW 
• GTA: 550 MW 
• Unknown location(s): 650 MW 


In general these power plants are likely to be 
built in the densely populated Greater Golden 
Horseshoe region where there has been a 
concerted effort to reduce smog and improve 
overall air quality (a driving reason behind 
closing the coal plants). However, there is also 
vocal opposition in the region to such power 
plants.145 In 2010 the government cancelled a 
975 MW natural gas power plant planned for 
Oakville. There is also opposition to the 
Greenfield South Power Plant project, which 
has just been issued a building permit. To meet 
the required 2,500 MW at least two projects of a 
size similar to the cancelled Oakville power 
plant would likely be required.  
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5.4. Risks with increased reliance on renewables  


5.4.1. Surplus baseload 
Ontario has recently been facing challenges of 


surplus baseload, a condition where the output 
from the baseload facilities exceeds the demand 
for electricity in the province. The output of large 
steam facilities, notably nuclear power plants, can 
be challenging to adjust quickly, and the system 
operator has limited options to balance supply 
and demand.146 An oversupply of electricity lowers 
the market price, which in turn may drive 
industrial consumption up, reducing the problem 
in the longer term; however, demand is much 
more sensitive to time than to price. At times 
prices have fallen to the point they are negative: 
the system operator pays consumers to consume 
electricity. While undesirable, this is essentially the 
same as paying for ancillary services on the grid 
that can respond to changes in supply and 
demand to help regulate system stability. Done for 
short periods of time, this is more cost effective 
than removing entire baseload units from 
operation, as these can take several days to restart. 


However, load response and negative pricing 
do have overall system costs and are undesirable. 
There are limits to how much adjustment can be 
made to domestic demand, as well as how much 
energy can be exported, and so excessive surplus 
baseload is undesirable. This situation can be 
compounded as additional variable output sources 
such as wind energy are added to the grid. Output 
from wind farms can be curtailed if necessary 
more easily than larger thermal generating units; 
however, as their output is variable, it is more 
difficult to manage the system with wind farms on 
the margin rather than more dispatchable sources 
such as large hydro or natural gas facilities.  


Ontario currently faces surplus baseload 
situations relatively frequently as much of its 
nuclear fleet is operating and system demand has 
been falling. This situation will begin to correct 
itself as nuclear units are removed from service 
starting in 2015 for refurbishment. However, if 


the entire nuclear fleet is returned to service and 
additional nuclear plants are built, Ontario could 
return to surplus baseload situations beyond 2022 
if domestic demand has not increased as forecast. 
Additional variable output renewables may 
compound this issue if energy storage is not also 
added to the system during that time frame. 


5.4.2. Integration 
Ontario is in the process of rapidly ramping up 


its renewable energy capacity. In 2010, less than 
1,500 MW of variable output renewable energy 
sources (wind, solar and run of-river hydro) on its 
system, by 2018, the LTEP forecasts 10,700 MW 
of renewable energy sources will be built. As these 
technologies operate differently than many 
traditional electricity sources there are new 
challenges that grid operators need to deal with.  


Integrating increasing proportions of variable 
output technologies has been the subject of much 
study for the past decade as countries around the 
world move to take advantage of technologies 
that do not emit greenhouse gases or local air 
pollutants.147 The Utility Wind Integration Group 
was formed in North America to focus specifically 
on integrating large amounts of wind energy into 
traditional electricity systems.148  


A recent book published by the IEA suggests 
that that many regions have much higher technical 
potential to integrate and balance larger shares of 
variable renewable energy than traditionally 
thought. Using the systems and generation fleets 
that already exist, the potential to integrate 
variable output renewables (wind, solar, etc.), 
ranges from 19 per cent in areas such as Japan 
with less-flexible grids, up to 63 per cent in 
countries such as Denmark with well-connected 
grids and ready access to large hydro systems.149 
Other results from the IEA are shown in Table 
14.  
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Table 14: Potential to integrate variable 
renewable energy into electrical systems 


Region Integration 
Potential (%) 


British Isles 31 


Mexico 29 


Western Interconnection 
(U.S) 


45 


New Brunswick System 
Operator area 


37 


Denmark 63 


Japan 19 


SOURCE: IEA150 


In Ontario, a study completed by General 
Electric in 2006 found minimal system operation 
impacts for wind capacity of up to 5,000 MW; 
with some additional regulation that could be 
handled within the current system operation 
framework, Ontario could integrate up to 10,000 
MW of wind energy.151 Since that time, significant 


levels of natural gas have been added to the 
system, which would further increase the system’s 
capacity to balance the output of wind generation. 
The long-term energy plan scenario forecast only 
7,500 MW of wind, well below what was 
technically possible even in 2006 prior to the 
recent gas build. 


Nonetheless, there are challenges to integrating 
variable output renewables as they do not behave 
as traditional electricity sources have. Ontario’s 
independent electric system operator has begun 
stakeholder consultations on integrating 
renewables152 and is already taking steps to 
incorporate additional variable generation 
including improved resource forecasting; ensuring 
that systems over 5 MW that are embedded in the 
distribution system are visible to the operator; and 
improving its ability to dispatch renewables.  
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6. Conclusions
6.1. Rising prices inevitable 


This study developed an integrated and 
dynamic model of realistic scenarios for electricity 
prices in Ontario, including projected growth rates 
for renewable power, various sensitivities to key 
price parameters, as well as realistic potential of 
natural gas generation development possibilities. 
The model examines the 20-year time period 
between 2010 and 2030.  


This study’s results illustrate that electricity 
prices will increase in Ontario as the major 
infrastructure investments, system refurbishments 
and changes to the electricity generation fleet are 
developed. Given the long-term nature of much of 
the electricity contracts in Ontario, be they 


nuclear, natural gas or renewable energy, relatively 
few realistic alternatives can be foreseen, 
particularly as nuclear and hydroelectricity 
continue to dominate the overall generation fleet. 


The analysis for this study indicates that there is 
little to gain in cancelling Ontario’s feed-in tariff, 
particularly just prior to a pricing review which is 
likely to result in decreases to original rates. There 
is at best a small savings to be made by shifting 
from more natural gas, and would result in likely 
to be no noticeable impact on consumer rates in 
the short term, and which poses modest consumer 
risks if the system grows increasingly dependent 
on natural gas markets. 


6.2. Minimal price differences  
With a renewed commitment to nuclear power 


in Ontario in addition to already existing natural 
gas and hydroelectric facilities, there are limited 
options to significantly alter the price of electricity 
in the coming years. While an increased reliance 
on natural gas in place of renewable sources is 
likely to result in a slightly lower increase in 
electricity prices in the medium term, the 
difference between this increase and that forecast 


under the current plans of continuing to expand 
the renewable electricity sector remains very small. 


As natural gas prices slowly increase, action on 
climate change and other air emissions continues 
to tighten and the costs of new renewable facilities 
decreases, prices difference may switch as early as 
2025 from slightly favoring natural gas to slightly 
favouring a system more heavily reliant on 
renewable energy technologies. 


6.3. Further emphasis on natural gas risky  
Natural gas has been instrumental in helping 


Ontario reduce and eventually completely retire its 
coal powered generation. Natural gas will also 
continue to play a role in helping Ontario balance 
its electricity system and supply reliable energy 
during the eight years when much of the nuclear 
fleet is being refurbished and retired.  


However, there are several risks associated with 
a further emphasis on natural gas, including 
forecast price increases, unknowns associated with 
further reliance on shale gas, additional pollution 


and greenhouse gas emissions. These risks partly 
depend on how the natural gas demand will evolve 
in North America over the next 20 years, but also 
on how shale gas is developed.  


Furthermore, as more and more industrial 
capacity and local content requirements work their 
way into the Ontario renewable energy market, 
consumer electricity prices for renewable energy 
increasingly result in investments in Ontario, 
compared to fees paid for natural gas, most of 
which is imported from outside the province. 
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6.4. Renewables as pricing hedges
Between 2004 and 2007, the average price of 


wind energy contracts was lower than that of 
combined cycle natural gas. Recent natural gas 
market price reductions, combined with higher-
priced FIT contracts, will mean in the short term 
new high-efficiency natural gas fired electricity is 
likely to be less expensive, while adding 
dispatchable capacity to the system. However, in 
the medium to longer term it is likely that these 
trends will change course. New FIT contract 
prices are likely to decline as the solar and wind 
energy industries further establish themselves in 
Ontario while technology improvements continue 
globally as they have for the past several decades. 
At the same time, natural gas prices are most likely 
set to increase again, although there are many 
factors that could affect the rate of increase. 
Action on climate change may further accelerate 
the net price increase in natural gas fired electricity 
systems.  


Furthermore, nuclear projects have a history in 
Ontario of not being built on price and on 
schedule. Additionally, long lead times to build or 
rebuild nuclear power plants also run the risk of 
increasing interest rates from their currently low 
levels, potentially driving up the costs of nuclear 
power in the longer term, as well as increasing the 
use of non-nuclear sources while the plants are 
being refurbished.  


This study does not examine the option of 
further expanding the use of renewable energy 
technologies to reduce Ontario’s use of nuclear 
energy, helping to hedge against potential 
increased nuclear prices. 


 
Figure 20: Canada’s first co-operatively-owned 
wind project was a turbine installed by the 
Toronto Renewable Energy Co-operative 
PHOTO: TORONTO RENEWABLE ENERGY CO-OPERATIVE 
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Glossary 
Capacity factor 
The average percent of any power plant’s actual 
outputcompared to its maximum rated output over 
a period of time. 


Note: This is usually expressed over a one-year 
period and is found by dividing the actual 
electrical energy generated by a power plant over a 
year by the generator’s rated capacity multiplied by 
the number of hours in a year (8,760). 


Decommissioning 
Process of dismantling a power plant and restoring 
the site to pre-project conditions or another 
agreed-upon outcome, including contaminated 
sites and materials. 


Demand 
The electricity drawn by electrical loads. 


Depreciation 
Accounting method used to attribute the cost of 
an asset over the span of its useful life 


Note: The project cost, or a portion of the 
project cost, can be assigned as a loss on the 
project’s balance sheet to reduce the tax base of 
the project. 


Discount rate 
Interest rate used in determining the value of 
future cash flows in present-day funds. 


Distributed generation 
Electricity generators that are distributed 
throughout a utility’s service area instead of being 
concentrated at a central location 


Note:This term is commonly used to indicate 
non-utility sources of electricity, including on-site 
generation. In effect, all generators regardless of 
size are “distributed” because they are located in 
many places around the province. 


Distribution generation 
Electricity generator connected to the electrical 
distribution system 


Distribution system 
The poles, wires, transformers, insulators, 
disconnects, breakers, fuses, and other associated 
equipment that deliver electric energy from the 
local substation to individual consumers. 


Note: Typically, the distribution system is 
defined as electrical lines and associated 
equipment where the operating voltage is less 
than 34.5 kilovolts. 


Grid 
The network of transmission or distribution lines 
used to move a commodity from its source to 
consumers 


Independent Power Producer (IPP) 
Owner of an electricity generator that is not 
owned by a public utility. 


Integrated Power Systems Plan (IPSP) 


Ontario’s Ministry of Energy issued the Supply 
Mix Directive, requiring the Ontario Power 
Authority to prepare a 20-‐year Integrated Power 
System Plan (IPSP) to meet the province’s 
electricity system goals.  


Internal rate of return (IRR) 
Financial calculation that compares the present 
value of a project’s expected revenues with the 
present value of its expected costs 


Note:An IRR calculation is used to determine the 
discount rate at which the two present values are 
equal. By doing this calculation, investors are able 
to see the project’s expected rate of return. 


Kilowatt (kW) 
Unit of power of any form of energy, that is, a 
measure of the rate of doing work or 
instantaneous rate of energy use 







GLOSSARY 
 


44 • BEHIND THE SWITCH: PRICING ONTARIO ELECTRICITY OPTIONS THE PEMBINA INSTITUTE 


Note:1 kW is equal to 1,000 watts. A 100-watt 
light bulb uses 100 watts when it is illuminated. 


Kilowatt-hour (kWh) 
Unit of energy of any form, that is, a measure of 
how much energy is used over time 


Note:1 kWh is equal to 1,000 watt-hours. This is 
the basic unit for measuring electric energy. A 100-
watt light bulb that is illuminated for 10 hours uses 
1 kilowatt-hour of energy (10 hours x 100 watt-
hours = 1 kWh). 


Load 
1) The amount of electric energy consumed over a 


duration of time 


2) An electricity-consuming device or devices that 
are connected to an electrical system 


Note: Peak load is the greatest amount of 
electrical energy consumed over an hour in a 
year. 


Megawatt (MW) 
Unit of power of any form of energy 


Note:1 MW is equal to 1,000 kilowatts or 1 
million watts. 1 MW of electrical power can light 
up 10,000 of 100 W light bulbs. 


Megawatt-hour (MWh) 
Unit of energy of any form 


Note:1 MWh is equal to 1,000 kilowatt-hours or 1 
million watt-hours. 


Off-peak 
Electricity supplied during periods of low system 
consumption. 


OPA 
The Ontario Power Authority is an independent, 
non-profit corporation who reports to Ontario’s 
Ministry of Energy. The OPA is responsible for 
assessing the long-term adequacy of electricity 
resources, forecasting future demand and the 
potential for conservation and renewable energy, 
preparing an integrated system plan for 
conservation, generation, transmission, procuring 
new supply, transmission and demand 


management either by competition or by contract, 
when necessary, and achieving the targets set by 
government for conservation and renewable 
energy. 


Peak demand 
The greatest demand placed on an electric system 
in a given year. 


Power 
Rate of energy flow. 


Note:The standard unit of measure is a joule 
per second, which is encapsulated in the term 
watt (W). 


Surplus Baseload 
A situation that occurs when electricity production 
from baseload facilities exceeds provincial 
electricity demand.  


Transmission 
Transfer of high-voltage electric power from 
generating plants to customer loads or distribution 
systems at a distance ranging from nearby to 
hundreds of kilometres 


Watt (W) 
Unit of power of any form of energy 


Note:1 W is equal to a flow of one joule of energy 
per second. 
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Appendix: Data 
A.1. Cost data 
 


2011 Feed-in tariff data 


Renewable fuel Size tranches Contract price 
(¢/kWh) 


Biomass 


 ≤ 10 MW 13.8 


 > 10 MW 13.0 


Biogas 


On-Farm ≤ 100 kW 19.5 


On-Farm > 100 kW ≤ 250 kW 18.5 


Biogas ≤ 500 kW 16.0 


Biogas > 500 kW ≤ 10 MW 14.7 


Biogas > 10 MW 10.4 


Waterpower 


 ≤ 10 MW 13.1 


 > 10 MW ≤ 50 MW 12.2 


Landfill gas 


 ≤ 10 mw 11.1 


 > 10 MW 10.3 


Solar PV 


Rooftop ≤ 250 kW 71.3 


Rooftop > 250 ≤ 500 kW 63.5 


Rooftop > 500 kW 53.9 


Ground Mounted ≤ 10 MW 44.3 


Wind 


Onshore Any size 13.5 


 


FIT Adders 


Renewable fuel Wind Solar PV 
(Ground 


Mounted) 


Water Biogas Biomass Landfill 
Gas 


Maximum Aboriginal 
Price Adder (¢/kWh) 


1.5 1.5 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.6 


Maximum Community 
Price Adder (¢/kWh) 


1..0 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 


SOURCE: OPA 
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Assumed fuel costs over model period 


Fuel costs (constantCanadianDollar2010 / GJ) 


Fuel type 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 


Coal  $2.45   $2.38   $2.34   $2.31   $2.32   $2.35   $2.36   $2.35   $2.36   $2.37  


Heavy oil  
$18.97  


$17.32  $17.71  $18.14  $18.56  $19.41  $20.15  $20.80  $21.43  $21.79  


Petroleum 
coke 


$13.35  $13.15  $13.50  $14.06  $14.51  $15.05  $15.47  $15.95  $16.30  $16.26  


Natural gas $5.20  $5.12  $5.11  $5.07  $5.15  $5.19  $5.23  $5.29  $5.37  $5.52  


Biomass $2.45  $2.38  $2.34  $2.31  $2.32  $2.35  $2.36  $2.35  $2.36  $2.37  


 Fuel Type 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 


Coal $2.39  $2.41  $2.42  $2.46  $2.47 $2.49  $2.50  $2.52  $2.55  $2.56  


Heavy oil $22.08  $22.37  $22.65  $23.09  $23.36 $23.63  $23.88  $24.14  $24.37  $24.58  


Petroleum 
coke 


$16.60  $16.98  $17.38  $17.64 $17.92 $18.16  $18.38  $18.53  $18.65  $18.59  


Natural gas $5.67  $5.82  $5.99  $6.17  $6.35  $6.48  $6.62  $6.71  $6.78  $6.84  


Biomass $2.39  $2.41  $2.42  $2.46  $2.47  $2.49  $2.50  $2.52  $2.55  $2.56  
SOURCE: US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Pollution from natural gas electricity generation 


Type of natural gas 
generation 


Pollutant  (kg/MWh) 


CO2e  NOx VOC CO SOx PM10 


Conventional Simple Cycle 490 0.127 0.024 0.167 0.006 0.061 


Advanced Single Cycle 452 0.045 0.014 0.086 0.004 0.028 


Conv Combined Cycle w/ 
duct-firing 


374 0.034 0.143 0.008 0.004 0.019 


Advanced Combined Cycle 344 0.029 0.008 0.025 0.002 0.014 


SOURCE: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION153 


Variable costs 


Variable Costs (¢/kWh) 


Debt retirement charge (DRC) — collected by LDCs to pay for 
debt of former Ontario Hydro.1 


 $0.7 


Distribution cost2  $0.1572  


Wholesale market service charge — cost for IESO, etc $0.65  
Notes  


1 Ontario Hydro debt was $38 billion. $17 billion of this was assigned to Ontario Hydro successor 
companies. Balance is being paid off by DRC. DRC will continue until debt is fully paid. OEFC 
estimates the debt will be fully paid “between 2012 and 2020”.154  
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2 Distribution utilities (LDCs) charge a monthly connection fee as well as a variable cost per kW or 
per kWh (depending on rate class). Distribution charge above is for the variable portion (per kWh) only. 


Assumed generator rate of return  


 Rate of return 


For FIT program 11% after taxes 


For Hydro contracts  Confidential1  
Notes  
1 OEB uses rates for LDCs and HydroOne - currently set at 9.58% (as of May 1, 2011)155 


Assumed conservation program costs  


American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy reported in 2009 that the cost for utility 
conservation programs was holding steady at around 2.5 cents per kWh (US)156  


Assumed asset book life 
U.S. Discount Rates and Capital Charge Rates in EPA Base Case v4.10 


 
Notes: 


The discount rates appearing in the table were used in deriving these capital charge rates. However, as 
noted in the text, a single U.S. discount rate of 6.15% is used across all technologies in EPA Base Case 
v.4.10. 


1 The capital charge rate for these technologies includes a 3% climate change uncertainty adder.  
2 The capital charge rate for this technology reflects the impact of the PTC provided under the 


Energy Policy Act of 2005.  
3 The capital charge rate for these technologies reflects the impact of ARRA loan guarantees. 


SOURCE: U.S. EPA157 


 


Investment Technology 
Capital Charge 
Rate 


Discount 
Rate Book Life 


Environmental Retrofits 11.30% 5.50% 30
Advanced Combined Cycle 12.10% 6.20% 30
Advanced Combustion Turbine 12.90% 6.90% 30
Supercritical Pulverized Coal and Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle without Carbon Capture1 14.10% 7.80% 40
Advanced Coal with Carbon Capture 11.10% 5.50% 40
Nuclear without Production Tax Credit (PTC) 10.80% 5.50% 40
Nuclear with Production Tax Credit (PTC)2 9.10% 5.50% 40
Biomass with ARRA Loan Guarantees3 9.30% 4.60% 40
Biomass without ARRA Loan Guarantees 11.10% 6.20% 40
Wind and Landfill Gas with ARRA Loan Guarantees2 10.10% 4.60% 20
Wind and Landfill Gas without ARRA Loan Guarantees 12.20% 6.20% 20
Solar and Geothermal with ARRA Loan Guarantees2 10.10% 4.60% 20
Solar and Geothermal without ARRA Loan Guarantees 12.20% 6.20% 20







APPENDIX 
 


48 • BEHIND THE SWITCH: PRICING ONTARIO ELECTRICITY OPTIONS THE PEMBINA INSTITUTE 


Assumed new generation cost and performance characteristics 


 
SOURCE: U.S. ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION158 
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SOURCE: U.S. ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 159
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A.2. Forecast average renewables price data 


 
Figure 21: Average modelled new wind energy feed-in tariff rates ($/kWh) 


 
Figure 22: Average modeled new solarphotovoltaic feed-in tariff rates ($/kWh) 
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Frequently Asked Questions about Green 
Energy in Ontario 
 
Ontario has taken the laudable step of closing down its entire fleet of coal-fired 
power plants — a move supported across partisan lines. This, however, is but one of 
the many changes that is coming to Ontario’s electricity system. Meanwhile: 


• Almost one-half of the entire province’s power plants are scheduled to be 
retired or rebuilt within the next 10 years. 


• The entire fleet of nuclear generating stations need major refurbishment or will 
be retired before 2020.  


• Over 50 per cent of the exisiting transmission infrastructure is over 50 years 
old and requires major investments, just to keep the lights on. 


• With the Green Energy Act, Ontario has introduced Canada’s first 
comprehensive legislation that encourages individuals, communities and 
companies to develop and own renewable energy projects. 


 
The reality is that big decisions need to be made now about how to re-build and 
expand our electricity system in Ontario, decisions that have real implications for the 
future. Any of the choices that we make will have consquences and each comes with 
their own price tag. However, doing nothing is simply not an option. 
 
This backgrounder is intended to provide some perspective on frequently 
asked questions regarding renewable energy options for Ontario. 
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1. Why are electricity prices rising in Ontario?  
 
Ontario’s electricity grid needs work and re-building it costs money. 
 
For years, underinvestment in Ontario’s electricity system led to aging infrastructure, 
poor reliability  and continued dependence on polluting energy sources, such as coal. 
As a result of this under-investment, Ontario’s  electricity rates have been kept 
artificially low. 
 
A lot of investment is required to modernize Ontario’s electricity system. 
 
Investments are required to keep the lights on and clean up the sources of Ontario’s 
electricity. In the short term, prices are poised to rise because you simply cannot build 
something in 2011 and expect it to cost the same as what was built in the 1970s and 
‘80s (or in some cases the ‘60s!). 
 
Ontario’s power plants are old and getting older by the day. As much as 43 per cent 
of Ontario’s electricity facilities will need to be rebuilt or retired in the next 10 years.1 
The entire fleet of nuclear plants will reach the end of their lives in that time. All of 
Ontario’s coal plants will be closed by 2014. Over 50 per cent of the overhead 
transmission lines in Ontario are more than 50 years old.2 The most recent Long Term 
Energy Plan from the Ontario Power Authority projected nine billion dollars of 
investment would be needed over the next 20 years to renew Ontario’s transmission 
system.3  
 
New investment is needed in Ontario, regardless of whether that new investment pays 
for power from new and refurbished nuclear plants, for more fossil fuels or a shift to 
modern sources of clean energy 
 
Ontario is not alone. Electricity prices are rising across the country because their 
systems – which were built around the same time as ours – are aging as well. 
Between 2002 and 2010, rates in Nova Scotia rose 37 per cent. Rates in 
Saskatchewan rose 36 per cent over the same time period. BC Hydro is expected to 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  Ontario’s	  Long-‐term	  Energy	  Plan	  (2010),	  9,	  http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/long-‐
term-‐energy-‐plan	  	  
2	  The	  Pembina	  Institute,	  Behind	  the	  Switch:	  Pricing	  Ontario’s	  Electricity	  Options	  (2011),	  27,	  
http://www.pembina.org/pub/2238	  	  
3	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  Ontario’s	  Long-‐term	  Energy	  Plan	  (2010),	  55,	  http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/long-‐
term-‐energy-‐plan	  
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increase rates by 8 per cent in 2012, followed by a 3.9 per cent increase in 2013 
and another 3.9 per cent increase in 2014. In Alberta, rates are forecast to rise 50 
per cent from 2010 to 2016. Across the country, the expense of new capital projects 
and infrastructure upgrades are driving prices up.  
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2. What would happen to electricity prices if Ontario cancels the Green Energy Act? 
 
Prices would continue to rise anyway. With or without renewable power, 
Ontario’s electricity prices are poised to keep increasing. The reasons are 
complicated, but in short many of the expenses in Ontario are inevitable, including 
grid upgrades and rebuilding new types of supplies. With or without renewables, you 
still need to get electricity from another source, even if you keep renewables from 
playing a bigger role in the mix. What ever source you use will have a cost.  
 
Any new electricity plant in Ontario — renewable or otherwise — faces the same 
challenge: it is being built today, and not in 1970 or 1980. While wind energy 
contracted under Ontario’s Green Energy Act is 13.5 cents per kilowatt-hour 
(¢/kWh)4, the average price for new natural gas prices has been around 11 ¢/kWh5 
— we can’t know exactly what the cost is since such contracts are confidential. 
However, while the price of natural gas is forecast by everyone from the Canadian 
National Energy Board to the United States Department of Energy6 to increase over 
the next 20 years, the price of renewables will continue to decrease. 
 
It’s also important to remember that the price we pay for electricity is a mix of all the 
generators on the grid, plus transmission, plus distribution, plus administration costs 
and taxes. So while wind and other renewables do cost a little more today than 
building another new alternative, renewables are only a part of the overall mix of 
what shows up in your electricity bill. The prices for renewables are fixed for a long-
term and, because they have no fuel cost, they are an effective hedge against  fossil-
fuel price volatility. However, the good news is that, as the percentage of renewables 
increases, these prices will continue to drop. 
 
A recent study from the Pembina Institute modeled these complex interactions and 
found that cancelling the Green Energy Act would likely result in a slightly slower 
price increase — about the price of a cup of coffee and a donut per month for a 
typical household. In the long-term, however, investments made in renewables today 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  “FIT	  Price	  Schedule”	  (June	  3,	  2011),	  http://fit.powerauthority.on.ca/fit-‐price-‐schedule	  
5	  In	  OPA’s	  2009	  Generation	  Procurement	  Cost	  Disclosure,	  they	  report	  that	  the	  all-‐in	  costs	  of	  combined-‐cycle	  
natural	  gas	  contracts	  fall	  in	  a	  range	  of	  8.2	  –	  14.2	  cents	  per	  kWh	  (within	  a	  95	  per	  cent	  confidence	  interval).	  Ontario	  
Power	  Authority,	  “Generation	  Procurement	  Cost	  Disclosure”	  (2009)	  
http://www.powerauthority.ca/understanding-‐electricity-‐prices/generation-‐procurement-‐cost-‐disclosure	  	  
6	  U.S.	  Energy	  Information	  Administration,	  Annual	  Energy	  Outlook	  2011,	  DOE/EIA-‐0383(2011),	  
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/pdf/0383(2011).pdf	  
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are likely to act as a price hedge leading to a cost savings as the price of gas and 
other technologies are expected to increase.7  
 
The graph below illustrates relative cost over time of Ontario’s electricity system with 
and without the green energy act.  Without the GEA, renewables would need to be 
replaced with natural gas-fired power. 
 
 


 
Source: Weis, T. and Partington, PJ (2011) Behind the Switch: Pricing Ontario’s 
Electricity Options, published by The Pembina Institute, available online: 
www.pembina.org/pub/2238. 
 
 
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  The	  Pembina	  Institute,	  Behind	  the	  Switch:	  Pricing	  Ontario’s	  Electricity	  Options	  (2011),	  
http://www.pembina.org/pub/2238	  
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3. How does the cost of purchasing new power from renewable sources like wind and solar 
compare to the cost of purchasing power from other, more conventional sources?    
 
Renewables are more affordable than new nuclear and cost slightly 
more than natural gas does at today’s prices, that is, as long as you 
leave out the environmental costs.  
 
Electricity prices are complex, especially in Ontario, which makes it difficult to 
compare prices from one source directly to another. One important reminder is that 
the cost of building new sources of electricity is going to be more expensive than 
continuing to buy power from old sources that were built and paid off years ago.  As 
old and polluting power plants reach the end of their lives, Ontario has no choice but 
to start investing in new generation, so it only makes sense to compare prices for new 
wind or solar power infrastructure with the prices for new natural gas, hydro or 
nuclear plants.   
 
The Green Energy Act’s current feed-in-tariff (FIT) rate for wind is 13.5 ¢/kWh over a 
20-year contract.8 For comparison, recent contracts for new small hydro plants in 
Quebec and British Columbia have come in around 12 ¢/kWh9 and new natural-gas-
fired electricity in Ontario have averaged more than 11 ¢/kWh.10  
 
Natural gas prices are currently the lowest they’ve been in many years, in part due to 
the advent of hydraulic fracturing (or “fracking”) that has unlocked abundant shale 
gas reserves, as well as reduced demand due to the recession. Gas prices are 
predicted to steadily rise even if we don’t start putting a price on pollution. If there is 
a price on pollution, the price of the gas that is imported to Ontario to run these 
plants will increase even further. 
 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  “FIT	  Price	  Schedule”	  (June	  3,	  2011),	  http://fit.powerauthority.on.ca/fit-‐price-‐
schedule	  
9	  BC	  Hydro	  announces	  first	  group	  of	  successful	  projects	  in	  Clean	  Call	  May	  2010	  
www.bchydro.com/news/articles/press_releases/2010/bch_announces_first_group_of_successful_projects_i
n_clean_call.html	  
10	  In	  OPA’s	  2009	  Generation	  Procurement	  Cost	  Disclosure,	  they	  report	  that	  the	  all-‐in	  costs	  of	  combined-‐cycle	  
natural	  gas	  contracts	  fall	  in	  a	  range	  of	  8.2	  –	  14.2	  cents	  per	  kWh	  (within	  a	  95	  per	  cent	  confidence	  interval).	  
Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  “Generation	  Procurement	  Cost	  Disclosure”	  (2009)	  
http://www.powerauthority.ca/understanding-‐electricity-‐prices/generation-‐procurement-‐cost-‐disclosure	  
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New nuclear cost estimates range from 15 ¢/kWh from agencies such as Moody’s 
Investment Services and Standard and Poor’s,11 to between 17- 34 ¢/kWh from 
agencies such as the California Energy Commission12. (These estimates assume 
nuclear plants will be built on budget; however, in practice, nuclear projects in 
Ontario have turned out to be an average of 2.5 times more expensive than their 
original cost estimates).  
 
Feed-in tariff rates for wind and solar will decline over time in Ontario as they have 
for FIT programs all over the world. Since their inception in Europe, FITs have been 
specifically designed to pay a price to clean energy sources that allow them to be 
built for a modest profit. As more and more equipment is installed, the cost for new 
renewable technology decreases and the rates paid can be reduced, sometimes quite 
dramatically. For solar energy, these programs have consistently been lowering the 
price paid to encourage innovation. FIT programs have driven the cost of wind down 
33 per cent between 1998 and 2008 and the cost of solar energy down 50 per cent 
in the last five years alone.13  
 
Germany, which has had a FIT program for over a decade and has over 370,000 
people working in the renewable energy industry,14 recently extended its FIT program 
and, at the same time, reduced its FIT rates again this year for solar to reflect the 
decrease in the cost of the technology. Onshore wind rates, however, have remained 
stable since wind is close to competitive with other new technologies in Germany. 
Ontario’s FIT has a mandatory two-year review that is currently scheduled to begin in 
late 2011. 
 
Another big advantage of renewable electricity generation is that it does not require 
a fuel to be purchased or disposed of, nor does it produce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions or other local air pollutants. Fossil fuels impose costs on the economy in the 
form of health and environmental damage, but so far the price of fossil-fuel-fired 
electricity does not reflect these costs. Coal-fired electricity in Ontario is estimated to 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  Mark	  Cooper,	  The	  Economics	  of	  Nuclear	  Reactors:	  Renaissance	  or	  Relapse,	  2009,	  p.	  48,	  
http://www.vermontlaw.edu/Documents/Cooper%20Report%20on%20Nuclear%20Economics%20FINAL
%5B1%5D.pdf	  
12	  	  2010	  Comparative	  Costs	  of	  California	  Central	  Station	  Electricity	  Generation,	  (2010)	  
CEC-‐200-‐2009-‐07SF,	  available	  online	  at	  :	  www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-‐200-‐2009-‐017/CEC-‐
200-‐2009-‐017-‐SF.pdf	  
13	  REN	  21,	  Renewables	  2010	  Global	  Status	  Report	  (2010),	  
http://www.ren21.net/Portals/97/documents/GSR/REN21_GSR_2010_full_revised%20Sept2010.pdf	  
14	  German	  Ministry	  for	  the	  Environment,	  Nature	  Conservation	  and	  Nuclear	  Safety,	  
http://www.bmu.de/files/english/pdf/application/pdf/ee_beschaeftigung_2010_en_bf.pdf	  	  
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cost three billion dollars in additional health care costs and $371million in 
environmental damages annually.15 That works out to an extra 12.7 ¢/kWh on top of 
the regular price of coal-fire-generated electricity.16 Natural gas is cleaner than coal 
but still emits GHG emissions and other air pollutants. 
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15	  DSS	  Management	  Consultants	  Inc.	  and	  RWDI	  Air	  Inc.	  Cost	  Benefit	  Analysis:	  
Replacing	  Ontario’s	  Coal-‐Fired	  Electricity	  Generation	  (2005)	  
http://www.mei.gov.on.ca/en/pdf/electricity/coal_cost_benefit_analysis_april2005.pdf	  	  
16	  Sustainable	  Prosperity,	  Ontario’s	  Feed-‐in-‐Tariff	  for	  Renewable	  Energy:	  Lessons	  from	  Europe	  (2010),	  
http://www.sustainableprosperity.ca/article292	  	  
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4. How can we afford to pay wind producers 13.5 ¢/kWh and solar producers 44.3 – 80.2 
¢/kWh when the average price for electricity in ON is 3.67 ¢/kWh? 
 
Simply put, the spot-market price for electricity is not the best basis for 
comparison. The best way to compare the affordability of new sources of 
renewable power is to compare feed-in-tariff rates to the prices in contracts for other 
kinds of power, such as natural gas, nuclear or hydro. Sometimes we see 
comparisons of FIT rates to the average spot-market price for electricity, which so far 
this year is about 3.26 ¢/kWh.17 This price as a point of comparison is misleading for 
several reasons. 
 
First, most of Ontario’s electricity producers (including nuclear plants and most of the 
hydro and gas plants) all have long-term contracts that are outside of the spot market. 
 
Second, Ontario has a surplus of electricity for a few years because demand has 
been falling. This will change soon. All of the nuclear plants will need refurbishing 
starting as early as 2013.18 Ontario needs to start building new plants now, even 
though the current price is low, because soon huge amounts of electricity generation 
will be unavailable to Ontario and prices will increase dramatically without new 
supply. 
 
Finally, the average spot-market price is not the whole story. For solar, the current FIT 
rates are 44.3−71.3 ¢/kWh for solar power;19 microFIT rates for homeowners and 
small businesses are 64.2 – 80.2 ¢/kWh.20 While that is much higher than for wind, 
hydro, nuclear or natural gas contracts, solar power generates power at times of 
peak demand. During periods of peak demand, prices can be substantially higher 
than the average.  
 
For example, on a hot and sunny July day this past summer, the hourly market price 
reached as high as 49.29 ¢/kWh due to high demand.21 However, even this is a 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	  Independent	  Electricity	  System	  Operator,	  “Weekly	  Market	  Report”	  (August	  31	  –	  September	  6,	  2011)	  	  
http://ieso.ca/imoweb/pubs/marketReports/weekly/20110906.pdf	  	  
18	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  Ontario’s	  Long-‐term	  Energy	  Plan	  (2010),	  http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/long-‐term-‐
energy-‐plan	  
19	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  “FIT	  Price	  Schedule”	  (June	  3,	  2011),	  http://fit.powerauthority.on.ca/fit-‐price-‐schedule	  	  
20	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  “microFIT	  Price	  Schedule”	  (August	  13,	  2010)	  
http://microfit.powerauthority.on.ca/pdf/microFIT-‐Program-‐price-‐schedule.pdf	  	  
21	  Independent	  Electricity	  System	  Operator,	  “Weekly	  Market	  Report”	  (July	  21-‐27,	  2011)	  
http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/pubs/marketReports/weekly/20110726.pdf	  
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pretty low price compared to where electricity prices have been; once nuclear 
reactors start to come offline in the next few years, prices during these peak times will 
increase substantially.   
 
Solar prices should be considered in the context of how much it would cost to meet 
power demands at peak times otherwise, including peak-demand market prices, peak 
import prices and the cost of building and contracting new infrastructure to be on 
standby for daily peak periods. The good news for solar power in Ontario is that the 
electricity system demand peaks in this province when it is hot and sunny. 
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5. Ontario sometimes has more electricity than it needs and must sell it off at below-market 
prices. So why is Ontario building more generation capacity?   
 
Current oversupply is a small and temporary problem. Occasionally at 
night, when demand is low, Ontario generates more electricity than it can use. This is 
largely because nuclear generators  (which generate close to 50 per cent of 
Ontario’s electricity) cannot easily be ramped up or down in response to demand. 
So, occasionally Ontario actually pays consumers to use power. This might seem 
perverse but it is cheaper to pay someone to take the power rather than to try to stop 
and restart a nuclear power plant for the few hours when oversupply is occurring. 
 
Ontario’s demand for electricity has been dropping for several years as part of the 
restructuring of its economy and efforts to use electricity more efficiently. When 
demand dips below the level of supply generated by sources that cannot be easily 
switched off, it becomes more affordable to export the electricity even at a loss.  
 
This situation of occasional oversupply will not last long. The problem will begin to 
correct itself as Ontario’s coal plants are phased out and nuclear units are removed 
from service starting in 2015, for refurbishment. With so much generation capacity 
going offline, Ontario will need new sources of electricity. Building electricity 
infrastructure takes time and Ontario is building up its clean electricity capacity in 
order to be able to keep the lights on in the next few years when its dirty coal plants 
are retired and its nuclear fleet reaches the end of its design life.  
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6. Why are we “subsidizing” renewable energy? If renewables make sense, should they not be 
able to compete in the marketplace on their own merits?  
 
Renewables are competing with traditional electrical generation that has 
been historically heavily subsidized. For example, the federal government has 
provided $20 billion in total historic subsidies to nuclear power.22 These subsidies are 
ongoing, including $651 million paid in 2009 alone for operations research and to 
cover cost overruns.23 The federal government also covers most of the nuclear energy 
industry’s liabilities; it will pick up the tab for any cost exceeding $75 million dollars 
in the event of a nuclear accident. (The Fukushima accident is projected to have cost 
at least $2.84 billion, while the Chernobyl concrete “sarcophagus” is excepted to 
have a $2.2 billion price tag). 
 
In addition, the Ontario taxpayer subsidizes polluting sources of electricity generation 
through the health care system. The government of Ontario estimates that shutting 
down coal will reduce health care costs by three billion dollars annually.24 Burning 
fossil fuels, be it coal or natural gas, is also in effect subsidized by virtue of there 
being no cost to release GHG emissions into the atmosphere. 
 
In comparison, federal subsidies for renewable electricity between 2002 and 2020 
will total $1.8 billion,25 less than 10 per cent of what nuclear has received.  
 
The FIT mechanism in Ontario is not a subsidy in the sense of a tax-payer funded 
program to artificially reduce costs. Rather, a FIT is simply paying the current costs 
required to build clean energy in an open and transparent way. Feed-in-tariff 
mechanisms have been shown to lower prices by developing a market and letting 
industry bring costs down rather than using tax-payer dollars to bridge any gaps. 
Given the existing market distortions the FIT is in many ways an effort to level the 
playing field. 
 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22	  Tom	  Adams,	  Federal	  Government	  Subsidies	  to	  Atomic	  Energy	  of	  Canada	  Limited,	  Energy	  Probe,	  January	  11,	  2006,	  
http://energyprobe.files.wordpress.com/2011/03/aeclsubsidies.pdf	  	  
23	  Tyler	  Hamilton,	  “Atomic	  ‘challenges’	  prompt	  Ottawa	  to	  shell	  out	  another	  $200	  million,”	  The	  Toronto	  Star,	  
November	  6,	  2009,	  http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/article/722050-‐-‐atomic-‐challenges-‐prompt-‐ottawa-‐to-‐
shell-‐out-‐another-‐200-‐million	  	  
24	  Government	  of	  Ontario,	  “Shutting	  Down	  Coal,”	  
http://www.ontario.ca/en/initiatives/progressreport2011/ONT05_039158.html	  	  
25	  Combining	  the	  Wind	  Power	  Production	  Incentive	  and	  the	  ecoENERGY	  for	  Renewable	  Power	  Programs	  from	  
Natural	  Resources	  Canada.	  
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Ontario’s support for renewable energy is also directed at developing local clean 
energy manufacturing capacity. As a result, the government has arranged for a $110 
million incentive payment offered to Samsung tied to establishing four manufacturing 
plants in the province. This deal is expected to result in seven billion dollars of 
investment in Ontario as well as manufacturing plants in Tillsonburg, Windsor, 
Toronto and one additional community. Some of Ontario’s biggest manufacturers 
exist in the province as a result of foreign investment, including Toyota, Honda, Ford 
and General Motors. Renewable energy is a booming industry globally, attracting 
over $400 billion of investment in 2010, and Ontario is positioning itself to become 
an important regional center of renewable energy technical know-how. 
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7. Who benefits from the prices paid for renewable energy? 
 
The rates for renewables in Ontario not only result in cleaner air but are 
also tied to bringing jobs and investment to Ontario. Ontario has put in 
place local content requirements to ensure that the rates being paid for renewable 
electricity result in jobs and economic development and diversification in the province. 
 
According to a recent study conducted by ClearSky Advisors for the Canadian Solar 
Industry Association, as of 2011 solar energy in Ontario had generated two billion 
dollars of private sector investment and 8,200 jobs. ClearSky estimates that solar 
energy adds $1.42 to the average household electricity bill: a monthly increase of 
1.1 per cent. Between 2008 and 2018, they project that solar energy will generate 
$12.9 billion in investment and create 74,000 jobs in Ontario. They estimate that in 
2018, solar energy will be responsible for an increase of $4.91 on the average 
household electricity bill, a monthly increase of only three per cent.26  
 
ClearSky Advisors also completed a study for the Canadian Wind Energy Association 
on the projected economic impacts of wind energy in Ontario for 2011 - 2018. They 
estimate that wind power will generate 80,328 person-years of employment and 
attract $16.4 billion of private investments of which $8.5 billion will be invested 
locally in Ontario. They expect that the projects installed between 2011 and 2018 
will contribute more than $1.1 billion of revenue to Ontario municipalities and 
landowners in the form of taxes and lease payments over the projects’ 20-year 
lifespan. They estimate that roughly 75 per cent of the jobs will be pre-connection 
(e.g., construction and manufacturing) and 25 per cent of the jobs will be post-
connection (e.g. operations and maintenance).27  
 
The vast majority of natural gas used in Ontario is purchased from outside of the 
province. While investments in wind and solar have guaranteed requirements for 
Ontario content, a further reliance on natural gas will result in money leaving the 
province to pay for and transport gas from all over North America. 
 
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26	  ClearSky	  Advisors	  Inc.	  Economic	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Solar	  PV	  Sector	  in	  Ontario	  2008-‐2018	  (2011),	  
http://www.cansia.ca/sites/default/files/economic_impacts_of_solar.pdf	  	  
27	  ClearSky	  Advisors	  Inc.	  Economic	  Impacts	  of	  the	  Wind	  Energy	  Sector	  in	  Ontario	  2011-‐2018	  (2011),	  
http://www.canwea.ca/pdf/economic_impacts_wind_energy_ontario2011-‐2018.pdf	  
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8. Why not build more natural gas plants instead of new renewable energy capacity? 
 
Natural gas comes with its own risks — both economic and 
environmental. Ontario has built a significant number of natural gas plants in 
recent years, many of which will greatly help the province phase out coal completely. 
However, in the longer-term,  investments in renewable energy will provide a hedge 
against price fluctuations in natural gas, which have seen prices as high as triple that 
of current prices in the past five years. 
 
Natural gas prices are currently low but more reliance on natural gas would make 
Ontario more vulnerable to volatile gas price hikes. Natural gas prices are projected 
to rise and may rise more steeply if environmental and health concerns about shale 
gas extraction results in limits on supply or higher production costs. Shale gas is 
projected to make up nearly 30 per cent of Ontario’s natural gas supply by 2020.28 
But shale gas extraction raises considerable environmental concerns, including the 
risk of contaminating freshwater. Several jurisdictions, such as Quebec29 and New 
York,30 have issued temporary moratoriums on shale gas activities pending further 
study. Since shale gas is expected to account for the bulk of new natural gas 
production, any moves by governments to restrict shale gas production could have a 
significant impact on gas supply and prices.  
 
Finding appropriate sites to build new gas plants may also be challenging, given the 
recent local opposition to proposed developments in Oakville and Mississauga. 
Based on past electricity plans, new plants may be likely in Kitchener-Waterloo, the 
southwest Greater Toronto Area (GTA), and two other locations: one in the GTA and 
one that has yet to be determined.31  
 
Natural gas is less polluting than coal but it still generates GHG emissions and air 
pollution. In Ontario, more reliance on natural gas could mean as much as three 
million more tonnes of GHGs, over 260 tonnes of nitrogen oxides, 21 tonnes of 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28	  ICF	  International,	  2010	  Natural	  Gas	  Market	  Review	  (August	  20,	  2010)	  Prepared	  for	  the	  Ontario	  Energy	  Board,	  p.	  
7,	  http://www.oeb.gov.on.ca/OEB/_Documents/EB-‐2010-‐	  
0199/ICF_Market_Report_20100820.pdf	  
29	  Rhéal	  Séguin,	  “Charest	  dodges	  shale-‐gas	  bullet	  with	  de	  facto	  moratorium”	  The	  Globe	  and	  Mail,	  Mar.	  09,	  2011,	  	  	  
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/charest-‐dodges-‐shale-‐gas-‐bullet-‐with-‐de-‐facto-‐
moratorium/article1936123/	  	  
30	  Dan	  Wiessner,	  “NY	  Assembly	  Extends	  Fracking	  Ban	  for	  Another	  Year,”	  Reuters,	  June	  6,	  2011.	  
http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/06/us-‐newyork-‐fracking-‐idUSTRE7556RR20110606.	  
31	  The	  Pembina	  Institute,	  Behind	  the	  Switch:	  Pricing	  Ontario’s	  Electricity	  Options	  (2011),	  38,	  
http://www.pembina.org/pub/2238	  
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sulphur oxide and 75 tonnes of volatile organic compounds.32 	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  


 


 


 


 
 
	  


	  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32	  The	  Pembina	  Institute,	  Behind	  the	  Switch:	  Pricing	  Ontario’s	  Electricity	  Options	  (2011),	  vi,	  
http://www.pembina.org/pub/2238	  
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9. Wind power only works when the wind is blowing. How can we replace a reliable source of 
power like coal, with a variable source of power like wind? 
 
Greater amounts of different types of energy from variable renewable 
sources does require planning, but it can be done, and i t is being done 
all over the world. Wind, solar and run-of-river hydro are all variable sources of 
electricity: they produce more power when it is windy, sunny, or during times of high 
water flow. In small amounts, the variability of wind, solar and run-of-river sources is 
dwarfed by the normal variability of system demand caused by customers turning 
appliances on and off. When variable renewables make up a greater portion of the 
electricity supply, integration becomes more challenging. The Utility Wind Integration 
Group was formed in North America to focus specifically on integrating large 
amounts of wind energy into traditional electricity systems.33 
 
How much variable-output electricity a grid can handle varies depending on what 
else is on the grid and how well that grid is connected. Denmark, for example, 
generates over one-fifth of its electricity from the wind alone and has since the year 
2000, which is more than what Ontario is planning for even by 2020. Denmark has a 
well-connected grid and ready access to large hydro systems and studies have found 
that their grid can likely accommodate a lot more wind.  In fact their electricity mix 
could be up to 63 per cent variable output without any power storage systems.34 
Germany and Japan are planning to phase out nuclear power altogether and will use 
renewables to do so. 
 
General Electric (GE) completed a study for Ontario in 2006 and found that 5,000 
Megawatts (MW) of wind could be accommodated with minimal impact to the 
operating system in Ontario. Currently, approximately 1,300 MW of wind is in 
operation in Ontario and another 600 MW is expected to be operating by the end of 
2012. The same GE study concluded that up to 10,000 MW could be added in 
Ontario with some minor changes to the existing operating framework, and this was 
before much of the new natural gas plants were built, which have fast responses times 
and can help to balance the overall system.35  
 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33	  Utility	  Wind	  Integration	  Group	  web	  site,	  http://www.uwig.org	  
34	  International	  Energy	  Agency,	  Harnessing	  Variable	  Renewables:	  A	  Guide	  to	  the	  Balancing	  Challenge	  (2011),	  
http://www.iea.org/publications/free_new_Desc.asp?PUBS_ID=2403	  
35	  GE	  Energy,	  Ontario	  Wind	  Integration	  Study	  (prepared	  for	  Ontario	  Power	  Authority,	  Independent	  Electricity	  
System	  Operator	  and	  Canadian	  Wind	  Energy	  Association,	  2006),	  
http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/pubs/marketreports/OPA-‐Report-‐200610-‐1.pdf	  
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With practice and changes to the operating framework, electricity system operators in 
other jurisdictions have found that they can integrate more variable supply than they 
originally thought possible. Ontario’s independent electric system operator is already 
taking steps to incorporate additional variable generation including improved 
resource forecasting, ensuring that systems over five MW that are embedded in the 
distribution system are visible to the operator, and improving its ability to dispatch 
renewables.36 Managing variability will require some new thinking and grid 
management but it is not insurmountable. Germany is now covering its entire peak 
period using electricity generated from solar panels and Denmark’s electricity system 
operator, who once thought they could not handle more than 500 MW of wind, have 
now integrated more than 3,000 MW since the early 2000s. 
 
  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36	  Independent	  Electricity	  System	  Operator,	  “Renewable	  Integration,”	  
http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/consult/consult_se91.asp	  
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10. I’ve heard that the world leader, Germany, is backing away from feed-in-tariffs and 
renewable energy to prevent further harm to their economy. Is that true? 
 
No, not at all. If anything, support for renewable energy in Germany 
and elsewhere is strengthening.  
 
From 2000 to 2011, Germany increased the proportion of electricity coming from 
renewable sources from five per cent to 20 per cent. Their previous target of 30 per 
cent renewable electricity by 2020 has been updated to reflect expectations that 
Germany’s grid will reach 38 per cent renewable sources by 2020. Germany’s long-
term goal is 80 per cent renewable electricity by 205037 and the country  has 
decided to phase out nuclear entirely by 2022. Siemens, a major global electrical 
manufacturer announced in September 2011 that it is getting out of nuclear 
altogether, claiming that “Germany's shift towards renewable energies is the project 
of the century.”38 
 
This growth has continued despite the global recession. In 2009, in the aftermath of 
the global financial crisis, the renewable energy industry in Germany invested €17.7 
billion. In 2010, German farmers planned to invest €3.5 billion towards renewable 
energy, accounting for 59 per cent of their overall investments.39 The industry 
continues to be a growing source of jobs with about 370,000 people employed in the 
renewable energy sector in 2010, roughly eight per cent more than in 2009, and 
more than double its 2004 numbers.40 Between 2005 and 2020, the renewable 
energy industry aims to invest a total of €200 billion in new generation and by 2020, 
the industry is expected to employ 500,000 people.41  
 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37	  German	  Federal	  Ministry	  of	  the	  Environment,	  Nature	  Conservation,	  and	  Nuclear	  Safety,	  “National	  Renewable	  
Energy	  Action	  Plan,”	  2010,	  http://www.bmu.de/english/renewable_energy/downloads/doc/46291.php	  
38	  Spiegel	  online:	  Siemens	  to	  Exit	  Nuclear	  Energy	  Business,	  available	  online	  at:	  	  
http://www.spiegel.de/international/business/0,1518,787020,00.html	  
39	  Deutscher	  Bauernverband,	  “Landwirte	  wollen	  mehr	  in	  erneuerbare	  Energien	  investieren,”	  Press	  release,	  
November	  12,	  2009,	  http://www.agrarheute.com/landwirte-‐erneuerbare-‐energien-‐investieren	  	  
40	  German	  Federal	  Ministry	  of	  the	  Environment,	  Nature	  Conservation,	  and	  Nuclear	  Safety,	  “Gross	  employment	  
from	  renewable	  energy	  in	  Germany	  in	  2010,”	  March	  2011,	  http://www.bmu.de/english/renewable_	  
energy/downloads/doc/47242.php	  
41	  Germany’s	  Renewable	  Energy	  Agency	  Information	  Platform,	  http://www.unendlich-‐viel-‐energie.de/	  
en/economy/current-‐facts-‐and-‐figures.html	  
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Renewable energy in Germany also continues to enjoy broad public support. A 2010 
poll conducted by the Forsa Institute found that 78 per cent of the populace named 
renewables as their favourite source of energy. Renewables are vastly more popular 
than nuclear at six per cent, and natural gas at nine per cent. Seventy-eight per cent 
said that it was very, or even extremely, important to expand renewable energy, 
while only one per cent said that it was not at all important.42  
 
You may have heard that Germany is reducing the amount that it pays producers for 
renewable energy. This is true in part, and is a feature of the design of the feed-in-
tariff program. Every two years, the program reviews FIT rates and reduces most 
rates by a set percentage. These reduction in rates reflect the declining cost of 
renewable technology and is intended to encourage improved production efficiency. 
For example, the cost of solar energy has dropped by 50 per cent in the last five 
years alone.43 The success of Germany’s FIT program is credited worldwide for the 
rapid decrease in the cost of solar energy. 
 


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42	  Forsa,	  2/2010:	  “Erneuerbare	  Energien“	  2009,	  http://www.unendlich-‐viel-‐energie.de/	  
fileadmin/content/Panorama/Meinungen/Forsa-‐Umfrage_Akzeptanz_2010/FORSA-‐Akzeptanz%20	  
EE_Einauswertung%20Bundeslaender.pdf	  	  
43	  REN	  21,	  Renewables	  2010	  Global	  Status	  Report	  (2010),	  
http://www.ren21.net/Portals/97/documents/GSR/REN21_GSR_2010_full_revised%20Sept2010.pdf	  
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Germany is often touted as the model for the use of FITs to spur renewable energy 
development, but several other European countries such as France, Italy, Switzerland, 
the United Kingdom and the Czech Republic have similar programs. In the United 
States, Hawaii, California and Vermont also have versions of FITprograms, as does 
Nova Scotia here in Canada.  
 
For more information: 
Harvesting clean energy on Ontario farms: A transatlantic comparison: 
http://www.pembina.org/pub/2230  
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Glossary 


Distribution system 
The poles, wires, transformers, insulators, disconnects, breakers, fuses and other 
associated equipment that deliver electric energy from the local substation to individual 
consumers. 
Note :  Typically, the distribution system is defined as electrical lines and associated 
equipment where the operating voltage is less than 50 kilovolts. 


Feed-in-tariff (FIT) 
A feed-in-tariff is simply a guaranteed price (tariff) set for anyone who wants to “feed” 
renewable energy into the electricity system. The tariff is set in order to make a variety of 
clean energy sources economic, encouraging diverse technologies and broad 
opportunities for individuals to participate. 


Grid 
The network of transmission or distribution lines used to move a commodity from its 
source to consumers. 


Kilowatt (kW) 
Unit of power of any form of energy, that is, a measure of the rate of doing work or 
instantaneous rate of energy use 
Note: 1 kW is equal to 1,000 watts. A 100-watt light bulb uses 100 watts when it is 
illuminated. 


Kilowatt-hour (kWh) 
Unit of energy of any form, that is, a measure of how much energy is used over time 
Note: 1 kWh is equal to 1,000 watt-hours. This is the basic unit for measuring electric 
energy. A 100-watt light bulb that is illuminated for 10 hours uses 1 kilowatt-hour of 
energy (10 hours x 100 watt-hours = 1 kWh). 


Megawatt (MW) 
Unit of power of any form of energy 
Note:1 MW is equal to 1,000 kilowatts or 1 million watts. 1 MW of electrical power can 
light up 10,000 of 100 W light bulbs. 


Megawatt-hour (MWh) 
Unit of energy of any form 
Note: 1 MWh is equal to 1,000 kilowatt-hours or 1 million watt-hours. 


Off-peak 
Electricity supplied during periods of low system consumption. 
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OPA 
The Ontario Power Authority is an independent, non-profit corporation who reports to 
Ontario’s Ministry of Energy. The OPA is responsible for assessing the long-term 
adequacy of electricity resources, forecasting future demand and the potential for 
conservation and renewable energy, preparing an integrated system plan for 
conservation, generation, transmission, procuring new supply, transmission and demand 
management either by competition or by contract, when necessary, and achieving the 
targets set by government for conservation and renewable energy. 


Peak demand 
The greatest demand placed on an electric system in a given year. 


Power 
Rate of energy flow. 
Note: The standard unit of measure is a joule per second, which is encapsulated in the 
term watt (W). 


Surplus Baseload 


A situation that occurs when electricity production from baseload facilities exceeds 
provincial electricity demand.  


Transmission 
Transfer of high-voltage electric power from generating plants to customer loads or 
distribution systems at a distance ranging from nearby to hundreds of kilometres. 


Watt (W) 
Unit of power of any form of energy. 
Note : 1 W is equal to a flow of one joule of energy per second. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
Renewable Energy 
 
 
 
Why is Ontario phasing out coal and increasing renewables? 
 
Clean, renewable energy improves the quality of the air we breathe. Wind, solar and 
water power emit no pollution and are sustainable sources of energy. 
 
Coal-fired power plants emit sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, fine particulate matter, 
lead, mercury and other heavy metals and toxins known to cause serious health 
problems, including respiratory and cardiovascular illness and cancer. 
 
Ontario needs to harness the power of renewable clean energy to ensure our children 
have good jobs and air they can breathe. 
 
 
 
Why are only half of applications accepted as complete?   
 
The Renewable Energy Approval (REA) is a rigorous, science-based approach designed 
to protect Ontarians. We’re committed to taking a balanced and cautious approach for 
renewable clean energy projects including setbacks and noise limits to protect 
Ontarians.  
 
Our framework was developed by looking at best practices and science from 
jurisdictions around the world. Our setback of 550 metres – or over half a kilometre – is 
the most stringent legislated setback in North America and is based on the most up-to-
date science.   
 
Our noise limit of 40 decibels has been in place for over 30 years and meets the 
World Health Organization’s night-time noise guideline – which is protective of human 
health and a good night’s sleep. 
 
The REA requires strict environmental requirements, including public, municipal and 
Aboriginal consultation. If the ministry is not satisfied the application has met the 
requirements of the regulation, including consultation, we can reject it. Public, First 
Nation and municipal consultations are at the centre of the REA approvals process and 
in some cases the ministry has required that companies conduct additional public 
consultation. 
 
 


 







 


How will Ontario ensure human health is protected? 
 
Protecting the health of the community and environment is our top priority. That is why 
we base our setbacks and standards on a cautious science based approach. Our 
standards are more stringent than California, New York, Minnesota and Germany to 
name a few.  
 
The Ontario Chief Medical Officer of Health’s May 2010 report concluded there is no 
direct causal link between wind turbine noise and adverse health effects. 
 
Outside of the country, experts also agree. According to Australia’s National Health and 
Medical Research Council, “There is currently no published scientific evidence to link 
wind turbines and adverse health effects.”  
 
Ontario continues to encourage leading edge science by funding an academic research 
chair selected independently by the Council of Ontario Universities. University of 
Waterloo nominee, Dr. Siva Sivoththaman, has been selected for the ongoing study of 
renewable energy technologies and health. 
 
The Chair will research potential health effects of clean, renewable energy projects as 
new information and science emerges to ensure our approvals continue to be protective 
of human health and the environment.  
 
Coal is a leading cause of greenhouse gas emissions and negatively impacts the health 
of many Ontarians. Coal plants emit sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, fine particulate 
matter, lead, mercury and other heavy metals and toxins known to cause serious health 
problems, including respiratory and cardiovascular illness and cancer. 
 
The Canadian Medical Association estimates air pollution costs Ontario more than $220 
million in health care costs.  The Ontario Medical Association’s 2005 estimate for 
premature deaths in Ontario due to air pollution is 5,800 people each year.1 
 
 
 
Are wind turbines safe? 
 
There are thousands of turbines in operation around the world. The ministry has 
established standards more stringent than California, New York, Minnesota and 
Germany to name a few. Our noise limit of 40 decibels has been in place for over 30 
years and meets the World Health Organization’s standards. It is at a sound level 
comparable to indoor background sound, such as the noise of an office or quiet library.  
 
Ontario is a leader in establishing clear setbacks for renewable energy projects. Our 
setback of 550 metres – or over half a kilometre – is the most stringent in North America 
and is based on the most up-to-date science.  


                                                 
1 https://www.oma.org/Resources/Documents/e2005HealthAndEconomicDamageEstimates.pdf 
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Don’t renewable energy projects lower property values? 
 
The Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) is not reducing property 
assessments as a result of wind energy projects because there is not enough evidence 
to warrant a negative adjustment.  


The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, 
found no appreciable impact on the home values of some 7,500 properties. Some of the 
homes analyzed in the study were as close as 800 feet (243.83 metres) away from a 
wind facility – a distance much less than our province’s tough legislated setback of 550 
metres. 
 
 
 
How did you approve wind farms before the REA came into effect? 
 
Before the Renewable Energy Approval (REA) came into effect, proponents had to 
complete an environmental assessment process under Ontario Regulation 116/01 – 
Electricity Project and then apply for a Certificate of Approval from the Ministry of the 
Environment. The ministry required studies, including noise assessments and extensive 
environmental reports, to ensure the project was under the 40 decibel limit.  
 
We replaced a complex mix of provincial, municipal and other approvals with a single 
coordinated, efficient and transparent process designed to protect human health and the 
environment.  
 
When Ontario brought in the REA, the ministry also developed the 550 meter minimum 
setback. The REA is a rigorous science-based approach designed to protect Ontarians. 
 
Our framework was developed by looking at best practices and science from 
jurisdictions around the world. 
 
 
 
Why have you taken away municipal powers and authority? 
 
Consultation – with First Nations and both the public and municipalities – is a key part of 
the application and approvals process for a REA.    


Before submitting an application for Ministry of the Environment review, the applicant will 
also be required to hold at least two community consultation meetings to discuss the 
project and its potential local impact. The community consultation meetings provide an 
opportunity for residents to discuss the project with the applicant and to raise any 
concerns.  
 


Page 3 of 5 







 


The applicant must also consult directly with local municipalities. The Ministry of the 
Environment requires the applicant to document project-specific matters raised by the 
municipality, and to submit this to the ministry as part of the application. This process 
provides an opportunity for the municipality to raise concerns about potential issues 
related to municipal infrastructure and servicing.  
 
Following the municipal consultation and public meetings, the applicant is required to 
submit as part of their application a Consultation Report that will describe comments 
received and how these comments were considered in the proposal. The ministry will 
use this report to inform the decision on whether to grant a Renewable Energy Approval. 


 
Included in the numerous mandatory requirements is the need for meaningful 
consultations with both the public and the municipality. Developers must: 


• inform the local municipality about the proposed project 
• hold at least two public meetings during the planning stages to hear any 


local concerns  
• document all municipal feedback received as part of the application 


process 
• also give municipalities a chance to review any studies or reports related 


to the project 
 
When reviewing an application, the ministry will carefully consider if the developer has 
met our consultation requirements and how it plans to address municipal concerns 
raised.  Where an applicant has failed to suitably address issues raised by the 
municipality, the application will be sent back for further work. 


 
 
 
Why isn’t Ontario moving forward on offshore wind? 


Ontario has ruled out offshore wind while further scientific research is being conducted 
to ensure any offshore development in Ontario protects the environment. 
 
Offshore wind in freshwater, like the Great Lakes, is still early in development. 
In the past seven years, Ontario has moved from 10 to 700 wind turbines. We are 
meeting our growing energy demands with the increase in land based wind and other 
renewables. 
 
We will study the research from Ohio and Sweden based their freshwater offshore pilots 
moving forward.  
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How can you move forward with more land-based wind if the science isn’t 
complete on offshore? 
 
Offshore and land based wind are very different. There is a large body of peer-reviewed 
science on land based wind. There are also thousands of land based wind turbines 
operating worldwide.  
 
Offshore wind in freshwater lakes is early in development and there are no projects 
operating in North America. The recently installed Lake Vänern pilot project in Sweden is 
one of the only operational freshwater offshore projects in the world and a pilot project 
has been proposed in Ohio. Ontario will monitor these projects and the resulting 
scientific knowledge. Ontario will work with our U.S. neighbours on research to ensure 
any future proposed projects protect the environment on both sides of the Great Lakes. 
 
 
 
How can you ensure there is communication between the proponent, the local 
municipality, First Nations and the public? 
 
We always encourage companies to take consultation seriously and to go beyond the 
minimum requirements set out in our legislation – to act as “good neighbours”. After all, 
these projects will be part of the community for a long time and a good relationship is 
critical. 
 
We have introduced new provisions to better improve municipal consultation, requiring 
proponents to engage with municipalities earlier in the REA process.   
 
Municipalities will be provided the municipal consultation form and draft Project 
Description Report at least 30-days prior to the first public meeting. Municipalities will be 
provided all the draft REA Reports at least 90-days prior to the final public meeting.   
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WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 

Appendix F: Municipal Consultation  



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mrs. Tanya Lamb 
Township Clerk, Township of Wainfleet 
19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, Draft Project Description Report 

Dear Ms. Lamb: 

Please find a copy of the draft Project Description Report for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
attached along with a letter notifying your office about this proposal and a Public Open House. 
This project is subject to the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) 
Part V.0.1. and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable 
Energy Approvals (“REA”). The Regulation requires that we provide your office with a copy of 
the draft Project Description Report so that it may be made available to anyone who is 
interested. We respectfully request that you file this document for public viewing for a period of 
at least 90 days.  The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the project 
website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

If you have any questions or comments about this request, please feel free to contact me.  

Yours truly, 

Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mrs. Tanya Lamb 
Township Clerk, Township of Wainfleet 
19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mrs. Lamb: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to 
discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with you and your staff at our Public 
Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be 
appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
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available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC: Ms. Barbara Henderson 
Mr. Ted Hessels 
Mr. Ron Kramer 
Mr. Evan Main 
Mr. Ruby Warkentin 
Mr. Scott Luey 
Mr. Charles V. Miller 
Mr. Grant Munday 
Mr. Greg Wuisman 
Mr. Keegan Gennings 
Mr. Dale Minor 

K:\PROJ\1104036\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL\LETTERS\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL_WAINFLEET_AGENCY LTTR_MAY12_10.DOC 



1

Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 12:28 PM
To: planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca
Cc: tlamb@township.wainfleet.on.ca; gwuisman@township.wainfleet.on.ca; 

building@township.wainfleet.on.ca; Tom Lewis; Britney Pringle; Sunny Galia; Terry Hawrysh; 
Paul Draycott

Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project - Municipal Consultation
Attachments: Municipal Consultation Form_Wainfleet_17Nov10_sm.pdf

Mr. Miller, 

The draft site plan for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is now available for your review and 

comment. I would like to arrange a meeting with you and Township staff to discuss this project with 

the design and planning team.  I envision that we could meet at any point after next week, where we 

would present the proposal and answer any questions or comments that you may have.  Please let 

me know about your availability and that of the appropriate Township staff.  

 

As required under O.Reg. 359/09 ("Renewable Energy Approval"), please find the Municipal 

Consultation form attached.  The form indicates which Township Officials are required to provide 

comments. Also, since this project is a Class 4 Wind Facility some consultation requirements are not 

required.  

 

Public Open House: We have not yet determined the date of our second Public Open House. Once we 

have determined a date and location for Public Open House #2, we will inform you in advance, and 

the public by letter notification and newspaper notice.  This event will likely be in February, 2011.  

 

Consultation timelines: Municipal stakeholders will have at least 90-days and members of the public 

will have at least 60-days to review our draft Renewable Energy Approval (REA) package in advance 

of the second Public Open House. Following that period, comments will be incorporated into the 

design of the project and Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. may submit a Renewable Energy Approval to 

the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). The REA application will then be posted on the 

Environmental Registry for a further 30-day public comment period. Following that, the MOE will 

make a determination on approving the project.  

 

Electronic Versions of Files 

I have uploaded relevant reports and maps to our FTP as follows: 

 

Site:                

ftp://clientftp.morrisonhershfield.com/Wainfleet%20draft%20Renewable%20Energy%20A

pproval%20Package/ 

Login:             TOR1104037 

Password:     110four03seven 

Access Expires:        15-Dec-10 

 

I have couriered a paper copy of the draft REA package, this includes a CD with the reports and 

maps.  I have uploaded each report/map separately on the FTP/CD and I have also included one 

document with all the reports attached.  
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These documents are not yet public. We will revise them based upon our discussions and that of 

other agencies. It is our intention to provide them as draft documents to the public within the next 

30-days. At that time, we will provide the Township Clerk and Public Library with additional copies. 

Our timeline on this is subject to us meeting requirements of MOE, MNR, MTC, etc.  

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or thoughts. 

 

Yours truly,  
 

Jonathan Veale  M.E.S. EP 
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
Cell: 416 347 8766 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 



TRANSMITTAL FORM 
 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada Page 1 of 1 
Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 

TO: Mr. Charles V. Miller 
Manager of Planning, Township of Wainfleet 
19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

DATE: 

VIA: 
YOUR REFERENCE: 

November 17, 2010 

PROJECT: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project – Municipal 
Consultation Form 

PROJECT No.: 1104036.00 

K:\PROJ\1104036\PROJECT MANAGEMENT\TRANSMITALS\1104036_MUNICIPAL CONSULTATION.DOC 

Enclosed herewith are: 

No. of Copies Item Description 

1 
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Draft Renewable Energy Approval Reports: 

• Project Description 

• Wind Turbine Specification 

• Design and Operations Report 

• Construction Plan Report 

• Decommissioning Plan Report 

• Natural Heritage Assessment Report 

• Water Report 

• Archaeological Reports 

• Cultural Heritage Report 

• Environmental Impact Statement 

• Environmental Effects Monitoring 
Plan 

• Public Open House #1 Summary 

• Land-use, Natural Heritage, and 
Ecological Land Classification Maps 

CD containing electronic versions of REA 
reports 

Municipal Consultation Form (Proponent 
Completed) 

These documents are provided for your 
review and comment under O.Reg 
359/09.  

 
Jonathan Veale  M.E.S. EP 
Project Manager – Environmental Division 
Chef de projet – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
Cell: 416 347 8766 
morrisonhershfield.com 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: RE: Report to Council RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project

 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: Grant Munday <planning@wainfleet.ca> 
To: Tom Lewis 
Sent: Fri Mar 18 16:25:19 2011 
Subject: Report to Council RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
 
Tom, 
 
 
 
Find attached the Planning Report to Council seeking direction with respect Jones Consulting review of the Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Project and Township Staff’s completion of the Municipal Consultation Form.  We have circulated this report internally at the 
Township and then will  formulate our official comments to the Province.  
 
 
 
Grant Munday 
 
Manager of Planning 
 
Township of Wainfleet 
 
31940 Highway 3 
 
P.O. Box 40 
 
Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0 
 
Ph. (905) 899-3463, Ext. 225 
 
Fax. (905) 899-2340 
 
www.wainfleet.ca <http://www.township.wainfleet.on.ca> 
 
 
 
The Township of Wainfleet Confidentiality Notice 
 
The information contained in this communication including any attachments may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the 
recipient(s) named above, and may be legally privileged.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution, disclosure, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please resend this communication to the sender and permanently delete 
the original and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you. 
 
 

























 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 6, 2011 

Mr. Grant Munday, 
Manager of Planning 
Township of Wainfleet 
19M43 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project  
Preliminary Comments for the Municipal Consultation Form 

Dear Mr. Munday: 

On behalf of the Proponent, Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc., thank you for providing us with the 
Township of Wainfleet's preliminary comments regarding the Project's Draft Renewable Energy 
Approval package to be submitted to the Ministry of Environment for review. The purpose of this 
letter is to inform the Township of how these comments have been addressed and provide you 
with additional information, where possible. 

As required under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) the Proponent (“Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Inc.”) must provide the following draft reports and the Municipal Consultation Form to 
the Township for a 90-day review period: 

1. Project Description Report; 
2. Wind Turbine Specifications Report; 
3. Construction Plan Report; 
4. Design and Operations Report; and,  
5. Decommissioning Plan Report. 

These reports were first provided to the Township on November 17, 2010. With the Township 
requesting additional copies on November 24, 2010 and again on January 28, 2011, with the 
Proponent providing additional paper copies on November 26, 2010 and February 2, 2011, 
respectively.  In addition to the above listed reports, the Proponent has provided the following 
additional draft reports to the Township for consideration above and beyond the requirements of 
the Regulation: 

6. Natural Heritage Assessment Report; 
7. Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Assessment Reports; 
8. Cultural Heritage Assessment Report; 
9. Water Report; and, 
10. Environmental Impact Statement. 

At the cost of the Proponent, the Township selected, retained and directed an independent 
consultant (“Jones Consulting Group Limited”) to peer review and comment on all draft reports 
provided. Following this review, the Township provided preliminary comments on March 18, 
2011. These comments have been reviewed by the project team and we have included Table 1 
which provides a response to each comment and how it has been addressed by the Proponent.  
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Some comments pertain to Municipal permits, approvals, and legal arrangements which will be 
required before the Project begins construction. These permits, approvals, and legal 
arrangements will be obtained separately from the Municipal Consultation requirements under 
the Regulation.  From the Proponent’s perspective, it is important to distinguish the Municipal 
Consultation obligations of the Regulation from other Municipal approvals required by other 
legislation. Also, the detailed design is not prepared as part of the regulatory process provided 
by the Regulation. The purpose of this regulatory process is to obtain comment from you on the 
proposed Wind Energy Facility and the draft reports provided. Once the detailed design is 
produced and the proposal has been reviewed by the Ministry of the Environment (“MOE”), the 
Proponent will seek and obtain other Municipal approvals. Additional consultation and 
requirements will be satisfied at that time.  

Where appropriate, the project team is incorporating the Township's comments/revisions into 
the Project’s draft reports and supplementary materials, which will be officially filed for public 
review in the near future. Your comments, along with those of other agencies, will be included in 
the final draft Renewable Energy Approval package available for Township review at that time. 
In the mean time, we look forward to receiving the Township's completed Municipal Consultation 
Form. 

Next Steps: The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is in the process of obtaining an approval from 
the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). Once MNR approval has been received, the 
Proponent will provide the final draft Renewable Energy Approval package for a public review 
period of 60-days. At that time, the public will receive notification of the next Public Open House. 
The date of this event has not yet been determined. Following the Public Open House, the 
Proponent will address any outstanding concerns and the Project will become eligible to apply 
to MOE for a Renewable Energy Approval. The MOE has committed to make a decision on the 
Project within six months following an application by the Proponent.  

Should you have any additional comments or concerns please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours truly, 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail:  sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

Attachment: Table 1, Proponent Response to Township Comments 
        

CC: Tom Lewis, IPC Energy 
       Britney Pringle, MH 



  
Table 1: Proponent Response to Township Comments                            April 6, 2011 

     - 1 - 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project- Township of Wainflee t Draft REA Review Summary  
Item 
No. 

Township Comment Proponent Response 

5.1 Project Location 

 1.  The Project Description Report suggests that the project may involve 4 or 5 turbines. We were advised by Tom Lewis from IPC that 5 
turbines are proposed. Section 1.6.2 indicates that alternative turbine locations were considered for future sites. If future sites are being 
considered as part of this application, then the Township requests this information at this time. 

Five (5) turbines are proposed for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. 
No future sites are being considered as part of this Renewable Energy 
Approval Application. 

2.  Please clarify the final statement of Section 3.2.2.1 Crossing 4 in the Water Assessment and Impact Report. The Municipality is not clear 
what “Option 2” refers to.  

“Option 2” refers to a preliminary tapline design option, which was 
selected as the final design concept for the project. Reference to 
“Option 2” will be removed and replaced with “tapline” for greater 
clarification. 
 

3. The Township understands that turbine location is a complex and site/project dependent process. It is noted that the distance between 
Turbines 2 and 3 (as shown in Figure. No 4) is 246 metres. At the same time, the Vestas General Specifications indicate in Section 9.1.3 
that “spacing in any case not below three rotor diameters (3D)”. This statement suggests the current turbines are placed too close together 
as per manufacturer specifications. This point was discussed during our conference call with the proponent, where we were advised that 
detailed calculations have been performed to confirm the placement of the turbines. We point this out because Turbine 3 is located less 
than 550 metres to the point of the reception to the southeast. Any shift to Turbine 3 will correspondingly reduce the separation to this 
dwelling. 

 

Vestas has reviewed the site layout of the turbines, and they have no 
concerns regarding proposed turbine spacing. Vestas has confirmed 
that the placement of the turbines is in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. 
Revised land use mapping, with updated measurements shows that 
turbine 2 and 3 will be located 251metres apart and turbine 3 will be 
located 561 metres from the closest noise receptor (Please refer to the 
attached revised land-use maps) 

4. The Wind Turbine Specifications Report (S1.2), the Design and Operations Report (S.3.3), and the Acoustic Assessment Report state that 
the maximum sound power level of the V-100 turbines is 105 dB(A). However, according to Appendix 1 of the Wind Turbine Specifications 
Report, which is the brochure for the Vestas V-100, the maximum sound power level is 106.5 dB(A) at 11 m/s. 

The noise consultant should confirm whether the 1.5 dB(A) would impact his modeling results. Specifically I note at least 5 receptors that 
would potentially exceed the 40 dB(A) maximum as noted below: 

• Receptor R118 projected to be at 39.6 dB(A) 
• Receptor R118c projected to be at 38.8 dB(A) 
• Receptor R118d projected to be at 38.6 dB(A) 
• 1 participating receptor PV01 projected to be at 39.1 dB(A) 
• Vacant lot V026 projected to be at 38.7 dB(A) 
 
 

Vestas has confirmed that the maximum sound power level of the V-100  
1.8 MW turbine is 105.0 dB(A) at 11 m/s. Appendix 1 of the Draft Wind 
Turbine Specifications Report provided to the Township in November 
2010 is outdated and will be removed. Please refer to Appendix 2 
(Manufacturer Technical Details) of the same report which presents 
greater detail concerning the maximum sound power levels associated 
with the selected turbine model, as provided by Vestas. 
Since the maximum sound power level will not exceed 105.0 dB(A), 
there will be no impacts to the modeling results provided in the Acoustic 
Assessment Report. 
The proponent also recognizes the concerns associated with sound and 
confirms that the sound level will not exceed 40 dBA at the point of non-
participating receptors. 

5. Details of the maintenance building referred to in Section 2.10 of the Construction Plan Report are requested as required by Table 1 in 
Regulation 359/09. 

The building within the Sub-Station enclosed area is used for the 
purpose of housing SCADA and other sub-station equipments. There is 
no plan to use it for storage of any hazardous material including 
Petroleum, Oil and Lubricants. Changes will be made within project 
reports to reflect this design change. 
Preliminary engineering drawings prepared by AMEC were provided to 
the Township on March 4, 2011. This information provides greater detail 
regarding the proposed substation structure and satisfies the 
requirements outlined in Table 1 of Reg. 359/09. 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Project- Township of Wainflee t Draft REA Review Summary  
Item 
No. 

Township Comment Proponent Response 

5.2 Project Roads 

5.2.1 Provide comment on the proposed project’s pla ns respecting proposed road access 

6. Section 1.2 of the Construction Plan Report does not provide any details regarding the proposed construction routes, frequencies, and 
oversized truck dimensions for construction materials and turbine component delivery. This detail is required by the Township to comment 
on road and access issues in accordance with Regulation 359/09. We highlight that all reduced load restrictions and timing should be noted 
and adhered to. 
 

The preliminary transportation survey prepared by Transera describes 
the proposed turbine component delivery routes.  
Vestas, as the selected turbine manufacturer will be responsible for 
delivering the turbine components to each turbine site and acquiring the 
necessary traffic permits required in consultation with the Township, 
Niagara Region, and MTO where applicable. These permits will be 
obtained separately from the REA process. 
The turbine components will be delivered to the project site by individual 
oversized vehicles. The volume of traffic expected for the delivery of 
each turbine will be Ten (10) heavy hauling trucks consisting of the 
following: 

• Three (3) for the blades; 

• One (1) for the nacelle; 

• One (1) for the hub; 

• One (1) for the controllers and converters; and 

• Four (4) for the tower 
The weight information of each turbine component has been provided in 
the preliminary transportation survey. It is expected that one complete 
turbine will be delivered per day.  
The exact dimensions of construction and turbine delivery vehicles will 
be determined once the respective contracts have been awarded during 
detailed design. 
The number of concrete trucks and transportation routes will depend on 
the detailed design, location of the batch plant etc., which will be 
determined at a later date. 
Vestas, and the Construction Contractor will prepare a Traffic 
Management Plan as per regulatory guidelines in consultation with local 
authorities. The plan will be submitted to the Township in advance of 
construction commencement for review and comment.  
 
 

7. In order to access Turbine 1, 2, and 3, the Proponent will require access through the currently un-opened road allowance of Sideroad 22, 
located between Abbey Road and Concession Road 1. A legal agreement between the Township and Proponent will be required to permit 
access through this right-of-way. 
 

Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. 
 

8. Turbine 1, Turbine 2, and Turbine 3 are setback 273m, 109m, and 266m, respectively from the Sideroad 22 right-of-way. These setbacks 
adhere to Regulation 359/09 and accordingly are acceptable to the Township. 

Comment noted. 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Project- Township of Wainflee t Draft REA Review Summary  
Item 
No. 

Township Comment Proponent Response 

5.2.2 Identify any issues and provide recommendatio ns with respect to road access 

9. There appears to be a lack of information regarding the project’s approach to obtaining municipal consent for use of the Township’s road 
allowances. If the proponent wishes to use municipal lands than the project will need to provide more detail regarding electrical lines and 
upgrades within the right-of-ways. For example, Section 4.0 of the Water Assessment and Impacts Report does not provide sufficient data 
for the Township to comment as per regulation 359/09. 

Any use of municipal property (i.e. road allowances, right-of-way) by the 
Proponent will be in compliance with the legal agreements established 
between the Township and the Proponent. 
Detailed information required for obtaining municipal permits/ approvals 
related to road allowances/rights-of-way are beyond the scope of the 
REA consultation requirements and will be discussed in consultation 
with the Township during detailed design.  
The installation/upgrading of culverts for proposed access roads will 
follow the required streamlined approval process by the appropriate 
regulatory authorities (i.e. DFO, NPCA). Detailed information 
concerning culvert installations (i.e. sizing/type) at identified water 
crossings described in the Water Assessment Report will be provided in 
consultation with the Township during detailed design.  

10. The Township should request that all distribution infrastructure is co-located and buried as a condition of the renewable energy approval. Comment noted. The design preference for the project’s distribution 
infrastructure is buried. Additional surveying and utility coordination will 
be undertaken during detailed design to determine if co-location is 
possible or required. 

11. The Proponent is proposing to use an unopened Township right-of-way. Accordingly, we recommend that all access roads proposed within 
the Township owned right-of-way be improved as noted below: 

• Establish exact road allowance boundaries for the full construction length of roadway. 

• Grub and remove vegetation as necessary of the entire 20m wide road allowance for the full construction length of roadway. 

• Strip all topsoil and vegetation from the traveled portion (6.5 metres wide) and shoulders (1.5 metres wide on each side) of the 
roadway (total width 9.5 metres) 

• Prepare sub-base of suitable material for entire 9.5 metre wide roadway. 

• Construct road base consisting of a minimum of 450mm thick layer of compacted granular material (150mm of OPS granular ‘A’ 
overlying 300mm of OPS granular ‘B’) over the entire 9.5m width (6.5 metres of traveled roadway plus 1.5 metres of shoulders on 
each side) for full construction length of the roadway. 

• Apply double layer of surface treatment in year one followed by a single layer of surface treatment in year two. Surface treatment to 
consist of HF 150S Emulsion as per OPSS 304 and class 1/Class 2 aggregate as per OPSS 304 and 1001. 

• Install cross and driveway culverts as required. 

• Provide and install guard rails at roadway crossing of water courses or elevated areas. 

• Obtain all necessary permits/approvals for the Region of Niagara in order to make improvements. 

• Supply and install all signage such as Stop signs, Dead End, speed limits, etc. 
 

Comment noted. At this stage detailed road design has not been carried 
out. However these roads are designed for supporting heavy 
equipment, concrete trucks and construction traffic. IPC will provide the 
detailed design of the road structure to the township at a later date 
when the detailed road design is complete. 

12. Full geometric design of Sideroad 22 will be required to be submitted to the satisfaction of the Township prior to the Township entering into 
a right-of-way use agreement with the Proponent to allow access through the Sideroad 22 right-of-way. 
 

Comment Noted. Full geometric design of Sideroad 22 will be provided 
upon completion of detailed design. 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Project- Township of Wainflee t Draft REA Review Summary  
Item 
No. 

Township Comment Proponent Response 

13. “As-Built” drawings detailing the road layout and location of any proposed infrastructure (i.e. tap lines, culverts, etc.) located within the road 
allowance will be required to be submitted to the Township. 
 
 
 
 

Comment Noted. Proponent is in agreement. As-built drawings will be 
provided to the Township after construction is completed. 

5.2.3 Provide comment on any proposed Traffic Manag ement Plans 

14. A traffic management plan was not provided as part of the submitted application under Regulation 359/09. The proponent provided a 
Transportation Survey prepared by Transera which identifies the proposed construction route will utilize the following local roads: 

• Abbey Road for turbines 1,2, and 3. 

• Concession 1 and Station Road for turbines 4 and 5. 
The exceptions are for the base sections that are being transported from Pueblo, CO and concrete trucks that will be dependant on the 
batch plant location. 
The Township requests a copy of the traffic Management Plan which should not only detail the construction routes above, but also for 
concrete hauling and all works proposed within the Township rights-of-way. We find the anticipated construction routes are acceptable. 
However, the noted roads should be monitored during the construction phase and any structural damage incurred as a result of heavy 
vehicle traffic will be required to be remediated to the satisfaction of the Township. The Proponent will be responsible for all costs 
associated with any remedial works should be laid out in the right-of-way use agreement. These details, as well as securities to cover the 
potential costs associated with any remedial works should be laid out in the right-of-way use agreement. 
 
 

The construction contractor and turbine manufacturer will be 
responsible for the creation and implementation of a Traffic 
Management Plan during construction, which includes obtaining the 
required permits to carry out construction activities and the safe delivery 
of turbine components/construction equipment.  
The Traffic Management plan will be submitted to the Township in 
advance of construction commencement for review and comment. The 
plan will outline specific strategies for controlling the delivery/movement 
of materials and personnel to and from each construction site; oversized 
loads; management of any required upgrading and/or modification of 
roadwork. The plan will also include dust and emission control 
measures. 
As suggested the construction and transportation routes will be closely 
monitored and any structural damage occurred as a result of heavy 
traffic will be remediated to the original or better conditions. The 
proponent will bear the cost of such repairs. 
 
 
 

5.2.4 Identify any issues and provide recommendatio n with respect to the proposed Traffic Management P lans 

15.  Comments regarding the required Traffic Management Plans will be provided once received by the Township. We highlight the following 
requirements: 

• Traffic signing shall be in accordance with Book 7 of the Ontario Traffic Manual- Temporary Conditions 

• Access for emergency vehicles must be maintained at all times. This must be noted as a requirement in the Traffic Management 
Plan. 

 
 
 

Comment noted. As stated above a Traffic Management Plan will be 
prepared as per relevant guidelines and submitted to the Township for 
review and comment by the Construction Contractor/Turbine 
Manufacturer prior to the commencement of construction. 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Project- Township of Wainflee t Draft REA Review Summary  
Item 
No. 

Township Comment Proponent Response 

5.3 Municipal or Local Authority Connections 

5.3.1 Provide Comment on the proposed project plans  related to the location of and type of municipal s ervice connections, other than roads 

16. There is no Township owned municipal service connections planned as part of the development proposal. Comment Noted. 

5.3.2 Identify any issues and provide recommendatio ns with respect to the type of municipal service co nnections, other than roads 

5.4 Facility Other 

5.4.1 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed landscaping design for the facility 

5.4.2 Provide comment on the proposed project plans  for emergency management procedures/safety protoco ls  

17. Section 1.6.5 discusses the proposed use of the Maintenance Building. Details are requested with respect to the characteristics and 
quantities of hazardous materials to be stored within the building and on the surrounding lands. 

A separate Maintenance Building is no longer being proposed as part of 
the facility’s design. Turbine Maintenance staff will maintain all materials 
in a controlled manner, and hazardous materials will be stored off-site. 
Revisions will be made within project reports to reflect this change in 
design. 
Additionally, any use of hazardous materials on site will be handled in 
accordance with manufacturer instructions and in accordance with 
applicable provincial and federal regulations, codes, and guidelines. 
Should any spills of Petroleum, Oils or Lubricants (POL) occur at the 
project site during construction, operation or decommissioning phases 
the procedures identified in Section 5.2 of the Environmental Effects 
Monitoring Plan will be adhered to. 
 
 
 

18. Section 5.11 of the Vestas General Specifications indicates that the only form of fire protection for each turbine is a 5 kg fire extinguisher 
and fire blanket (this level of protection could be compared to an average home let alone a mulit-million dollar turbine). In the context of a 
rural fire department with limited resources, confirmation that these tools are sufficient to avoid catastrophic fire is requested. Research 
suggests that fire is the second most common accident cause and that there have been approximately 150 fires to date associated with 
wind energy projects. 

The project’s turbines will be maintained and operated in accordance 
with turbine manufacturer specifications. In addition to routine 
maintenance and site inspections, continual supervision of turbine 
operations and sensors (i.e. generator temperature sensors) will 
minimize the risk of potential fires. 
All staff will be trained in the use of on-site fire-fighting equipment, fire 
prevention and response measures and emergency egress plans. In the 
event that a fire takes place and cannot be contained by site-staff 
procedures outlined in 5.4 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
will be followed. 
The fire protection procedures described will conform to best practice 
and reasonable measures in light of the nature of the facility. 
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19. There is no reference in the Design and Operations Report to icing conditions and measures to reduce the incidence of ice throw. The 
Township is fully aware that turbines monitor ice formation through blade imbalance, however, it is documented that this detection system 
fails to shut the turbine down before ice can form and possibly be thrown. The Township requests that the Project’s safety protocol be 
expanded to include procedures for icing conditions (i.e. shut down and start-up procedures, public notice, etc.) in addition to installation of 
an Ice Monitoring Sensor that shut down the turbine during potential icing conditions, before ice forms on the blades. This is a precautionary 
rather than reactionary safety system. This requirement should be noted in the Emergency Management Plan. 

Section 5.5.2 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan discusses 
icing conditions and ice throw. This section will be reviewed and 
improved, where possible to address the Township’s public safety 
concerns and recommendations. 
Compliance with MOE setback requirements from residences, roads, 
and property lines will dramatically reduce the chances of pubic safety 
to be compromised.  
The Proponent feels that the turbine sensors used to detect imbalances 
within the rotor system in instances such as ice build-up are adequate in 
monitoring ice formation, which will shutdown turbine operations until 
the ice build-up has been removed and can safely operate.  
The Proponent does not feel that the installation of an additional sensor 
is required. 
 
 
 

20. The Township requests that the Emergency Management Plan include the requirement that detailed maintenance logs, certified by a 
qualified individual, be filed annually with the Ministry to ensure on-going long-term maintenance of the turbines. The purpose of filing these 
logs is to ensure the long-term operation of the turbines follows the manufactures specifications and requirements. 

Turbine maintenance will be undertaken by trained and qualified 
personnel as per manufacturer’s recommendations and guidelines. It is  
standard practice to record all the breakdown and maintenance events 
for each turbine as well as any component of the project facility. The 
Proponent has an invested interest in maintaining the facility in proper 
working order. The proponent will look into the possibility of filing such 
logs with the ministry, if required. 
 
 
 

21. There are sky diving operations in the vicinity of the project associated with the nearby location of the Port Colborne airport. The Township 
respects the air safety protocols of Transport Canada, however there are legitimate safety concerns as a result of sky diving activities not 
subject to Transport Canada protocols. Any existing skydiving operation in the vicinity of the subject site must be considered fully for 
compatibility when siting the project. Section 5.5.1 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan does not appear to consider nearby 
skydiving activities. 

The design and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will 
comply with all regulatory guidelines and requirements to ensure local 
aviation safety. The project team is actively consulting with the 
Canadian Sport Parachuting Association regarding potential impacts 
associated with local skydiving operations out of Port Colborne Airport. 
Their comments and any commitments made will be incorporated once 
received. 
Efforts have also been made to consult with Skydive Burnaby regarding 
their operations and how to mitigate any potential impacts. The 
Proponent remains committed to consultation efforts to address and 
resolve any outstanding concerns. 
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5.4.3 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed emergency management proced ures/safety protocols 

22. The Township feels that the project would benefit from a Community Relations Committee established during the operation of the project. 
This Committee could meet as required and include representatives from the Township, Community and Proponent to effectively deal with 
any arising operational issues or complaints and provide an effective conduit of information resulting from the communications plan referred 
to in Section 5.0 of the Design and Operations Report. Examples of items to discuss include any safety issues, noise concerns, 
maintenance activities etc. We also recommend that a Dispute Resolution Protocol be established so residents are aware of exactly how 
concerns etc. will be handled. 

The Proponent is in agreement that the project would benefit from the 
establishment of a Community Relations Committee comprising of 
representatives from the Township, Community, and Proponent 
provided that the committee has a defined mandate and its membership 
is committed to resolving arising matters in a constructive manner. 
The Proponent accepts the Township’s recommendation that a Dispute 
Resolution Protocol be established detailing how concerns/ arising 
issues will be addressed. The Proponent will include this 
recommendation within the Design and Operations Report/EEMP and 
will further describe the protocol to be implemented to address future 
concerns. 
 

5.4.4 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to any Easement or Restrictive Covenants as sociated with the Project Location 

23. The Township was unable to find any details regarding what easements and/or restrictive covenants may be required for the project. 
Additional detail is requested. 

The Proponent has entered into legal agreements with private 
participating landowners for the lease of their land for the placement of 
wind turbines and associated access roads over the lifetime of the 
project’s operation.  
The Proponent commits to enter a legal agreement with the Township 
for the use of the Township right-of-way/road allowances at a later date. 
 
 

5.5 Project Construction 

5.5.1 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed rehabilitation of any tempo rary disturbance areas and any municipal or local a uthority infrastructure that could 
be damaged during construction 

24. The Township does not consider the stabilization of erosion prone areas to be discretionary as presented in Section 4.3 of the Construction 
Plan Report. The Township requests that erosion and sedimentation plans be prepared and submitted for Township and Agency review 
prior to commencement of site alteration in order to protect surface water quality and natural heritage characteristics. 

Comment noted. Erosion and Sedimentation plans will be prepared 
during detailed design and will be provided to the Township prior to 
commencement of site alteration.  
Erosion and Sedimentation control measures will comply with OPSS 
577- Construction Specification for Temporary Erosion and Sediment 
Control Measures. 
 

25. Any disturbed or damaged areas (within a Township owned right-of-way) resulting from the construction or continued maintenance of the 
proposed turbines shall be required to be reinstated by the Proponent to its original condition or better to the satisfaction of the Township. 

Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. Specific details/ 
arrangements agreed upon by the Proponent and the Township 
regarding the remediation of the Township owned right-of-way will be 
discussed outside of the consultation activities being undertaken as part 
of the REA process. 
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26.  The Township requests that a letter of credit be posted in the amount of 100% of the cost of the works plus contingency proposed on the 
Township right-of-way. The posted security will be reduced once the work is completed and final approval of the as-built plans occurs. 

Comment noted. Specific details/arrangements such as posted security 
deposits related to road allowances and use of Township owned right-
of-way will be discussed in consultation with the Township outside of 
the consultation activities being undertaken as part of the REA process. 

27.  The Township requests that the proponent enter into an agreement respecting the use of municipal property. Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. Discussions regarding 
restrictions/prohibitions concerning the use of Township property will be 
undertaken outside of the REA consultation requirements. 
 

5.5.2 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of fire hydrants a nd connections to existing drainage, water works an d sanitary sewers 

5.5.3 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of buried kiosks a nd above grade utility vaults 

28. “As Built” information will be required to be submitted to the Township detailing the location and depths of any buried kiosks and above 
grade utility vaults location with a Township owned right-of-way. 

Comment noted. Information will be provided once construction is 
complete. 

5.5.4 Identify any issues and recommendations with respec t to the proposed location of existing and proposed  gas and electricity lines  

29. Sections 2.5 and 2.6 of the Construction Plan Report require clarification about details of the collector system and whether it is to be above 
or below grade. Details are also requested regarding where above ground transmission facilities will be located, whether they will be new 
facilities or co-located, and what Hydro One distribution lines will have to be connected. This information is required to determine use of the 
municipal right-of-way. 
 

The preferred design option for the collector system up to the switching 
station is below grade, utilizing underground cabling. A small part of the 
connection from the switching station to the Hydro line may be over 
head.  
Specific detail pertaining to the distribution system will be provided 
during detailed design. 

5.5.5 Provide comment on the proposed project plans with respect to Building Code permits and licenses  

30. Permits will be required under the Building Code Act. The Proponent will be responsible to ensure all appropriate submissions are provided 
to the Building Department. 
 

Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. Proponent will ensure 
appropriate submissions are provided to the Building Department. 

5.5.6 Identify any issues and recommendations related to the identification of any significant natural featu res and water bodies within the municipality or ter ritory  

31. The Township is concerned with the potential impacts on the ecological connections of the two Provincially Significant Wetlands located 
east and west of Turbines 4 and 5. The Environmental Impact Statement does not specifically assess this, other than listing some generic 
information in Section 3.2.8. The connectivity of these wetlands may be enhanced by the presence of the Casey Drain which is less than 
100 metres away from Turbine 4. Specific attention to this issue is requested. 

The connectivity between Lowbanks Backshore Wetland Complex (AKA 
Emerson Road Woods Wetland) and the unnamed wetland to the east 
of it (Burnaby Bush) will not be impacted by the project. The tapline 
construction is being carried out by Horizontal Pressure Directional 
Drilling which will maintain the hydrological connection. Culverts will 
continue to convey Casey Drain, which will maintain the aquatic 
connection. For the terrestrial portion of the wetlands, impacts to 
connectivity will be temporary in nature, minor, and localized during 
construction and decommissioning phases. The base of the turbine will 
not impede travel of terrestrial wildlife or the potential for cross 
pollination of vegetation. Please refer to the EIS Report for potential 
impacts to wetland bird species and proposed mitigation measures to 
minimize these impacts. 
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32. The Township requests that a detailed vegetation and tree removal plan be provided that identifies all vegetation and tree removal impacts. 
This Plan should include both private and municipal property. The Township notes that the proponent is proposing the use of the municipal 
property without the benefit of knowing what physical alteration and tree removal will be required. We were informed by the proponent that 
this information would be provided later, but this is unacceptable as the impacts to the Township must be assessed at the beginning and not 
the end of the planning process. 
 
The Township also notes that the Construction Plan Report does not appear to reference the Bird Migration Act and the restrictions for tree 
removal during the nesting season. 

The Proponent is not required to produce a detailed vegetation and tree 
removal plan for the Township’s review as part of the REA process. To 
produce such a detailed document requires detailed engineering 
drawings for roads and taplines to be complete. The Proponent will 
prepare and produce this information for the Township’s review and 
comment during detailed design and once legal agreements between 
the Township and Proponent have been established for road 
allowances/rights-of-way use.  

Permits required for Tree removals will be obtained by the appropriate 
authority prior to construction commencement and will be carried out in 
accordance with the Regional Tree and Forest Conservation Bylaw No. 
30-2008. 

Any Tree removal required for the project will be carried out in 
accordance with the Migratory Bird Convention Act (1994) and 
restrictions will be imposed between April 1st and July 1st as 
documented in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

Revisions will be made to the Construction Plan Report to clarify that 
construction activities must comply with timing constraints identified in 
other project reports, specifically the NHA, EIS, EEMP, and Water 
Assessment and Impact Reports. 

 

 

 

 

33. Schedules B and Appendix 1 of the Township Official Plan identify the extent of Environmental Protection Areas to the north east of 
Turbines 2 and 3 that are inconsistent with the mapping provided by the proponent. Specifically, the Official Plan identifies a evaluated 
wetlands that are not contained on the proponents mapping. In addition, Appendix 1 indicated that important fish habitat is contained within 
the watercourse to the east of Turbine 1 and north of Turbines 2 and 3. 

The Proponent has obtained schedules B and Appendix 1 of the 
Township Official Plan to verify any inconsistencies with the mapping 
provided. Revisions will be made where required. 
The evaluated wetlands shown on Appendix 1 of the Official Plan have 
been assessed and identified in the Natural Heritage Report submission 
currently under MNR review. 
Watercourse mapping is consistent with Appendix 1 of the Township 
Official Plan. Table 1 of the Water Assessment and Impact Report 
identifies the Habitat Sensitivity of each watercourse within the study 
area as provided by MNR and NCPA. Table 1 also identifies the fish 
communities/species present and in-water work timing restrictions for 
each watercourse within the study area. 
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34. Appendix 4 of the Township Official Plan identifies that the area proposed for Turbines 4 and 5 are located in an area of High Aquifer 
Vulnerability. This does not appear to have been considered or addressed in the Water Assessment or the Environmental Impact Statement 
Report. The Township requests further analysis to confirm that the location of the turbines is appropriate in this context. 

Appendix 4 of the Township Official Plan has been obtained by the 
Proponent. Revisions and additional mitigation measures will be 
incorporated into the Water Assessment and Impact Report, where 
required.  
The design and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will not 
have any effects on ground water resources as there is no significant 
pollutant loading associated with the facility’s operations. 
The storage and use of hazardous liquids will be maintained in 
accordance with the regulations and guidelines established by the 
Ministry of Environment.  
Should any spills of Petroleum, Oils or Lubricants (POL) occur at the 
project site the procedures identified in Section 5.2 of the EEMP will be 
adhered to and the appropriate authorities will be immediately notified. 
 

35. We note that Table 1 of the Project Description Report indicates that “typically” large quantities of toxic or hazardous materials are not 
stored. It is noted that Appendix 1 provided the technical information of the Vestas V100 turbine and that this information indicates that the 
quantity of oil for the Hydraulic System alone is 260 liters. There is likely to be quantities of other fluids hazardous to the environment and 
local hydrologic features. These fluids may be associated with the gearbox and VCUS cooling systems (refer to Section 6.1 of the Vestas 
General Specifications). We note that the cooling systems utilize glycol which is a potential contaminant. Clarification is also requested 
regarding the use of glycol for blade balancing (as in other turbine models). 

Comment noted. The prescribed quantities of oil and lubricants are 
contained in the hydraulic system, gear boxes and other turbine 
components. Beyond the required quantities of liquids, oils or lubricants 
necessary for the mechanical components of the turbines to operate on 
a day-to-day basis, all additional hazardous materials will be stored off-
site. Turbine maintenance staff will maintain and handle all materials in 
a controlled manner in accordance with manufacturer instructions and 
applicable provincial and federal regulations, codes, and guidelines. 
The cooling system uses Glycol in a closed loop system. The system 
monitors pressure and if a leak develops the circuit would shut down 
minimizing the loss of material. Glycol is a common heat transfer 
material found in all farm equipment, trucks and cars. 
Should any spills of Petroleum, Oils or Lubricants (POL) occur at the 
project site the procedures identified in Section 5.2 of the EEMP will be 
adhered to and the appropriate authorities will be immediately notified. 
 

36. Section 3.1.1 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan indicates that inspections for leaks of fluid will only occur twice per year as part 
of the regular turbine maintenance. A more frequent visual inspection process (in conjunction with the avian monitoring surveys) would help 
minimize the potential for turbine fluid leaks into the environment. On-site signage directing the public to the Ministry of the Environment if 
spill are observed would be appropriate. 

Turbine maintenance activities, including visual inspections for leaks of 
fluid will conform to Vestas Manufacturer Specifications. Additional site 
visits and maintenance requirements will be established on an as 
needed basis and will be adjusted according to the age of the facility.  
The project’s turbine systems will be monitored remotely using a 
Supervision Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. Continual 
monitoring of fluid pressure levels will minimize the potential for 
environmental damage. 
A Key Contact List will be placed at the base of each turbine, which 
includes the contact information of the Ministry of Environment’s Spill 
Action Centre. This list will also be posted on the project’s website. 



  
Table 1: Proponent Response to Township Comments                            April 6, 2011 

     - 11 - 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project- Township of Wainflee t Draft REA Review Summary  
Item 
No. 

Township Comment Proponent Response 

37. The conclusions reached in Section 4.1 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan appear to rely significantly on the project being located 
outside of any required 120 metre setbacks. Simply stating adherence to the setback requirements as an appropriate mitigation response to 
avian activity may not be sufficient from a wider natural heritage system perspective. 
 

Section 4.1 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan outlines the 
results concluded as part of the Natural Heritage Assessment Report, 
which follows the Ministry of Natural Resources Significant Wildlife 
Technical Guide in determining the significance of each natural feature 
identified within 120 metres of the project location as required under O. 
Reg. 359/09. 
Additionally, mitigation measures and avian post-construction 
monitoring procedures are outlined in the EEMP to mitigate potential 
impacts to bird species. 
 
 
  

38. The mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.1 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan contradicts previous information in Table 1-D 
of the Construction Plan Report. It would appear that construction is taking place during months that the Environmental Effects Monitoring 
Plan indicates that no construction will take place. This comment also applies to Table 1.0 of the Water Assessment and Impacts Report 
that recommends no construction during other various times. 

Revisions will be made to the Construction Plan Report to clarify that 
construction activities must comply with timing constraints identified in 
other project reports, specifically the NHA, EIS, EEMP, and Water 
Assessment and Impact Reports. 
Construction activities will comply with the Migratory Bird Convention 
Act (1994). 
Please note: Table 1.0 of the Water Assessment and Impacts Report 
identifies MNR/NPCA timing restrictions, which applies to in-water 
works only (i.e. culvert replacement/installations). 
 
 
 

39. The documents appear to assume that Sideroad 22 is already paved. This is not the case and therefore information is required regarding 
the detail, impacts and mitigation measures associated with improving Side Road 22. In addition, the presence of a drainage ditch (possibly 
intermittent) along Sideroad 22 does not appear to be considered in the Water Assessment and Impacts Report. 
 

Comment noted. Revisions will be made within the report, where 
required. 
Please refer to Section 3 (Old Mill Race Creek Watershed and Crossing 
4), which discusses the drainage ditch along Sideroad 22.  

40. It is not clear and there is no evidence that the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan has been prepared in accordance with Clause 23.1 of 
Regulation 359/09. Reference to the applicable Ministry of Natural Resources documents would assist with the Township review. 

Clause 23.1 was inserted into O. Reg. 359/09 as an amendment 
(O. Reg. 521/10) which came into effect January 1, 2011. Since the 
Proponent issued the Notice of Engagement and Public Open House 
before the amendment came into effect the project is subject to the 
provisions of the previous Regulation. 
However, the EEMP has been prepared in accordance with MNR 
standards for avian and bat monitoring and the report is currently under 
MNR review.  
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41. Section 3.2 of the Natural Heritage Assessment Report indicates the presence of Tundra Swans (“regularly used”) and a relatively uniform 
distribution of birds across the study area. Section 3.2 (page 10) goes on to say that no waterfowl stopover and staging areas were found 
within 120 metres of project works. It is unclear how this conclusion was reached. Further adding to the uncertainty is Section 5.1 that states 
that one proposed turbine is within 120 metres of a waterfowl staging and stopover area. 

It was determined that no waterfowl stopover and staging areas were 
found within 120 metres of the proposed turbine locations because no 
single location (or locations) exist that would regularly attract large 
numbers of birds on an annual basis. Using the evaluation criteria from 
the MNR Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide it was determined 
that this area is not significant because of the lack of species of 
conservation concern, abundance was not significantly higher at this 
site than in the rest of the Wainfleet Study Area and finally because the 
habitat was not ideal since it was not located along the shoreline. 
Section 5.1 of the Draft Natural Heritage Assessment provided in 
November 2010 discusses a potential waterfowl stopover and staging 
area, which was later determined to be not significant using MNR 
evaluation criteria. This assessment has been clarified in revisions 
made to the Natural Heritage Assessment report currently under MNR 
review. It was determined that no significant waterfowl stopover and 
staging areas are within 120 metres of the proposed turbine locations. 
 
 
 

42. Referring to the stop over area in Section 8 above, no mitigation measures are found in the Natural Heritage Assessment Report. No mitigation has been provided as it has been determined that there is 
no waterfowl stopover and staging areas within 120 metres of the 
project location. 
 
 
 

43. It is requested that the timing constraints suggested for the Wild Turkey wintering range be included with the revised construction table and 
reflective of other timing limitation already imposed by other constraints. 

Comment noted. Revisions will be made to the Construction Plan 
Report to clarify that construction activities must comply with timing 
constraints identified in other project reports, specifically the NHA, EIS, 
EEMP, and Water Assessment and Impact Reports. 
 
 
 

44. Clause 26(3) of Regulation 359/09 stipulates that the name and qualifications of the person conduction the site investigation be included in 
the report. The Township was not able to find this information. 

This comment has been addressed. The names and qualifications have 
been included in a revised copy of the Natural Heritage Assessment 
Report provided to MNR for review.  
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5.5.7 Identify any issues and recommendations relat ed to the identification of any archaeological reso urce or heritage resource 

45. We understand that Clause 16(6) of Ontario Regulation 359/09 does not require the applicant to provide the Township with a copy of the 
consultation Report, however, the Township would appreciate this information in order to fully comment with respect to archeological and 
heritage resource matters. 

The Proponent has provided the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Archeology and 
Cultural Heritage Assessment Reports which should provide the 
Township with sufficient material to comment on the identification of 
these resources. 
The Consultation Plan Report will be prepared in accordance with O. 
Reg. 359/09 and will be submitted to MOE as part of the Final REA 
package. This report is intended to document and describe the 
consultation activities undertaken in its entirety during the planning 
phase of the proposed project and as such cannot be provided to the 
Township for their review at this time. However, the Proponent will 
provide the Township with the confirmation letters received from the 
Ministry of Tourism and Culture to confirm that the reports were 
prepared in accordance with O. Reg. 359/09. 
 
 

General Comments regarding Renewable Energy Approva l 

The following comments are in addition to those specifically identified through the consultation form topics discussed above. The Municipality considers these comments relevant in the context of Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 

1. The project documentation makes no reference to the land use impact of shadow flicker and the potential to site the project to minimize this 
effect. Shadow flicker is a real and legitimate nuisance recognized by jurisdiction throughout the world. For the well being of its residents, 
the Township requests that the project’s location and siting minimize the impact of shadow flicker. In particular, it would appear that Turbine 
3 has the potential to have significant shadow flicker impacts on residents in the vicinity of Station Road and Concession Road 1. Industry 
best practices are to limit shadow flicker to a maximum of 30 hours per year and 30 minutes per day. 

A Shadow Flicker Assessment is not a requirement as part of O. Reg. 
359/09.  
To address the Township’s concerns the Proponent will look in to the 
possibility of modeling shadow flicker and its impact on residents in the 
vicinity of Station Road and Concession Road 1. The Proponent is 
committed to ensuring minimal impacts on local residents are 
experienced and will follow standard industry practices in the 
development, construction and operation of the proposed wind energy 
project. 
 

2. The Township requests that securities be posted to ensure decommissioning if a turbine is not operational for a period greater than one 
year. 

Comment noted. The project’s Decommissioning Plan has been 
provided to the municipality for review. The Proponent is committed to 
decommissioning the proposed wind energy project as per the 
prevailing industry standards and local requirements in effect at that 
time. It is in the interest of the proponent that the down time of the 
turbines is kept to a minimum. Any turbine remaining non operational for 
a period of one year or more is not expected, and rarely occurs. 
However the turbines will be decommissioned at the end of the contract 
period and not after one year of non operation, as suggested. 
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3. A number of wind turbine developers in the Province have entered into an agreement to provide monies based on nameplate generating 
capacity (a dollar amount per megawatt). We recommend that the Township enter into discussions with the Proponent to see if they are 
willing to make such a contribution. 

Comment noted. The Loeffen brothers are local area residents and 
prudent businessmen having made a positive contribution to the 
community for over 50 years. They strongly believe that the proposed 
wind farm project will bring a net benefit to the community and will 
review your proposal for some community contribution. 
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Britney Pringle

From: Grant Munday [planning@wainfleet.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2011 12:51 PM
To: Jonathan Veale
Cc: Britney Pringle; Tom Lewis; john@ipcenergy.ca; Terry Hawrysh
Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package (Project No. 

1104036) - Municipal Consultation

Thanks Jonathan, 

 

I’m looking forward to the receipt of your final draft REA package. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Grant Munday 
Manager of Planning 
Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3 
P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0 
Ph. (905) 899-3463, Ext. 225 
Fax. (905) 899-2340 
www.wainfleet.ca 

  
The Township of Wainfleet Confidentiality Notice 
The information contained in this communication including any attachments may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named 
above, and may be legally privileged.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, disclosure, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, 
please resend this communication to the sender and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you. 

 

From: Jonathan Veale [mailto:JVeale@morrisonhershfield.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2011 12:47 PM 
To: Grant Munday 

Cc: Britney Pringle; Tom Lewis; John Andrews (john@ipcenergy.ca); Terry Hawrysh 

Subject: FW: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package (Project No. 1104036) - 
Municipal Consultation 

 

Grant, 

Thank-you for providing us with the completed Municipal Consultation Form. We will include your letter, 

form, and comments in the final draft REA package, which will be available to the Township in the near 

future. Also, changes and revisions that have arisen from your comments will be reflected in the final 

draft REA package. This will be available 60-days before the final Public Open House. A date for this event 

has not yet been set as we are awaiting MNR confirmation of the Natural Heritage Assessment.  

 

I believe that you are in receipt of a letter outlining how we intend to address your comments in the next 

version of the REA package (i.e. the final draft REA package).   

 

Please contact me if you should have any further comments. Thank-you again. 

 
Jonathan Veale  
Environmental Planner 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
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Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 
 
 

From: Grant Munday [mailto:planning@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: April-18-11 1:02 PM 

To: REAeSubmission@ontario.ca; Tom Lewis 
Cc: Council Members; Scott Luey; learl@npca.ca; Chris Cole; Greg Wuisman; Robyn Madere; Johnson, Mark 

Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package (Project No. 1104036) - Municipal 
Consultation 

 

Please find attached the Township of Wainfleet Comments concerning the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project (Project No. 

1104036).  Please contact me if you have any further questions or concerns. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Grant Munday 
Manager of Planning 
Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3 
P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0 
Ph. (905) 899-3463, Ext. 225 
Fax. (905) 899-2340 
www.wainfleet.ca 

  
The Township of Wainfleet Confidentiality Notice 
The information contained in this communication including any attachments may be confidential, is intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named 
above, and may be legally privileged.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, disclosure, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, 
please resend this communication to the sender and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you. 

 



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 17, 2012 

Mrs. Tanya Lamb 
Township Clerk 
Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario  L0S 1V0 

Dear Mrs. Lamb: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House.  

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to 
meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House. The Project team has designated an 
additional hour from 2:00 pm- 3:00 pm to meet with Agency and Municipal Stakeholders prior to 
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the start of the Public Meeting on June 19, 2012. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting 
would be appropriate. 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

Cc: April Jeffs, Mayor 
Dale Minor, Building Inspector 
Grant Munday, Manager of Planning 
Greg Wuisman, Director of Operations 
John Boerema, Chief Building Official/Bylaw Enforcement Officer 
Scott Luey, Chief Administrative Officer/Planning 
Harry Flagg, Fire Chief 
David B. Wyatt, Alderman 
Ted Hessels, Alderman 
Richard Dykstra, Alderman 
Betty Konc, Alderman 

K:\PROJ\1104036\STAKEHOLDERS LIST\WAIN NOTICE OF PBLC MTNG2_AGNCY LTTR FINAL_APR13_12.DOCX



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 17, 2012 

Ms. Tanya Lamb 
Township Clerk, Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 
 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package Filing 
for Public Review 

Dear Ms. Lamb: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the draft Renewable Energy Approval (REA) Package for the 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project along with a letter notifying your office about the reports and 
second public meeting. 

This project is subject to the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) 
Part V.0.1 and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addressed Renewable 
Energy Approvals (“REA”). The Regulation requires that we provide your office with a copy of 
the draft REA package so that it may be made available to anyone who is interested. We 
respectfully request that you file this document for public viewing for a period of at least 60 days 
commencing April 18th, 2012. The documents must remain available for public viewing until 
June 19, 2012. The draft Renewable Energy Approval Package can also be viewed on the 
project website at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca. 

If you have any questions or comments about this request, please feel free to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

 

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner, Morrison Hershfield Limited 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail:BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

K:\PROJ\1104036\PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 2\REA PACKAGE LETTERS\DRAFT REA PACKAGE FILING_WAINFLEET CLERKS OFFICE_17APRIL12.DOCX 



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 20, 2012 

Mr. Grant Munday 
Manager of Planning, Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3, PO Box 400 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package 

Dear Mr. Munday: 

On behalf of the Proponent, Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. and the project team please find 
enclosed two paper copies and a CD set of the draft Renewable Energy Approval (REA) 
Package for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  

Draft documents were originally provided to the Township of Wainfleet for review on November 
17th, 2010. At the cost of the Proponent, the Township selected, and retained and directed an 
independent consultant (“Jones Consulting Group Limited”) to peer review and comment on all 
draft reports provided. Following this review, the Township provided preliminary comments on 
March 18, 2011, followed by a formal submission of the Township’s Municipal Consultation 
Form to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) on April 18th, 2011.   

As you are aware, since the Township’s initial submission of the Municipal Consultation Form to 
MOE, IPC Energy submitted an application to the Township on December 12th, 2011 (attached) 
for use of the currently un-opened road allowance on Sideroad 22. This application was made in 
order to satisfy the Township’s request that an agreement be established prior to and be a 
condition of MOE’s approval on the project. This application appeared before Council on 
January 24, 2012, and was subsequently denied. 

With no reasoning provided by Council regarding their decision, the project team has since 
revised the project’s design concerning access and interconnection of Turbines 1, 2, and 3. A 
summary of design modifications is provided below: 

• Access road/underground collector line to Turbine 2 and 3 will now utilize part of an 
existing driveway on private property entering from Concession Rd. 1. 

• Underground collector line will travel in a northwest direction on private property from 
Turbine 2 to cross under Sideroad 22 to connect with the Turbine 1 property. 

• Access road for turbine 1 will entre from Abbey road utilizing private property. 

Please note that no modifications to turbine locations or positions have been made. These 
design modifications are reflected in updated project reports and mapping (refer to attached 
mapping). As a result of these design modifications the Proponent has undertaken additional 
Stage 2 Archaeology Assessments. These reports have been reviewed by the Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture, and Sport and their findings have been confirmed. The Proponent has also 
revised the previously submitted Natural Heritage Assessment (NHA) and Environmental Impact 
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Study (EIS). The Ministry of Natural Resources has provided their written confirmation of the 
Report’s findings and results.  

At this time, the Proponent would like to provide the Township of Wainfleet with an additional 
opportunity to review and provide comment on updated Draft REA package materials to be 
finalized prior to submission to MOE. Should the Township wish to update their previously 
submitted Municipal Consultation Form on April 18th, 2011, please use the updated form 
included in this correspondence.  

It is anticipated the that the Proponent’s final application will be submitted to MOE near the end 
of June, 2012 after the Second Public Meeting has been held and stakeholder comments have 
been addressed. Attached, for the Township’s completion is an updated Municipal Consultation 
Form. 

Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available for public viewing on the project’s 
website at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

As always, the project team remains committed and available to meet with Township Staff 
and/or Council to discuss the project, provided materials, and to address any outstanding 
questions or concerns.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

 
 

CC:  Mr. John Andrews, IPC Energy 
         

Encls. Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
           Updated Municipal Consultation Form 
           Correspondence from IPC Energy and Rankin Construction 
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December 1 i h 2010 

Madam Clerk Ms. Tanya Lamb 
Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3 
P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, ON LOSINO 

Dear Madam Clerk: 

Re: IPC's request to open side road 22 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy project 

IPC Energy (IPC) would like to take this opportunity to further our discussions regarding 
the opening of the un-travelled portion of Side Road 22 from Abby Rd south to 
Concession Rd 1. 

IPC is requesting to enter into an agreement with the township for the purpose of: 

1. gaining access to the proposed wind farm facility; 
2. placement of some project infrastructure. 

IPC understands that historically the township of Wainfleet conveys untraveled and 
unopened road allowances to the public when requested. In addition, the townships 
official comments for this project state the need to enter into such an agreement (Jones 
Consulting Report of March 16, 201 1 Section 5.2.1 paragraph 7): 

"In order to access Turbine 1, 2 and 3, the proponent will require access through the 
unopened road allowance ofSide Road 22, located between Abby Road and Concession 
Road 1. A legal agreement between the Township and the Proponent will be required to 
permit access through this right ofway" 

IPC would be grateful if council would see clear to initiate this request. I am available to 
discuss this further at your convenience. 

nager of Planning and Environment 

2550 Argentia Road , SUite 105. Mississauga, ON L5N 5R1 
TeL (905) 607-1016 Fax. (905) 607-5995 



 March 28, 2012 

Rankin Construction Inc.  

222 Martindale Rd.  P.O. Box 1116 

St. Catharines ON, L2R 7A3 

Tel. 905.684.1111 Fax. 905.684.2260 

IPC Energy Inc. 

2550 Argentia Rd. Suite 105  

Mississauga ON, L5N 5R1 

Tel. 905.607.1016 
 

Greg Wuisman, P. Eng.  

Director of Operations  

Township of Wainfleet 

31940 Hwy #3, P.O. Box 40 

Wainfleet, ON L0S 1V0 

Ph 905-899-3022 

Fx 905-899-2642 

Attention: Greg Wuisman, P. Eng. Director of Operations  

RE: Side Road 22 (Brawn Rd.) Utility Crossing  

As discussed we are providing a drawing showing the location and elevation of the proposed right 

of way crossing of side road 22/Brawn Rd. between Abbey Rd. and Concession 1 Rd. in order to 

obtain a permit from the township. The 27.6kV power lines and communication lines for the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will cross the townships road allowance at the municipal drain 

crossing and will go from the property on the southern half of lot 21 to the property on the 

northern half of lot 22.  

The crossing will consist of four 8” diameter conduits to carry three conductors and two 4” 

diameter conduits for communications. This will allow one spare conduit for both power and 

communications. Four double sided signs indicating buried high voltage cable will be installed at 

the point of crossing on either side as shown.  

The ducts will be directional bored to avoid disturbing the municipal drain and embedded culvert. 

A minimum depth of 1.45m below the municipal drain and culvert will be maintained, exceeding 

the 1.2m requested by the township as well as the 450mm required for uneven ground in OPSD – 

2103.02. 

The conduits will cross the East boundary of the township right of way a minimum of three meters 

South of the centerline of the municipal drain and will cross the West boundary a minimum of 3m 

North of the centerline of the municipal drain at an approximate angle of 20 degrees from 

perpendicular. 

The construction timeline is contingent upon the project receiving Renewable Energy Approval and 

a Notice to Proceed from the Ontario Power Authority. Construction will take place either fall of 

2012 or spring of 2013 and we requests that the permit effective date be contingent upon the 

project obtaining Notice to Proceed so that an extended construction window for the permit is not 

required.  

Rankin Construction Inc. is submitting this permit application as one of the two owners partnered 

on this project and requests that a copy of this permit also be provided to IPC Energy as the 

developer in order to maintain a consistent point of communications with the Township.   

Regards,  

 

John MacLellan, Operations Superintendent - Rankin Construction Inc.  

 
CC. Tom Lewis, Manager Planning and environment – IPC Energy 



TRANSMITTAL FORM 
 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada Page 1 of 1 
Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 

TO: Mr. Grant Munday 
Manager of Planning, Township of Wainfleet 
31940 Highway 3, P.O. Box 40 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

DATE: 
VIA:             Courier 
YOUR REFERENCE: 

April 20, 2012 

PROJECT: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project – Draft REA 
Package 

PROJECT No.: 1104036.00 

K:\PROJ\1104036\PROJECT MANAGEMENT\TRANSMITALS\1104036_MUNICIPAL CONSULTATION_20APRIL12.DOC 

Enclosed herewith are: 
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Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package 
Reports: 

• Project Description 
• Wind Turbine Specification 
• Construction Plan Report 
• Design and Operations Report 
• Decommissioning Plan Report 
• Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
• Archaeological Assessment Reports 

(Stage 1 and 2) 
• Noise Assessment Report 
• Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
• Environmental Impact Study Report 
• Environmental Effects Monitoring 

Plan for Birds and Bats 
• Water Assessment and Impacts 

Report 
• Study Area Map 
• Site Plan 
• Land-use Maps 

CD containing electronic versions of REA 
reports 
Municipal Consultation Form (Proponent 
Completed) 

These documents are provided for your 
review and comment under O.Reg 
359/09.  

 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
 
Britney Pringle 
MH Environmental Planner 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Kevin Bain 
Regional Clerk, Niagara Region 
2201 St. David's Road 
P.O. Box 1042 
Thorold, Ontario L2V 4T7 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Bain: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to 
discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with you and your staff at our Public 
Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be 
appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Peter Partington 
Ms. Maria Andersen 
Mr. Don Campbell 
Mr. Curt Benson 
Mr. John Cunnane 
 

K:\PROJ\1104036\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL\LETTERS\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL_WAINFLEET_AGENCY LTTR_MAY12_10.DOC 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2010 3:19 PM
To: mark.johnson@niagararegion.ca
Cc: Britney Pringle
Subject: FW: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Attachments: Municipal Consultation Form_Wainfleet_17Nov10_sm.pdf

 

From: Jonathan Veale  

Sent: Monday, November 29, 2010 3:15 PM 

To: 'mark.johnston@niagararegion.ca' 
Cc: Britney Pringle 

Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

 

Mark, 

Thank-you for your call today and for informing me about who to contact in your office. The draft site 

plan/reports for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project are available for your review and comment. 

Please let me know if you feel that a meeting would be useful.  I envision that we could meet at any 

point after next week, where we would present the proposal and answer any questions or comments 

that you may have.   

 

As required under O.Reg. 359/09 ("Renewable Energy Approval"), please find the Municipal 

Consultation form attached.  The form indicates which Regional Officials are required to provide 

comments. Also, since this project is a Class 4 Wind Facility some consultation requirements are not 

required.  

 

Public Open House: We have not yet determined the date of our second Public Open House. Once we 

have determined a date and location for Public Open House #2, we will inform you in advance, and 

the public by letter notification and newspaper notice.  This event will likely be in February, 2011.  

 

Consultation timelines: Municipal stakeholders will have at least 90-days and members of the public 

will have at least 60-days to review our draft Renewable Energy Approval (REA) package in advance 

of the second Public Open House. Ideally, we would like your feedback by January so that we may 

make revisions before the Public Open House. Following that period, comments will be incorporated 

into the design of the project and Vineland Power Inc. may submit a Renewable Energy Approval to 

the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). The REA application will then be posted on the 

Environmental Registry for a further 30-day public comment period. Following that, the MOE will 

make a determination on approving the project.  

 

Electronic Versions of Files 

I have uploaded relevant reports and maps to our FTP as follows: 

 

Site:                

ftp://clientftp.morrisonhershfield.com/Wainfleet%20draft%20Renewable%20Energy%20A

pproval%20Package/ 

Login:             TOR1104037 

Password:     110four03seven 
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Access Expires:        15-Dec-10 

 

I will courier a paper copy of the draft REA package. This will include a CD with the reports and 

maps.  I have uploaded each report/map separately on the FTP/CD and I have also included one 

document with all the reports attached.  The PDF bookmarks are useful in navigating these 

documents.  

 

These documents are not yet public, however they are not confidential, so they may be shared with 

anyone who will inform your assessment. We will revise them based upon our discussions and that 

of other agencies. It is our intention to provide them as draft documents to the public within the next 

30-days. At that time, we will provide the local township clerk and Public Library with additional 

copies. Our timeline on this is subject to us meeting requirements of MOE, MNR, MTC, etc.  

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or thoughts. 

 

 
Jonathan Veale  M.E.S. EP 
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
Cell: 416 347 8766 
morrisonhershfield.com 
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Britney Pringle

From: Johnson, Mark [mark.johnson@niagararegion.ca]
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 5:02 PM
To: Britney Pringle
Cc: Jonathan Veale; 'gmunday@wainfleet.ca'; Zeoli, Jim; Earl, Lindsay
Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Attachments: Renewable Energy Approval Package - Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.pdf; Municipal 

Consultation Form - Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.pdf

Hi Britney,  

 

Please find attached a copy of our comments for the above noted proposal.  If you need anything or have any other 

questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Regards, 

 

 

Mark Johnson 
M.A.E.S., B.Com 
Planner 
Niagara Region | Public Works Department | Development Services Division 
2201 St. David's Road | P.O. Box 1042 | Thorold, Ontario  L2V 4T7 
Phone: 905-685-4225 ext. 3433| Email: mark.johnson@niagararegion.ca 
Toll Free: 1-800-263-7215|Fax: 905-687-8056 | Website: niagararegion.ca 
 

 

 
The Regional Municipality of Niagara Confidentiality Notice 
The information contained in this communication including any attachments may be confidential, is intended 
only for the use of the recipient(s) named above, and may be legally privileged. If the reader of this message is 
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, disclosure, or copying of 
this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in 
error, please re-send this communication to the sender and permanently delete the original and any copy of it 
from your computer system. Thank you. 

 









Local Municipality (include each local municipality in which project is situated)

Name of Municipality Address Phone Clerk's Name Clerk's Phone E-Mail Address

Upper Tier Municipality (include each upper tier municipality in which project is situated)

Name of Municipality Address Phone Clerk's Name Clerk's Phone E-Mail Address

Niagara Region 905-685-4225 Kevin Bain 905-685-1571 kevin.bain@niagararegion.ca

Section 4: Municipal or Local Authority Contact Information

Section 5: Consultation Requirement

Part B: TO BE COMPLETED BY THE MUNICIPALITY OR LOCAL AUTHORITY

Provide comment on any proposed Traffic Management Plans

A Traffic Management Plan was not provided with the proposal.  If any Traffic Management Plan is required, it will have to be 

reviewed by Regional staff for approval.  The developer should note the following requirements for the Regional Roads: Regional 

Oversized Load Permit for travelling on the Regional Road, Regional Construction Encroachment Permit for the temporary road path 

at the intersection of Concession 1 Road and Station Road.  

Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the proposed Traffic Management Plans

To be provided at time of any Traffic Management Plan.

5.3 Municipal or Local authority Service Connections

5.2 Project Roads     

Provide comment on the proposed project’s plans respecting proposed road access.

Access to the Turbines 4 and 5 are from Regional Road 3 (Station Road).  Turbine 4 is setback 175 metres from Regional Road 3 

and Turbine 5 is setback 98 metres from Regional Road 3.  

Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to road access.

We will require a Regional Entrance Permit.  The geometric design for accesses onto Regional Road 3, for Turbines 4 and 5, must 

be reviewed and approved prior to any application for Regional permits.  Any geotechnical survey involving bore-holes on a Regional 

Road requires a Regional Construction Encroachment Permit.   

-

Provide comment on the project location with respect to infrastructure and servicing.

5.1 Project Location        

There are no watermains or sanitary sewers in the project area.  Transportation of the turbines shall be via Regional Road 3 

(Concession 1 Road and Station Road).  There is a closed Regional landfill site on the west side of Station Road (adjacent to turbine 

5).

-- - - -

2201 St. David's Road 

P.O. Box 1042 

Thorold, ON

Provide comment on the proposed project plans related to the location of and type of municipal service connections, other than 

roads.

N/A

Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the type of municipal service connections, other than roads.

N/A



Identify any issues and recommendations related to the identification of any archaeological resource or heritage resource.

Information to be provided by the Ministry of Culture. 

The transmission line, if it is proposed to be within Regional Road 3, will require a legal agreement with Niagara Region.  Any 

proposed structures should be located a minimum of 6 metres from the edge of the Regional Road (i.e. any new underground 

cabling).  It would appear that the existing electrical services are predominantly within the west side of Station Road.  We would 

recommend that any future services, including tap line, remain on the west side in order to accommodate the 6 metre setback and 

join with the other turbines.  Any new infrastructure located on the Regional Road allowance will require that Regional staff receive 

as-built drawings for our own locate records.  Any transmission lines may follow existing poles given the approval of the public utility.  

It should be noted that the developer will be responsible for costs associated with any future relocation of the existing poles (with 

transmission/tap line). 

Identify any issues and recommendation with respect to the proposed location of existing and proposed gas and electricity lines and 

connections.

The transmission lines from Turbines 4 and 5, if so designed, should cross under the road to reach the main tap line on the west 

side.   

Provide comment on the proposed project plans with respect to Building Code permits and licenses.

N/A

Identify any issues and recommendations related to the identification of any significant natural features and water bodies within the 

municipality or territory.

Refer to letter for Regional comments.

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed landscaping design for the facility.

No landscaping within Regional Road allowance (Turbines 4 and 5).

Provide comment on the proposed project plans for emergency management procedures / safety protocols.

No concerns

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed emergency management procedures / safety protocols.

No concerns

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to any Easements or Restrictive Covenants associated with the Project 

Location.

No Comment

5.5 Project Construction

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed rehabilitation of any temporary disturbance areas and any 

municipal or local authority infrastructure that could be damaged during construction.

The temporary turning radius at Concession 1 Road and Station Road are to be removed after the transportation of the turbines and 

the road allowance is restored to its original condition.

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of fire hydrants and connections to existing drainage, 

water works and sanitary sewers.

No Comment

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of buried kiosks and above-grade utility vaults.

5.4 Facility Other
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5.1 Project Location 

 1.  There are no watermains or sanitary sewers in the project area. Transportation of the turbines shall be via Regional Road 3 (Concession 1 
Road and Station Road). There is a closed Regional landfill site on the west side of Station Road (adjacent to turbine 5). 

Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. 

5.2 Project Roads 

5.2.1 Provide comment on the proposed project’s pla ns respecting proposed road access 

2.  Access to the Turbines 4 and 5 are from Regional Road 3 (Station Road). Turbine 4 is setback 175 metres from Regional Road 3 and 
Turbine 5 is setback 98 metres from Regional Road 3. 

Comment noted. 
 

5.2.2 Identify any issues and provide recommendatio ns with respect to road access 

3. We will require a Regional Entrance Permit. The geometric design for access onto Regional Road 3, for Turbines 4 and 5, must be 
reviewed and approved prior to any application for Regional permits. Any geotechnical survey involving bore-holes on a Regional Road 
require a Regional Construction Encroachment Permit. 

Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. The Proponent will provide 
the Region with detailed design information with respect to road 
construction/access for comment prior to applying for Regional permits.  
Detailed information required for obtaining Regional permits/approvals 
will be provided and discussed in consultation with the Region during 
detailed design as it is beyond the scope of the REA consultation 
requirements. 
 

5.2.3 Provide comment on any proposed Traffic Manag ement Plans 

4. A Traffic Management Plan was not provided with the proposal. If any Traffic Management Plan is required, it will have to be reviewed by 
Regional staff for approval. The developer should note the following requirements for the Regional Roads: Regional Oversized Load Permit 
for travelling on the Regional Road, Regional Construction Encroachment Permit for the temporary road path at the intersection of 
Concession 1 Road and Station Road. 
 

Vestas, as the selected turbine manufacturer will be responsible for 
delivering the turbine components to each turbine site and acquiring the 
necessary traffic permits required in consultation with the Township, 
Niagara Region, and MTO where applicable. These permits will be 
obtained separately from the REA process. 
The Construction Contractor/ turbine manufacturer will be responsible 
for the creation and implementation of a Traffic Management Plan 
during construction, which includes obtaining the required permits to 
carry out construction activities and the safe delivery of turbine 
components/construction equipment.  
The exact dimensions of construction and turbine delivery vehicles will 
be determined once the respective contracts have been awarded during 
detailed design. 
The Traffic Management plan will be submitted to the Region in 
advance of construction commencement for review and comment. The 
plan will outline specific strategies for controlling the delivery/movement 
of materials and personnel to and from each construction site; oversized 
loads; management of any required upgrading and/or modification of 
roadwork. The plan will also include dust and emission control 
measures. 
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5.2.4 Identify any issues and provide recommendatio n with respect to the proposed Traffic Management P lans 

5. To be provided at time of any Traffic Management Plan 
 
 

Comment noted. As stated above a Traffic Management Plan will be 
prepared and submitted to the Region for review and comment by the 
Construction Contractor/Turbine Manufacturer prior to the 
commencement of construction. 
 

5.3 Municipal or Local Authority Connections 

5.3.1 Provide Comment on the proposed project plans  related to the location of and type of municipal s ervice connections, other than roads 

6. N/A  

5.3.2 Identify any issues and provide recommendatio ns with respect to the type of municipal service co nnections, other than roads  

7. N/A  

5.4 Facility Other 

5.4.1 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed landscaping design for the facility 

8. No landscaping within Regional Road allowance (Turbine 4 and 5). Comment noted. Proponent in agreement. 

5.4.2 Provide comment on the proposed project plans  for emergency management procedures/safety protoco ls  

9. No concerns Comment noted. 

5.4.3 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed emergency management proced ures/safety protocols 

10. No concerns Comment noted. 

5.4.4 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to any Easement or Restrictive Covenants as sociated with the Project Location 

11. No comment Comment noted. 

5.5 Project Construction 

5.5.1 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed rehabilitation of any tempo rary disturbance areas and any municipal or local a uthority infrastructure that could 
be damaged during construction 

12. The temporary turbine radius at Concession 1 Road and Station Road are to be removed after the transportation of the turbines and the 
road allowance is restored to its original condition. 

Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement.  
Specific details/arraignments agreed upon by the Proponent and the 
Region regarding the remediation of the Region owned right-of-way will 
be discussed outside of the consultation activities being undertaken as 
part of the REA process. 
 

5.5.2 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of fire hydrants a nd connections to existing drainage, water works an d sanitary sewers  

13. No comment Comment noted. 
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5.5.3 Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of buried kiosks a nd above grade utility vaults 

14. The transmission line, if it is proposed to be within Regional Road 3, will require a legal agreement with Niagara Region. Any proposed 
structures should be located a minimum of 6 metres from the edge of the Regional Road (i.e. any new underground cabling). It would 
appear that the existing electrical services are predominately within the west side of Station Road. We would recommend that any future 
services, including tap line, remain on the west side in order to accommodate the 6 metre setback and join with the other turbines. Any new 
infrastructure located on the Regional Road allowance will require that Regional staff receive as-built drawings for our own locate records. 
Any transmission lines may follow existing poles given the approval of the public utility. It should be noted that the developer will be 
responsible for costs associated with any future relocation of the existing poles (with transmission/tap line). 

The Proponent commits to enter into a legal agreement with the Region 
for any associated infrastructure proposed within Regional Road 3. 
Any use of Regional property associated with the Wainfleet Wind 
Energy Project will be in compliance with the legal agreements 
established between the Region and the Proponent. 
The Proponent acknowledges the Region’s recommendation that 
transmission infrastructure be located on the west side of Station Road. 
Additional surveying and utility coordination will be undertaken during 
detailed design to determine if co-location is possible. 
As-built drawings for new infrastructure associated with the project will 
be provided once the construction is completed. 

5.5.4 Identify any issues and recommendations with respec t to the proposed location of existing and proposed  gas and electricity lines and connections.  

15. The transmission lines from Turbines 4 and 5, if so designed, should cross under the road to reach the main tap line on the west side. Comment noted. Recommendation will be considered. 

5.5.5 Provide comment on the proposed project plans with respect to Building Code permits and licenses  

16. N/A  

5.5.6 Identify any issues and recommendations related to the identification of any significant natural featu res and water bodies within the municipality or ter ritory  

17. Regional staff has reviewed the reports that were prepared in order to identify any significant natural heritage features and water resources, 
assess potential environmental effects from the proposed development, and any mitigation measures to protect significant environmental 
features. Regional staff note that the Township of Wainfleet’s mapping was used in the natural heritage review. Mapping in the Township’s 
existing Official Plan does not reflect current Regional and Provincial mapping. For up to date information on natural heritage features in the 
study area, please refer to mapping found within the Regional Policy Plan and Provincial Plans or in Township’s new Official Plan. In 
addition, it should be noted that the mapping of Provincially Significant Wetlands provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources is more up 
to date than Regional mapping. However, the other natural heritage features identified by the Region’s Core Natural Heritage Map should 
still be referred to during the review of natural heritage features for the study area. 

In addition to mapping obtained from the Township of Wainfleet for the 
identification of natural heritage features and waterbodies within the 
study area, data was also obtained by various other sources as required 
by the records review process prescribed under O. Reg. 359/09. 
MNR provided the study team with up-to-date mapping showing the 
boundaries of evaluated wetlands within the project area.  
Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority provided data on vegetation 
communities in the project area and provided us with a Natural Areas 
Inventory Study they conducted in 2006-2009. 
Niagara Region provided mapping of significant woodlots, evaluated 
wetlands, fish habitat, municipal drainage, potential natural heritage 
corridors, and Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs). 
Project mapping will be reviewed for accuracy and revised, where 
required. Data sources will also be provided on revised project mapping 
for greater clarification of resources consulted. 
 

18. Section 3.0 of the Environmental Impact Statement Report provided an overview of the natural heritage features that were evaluated in the 
study area. Regional staff note that section 3.2.1 indicates that there are several Provincially Significant Wetlands within the study area. 
However, Regional staff note that the tap line along Station Road is proposed to be located within 120 metres of Old Welland Feeder Canal 
Wetland Complex, which is designated Environmental Protection Area (EPA) in the Regional Policy Plan. Tap line along Sideroad 22 (at 
Brown Road and Feeder Road) and along Feeder Road is proposed to be located within 120 metres of Lowbanks Backshore Wetland 
Complex, which is designated Environmental Protection Area (EPA) in the Regional Policy Plan. In addition, Regional staff note that Section 

In addition to identifying the Significance or Provincial Significance of 
natural heritage features within 120 metres of the project location and 
associated infrastructure, the EIS will be revised to include mention of 
features that are also located within a designated Environmental 
Protection Area (EPA) as identified within the Regional Policy Plan. 
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3.2.8 acknowledges that the natural areas contained within the study area may contribute to the connections to coastal areas and migratory 
routes and habitat within the study area. It is suggested that Section 3.2.8—Connectivity of Natural Features address the potential natural 
heritage corridors identified within the study area in the Regional Policy Plan. 

Additional mitigation will be provided, where required.  

As recommended, the study team will review the potential natural 
heritage corridors identified within the Regional Policy Plan, and 
revisions and additional mitigation will be provided, where required. 

19. Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority (NPCA), through its work on Source Protection Planning, has identified the study area as being 
located within Highly Vulnerable Aquifer areas. Based on our review, we note that turbines 4 and 5 are proposed to be located within a 
Highly Vulnerable Aquifer Area.  

NPCA is being consulted with respect to water crossings and areas of 
high water vulnerability that might interact with the project’s design. 
Their comments and additional mitigation will be incorporated into 
project reports once received. 
The design and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will not 
have any effects on ground water resources as there is no significant 
pollutant loading associated with the facility’s operations. 
The storage and use of hazardous liquids will be maintained in 
accordance with the regulations and guidelines established by the 
Ministry of Environment.  
Should any spills of Petroleum, Oils or Lubricants (POL) occur at the 
project site the procedures identified in Section 5.2 of the Environmental 
Effects Monitoring Plan (EEMP) will be adhered to and the appropriate 
authorities will be immediately notified. 
 

20. Regional staff note that the study area is located within the Township of Wainfleet. As such, comments may be provided by the Township of 
Wainfleet. The Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority also may provide comments related to the natural heritage and water resources in 
the study area. 

Comment noted. The Proponent is actively engaged in consultation with 
the Township of Wainfleet and the Niagara Peninsula Conservation 
Authority with regards to the identification and characteristics of natural 
heritage and water resources within the study area. Their comments will 
be incorporated into the project’s mapping and associated reports were 
required. 

5.5.7 Identify any issues and recommendations relat ed to the identification of any archaeological reso urce or heritage resource 

21. Information to be provided by the Ministry of Culture Comment noted. Proponent is in agreement. 
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April 13, 2012 

Mr. Kevin Bain 
Regional Clerk 
Niagara Region 
2201 St. David's Road, P.O. Box 1042 
Thorold, Ontario  L2V 4T7 

Dear Mr. Bain: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House.  

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to 
meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House. The Project team has designated an 
additional hour from 2:00 pm- 3:00 pm to meet with Agency and Municipal Stakeholders prior to 
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the start of the Public Meeting on June 19, 2012. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting 
would be appropriate. 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

Cc: Curt Benson, Manager, Policy Planning 
 Don Campbell, Manager, Development Initiatives 
 John Cunnane, Director, Emergency Services 
 Kyle Moate, Manager, Infrastructure Planning & Asset Management 
 Maria Andersen, Communications Specialist, Corporate Services 
 Marilyn Radman, Manager, Development Planning, Public Works 
 Gary Burroughs, Regional Chair 

K:\PROJ\1104036\STAKEHOLDERS LIST\WAIN NOTICE OF PBLC MTNG2_AGNCY LTTR FINAL_APR13_12.DOCX 

 



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 20, 2012 

Mr. Mark Johnson 
Planner, Public Works Department 
Niagara Region 
2100 St. David’s Road, PO Box 1042 
Thorold, Ontario 
L2V 4T7 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

On behalf of the Proponent, Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. and the project team please find 
enclosed one paper copy and a CD set of the draft Renewable Energy Approval (REA) Package 
for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. These updated documents were filed for public viewing 
as of Wednesday April 18th, 2012 in advance of the project’s second public meeting scheduled 
for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

Draft documents were originally provided to the Region for review and comment on November 
29th, 2010. Niagara Region provided the completed Municipal Consultation Form on April 1st, 
2012.    

As a result of consultation activities with the Township of Wainfleet, the project team has since 
revised the project’s design concerning access and interconnection of Turbines 1, 2, and 3. A 
summary of design modifications is provided below: 

• Access road/underground collector line to Turbine 2 and 3 will now utilize part of an 
existing driveway on private property entering from Concession Rd. 1. 

• Underground collector line will travel in a northwest direction on private property from 
Turbine 2 to cross under Sideroad 22 to connect with the Turbine 1 property. 

• Access road for turbine 1 will entre from Abbey road utilizing private property. 

Please note that no modifications to turbine locations or positions have been made. These 
design modifications are reflected in updated project reports and mapping (refer to attached 
mapping). As a result of these design modifications the Proponent has undertaken additional 
Stage 2 Archaeology Assessments. These reports have been reviewed by the Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture, and Sport and their findings have been confirmed. The Proponent has also 
revised the previously submitted Natural Heritage Assessment (NHA) and Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS). The Ministry of Natural Resources has provided their written confirmation of the 
Report’s findings and results.  
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At this time, the Proponent would like to provide Niagara Region with an additional opportunity 
to review and provide comment on updated Draft REA package materials to be finalized prior to 
submission to MOE. Should the Region wish to update the previously submitted Municipal 
Consultation Form dated April 1st, 2011, please use the updated form included in this 
correspondence.  

It is anticipated the that the Proponent’s final application will be submitted to MOE near the end 
of June, 2012 after the Second Public Meeting has been held and stakeholder comments have 
been addressed.  

Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available for public viewing on the project’s 
website at: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

As always, the project team remains available to meet with Region Staff and/or Council to 
discuss the project, provided materials, and to address any outstanding questions or concerns. 
Please contact us should you have any questions regarding this submission.  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

 
         
Encls. Notice of Public Meeting #2 
           Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
           Updated Municipal Consultation Form 



PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
Development Services Division 

2201 St. David’s Road, P.O. Box 1042  
Thorold, ON  L2V 4T7 

Tel: 905-685-4225 
Toll-free:1-800-263-7215 

Fax: 905-687-8056 
www.niagararegion.ca 

VIA E-MAIL ONLY 
 

Building Community. Building Lives 
 

June 29, 2012 
    
File: E.11.05.10.EN-11-003 
         
Mr. Tom Lewis 
Project Manager, IPC Energy 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 
 
Dear Mr. Lewis: 
 
Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Draft Renewable Energy Approval Package 
 Township of Wainfleet  
              

Regional staff has reviewed the above proposal as it relates to Niagara Region’s 
interests. A completed copy of the Municipal Consultation Form is enclosed.  

In April 2011 Niagara Region staff provided comments on an earlier draft of the 
Renewable Energy Approval Package for this project.  The comments contained in the 
enclosed Consultation Form respond to the revised Approval Package received in April 
2012.  They focus on matters of Regional interest relating to Niagara Region’s 
infrastructure, emergency management, and significant natural heritage features and 
water resources within the study area. 

If you have any questions or wish to discuss these comments, please contact me. 
Yours truly, 

 

Don Campbell, MCIP, RPP 
Development Initiatives Coordinator 
Enclosures 

C: Grant Munday, Township of Wainfleet 
 Curt Benson, Manager of Policy Planning, Niagara Region 

Peter Colosimo, Director, Development Services 
 Marilyn Radman, Manager, Development Planning 
 Janet Pilon, Regional Clerk 
 

L:\Campbell-Don\Wainfleet\Renewable Energy\Wainfleet Wind Energy project\Renewable Energy Approval 
2012\Regional Response Ltr.docx 
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PART B: TO BE COMPLETED BY THE MUNICIPALITY OR LOCAL AUTHORITY 
 

 
Section 4 - Municipal or Local Authority Contact Information (check the one that applies) 

 
Local Municipality (include each local municipality in which project location is situated)  Yes  No 
Name of 
Municipality 

Address Phone  Clerk’s Name  Clerk’s Phone/Fax  E-Mail Address 

                               

Upper Tier Municipality (include each upper tier municipality in which project location is situated)  Yes  No 
Name of 
Municipality 

Address Phone Clerk’s name Clerk’s Phone/Fax E-Mail Address 

Regional 
Municipality of 
Niagara 

P.O. Box 1042 
Thorold, ON 
L2V 4T7 
 

905-685-
1751 

Janet Pilon 685-4225, ext. 
3220 

janet.pilon@niagararegion.ca 
 

Local roads area (include each local roads area in which project location is situated)  Yes  No 
Name of local 
roads board 

Address Phone  Secretary-
treasurer’s Name  

Secretary-
treasurer’s 
Phone/Fax  

E-Mail Address 

                                    

Board Area (include each board area in which project location is situated)  Yes  No 
Name of Local 
Service Board 

Address Phone Secretary’s name Secretary’s 
Phone/Fax 

E-Mail Address 

                                    

 
Section 5:  Consultation Requirement 

 

5.1 - Project Location 
Provide comment on the project location with respect to infrastructure and servicing. 

 
Regional Roads 
 
Access to Turbines 4 and 5 would be from Regional Road 3 (Station Street).  The Transportation Survey 
prepared by Transera indicates that a number of Regional roads will be used in transporting the turbine 
components to the proposed turbine locations.  It indicates that modifications to the intersection with 
Regional Road 27 will be required to provide the necessary turning radius. 
 
The Project Description Report indicates that the underground collection line serving Turbines 4 and 5 
would run up the east side of Station Road and then cross to the west side north of Turbine 5.   
 
N.B.:  The roads referred to as County Roads are Regional Roads. 
 
Regional Water and Wastewater Systems 
 
There are no watermains or sanitary sewers in the project area. 
 
Waste Management 
 
Niagara Region owns and manages a landfill site on the west side of Station Road, west of the proposed 
location of Turbine 5.  The landfill has been closed and stopped receiving waste.  The Niagara Region is 
required to continue post closure monitoring and maintenance, however, as per the Ministry of 
Environment Certificate of Approval. 
 
The Region would request: 
 

• That the underground collector line remain on the east side of Station Road until it meets the 
Gord Harry Trail further north of the Site.  The Region has monitoring wells in the area of the 

mailto:janet.pilon@niagararegion.ca


CONFIDENTIAL DISCUSSION DRAFT             Page 2 of 4 

proposed line and may need to install more; 
 
• That the Region be permitted to us to install a monitoring well (overburden and bedrock) nest 

near Turbine 5.  The Region currently does not have any wells east of Station Road. 
    
5.2 – Project Roads 
Provide comment on the proposed project’s plans respecting proposed road access. 
A Regional Entrance Permit will be required for access to Turbines 4 and 5 from Regional Road 3.  This 
Plan should be submitted to Niagara Region Public Works for approval.   
 

Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to road access 
 

Provide comment on any proposed Traffic Management Plans 

The Construction Plan Report (Section 2.11) indicates that a Traffic Management Plan will be prepared 
and implemented.  This Plan should be submitted to Niagara Region Public Works for review and approval. 
 
 
 
Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the proposed Traffic Management Plans 

Appendix B to the Construction Plan Report indicates that the routes used to transport turbine components 
to the sites where the turbines are to be installed will involve a number of Regional roads. A Regional 
Oversized Load Permit will be required.  Appendix B also indicates that temporary modifications to some 
intersections may be required. A Regional Construction Encroachment Permit would be required for such 
modifications. 
 
5.3 – Municipal or Local authority Service Connections 
Provide comment on  the proposed project plans related to the location of and type of municipal service connections, other than roads. 
 
N/A.  
 

Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the type of municipal service connections, other than roads. 

 
N/A 

5.4 – Facility Other 
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed landscaping design for the facility 
No landscaping within Regional road allowances. 
 

Provide comment on the proposed project plans for emergency management procedures / safety protocols. 
  
 

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed emergency management procedures / safety protocols. 
 
 

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to any Easements or Restrictive Covenants associated with the Project Location 
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N/A 

5.5 Project Construction 
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed rehabilitation of any temporary disturbance areas and any municipal 
or local authority infrastructure that could be damaged during construction. 
 
If temporary modifications to Regional intersections are made, the intersections must be restored to their original 
condition after transportation of the turbine components is complete. 
 
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of fire hydrants and connections to existing 
drainage, water works and sanitary sewers 

 
N/A 
 
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of buried kiosks and above-grade utility vaults 
 

 
N/A 
 
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed location of existing and proposed gas and electricity lines 
and connections 
 

 
N/A 
 
Provide comment on the proposed project plans with respect to Building Code permits and licenses. 

  
N/A 
 
Identify any issues and recommendations related to the identification of any significant natural features and water bodies within the 
municipality or territory. 

 
The enclosed map entitled “Core Natural Heritage System” identifies the natural heritage features in the 
area that are designated for conservation and enhancement in the Niagara Region Policy Plan. The 
relevant natural resource and environmental policies may be found in Section 7 of the Plan, which can be 
accessed at http://www.niagararegion.ca/living/icp/policy-plan.aspx. 
 
The Regional Policy Plan identifies Environmental Conservation Areas (significant woodlands) adjacent to 
Station Road as shown on the enclosed map of CCore Natural heritage Features.  The Ministry of Natural 
Resources recently identified these woodlands plus some additional lands as Provincially Significant 
Wetlands (PSWs) as shown on the enclosed map.  The Environmental Protection Area (EPA) policies in 
the Regional Plan would apply to these wetlands.  The Plan (Policy 7.B.1.11) states that development and 
site alteration may be permitted on adjacent lands (i.e., within 120 meters of an EPA if it has been 
demonstrated through an Environmental Impact Study that, over the long term, there will be not negative 
impact on the natural heritage feature or adjacent lands. 
 
The Project Design and Operations Report proposes that underground collector lines serving Turbines 3 
and 4 be located along Station Street, on the opposite side of the road to these wetlands.  It appears that 
these collector lines would be located within 30 meters of the wetlands, although separated from the 
wetlands by the road.  The project design and construction plan should ensure that there are no negative 
impacts on the wetlands. 
 
The Regional Policy Plan also shows Potential Natural Heritage Corridors linking the natural areas to the 
east and west of Station Street as shown on the enclosed map.  Policy 7.B.1.12 states that development or 
site alteration is proposed in or near a Potential Natural Heritage Corridor the Corridor shall be considered 
in the development review process. Development should be located, designed and constructed to maintain 
and, where possible, enhance the ecological functions of the Corridor in linking Core Natural Areas or an 

http://www.niagararegion.ca/living/icp/policy-plan.aspx
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alternative corridor should be developed.  The underground collector lines would cross these Corridors. 
 
The Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority (NPCA), through its work on Source Protection Planning 
(see enclosed map), has identified a Highly Vulnerable Aquifer area along Station Road.  Turbines 4 and 5 
and the collector lines serving them are within the Highly Vulnerable Aquifer area.   Regional Policy 7.A.2.9 
states that development and site alteration shall not have significant adverse impacts on ground water 
quality or quantity.  In areas where development and site alteration could significantly affect ground water 
quality or quantity the Region shall require further review of potential impacts. The project should have 
regard for the comments of the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority regarding groundwater 
protection. 
 
Identify any issues and recommendations related to the identification any archaeological resource or heritage resource. 

 
No concerns.  
 
 

 
L:\Campbell-Don\Wainfleet\Renewable Energy\Wainfleet Wind Energy project\Renewable Energy Approval 2012\Municipal 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Métis Nation of Ontario  
Métis Consultation Unit 
500 Old St. Patrick Street, Unit D 
Ottawa, Ontario K1N 9G4 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Chief, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
8545 Townline Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Clynten King 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2978 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. King: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 



- 2 - 

 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Kerri L. King 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
314 Tuscarora Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. King: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Arland LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
243 New Credit Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Adam Sault 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Sault: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Georgina Sault 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
8867 Townline Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Sault: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Cecil Sault 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
185 Ojibway Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Sault: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Ms. Maureen LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Maureen LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. LaForme: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. The project is located outside of any comprehensive land claims. We are also 
interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with 
you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you 
believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Mr. Clynten King 
Ms. Kerri L. King 
Mr. Arland LaForme 
Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Mr. Adam Sault 
Ms. Georgina Sault 
Mr. Cecil Sault 
Mr. Daniel S. LaForme 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. William K. Montour 
Chief, Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
P.O. Box 5000 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Montour: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. David Hill 
Councillor, District One 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1 
Scotland, Ontario N0E 1R0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Councillor, District One 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. VanEvery-Albert: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Councillor, District Two 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Carl Hill 
Councillor, District Two 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Councillor, District Three 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Levi White 
Councillor, District Three 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. White: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Helen Miller 
Councillor, District Four 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 2 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Wray Maracle 
Councillor, District Four 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
P.O. Box 365 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Maracle: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. George Montour 
Councillor, District Five 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Montour: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Christopher Martin 
Councillor, District Five 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario N0A 1H0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Barbara Harris 
Councillor, District Six 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 2 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Melva Thomas 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Melva Thomas 
Councillor, District Six 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 2 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Thomas: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Six Nations of the Grand River  
Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council 
R.R. #2 
Ohsweken, Ontario N0A 1M0 
 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located in proximity to your 
comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and to 
obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also, as 
required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how 
you can obtain further information should you be interested. We are available to meet with you 
and your representatives at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010 or at another 
convenient occasion. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. We have included a 
copy of the draft Project Description Report for your interest. The document can also be viewed 
on the project website at www.ipcenergy.ca.  

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Richard Paquette 
President, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Paquette: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Reg Bernier 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Bernier: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Valerie Bose 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Bose: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Pont-Shanks: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Pierre Carré 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Carré: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Derrick Pont 
Chair, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Pont: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 

K:\PROJ\1104036\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL\LETTERS\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL_WAINFLEET_AGENCY LTTR_MAY12_10.DOC 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Treasurer, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Matte: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Secretary, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Macdonald: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 
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Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Women's Representative & Genealogist 
Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Wright: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
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Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Andrea Paquette 

K:\PROJ\1104036\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL\LETTERS\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL_WAINFLEET_AGENCY LTTR_MAY12_10.DOC



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Andrea Paquette 
Youth Representative 
Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Paquette: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are 
available to meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. 
Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 



- 6 - 

 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Richard Paquette 
Mr. Reg Bernier 
Ms. Valerie Bose 
Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Mr. Pierre Carré 
Mr. Derrick Pont 
Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Métis Nation of Ontario, Métis Consultation Unit 
500 Old St. Patrick Street, Unit D 
Ottawa, Ontario  K1N 9G4 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

To whom it may concern: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Bryan LaForme 
Chief, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
8545 Townline Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Clynten King 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2978 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. King: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Kerri L. King 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
314 Tuscarora Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. King: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Arland LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
243 New Credit Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  



- 3 - 

 

For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Ralph Stacey LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. LaForme: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Adam Sault 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Sault: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  



- 2 - 

 

Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Georgina Sault 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
8867 Townline Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Sault: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Cecil Sault 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
185 Ojibway Road, RR 1 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Sault: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Daniel S. LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. LaForme: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Maureen LaForme 
Councillor, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, RR 6 
Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. LaForme: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Richard Paquette 
President, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Paquette: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Reg Bernier 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Bernier: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Valerie Bose 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Bose: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Amanda Pont-Shanks 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Pont-Shanks: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Pierre Carré 
Councillor, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Carré: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Derrick Pont 
Chair, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Pont: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Suzanne Matte 
Treasurer, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Matte: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Sarah Macdonald 
Secretary, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Macdonald: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Barbaranne Wright 
Women's Representative & Genealogist 
Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Wright: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Andrea Paquette 
Youth Representative, Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario  L3B 3H9 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Paquette: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within any comprehensive land claim and we do not reasonably 
believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. Nevertheless, we wish to provide 
you with additional information about the project and to solicit your thoughts so that you may 
make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this proposal will affect your rights and 
interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project. We would like the opportunity to present this 
project to you and to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the 
project. Also, as provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we 
wish to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy 
project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should 
you be interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public 
Open House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As 
soon as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter 
and public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com

 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. William K. Montour 
Chief, Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
P.O. Box 5000,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Montour: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. David Hill 
Councillor, District One, Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1,  Scotland, Ontario  N0E 1R0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  

Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
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IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Councillor, District One 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 6,  Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. VanEvery-Albert: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Councillor, District Two 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Carl Hill 
Councillor, District Two 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Councillor, District Three 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Levi White 
Councillor, District Three 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. White: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Helen Miller 
Councillor, District Four 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 2,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  

Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Wray Maracle 
Councillor, District Four 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
P.O. Box 365,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Maracle: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. George Montour 
Councillor, District Five 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 1,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Montour: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Mr. Christopher Martin 
Councillor, District Five 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 6,  Hagersville, Ontario  N0A 1H0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  

 

 



- 2 - 

 

Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Barbara Harris 
Councillor, District Six 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 2,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Ms. Melva Thomas 
Councillor, District Six 
Six Nations of the Grand River Territory 
RR 2,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Thomas: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Six Nations of the Grand River 
Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council 
RR 2,  Ohsweken, Ontario  N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

To whom it may concern: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  

Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 
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Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

November 24, 2010 

Six Nations of the Grand River Elected Council 
1695 Chiefswood Rd. 
P. O. Box 5000 
Ohsweken ON, N0A 1M0 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Follow-up Letter Regarding a Proposal to Engage in a Wind Energy Project 

To whom it may concern: 

On July 22, 2010 we sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
and Notice of a Public Open House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  To date, we have 
not received any correspondence from you in regards to this project.  

This proposal is not located within your comprehensive land claim (i.e. the Haldimand Tract) 
and we do not reasonably believe that the proposal will affect your rights and interests. 
Nevertheless, we wish to provide you with additional information about the project and to solicit 
your thoughts so that you may make such an assessment yourself. If you believe that this 
proposal will affect your rights and interests, please notify us soon as possible.  

For your assessment, we have included the following attachments for your review and 
comment: 

• A Notice of Proposal originally sent to you July 22, 2010.  

• A compact disc (CD) containing the following draft reports: 
o Project Description 
o Wind Turbine Specification 
o Design and Operations Report 
o Construction Plan Report 
o Decommissioning Plan Report 
o Natural Heritage Assessment Report 
o Water Report 
o Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Reports  
o Cultural Heritage Report 
o Environmental Impact Statement 
o Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan 
o Land-use, Natural Heritage, and Ecological Land Classification Maps 

The draft reports contained on the CD are subject to change based upon public, agency, 
municipal, and Aboriginal consultations. If you should have any comments about these 
documents or wish to obtain paper copies, please contact us.  
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Notice of Proposal and Notice of Public Open House (From July 22, 2010) 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
We are notifying you in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the Regulation. 

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment has provided us with your contact information and 
indicated that you may be interested in this project as it is located outside, but in proximity to 
your comprehensive land claim. We would like the opportunity to present this project to you and 
to obtain your input on how we may improve the design or any aspect of the project. Also as 
provided on July 22, 2010 and as required under the Act and Regulation, we wish to give you 
notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to engage in this wind energy project and to 
inform you about the project and how you can obtain further information should you be 
interested. We are available to meet with you and your representatives at our next Public Open 
House, tentatively scheduled in late February, 2011 or at another convenient occasion. As soon 
as we have determined a date for the next Public Open House we will inform you by letter and 
public notice. We are also examining other approaches to reach out to the Aboriginal 
community. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be appropriate or if you have 
any suggestions about how we may consult with you.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located in south-western 
Ontario, entirely in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The study area is found south 
of the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached as part of 
the Notice of Proposal and other maps are provided on the CD. Pursuant to the Act and 
Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind facility. If approved, this project would 
have a total name plate capacity of approximately 9.0 megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. 
Environmental studies have been conducted over an area of approximately 34 km2, with 
between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed. All wind turbines would be placed in open agricultural 
fields adhering to the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other 
features required under the REA. 

MH has submitted the Natural Heritage Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and 
Archaeological Assessments for Ministry review and comment, as required under the Act and 
Regulation. Once these have been deemed complete, these documents will also be available to 
you.  

In the near future, you will receive correspondence from us regarding the next consultation 
events and how you may participate. Following that, we anticipate that this proposal will be 
eligible for submission to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment for a Renewable Energy 
Approval as early as February 26, 2011.  
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For More Information: If you wish to learn more about the proposed project, public meetings, 
or to communicate questions or comments, please contact us. The project website is regularly 
updated and can be accessed at the following address: www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca  

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Chief William Montour 
Mr. David Hill 
Ms. Claudine VanEvery-Albert 
Ms. Gail Ava Hill 
Mr. Carl Hill 
Ms. Ramona Joanne Johnson 
Mr. Levi White 
Ms. Helen Miller 
Mr. Wray Maracle 
Mr. George Montour 
Mr. Christopher Martin 
Ms. Barbara Harris 
Ms. Melva Thomas

 



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 30, 2012 

Chief William K. Montour 
Six Nations of the Grand River 
1696 Chiefswood Road 
PO Box 5000 
Ohsweken, Ontario 
N0A 1M0 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Chief Montour: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with an update regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Project and to again solicit your feedback. In correspondence dated July 22, 2010 the project 
team sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project and Notice of a 
Public Open House. On November 24th 2010, a letter was sent to you and your elected council, 
along with draft copies of project reports and materials for review and comment. To date, we 
have yet to receive any correspondence from you in regards to this project. 

Under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals), Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
must request a written response to the project proposal from your community. At this time, we 
respectfully request that you provide us with your written response regarding the Wainfleet Wind 
Energy project proposal. We ask that your response include any information that you and/or 
your community feel should be considered as part of the final reports to be submitted to the 
Ministry of the Environment for the project’s Renewable Energy Application. Please advise us of 
your views on:  

1. Any anticipated adverse impacts you feel that the project may have on your 
constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights;  

2. Any other concerns over potential negative impacts to the environment that you 
anticipate and may have an interest in; and 

3. Any suggestions you have for mitigating potential impacts identified in the above 
mentioned items. 

Please find enclosed one paper copy and a CD set of updated draft reports that are required to 
be finalized and submitted for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s renewable energy 
application to the Ministry of the Environment. 

We have also enclosed a summary of the draft reports. The summary explains the purpose, 
methods and results for each report. The summary is provided to assist you in review of this 
project proposal and the supporting studies and information. Please see the draft reports for 
complete data and information. 
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Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available on the project’s website at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

Also, if you wish to make a copy of the documents available to your community for review in a 
public location, please let us know the appropriate contact and we will gladly provide a copy of 
materials to them. 

The date of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s second public meeting will be held: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

A copy of the notice has been included as an attachment to this letter. 

Currently, our plan is to submit the Renewable Energy Application to the Ministry of the 
Environment in late June, 2012. With this in mind, we kindly request that you provide in writing 
to us any information available to your community that you feel should be considered by the 
project team as part of finalizing the project studies and reports. 

If you are interested, the project team is available to meet with you to discuss this project, share 
information, and address any questions. To learn more about the proposed project, public 
meeting, or to communicate questions or comments please contact me.  

Yours truly, 

 

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner, MH 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. Tom Lewis, Project Manager, IPC Energy 

Encls. Notice of Public Meeting #2 
           Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 30, 2012 

Chief Brian LaForme 
Mississauguas of the New Credit First Nation 
2789 Mississauga Road, R.R. #6 
Hagersville, Ontario 
N0A 1H0 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Chief LaForme: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with an update regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy 
Project and to again solicit your feedback. In correspondence dated July 22, 2010 the project 
team sent you a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project and Notice of a 
Public Open House. On November 24th 2010, a letter was sent to you and your elected council, 
along with draft copies of project reports and materials for review and comment. To date, we 
have yet to receive any correspondence from you in regards to this project. 

Under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals), Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
must request a written response to the project proposal from your community. At this time, we 
respectfully request that you provide us with your written response regarding the Wainfleet Wind 
Energy project proposal. We ask that your response include any information that you and/or 
your community feel should be considered as part of the final reports to be submitted to the 
Ministry of the Environment for the project’s Renewable Energy Application. Please advise us of 
your views on:  

1. Any anticipated adverse impacts you feel that the project may have on your 
constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights;  

2. Any other concerns over potential negative impacts to the environment that you 
anticipate and may have an interest in; and 

3. Any suggestions you have for mitigating potential impacts identified in the above 
mentioned items. 

Please find enclosed one paper copy and a CD set of updated draft reports that are required to 
be finalized and submitted for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s renewable energy 
application to the Ministry of the Environment. 

We have also enclosed a summary of the draft reports. The summary explains the purpose, 
methods and results for each report. The summary is provided to assist you in review of this 
project proposal and the supporting studies and information. Please see the draft reports for 
complete data and information. 

Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available on the project’s website at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 
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Also, if you wish to make a copy of the documents available to your community for review in a 
public location, please let us know the appropriate contact and we will gladly provide a copy of 
materials to them. 

The date of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s second public meeting will be held: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

A copy of the notice has been included as an attachment to this letter. 

Currently, our plan is to submit the Renewable Energy Application to the Ministry of the 
Environment in late June, 2012. With this in mind, we kindly request that you provide in writing 
to us any information available to your community that you feel should be considered by the 
project team in finalizing the project studies and reports. 

If you are interested, the project team is available to meet with you to discuss this project, share 
information, and address any questions. To learn more about the proposed project, public 
meeting, or to communicate questions or comments please contact me.   

Yours truly, 

 

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner, MH 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. Tom Lewis, Project Manager, IPC Energy 

Encls. Notice of Public Meeting #2 
           Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 30, 2012 

Ms. Hazel Hill  
Interim Director, Haudenosaunee Development Institute 
c/o Six Nations of the Grand River Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council 
16 Sunrise Court, Suite 407  
PO Box 714 
Ohsweken, Ontario 
N0A 1M0 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Hazel Hill: 

We are writing to you in connection with the proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, located in 
the Township of Wainfleet, Ontario. Based on telephone correspondence with the Six Nations 
Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council we were advised that future correspondence relating to 
this project should be directed to the Haudenosaunee Development Institute.  

In previous correspondence dated July 22, 2010 the project team sent a letter to the Six Nations 
of the Grand River Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council containing a Notice of a Proposal to 
Engage in a Project and Notice of a Public Open House. On November 24th 2010, a follow up 
letter was sent, along with draft copies of project reports and materials for review and comment. 
To date, we have yet to receive any correspondence in regards to this project. 

Under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals), Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
must request a written response to the project proposal from your community. At this time, we 
respectfully request that you provide us with your written response regarding the Wainfleet Wind 
Energy project proposal. We ask that your response include any information that you and/or 
your community feel should be considered as part of the final reports to be submitted to the 
Ministry of the Environment for the project’s Renewable Energy Application. Please advise us of 
your views on:  

1. Any anticipated adverse impacts you feel that the project may have on your 
constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights;  

2. Any other concerns over potential negative impacts to the environment that you 
anticipate and may have an interest in; and 

3. Any suggestions you have for mitigating potential impacts identified in the above 
mentioned items. 

Please find enclosed one paper copy and a CD set of updated draft reports that are required to 
be finalized and submitted for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s renewable energy 
application to the Ministry of the Environment. 

We have also enclosed a summary of the draft reports. The summary explains the purpose, 
methods and results for each report. The summary is provided to assist you in review of this 
project proposal and the supporting studies and information. Please see the draft reports for 
complete data and information. 
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Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available on the project’s website at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

Also, if you wish to make a copy of the documents available to your community for review in a 
public location, please let us know the appropriate contact and we will gladly provide a copy of 
materials to them. 

The date of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s second public meeting will be held: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

A copy of the notice has been included as an attachment to this letter. 

Currently, our plan is to submit the Renewable Energy Application to the Ministry of the 
Environment in late June, 2012. With this in mind, we kindly request that you provide in writing 
to us any information available to your community that you feel should be considered by the 
project team in finalizing the project studies and reports. 

If you are interested, the project team is available to meet with you to discuss this project, share 
information, and address any questions. To learn more about the proposed project, public 
meeting, or to communicate questions or comments please contact me.   

Yours truly, 

 

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner, MH 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Six Nations of the Grand River Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council 
        Mr. Tom Lewis, Project Manager, IPC Energy 

Encls. Notice of Public Meeting #2 
           Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 30, 2012 

Mr. Stephen Quesnelle 
President 
Niagara Region Métis Council 
46 King Street, Suite 201-203 
Welland, Ontario 
L3B 3H9 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Quesnelle: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Niagara Region Métis Council with an update 
regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and to again solicit feedback. In correspondence 
dated July 22nd, 2010 the project team sent a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage 
in a Project and Notice of a Public Open House. On November 24th 2010, a letter was sent to 
former President Richard Paquette and council members with draft copies of project reports and 
materials for review and comment. To date, we have yet to receive any correspondence from 
the Niagara Region Métis Council in regards to this project. 

Under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals), Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
must request a written response to the project proposal from your community. Should the 
Niagara Region Métis Council have an interest in this project, we respectfully request that you 
provide us with your written response regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy project proposal. 
We ask that your response include any information that you and/or your community feel should 
be considered as part of the final reports to be submitted to the Ministry of the Environment for 
the project’s Renewable Energy Application. Please advise us of your views on:  

1. Any anticipated adverse impacts you feel that the project may have on your 
constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights;  

2. Any other concerns over potential negative impacts to the environment that you 
anticipate and may have an interest in; and 

3. Any suggestions you have for mitigating potential impacts identified in the above 
mentioned items. 

Please find enclosed one paper copy and a CD set of updated draft reports that are required to 
be finalized and submitted for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s renewable energy 
application to the Ministry of the Environment. 

We have also enclosed a summary of the draft reports. The summary explains the purpose, 
methods and results for each report. The summary is provided to assist you in review of this 
project proposal and the supporting studies and information. Please see the draft reports for 
complete data and information. 
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Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available on the project’s website at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

Also, if you wish to make a copy of the documents available to your community for review in a 
public location, please let us know the appropriate contact and we will gladly provide a copy of 
materials to them. 

The date of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s second public meeting will be held: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

A copy of the notice has been included as an attachment to this letter. 

Currently, our plan is to submit the Renewable Energy Application to the Ministry of the 
Environment in late June, 2012. With this in mind, we kindly request that you provide in writing 
to us any information available to your community that you feel should be considered by the 
project team in finalizing the project studies and reports. 

If you are interested, the project team is available to meet with you to discuss this project, share 
information, and address any questions. To learn more about the proposed project, public 
meeting, or to communicate questions or comments please contact me.  

Yours truly, 

 

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner, MH 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. Tom Lewis, Project Manager, IPC Energy 

Encls. Notice of Public Meeting #2 
           Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 30, 2012 

Métis Consultation Unit 
c/o Métis Nation of Ontario 
500 Old St. Patrick St, Unit 3 
Ottawa, Ontario 
K1N 9G4 
 

Re: Proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

The purpose of this letter is to provide an update regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
and to again solicit your feedback. In correspondence dated July 22nd, 2010 the project team 
sent a letter containing a Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project and Notice of a Public 
Open House. On November 24th 2010, a letter was sent along with draft copies of project 
reports and materials for review and comment. To date, we have yet to receive any 
correspondence in regards to this project. 

Under Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals), Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
must request a written response to the project proposal from the Métis Nation of Ontario. Should 
the Métis Nation of Ontario and the members of the regional rights-bearing community have an 
interest in this project, we respectfully request that you provide us with a written response 
regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy project proposal. We ask that your response include any 
information that you and/or your community feel should be considered as part of the final reports 
to be submitted to the Ministry of the Environment for the project’s Renewable Energy 
Application. Please advise us of your views on:  

1. Any anticipated adverse impacts you feel that the project may have on your 
constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights;  

2. Any other concerns over potential negative impacts to the environment that you 
anticipate and may have an interest in; and 

3. Any suggestions you have for mitigating potential impacts identified in the above 
mentioned items. 

Please find enclosed one paper copy and a CD set of updated draft reports that are required to 
be finalized and submitted for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s renewable energy 
application to the Ministry of the Environment. 

We have also enclosed a summary of the draft reports. The summary explains the purpose, 
methods and results for each report. The summary is provided to assist you in review of this 
project proposal and the supporting studies and information. Please see the draft reports for 
complete data and information. 

Copies of all draft reports and materials are also available on the project’s website at: 
www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 
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The date of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s second public meeting will be held: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

A copy of the notice has been included as an attachment to this letter. 

Currently, our plan is to submit the Renewable Energy Application to the Ministry of the 
Environment in late June, 2012. With this in mind, we kindly request that you provide in writing 
to us any information available to your community that you feel should be considered by the 
project team in finalizing the project studies and reports. 

If you are interested, the project team is available to meet with you to discuss this project, share 
information, and address any questions. To learn more about the proposed project, public 
meeting, or to communicate questions or comments please contact me.  

Yours truly, 

 

Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner, MH 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

CC:  Mr. Tom Lewis, Project Manager, IPC Energy 

Encls. Notice of Public Meeting #2 
           Draft REA Documents for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
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Haudenosaunee Development Institute 


RIECIE~ Ib,; 
June 19,2012 

__ ~~N~_ 
Mr. Tom Lewis 
Project Manager, IPC Energy 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5RI 

Dear Mr. Lewis: 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Our File No.: 030-103 

Thank you for your letter dated April 18, 2012 and attachments. 

The Haudenosaunee Confederacy Chiefs ('HCCC') has legislated the Haudenosaunee 
Development Institute (' HDI') to represent HCCC interests in the development of lands 
within areas of Haudenosaunee jurisdiction, including but not limited to the land 
prescribed by the Haldimand Proclamation and the 1701 Treaty Area. 

We can confirm that the Haudenosaunee have treaty rights, in particular in the area 
contemplated by your Project, including but not limited to, the right to free and 
undisturbed harvesting. As the proposed Project will have a negative impact upon those 
treaty rights, the nature and scope of engagement required is significantly above and 
beyond what is commonly referred to as "consultation". 

The HDI has established and administers:! regulatory framework, which identifies, 
registers and regulates development in compliance with the regulatory obligations 
outlined in our Lands Rights Statement, the Haudenosaunee Green Plan and 
Haudenosaunee Development Protocol. 

Part of the process requires an application for Engagement to be submitted to the HDI 
which I have attached for your ease of reference. The Application for Engagement 
provides proponents a structured engagement process which allows the HDI to set up and 
clarify the nature of what will be impacted by the Project and to determine if those 
infringements are justified and whether or not they can be accommodated. 

OUR lAND, OUR LAW, OUR PEOPLE, OUR FUTURE 

Six Nations of the Grand River Territory - Suite 417 - 16 Sunrise Court - P.O. Box 714 - Ohsweken, Ontario NOA IMO 

Telephone - 519.445.4222 Facsimile· 519.445.2389 - hdi2@bellnet.ca 


mailto:hdi2@bellnet.ca


I look forward to receipt of your application at which time we can arrange a convenient 
time to meet to discuss your Project. 

Yours truly 

~~ 
Hazel E. Hill 

Interim Director 


Attach. - 1 

Ibm 

cc: 	 Ms. Britney Pringle 

Environmental Planner, MH 

235 Y orkland Boulevard, Suite 600 

Toronto, Ontario, M2J I Tl 
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July 03,2012 

Ms. Hazel Hill 
Interim Director -
Haudenosaunee Development Institute 
P.O. BOX 714 
#417- 16 Sunrise Court 
Ohsweken, Ontario 
NOA 1MO 
r-

Re: HAF Wind Energy Project HDI File Number 030-102 
& Wainfleet Wind Energy Project HDI File Number 030-103 

Dear Ms. Hill, 

This letter is to confinn that IPC Energy has received your letters dated June 19,2012 
with respect to the HAF Wind Energy and Wainfleet Wind Energy projects. 

IPC Energy has made several unsuccessful attempts to reach you via telephone intending 
to set up a meeting with you to discuss our two projects and address your letters, as 
referenced above. We ask, therefore, that you provide two possible dates and times that 
would be convenient for us to meet with you. 

I look forward to hearing from you and would like to thank you in advance for your 
cooperation in this matter. 

Regards, 

o ewis 
Project Manager 

CC: Ms. Britney Pringle, Morrison Hershfield 
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Doris Dumais 
Director, Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch 
Ministry of the Environment 
2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A 
Toronto, Ontario  M4V 1L5 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Dumais: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to 
discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with you and your staff at our Public 
Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be 
appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

K:\PROJ\1104036\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL\LETTERS\NOTICE OF PROPOSAL_WAINFLEET_AGENCY LTTR_MAY12_10.DOC 

 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Mr. Rich Vickers 
District Manager, Niagara District Office 
Ministry of the Environment 
301 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Suite 15 
St. Catharines, Ontario L2R 7R4 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Vickers: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to 
discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with you and your staff at our Public 
Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be 
appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
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information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Ms. Narren Santos 
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Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Ms. Narren Santos 
Program Support Coordinator,  
Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch 
Ministry of the Environment 
2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A 
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1L5 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Dear Ms. Santos: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. At this time we 
do not believe that this project will require an approval under the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA). 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to 
discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with you and your staff at our Public 
Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting would be 
appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 
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A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

 

CC: Mr. Rich Vickers 
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  2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105, Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 
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December 20, 2010  
 
Ms. Doris Dumais, Director 
Environmental Assessment Approvals Branch 
Ministry of Environment  
2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 12A 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1L5 
 
Dear Ms. Dumais,  
 
Re: Wind Energy Information Night - Niagara Region 

As Ontario strives to develop clean and sustainable energy systems, more scientists, 
policymakers and communities are looking to wind power as an important part of the electricity 
generation mix. Harnessing the wind to create electricity has become one of the fastest growing 
sources of power generation in Ontario and around the world and it is continuing to grow. 

As new opportunities emerge to develop wind- generated power in communities across Ontario, 
they raise reasonable questions about the social, environmental and economic impacts of wind 
power production.   

IPC Energy has seen a change in how our wind projects are being accepted by local 
communities. When we started our first projects, there was an initial excitement and enthusiasm 
for wind energy development.   In recent years this encouragement has changed to disinterest 
and sometimes genuine fear about the role that wind energy generation can play in a community. 
The level of rhetoric and mistrust from many vocal residents has made it nearly impossible for 
developers to have an honest conversation with development communities.  IPC Energy is 
interested in changing this. 

IPC Energy is sponsoring an Information Night on Tuesday, January 25th 2011 to share some 
facts and answer questions about renewable energy in general with an emphasis on wind power.  
This event will be held at South Lincoln High School located at 260 Canborough Road in 
Smithville Ontario from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. The objective of this information session will be to 
explain the provincial regulations under the Green Energy Act and subsequent Renewable 
Energy Approval process. By doing this we hope to inform those in attendance on the realities of 
wind power and its benefits and to help separate the myths and misconceptions from the actual 
facts. 

IPC Energy is asking that you or a member of your team with the knowledge and 
background in the Green Energy Act and  Renewable Energy Approval (REA) to make a 
brief presentation of five to ten minutes on this topic and be available to respond during 
our Q&A session. Please respond by January 4, 2011 (or sooner) with the name of your 
delegate and his /her credentials and the subject matter he / she will present. 

It is our goal through providing this information session that the citizens of Ontario will make 
informed decisions about the future of energy production and will stress the need to act 
proactively NOW to help the province become “greener” tomorrow! 

Sincerely,  
 
Tom Lewis  
Manager of Planning and Environment   
(on behalf of John Andrews, President, IPC Energy) 



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 13, 2012 

Ms. Doris Dumais 
Director, Environmental Approvals Access & Serivce Integraton 
Ministry of the Environment 
2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A 
Toronto, Ontario  M4V 1L5 

Dear Ms. Dumais: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House.  

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to 
meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House. The Project team has designated an 
additional hour from 2:00 pm- 3:00 pm to meet with Agency and Municipal Stakeholders prior to 
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the start of the Public Meeting on June 19, 2012. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting 
would be appropriate. 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

Cc: Narren Santos, Senior Program Support Coordinator 
 Rich Vickers, District Manager, Niagara District Office 
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 13, 2012 

Ms. Narren Santos 
Senior Program Support Coordinator 
Environmental Approvals Access & Service Integration 
Ministry of the Environment 
2 St. Clair Street West, Floor 12A 
Toronto, Ontario  M4V 1L5 

Dear Ms. Santos: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House.  

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to 
meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House. The Project team has designated an 
additional hour from 2:00 pm- 3:00 pm to meet with Agency and Municipal Stakeholders prior to 
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the start of the Public Meeting on June 19, 2012. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting 
would be appropriate. 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

Cc: Doris Dumais, Director, Environmental Approvals Access & Service Integration 
 Rich Vickers, District Manager, Niagara District Office 
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Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 13, 2012 

Mr. Rich Vickers 
District Manager, Niagara District Office 
Ministry of the Environment 
301 St. Paul Street East, 9th Floor, Suite 15 
St. Catharines, Ontario  L2R 7R4 

Dear Mr. Vickers: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House.  

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

We are also interested in meeting with you to discuss the proposed project. We are available to 
meet with you and your staff at our Public Open House. The Project team has designated an 
additional hour from 2:00 pm- 3:00 pm to meet with Agency and Municipal Stakeholders prior to 
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the start of the Public Meeting on June 19, 2012. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting 
would be appropriate. 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

Cc: Doris Dumais, Director, Environmental Approvals Access & Service Integration 
 Narren Santos, Senior Program Support Coordinator 
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Ministry of Tourism and Culture Ministère du Tourisme et de la Culture 
Culture Division   Division de culture 
Culture Services Unit  Unité des services culturels 
Programs and Services Branch Direction des programmes et des services 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700    
Toronto, ON, M7A 0A7 Toronto, ON, M7A 0A7 
Telephone: 416 314 7137 Téléphone: 416 314 7137 
Facsimile: 416 314 7175 Télécopieur: 416 314 7175 
Email : paula.kulpa@ontario.ca Email : paula.kulpa@ontario.ca 

 

March 2, 2011 

 

Mr Harold Loeffen 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 

Highway 3 

Wainfleet, ON L0S 1V0 

 

RE:  Colloquial Name of Project: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

 

 Location: Township of Wainfleet, Regional Municipality of Niagara 

 

Feed-In-Tariff Contract No.: F-000611-WIN-130-601 

 

MTC DPR file no.: PLAN-26EA24 
 

 

Dear Mr. Loeffen: 

 

This letter constitutes the Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s written comments as required by s. 23(3)(a) of 

O. Reg. 359/09 under the Environmental Protection Act regarding heritage assessments undertaken for the 

above project.  

 

Based on the information contained in the report you have submitted for this project, the Ministry is 

satisfied with the heritage assessment.    Please note that the Ministry makes no representation or warranty 

as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the heritage assessment report.
 *
 

 

The report recommends the following: 

 

7.0 MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The five (5) wind turbine sites have been screened under the criteria set out in Table 1, Section 19, 

of Ontario Reg. 359/09 (Appendix B). The historical summary of the study areas showed some 

potential for cultural heritage resources of value or interest due to the agricultural development of 

the land in the 19th and 20th centuries. However, a review of the historical background of the study 

areas, the site surveys and municipal consultation information determined the potential heritage 

value and interest for the five (5) wind turbine sites was low. 

 

Since there are no direct impacts and minimal indirect impacts to the five (5) proposed wind turbine 

sites, there are no mitigation recommendations in regard to heritage resources, i.e., built heritage 

resources and cultural heritage landscapes, for the project. 

 

The Ministry is satisfied with these recommendations.  

 



 

This letter does not waive any requirements which you may have under the Ontario Heritage Act.  Also, this 

letter does not constitute approval of the renewable energy project. Approvals of the project may be 

required under other statutes and regulations. It is your responsibility to obtain any necessary approvals or 

licences.  

 

Please feel free to contact me if you have questions or require additional information. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Paula Kulpa 

Heritage Planner 

 

cc: Richard Unterman 

 Unterman McPhail Associates - Heritage Resource Management Consultants 

 

Jonathan Veale, Project Manager 

 Morrison Hershfield 

 

Chris Schiller, Manager, 

 Culture Services Unit, Ministry of Tourism and Culture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
*
 In no way will the Ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) if the 

Report(s) or its recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b) from the issuance 

of this letter. Further measures may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological sites are identified or 

the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent. 
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Britney Pringle

From: Kulpa, Paula (MTC) <Paula.Kulpa@ontario.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2012 3:24 PM
To: Britney Pringle
Cc: umcarubm@pathcom.com; Schiller, Chris (MTC); Rohaly, Blair (MTC); Sherratt, Jim (MTC); 

Hember, Ian (MTC)
Subject: RE: Wainfleet and HAF Wind Energy Projects

Importance: High

Britney, 
  
Thanks for providing us with the electronic versions of the revised project layouts and the letter from Unterman McPhail 
Associates indicating that the changes to the proposed HAF and Wainfleet projects will not result in impacts to heritage 
resources at either of the project locations. Based on this conclusion, neither project will require a revised written 
comments letter from MTCS.  
  
For both projects, please include a copy of the letter from Unterman McPhail, along with the original final heritage 
assessment report and MTCS written comments letter (both MTCS letters are dated March 2, 2011) as part of your 
complete applications to the Ministry of the Environment. All these materials should also be made available prior to and at 
the final public meeting. 
  
Regards, 
Paula 

Paula Kulpa  
Team Lead - Land Use Planning (A)  
Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport | Culture Services Unit  
Tel. 1.416.314.7137  

  
 

From: Britney Pringle [mailto:BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com]  
Sent: April 16, 2012 5:12 PM 

To: Kulpa, Paula (MTC) 
Cc: Richard Unterman (umcarubm@pathcom.com) 

Subject: Wainfleet and HAF Wind Energy Projects 

Hi Paula, 

 

Please find attached a letter from Unterman McPhail Associates concerning the minor project modifications for the 

Wainfleet and HAF Wind Energy Projects. They have confirmed that there will not be any impacts to cultural heritage 

resources as a result of design modifications. 

 

I have also attached the revised project site plans for your records. Please let me know if you require anything further. 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
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Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 



 
 
 
 
April 16, 2012 By Email       Sent by EMAIL 
  
Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner  
Morrison Hershfield  
Toronto, ON 
 
Dear Ms. Pringle: 
 
Re: Design Modifications: Wainfleet and HAF Wind Energy Projects Alternative 

Site Plans Comparative Review – Cultural Heritage. 
 
Unterman McPhail Associates has reviewed our earlier report submission for the above-
mentioned project to compare original site plans with the new alternative design plans for 
the Wainfleet and HAF Energy projects. Based upon our study review, we confirm there 
will not be any impacts to cultural heritage resources related to the new alternative 
design. This is similar to our original review conclusion for the Wainfleet and HAF Wind 
Energy Projects. 
 
We trust this is satisfactory. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
UNTERMAN McPHAIL ASSOCIATES 

 
Richard Unterman, M.A., CAHP 
Principal 
Unterman McPhail Associates 
Heritage Resource Management Consultants 
 







WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT 

CONSULTATION REPORT 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 

Appendix I: Skydive Burnaby Consultation 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

July 22, 2010 

Skydive Burnaby 
11531 Burnaby Road 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 

Re: Notice of a Proposal to Engage in a Project 
Notice of Public Open House for Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation. The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

The purpose of this letter is to give you notice that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. proposes to 
engage in this wind energy project and to inform you about the project and how you can obtain 
further information should you be interested. We are also interested in meeting with you to 
discuss the proposed project. We are available to meet with you and your staff at our 
Public Open House on August 24th, 2010. Please contact us if you believe that a meeting 
would be appropriate.  

About the Proposal: The proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is located south-western 
Ontario, in the Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region. The project area is located south of 
the community of Wainfleet, north of the communities of Burnaby and Long Beach, and the 
community of Ostryhon Corners is located within the study area. A map is attached for your 
information. Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the project is considered to be a Class 4 wind 
facility. If approved, this project would have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of 
approximately 34 km2, with between 4 to 5 wind turbines proposed, depending upon the turbine 
manufacturer and model selected. All wind turbines are to be placed in open agricultural fields 
within the required setbacks from residences, natural heritage, water, and other features 
required under the REA. 

MH is currently preparing studies of the environmental effects of the development and operation 
of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the Act and Regulation. Where 
applicable, MH will work with the appropriate federal and provincial agencies to ensure that the 
project meets the requirements for federal and/or provincial permits or approvals. This may 
include an approval under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”). 

A draft Project Description Report titled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Renewable Energy 
Approval Project Description Report has been prepared, which provides additional project 
information and details. This document is available to anyone interested. A copy will be made 
available for public review at the Township of Wainfleet Office (19M43 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 40, 
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Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed on the 
project website at www.ipcenergy.ca. 

Public Open House #1: If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of 
this project, please attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our 
consultation process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, 
where technically and economically feasible. Public Open Houses provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. This will be the first of two Public Open Houses for this project; 
the next will be scheduled in the fall of 2010. We appreciate your input and welcome your 
attendance at our first Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  August 24th, 2010 
Time:  3:00 pm to 7:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meetings, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact: 

Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Sunny Galia Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
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From: Loeffen Farms Ltd. [mailto:loeffenfarms@sympatico.ca] 
Sent: August-30-10 11:43 AM 
To: Sunny Galia; John Andrews 
Subject: Fw: Skydive Burnaby Windtower Concerns 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: Barbara Henderson 
To: tom@ipcenergy.ca 
Cc: loeffenfarms@sympatico.ca 
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 10:58 AM 
Subject: Skydive Burnaby Windtower Concerns 
 
Good Morning Tom, 
 
I have spoken to Mike Pitt, Skydive Burnaby and he raised some issues with the potential sites for 
the wind towers and the potential for turbulence up to six miles away. His concern is for the overall 
safety of the parachutists. He indicated he has faxed his concerns to you and I anticipate you will 
follow-up on this. Mike has also contacted Transport Canada for a clearer understanding of setbacks 
for airports/skydiving facilities. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Barbara Henderson 
Mayor 
Township of Wainfleet 
19M43 Hwy #3, Box 40 
Wainfleet, ON L0S 1V0 
Tel: 905-899-3463, Ext 227 
Fax: 905-899-2340 
Email: bhenderson@township.wainfleet.on.ca 

The Township of Wainfleet Confidentiality Notice 
The information contained in this communication including any attachments may be confidential, is 
intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named above, and may be legally privileged. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, disclosure, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this communication in error, please resend this communication to the sender 
and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. Thank you. 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 10:16 PM
To: pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
Cc: Loeffen Farms; Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia; Britney Pringle
Subject: RE: Wainfleet wind energy project

Importance: High

Mr. Pitt: 

 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. We are currently consulting with NAV Canada and 

Transport Canada regarding this project. Our consultation with Nav Canada and Transport Canada is still ongoing and 

their feedback will be incorporated into the project's design where appropriate. We have not received a response from 

Transport Canada so they may not yet have reviewed our proposal. 

 

Once we determine the final turbine layout, these agencies will be able to better respond to us. We expect to have 

a final layout in the next few weeks. Generally, our discussions with NAVCanada and Transport Canada are limited 

to letter, e-mail, and telephone correspondence.  

 

Here is the contact information that we have on file for both agencies: 

 

NAV Canada 

 

Mr. John Morris 

Director of Communications 

NAV Canada 

P.O. Box 3411, Station 'D' 

Ottawa, Ontario 

K1P 5L6 

Tel: (613) 563-7032 

morrijo@navcanada.ca 

 
Mr. Tom Hollinger 

Manager, Data Collection Aeronautical Information Services 

NAV Canada 

1601 Tom Roberts Road, P.O. Box 9824, Station 'T' 

Ottawa, Ontario 

K1G 6R2 

Tel: (866) 577-0247 

 
Mr. David Ferris 

NAV Canada 

Tel: (613) 248-7554 

FerrisD@navcanada.ca 

 

Transport Canada 

 

Ontario Region - Civil Aviation  

Transport Canada 

4900 Yonge Street, Suite 300 
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North York, Ontario 

M2N 6A5 

Tel:  (416) 952-0230 

Fax:  (416) 952-0196 

 

Michael Stephenson 

Regional Director General, Ontario 

Transport Canada 

4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400 

Willowdale, Ontario 

M2N 6A5 

Tel: (416) 952-2170 

Fax: (416) 953-2174 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you require anything further. 

 

Regards, 

 
Jonathan Veale  
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

 

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: August-30-10 4:50 PM 

To: Sunny Galia; tara@skydiveburnaby.com 
Cc: Tom Lewis; Loeffen Farms; michael.lucking@tc.gc.ca 

Subject: Re: Wainfleet wind energy project 

 

Good Day Mr. Galia, 
  
   Thank you for your quick reply on our comment sheet.  Please inform me of who you will be intouch with at Transport 
and Nav. Canada, I would like to be involved with these meetings. Thank you for your time in advance. 
  
Mike Pitt 
Port Colborne Airport est. 1948 
St. Catherine's Parachute Club/ Skydive Burnaby est. 1961 
 

 

----- Original Message -----  
From: Sunny Galia  
To: tara@skydiveburnaby.com  
Cc: Tom Lewis ; Loeffen Farms  
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 12:47 PM 
Subject: Wainfleet wind energy project 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pitt: 
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Thank you for sending us your comment sheet and providing your inputs regarding our proposed Wainfleet wind 

energy project. We are committed to develop this project in the most environmentally friendly manner acceptable to 

the local communities. We would certainly like to consider your inputs while designing the project and finalizing the 

turbine locations. We are also consulting Transport Canada and Nav Canada for their concerns and inputs. At this stage 

we would like to tell you that the turbine height (obstruction height) up to the tip of the blade is 145m and not 380m as 

suggested by you. We will provide turbine locations and other information for your review in near future and will be 

too pleased to address questions and concerns from your side.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sunny Galia 

Project Manager 

IPC Energy 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 

Mississauga, ON L5N 5R1 

905 607-1016  ext 222 

905 607-5995  fax 

416 629 6440  mobile 

sunny@ipcenergy.ca 

www.ipcenergy.ca 

 















11531 Burnaby RD. 
RR#2 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
Canada 

December 17, 201 0 

Tom Lewis 

IPC Energy 

Manager, Planning & Environment 


PLEASE REGISTER THIS AS A FORMAL COMPLAINT 

Dear Mr. Tom Lewis, 

This letter is to express the many concerns that we, owners of Skydive Burnaby have 
with the location of Windmill # 4 and Windmill # 5. 

As to our telephone conversation on Monday December 6th
, 2010 you wanted to set up a 

meeting to show us the location sites that "have been approved" for Windmills 1 thru 5. 
During that conversation you stated how IPC took into consideration Skydive Burnaby's 
concerns made mentioned at the public meeting as well as the comment sheet that was 
provided on August 24t

\ 2010, faxed to Sunny Gaila and Jonathan Veale. You then 
emailed us the locations and sounded very confident that these locations would work out 
for both parties and that IPC. 

Skydive Burnaby is an established business that has been at this location since 1961 and 
has been an airport since 1948. This business is our livelihood and we among other local 
businesses, over 30 employees and charities that we support depend on it. 

Our concerns: 

To make clear: Our issue is not with the aircraft flying in and out of the Port Colborne 
Airport. 



The concern is the location of Windmill # 4 & # 5 is directly upwind ofour main landing 
area which will NO doubt create turbulence and a hazards for our jumpers. 

We made mention that anything located West of Station Road wouldn't effect us too 
badly... however we would have to consider the location site on the West side of Station 
Road. 

What we call '''spotting'' is when we take into consideration of the wind direction at 
altitude and the ground winds. We get our winds from flight service for the morning and 
for the afternoon hours everyday we are jumping. Our ""spot" is determined by the wind 
direction. Our ""spot" location 85% of the time is directly West of the airport, it's not a 
rare occurrence to be getting out ofthe aircraft 2 - 3 miles west of the airport to 
compensate for the upper winds aloft, this giving our jumpers no option of having to fly 
directly over these Windmills, with times when the wind is strong we will be less than 
1000 ft over them which is a tremendous safety hazard and we would be in violation of 
the Canadian Air Regulations of Visual Flying Rules (VFR) CARS 602 must be a 
1000ft above the ground or the highest obstacle. 

We asked what the plan ofaction would be ifone ofour jumpers got hooked up or hit 
one of these windmills, because there are times when we have students or even highly 
experienced jumpers landing off (meaning a miscalculation of the spot or they've run into 
a parachute emergency) and have no choice to find another location to land safely at. The 
response we received was "well what's Your plan"? NO consideration what so ever. 

Another concern is about the 400 page report showing the coordinates for the Wainfleet 
Energy Project is Turbine 4 Lat 632750 Long 4783 89 and Turbine 5 Lat 632706 
Long 4788 17, according to our Navigational Charts that's heading in the direction past 
Ottawa... our coordinates are Long 425299 and Lat 7921 10, so again we ask ourselves 
how much consideration is REALLY being put into this project when the coordinates are 
not even correct. 

It's also known that these windmil1s can cause interference with communication radios 
which we use on a regular basis to have communications with our aircraft and our 
students. Now these, go up in that location and we find out after that fact that we have NO 
communications with our aircraft and a student jumping for the 1 st time. This is a disaster 
waiting to happen! ! 

So with all this said our biggest concern would be to lose not only our business, because 
this is more than just a business that will only effect Mike,Tara and Miranda (our 
daughter) Pitt, yes we depend on it to pay our bills and put food on our table ... but it's 
more than that. We have a history here dating back to the early 60's... this place, 
Wainlfeet is considered people's 2nd home, there getaway from the stress of their work 
week... read our comment cards from 1 st time jumpers who state that this has changed 
their lives for the better and that they know what it finally means to live. We have 
athletes who train for Provincial, National and World Competitions which many ofour 
Instructors have competed in and hold World Records. They're also recognized by and 



supported by Sports Canada. We hold Canadian Records here for largest fonnations since 
2000 that are known world wide. I can go on and on with our history and who we support 
other than ourselves but mainly we just want our concerns really taken into 
consideration, because after reading the 400 page report not once is Skydive Burnaby, 
Port Colborne Airport and or their jumpers safety mentioned in this report and you say 
our concerns were taken into consideration ... sorry but to be completely honest we don't 
believe that statement. At least work with us so that we don't have to CLOSE SHOP after 
being in business at this same location for over 60 years. 

We look forward to hearing from you and setting up a meeting with you over our 

concerns and want you to take them seriously as this is a serious situation for our 

livelihood. We are available 2417 at anytime. 


We work extremely hard in following ALL Safety Rules & Regulations and our Safety 
record shows that. We're not just a bunch of crazy people jumping out ofairplanes like 
some may think and should be taken seriously; on the contrary we're very focused 
individuals who are determined to have our sport progress for the next generation to love 
and be passionate about. We will continue to fight for the Safety ofour jumpers and 
keeping a roof over our heads. 

Thank you for your time and looking forward to meeting with you. 

Regards, 

/~ 
Mike & Tara Pitt 
Skydive Burnaby 
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Wednesday, December 29, 2010 12:01 PM
To: 'hainesm@ndp.on.ca'
Cc: 'jwilkinson.mpp.co@liberal.ola.org'; 'ajeffs@wainfleet.ca'; 'tara@skydiveburnaby.com'; John 

Andrews; Terry Hawrysh; Tom Lewis; Paul Draycott; Jonathan Veale
Subject: RE: Open Letter as discussed regarding Skydive Burnaby in Wainfleet. Pls forward to Mr. 

Andrews, Thanks,Office of Peter Kormos, MPP Welland Riding 
Attachments: 1104036_Response Letter_Mr. Haines_29Dec10.pdf

Dear Mr. Haines, 

 

On behalf of the proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) and IPC Energy please find the response to your open letter 

dated December 17, 2010, addressed to Hon. John Wilkinson regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

 

 

From: hainesm@ndp.on.ca [mailto:hainesm@ndp.on.ca]  

Sent: December-17-10 2:23 PM 

To: Sunny Galia 

Subject: Open Letter as discussed regarding Skydive Burnaby in Wainfleet. Pls forward to Mr. Andrews, Thanks,Office of 
Peter Kormos, MPP Welland Riding  

 

 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

December 29, 2010 

Mr. Mike Haines 
Peter Kormos M.P.P. Constituency Office 
60 King Street, Unit 103 
Welland, Ontario L3B 6A4 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to Open Letter dated December 17, 2010 

 
Dear Mr. Haines, 

On behalf of the proponent (Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) and IPC Energy thank-you for 
forwarding a copy of your open letter addressed to Hon. John Wilkinson, Minister of the 
Environment, dated December 17, 2010. In your letter you address concerns raised by Mike 
and Tara Pitt, owners of Skydive Burnaby regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project as it 
relates to Skydive Burnaby’s parachuting operations and turbine locations #4 and #5. The 
purpose of this letter is to speak to Mr. and Mrs. Pitt’s comments and to provide you with 
additional information regarding the proposed Wainfleet Wind Energy Project.  
 
The Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is presently seeking a Renewable Energy Approval (REA) 
from the Ministry of Environment (MOE), and is following the planning process prescribed under 
Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals). The REA process requires 
proponents of renewable energy projects (such as Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc.) to conduct 
environmental investigations and meet mandatory consultation requirements before the 
applicant can be eligible to apply for approval from the MOE. The REA process also requires 
public and agency comments to be considered throughout the entire planning process. 
 
In regards to Mr. Pitt’s concerns that the project is “a done deal”, without adequately addressing 
his business’s operations in the design of the proposed facility’s layout and project related 
reports, the project team wishes to clarify that the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project has not 
received an approval from MOE, nor has it submitted the required supporting 
documentation/reports to receive an approval. Presently, we are still undertaking the necessary 
public, agency, and aboriginal consultation requirements and preparing the project’s Draft REA 
package that will be made available for public and agency review/comment. A second public 
open house will be held for the project sometime in the new year. A Consultation Report will 
also be submitted as part of the final REA package to MOE, which will document how all public 
and agency comments and concerns were addressed and incorporated into the final design of 
the project. This report will include a description of how the project team addressed Skydive 
Burnaby’s concerns and comments throughout the entire planning phase of the project and how 
these comments were incorporated into the final design of the project.  
 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. remains committed to adhering to all required regulatory setbacks 
and regulations in the design and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, and as such 
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has consulted with numerous agencies and stakeholders to receive input into the project’s 
design. To address Skydive Burnaby’s concerns regarding the safety of their jumpers we have 
engaged in consultation with Transport Canada (TC) to ensure that the project meets their 
regulatory and safety requirements. The Proponent submitted an Aeronautical Obstruction 
Clearance Form to TC for an assessment of lighting and painting requirements in support of 
local aviation safety. TC determined in their assessment that project turbines #2, #4, #5 will 
require lighting in accordance with the requirements stipulated in standard 621.19 of the 
Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs), Standards Obstruction Markings. Our consultation with 
TC is still ongoing in an attempt to ensure that the proposed facility’s design and operation is in 
compliance with all required regulations. 
 
With regards to potential radio communication interference, which could cause safety concerns 
for Skydive Burnaby’s operations and communication with its jumpers as identified by Mr. Pitt, 
we are also currently consulting with NAV Canada on this matter. The Proponent has submitted 
a Land Use Proposal Form to NAV Canada, which will evaluate the project’s proposed turbine 
locations to ensure that the project does not interfere with NAV Canada services or its 
communication, navigation, and surveillance facilities. We are still waiting for their evaluation to 
be complete, but once we receive feedback their comments will be incorporated into the 
project’s design. 
 
We have also consulted with the Radio Advisory Board of Canada, Department of National 
Defense, Canadian Coast Guard, and Industry Canada’s Spectrum Management and 
Telecommunications division. To date, no radio communication interference concerns have 
been identified as a result of our consultation activities with these agencies, but we will continue 
to keep them informed as the project progress. 
 
Emergency response measures were also identified by Mr. Pitt as a source of concern, in the 
event that one of his jumpers collided with the project’s turbines. It would be important to note 
that safety and emergency response measures have also been incorporated into the project’s 
Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan (which has been made available to the public on the 
project’s website) in the event that an unexpected occurrence or accident takes place within the 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project’s facility or to the wind turbines directly. In this report there is a 
sub-section titled “Accidents and Malfunctions” discussing aeronautical obstruction. At this time 
we would welcome Mr. and Ms. Pitt, as the owners of Skydive Burnaby to review this section of 
the report and engage with us in a discussion as to how we might better improve the 
Proponent’s emergency response plan in the event that a collision with a low flying aircraft or a 
Skydive Burnaby jumper occurs. 
 
To respond to Mr. Pitt’s statement that the turbine location coordinates that we provided to the 
public in project documentation are not accurate, is incorrect. We have provided the geographic 
location for the project’s five turbine locations using North American Datum 1983 (NAD 83), 
Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) Coordinates. This is clearly identified in versions of our 
draft reports. Mr. Pitt references Skydive Burnaby’s coordinates as being “Long 42 52 99 and 
Lat 79 21 10.” The coordinates he provided are based on a different geographic coordinate 
system and therefore accounts for his misinterpretation of the coordinates we provided.  
 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has no intention of constructing a wind energy facility that will 
negatively impact the surrounding community or cause established local businesses such as 
Skydive Burnaby to shutdown operations. The project team received a fax from Skydive 
Burnaby on August 27, 2010 which contained a completed comment form that was distributed at 
the project’s first public open house on August 24, 2010. This comment form has been included 
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in the project’s public record. In email correspondence dated August 30, 2010 (attached) 
between the project team and Mr. Pitt we acknowledged that we had received the comment 
sheet and he was informed that we were actively consulting with TC and NAV Canada 
regarding the design of the project’s layout and that he would be notified when we had 
determined a final turbine layout that would be used for public and agency consultation 
purposes. We also provided the names and contact information for the staff at the two agencies 
that we had on file at the time regarding the project.  
 
The current turbine layout was determined based on factors such as the availability of 
participating landowners, and the ability to comply with the required setback distances from 
natural features and noise receptors (i.e. residences, schools, places of worship). We have also 
undertaken extensive environmental studies for natural heritage, cultural heritage, archeology, 
and noise to help determine the best location for the project’s five wind turbines within the study 
area. 
 
The project team has attempted to be conscientious of Skydive Burnaby’s location in the design 
of the proposed turbine locations. Earlier versions of the turbine layout included a higher 
number of the project’s five (5) turbines being located closer to Skydive Burnaby. In Mr. and 
Mrs. Pitt’s letter addressed to you they state “we made mention that anything located West of 
Station Road wouldn’t effect us too badly…however we would have to consider the location site 
on the West side of Station Road.” As presently proposed, turbines #4 and #5 will be located 
only 130m and 98m east of Station Road, which is not a large variance from what they stated 
would not effect them too badly.  
 
It remains the project team’s objective to leave no residual negative effects as a result of the 
project’s operations. In fact, we hope to serve the public interest by providing a clean and 
renewable source of energy within the Township of Wainfleet. At this time, public and agency 
consultation for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project is still ongoing, and the project team 
welcomes additional correspondence or comments from any interested stakeholder concerning 
the project’s design and the content of all required project reports and studies that will be 
submitted to MOE for approval. 

Thank-you again for taking the time to inform us of Mr. and Mrs. Pitt’s concerns, which have 
been expressed to your office. In the near future we will notify you about the next Public Open 
House for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. That may be a good opportunity for us to discuss 
any further thoughts that you may have about this project. In the meantime, please contact us 
as you see fit. 

Yours truly, 
 

Mr. Sunny Galia     Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy    Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project   Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105   235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1   Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016    Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995    Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: Sunny@ipcenergy.ca    E-Mail: BPringle@morrisonhersfield.com 
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Attachments: Open Letter to Hon. John Wilkinson, Minister of Environment dated December 17, 
2010 
Email correspondence dated August 30, 2010 
 

CC:      John Wilkinson, Minister of the Environment 
Mike and Tara Pitt, Skydive Burnaby 
April Jeffs, Mayor of Wainfleet 
John Andrews, IPC 
Tom Lewis, IPC 
Terry Hawrysh, IPC 
Paul Draycott, MH 
Jonathan Veale, MH 
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Britney Pringle

From: Jonathan Veale
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 10:16 PM
To: pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
Cc: Loeffen Farms; Tom Lewis; Sunny Galia; Britney Pringle
Subject: RE: Wainfleet wind energy project

Importance: High

Mr. Pitt: 

 

Thank-you for your interest in the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project. We are currently consulting with NAV Canada and 

Transport Canada regarding this project. Our consultation with Nav Canada and Transport Canada is still ongoing and 

their feedback will be incorporated into the project's design where appropriate. We have not received a response from 

Transport Canada so they may not yet have reviewed our proposal. 

 

Once we determine the final turbine layout, these agencies will be able to better respond to us. We expect to have 

a final layout in the next few weeks. Generally, our discussions with NAVCanada and Transport Canada are limited 

to letter, e-mail, and telephone correspondence.  

 

Here is the contact information that we have on file for both agencies: 

 

NAV Canada 

 

Mr. John Morris 

Director of Communications 

NAV Canada 

P.O. Box 3411, Station 'D' 

Ottawa, Ontario 

K1P 5L6 

Tel: (613) 563-7032 

morrijo@navcanada.ca 

 
Mr. Tom Hollinger 

Manager, Data Collection Aeronautical Information Services 

NAV Canada 

1601 Tom Roberts Road, P.O. Box 9824, Station 'T' 

Ottawa, Ontario 

K1G 6R2 

Tel: (866) 577-0247 

 
Mr. David Ferris 

NAV Canada 

Tel: (613) 248-7554 

FerrisD@navcanada.ca 

 

Transport Canada 

 

Ontario Region - Civil Aviation  

Transport Canada 

4900 Yonge Street, Suite 300 
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North York, Ontario 

M2N 6A5 

Tel:  (416) 952-0230 

Fax:  (416) 952-0196 

 

Michael Stephenson 

Regional Director General, Ontario 

Transport Canada 

4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400 

Willowdale, Ontario 

M2N 6A5 

Tel: (416) 952-2170 

Fax: (416) 953-2174 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you require anything further. 

 

Regards, 

 
Jonathan Veale  
Environmental Planner – Environmental Division 
Planificateur environnementale – Division Environnementale 
jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Office: 416 499 3110 x1639  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 

 

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: August-30-10 4:50 PM 

To: Sunny Galia; tara@skydiveburnaby.com 
Cc: Tom Lewis; Loeffen Farms; michael.lucking@tc.gc.ca 

Subject: Re: Wainfleet wind energy project 

 

Good Day Mr. Galia, 
  
   Thank you for your quick reply on our comment sheet.  Please inform me of who you will be intouch with at Transport 
and Nav. Canada, I would like to be involved with these meetings. Thank you for your time in advance. 
  
Mike Pitt 
Port Colborne Airport est. 1948 
St. Catherine's Parachute Club/ Skydive Burnaby est. 1961 
 

 

----- Original Message -----  
From: Sunny Galia  
To: tara@skydiveburnaby.com  
Cc: Tom Lewis ; Loeffen Farms  
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2010 12:47 PM 
Subject: Wainfleet wind energy project 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pitt: 
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Thank you for sending us your comment sheet and providing your inputs regarding our proposed Wainfleet wind 

energy project. We are committed to develop this project in the most environmentally friendly manner acceptable to 

the local communities. We would certainly like to consider your inputs while designing the project and finalizing the 

turbine locations. We are also consulting Transport Canada and Nav Canada for their concerns and inputs. At this stage 

we would like to tell you that the turbine height (obstruction height) up to the tip of the blade is 145m and not 380m as 

suggested by you. We will provide turbine locations and other information for your review in near future and will be 

too pleased to address questions and concerns from your side.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sunny Galia 

Project Manager 

IPC Energy 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 

Mississauga, ON L5N 5R1 

905 607-1016  ext 222 

905 607-5995  fax 

416 629 6440  mobile 

sunny@ipcenergy.ca 

www.ipcenergy.ca 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Wind Turbines

 

 

From: Ted Hessels [mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: January-03-11 12:37 PM 
To: john@ipcenenergy.ca; Tom Lewis 

Subject: FW: Wind Turbines 

 

From: Blair Thompson [mailto:blair@tangbu.com] 

Sent: Thu 30/12/2010 11:40 AM 

To: April Jeffs; Richard Dykstra; Ted Hessels; Betty Konc; David Wyatt; hainesm@ndp.on.ca 
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com 

Subject: Wind Turbines 

Hello, I understand that you are considering plans to install 
several windmills within 2 kilometres of Skydive Burnaby, and would 
like to express my strong opposition to these plans.  As you know, 
Skydive Burnaby has been in operation at the Burnaby Road location 
for over 50 years, providing local employment and boosting the local 
economy by attracting many people to the area - not just skydivers, 
but tandem passengers and their families. 
 
As a skydiver, I spend most summer weekends at Burnaby, where I have 
come to expect a safe environment.  I am very concerned that my 
safety, and that of the many prospective tandem passengers using 
Skydive Burnaby, will be compromised by the proposed installation of 
these windmills.  Trying to navigate a parachute is not as easy as 
flying an airplane, where you have the option of applying power to 
fly up over obstacles.  A parachute will always fly downwards, 
toward the ground, so if a windmill is in the way, avoiding it would 
not be a simple matter.  The thought of trying to fly between 
rotating blades is scary enough that I would have to seriously 
consider moving to another dropzone. 
 
Even worse, students who are inexperienced are known to make 
unpredictable and potentially fatal decisions under the stress of 
flying a parachute, possibly for the first time ever.  Even if the 
blades are not rotating, students have been known to acquire "target 
fixation" and fly directly at the object that they know they're 
supposed to avoid.  I hate to imagine the results if a student were 
to collide with a windmill at 50-100 feet above the ground, but I 
don't think this scenario would end well.  Given the unfortunate 
propensity of lawyers to sue everyone in sight after an accident, 
I'm actually surprised that the owners of the land involved are 
allowing these things so close to an established airport.  One can 
only assume that they are unaware of the potential risks that they 
are taking. 
 
I urge you to consider carefully the full implications of these 
windmills so close to our landing area.  I understand society's need 
for clean energy, and I imagine the power companies are paying well 
for the right to install these windmills; I also am positive that 
placing them so close to an established local business can only have 

bpringle
Rectangle
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negative results in the long run. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Blair Thompson 
email: blair@tangbu.com 
WWW: http://www.tangbu.com/ 
- 
Time is the coin of your life.  It is the only coin you have, and only you 
can determine how it will be spent.  Be careful lest you let other people 
spend it for you. - Carl Sandburg, poet (1878-1967) 

bpringle
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Skydive Burnaby - Wind Turbines #4 & 5

 

 

From: Ted Hessels [mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: January-03-11 12:31 PM 
To: john@ipcenenergy.ca; Tom Lewis 

Subject: FW: Skydive Burnaby - Wind Turbines #4 & 5 

 

From: Gary Hull [mailto:ghull@rim.com] 
Sent: Fri 31/12/2010 12:17 PM 

To: April Jeffs; Richard Dykstra; Ted Hessels; Betty Konc; David Wyatt; hainesm@ndp.on.ca 
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com 

Subject: Skydive Burnaby - Wind Turbines #4 & 5 

Hello All, 

  

My name is Gary Hull and I’m an instructor and experienced jumper at Skydive Burnaby. It has come to my attention 

that there is a plan for wind turbines #4 & 5  to be located directly west 1800 meters and 1700 meters respectively 

upwind. These obstacles would present a huge safety risk. Most of the time as jumpers we exit on jump run over those 

fields. We would be flying directly over these huge blades at roughly 500 to 1000 feet. The turbines will generate a lot of 

turbulence further adding to the risk. Additionally, there are times when we have to land off  in these fields due to winds 

and once again these present additional risk. Whether talking about experienced jumpers, tandems, or students I’m sure 

all of us are concerned by these planned locations. 

  

Skydive Burnaby is many things to me. First off I work there as a tandem instructor. That said Skydive Burnaby is much 

more. It is like a family to us all. Throughout the jump season I spend every weekend at the dropzone and in the evening 

we go out for dinner. After that we group around the campfire for much of the night. In 2009 we hosted the Canadian 

Nationals competition. My team and I competed in this competition for the first time. The experience was incredible and 

it felt good knowing that we were at our home dropzone. 

  

If these wind turbines are installed the entire dropzone is at risk of closure. This puts my ability to teach skydiving at risk. 

Additionally, it would feel like losing a family. The impact would also affect the community too. We do a lot of business 

throughout the season. As skydivers that business carries over into other businesses. The local restaurants and stores 

would lose our business as we would be forced to go elsewhere. Please save our dropzone from this very real danger. 

  

Sincerely, 

Gary Hull 

---------------------------------------------------------------------  
This transmission (including any attachments) may contain confidential information, privileged material 
(including material protected by the solicitor-client or other applicable privileges), or constitute non-public 
information. Any use of this information by anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you have 
received this transmission in error, please immediately reply to the sender and delete this information from your 
system. Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this transmission by unintended recipients is not 
authorized and may be unlawful.  
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Skydive Burnaby and Turbines #4 and #5

 

From: Ted Hessels [mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: January-03-11 12:27 PM 

To: john@ipcenenergy.ca; Tom Lewis 
Subject: FW: Skydive Burnaby and Turbines #4 and #5 

 

From: serge gingras [mailto:serge@sergegingras.com] 
Sent: Fri 31/12/2010 5:04 PM 

To: Ted Hessels 
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com 

Subject: Skydive Burnaby and Turbines #4 and #5 

Ted Hessels, Betty Konc, David Wyatt, 
 
 
It it with great concern for my safety and the safety of everyone else 
involved in a great sport, parachuting that I write this letter. Many 
people think that this is a dangerous sport and that we risk our lives 
every day partaking in such activity. Nothing could be further from the 
truth. It is a great sport requiring an excellent physical and mental 
discipline. As with many sports there are risks but in most cases they 
are within our control. The town of Wainfleet is attempting to allow 
something to be put in place that would put my life and the life of 
everyone involved in the sport at Skydive Burnaby in great danger. Those 
are wind turbines. 
 
I do not understand the logic involved in the choice of location for 
Turbines #4 and #5 just upwind from the drop zone. There are kilometers 
and kilometers of land along the lake shore, some within Wainfleet as 
well as adjacent communities. Since 1948 people have been parachuting in 
Niagara and in 1962 it was moved from St. Catharines to it's current 
location, Skydive Burnaby. For 49 years this has been an institution. A 
great local attraction for both spectators, participants and local 
residents. I grew up in the Wainfleet area and as a child loved watching 
the skydivers from Morgans Point. When I became old enough I took my 
first jumps and have always felt safe. The town of Wainfleet is 
attempting to put something in place that would change that. 
 
I urge you to consider the consequences of allowing wind turbines to be 
put in these specific locations. Consider the safety of the jumpers. 
Think about the employees that earn a living here. The owners of the 
club that have made this club feel like a home to us all and a great 
welcoming place for spectators. I look forward to meeting with you soon 
and attending the meetings regarding these decisions. 
 
 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Serge Gingras 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Wind Turbines in Wainfleet and surrounding Skydive Burnaby

 

 

From: Ted Hessels [mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: January-03-11 12:32 PM 
To: john@ipcenenergy.ca; Tom Lewis 

Subject: FW: Wind Turbines in Wainfleet and surrounding Skydive Burnaby 

 

From: sKYdiVA [mailto:skydiva@gmail.com] 

Sent: Fri 31/12/2010 8:37 AM 

To: April Jeffs; Richard Dykstra; Ted Hessels; Betty Konc; David Wyatt; Mike Haines 
Cc: mike 

Subject: Wind Turbines in Wainfleet and surrounding Skydive Burnaby 

Dear Sirs and Madam 
 
I am writing about theTuesday January 11thTown Meeting discussion for Wind Turbines to be erected in the Wainfleet 
area. 
 
As a skydiver who jumps regularly at Skydive Burnaby, I wanted to state the hugely detrimental and hazardous effect the 
installation of such wind turbines would have on the safety of the skydivers. The rotors (i.e. turbulence) that are created by 
these wind turbines would create a relevant and inherently critical danger to all those who skydive. Not only that,Transport 
Canada has a set standard for obstacle clearance (Standard AGA 4.0 obstacle clearance -
http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/civilaviation/publications/tp14371-aga-4-0-614.htm), of which said turbines would be in conflict 
with the regulations. 
 
The proposed turbines # 4 & 5 (locations are direct west 1800 meters from the wind sock and 1700 meters direct west 
from the south end of the pond at Skydive Burnaby) are directly upwind for 80% of the year, when the prevailing winds 
come from the direct west. This means that the Skydivers will need to fly directly over top of the blades and the resulting 
wind turbulence in order to 'safely' get back to the landing area. There is no safety margin when skydiver meets 
turbulence. 
 
If the wind turbines were to be installed, our skydiving family and the operation of Skydive Burnaby would forever be 
affected. Mike and Tara Pitt have built an incredibly successful and important skydiving operation in Canada, which draws 
huge amounts of income as well as skydivers from around Ontario, the country and the world. The Wainfleet and Port 
Colborne economy very much thrives on the skydiving population. If wind turbines were to be installed around the area, I 
fear that Skydive Burnaby would have to close down due to safety regulations and hazards from the turbine installations. 
 
Please would you seriously consider the impact that these Turbines might have on the local economy, the business of 
Skydive Burnaby and the skydiving population of Ontario / Canada. I am all for green energy efficiency and the 
harnessing of wind energy, but when it impacts the safety of my skydiving family, we are all affected and I can't help but 
be wary of the domino effect it will have on us all. 
 
Sincerely, 
Katherine Weishar 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: STOP the industrial wind turbines in Wainfleet

 

From: Ted Hessels [mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: January-03-11 12:23 PM 

To: John Andrews; Tom Lewis 
Subject: FW: STOP the industrial wind turbines in Wainfleet 

 
 

From: Erez Yaron [mailto:erez.yaron@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sun 02/01/2011 10:24 PM 

To: April Jeffs; Richard Dykstra; Ted Hessels; Betty Konc; David Wyatt; hainesm@ndp.on.ca 
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com 

Subject: STOP the industrial wind turbines in Wainfleet 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

I am writing to you all today to voice my concern for my safety due to the new industrial wind turbines that are planned 
to be erected in Wainfleet.  

 

These new turbines that might rise up will cause many problems to all of us skydivers, as they create 
very large obstacles, disrupt regular wind flow by creating turbulences, and are a very large threat to 
our safety and well being as we participate in a relatively safe sport otherwise. 
These moving blades will create a critical danger to each and every skydiver, both the one-time 
jumper that is just a "thrill seeker" for the weekend and more important to me - regular skydivers 
who participate in this life changing activity on a regular basis. 
I say life changing activity because it has changed my life for the better, from the moment I made 
my first jump over a decade ago all the way through multiple records that I took part in - both 
National and World Records. This amazing sport has taken me around the world many times, to meet 
amazing people in every turn. I have been an instructor for over 5 years, and this is how I became 
part of the Skydive Burnaby family 3 years ago. I have organized skydiving events around the world 
many times, including some at Skydive Burnaby, and this imminent threat to the safety of the 
jumpers may force Skydive Burnaby to close its doors to people like me and all other people who 
benefit from the wonderful services they provide. 
 
I understand that this sport is not for everyone, and I understand that this email may not be as clear 
in regards to the danger this issue will cause to someone who is not a skydiver, so think of the threat 
we will face as random spikes on the road as you drive each morning on your way to work. You may 
not hit those spikes every day, and you may be lucky to never hit them at all, but is it worth the risk 
of injury or death in case you do? Driving is dangerous enough as it is, there is no need to make it 
worse. Skydiving is exactly the same, this sport is as safe as we make it with regulations and rules 
and guidelines that we follow. We don't need to add more obstacles in our way and make it any 
worse. In fact, Transport Canada's Standard AGA 4.0 obstacle clearance code should be recognized to ensure the 
safety of all skydivers. 
 
Thank you for your time, and I hope you will do the right thing for us all and stop this from happening. 
Erez Yaron 
Skydiver License D-23805 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Wind Turbines and Skydive Burnaby Drop Zone

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: January-04-11 1:13 PM 

To: John Andrews; Geoff Bell; Tom Lewis; Terry Hawrysh 
Subject: Fw: Wind Turbines and Skydive Burnaby Drop Zone 

 
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: Dragana Jevtovic  
To: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca ; hainesm@ndp.on.ca ; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca ; thessels@wainfleet.ca ; bkonc@wainfleet.ca ; 
dwyatt@wainfleet.ca ; hainesm@ndp.ca  
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com  
Sent: Monday, January 03, 2011 11:24 AM 
Subject: Wind Turbines and Skydive Burnaby Drop Zone 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

 

this is an appeal of a regular visitor to Skydive Burnaby Drop Zone to reconsider the proposed location of 

wind turbines, that would greatly endanger lives of many skydivers and therefore potentially impact the 

lives of many families. 

 

I have been skydiving at Burnaby since 2005 and consider it a home away from home. But so does my 

teenage daughter that has been having great time with friends she found there, in the open, away from 

computers and other artificial, dehumanizing modes of entertainment. Weekends at my drop zone have 

become a family event, to which she proudly invites her friends, and some of them are now taking up the 

sport, that is nourishing for body and mind. 

 

This drop zone is, no doubt, the best, the safest and most family friendly drop zone in Canada, that has 

been there for decades and the installation of proposed wind turbines, will not only impact the owners or 

dozens of people making their living as employees of the drop zone, or even patrons and their families, 

but the economy of the whole area. You may wonder why? Being the best and most professional drop 

zone in the country, many championships, such as Nationals, Provincial or records have been held there 

and that means every summer there are thousands of people, skydivers, their families and 

spectators regularly being drawn to the area by Skydive Burnaby. These people are sustaining the local 

economy, booking rooms at local motels, consuming food at local restaurants, spending their money at 

every corner store, gasoline station and shopping mall.  

 

Skydive Burnaby is the main attraction in the area and therefore this is my plea to you to take the time to 

examine, once again, what kind of impact would the wind turbines have for the local population, economy 

and lives of people who make their living at this drop zone, as well as for us who create a life long 

memories for both, ourselves and our children, out there. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dragana Jevtovic 

806-25 Warrender Ave. 

Toronto, ON M9B 5Z4 

tel: 647-274-5867 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Proposed Wind Turbine locations #4 & #5, Wainfleet Ontario

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: January-04-11 1:12 PM 

To: John Andrews; Terry Hawrysh; Geoff Bell; Tom Lewis; Scott Luey; chuck miller; grant munday 
Subject: Fw: Proposed Wind Turbine locations #4 & #5, Wainfleet Ontario 

 
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: Brown, Gary  
To: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca ; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca ; thessels@wainfleet.ca ; bkonc@wainfleet.ca ; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca ; 
hainesm@ndp.on.ca  
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com  
Sent: Monday, January 03, 2011 9:49 AM 
Subject: RE: Proposed Wind Turbine locations #4 & #5, Wainfleet Ontario 
 
 

Gary Brown 
4634 Ashlar Crescent 
Burlington, ON, L7M 0E9 
905-331-5611 
 
With regard to proposed Wind Turbine locations #4 & #5, Wainfleet Ontario  
Ladies and Gentlemen,  
This letter is written as an appeal to those in power, to amend the proposed location of these Turbines.  Although Wind 
Turbine providers may sell the idea of a 'green' energy alternative, having them physically installed in areas which directly 
affect the existing population is not warranted.  As you may well know already, research has shown that having these 
Wind Turbines drastically affects a person's well-being and physical health, they're an enormous eyesore for the residents 
of the area, and specifically…. having them installed approx 1700 meters from a 55 year-old existing and thriving airport 
and skydiving facility, is downright ridiculous and unacceptable. 

Skydive Burnaby (formerly the St. Catharine's Parachute Club) is far from a simple grass landing strip carved into a farm 
field, with a decrepit old crop duster occasionally dropping 'para-shooters' in old surplus military gear.  Skydive Burnaby 
has evolved into a full-time, world-class skydiving facility, utilized by world-class athletes, with world-class instructors, 
equipment and aircraft.  With over 55 years of contribution to the Wainfleet community, simply installing a Wind Turbine in 
extremely close proximity to this facility has incredible safety concerns… concerns so severe, this facility would no-
doubtedly, and sadly, cease to exist. 

I am one of many jumpers and instructors at Skydive Burnaby, just as my father was before me.  This is not just simply a 
hobby for people… it's a lifestyle.  It's what I do.  It's what I do best.  Skydive Burnaby allows me to be an instructor, 
teaching hundreds and hundreds of first-time students what it's like to truly experience flight.  There are no words to 
describe the satisfaction, or the infatuation that we as skydivers experience.  But having it all taken away, and having a 
thriving business owned and operated by hard-working people shut down, simply because the bureaucratic process has 
allowed giant, spinning, dangerous mechanical structures nearby, all under the guise of green energy, is heartbreaking.   

Simply put, there's a place for these Turbines, but clearly... Turbines / Airports / Skydiving do not mix.  
I ask of you to please endeavour to see that the location of these proposed installations are amended. 
 
thank you, 
Gary Brown  
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Stop the Turbines

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  
Sent: January-04-11 2:34 PM 
To: Loeffen Loeffen; John Andrews; Tom Lewis; Scott Luey; chuck miller; grant munday 
Subject: Fw: Stop the Turbines 

 
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: anne porr  
To: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca ; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca ; thessels@wainfleet.ca ; bkonc@wainfleet.ca ; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca ; 
hainesm@ndp.on.ca ; mike@skydiveburnaby.com  
Sent: Tuesday, January 04, 2011 2:02 PM 
Subject: Stop the Turbines 
 

January 4, 2011
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
     I have been an ongoing tourist in the Wainfleet area since 1978. In this time I have spent 20 weekends per year 
staying in local hotels, eating in local establishments, purchasing local produce and encouraging others to go with me - a 
full-time advertisement for this area. I spend approximately $500.00 per weekend; this $500.00 X 20 weekends = 
$10,000.00 per year X 32 years = $320,000.00; add in approximately 2 to 4 visitors with me. The loss from my 
contribution alone is quite substantial! Imagine the financial numbers when you multiple this by 3,000 visitors per year!  
     I have parachuted for 55 years, 32 years at Skydive Burnaby. I travel from Waterloo to this beautiful area - just one 
of 3,000 visitors yearly who are attracted by the large and very safe Drop Zone at Skydive Burnaby. I will not be able to 
jump in close proximity of these wind turbines. I am positive there can be modifications to placement of these units (wind 
turbines #4 and #5). Otherwise, I will be forced to take my friends and myself to Hamilton or Toronto.  
     I hope that you give this some consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Charles Fitzpatrick 
charlesfitzpatrick314@msn.com 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Wainfleet wind turbines

 

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: January-04-11 1:15 PM 
To: Terry Hawrysh; Tom Lewis; Geoff Bell; John Andrews; Scott Luey; chuck miller; grant munday 

Subject: Fw: Wainfleet wind turbines 

 
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: MANUEL LOPES  
To: hainesm@ndp.on.ca  
Cc: Mike SkydiveBurnaby  
Sent: Tuesday, January 04, 2011 11:19 AM 
Subject: Wainfleet wind turbines 
 
            January 4, 2011 
              
            Dear Mr Haines: 
              
            I am writing to express my concern over the proposed wind turbines being placed on Station Rd in 
Wainfleet, Ontario.  I’ve been a member of Skydive Burnaby on Burnaby Rd in Wainfleet for almost four years 
and I wish to continue to safely partake in my hobby at Skydive Burnaby for many more years to 
come.   Skydive Burnaby is the reason that I ever travelled to Wainfleet, Ontario in the first place.  I live in 
Mississauga, Ontario, but now spend much of my summer in Wainfleet due to my hobby. I am now a proud 
supporter of many local businesses due to my links to Wainfleet.  While enjoying my hobby with many people 
from all around Ontario and New York most weekends, I spend money at local restaurants, hotels, stores and 
gas stations.  I have even started to have my car and my wife’s car serviced by a local mechanic.  I have 
introduced many friends to Wainfleet due to my love of skydiving and Skydive Burnaby.  I anticipate spending 
even more time and investing more in Wainfleet as I progress through the stages of skydiving.  I wish to 
become an instructor which would see me employed in the area and spending even more time there.  I am also 
considering purchasing a cottage in the area, so as to be closer to the sport I love.  Skydivers may seem to be 
risk-takers, but the truth is skydiving is a highly regulated sport and we train for endless hours to minimize the 
risk that it obviously poses.  These wind turbines pose a huge risk to our safety which is a risk we are not 
willing to take.  I enjoy Wainfleet and the area very much, but I will choose to spend my time and money where 
I can safely participate in skydiving. 
 
            Please reconsider the placement of these wind turbines in order to keep a 55 year old business open and 
keep me and the world playing in your backyard. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Manuel Lopes 
3288 Anderson Court 
Mississauga, Ontario L5N 2Y3 
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From: Tom Lewis
To: Denise Schmutz
Subject: FW: Wind Turbines - IMPORTANT
Date: Thursday, January 06, 2011 12:05:33 PM
Attachments: Please DO NOT put Wind Turbines B.doc

 
 

Tom Lewis
Manager, Planning & Environment
IPC Energy
 
Office: 905.607.1016 Ext.227
Cell: 416.710.1982
Fax: 905.607.5995
 

www.IPCEnergy.ca
 

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca] 
Sent: January-06-11 10:57 AM
To: John Andrews; Tom Lewis; chuck miller; grant munday; Scott Luey; Loeffen Farms
Subject: Fw: Wind Turbines - IMPORTANT
 
 
----- Original Message -----
From: Michael Fenton
To: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca ; thessels@wainfleet.ca ; bkonc@wainfleet.ca ; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca ;
dwyatt@wainfleet.ca ; hainesm@ndp.on.ca ; sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca ;
planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca ; gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca ; Mike and Tara Pitt
Sent: Wednesday, January 05, 2011 8:27 PM
Subject: Wind Turbines - IMPORTANT
 

Please DO NOT put Wind Turbines
in our Students’ Playground.

 
I’m sure all of you would be opposed to Wind Turbines placed In the middle of

your child’s playground. Then why, I ask, are you proposing to place them in the middle
of ours?

Skydive Burnaby is a very integral part of the Wainfleet community. They have

mailto:/O=INDEPENDPOWER/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=TOM
mailto:Denise@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:newclearsports@hotmail.com
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Please DO NOT put Wind Turbines

in our Students’ Playground.


I’m sure all of you would be opposed to Wind Turbines placed In the middle of your child’s playground. Then why, I ask, are you proposing to place them in the middle of ours?


Skydive Burnaby is a very integral part of the Wainfleet community. They have been fulfilling the dream of flight in our area for over 55 years. Each year Skydive Burnaby attracts as many as 6000 people to our small town. Any given weekend can yield as many as 300 first time jumpers along with their friends and family. As well, people and families from all parts of the world come to Wainfleet to attend National Skydiving Competitions, Large Formation Events, and Charity Fundraisers. All of these visitors leave our town happy and joyous with their dream of flight fulfilled. They take with them some of the most lasting memories of their lives: memories of our community, the small restaurants and hotels that served them, the breathtaking beautiful sandy beaches which they enjoyed, and the warm hospitality of the people and businesses of Wainfleet. They may even get a taste of our heritage as they pick up a tasty souvenir from our Marshville Chocolate Factory. Our little club attracts many wonderful people that support our community in so many ways.

Skydive Burnaby helps put Wainfleet on the map. Our members accept medals at international competitions around the world. They are frequently televised hosting National Competitions and setting both Canadian Records and World Records. They work with charitable organizations and fundraisers, and help fulfill the dream of flight for handicapped and disabled persons. Even one of our very own club members has changed what we believe to be humanly possible when jumping while still in his wheelchair. Skydive Burnaby helps define Wainfleet. 

I moved to Wainfleet in 2002 because of Skydive Burnaby. I was drawn here by this amazing club, a club which will be placed in dire jeopardy should the Wind Turbines be built where it is presently proposed. I opened a business here and started my family in this lovely town because of Skydive Burnaby. My children aspire to be future Instructors and Coaches at the club.


Nobody knows the local winds better than the Instructors and Coaches at Skydive Burnaby. We constantly monitor these winds and rely on them to keep us safe. Every day of jumping we receive sophisticated wind reports from the FAI, calculated from complex and expensive weather stations. This data is coupled with years and years of experience to calculate the safest possible release location for our experienced and inexperienced jumpers alike. It goes without saying that this safety is critical in a sport such as skydiving.

Our experience tells us the proposed locations for the Wind Turbines west of our club will be disastrous! To do so would endanger our jumpers and most importantly our students. We strive for a 100% safety record, because no other number is acceptable. In the same way we know with 100% certainty the proposed location for the Wind Turbines will endanger our club members and Students lives.

The way I see it, the whole point of Wind Turbines is to create clean energy with little impact on the environment and the people of that environment. Contrary to that, the Wind Turbines at their proposed location will have a huge negative impact on Skydive Burnaby which in turn will have a negative impact on our township of Wainfleet.

In conclusion the Wind Turbines in Locations #4 & 5 must be STOPPED and RELOCATED!! As a Skydiver they are a Direct Danger to my Life as well as my way of Life. They are a direct Danger to the Students I coach, my Friends and Club Members. They are a Danger to Skydive Burnaby, its heritage, and the support it brings to our community. Please STOP & RELOCATE Wind Turbine locations #4 & 5 west of Skydive Burnaby. We at Skydive Burnaby would be happy to consult on any alternate locations that would allow the Club to continue operation in a safe manner for the members and tourists it brings to our town.

Michael G. Fenton

Owner / Operator


Canadian Sport Parachute Association

New Clear Automotive

Member #8317

41995 Hwy #3



Club #467

Wainfleet, ON



B4314 – Coach 1

L0S 1V0

(905) 899-8900
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been fulfilling the dream of flight in our area for over 55 years. Each year Skydive Burnaby
attracts as many as 6000 people to our small town. Any given weekend can yield as many
as 300 first time jumpers along with their friends and family. As well, people and families
from all parts of the world come to Wainfleet to attend National Skydiving Competitions,
Large Formation Events, and Charity Fundraisers. All of these visitors leave our town happy
and joyous with their dream of flight fulfilled. They take with them some of the most
lasting memories of their lives: memories of our community, the small restaurants and
hotels that served them, the breathtaking beautiful sandy beaches which they enjoyed, and
the warm hospitality of the people and businesses of Wainfleet. They may even get a taste
of our heritage as they pick up a tasty souvenir from our Marshville Chocolate Factory. Our
little club attracts many wonderful people that support our community in so many ways.

Skydive Burnaby helps put Wainfleet on the map. Our members accept medals at
international competitions around the world. They are frequently televised hosting National
Competitions and setting both Canadian Records and World Records. They work with
charitable organizations and fundraisers, and help fulfill the dream of flight for
handicapped and disabled persons. Even one of our very own club members has changed
what we believe to be humanly possible when jumping while still in his wheelchair. Skydive
Burnaby helps define Wainfleet.

I moved to Wainfleet in 2002 because of Skydive Burnaby. I was drawn here by
this amazing club, a club which will be placed in dire jeopardy should the Wind Turbines be
built where it is presently proposed. I opened a business here and started my family in this
lovely town because of Skydive Burnaby. My children aspire to be future Instructors and
Coaches at the club.

Nobody knows the local winds better than the Instructors and Coaches at Skydive
Burnaby. We constantly monitor these winds and rely on them to keep us safe. Every day
of jumping we receive sophisticated wind reports from the FAI, calculated from complex
and expensive weather stations. This data is coupled with years and years of experience to
calculate the safest possible release location for our experienced and inexperienced
jumpers alike. It goes without saying that this safety is critical in a sport such as skydiving.

Our experience tells us the proposed locations for the Wind Turbines west of our
club will be disastrous! To do so would endanger our jumpers and most importantly our
students. We strive for a 100% safety record, because no other number is acceptable. In
the same way we know with 100% certainty the proposed location for the Wind Turbines
will endanger our club members and Students lives.

The way I see it, the whole point of Wind Turbines is to create clean energy with
little impact on the environment and the people of that environment. Contrary to that, the
Wind Turbines at their proposed location will have a huge negative impact on Skydive
Burnaby which in turn will have a negative impact on our township of Wainfleet.



In conclusion the Wind Turbines in Locations #4 & 5 must be STOPPED and
RELOCATED!! As a Skydiver they are a Direct Danger to my Life as well as my way of Life.
They are a direct Danger to the Students I coach, my Friends and Club Members. They are
a Danger to Skydive Burnaby, its heritage, and the support it brings to our community.
Please STOP & RELOCATE Wind Turbine locations #4 & 5 west of Skydive Burnaby. We at
Skydive Burnaby would be happy to consult on any alternate locations that would allow the
Club to continue operation in a safe manner for the members and tourists it brings to our
town.

 

Michael G. Fenton

 

Owner / Operator                               Canadian Sport Parachute Association

New Clear Automotive                       Member #8317

41995 Hwy #3                                     Club #467

Wainfleet, ON                                     B4314 – Coach 1

L0S 1V0

(905) 899-8900
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Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: Wind Turbine Locations #4 & #5

 

From: John Andrews  

Sent: January 4, 2011 2:25 PM 

To: Mike and Tara Pitt; Ted Hessels 
Cc: Tom Lewis 

Subject: RE: Wind Turbine Locations #4 & #5 

 
Mr. Pitt 

 

My only comment to this is that I guess your word does not mean very much as you clearly indicated over a year ago 

that Station Road was sufficient. 

 

Regards, 

John 

 

John Andrews, President 

 
 

Tel:  905-607-1016 

Fax: 905-607-5995 

IPC Energy 

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: January 4, 2011 2:19 PM 

To: John Andrews; Ted Hessels 
Subject: Re: Wind Turbine Locations #4 & #5 

 
Good Day Mr. Hessels and Mr. Andrews, 
  
This email is in response to Mr. Andrews letter dated Monday January 3rd, 2011. 
I am not sure what is classified as a meeting these days, however I do recall Mr. Lewis showing up at Skydive Burnaby 
one day well over 2 years ago and spoke in the parking lot about their plans for Industrial Wind Turbines in the Wainfleet 
area. VERY informal..... we said then and what we have continued to say today. We spoke of the importance of the Safety 
of our jumpers and concerns of the distance from our established business for over 55+ years. We mentioned that we 
have a 5 mile diameter of restricted airspace given by Transport Canada and NAV Canada, from ground level to 14000 
feet.This circle is also seen on the VFR Navigation Chart (VNC) that also states we are CYA 513 (P) from surface to 
14000ft.... an alert area for parachuting. As we are the oldest dropzone in all of Canada we are the only ones that have 
this designated circle. 
  
We then went on to say that we would like to see the Turbines NO closer to us than that distance... minimum of 4kms of 
Dump Rd., (Station Road) West of us, as to not interfere with the Safety of our jumpers and jeopardize our business. 
  
This information was also mentioned and shown again at the Public Meeting held on August 24th,2010 in Wainlfeet. As 
well a faxed comment sheet was provided to IPC Energy stating these facts.  
  
Mr. Andrews, I would also like clarification on the dropzone SWOOP located in Waterdown that you make mention of and 
the comparison you seem to think is the same. 
  



2

Swoop was originally located in Grand Bend and was required to find a new location for their volunteer operation. In 1998 
the members of this club chose Dundas, while their location is not ideal (as in the case of Burnaby) it is the location that 
the Swoop Members chose to lease.Skydive Burnaby flies a turbine aircraft that holds 22 passengers every flight and we 
do about 13-18 flights a day along with our 4 passenger Cessna 182 compared to Swoop's 2 Cessna's.There's NO 
comparison between the two operations.What we accomplish in 2 turbine flights they do in 1 day. They run the dropzone 
as a club and we run Skydive Burnaby as a Corporation.  
  
To compare a quarry with Industrial Wind Turbines... well with all due respect there is NO comparison quite frankly. 
  
The quarry does not effect their flight paths, does not produce turbulence, is not located 400 feet in the air with rotating 
blades in their flight path in which they have to fly over, dealing with an emergency situation and having to land off course 
which happened this past season and one of our jumpers landed in that same field where Turbine # 4 and 5 are being 
proposed. I do not want to even consider what the alternative would of been adding a Turbine in the mix! So again there's 
NO comparison. 
  
In conclusion this "issue" did not all of a sudden become one! It was mentioned from day one on numerous occasions to 
your IPC staff. As for an agreement as you mention, again with all due respect Sir there was no agreement made between 
Skydive Burnaby and IPC Energy. Please forward the signed and dated agreement that you have in your records that you 
have referenced. In my daily business experiences we have contracts that are dated and signed all the time and I would 
imagine when your dealing with a project of this magnitude of millions of dollars of tax payers money it would be done 
in the same respectful manner... just my opinion. 
  
Regards 
Tara Pitt 
Owner of the Oldest Canadian Dropzone Skydive Burnaby 
----- Original Message -----  
From: John Andrews  
To: Ted Hessels  
Cc: pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca  
Sent: Monday, January 03, 2011 9:19 PM 
Subject: RE: Wind Turbine Locations #4 & #5 
 
Dear Mr. Hessels 

 

These are all very interesting letters and I can certainly understand their concerns, however, Mike Pitts had a meeting 

with Tom Lewis and myself over a year ago wherein he agreed that moving the turbines to Station Road was not a 

problem for his club and that they would be well clear of them.  We had agreed to try to keep them West of Station 

Road, however, due to set back restrictions we had to move them approximately 80metres East of Station Road.  I fail 

to see how this puts his entire operation in jeopardy. 

 

I have looked at other jump clubs such as the one West of Waterdown Ontario, where there is a huge quarry less than 

300metres from the landing spot of their club.  This quarry takes up at least 100 acres of property and is very deep and 

full of equipment.  It is also up wind from the landing spot so chances are the jumpers are out of the plane well West of 

the quarry and the landing site.  I haven’t heard of any problems with this school which is at least as busy as Skydive 

Burnaby so I fail to understand why this has become an issue all of a sudden when we clearly reached an agreement 

over a year ago.  What has changed? 

 

Regards, 

John 

 

John Andrews, President 

 
 

Tel:  905-607-1016 
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Fax: 905-607-5995 

IPC Energy 

 

From: Ted Hessels [mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca]  

Sent: January 3, 2011 12:26 PM 
To: John Andrews; Tom Lewis 

Subject: FW: Wind Turbine Locations #4 & #5 

 

From: David Buchanan [mailto:djbuchanan@rogers.com] 

Sent: Sun 02/01/2011 2:47 PM 

To: Ted Hessels 
Subject: Wind Turbine Locations #4 & #5 

       Dear Ted Hessels 
 
  I would like to voice my concern to the proposed wind turbine #4 &  
#5 locations in Wainfleet. I skydive at Skydive Burnaby every weekend,  
every year, which is located approximately 1800 meters to the east.  
The prevailing winds are such that on the majority of days we would be  
jumping out of the plane near or over the proposed wind turbine  
locations. The turbulence that they create could be life threatening  
to anyone who flew too close to them. If the proposed locations #4 &  
#5 were built, I don't know if a 50+ year old business would be able  
to safely continue to operate. 
  All that I ask is that you recognize Transport Canada's Standard  
AGA .40 obstacle clearance. I am only one of many that travels every  
weekend from afar to enjoy the hospitality of your lovely community,  
and I hope with your help, that I will be able to continue to do so. 
 
Regards David Buchanan 
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt	  [pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  December	  31,	  2010	  3:36	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  Tom	  Lewis;	  Geoff	  Bell;	  John	  Andrews
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Fw:	  Please	  stop	  the	  turbines
 
 
----- Original Message -----
From: Mike and Tara Pitt
To: Scott Luey ; chuck miller ; grant munday
Sent: Friday, December 31, 2010 2:49 PM
Subject: Fw: Please stop the turbines
 
 
----- Original Message -----
From: matt f
To: hainesm@ndp.on.ca ; mike@skydiveburnaby.com
Sent: Thursday, December 30, 2010 9:56 AM
Subject: RE: Please stop the turbines
 
Dear authorities,
 
In this letter I would like to express and raise my concerns and worriers about the installation of Industrial Wind
Turbines #4 and #5 in Wainfleet that critically affect Skydive Burnaby.
The installation of the Turbines will not only affect Skydive Burnaby, but local businesses that depend on serving
skydiver community, people who visit Skydive Burnaby. It will affect
all infrastructure that was built around Skydive Burnaby for the last 55 years, it will affect Canadian skydiving its history
and heritage, it will affect you and me, it will affect Canada.
 
First of all the installation of the Turbines will bring tremendous SAFETY HAZARD and DANGER not only for
experiensed skydivers but for students and tandems, for large number of people who try skydiving for the first time.
This might result in downsizing business at Skydive Burnaby. Experienced skydivers will seek other places and new
people will not come. This will directly affect local business (food industry, farmers, gas stations, hardware and clothing
stores, barber shops, local entertainment industry, etc) that serves and depends on skydiving community.

Skydive Burnaby is a Gem of skydiving not only in Ontario but on the country scale. Founded by Glen Masterson more
that 55 years ago its accumulated invaluable experience,knowledge and instruction in skydiving. This experience is
carried and passed to new skydivers. It is home to world class champions and competitors. It has facilities to hold
Skydiving Canadian Nationals which it hold a few times just in recent years. I am myself on the way to develop new
career to become tandem instructor and I know that Skydive Burnaby will assist me in any possible way. Installation of
the Turbines could put an end to any of this.
 
Furthermore Skydive Burnaby is a special place. It is a HAPPY PLACE. It is a Canadian place. Being an immigrant to
Canada (16 years) I always asked myself when I start feeling as a Canadian. It happened at Skydive Burnaby as I
became a member of the skydiving community. It feels like to have a family. It is the THERAPY, it creates happiness.
And we need more happy people around us, the more the better. This is nice vision for Canada - to be the happy place.
It affects us on every level: local community, provincial, country, globally. That was what Glen Masterson lived for when
he rented the land to the skydive club for $1 per year. He would definitely raised a great concern about installation of
the huge turbines close to the landing area. It is fatally dangerous and you do not want to put people you love in
danger.
 
In conclusion I would like to ask you for your help. Please evaluate all pros and cons. All benefits that Skydive Burnaby
brings into the community.
Please assist to find a safe location for the Turbines where it is safe for the people, for the environment where it does

mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
mailto:sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:matveif@hotmail.com
mailto:hainesm@ndp.on.ca
mailto:mike@skydiveburnaby.com
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not dramatically affect people
around. I know it is possible and I trust your judgment.
 
Sincerelly,
Matvei Fradin
Skydive Burnaby and CSPA member
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt	  [pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  December	  31,	  2010	  3:35	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Tom	  Lewis;	  Geoff	  Bell;	  John	  Andrews;	  Terry	  Hawrysh
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Fw:	  Wind	  turbines	  in	  Burnaby	  /	  Wainfleet
	  
Importance:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  High
	  
 
----- Original Message -----
From: Mike and Tara Pitt
To: grant munday ; chuck miller ; Scott Luey
Sent: Friday, December 31, 2010 2:49 PM
Subject: Fw: Wind turbines in Burnaby / Wainfleet
 
 
----- Original Message -----
From: Laszlo Polyak
To: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca ; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca ; thessels@wainfleet.ca ; bkonc@wainfleet.ca ; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca ;
hainesm@ndp.ca
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com
Sent: Thursday, December 30, 2010 9:45 AM
Subject: Wind turbines in Burnaby / Wainfleet
 
Good morning Mayor Jeffs, Richard Dykstra, Ted Hessels, Betty Konc, David Wyatt and Mike Haines;
 
I am writing to you this morning on a matter that is of grave concern to me, my family and the safety of the Skydiving
community at Skydive Burnaby.
 
It has come to our attention that wind turbines are to be placed within close proximity of the Dropzone (Skydive
Burnaby Airport) that if allowed to proceed, would have a dramatic and adverse impact to the safety of Skydiving at this
location.  While I am a very strong supporter or renewable energy, as with most changes, there has to be a well
thought out balance between the existing use of the lands and airspace and what is being proposed. I am not
suggesting by any stretch of the imagination that these towers should not be installed. What I am saying is that they
need to be moved to a location that would not impact our safety and safe enjoyment of a sport that has been at this
location for over 50 years.
 
As with many sports, there are only limited facilities available to safely enjoy our passion. Like skiing or snowboarding,
the locations are limited and so are the time of year the sport can be enjoyed. Most of us live outside of the hamlet of
Burnaby. We travel from far and wide to enjoy the location, safety and camaraderie of Skydive Burnaby. When I say far
and wide, I mean the likes of Windsor, Toronto, Barrie and so on for a typical weekend. Across Canada and the US –
some even from Europe during competitions. Some weekends there are bus loads of people coming from corporations
to experience the thrill of skydiving for the first time. Mike and Tara Pitt have done an exceptional job of balancing the
business with the feel of a family environment. As this is not just a recreational activity, Skydiving is an internationally
recognized sport. As with any sport, hours and hours of practice are required to be competitive on the world stage. All
of this generates employment and revenues for the area. 
 
There are many rules and regulations that we must abide by not only for the aircraft operations, but also of skydiving.
Transport Canada has a myriad of rules that must be followed to the letter. One of these is the minimum clearance
from obstacles “AGA 4.0 obstacle clearance”. Due to the prevailing winds at Burnaby, 80+% of the time we exit above
and would be passing directly above turbine #4 and #5 at an altitude of 400 to 100ft above ground level.  The
turbulence from the blades and the physical wind turbine itself causes a great risk.
 
Unfortunately this is a risk that we cannot accept or mitigate ourselves. We rely on you, the politicians to speak on our
behalf and make the our voices heard. Recognize the benefits of both the Wind Turbines and of Skydiving in Burnaby

mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
mailto:gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:l.polyak@cogeco.ca
mailto:ajeffs@wainfleet.ca
mailto:rdykstra@wainfleet.ca
mailto:thessels@wainfleet.ca
mailto:bkonc@wainfleet.ca
mailto:dwyatt@wainfleet.ca
mailto:hainesm@ndp.ca
mailto:mike@skydiveburnaby.com
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and move the location of the towers such that the two can coexist in harmony benefiting all.
 
I trust you will make the right decisions and recommendations.
 
Respectfully,
 
Laszlo Polyak
55 Brookdale Drive
Ancaster ON
L9G 2Y4
(905) 304-2104
 
PROUD Canadian Sport Parachuting Association member #19031, B-5170
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt	  [pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  December	  31,	  2010	  3:31	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews;	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  Tom	  Lewis;	  Geoff	  Bell
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Reconsider	  Thurbine	  locations	  #	  4	  &	  5
 
Hello, I understand that you are considering plans to install
> several windmills within 2 kilometres of Skydive Burnaby, and would
> like to express my strong opposition to these plans.  As you know,
> Skydive Burnaby has been in operation at the Burnaby Road location
> for over 50 years, providing local employment and boosting the local
> economy by attracting many people to the area - not just skydivers,
> but tandem passengers and their families.
>
> As a skydiver, I spend most summer weekends at Burnaby, where I have
> come to expect a safe environment.  I am very concerned that my
> safety, and that of the many prospective tandem passengers using
> Skydive Burnaby, will be compromised by the proposed installation of
> these windmills.  Trying to navigate a parachute is not as easy as
> flying an airplane, where you have the option of applying power to
> fly up over obstacles.  A parachute will always fly downwards,
> toward the ground, so if a windmill is in the way, avoiding it would
> not be a simple matter.  The thought of trying to fly between
> rotating blades is scary enough that I would have to seriously
> consider moving to another dropzone.
>
> Even worse, students who are inexperienced are known to make
> unpredictable and potentially fatal decisions under the stress of
> flying a parachute, possibly for the first time ever.  Even if the
> blades are not rotating, students have been known to acquire "target
> fixation" and fly directly at the object that they know they're
> supposed to avoid.  I hate to imagine the results if a student were
> to collide with a windmill at 50-100 feet above the ground, but I
> don't think this scenario would end well.  Given the unfortunate
> propensity of lawyers to sue everyone in sight after an accident,
> I'm actually surprised that the owners of the land involved are
> allowing these things so close to an established airport.  One can
> only assume that they are unaware of the potential risks that they
> are taking.
>
> I urge you to consider carefully the full implications of these
> windmills so close to our landing area.  I understand society's need
> for clean energy, and I imagine the power companies are paying well
> for the right to install these windmills; I also am positive that
> placing them so close to an established local business can only have
> negative results in the long run.
>
> Sincerely,
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From: Mike and Tara Pitt [pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]
Sent: December 31, 2010 3:33 PM
To: Geoff Bell; John Andrews; Terry Hawrysh; Tom Lewis
Subject: Fw: Power Turbines and Local Businesses

----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Mike and Tara Pitt" <pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca>
To: "Scott Luey" <sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca>; "chuck miller" 
<planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca>; "grant munday" 
<gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca>
Sent: Friday, December 31, 2010 2:53 PM
Subject: Fw: Power Turbines and Local Businesses

>
> ----- Original Message ----- 
> From: "mike wnek" <mvwnek@cogeco.ca>
> To: <-ajeffs@wainfleet.ca>; <rdykstra@wainfleet.ca>; 
> <rdykstra@wainfleet.ca>; <bkonc@wainfleet.ca>; <dwyatt@wainfleet.ca>; 
> <hainesm@ndp.on.ca>
> Cc: <mike@skydiveburnaby.com>
> Sent: Thursday, December 30, 2010 12:29 PM
> Subject: Power Turbines and Local Businesses
>
>
>> Ladies and Gentlemen,
>>
>> 5 years ago, I was introduced to, and ventured into a new sport, 
>> skydiving.  I initially began my involvement with the sport at Niagara 
>> Skydive in Dunnville, however, due to issues with management, the 
>> following year I found myself asking the instructors at Skydive Burnaby 
>> in Wainfleet to assist me in continuing my skydiving training.  What I 
>> found at my now home dropzone (DZ), was an environment that was warm, 
>> welcoming, and very family orientated.   Although I do not reside in 
>> Wainfleet, I feel very connected to the community because of my adopted 
>> skydive family at the DZ.
>>
>> I am more and more finding myself in favor living green and supporting 
>> the environment and mother earth, and I can say that I am in favor of new 
>> and green forms of energy, as I feel that Nuclear energy (although clean 
>> at the moment energy is produced, results in spent radioactive uranium 
>> fuel rods that will contaminate the earth for 1000`s of years) is not an 
>> earth safe or friendly method of producing energy.  I do believe that 
>> harnessing wind power through the use of wind turbines is a great way to 
>> produce energy and I do support their implementation.  However....
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>>
>> Council is currently entertaining recommendations to install 2 wind 
>> turbines, 1 at 1800 meters and 1 at 1700 meters west of the DZ located on 
>> Burnaby Road.  These would be turbines located in zone 4 and zone 5.  I 
>> know that the predominant winds in the area are generally from the west. 
>> As a practice in skydiving, jump run (final flight direction and travel 
>> of aircraft for safe exit of skydivers) is always into the windline, and 
>> our exit point is always upwind of the DZ (landing area), and must remain 
>> this way for the safety of the people skydiving and to ensure that we 
>> have the best chances of returning to the DZ.  Now I for one can attest 
>> that things do not always work out as planned.  Far out exit points, wind 
>> direction changes at different altitudes, and lower openings (sometimes 
>> due to malfunctions) do not always allow a skydiver to make it back to 
>> the DZ which results in "landing off", usually in a farm field, and since 
>> winds are predominantly from the west, those who do need to "land off" 
>> will be landing to the west of the DZ, possibly in zone 4 or zone 5. 
>> This has happened to me several times.  I would not want to see the end 
>> result of a skydiver, me or someone else, recovering from a parachute 
>> emergency, and landing off to the west , flying into or being struck by 
>> the rotating blades of a wind turbine.
>>
>> Placement of wind turbines in zone 4 and zone 5 will create a violation 
>> of Transport Canada's Standard AGA 4.0 - Obstacle Clearance and would 
>> create a very dangerous hazard for aircraft in the area.  A skydiver 
>> under an inflated and functioning parachute is considered an aircraft, 
>> and to my understanding, is subject to follow FAA  and Transport Canada 
>> regulations. As the placement of the turbines in the above mentioned 
>> zones would create conditions that cause violations of Transport Canada's 
>> Standard AGA 4.0, skydiving activities in Wainfleet would have to cease. 
>> This would result in a loss of a 55+ year old company, founded and 
>> operated in Wainfleet, that attracts 1000`s to the area each year.  This 
>> would result in a loss of revenue for the town of Wainfleet and Port 
>> Colbourne.  It would also result in a loss of a community based "family", 
>> created by the dropzone, which I am happily a part of, and with some 
>> members coming on weekends from as far as Sudbury.  Many people who live 
>> and work in the community who skydive would find themselves moving, 
>> relocating, and finding work outside of the Wainfleet region, as many 
>> people and families who skydive together are in Wainfleet because of the 
>> dropzone.
>>
>> I do support the wind turbines, but not the locations, and I am asking 
>> you all to please reconsider the wind turbine placement for zone 4 and 
>> zone 5. Several more km`s west, even a safety zone of 4km around the 
>> aerodrome would eliminate the risk to skydivers and the threat to one of 
>> Ontario`s leading and best skydiving facilities, which as stated, brings 
>> people to the area from all over Ontario, and the northers US.   The 



>> Mayor and town council have a decision to make.  Do they support the 
>> pockets of shareholders of the power companies and wind turbine 
>> manufactures, or do they support the local businesses, the people of, and 
>> those who come to the community for recreation and living.  Please don`t 
>> destroy something that I, and countless other people have come to love 
>> and enjoy in Wainfleet.
>>
>>
>> Thank You
>> Blue Skies
>> Mike Wnek
>> Burlington, ON
>> 905-802-1827
>>
> 
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 	   2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105, Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 
Tel: (905) 607-1016                               Fax: (905) 607-5995	  

	  
	   	  

                                                            
 
 
January 5, 2011 
 
Mayor April Jeffs 
Town of Wainfleet 
 
Dear Ms. Jeffs: 
 
Thank you for attempting to facilitate a solution to this perceived problem by Mr. Pitt.  
Although we strongly disagree with his claim and are concerned that his reasons are more 
emotional than rational, our clients, the Loeffens have to live in this community with Mr. 
Pitt and therefore there needs to be an attempt to resolve this problem amicably between 
the parties. 
 
We would like to arrange a meeting with Mr. Pitt as soon as possible in order to resolve 
his concerns over the installation of two wind turbines near Station Road.  After a lengthy 
discussion with our clients, the Loeffens, we think that we may have a solution that we 
can all live with.  The meeting should take place either Friday this week or early next 
week as Mr. Pitt has introduced a problem into this dispute that our clients do not need to 
deal.  He has called a meeting to bring in Wind Concerns Ontario. 
 
As you are aware, there have been no other complaints regarding this wind farm in the 
community.  The Loeffens are long time residents of Wainfleet and are simply using their 
own land to diversify their operations.  Bringing in this outside special interest group, 
who are well known for spreading fear mongering and unscientific rhetoric, will only 
create issues that are not necessary and have no bearing on this project or the community.  
If we can resolve this issue and cancel this meeting then it should be possible to mend the 
relationship between the Loeffens and Mr. Pitt.  If the meeting is to go ahead, however, 
then we can only advise the Loeffens to continue with the project as planned.  The project 
will follow the requirements of NAV Canada and Transport Canada and will meet all 
other permitting requirements, which means that it will get built as planned.   
 
We want to avoid unpleasant confrontation in the community of Wainfleet and move on. 
Please let me know when this meeting can take place. 
 
Yours truly, 

 
John Andrews, President 
cc. Mike Pitt 



1

Britney Pringle

Subject: FW: January 15th Meeting - Presentation Request Response

 

From: John Laforet [mailto:john.laforet@laforet.ca]  

Sent: January 6, 2011 12:14 PM 

To: John Andrews 
Cc: Mike and Tara Pitt 

Subject: January 15th Meeting - Presentation Request Response 

 
Dear John, 
  
Thank you for your correspondence regarding our January 15th meeting. After consideration, we've decided to 
decline your request to make a presentation for a number of reasons. Your previous commentary in emails sent 
to Wind Concerns Ontario, Mayor Jeffs and a resident in Binbrook demonstrate you're not interested in hearing 
the other side of the argument or in facilitating a dialogue based on facts and instead you appear to make a 
business practice of hiding behind smears, name calling and empty, unscientific rhetoric.  
  
Further, you are required to hold two meetings of your own under the REA process and IPC Energy 
consultations lack proper presentations or open questions the entire room can hear, how these can be considered 
public meetings or to be presenting both sides in a clear and factual manner is beyond me. One can hardly make 
it a business practice of running unfair meetings, not addressing community concerns, instructing their 
employees to do nothing more than the minimum required per the REA as it relates to citizen inquiries, lash out 
and name call at opponents of industrial wind projects that aren't wanted by host communities and some how 
expect to be given a microphone at a meeting necessitated by the failings of IPC Energy and others to do a 
reasonable job in the first place. Hiding behind a woefully inadequate Green Energy Act is hardly an excuse 
either. The Green Energy Act doesn't require you to do such a poor job, you choose to.  
  
If you'd like to hold a joint meeting, I'd suggest you come up with some alternative dates of your own and we 
can discuss it, but you will not be invited to or allowed to take ours over, as we know your industry's brand of 
public consultation fails to even allow a single resident voice to be heard by the entire room, and don't amount 
to anything more than a badly executed PR exercise on your part. What might make even more sense is for 
you to hold an open and honest public consultation that has a central presentation, real experts and an 
opportunity for audience questions. 
  
If you have any other questions about the January 15th meeting, please feel free to contact me directly.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
John Laforet 
  
President 
Wind Concerns Ontario 
http://windconcernsontario.org 
  



January	  6,	  2011 	  
	  
	  
Township	  of	  Wainfleet	  
19M43	  Highway	  3	  
P.O.	  Box	  40	  
Wainfleet,	  ON	  	  L0S	  1V0	  
Honorable	  Mayor	  April	  Jeffs	  
ajeffs@wainfleet.ca	  
	  
Dear:	  
	  
Ms.	  Jeffs	  
	  
I	  would	  like	  to	  express	  my	  concerns	  with	  the	  location	  of	  the	  windmills	  near	  the	  Port	  
Colborne	  airport	  (CPE5).	  
My	  main	  concern	  with	  the	  windmills	  is	  the	  hazard	  the	  danger	  that	  they	  represent	  to	  
both	  skydivers	  and	  pilots	  at	  Skydive	  Burnaby.	  
I	  am	  a	  pilot	  at	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  as	  well	  as	  a	  beginning	  skydiver.	  	  I	  am	  very	  aware	  of	  
the	  potential	  risks	  associated	  with	  having	  windmills	  so	  close	  the	  drop	  zone.	  	  At	  
times,	  and	  for	  various	  reasons,	  skydivers	  can	  land	  off	  of	  the	  drop	  zone.	  Landing	  off	  
of	  the	  drop	  zone	  can	  be	  a	  potentially	  stressful	  situation	  for	  a	  skydiver	  who	  is	  
unfamiliar	  with	  the	  area,	  and	  having	  to	  worry	  about	  getting	  caught	  in	  the	  blades	  or	  
superstructure	  of	  the	  windmills	  will	  only	  add	  to	  the	  skydiver’s	  stress	  and	  could	  
cause	  an	  accident	  or	  even	  death.	  
The	  windmills	  also	  pose	  a	  threat	  to	  the	  aircraft	  that	  use	  the	  airstrip	  at	  Skydive	  
Burnaby.	  In	  the	  event	  of	  an	  engine	  malfunction,	  the	  windmills	  limit	  places	  to	  safely	  
land	  if	  a	  pilot	  was	  unable	  to	  get	  back	  to	  the	  airport.	  As	  a	  jump	  pilot	  at	  the	  facility,	  I	  
am	  responsible	  for	  the	  safety	  of	  each	  skydiver	  while	  they	  are	  onboard	  my	  aircraft,	  
and	  I	  cannot	  legally	  allow	  anyone	  to	  leave	  the	  aircraft	  unless	  it	  is	  safe	  to	  do	  so.	  	  
Having	  windmills	  directly	  below	  in	  the	  area	  we	  fly	  over	  most	  of	  the	  time	  will	  not	  be	  
an	  exception.	  	  
This	  brings	  my	  second	  and	  last	  concern.	  If	  the	  windmills	  are	  erected,	  I	  fear	  for	  the	  
future	  of	  Skydive	  Burnaby,	  the	  livelihood	  of	  its	  owners	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt,	  a	  flying	  
job	  that	  I	  enjoy	  dearly,	  and	  a	  home	  for	  most	  of	  our	  out	  of	  town	  skydivers.	  
I	  hope	  you	  can	  see	  my	  concerns	  about	  the	  affects	  that	  these	  windmills	  will	  bring	  to	  
Skydive	  Burnaby.	  
	  
Sincerely	  
	  
	  
James	  Warankie	  
Capt.	  Dehavilland	  Twin	  Otter	  	  
Skydiver	  
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  January	  10,	  2011	  9:26	  AM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Lana	  Wainman
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  RE:	  Attention:	  	  John	  Andrews
 
Dear	  Lana
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  comments.	  	  It’s	  nice	  to	  know	  that	  there	  are	  people	  out	  there	  that	  are	  informed.
	  
Regards,
John
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  
From: Lana Wainman [mailto:lana.wainman@bell.net] 
Sent: January 9, 2011 2:33 PM
To: CustomerService
Subject: Attention: John Andrews
 

Re:  Who's really creating the turbulence? St. Catharines Standard January 8, 2011

 
   Mr. Andrews, no doubt, you realize what you are dealing with here are NIMBYs. They don’t work with facts.  Their
modus operandi is to a) misinform (turbines create turbulence), b) fear monger (hazard to our jumpers), 3) get the local
media to hear only their ‘we are the victims’ side of things.  Hopefully your letter will spark factual, both sides of the
argument reporting.
 
   Something else you may want to look into:  Is it only the skydive club involved here; or, are there residents in the
neighbourhood the original instigators that approached the club to bolster their cause – another ploy used by small
groups attempting to puff themselves up bigger than they are.
 
Good luck!
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Lana Wainman
Port Dalhousie, ON
 
 
 

http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
mailto:%5Bmailto:lana.wainman@bell.net%5D
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 	   2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105, Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 
Tel: (905) 607-1016                               Fax: (905) 607-5995	  

	  
	   	  

                                                    
 
January 7, 2011 
 

 
 
 
 

Township of Wainfleet 
 

Presentation to Council January 11, 2011 
 

IPC Energy is providing the following information to the Mayor and Councilors of 
Wainfleet which represents the material that will be presented to Council on January 11, 
2011: 
 

1. Presentation Notes. 

2. Wind Direction 

3. Graphic Representation of typical Parachute drop. 

4. Parachute Information Manual 

Yours truly, 

 
John Andrews,  
President 
 
 



	  
January	  11,	  2011	  Presentation	  to	  Township	  of	  Wainfleet	  Council	  
	  
There	  has	  been	  a	  lot	  of	  concern	  raised	  by	  Mike	  Pitt,	  owner	  of	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  regarding	  the	  safety	  
issues	  of	  the	  proximity	  of	  turbines	  #4	  and	  #5	  of	  the	  Wainfleet	  Wind	  Farm	  project	  proposal.	  	  The	  owners	  
of	  Wainfleet	  Wind	  Energy	  Inc.,	  Harold,	  John	  and	  Bill	  Loeffen,	  want	  to	  assure	  council	  and	  the	  citizens	  of	  
Wainfleet	  that	  they	  take	  seriously	  any	  and	  all	  concerns	  raised	  regarding	  the	  development	  of	  their	  wind	  
project.	  	  	  
	  
IPC	  Energy,	  as	  the	  developer	  of	  this	  project	  for	  Wainfleet	  Wind	  Energy	  Inc.,	  wants	  to	  assure	  the	  Council	  
and	  citizens	  of	  Wainfleet	  that	  we	  are	  developing	  this	  project,	  meeting	  or	  exceeding	  all	  regulations	  
required.	  
	  
When	  this	  project	  was	  at	  the	  very	  early	  stages	  over	  one	  year	  ago,	  Tom	  Lewis	  and	  I	  met	  with	  Mr.	  Pitt	  to	  
make	  him	  aware	  of	  what	  we	  were	  planning	  and	  to	  determine	  if	  there	  were	  any	  issues.	  	  At	  that	  time	  we	  
had	  planned	  for	  one	  or	  two	  turbines	  between	  Station	  Road	  and	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  in	  addition	  to	  two	  just	  
west	  of	  Station	  Road.	  	  Mr.	  Pitt	  expressed	  his	  concern	  regarding	  the	  turbines	  east	  of	  Station	  Road	  but	  
indicated	  that	  anything	  west	  of	  Station	  Road	  was	  fine.	  	  As	  a	  result	  of	  this	  discussion,	  we	  moved	  the	  two	  
turbines	  of	  concern	  to	  a	  new	  location	  north	  of	  Concession	  1	  Road	  and	  West	  of	  Sideroad	  20.	  The	  
remaining	  turbines	  adjacent	  to	  Station	  Road	  are	  still	  1.7	  km	  from	  the	  drop	  zone	  of	  Skydive	  Burnaby.	  
	  
Mr.	  Pitt	  has	  been	  on	  a	  campaign	  to	  stop	  the	  construction	  of	  turbine	  #4	  and	  #5	  even	  though	  they	  are	  well	  
clear	  of	  his	  drop	  zone.	  	  In	  all	  of	  the	  rhetoric	  that	  has	  been	  poured	  down	  on	  council	  members	  and	  the	  
public	  through	  the	  press,	  there	  has	  never	  been	  any	  factual	  evidence	  presented	  to	  support	  his	  claims.	  	  If	  
we	  were	  In	  violation	  of	  any	  Transport	  Canada	  or	  NAV	  Canada	  guidelines,	  I	  suspect	  that	  Mr.	  Pitt	  would	  
have	  had	  those	  agencies	  present	  us	  with	  a	  cease	  and	  desist	  order.	  	  This	  has	  not	  happened,	  in	  fact,	  we	  
have	  applied	  to	  these	  agencies	  as	  part	  of	  our	  project	  requirements	  and	  have	  had	  no	  negative	  feedback	  
to	  date	  from	  either	  agency.	  
	  
IPC	  has	  investigated	  the	  requirements	  for	  the	  Canadian	  Sport	  Parachuting	  Association	  for	  proper	  drop	  
zone	  clearance.	  	  This	  information	  is	  found	  on	  page	  8	  of	  their	  manual	  as	  follows:	  
	  
	  [3.1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DROP	  ZONE	  CLEARANCES	  
	  
Areas	  used	  for	  regular	  parachuting	  operations	  shall	  be	  unobstructed,	  with	  the	  following	  minimum	  
distances	  from	  the	  target	  in	  every	  direction	  to	  the	  nearest	  hazard:	  

• Studen,	  Solo,	  A	  &	  B	  CoP	  holders	  325	  ft.	  (100m)	  
• C	  and	  D	  CoP	  holders	  80	  ft	  (25m)	  

	  
Hazards	  are	  defined	  as:	  

• Transmission	  lines	  
• Open	  bodies	  of	  water	  
• Fences,	  over	  2.5	  metres	  in	  height	  
• Towers	  buildings,	  goalposts	  and	  lamp	  standards	  
• Well	  traveled	  roadways	  
• Trees,	  above	  canopy	  height	  and	  large	  forested	  areas]	  

	  



I	  have	  also	  provided	  a	  sample	  flight	  path	  representation	  in	  graphic	  format	  showing	  the	  path	  of	  a	  jumper	  
who	  deploys	  their	  chute	  at	  3,000	  feet	  (the	  recommended	  height	  from	  the	  manual).	  	  If	  the	  jumper	  were	  
to	  pass	  directly	  over	  the	  turbine	  they	  would	  be	  approximately	  2,400	  ft	  above	  the	  tip	  of	  the	  blade.	  	  The	  
other	  document	  attached	  is	  a	  wind	  rose	  produced	  from	  the	  test	  tower	  at	  the	  project	  location	  showing	  
that	  during	  the	  months	  of	  May	  to	  October	  inclusive,	  the	  flight	  path	  of	  jumpers	  would	  only	  cross	  the	  path	  
of	  the	  turbines	  less	  than	  15%	  of	  the	  time.	  	  While	  passing	  the	  turbine,	  of	  course,	  they	  would	  be	  at	  least	  
2,400	  feet	  above	  the	  top	  of	  the	  turbine.	  	  In	  order	  to	  have	  the	  parachutist’s	  path	  actually	  intersect	  with	  
the	  turbine’s	  blade	  from	  3,000	  feet,	  the	  average	  wind	  speed	  during	  descent	  would	  have	  to	  be	  214	  kph	  (a	  
category	  4	  hurricane	  wind	  speed).	  	  IPC	  does	  not	  recommend	  jumping	  out	  of	  an	  airplane	  at	  this	  speed.	  	  
Given	  these	  facts,	  we	  fail	  to	  see	  how	  these	  turbines	  interfere	  with	  the	  operation	  or	  Skydive	  Burnaby.	  
	  
If	  Mr.	  Pitt	  is	  observing	  the	  rules	  in	  this	  manual,	  then	  there	  should	  be	  absolutely	  no	  problem	  operating	  
his	  jump	  school	  safely	  with	  these	  turbines	  at	  1.7	  km	  from	  his	  landing	  zone.	  	  	  
	  
It	  appears	  that	  since	  Mr.	  Pitt	  does	  not	  have	  a	  legitimate	  case	  for	  opposing	  this	  project,	  that	  he	  is	  now	  
going	  to	  do	  whatever	  he	  can	  to	  cause	  problems	  for	  the	  project,	  including	  soliciting	  the	  help	  of	  Wind	  
Concerns	  Ontario,	  a	  small	  but	  vocal	  organization	  that	  comes	  into	  any	  community	  where	  a	  wind	  project	  is	  
proposed	  and	  attempts	  to	  scare	  the	  local	  council	  into	  passing	  a	  moratorium	  on	  wind	  turbine	  projects.	  	  
Their	  claims	  are	  often	  unsubstantiated	  anecdotal	  	  stories	  of	  health	  issues	  and	  noise	  problems.	  	  Here	  in	  
Ontario,	  wind	  projects	  have	  the	  greatest	  sound	  restrictions	  at	  40	  dB	  and	  the	  largest	  setbacks	  at	  550m	  in	  
North	  America,	  if	  not	  most	  of	  the	  world.	  
	  
My	  hope	  is	  that	  council	  will	  consider	  these	  issues	  with	  logic	  and	  reason	  rather	  than	  unfounded	  fear.	  	  
	  



 

 



A Discussion Regarding the Effects of Locating Wind Turbines 1700m 

from a Parachute Drop Zone 

 

Descent Path for a Typical Drop from 3000 feet Up‐wind of the Drop Zone 

 

In the above figure, we can see that for a drop from 3000 feet, with a 12 m/s average wind speed during 

the descent (which converts to 27mph, conservatively high for the 14 mph maximum surface wind 

speed allowed for students), a drop would have to be made 2160 upwind of the drop zone. This would 

put the parachutist 2420 feet above the upper reach of the turbines blades along the descent path. So 

clearly collision with the turbines blades is not a concern. 

In order to have the parachutist’s path actually intersect the turbines blades from a 3000 foot drop 

however, the average wind speed during descent would have to be 59.6 m/s, or 133 mph ( a Category 4 

hurricane wind speed), and this drop would have to be made approximately 10 km upwind.  
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Michael	  Fenton	  [newclearsports@hotmail.com]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  January	  11,	  2011	  3:30	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews;	  ajeffs@wainfleet.ca;	  thessels@wainfleet.ca;	  bkonc@wainfleet.ca;

rdykstra@wainfleet.ca;	  dwyatt@wainfleet.ca;	  hainesm@ndp.on.ca;
sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca;	  planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca;
gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca;	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt;	  Tom	  Lewis;	  Loeffen
Farms;	  Geoff	  Bell;	  Terry	  Hawrysh

Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  RE:	  Wind	  Turbines	  -‐	  REAL	  DANGER!!!
 
Jan 11, 2011

 

Dear Mr. Andrews

 

     Allow me to share with you a story that may reflect some light on this present situation. The summer of 2009 I was
under major construction on my lake house. The construction consisted of foundation work as well as an addition. A full
year prior in 2008 all plans were approved, signed, and stamped by the designer, the engineer, the township, the
building inspector, and even the conservation authority. On paper everything was approved as we were in the middle of
construction. Suddenly there was a discovery made by my contractor. It became immediately apparent to the contractor
that we were in danger of a complete collapse should he continue to follow the plan. Luckily for me and the crew, the
oversight was picked up by those working on site and in the field. The plan was altered, reapproved and my house is
now more structurally sound than ever before! During my heartfelt thank you to my contractor for his expertise and
ability to catch this horrific oversight. He responded with “Your welcome, it was my pleasure. This happens allot more
than you would realize”

 

     This current situation has much the same theme. You, your company, and the governing bodies are much like my
designer, engineer and building inspector. You cannot see the inherent danger. We the Skydivers of Burnaby are like the
contractor and labourers working in the field. The dangers are VERY apparent to us.

 

     So yes Mr. Andrews I will certainly fulfill your request for further proof. As mentioned in my previous letter I will
make sure, in conjunction with the Pitt family you do receive the scientific proof you need.

 

     Meanwhile, during the time this scientific proof and data is being collected, I expect that you will take the
appropriate actions to hold or suspend the construction of wind turbines #4 and #5 since so many lives are at risk!

 

     Thank you in giving me this opportunity to prove to you and others of the governing bodies that beyond any
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reasonable doubt the turbines #4 and #5 will in-danger my life as well as the lives of my fellow skydivers, and our
students.

 

Yours Truly

 

Michael G. Fenton

(905) 899-8900

 

 

Subject: RE: Wind Turbines - REAL DANGER!!!
Date: Tue, 11 Jan 2011 09:14:04 -0500
From: john@ipcenergy.ca
To: newclearsports@hotmail.com; ajeffs@wainfleet.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca;
rdykstra@wainfleet.ca; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca;
planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca; gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca; pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
CC: Tom@ipcenergy.ca; loeffenfarms@sympatico.ca; geoff@ipcenergy.ca; terry@ipcenergy.ca

Dear	  Mr.	  Fenton
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  passionate	  patronizing	  letter.	  	  Let	  me	  first	  say	  that	  we	  have	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  wind
conditions	  at	  this	  location	  then	  you	  will	  ever	  understand.	  	  We	  have	  been	  studying	  the	  wind	  with	  three	  met	  towers
and	  many	  scientific	  instruments	  to	  determine	  the	  conditions	  at	  this	  site	  as	  our	  turbines	  require	  precise	  data	  in
order	  to	  program	  and	  function	  properly.
	  
Secondly,	  I	  accept	  nobodies	  	  statements	  as	  fact	  without	  supporting	  science	  to	  back	  them	  up.	  	  I	  have	  heard	  a
number	  of	  passionate	  pleas	  from	  you	  and	  your	  other	  members	  of	  this	  club	  but	  I	  have	  not	  to	  date	  seen	  any	  science
to	  back	  it	  up.	  	  Do	  you	  really	  know	  how	  often	  these	  turbines	  are	  in	  your	  flight	  path	  with	  measured	  accuracy?	  	  Do
you	  know	  what	  the	  actual	  turbulence	  is	  from	  these	  turbines	  and	  how	  it	  is	  distributed?	  	  Have	  you	  done	  any	  real
investigation	  into	  the	  effects	  and	  proximity	  of	  wind	  turbines	  to	  your	  jump	  site?	  
	  
I	  think	  the	  answer	  to	  all	  of	  these	  is	  no	  as	  all	  I	  have	  heard	  is	  conjecture	  and	  your	  patronizing	  tone	  as	  a	  self
appointed	  expert	  in	  wind	  conditions.	  	  Do	  the	  work	  and	  present	  your	  case.
	  
As	  for	  Mr.	  Pitt,	  we	  have	  invited	  him	  to	  meet	  with	  us	  and	  the	  mayor	  of	  Wainfleet	  in	  order	  to	  resolve	  this	  issue,
however,	  to	  date,	  he	  has	  failed	  to	  respond.	  	  We	  simply	  get	  another	  bunch	  of	  emails	  from	  jumpers	  who	  have	  even
less	  of	  an	  understanding	  of	  hemispheric	  condition	  than	  you.	  	  Mr.	  Lewis	  and	  I	  met	  with	  Mr.	  Pitt	  over	  a	  year	  ago	  to
let	  him	  	  know	  of	  our	  plans	  and	  received	  a	  verbal	  approval	  from	  him	  on	  the	  sighting	  of	  these	  turbines	  after	  we
removed	  one	  turbine	  that	  was	  even	  closer	  to	  the	  drop	  zone.	  	  The	  removal	  of	  this	  turbine	  cost	  our	  clients	  hundreds
of	  thousands	  of	  dollars,	  however,	  it	  was	  done	  to	  accommodate	  the	  safety	  of	  the	  jump	  club.	  	  Now	  Mr.	  Pitt	  has
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changed	  his	  tune	  and	  has	  apparently	  pulled	  you	  into	  this	  non-‐issue.
	  
Please	  do	  not	  insult	  us	  further	  by	  making	  claims	  that	  are	  not	  backed	  by	  facts	  and	  evidence.	  	  If	  you	  want	  this
resolved	  then	  convince	  Mr.	  Pitt	  to	  have	  the	  courage	  to	  sit	  across	  the	  table	  from	  us	  and	  a	  representative	  of
Wainfleet	  council	  to	  discuss	  it	  like	  adults.
	  
Yours	  truly,
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  
From: Michael Fenton [mailto:newclearsports@hotmail.com] 
Sent: January 10, 2011 10:45 PM
To: John Andrews; ajeffs@wainfleet.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca;
dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca; planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca;
gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca; Mike and Tara Pitt
Subject: RE: Wind Turbines - REAL DANGER!!!
 
Dear Mr. Andrews                                                                                    January 10, 2011

	  

	  	  	  	  	  I	  am	  very	  sorry.	  It	  seems	  we	  have	  started	  off	  on	  the	  wrong	  foot	  here.	  Your	  letter	  comes	  across	  defensive.	  My	  letter
was	  only	  meant	  for	  you	  and	  others	  to	  fully	  understand	  the	  very	  real	  safety	  concerns	  of	  these	  Industrial	  Wind	  Turbines	  to	  be
installed	  in	  their	  present	  proposed	  locations.

 

	  	  	  	  	  It	  saddens	  me	  that	  you	  cannot	  see,	  nor	  understand,	  nor	  fully	  realize	  the	  dangers	  to	  human	  lives	  these	  turbines	  will
cause.	  It	  frustrates	  me	  that	  you	  doubt	  the	  validity	  of	  my	  statements.	  You	  mentioned	  that	  you	  have	  skydived	  before.	  This	  is
wonderful.	  During	  your	  training	  did	  you	  believe	  yourself	  to	  know	  better	  than	  your	  instructor?	  Did	  you	  question	  his/her	  measures
to	  keep	  you	  safe?	  Please	  remember	  as	  you	  write	  these	  statements	  that	  you,	  as	  I	  understand,	  have	  one	  skydive	  and	  I	  myself	  have
over	  1600	  and	  12	  years	  in	  this	  sport.	  It	  seems	  most	  illogical	  that	  you	  would	  challenge	  me	  on	  these	  statements.

 

	  	  	  	  	  In	  the	  interest	  of	  being	  fair	  I	  encourage	  you	  to	  allow	  me,	  along	  with	  other	  non-‐biased,	  expert	  skydivers	  the
opportunity	  to	  enlighten	  you	  on	  these	  dangers.	  I	  believe	  it	  is	  in	  your	  best	  interest	  to	  fully	  understand	  these	  risks	  and	  the	  possible
consequences	  to	  you	  and	  your	  company.	  The	  turbines	  will	  be	  in	  our	  “flight	  path”	  as	  we	  are	  not	  powered	  aircraft	  and	  rely	  on	  the
wind	  currents	  to	  carry	  us	  back	  to	  our	  target.	  To	  fly	  around,	  above,	  or	  below	  the	  spinning	  blades	  will	  put	  us	  in	  much	  danger	  for
obvious	  reasons.	  	  The	  turbines	  will	  undoubtedly	  cause	  erratic	  wind	  turbulence	  that	  will	  affect	  our	  parachute	  performance	  and
control.	  	  This	  could	  possibly	  lead	  to	  a	  loss	  of	  control	  or	  collapse.	  As	  someone	  who	  works	  with	  wind,	  you	  will	  understand	  that	  any
tall	  object	  placed	  upwind	  of	  our	  landing	  area	  will	  cause	  turbulence.	  It	  will	  also	  affect	  decision-‐making	  upon	  our	  descent	  as	  we	  will
fear	  getting	  caught	  up	  in	  the	  spinning	  blades.	  These	  frightened	  reactions,	  especially	  of	  our	  students,	  could	  easily	  cause	  them	  to
turn	  away	  in	  fear	  and	  land	  in	  very	  undesirable	  conditions,	  such	  as	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  forest	  or	  the	  nearby	  lake.	  It	  could	  lead	  to
drowning.	  It	  could	  cause	  them	  to	  turn	  too	  low	  to	  the	  ground	  which	  is	  the	  primary	  reason	  for	  skydiving	  fatalities.	  It	  would	  also	  add
to	  the	  number	  of	  off	  drop	  zone	  landings,	  increasing	  your	  concerns	  of	  damage	  to	  neighbouring	  properties	  and	  crops.	  Not	  to
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mention	  the	  horror	  I	  personally	  imagine	  should	  I	  come	  out	  of	  the	  bottom	  of	  a	  low	  level	  cloud	  that	  has	  reduced	  my	  visibility,	  to
then	  realize	  I	  am	  heading	  into	  spinning	  blades,	  or	  just	  as	  I	  am	  flying	  past	  these	  monstrous	  machines	  there	  is	  a	  sudden	  wind	  shift
that	  pushes	  me	  into	  them.	  As	  I	  am	  sure	  you	  are	  aware,	  wind	  and	  Mother	  Nature	  are	  not	  constant,	  they	  are	  ever-‐changing.	  These
dangers	  are	  very	  real;	  more	  real	  than	  you	  are	  capable	  of	  understanding	  at	  this	  time.

 

	  	  	  	  	  Of	  course	  now	  that	  your	  lack	  of	  knowledge	  in	  this	  matter	  has	  been	  brought	  to	  my	  attention	  I	  will	  be	  sure	  to	  focus	  my	  efforts	  in
helping	  you	  along	  with	  all	  governing	  bodies	  to	  fully	  realize	  this	  very	  real	  danger.	  I	  will	  make	  it	  my	  mission	  that	  everyone	  becomes
educated	  in	  these	  safety	  hazards	  and	  how	  exactly	  they	  will	  endanger	  human	  lives.

 

	  	  	  	  	  I	  am	  not	  your	  enemy,	  I	  am	  your	  friend.	  I	  greatly	  admire	  what	  you	  and	  your	  company	  represent.	  The	  world	  needs	  clean	  energy.	  I
commend	  you	  for	  being	  on	  top	  of	  this	  dream.	  We	  are	  not	  all	  that	  different.	  You	  want	  to	  fill	  the	  world	  with	  clean,	  pure	  energy	  by
use	  of	  wind;	  we	  want	  to	  give	  the	  world	  fulfilled	  dreams	  to	  fly	  freely	  and	  safely	  within	  that	  same	  wind.	  We	  should	  not	  look	  at	  this
situation	  as	  a	  reason	  to	  fight;	  we	  should	  look	  at	  it	  as	  a	  reason	  to	  better	  understand	  one	  another.	  This	  new	  clean	  energy	  is	  in	  its
adolescent	  phase	  and	  will	  continue	  to	  grow.	  You	  as	  the	  president	  need	  to	  take	  a	  much	  closer	  look	  at	  this	  situation	  as	  it	  will	  most
certainly	  arise	  again	  in	  the	  future.

 

	  	  	  	  	  To	  put	  this	  another	  way,	  you	  must	  first	  accept	  that	  the	  information	  you	  are	  receiving	  is	  the	  truth,	  for	  if	  it	  were	  not,	  all	  of	  us
would	  not	  be	  resisting	  with	  such	  passion.	  Our	  lives	  are	  important	  to	  us!	  Second,	  you	  must	  make	  a	  decision	  based	  on	  that	  truth.
The	  truth	  being	  IPC	  energy	  will	  endanger	  people’s	  lives	  if	  you	  move	  forward	  in	  the	  building	  of	  Wind	  Turbines	  #4	  and	  #5.	  Third,	  you
must	  take	  action	  to	  come	  to	  a	  resolution	  that	  is	  mutually	  acceptable	  to	  all	  and	  that	  accounts	  for	  the	  sanctity	  of	  human	  life.  For
instance,	  maybe	  it	  is	  possible	  that	  the	  wind	  turbines	  could	  be	  shut	  down	  (brakes	  applied)	  whenever	  there	  are	  parachutes	  in	  the	  air.
Perhaps	  a	  “panic”	  button	  could	  be	  given	  to	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  to	  be	  able	  to	  control	  a	  sudden	  shut	  down	  of	  the	  turbines	  when	  a
human	  life	  is	  in	  danger.

 

	  	  	  	  	  These	  are	  all	  things	  for	  you	  to	  ponder.	  Also	  as	  you	  ponder	  these	  things,	  you	  should	  also	  consider	  the	  repercussions	  should	  such
a	  horrific	  accident	  take	  place.	  You	  should	  consider	  the	  life	  that	  will	  be	  lost,	  the	  family	  and	  friends’	  heartache	  due	  to	  that	  loss	  of	  life
and	  the	  negative	  publicity	  associated	  with	  such	  an	  accident.	  You	  should	  consider	  the	  plentiful	  signed	  and	  witnessed
documentation	  that	  you	  will	  receive	  and	  continue	  to	  receive	  right	  up	  until	  and	  even	  after	  the	  day	  these	  machines	  are	  to	  be
erected.	  How	  this	  will	  open	  the	  door	  to	  the	  possibility	  of	  so	  many	  negligence	  and	  personal	  injury	  lawsuits.	  Just	  think	  about	  these
things!	  Really	  think	  about	  it.	  Remember	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  puts	  as	  many	  as	  300	  students	  in	  the	  air	  on	  a	  given	  weekend.	  We	  are	  not
going	  to	  relocate.	  I	  can	  promise	  you	  that	  Mr.	  Andrews.	  We	  have	  been	  here	  for	  55	  years	  and	  will	  be	  here	  for	  another	  100	  more.
Skydiving	  is	  not	  dying	  out,	  we	  are	  not	  going	  anywhere.	  	  It	  is	  growing,	  day	  after	  day,	  year	  after	  year.	  Look	  at	  the	  sheer	  numbers	  on
You	  Tube,	  Facebook,	  Twitter,	  Dropzone.com	  and	  so	  many	  other	  social	  sites.	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  Even	  if	  you	  choose	  to	  see	  the	  risk	  as	  very	  minimal	  and	  the	  chances	  low	  that	  there	  will	  be	  an	  incident	  (which	  it	  is	  not).	  The	  sheer
volume	  that	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  creates	  will	  most	  certainly	  bring	  forth	  such	  an	  incident.	  The	  only	  question	  that	  is	  unsure	  is	  when	  and
how	  badly	  that	  person	  will	  be	  hurt.	  All	  of	  us	  at	  Skydive	  Burnaby	  know	  this	  truth	  and	  will	  do	  everything	  in	  our	  power	  to	  protect	  our
members,	  friends,	  and	  students.	  As	  your	  friend	  it	  is	  important	  that	  you	  know	  this	  too.

 

	  	  	  	  	  Please	  Mr.	  Andrews	  work	  with	  us	  on	  this	  for	  your	  benefit	  and	  ours.	  I	  will	  continue	  to	  forward	  you	  much	  documentation
regarding	  these	  very	  real	  safety	  hazards	  in	  the	  days	  and	  weeks	  to	  follow.	  Let’s	  come	  up	  with	  a	  resolution.	  I	  myself,	  along	  with
many	  of	  the	  other	  club	  members	  and	  owners	  of	  Skydive	  Burnaby,	  I’m	  sure	  would	  be	  happy	  to	  meet	  with	  you	  on	  this.	  We	  could	  go
over	  these	  dangers	  so	  you	  may	  understand	  them	  fully.	  I	  cannot	  stop	  emphasizing	  to	  you	  how	  real	  these	  dangers	  are.
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	  	  	  	  	  Please	  feel	  free	  to	  forward	  our	  letters	  /	  exchanges	  to	  all	  involved	  such	  as	  Land	  owners,	  governing	  bodies,	  government	  officials,
and	  other	  members	  of	  your	  corporation.	  I	  will	  be	  sure	  to	  do	  the	  same	  in	  return.

	  

Sincerely	  yours

 

Michael	  G.	  Fenton

 

	  

PS.	  Please	  note	  my	  credentials	  below.	  It	  seems	  the	  vertical	  column	  spacing	  may	  have	  been	  altered	  when	  forwarding	  through	  e-‐
mail.	  	  I	  am	  the	  owner	  of	  New	  Clear	  Automotive	  a	  local	  Wainfleet	  business,	  not	  CSPA	  as	  you	  may	  have	  thought.

	  

Owner	  /	  Operator

New	  Clear	  Automotive

41995,	  Hwy	  #3,	  Wainfleet

Ontario,	  L0S	  1V0

(905)	  899-‐8900

	  

	  

Canadian	  Sport	  Parachute	  Association

Member	  #8317

Club#467

Ratings	  B4314,	  Coach	  1

 

 

Subject: Wind Turbines
Date: Thu, 6 Jan 2011 13:36:36 -0500
From: john@ipcenergy.ca
To: newclearsports@hotmail.com
CC: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca; THessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca;
hainesm@ndp.on.ca; sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca; planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca;
gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca; pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca

Dear Mr. Fenton
 
Thank you for the very heart felt letter regarding Skydive Burnaby.  If you are in fact the owner of the Canadian Sport
Parachute Association then I am quite shocked at your concern over the wind turbine installation.  I have read the

mailto:john@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:newclearsports@hotmail.com
mailto:ajeffs@wainfleet.ca
mailto:THessels@wainfleet.ca
mailto:bkonc@wainfleet.ca
mailto:rdykstra@wainfleet.ca
mailto:dwyatt@wainfleet.ca
mailto:hainesm@ndp.on.ca
mailto:sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca
mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
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manual posted on the association web site that very clearly states the required drop zone clearance area requirements of
100m.  If you are following your own rules then any object even as tall as a turbine, that is 1.7 kilometres from your
drop zone.  How is it that your students could be so far off. 
Surely you must be concerned about the 27.6 kV lines that run within a 100m or so from the drop zone.
 
Please don’t tell me it is the new students who could be so inaccurate in their drop because I have jumped myself many
years ago and I know personally that novice jumpers are kept under very tight controls to be sure they land on the
jump zone.  I suspect it is the more advanced jumpers who veer off the beaten path and take greater risks.  Being
experienced, however, they have much greater control and can easily avoid any dangers especially ones that are 1.7km
from their target.
 
The “Playground” is an interesting comment as well.  What do you consider your playground.  Is it a 1km radius from
the drop zone, 2km or is it all of Wainfleet.  This raises another question as to compensation for the surrounding land
owners.  I have heard complaints from people living within a few hundred metres of your club regarding landings on
their property without permission.  Others have said that you land in their fields dragging your chutes behind and
destroying crops.  Do you compensate them for their losses or is this just part of your “playground”.
 
Please!  Read your own handbook and stay in your drop zone and we can all get along as good neighbours.
 
 
John Andrews, President

 
Tel:  905-607-1016
Fax: 905-607-5995
IPC Energy
 

http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt	  [pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  January	  11,	  2011	  11:18	  AM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Cc:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Loeffen	  Farms;	  April	  Jeffs
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Re:	  Industrial	  Wind	  Turbines	  and	  their	  impact	  on	  the	  business	  of	  Skydive	  Burnaby
 
Dear Mr. Andrews,
 
We will be available to meet with you the Mayor and the Loeffen's anytime next week. You mentioned earlier, before
the 15th... however we don't have the time to comply with that request unfortunately. So please get back to us when a
time and place has been arranged. Sorry we haven't been in contact sooner about this matter.
 
Regards
Mike & Tara Pitt
Skydive Burnaby
905-899-1528

----- Original Message -----
From: John Andrews
To: Mike and Tara Pitt
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2011 10:37 AM
Subject: RE: Industrial Wind Turbines and their impact on the business of Skydive Burnaby
 
Hi	  Mike
	  
This	  is	  really	  getting	  stupid!	  	  We	  could	  have	  sat	  down	  and	  discussed	  this	  like	  gentlemen	  with	  the	  mayor,
however,	  you	  don’t	  seem	  to	  be	  interested	  in	  discussion.	  	  What	  is	  it	  you	  really	  want?	  
	  
You	  have	  never	  presented	  a	  reasonable	  case	  to	  us	  as	  to	  why	  this	  is	  a	  real	  issue.	  	  This	  is	  not	  productive	  and	  in	  the
end	  if	  you	  are	  not	  successful	  in	  your	  attempts,	  what	  will	  you	  do?	  	  You	  have	  put	  your	  own	  business	  in	  jeopardy	  by
scaring	  the	  heck	  out	  of	  your	  jumpers.	  	  How	  will	  you	  ever	  get	  them	  back	  if	  things	  go	  ahead	  as	  planned.	  	  You	  know
we	  are	  in	  our	  rights	  to	  do	  this	  so	  why	  not	  sit	  down	  like	  adults	  and	  get	  this	  resolved.
	  
Regards,
John
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  
From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca] 
Sent: January 11, 2011 10:12 AM
To: allenma1@parl.gc.ca; Loeffen Farms; John Andrews; Tom Lewis
Subject: Fw: Industrial Wind Turbines and their impact on the business of Skydive Burnaby
 

mailto:john@ipcenergy.ca
mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
mailto:%5Bmailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca%5D
mailto:allenma1@parl.gc.ca
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----- Original Message -----
From: Alison Pen
To: hainesm@ndp.on.ca
Cc: tara@skydiveburnaby.com ; mike@skydiveburnaby.com
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2011 9:10 AM
Subject: Industrial Wind Turbines and their impact on the business of Skydive Burnaby
 
Dear Mr. Haines,
 
I write to you on behalf of my family on the matter of proposed IPC Energy wind
turbines #4 and #5 on the Loeffens property in Wainfleet, ON.
In their proposed location, these particular turbines pose a grave danger to the jumpers of
Skydive Burnaby. Due to the predominant wind conditions in this area, these towers will
introduce a dangerous obstacle to parachuting activities at the airport. The turbulence that
they create will interfere with a safe approach to the landing area. Radio interference
from these turbines might diminish our student’s ability to understand flight commands
from the ground, and in certain emergency situations the risk of striking these towers or
their giant blades poses a critical danger to each and every one of us.
Skydive Burnaby is a thriving business built by Mike and Tara Pitt, who grew up in this
area and have invested in the community of Wainfleet for over ten years. The site on
which this parachuting centre is located has been a home to skydivers for more than 55
years. Skydive Burnaby is a world class facility which regularly hosts events of a grand
scale, including Canadian National Skydiving Competitions, Canadian Records in our
varying disciplines and many charity events. This facility is home to representatives of
Team Canada who not only train but also coach up and coming competitors. It is a
professional facility where people from all over Ontario and New York State are
introduced to this extraordinary sport by means of our tandem skydiving program. It is
home to skydivers from all over this province who regularly attend from the beginning of
spring through the end of autumn to skydive. It is patrons from all of these streams who
fuel our local economy by eating in our restaurants, staying in our motels and purchasing
fuel and goods from our local businesses. Should these proposed turbines be erected in
these locations, this thriving business could be forced to close, and the ripple effect on
this community could be devastating.
I know Mike and Tara Pitt have been working tirelessly in an effort to make these
concerns clear to all parties involved so please let me tell you a bit about my family and
how this all directly impacts us.
I grew up nearby in Burlington, and began skydiving in 1998. I have approximately 1500
skydives and hold 3 Canadian women’s formation skydiving records.  My husband,
Andrew, also began jumping in 1998. He grew up in Toronto, has approximately 2500
skydives, and represented Canada at the World Parachuting Championships in 2003. We

mailto:aliass1@mac.com
mailto:hainesm@ndp.on.ca
mailto:tara@skydiveburnaby.com
mailto:mike@skydiveburnaby.com
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both hold coach and instructor ratings and are employed at Skydive Burnaby. In 2007 we
uprooted our young family and invested in our first home in nearby Port Colborne. Our
household income is well above the regional average and we now bring our tax dollars
along with our monthly living expenses and disposable income to the region.  Our sole
reason for moving to the Niagara Region was to be close to Skydive Burnaby where we
continue to enjoy all it has to offer as we contribute our services to Mike and Tara’s
business.  We are not the only family from another part of the province to do so.  Closure
of this exceptional skydiving facility would be devastating to us!
We urge you to carefully consider the impact that approving these particular turbine sites
will have on our family, our community of skydivers and the community of Wainfleet.
We are all for green energy, however this should not come at the cost of our safety or
our livelihoods.
Please say NO to these proposed sites!
Sincerely,
Alison Pen
(on behalf of the entire Pen family: Andrew, Evan and Madix)
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Britney Pringle

From: John Andrews [john@ipcenergy.ca]
Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2011 9:20 AM
To: Sean Anderson
Cc: AJeffs@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; 

rdykstra@wainfleet.ca; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; allenma1@parl.gc.ca; Loeffen Farms; Tom 
Lewis; Britney Pringle

Subject: RE: Industrial Wind Turbines

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you for your comments.  We will once again include these in our Renewable Energy Approval documents and our 

environmental consultants will respond to your concerns as soon as possible. 

 

Regards, 

John 

 

John Andrews, President 

 
 

Tel:  905-607-1016 

Fax: 905-607-5995 

IPC Energy 

 

From: Sean Anderson [mailto:sean.anderson@cspa.ca]  

Sent: January 27, 2011 12:46 AM 

To: John Andrews 
Cc: AJeffs@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca; 

dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; allenma1@parl.gc.ca; Loeffen Farms; Tom Lewis; Britney Pringle 
Subject: Re: Industrial Wind Turbines 

 
I'm afraid Transport Canada is not responsible for the safety of skydivers in Canada; that responsibility lies with 
the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association. 
 
Transport Canada's responsibility in aviation is with regards to aircrew and aircraft operations.  NAV Canada's 
responsibility is with the movement of aircraft in the air and at airports.  Neither of these organizations control 
skydiving nor do they determine what is safe in skydiving with the exception of Demonstration Skydiving and 
that is not a factor here.   
 
The Canadian Sport Parachuting Association is considered to be the experts in skydiving in Canada and 
Transport Canada agrees. 
 
Until we can do a full investigation into the specific hazards of wind turbines with regards to skydiving I will 
say that placing them within the distances listed below will put experienced skydivers and the general public 
that make skydives at Skydive Burnaby at risk. 
 
Sean Anderson 
President  
Canadian Sport Parachuting Association 
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On Wed, Jan 26, 2011 at 6:27 AM, John Andrews <john@ipcenergy.ca> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Anderson 

  

Thank you for your comments.  These will be included along with the other comments that are part of the Renewable 
Energy Approval process.   

  

As to your safety comments, it is not our jurisdiction to make safety assessments regarding Skydive Burnaby.  This issue 
clearly needs to be taken up with Transport Canada who is responsible for air traffic safety and other related issues.  As 
part of our REA process we have applied to both Transport Canada and NAV Canada and the response we have received 
has not raised any concerns regarding the placement of the turbines at this project location. 

  

Regards, 

  

John Andrews, President 

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
3Ą

 

  

Tel:  905-607-1016 

Fax: 905-607-5995 

IPC Energy 

  

From: Sean Anderson [mailto:sean.anderson@cspa.ca]  
Sent: January 26, 2011 1:15 AM 
To: AJeffs@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca; 
dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; allenma1@parl.gc.ca; Loeffen Farms; John Andrews; Tom Lewis 
Subject: Industrial Wind Turbines 

  

My name is Sean Anderson; I am the President of the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (CSPA).  I have 
served in the position for over 5 years and have been on our board of directors for over 10 years. 

It has come to my attention that your company is considering placing 2 wind turbines within 1800 meters up 
wind of Skydive Burnaby’s landing area.  Skydive Burnaby has informed you that these turbines will pose a 
serious threat to their operations and customers; and that you have replied back stating that  our Parachute 
Information Manual 1 Section 3.1 states that these turbines are outside the distances stated there.   Those 
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distances are for hazards more immediately adjacent to a drop zone and do not reflect the minimum distances 
required from the extraordinary hazards created by wind turbines; especially up wind of a landing area. 

CSPA is currently looking at addressing what a safe distance would be from a wind turbine; we are planning on 
having a safe distance within the next 6 weeks.  

I ask that you make no final decisions on the placement of these turbines until after we have concluded our 
investigation and reported back. 

Sincerely, 
Sean Anderson 
President  
Canadian Sport Parachuting Association 
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Mike	  and	  Tara	  Pitt	  [pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  January	  27,	  2011	  7:16	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Cc:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Tom	  Lewis;	  Geoff	  Bell;	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  Loeffen	  Farms
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Nav	  Canada	  Revised	  letter	  &	  Transport	  Canada	  letter
Attachments:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Document.pdf;	  10-‐2614	  Letter	  to	  proponent	  R1.pdf
 
Good day,
Please review the revised letter from Nav Canada dated January 19th, 2011 file 10-2614-R1 and the letter from
Transport Canada in regards to Skydive Burnaby, both entities agreeing that these proposed turbines will adversely
affect the safety of our operations.
 
Regards
Mike & Tara Pitt
Skydive Burnaby
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1601 Tom Roberts, P.O. Box 9824 Stn T, Ottawa, ON, K1G 6R2               1601 Tom Roberts, C.P.9824 Succursale T, Ottawa, Ontario, K1G 6R2 
Telephone: +1 (866) 577-0247, Fax: +1 (613) 248-4094                             Téléphone: +1 (866) 577-0247, Télécopieur: +1 (613) 248-4094 
 

 
January 19, 2011 

Your file 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 1104036 

Our file 
10-2614 R1 

 
Mr. Jonathan Veale 
Morrison Hershfield Limited 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, ON 
M2J 1T1 
 
RE: Wind Farm: 5 turbine wind farm - Wainfleet, ON 
 (N42° 53’ 22.4312” W79° 22’ 57.9953” / 475.7218’ AGL / 1059.7113’ AMSL) 
 
Dear Mr. Veale,  
 
We have evaluated the captioned proposal and NAV CANADA has no objection to the project as submitted; however, it has come to 
our attention that a majority of the proposed wind turbine farm development is located within the confines of advisory airspace 
CYA513(P); this is an area bounded by a circle of 2 nautical mile radius centred on N42° 53’ 00” W79° 21’ 00” from the surface to 
11,500ft above ground level 
 
Advisory airspace is airspace of defined dimensions within which activities must be confined because of their nature, and within 
which limitations may be imposed upon aircraft operations that are not a part of those activities.  While NAV CANADA does not 
oversee operations in parachute advisory areas, we kindly request that the area’s registered user/controlling agency (St. Catharines 
Parachute Club) be contacted as the proposed wind turbine farm may adversely affect the safety of their operations.  
 
In the interest of aviation safety, it is incumbent on NAV CANADA to maintain up-to-date aeronautical publications and issue 
NOTAM as required. To assist us in that end, we ask that you notify us at least 10 business days prior to the start of construction.  
This notification requirement can be satisfactorily met by returning a completed, signed copy of the attached form by e-mail at 
landuse@navcanada.ca or fax at 613-248-4094. In the event that you should decide not to proceed with this project or if the 
structure is dismantled, please advise us accordingly so that we may formally close the file. 
 
If you have any questions, contact the Land Use Department by telephone at 1-866-577-0247 or e-mail at landuse@navcanada.ca. 
 
NAV CANADA's land use evaluation is valid for a period of 12 months. Our assessment is limited to the impact of the proposed 
physical structure on the air navigation system and installations; it neither constitutes nor replaces any approvals or permits required 
by Transport Canada, Industry Canada, other Federal Government departments, Provincial or Municipal land use authorities or any 
other agency from which approval is required.  Industry Canada addresses any spectrum management issues that may arise from 
your proposal and consults with NAV CANADA engineering as deemed necessary. 
 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
Christopher Csatlos 
for 
David Legault 
Manager, Data Collection 
Aeronautical Information Services 
 
cc ONTR-Ontario Region, Transport Canada (2010-390) 
 CPE5-PORT COLBORNE 
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Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2011 5:59 PM
To: 'pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca'
Cc: 'John Andrews'; Terry Hawrysh; Sunny Galia; Tom Lewis; Paul Draycott; Jonathan Veale
Subject: RE: Nav Canada Revised letter & Transport Canada letter
Attachments: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project_Skydive Burnaby_Jan28_11.pdf

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pitt, 

 

On behalf of the proponent for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. and Mr. John Andrews 

(IPC Energy), please find a response letter to your email dated January 27, 2011.  

 

Please indicate once you have successfully received this email. 

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: January 27, 2011 7:16 PM 
To: John Andrews 

Cc: Tom Lewis; Geoff Bell; Terry Hawrysh; Loeffen Farms 
Subject: Nav Canada Revised letter & Transport Canada letter 

 
Good day, 
Please review the revised letter from Nav Canada dated January 19th, 2011 file 10-2614-R1 and the letter from Transport 
Canada in regards to Skydive Burnaby, both entities agreeing that these proposed turbines will adversely affect the safety 
of our operations. 
  
Regards 
Mike & Tara Pitt 
Skydive Burnaby 



 

Morrison Hershfield  |  Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1  Canada  |  Tel 416 499 3110   Fax 416 499 9658  |  morrisonhershfield.com 
 

January 28, 2011 

Mr. and Mrs. Pitt 
Skydive Burnaby 
11531 Burnaby Road, RR #2 
Wainfleet, Ontario L0S 1V0 
pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
Response to NAV Canada Revised Letter & Transport Canada Letter 

 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pitt, 
 
Thank-you for your recent email correspondence dated January 27, 2011. The project team 
would like to inform you that we had previously received and reviewed the letters you forwarded 
from NAV Canada and Transport Canada regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and 
Skydive Burnaby’s operations. We have since included both letters as part of the proponent’s 
Renewable Energy Approval (REA) package, which will be submitted to the Ministry of 
Environment (MOE) for review.  
 
We would like to take this opportunity to address your comments that the letters received from 
NAV Canada and Transport Canada serve as evidence that both Agencies are in agreement 
that the proposed turbines will adversely affect the safety of your skydiving operations. With 
regards to Transport Canada’s correspondence, the letter clearly states that: 
 
“…land-use is a provincial jurisdiction subject to the municipal permit process and Transport 
Canada has no regulations that prevent landowners from development on their lands.” 
 
Transport Canada’s role is to evaluate obstacles for lighting and painting requirements. 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. submitted an Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance Form, which has 
been evaluated by Transport Canada. The project will comply with the lighting requirements 
specified in their evaluation. Further, they state that the Port Colborne Registered Aerodrome is 
not a certified airport and therefore no such airport zoning regulations will be applied to lands 
adjacent to and in the vicinity of the airport. The lack of certification as identified by Transport 
Canada therefore concludes that you do not have a restricted airspace designated around your 
aerodrome. The letter also points out that it is your obligation to adhere to the requirements of a 
registered aerodrome.  
 
The letter received by NAV Canada concerning their review of the Land Use Proposal Form, 
submitted by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. also clearly indicates that NAV Canada has no 
objection to the project as currently proposed. The second paragraph indicates that there is 
advisory airspace that confines the operations of your aerodrome. The letter continues to 
suggest that we contact St. Catharines Parachute Club. This club was previously bought by you 
and renamed to Skydive Burnaby. The project team has fulfilled this request by both direct 
contact in September of 2009 and through correspondence and consultation activities currently 
being undertaken by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. in their efforts to receive a Renewable Energy 
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Approval from MOE. The project team provided you with an invitation to the project’s first Public 
Open House in August 2010, and a response was sent to you regarding your completed 
comment form. At that time we also provided you with the agency contact information we 
currently had on file for Transport Canada and NAV Canada. The project team also provided 
you with a draft site plan of the proposed project.  
 
The design and operation of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project will adhere to all required 
regulatory setbacks and regulations imposed by the appropriate governing authorities. At this 
time, the project has received no objections from any of the regulatory agencies consulted 
concerning the project’s design. Our intention is to move forward with the planning of this 
project, and incorporate stakeholder comments where technically and economically feasible. 
 

Thank-you again for taking the time to inform us of your thoughts. In the near future we will 
notify you about the next Public Open House. That may be a good opportunity for us to discuss 
any further thoughts that you may have about this project. Also, we are available to meet with 
you at a convenient time in an effort to create a constructive dialog on how to further improve 
the design of the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project and address your concerns. Please let us know 
if you believe a meeting will be helpful. In the meantime, please contact us as you see fit. 

 

Yours truly, 
 
 
 
Mr. Sunny Galia Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: Sunny@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 
 
CC: John Andrews, IPC 
       Terry Hawrysh, IPC 
       Tom Lewis, IPC 
       Paul Draycott, MH 
       Jonathan Veale, MH 
 



From: John Andrews
Sent: January 31, 2011 12:30 PM
To: Tom Lewis
Subject: Fw: Concerns for my safety due to wind turbine installations near 
Skydive 
Burnaby

----- Original Message -----
From: Andrea Greening <andrea.greening@gmail.com>
To: ajeffs@wainfleet.ca <ajeffs@wainfleet.ca>; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca 
<rdykstra@wainfleet.ca>; thessels@wainfleet.ca <thessels@wainfleet.ca>; 
bkonc@wainfleet.ca <bkonc@wainfleet.ca>; dwyatt@wainfleet.ca 
<dwyatt@wainfleet.ca>; hainesm@ndp.on.ca <hainesm@ndp.on.ca>; Loeffen Farms; 
sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca <sluey@township.wainfleet.on.ca>; 
planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca <planning@township.wainfleet.on.ca>; 
gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca <gmunday@township.wainfleet.on.ca>; John 
Andrews; Tom Lewis; Geoff Bell; Terry Hawrysh
Cc: mike@skydiveburnaby.com <mike@skydiveburnaby.com>
Sent: Sun Jan 30 21:10:12 2011
Subject: Concerns for my safety due to wind turbine installations near Skydive 
Burnaby

Good day,

I am writing to you today to ask you to reconsider the placement of the 
turbines #4 and #5 near Skydive Burnaby in Wainfleet, ON.  Skydive Burnaby is 
a very important place in my life.  I have been jumping there for almost 10 
years and have worked there as one of Canada's very few female tandem 
instructors since 2007.  I have trained there for two formation skydiving 
World Records.  I have participated there in multiple Canadian formation 
skydiving Canadian Records.  I join my best friends there each and every time 
I go.  I personally need Skydive Burnaby to continue to work towards my goals 
in the sport.  

Since I am a Regular Officer in the Canadian Forces I had to move to Ottawa 
last year.  Nevertheless, many times over the summer I still traveled the 7+ 
hours to visit Skydive Burnaby and the surrounding Wainfleet area.  I would 
not have made that trek, nor spent my hard earned dollars at local 
restaurants, gas stations, shops, festivals, etc if it were not for Skydive 
Burnaby.  I am getting promoted this summer, which means a posting for myself 
and my family.  My first thought was "where can I ask to go that will get me 
back closer to Skydive Burnaby?"  It's where I relax, where all of my friends 
and skydiving family are.  I have skydived all over the world and I always 
tell people that Skydive Burnaby is my home dropzone.  Not only that but Mike 
and Tara Pitt are two of the best employers a person could ask for.  Tara is 
an exceptional leader, a wonderful mother, and a true friend.  Everyone there 
works their hardest and the recreational & first time skydivers keep coming 
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because Mike and Tara are just such wonderful people.  We all know that they 
work even harder to ensure we all feel welcome.  They really do care about 
every single person that walks onto their dropzone.  I am sure that no energy 
company could make the same claim.

As a skydiver and tandem instructor, the turbines really scare me.  Skydiving 
can be risky business but we do everything we can to minimize that risk.  The 
area where the turbine installation is planned is directly upwind of the 
dropzone.  There have been MANY times when I have exited the plane in that 
location.  Without exaggeration it is probably easier to count how many times 
I have not gotten out of the plane near that location.  It's not just the 
enormous moving blades that scare me.  Turbulence is a killer for skydivers.  
Trust me, I have literally seen it kill a man right in front of my eyes while 
I was skydiving in another country.   Hazards like these turbines are not an 
option for us.  We have to avoid them.  Unfortunately, we are also at the 
mercy of the wind.  In order to make a safe landing, either by myself or with 
my students, I have to calculate a safe exit point that's based on wind 
direction.  If there are turbines in the route I have to follow to land safely 
back at the dropzone, there's just no question about it, I cannot jump safely.  
And that's considering if everything I plan goes well.  There are also 
emergency situations to consider.  These turbines extremely limit my options 
for emergency landings as well.

Skydivers and first time jumpers have been bringing business to the Wainfleet 
area for more than 55 years.  The community will feel the loss of these 
visitors and this family business much more than they will gain from the 
installation of these two turbines.  

I look forward to hearing about how you plan to ensure my safety as a skydiver 
at Skydive Burnaby.

Thank-you,
Captain Andrea Greening
1431 Thurlow St
Orleans, ON
K4A 1X8

 

bpringle
Rectangle



 
    UNITED 
    STATES    
    PARACHUTE 
    ASSOCIATION 

5401 Southpoint Centre Blvd., Frederickaburg, VA  22407 ● Phone: 540-604-9740 ● Fax: 540-604-9741 ● E-mail: 
uspa@uspa.org 

 
 
January 31, 2011 
 
 
Mr. Michael Stephenson 
Regional Director General, Ontario 
Transport Canada 
4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400 
Willowdale, Ontario 
 
 
Re: Wind Farm: 5 turbine wind farm - Wainfleet, Ontario (N42° 53’ 
22.4312” W79° 22’ 57.9953” / 475.7218’ AGL / 1059.7113’ AMSL)  
  
 
Dear Mr. Stephenson: 
 
The U.S. Parachute Association (USPA) represents the sport of skydiving in 
the United States and around the world. USPA currently represents more than 
33,000 individuals who enjoy and support the sport of skydiving, with nearly 
500 members that reside in Canada. USPA also represents the interests of 250 
businesses, clubs, and schools that affiliate with the association as  USPA 
Group Members. Skydive Burnaby of Wainfleet, Ontario, is a current USPA 
Group Member facility, which operates an airport that also serves as one of 
the busiest parachute drop zones in the province. USPA members frequent the 
Skydive Burnaby facilities every year, participating in training, competitions, 
and recreational skydiving. Participants make more than 9,000 individual 
parachute jumps annually at Skydive Burnaby. 
  
USPA is adamantly opposed to the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project proposal 
to locate wind turbines in proximity to the Port Colborne Airport and the 
Skydive Burnaby parachute drop zone. While we are not experts on wind 
turbines, our skydiving experience with capricious winds confirms that 
hazards should not be placed in the vicinity of any parachute operation 
airspace. Wind turbines are an obvious hazard to anyone descending under an 
open parachute, since contact with the turbines could be lethal. Without doubt, 
intentionally locating wind turbines in proximity to an airport and busy, well-
established skydiving center would be unconscionable.  



 
 
Surely there are alternatives to the location of the wind turbines that would not 
result in exposing recreational skydivers to such a lethal accident. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jim Crouch 
Director of Safety and Training 
 
Randy Ottinger 
Director of Government Relations 
 
 
Cc: 
Mr. Jonathan Veale   
Environmental Planner                                                                           
Morrison Hershfield Limited                                                               
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario 
  
Ms. Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner                          
Morrison Hershfield Limited 
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Toronto, Ontario  
 
Mr. John Andrews, President  
IPC Energy 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 
Mississauga, Ontario 
  
Mr. Tom Lewis, Manager, Planning & Environment 
IPC Energy 
2550 Argentia Road. Suite 105 
Mississauga, Ontario 
 
Sunny Galla, Project Manager 
IPC Energy 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 
Mississauga, Ontario  
 

 
The United States Parachute Association is a voluntary, not-for-profit association dedicated to the safe enjoyment of skydiving. 

www.uspa.org 
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Jim	  Crouch	  [JCrouch@uspa.org]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  February	  22,	  2011	  4:45	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Cc:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Ed	  Scott;	  Randy	  Ottinger
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  RE:	  Skydive	  Burnaby
	  
Mr.	  Andrews,
The	  last	  sentence	  in	  your	  email	  instructed	  me	  as	  follows:	  “Until	  then,	  please	  discontinue	  sending	  further
correspondence	  to	  us.	  	  Perhaps	  it	  is	  time	  to	  put	  emotional	  issues	  aside	  and	  provide	  some	  real	  rational	  to	  this
situation.”
The	  statements	  in	  the	  letter	  from	  USPA	  indicate	  USPAs	  position	  on	  a	  wind	  farm	  near	  a	  drop	  zone	  issue.	  We	  will	  not
have	  any	  further	  comments.
Regards,
	  
	  
Jim Crouch  | Director of Safety & Training

5401 Southpoint Centre Blvd.  |   Fredericksburg, VA 22407
P: 540.604.9740 ext. 314  |  F: 540.604.9741
Safety Day is March 12! Contact your local DZ for details or click here.
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
From: John Andrews [mailto:john@ipcenergy.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2011 3:54 PM
To: USPA
Subject: FW: Skydive Burnaby
	  
Mr.	  Crouch
	  
Could	  you	  please	  have	  the	  courtesy	  to	  respond	  to	  my	  email	  below	  as	  I	  took	  the	  time	  to	  respond	  to	  yours.
	  
John
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy

http://www.uspa.org/USPAMembers/Safety/SafetyDay/tabid/79/Default.aspx
mailto:%5Bmailto:john@ipcenergy.ca%5D
http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
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From: John Andrews 
Sent: January 31, 2011 4:47 PM
To: uspa@uspa.org; randyo@uspa.org; JCrouch@uspa.org
Cc: Mike and Tara Pitt
Subject: Skydive Burnaby
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Crouch
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  unsigned	  letter	  regarding	  Skydive	  Burnaby.	  	  I	  was	  surprised	  to	  receive	  this	  response	  since	  we
had	  already	  contacted	  your	  director	  of	  safety	  and	  explained	  the	  situation	  over	  a	  week	  ago.	  	  His	  response	  was	  that
the	  turbines	  did	  not,	  in	  fact,	  cause	  a	  safety	  issue.	  	  He	  further	  commented	  that	  as	  long	  as	  the	  aircraft	  can	  operate
safely,	  then	  there	  was	  no	  issue.	  	  Our	  discussions	  with	  two	  fully	  licensed	  pilots,	  one	  a	  veteran	  of	  many	  years	  and
another	  a	  captain	  of	  commercial	  jets,	  have	  both	  confirmed	  that	  they	  would	  very	  easily	  operate	  aircraft	  with	  the
turbines	  as	  they	  are	  currently	  planned.
	  
My	  questions	  to	  you	  are:

·         Define	  proximity	  as	  it	  is	  stated	  in	  your	  letter.
·         What	  is	  the	  scientific	  reasoning	  behind	  this	  concern.
·         What	  regulations	  exist	  in	  your	  organization	  regarding	  any	  obstructions	  such	  as	  cell	  towers,	  transmission

lines,	  highways,	  high	  rise	  buildings,	  etc.
·         What	  jurisdiction	  do	  you	  have	  in	  Canada	  or	  Ontario	  to	  make	  such	  a	  claim.
·         Show	  us	  proof	  of	  the	  number	  of	  jumps	  claimed	  at	  this	  site.

The	  unsigned	  letter	  that	  you	  sent	  to	  Transport	  Canada	  was	  merely	  forwarded	  to	  us	  with	  no	  comment	  which	  clearly
indicates	  that	  they	  have	  already	  dealt	  with	  this	  situation.	  	  When	  you	  have	  demonstrated	  jurisdiction	  in	  Canada
and	  specifically	  Ontario,	  we	  will	  be	  glad	  to	  discuss	  the	  matter	  further	  with	  you.	  	  Until	  then,	  please	  discontinue
sending	  further	  correspondence	  to	  us.	  	  Perhaps	  it	  is	  time	  to	  put	  emotional	  issues	  aside	  and	  provide	  some	  real
rational	  to	  this	  situation.
	  
Regards,
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  

mailto:uspa@uspa.org
mailto:randyo@uspa.org
mailto:JCrouch@uspa.org
http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
bpringle
Rectangle

bpringle
Rectangle



1

Britney Pringle

From: Britney Pringle
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 10:09 AM
To: 'randyo@uspa.org'
Cc: Jonathan Veale; Paul Draycott; John Andrews; 'Sunny Galia'; Tom Lewis
Subject: RE: Wind Farm: Wainfleet, Ontario 

Dear Mr. Ottinger, 

 

On behalf of the Proponent for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project, Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. and the entire project 

team we would like to thank you for your correspondence dated January 31, 2011. Your correspondence has been 

included in the public record for this project and will be submitted as part of the Proponent's Renewable Energy 

Approval application to the Ontario Ministry of Environment for review. If you would like to learn more about the 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Project please visit the project's website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca.  

 

Best Regards, 

 
Britney Pringle 
Environmental Planner 
bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 
 

 
 

Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd.  |  Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1 
Dir: 416 499 3110 x1435  |  Fax: 416 499 9658 
morrisonhershfield.com 
 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Randy Ottinger [mailto:randyo@uspa.org]  

Sent: Monday, January 31, 2011 12:55 PM 

To: Michael Stephenson 

Cc: jveale@morrisonherhsfield.com; Britney Pringle; sunny@ipcenergy.ca; tom@ipcenergy.ca; 

john@ipcenergy.ca; Mike and Tara Pitt; Jim Crouch; Ed Scott 

Subject: Wind Farm: Wainfleet, Ontario  

 

 

Mr. Michael Stephenson 

Regional Director General, Ontario 

Transport Canada 

4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400 

Willowdale, Ontario 

 

 

Dear Mr. Stephenson: 

 

The attached letter is respectfully submitted for your consideration. 

 

 

Regards, 

 

Randy Ottinger 

Director of Government Relations 

 



1

Britney Pringle

From: Lucking, Michael [michael.lucking@tc.gc.ca]
Sent: Monday, February 07, 2011 2:32 PM
To: Sue Bilek
Cc: Britney Pringle
Subject: RE: Regulatory Guidelines for Skydiving Club

Sue, 
  
As per our phone conversation there is no setback requirement for wind turbines from an aerodrome. 
  
The authority for the placement of wind turbines is with a land use authority and does not fall under the scope of the Aeronautics Act 
or the Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs).  The authority for enforcement of the CARs resides with Transport Canada. 
  
It is my understanding tat the CSPA is a membership organization and does not have the authority to enforce their rules except on 
their own members. 
  
Regards, 

Michael Lucking  

Civil Aviation Safety Inspector | Inspecteur de la sécurité d'aviation civile 
Aerodromes and Air Navigation/Aérodromes et Navigation aérienne 
Tel/Tél: (416) 952-1586 Fax/Télécopieur: (416) 952-0050 
Email/Courriel: michael.lucking@tc.gc.ca 
Website/Site Web: http://www.tc.gc.ca/Ontario/eng/air/civil-aviation/aerodromes.htm  
Transport Canada | 4900 Yonge St, 4th Floor (PAD)  
Transports Canada | 4900 rue Yonge, 4e étage (PAD) Toronto, Ontario M2N 6A5 
Government of Canada/ Gouvernement du Canada 
 

From: Sue Bilek [mailto:SBilek@morrisonhershfield.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2011 11:26 AM 

To: Lucking, Michael 
Cc: Britney Pringle 

Subject: Regulatory Guidelines for Skydiving Club 

Hi Michael, 

 

As per our conversation, I am looking for information regarding regulatory guidelines for skydiving clubs.  The Canadian 

Sport Parachuting Association  (CSPA, 300 Forced Road, Russell, ON K4R 1A1 www.cspa.ca), have corresponded with us 

regarding an issue concerning the placement of a wind turbine. 

 

They inform us that they are the authority on such issues as setback distances from the wind turbine.  Can you tell me if 

the CSPA has the legal right to enforce their rules?  If they do not have the authority, could you please tell me who does, 

and what the legalities are surrounding issues of skydiving clubs and wind turbines being placed close to them. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sue Bilek 

Administrative Coordinator 
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Environmental Services 

Morrison Hershfield Limited 
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  splat13@rogers.com
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  March	  16,	  2011	  10:13	  AM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Wind	  turbines	  -‐	  CSPA
 
Dear Sir,
The issue of land use around airports has been forwarded to the committee I chair to coordinate.  I tired to
call.  Please call me at your conveinience. (416)558 1287.
Pat Floyd

bpringle
Rectangle

bpringle
Rectangle



5/5/11 3:01 PMLawyer for Skydive Burnaby.htm

Page 1 of 1file:///Users/jordanbeekhuis/Rankin%20Renewable%20Power/Wind%20Pow…20stop%20the%20turbines_files/Lawyer%20for%20Skydive%20Burnaby.htm

From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  March	  16,	  2011	  11:00	  AM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Pat	  Floyd
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Lawyer	  for	  Skydive	  Burnaby
	  
Hi	  Pat
	  
Here	  is	  the	  lawyers	  coordinates:
	  
MacFarlane Duncan M 
190 Division St, Welland, ON L3B 4A2

905-732-4481
 
Regards,
John
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  

javascript:%20openWin(%22http://ypg.dlcworldwide.com/click2.php/a8f36e6be874a71f380fb80f5ec6a95d?c=1fcd1c2026aecf6840bc14f2599d811f&t=19057324481&dn=MacFarlane%2BDuncan%2BM&e=1299707233&o=noip&y=d&m=n%22,%20%22477%22,%20%22405%22);
http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  March	  15,	  2011	  2:26	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Pat	  Floyd
Cc:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Sean	  Anderson;	  Sunny	  Galia;	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  'Jonathan	  Veale';	  'Britney	  Pringle';

pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca
Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  FW:	  Industrial	  Wind	  Turbines
 
Dear	  Mr.	  Floyd
	  
I	  understand	  that	  you	  are	  now	  responsible	  for	  the	  issue	  detailed	  below,	  however,	  despite	  our	  previous	  attempts	  to
get	  a	  response	  from	  your	  club,	  we	  have	  to-‐date	  received	  no	  information.	  	  If	  this	  is	  such	  an	  important	  issue	  as	  your
club	  has	  insisted	  in	  the	  past,	  then	  why	  are	  you	  not	  providing	  any	  response.	  
	  
We	  would	  appreciate	  the	  courtesy	  of	  a	  response	  to	  our	  questions	  as	  we	  have	  always	  responded	  to	  your	  inquiries.
	  
Regards,
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  
From: John Andrews 
Sent: March 8, 2011 8:58 AM
To: Sean Anderson
Cc: Sunny Galia; Terry Hawrysh; Pat Floyd; 'Jonathan Veale'; 'Britney Pringle'
Subject: RE: Industrial Wind Turbines
 
Thank	  you	  Sean
	  
Could	  we	  please	  get	  a	  response	  from	  Pat	  regarding	  the	  emails	  below.
	  
Regards,
John
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
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From: Sean Anderson [mailto:sean.anderson@cspa.ca] 
Sent: March 7, 2011 6:12 PM
To: John Andrews
Cc: Sunny Galia; Terry Hawrysh; Pat Floyd
Subject: Re: Industrial Wind Turbines
 
Hi,

Please note that Pat Floyd has taken the lead on this and all emails/questions will go through him.

Thanks,
Sean

On Mon, Mar 7, 2011 at 6:31 AM, John Andrews <john@ipcenergy.ca> wrote:
Dear Mr. Anderson
 
We have reviewed both the letters from Transport Canada and Nav Canada as submitted by you.
 
We would like to mention here that none of the letter suggests that the proposed turbines WILL affect the safety of
your operations. We agree with their suggestion of consultation with you for the proposed project and we have
already done it even prior to their suggestion. We have taken utmost care to minimize the impact of the project on
the environment as well as the stakeholders. As per our previous correspondence we had commenced our
consultation with Skydive Burnaby early on in the planning of this project. We had tried to accommodate your
request for keeping the turbines close to Station road. We firmly believe that only two turbines approximately
100m east of Station road do not adversely impact your operations, however, we are always open to honest
dialogue which has been demonstrated by our repeated requests to meet with the Pitts.  We have even offered, at
no charge,  two alternate landing areas which are well away from the turbines for the 20 year period as well as
some assistance for retraining costs to Mr. Pitt but he has also refused this.  We would suggest a scientific and
practical approach to this issue as compared to the emotional one.  You have indicated that you were developing
guidelines for you members regarding setbacks, however, we have not to-date, received any such information from
your organization.
 
We’ll appreciate some information including but not limited to following in support of your claim.

1.0               Scientific drawings and calculations for both drop patterns, travel pattern calculations from chute
deployment at various acceptable altitudes of deployment, heights at the drop and complete flight pattern from
dropping to the drop zone.

2.0               Scientific calculations of the turbulence horizontally and vertically including turbulence intensities from
the turbines up to and including your drop zone. The information may include wind roses and turbulence roses
from all sectors and detailed description of the flight timing and turbulence correlation. Please let us know which
model has been used for these calculations.

3.0               Please let us know why you had not objected to the another project having turbines just west of the Station
road.

4.0               Please let us know how do you avoid other obstructions such as trees, wood lots, wet lands, water bodies,
transmission/distribution lines, roads and traffic. If your students can avoid all of these obstructions in close
proximity, how can they not avoid turbines so far?

mailto:%5Bmailto:sean.anderson@cspa.ca%5D
mailto:john@ipcenergy.ca
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5.0               Please tell us if returning to the drop zone is a rule or exception. If you are supposed to return to the drop
zone normally, how could you travel 1700m horizontally if you were at the height of only 150m at a distance of
1700m?

6.0               Do you take prior written permission from the land owners where your students may drop as required by
regulation/CSPA guideline?

 
We’ll appreciate your quick response. Thanks.
 
 
John Andrews, President

 
Tel:  905-607-1016
Fax: 905-607-5995
IPC Energy
 
From: Sean Anderson [mailto:sean.anderson@cspa.ca]
Sent: January 27, 2011 12:46 AM
To: John Andrews
Cc: AJeffs@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca;
dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; allenma1@parl.gc.ca; Loeffen Farms; Tom Lewis; Britney Pringle
Subject: Re: Industrial Wind Turbines
 
I'm afraid Transport Canada is not responsible for the safety of skydivers in Canada; that responsibility lies
with the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association.

Transport Canada's responsibility in aviation is with regards to aircrew and aircraft operations.  NAV
Canada's responsibility is with the movement of aircraft in the air and at airports.  Neither of these
organizations control skydiving nor do they determine what is safe in skydiving with the exception of
Demonstration Skydiving and that is not a factor here.  

The Canadian Sport Parachuting Association is considered to be the experts in skydiving in Canada and
Transport Canada agrees.

Until we can do a full investigation into the specific hazards of wind turbines with regards to skydiving I
will say that placing them within the distances listed below will put experienced skydivers and the general
public that make skydives at Skydive Burnaby at risk.

Sean Anderson
President 
Canadian Sport Parachuting Association
On Wed, Jan 26, 2011 at 6:27 AM, John Andrews <john@ipcenergy.ca> wrote:

http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
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Dear Mr. Anderson
 
Thank you for your comments.  These will be included along with the other comments that are part of the
Renewable Energy Approval process. 
 
As to your safety comments, it is not our jurisdiction to make safety assessments regarding Skydive Burnaby. 
This issue clearly needs to be taken up with Transport Canada who is responsible for air traffic safety and other
related issues.  As part of our REA process we have applied to both Transport Canada and NAV Canada and the
response we have received has not raised any concerns regarding the placement of the turbines at this project
location.
 
Regards,
 
John Andrews, President
 
Tel:  905-607-1016
Fax: 905-607-5995
IPC Energy
 
From: Sean Anderson [mailto:sean.anderson@cspa.ca] 
Sent: January 26, 2011 1:15 AM
To: AJeffs@wainfleet.ca; hainesm@ndp.on.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca;
dwyatt@wainfleet.ca; allenma1@parl.gc.ca; Loeffen Farms; John Andrews; Tom Lewis
Subject: Industrial Wind Turbines
 
My name is Sean Anderson; I am the President of the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (CSPA).  I
have served in the position for over 5 years and have been on our board of directors for over 10 years.

It has come to my attention that your company is considering placing 2 wind turbines within 1800 meters up
wind of Skydive Burnaby’s landing area.  Skydive Burnaby has informed you that these turbines will pose a
serious threat to their operations and customers; and that you have replied back stating that  our Parachute
Information Manual 1 Section 3.1 states that these turbines are outside the distances stated there.   Those
distances are for hazards more immediately adjacent to a drop zone and do not reflect the minimum
distances required from the extraordinary hazards created by wind turbines; especially up wind of a landing
area.

CSPA is currently looking at addressing what a safe distance would be from a wind turbine; we are planning
on having a safe distance within the next 6 weeks.

I ask that you make no final decisions on the placement of these turbines until after we have concluded our
investigation and reported back.

Sincerely,
Sean Anderson
President 
Canadian Sport Parachuting Association
 
 

http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  April	  28,	  2011	  2:11	  PM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca;	  mike@skydiveburnaby.com
Cc:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  AJeffs@wainfleet.ca;	  thessels@wainfleet.ca;	  bkonc@wainfleet.ca;

rdykstra@wainfleet.ca;	  Sean	  Anderson;	  splat13@rogers.com;	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  Grant
Munday;	  Loeffen	  Farms;	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  Tom	  Lewis;	  Jonathan	  Veale

Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  RE:	  Skydive	  Burnaby
Attachments:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Pat	  Floyd	  email2.htm;	  Pat	  Floyd	  email.htm
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Pitt
	  
Your	  information	  from	  Transport	  Canada	  has	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  obstacle	  clearance.	  	  The	  4	  km	  you	  are	  talking
about	  is	  only	  an	  airspace	  designation	  for	  other	  pilots	  to	  identify	  an	  area	  that	  your	  airfield	  operates	  within.	  	  You	  do
not	  have	  control	  over	  that	  space	  nor	  is	  it	  considered	  restricted	  airspace.	  	  You	  are	  simply	  a	  club	  using	  that	  space	  for
your	  own	  use.	  	  You	  have	  no	  authority	  to	  restrict	  anyone	  else	  from	  the	  use	  of	  that	  space	  nor	  do	  you	  have	  exclusive
rights	  to	  it.	  	  In	  addition,	  the	  CSPA	  is	  simply	  a	  club	  and	  only	  its	  members	  are	  bound	  by	  any	  regulations	  that	  it	  puts
out.	  	  That	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  we	  would	  not	  consider	  the	  observations	  that	  your	  club	  releases,	  however,	  there	  needs
to	  be	  sufficient	  scientific	  evidence	  as	  I	  had	  requested,	  to	  clearly	  show	  how	  your	  club	  arrived	  at	  their	  conclusions.	  
	  
We	  have	  given	  more	  than	  sufficient	  time	  for	  this	  to	  happen	  and	  yet	  we	  still	  have	  not	  received	  anything	  from	  the
CSPA.	  	  If	  this	  is	  such	  an	  important	  issue,	  then	  I	  would	  have	  expected	  results	  by	  now.	  	  This	  is	  now	  the	  third	  person	  I
am	  being	  directed	  to	  contact	  from	  the	  CSPA	  about	  this	  issue	  so	  I	  would	  suggest	  that	  Mr.	  Hodge	  has	  anything	  to
add,	  that	  he	  or	  whomever	  is	  in	  charge,	  is	  welcome	  to	  contact	  me.	  	  I	  have	  left	  at	  least	  3	  voice	  messages	  with	  Mr.
Floyd,	  who	  most	  certainly	  used	  the	  words	  “NIMBY	  issue”,	  but	  have	  never	  had	  a	  return	  call	  after	  our	  initial
conversation.	  	  I	  also	  passed	  on	  your	  lawyers	  contact	  information	  at	  his	  request,	  so	  that	  he	  could	  talk	  directly	  to	  him
regarding	  this	  issue	  but	  never	  had	  a	  response.
	  
You	  and	  your	  lawyer	  Mr.	  MacFarlane	  are	  completely	  unwilling	  to	  even	  consider	  any	  type	  of	  negotiations	  to	  find	  an
alternative	  solution	  to	  this	  situation.	  	  I	  frankly	  cannot	  understand	  why.
	  
This	  whole	  situation	  has	  been	  handled	  very	  unprofessionally	  by	  CSPA	  and	  has	  dragged	  on	  far	  too	  long.	  	  As	  I	  had
already	  stated,	  we	  consider	  the	  issue	  closed.
	  
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  
From: pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca] 
Sent: April 28, 2011 1:30 PM
To: John Andrews; mike@skydiveburnaby.com
Cc: AJeffs@wainfleet.ca; thessels@wainfleet.ca; bkonc@wainfleet.ca; rdykstra@wainfleet.ca; Sean Anderson;
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splat13@rogers.com; Terry Hawrysh; Grant Munday; Loeffen Farms
Subject: Re: Skydive Burnaby
	  
Dear Mr. Andrews,

Thank you for your email. In response we need to clarify some of your points stated. 

First of all Skydive Burnaby and CSPA do not consider this important matter "closed". 

We have and continue to be in constant communications with Mr. Floyd and as recently as 10 minutes ago
asking him if he in fact said what you have claimed he said,and I quote "I did not say anything like that and
as a matter a fact I have a 4 page draft being sent to CSPA of what our requirements need to be " end
quote. 

CSPA has a democratic structure that needs to be followed and sometimes these matters take time. Sean
Anderson is no longer the president of CSPA and the new president needed some time to get up to speed
with this issue. 

The comment sheet states cleary the standard clearance from Transport Canada being 4km for obstacle
clearance which we asked that IPC consider and then we go on to say that it is 380 meters however we made
an error with meters and feet. Depending on how high the turbine in fact is our concern is not only the cause
of turbulance from that distance in location to our airspace for our parachutists as well 80% of our
prevailing winds and the percentage of time our jumpers will be flying over top of these turbines to get back
to our landing area and not to mention many other factors that come into play with emergency situations and
cypres activation altitude are definitly a safety concern. 

We apologize for the length in time with this issue however this matter is no where near a "closed matter"
and IPC will be receiving this approved draft in the nearer future. Please contact CSPA President Dave
Hodge at dave.hodge@cspa.ca or Pat Floyd and you already have his contact information. 

Thank you very much. 
Mike and Tara Pitt
Skydive Burnaby

Sent from BlackBerry

From: "John Andrews" <john@ipcenergy.ca>
Date: Thu, 28 Apr 2011 11:31:20 -0400
To: <mike@skydiveburnaby.com>
Cc: <AJeffs@wainfleet.ca>; <thessels@wainfleet.ca>; <bkonc@wainfleet.ca>; <rdykstra@wainfleet.ca>;
Sean Anderson<sean.anderson@cspa.ca>; <splat13@rogers.com>; Terry Hawrysh<terry@ipcenergy.ca>;
Grant Munday<planning@wainfleet.ca>; <loeffenfarms@sympatico.ca>
Subject: Skydive Burnaby
 
Dear	  Mike
	  
I	  am	  writing	  this	  email	  to	  inform	  you	  that	  as	  far	  as	  we	  are	  concerned	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  alleged	  interference	  with
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Skydive	  Burnaby’s	  operation	  by	  the	  Wainfleet	  Wind	  Farm	  is	  closed.	  	  In	  an	  attempt	  to	  resolve	  this	  matter	  we	  have:
	  

·         Consulted	  with	  Transport	  Canada.
·         Contacted	  Sean	  Anderson	  of	  the	  Canadian	  Sport	  Parachute	  Association	  who	  promised	  to	  provide	  set	  back

requirements	  for	  wind	  turbines	  in	  4	  to	  6	  weeks	  (emails	  attached)	  We	  have	  requested	  that	  he	  provide
scientific	  evidence	  of	  any	  potential	  hazard	  caused	  by	  proximity	  to	  wind	  turbines.	  	  We	  still	  have	  not	  received
a	  response	  or	  any	  comments	  from	  him	  of	  the	  CSPA.

·         Contacted	  Pat	  Floyd	  who	  is	  a	  lawyer,	  skydiver	  and	  pilot	  assigned	  by	  CSPA	  to	  deal	  with	  this	  issue	  and	  during
a	  direct	  telephone	  conversation	  commented	  that	  there	  should	  be	  no	  issue	  with	  the	  distance	  turbines	  4	  and
5	  from	  the	  jump	  school	  and	  furthermore	  commented	  that	  “this	  is	  likely	  a	  NIMBY	  issue”.	  	  	  We	  have	  not
received	  any	  further	  contact	  from	  Mr.	  Floyd	  despite	  our	  follow	  up	  emails	  and	  voicemails	  to	  him.

·         Reviewed	  your	  comment	  sheet	  from	  the	  open	  house	  held	  for	  this	  project	  and	  noticed	  that,	  in	  your	  own
words,	  you	  stated	  that	  you	  require	  10	  times	  the	  height	  of	  the	  turbine	  for	  setback	  distance.	  Since	  the
turbine	  is	  145m	  to	  the	  tip	  of	  the	  blade,	  this	  equates	  to	  a	  setback	  distance	  of	  1.45km.	  	  Since	  we	  are
approximately	  1.8km	  from	  the	  drop	  zone,	  we	  have	  exceeded	  your	  expectations.	  	  We	  note	  that	  you	  have
confused	  metres	  and	  feet	  in	  your	  calculations	  on	  the	  comment	  sheet	  attached	  which	  explains	  your
miscalculation	  of	  distance.

·         The	  proponent	  has	  made	  an	  offer	  to	  you	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  mitigate	  any	  perceived	  problems,	  which	  you	  and
your	  lawyer	  have	  flatly	  refused	  to	  accept	  or	  even	  negotiate.

	  
We	  have	  reported	  all	  of	  this	  to	  the	  Ministry	  of	  the	  Environment	  to	  clearly	  show	  that	  we	  have	  done	  everything
possible	  to	  deal	  with	  your	  issues	  and	  have	  received	  no	  scientific	  evidence	  of	  any	  hazard	  that	  this	  project	  would
create	  to	  interfere	  with	  your	  business,	  therefore,	  the	  matter	  is	  closed	  as	  far	  as	  we	  are	  concerned.
	  
Regards,
	  
John	  Andrews,	  President

	  
Tel:	  	  905-‐607-‐1016
Fax:	  905-‐607-‐5995
IPC	  Energy
	  

http://www.ipcenergy.ca/
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From:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Dave	  Hodge	  [dave.hodge@cspa.ca]
Sent:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  April	  29,	  2011	  4:36	  AM
To:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Andrews
Cc:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  AJeffs@wainfleet.ca;	  thessels@wainfleet.ca;	  bkonc@wainfleet.ca;

rdykstra@wainfleet.ca;	  Grant	  Munday;	  Terry	  Hawrysh;	  Loeffen	  Farms;	  Tom	  Lewis;
Jonathan	  Veale;	  pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca;	  mike@skydiveburnaby.com;
Judy	  Donnelly

Subject:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  CSPA	  -‐	  summary	  of	  position	  and	  issues	  regarding	  your	  wind	  turbines
 
Dear John Andrews,
 
I do apologize for any delay on the part of the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association for our follow-up to
the very real effects that your wind turbines will have on Skydive Burnaby; one of our member skydive
facilities as well as other skydiving centres in Canada. As I hope you would agree investigations in which
human lives and property may be at risk should not be rushed.
 
This letter is a summary of the position and issues of the Canadian Sport Parachuting Association (“CSPA”)
due to wind turbine installations in close proximity with parachuting operations and airports.
 
While listening to various proponents of installation, the argument that “we can therefore we will” used by
the wind tower proponents doesn’t reflect the fact that by introducing significant additional risks to lives and
property also comes with additional liability for those new risks to those proponents.
 
 
Obstacle Guidelines
CSPA supports and adopts the Transport Canada standards, being TP312 “Aerodrome Standards and
Recommended Practices”, as the standards to quantify and limit the aviation risk from other activities at or
near aerodromes. In addition, this includes the guidance in Transport Canada publication, TP 1247 “Land
Use in Vicinity of Airports”. The clearances noted by Transport Canada are essential to the safety of aircraft
and parachutist alike.
 
In that regard, the ICAO (International Civil Aviation Organization) Annex 14, SARP(Standards and
Recommended Practices) for Aerodromes should also be reviewed to demonstrate such requirements are not
limited to our country.
 
Aeronautical Study
CSPA supports and approves the CSA Q850 Aeronautical Study process as the appropriate risk determining
method for aeronautics. It is the CSPA’s position if wind turbines and cell phone towers are to be used in
close proximity to an aerodrome, whether registered or not, the appropriate environmental, regulatory and
land use review should also include the Aeronautical Study process under the Canadian Aviation
Regulations (CARs), which is the CSA Q-850 process.
 
Installations
When looking at the obstacle zone of an aerodrome, especially given parachuting activity, there are certain
aspects that must be brought into consideration. The first aspect is being the drop centre aircraft itself, which
are the take-off, landing and circuit procedures being used. In addition, given the nature of a shorter runway
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length, the emergency requirements for take-off obstacle clearance must be considered. In addition, other
aircraft, including helicopters can be using the aerodrome to land and take-off or just to “fly over” as a way
point on their trip.
 
Another aspect of the parachuting operation that must be addressed is the parachute opening point. The
parachute opening point from the aircraft is usually significantly enough of upwind of the intended landing
area and that at the parachute opening altitude a wind drift will land close to the intended target. This point
in space is called the “spot”. This is also generally the point at which the jump run for the aircraft is taken
so that some of the parachutists start to exit before the spot, so the last parachute group that exits on that
jump run exits just after the spot. In that regard, the spot could be considered more of a line that commences
just before the neutral wind position in line with the drop zone. Two aspects of this must be taken into
consideration.
 
While the normal opening up today is 2500 to 4500 feet above ground, in emergency opening can be
conducted all the way down to 700 feet to the ground. Most parachutes have a back-up emergency
parachute activation device which starts to open the reserve parachute at approximately 700 feet above
ground level. This would allow a safe landing; however, the parachute takes several seconds to open, such
that during an emergency the parachute probably will not open before 400 feet above ground level when
using the emergency activation device.
 
The risks to a parachutist who opens low, whether due to an emergency or makes a miscalculation, of
entangling with the tower and being killed exists and is significant, and must be addressed.
 
In addition, one aspect of parachuting opening is the fact that students occasionally are trained and those
students are not as cognizant as to the effect of wind or the operation of the parachute and therefore
occasionally make mistakes and do not fly the approach to land where they are supposed to. The risks of
students becoming entangled and killed exists and must be studied prior to any construction.
 
Please provide a copy of this letter to your financial institutions and insurance agents so the risk to
aviation that your facilities are introducing to the local airspace are clearly understood and managed
accordingly. In the event of any incident or accident this letter and any inclusions in the registered
letter will be forwarded to the potential Plaintiffs and your Insurers.
 
In addition it is the position of CSPA that any land use or environmental study or review must include input
from the CSPA. As such, it is CSPA’s position that any land use or environmental study or review that does
not include CSPA and the local drop zone operator is not complete and therefore open for review.
 
A formal letter will be sent to you, the Ministry of the Environment, Transport Canada, the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency and their respective government ministers and opposition critics via
registered mail. I would be more than happy to have a copy sent to your insurance and legal counsel if you
could provide me with their contact details; in order to save you time and energy. Further communications
to the CSPA should be directed either to myself, Pat Floyd or our National Office.
 
Yours Truly,

--
David Hodge
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President | Président
Eastern Regional Director | Directeur régional de l'Est
Canadian Sport Parachuting Association
Association Canadienne de Parachutisme Sportif

via Email
cc. Skydive Burnaby 
cc. Township of Wainfleet Staff members
cc. Loeffen Farms
cc. Tom Lewis - IPC Energy
cc. Terry Hawrysh - IPC Energy
cc. Jonathan Veale - Morrison Hershfield

via Registered Letter with further explanation
cc. Ministry of the Environment, Ontario 
cc. John Wilkinson - Minister of the Environment 
cc. Helena Jaczek - Parliamentary Assistant to the Minister of the Environment
cc. Toby Barrett - Official Opposition - PC Critic, Environment
cc. Peter Tabuns - NDP Critic, Environment
cc. Transport Canada 
cc. The Honourable Chuck Strahl - Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities - Pending
Election Results
cc. Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
cc. The Honourable Peter Kent - Minister of the Environment - Pending Election Results
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Britney Pringle

From: Tom Lewis <Tom@ipcenergy.ca>
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2012 3:41 PM
To: tara@skydiveburnaby.com
Cc: Britney Pringle; John Andrews
Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2 
Attachments: Skydive Burnaby Lttr April.13.2012.pdf; Wainfleet_Landuse_Site_Plan.pdf; PN-2279-

MORR_Niagara_FINAL (53985).pdf

Tara,  

 

Attached, Please find a copy of the letter I delivered to your business today advising of the upcoming Public Open House 

#2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy project.  

 

As always if you have any questions feel free to contact me directly.  

 

Regards,  

 

Tom Lewis  
Project Manager  

IPC Energy  

 

Office: 905.607.1016 Ext.229 

Fax: 905.607.5995 

 

 
www.IPCEnergy.ca 

 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
 



April 13, 2012 

Skydive Bu rnaby 
11631 Burnaby Rd. 
Wainfleet, ON. 
LOS1VO 
C/o Atten t ion M ike and Tara Pitt (Hand Delivered) 

Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Notice of Public Open House #2 

Dear Mr. & Ms. Pitt 

This letter is to advise of t he upcoming Wainfleet Wind Energy projects public meeting # 2. As 
you know Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning t o engage in a renewable energy project in 
respect of which the issuance of a renewable energy approval is required. The proposal to 
engage in the project and the project itself is subject to t he provisions of the Environmental 
Protection Act (ACT) Part V.O.l and Ontario Regulation 359/09 (Regulation). 

Meeting Location: 

DATE: June 19, 2012 

TIME: 3:00 p.m.-8:00 p.m. 

PLACE: Township of Wainfleet , Firefighters M emorial Hall, 19M7 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, 

LOS 1VO 


This meeting w ill be in an Open House format allowing attendees to visit any time during the 
event. 

The Draft Project Description Report t itled Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Proj ect 
Description Report describes the project as a wind energy facil ity, with 5 wind t urbines 
proposed. The Vestas V1CO 1.8 M W t urbine model has been selected as t he preferred turbine 
model. A written copy of t he Draft Project Description Report was made available for public 
inspection on July 22, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet Clerk's Office (31940 Hwy. #3, P.O. Box 
40, Wainfleet, Ontario, LOS lVO). The draft Project Description Report can also be viewed 
electronica lly on the project website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

Further, on behalf of Wainf leet Wind Energy Inc. the st udy team has prepared the following 
supporting document s in order to comply with the requirements of the Act and Regulation: 
Co nstruction Plan Report, Design and Operations Report, Wind Turbine Specifications Report, 
Decommissioning Plan Report, Natural Heritage Assessment Report, Environmenta l Impact 
Study, Cultura l Heritage Assessment Report, Archaeology Assessment Report, Noise Assessment 
Report. Written copies of t he draft supporting documents are currently ava ilable for public 
inspection at the following locations: 

2550 Argentla Road, SUIte 105, Mississauga ON L5N SR1 
Tel (905) 607-1016 Fax (905) 607-5995 

http:www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca


• Township of Wainfleet, Clerks Office, 31940 Hwy. #3, 
P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, Onta rio, LOS lVO 

• Wainfleet Township Public Library, 31909 Park Street, 
P.O. Box 118, Wainfleet, ON LOS lVO 

• Or electronically at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca 

To learn more about the project proposal, public meetings, or to communicate concerns please 
visit the project's website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca . 

Attached to this letter please find: 

• Wainfleet Wind Energy's Notice of Pub lic Open House #2 June 19th 2012 

• Land use Map (proposed turbine layout ) 
• Public Open House tt 1 Comments received from Sky Dive Bumaby August 24th 2010 

As always if you have any other questions or concerns please fee l free to contact me directly. 
Also, for your records I have included your initial Comment Sheet from our Public Open House tt 
1 and we welcome any additional feedback you may have with respect to this project. 

Kind Rega rds, 

Cc. John Andrews, IPC Energy 
Britney Pringle, Morrison Hershfield 

21 1 1_1:_'_. __ 2550 Argentl8 Road SUI e 105 Mlsslssauga,O L5N 5R1 
Tel (905) 607-1016 Fa' (905) 607-5995 

http:www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca
http:www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca
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COMMENT SHEET 

RENEWABLE ENERGY APPROVAL FOR THE WAINFlEETWIND ENERGY PROJECT 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE., 

Tueaday, Augu.t24,2010 

Township of Walnfl.et, Flr.flghter. Memorial Hall 


19M7 Park Street, Walnfl.et, Ontario 


Thank you for aHending the fir6t PubliC Open House for Ihe Wainneet Wind Energy Project. Please lake 
a minu1e to complete this briel comment sheet. You are welcome to comment on any aspect of the 
project which you consider 10, be important. All comments will be carefully considered. You may drop 
your completed comment sheet in the box provided or mail or fax by September 24, 2010, to: 

Slmny Gaila or Jonathan Veale 
Project Manager Environmental Planner 
IPC Energy Morrison Hershfleld 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard. Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario l5N 5R 1 Toronto. OntariO M2J 1T1 
Tel.: (905) 607·1016 Tel.: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607·5995 Fax: (416) 499·9658 
Email: Sunny@ipcenergy.ca Email: jveale@morrisonhershfield.com 

Whit .,pecl of the pr0lec' re YOU moat 'n1ertl1ed In? 

fY\.Ch\{\\'-.A iL \20~;1 ,'tr-.A ~ o{· ~ "I'-IDei rnA 11 s. mYh 
ellif ':\il(p.;.v IAj ?::.cAM I \OC'odi. i}..., ikw-t bQ s:: beer" 
~Il~~ ~\\[\(' ~ l1(P1 . 

From ygur periDectlve, what I. the mo.tlmpartlnt con.ld.rltjon In dev.'aRIna Jhl. wind 
project? 

20~\+\ lh i. c-..R ~ W ci.\ ~ 4M,.R C) t Wb tel \<xliii '/J>Qs i "f
~ j 

If.J\LL Q/~. --tt H ...VS}.ICd.-S, OlJ...SC pOS·,'hb= <foe Opc 

o · . ~ is u-- 1\vel{ ~ 
; ~ s C!.r' , 0 v..~ -\0 \J",::::' , 

~l R d OIL If' ( 4 \ .. o.-d. 

Do you hlY' .ny commtnl. !'IIarding Ibis Public ORIn HOUle?".,. Ioc.tloo. In'~nDllioD 
Pt!Hnted. help 'ece1yed on undmt.ndlna 'hi ArOItcl. opportunity to .ak quillian,' 

http:Walnfl.et
http:Walnfl.et


How would you dMcrtbt tb, nalure of your 'at.rtft In tbl. prolH'? 

V Member of the General Public (including resident) 

__ Member of an Interest Group (Please specify: _______""":=:~------I) 

~Ag.ncy Representallve (Please specily: ~y£ , !3U A'Y'<ll.b:j ~~ . 
__ Other (Please speciry: ) 

Do you plan on .vndlng the ,eeond Public Open Hoy" In the Eat.? (Please C1rCle):~ 
Wpuld you Ilk. to '!Clive comtspand.nce aboyt \hit prolICt? (Please clrcle)~O 

Additional Comment. tor th_ Study Te.m; 

( &> ~U kb~~ S. We.~t o£ ,J-... ~::n£Q.ClA..l:\kR o..Q.rQ~. 
~ l>iS lA)c)U..\ck be f\Q.UQ C 1$...< to ili ~a. ~i:J 0 t our 
po fo. cb tAn 5>ts r 

~. (1 ~,' d .~<; i -+ =}V\ ({ .' Sa. ~\fu·~ofd\ 
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- o( ,,c 5+~0..£J.... :oW 1-t_.Lf'bt.\'lo. t")C:(. ,- CS lOX ili 
hci~* 0.£ _1=W, a bC"'';)~ c \~ . 

Thank you for your participation. Your responses to these questions will help us [0 improve the design 
ot the project. 

Comments win be maintained on file for use during the study and may be included in study documentation. 
With the exceptIon of personal lnrormation, all comments will become part of the public record, 

PLEASE PAINT ClEARLY 

NAME; fY\t~ l<.t +-."(O['C\ P \ '-H oL.Lt'"\.O{S C ~ ~~d~t-,",- 8\..V"r--cJJ..'] . 
... 

ADDRESS: I ~ s ':; \ (6 LL{ (>9"Jd rLcl 
CITY: tZa..~d ~~~\fd POSTALCOOE: LoS Iva 
TELEPHONE: AO~ 891· t..t~<o I EMAIL: -t(l.~ ~ <:~\CfL:..k.btJ..(II\o..I(( (el, " 

19116&8SB6 eS:&B B1BlILlILB 
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Figure No. 1
Drawing No.:Project No.:

Title:
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Scale:

WAINFLEET WIND ENERGY PROJECT

Proposed Wind Turbine Site Plan
Landuse (Overview)
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All frames: North American Datum 1983, 
Universal Transverse Mercator Projection, Zone 17N.
ESRI Aerial Photography (Bing 2010)
Project location data provided by IPC Energy and AMEC.

Underground collector lines following Station Rd and Concession
Rd 1 will be contained within the existing road 
network right-of-ways.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING #2
To be held by Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. regarding a
proposal to engage in a Renewable Energy Project

Project Name: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
Project Location: Township of Wainfleet, Niagara Region, Ontario
Dated at: Wainfleet this the 18th day of April 2012

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to engage in a renewable energy project in respect of which the 
issuance of a renewable energy approval is required. The proposal to engage in the project and the project 
itself is subject to the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act (ACT) Part V.0.1 and Ontario Regulation 
359/09 (Regulation). This notice must be distributed in accordance with Section 15 of the Regulation prior to an 
application being submitted and assessed for completeness by the Ministry of the Environment.

Meeting Location:

Date:  June 19, 2012
Time:  3:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Place:   Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial 

Hall, 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, ON   
L0S 1V0

The meeting will be in an Open House format 
allowing attendees to visit any time during the event. 

Project Description:

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in 
respect of which this project is to be engaged in, is a 
Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility 
would have a total maximum name plate capacity of 
9 MW. The project location is described in the map.

Documents for Public Inspection:

The Draft Project Description Report (PDR) titled 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Draft Project 
Description Report describes the project as a wind 
energy facility, with 5 wind turbines proposed. 
The Vestas V100 1.8 MW turbine model has been 
selected as the preferred turbine model. A written 
copy of the PDR was made available for public inspection on July 22, 2010 at the Township of Wainfleet Clerk’s 
Office (31940 Highway #3, P.O. Box 40, Wainfleet, ON  L0S 1V0). The PDR can also be viewed electronically on 
the project website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca.

Further, on behalf of Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. the study team has prepared the following supporting 
documents in order to comply with the requirements of the Act and Regulation: Construction Plan Report, 
Design and Operations Report, Wind Turbine Specifications Report, Decommissioning Plan Report, Natural 
Heritage Assessment Report, Environmental Impact Study, Cultural Heritage Assessment Report, Archaeology 
Assessment Report and Noise Assessment Report. Written copies of the draft supporting documents are 
currently available for public inspection at the following locations: 

•	 	Township	of	Wainfleet,	Clerk's	Office,	31940	Highway	#3,	P.O.	Box	40,	Wainfleet,	ON		L0S	1V0
•	 	Wainfleet	Township	Public	Library,	31909	Park	Street,	P.O.	Box	118,	Wainfleet,	ON		L0S	1V0
•	 Or	electronically	at	www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca

Project Contacts and Information:

To learn more about the project proposal, public meetings or to communicate concerns, please visit the project’s 
website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca or contact: 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 Toronto, ON  M2J 1T1
tel: 905-607-1016 tel: 416-499-3110
fax: 905-607-5995 fax: 416-499-9658
e-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca e-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com

N



 

Morrison Hershfield | Suite 600, 235 Yorkland Blvd., Toronto, ON M2J 1T1, Canada | Tel 416 499 3110 Fax 416 499 9658 | morrisonhershfield.com 
 

April 13, 2012 

Mr. Mikel Joseph Pitt 
11531 Burnaby Rd, RR 2 
Wainfleet, Ontario 
L0S 1V0 
 

Dear Mr. Pitt: 

Re: Notice of Public Meeting #2 for the Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 

Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the 
Township of Wainfleet, in Niagara Region, Ontario. Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. has retained 
IPC Energy to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison Hershfield Limited (MH) to 
perform the necessary environmental studies and consultation.  The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act of Ontario (“the Act”) Part V.0.1. and Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvals (“REA”). 
This notice is being distributed in accordance with section 15 of the Regulation. 

Pursuant to the Act and Regulation, the facility, in respect of which this project is to be engaged 
in, is a Class 4 Wind Energy Facility. If approved, this facility would have a total of five (5) 
turbines with a maximum name plate capacity of 9 MW. The project location is described in the 
map in the attached notice. 

The purpose of this letter and attached notice is to inform you that Wainfleet Wind Energy Inc. 
proposes to engage in this wind energy project, how you can obtain further information on the 
project, and to invite you to attend the Project’s Second Public Open House. 

If you are interested, and would like to learn more about any aspect of this project, please 
attend our Public Open House. Your participation is an important part of our consultation 
process. We are interested in incorporating your input in to the project’s design, where 
technically and economically feasible. The Public Open House will provide you with the 
opportunity to meet the project team, learn about the REA process, and provide comments and 
questions regarding the project. We appreciate your input and welcome your attendance at the 
Public Open House scheduled for: 

Date:  June 19, 2012 
Time:  3:00 pm to 8:00 pm 
Location: Township of Wainfleet, Firefighters Memorial Community Hall 
 31907 Park Street, Wainfleet, Ontario, L0S 1V0 

For More Information: If you are unable to attend the Public Open House or wish to learn more 
about the proposed project, public meeting, or to communicate questions or comments, please 
contact us. 
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Yours truly, 

 

Mr. Tom Lewis Ms. Britney Pringle 
Project Manager, IPC Energy Environmental Planner, MH 
Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Wainfleet Wind Energy Project 
2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600 
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1 
Office: (905) 607-1016 Office: (416) 499-3110 
Fax: (905) 607-5995 Fax: (416) 499-9658 
E-mail: tom@ipcenergy.ca E-mail: bpringle@morrisonhershfield.com 

K:\PROJ\1104036\STAKEHOLDERS LIST\WAIN NOTICE PBLC MTING2_SH LTTR FINAL_APR13_12.DOCX 
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Britney Pringle

From: Tom Lewis <Tom@ipcenergy.ca>
Sent: Friday, June 01, 2012 3:06 PM
To: Mike and Tara Pitt
Cc: John Andrews; Britney Pringle
Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Tara, 

 

The only day that I am available next week is Thursday however,  I can accommodate both morning or afternoon. 

 

Please advise if that works with you and what time would be best.  

 

Regards,  

 

Tom Lewis  

 

Project Manager  

IPC Energy  

 

Office: 905 607 1016  

Fax: 905 607 5995  

 

 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: May-30-12 11:41 AM 

To: Tom Lewis 
Subject: Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2  

 

Hi Mr. Lewis, 
Unfortunately we can't make either of these dates. Do you have any openings for next week? Let me know 
Thanks 
Tara 
----- Original Message -----  
From: Tom Lewis  
To: Mike and Tara Pitt  
Cc: John Andrews ; Britney Pringle  
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 10:52 AM 
Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2  
 
Ms. Pitt, 

 

As a follow up to my correspondence on May 3
rd

, 2012, may I propose the following dates for us to meet? 

 

•         Wed May 30
th

, or Thurs May 31
st

 (Morning or Afternoon)  

If you are unable to meet on the above dates provided would you please suggest a more suitable meeting date and we 

will do our best to try and accommodate your schedule.  
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Regards,  

 

Tom Lewis  

 

Project Manager  

IPC Energy  

 

Office: 905 607 1016  

Fax: 905 607 5995  

 

 

From: Tom Lewis  

Sent: Thursday, May 03, 2012 1:55 PM 
To: Mike and Tara Pitt 

Cc: Britney Pringle; John Andrews 

Subject: RE: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2  

 

Dear Mrs. Pitt, 

 

Thank you for acknowledging that you received our recent correspondence regarding the Wainfleet Wind Energy 

Project and notice of the project’s upcoming second public open house. The purpose of our correspondence was to 

ensure that you were made aware of the project’s upcoming meeting and to reestablish a constructive dialogue 

between both parties.  

 

At this time we would like to meet in person with you to discuss your concerns regarding the proposed location of 

Turbines 4 and 5, and how we may work to resolve them. We would also like to take this opportunity to note that the 

Proponent will continue to consult with Transport Canada and NAV Canada to ensure that the Project’s facility meets 

their regulatory requirements of aviation safety/lighting. 

 

Please advise of a suitable meeting date that is convenient for you and we will do our best to try and accommodate 

your schedule.  

 

Regards,  

 

Tom Lewis  
Project Manager  

IPC Energy  

 

Office: 905.607.1016  

Fax: 905.607.5995 

 

 
www.IPCEnergy.ca 

 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
 

From: Mike and Tara Pitt [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2012 11:34 AM 

To: Tom Lewis 
Subject: Re: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2  
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Mr. Lewis, 
  
We have received your most recent emails in regards to the progress of the Industrial Wind Turbines proposed for 
Wainfleet. 
  
Our concerns remain the same and the safety of our customers remain the same as well. The proposed location for 
Turbines #4 and #5 for Station Road are to close to our landing area for our jumpers. 
  
The President of the Canadian Sport Parachute Association David Hodge had sent IPC Energy a registered letter stating 
the safety concerns that our governing body have issues with and these issues again remain the same. 
  
We are always available to go over and discuss possible alternatives. What you need to understand is that we drop our 
jumpers from the calculations we get from the "upper winds" and the location of proposed Turbines 4 and 5 are in the 
direction that our jumpers are dropped 80% of the time. This has been made clear from day one and will continue to be 
the fact because its just that, the facts of the winds. 
  
Thank you for your time. 
Tara Pitt 
Skydive Burnaby 
905-899-1528 
----- Original Message -----  
From: Tom Lewis  
To: tara@skydiveburnaby.com ; pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca ; mike@skydiveburnaby.com  
Cc: Britney Pringle ; John Andrews  
Sent: Friday, April 27, 2012 12:22 PM 
Subject: Wainfleet Wind Energy Project Notice of Public Open House #2  
 
Mike and Tara,  

 

I have noticed that over the course of the last few years you have provided various email when 

corresponding with IPC Energy and the development team of the Wainfleet Wind Energy project.  

 

In an effort to ensure that you have received the materials send via email to tara@skydiveburnaby.com (as 

attached) and hand the delivered to your residence on April 13
th

 2012 I have decided to forward all 

correspondence to every email account we have on file for you.  

 

Also, for your information hard copies of all Wainfleet Wind Energy’s REA reports, including all draft project 

materials have been provided to the Township and Local Library for review. You will also find a digital copy 

available for personal download on the project’s website at www.wainfleetwindenergy.ca.  

 

As always if you have any questions about the project or comments please do not hesitate to contact me 

directly. 

 

Regards,  

 

Tom Lewis  
Project Manager  

IPC Energy  

 

Office: 905.607.1016  

Fax: 905.607.5995 
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www.IPCEnergy.ca 

 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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Britney Pringle

From: John Andrews <john@ipcenergy.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2012 11:56 AM
To: Mike and Tara Pitt
Cc: Britney Pringle
Subject: Malcolm Allen Letter
Attachments: Reply to Allen.pdf; Lette rfrom Malcolm Allen.pdf

Dear Mike and Tara 

 

Please find attached a letter of response to Malcolm Allen that was sent today.  I have also copied everyone on his cc list 

as well.  This material will of course, also be included in the public consultation material as part of our total Renewable 

Energy Approval. 

 

Regards, 

John 

 

John Andrews, President 

 
 

Tel:  905-607-1016 

Fax: 905-607-5995 

IPC Energy 
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Ottawa, On tario KIA OA6 O ttawa (Ontario) KlAOA6 
Tel: 613.9c5.0988 Tel: 613.995.0988 
Fax: 613.995.5245 Telec : 613.995.5245 
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IPC President John Andrews 

2550 Argentia Rd . Suite 105 

Mississauga, ON 

L5N 5RI 


May 31,2012 

Dear Mr. Andrews, 

I am writing on behalf of my constituents, Mike and Tara Pitt, who requested my assistance in their difficult and 
stressful situation. Mr. and Mrs. Pitt are the owners/operators of Skydive Burnaby, located at 11631 Burnaby Rd, 
Wainfleet, Ontario. The business has been in existence since 1961. 

They are concerned regarding the proposed IPC Energy Industrial Wind Farm project near the Township of 
Wainfleet. Specifically they are alarmed by the proximity of the proposed turbines # 4 and #5 for Station Road. 
These turbines would be approximately 1.7km up wind from the Skydive Burnaby landing area. The fact that these 
turbines would be up wind from the landing area will pose a serious threat to their operations and customers 

Skydive Burnaby attracts over 2,000 tourists to the Niagara Region every year. They also contribute significantly to 
the local economy by referring their tourists to fellow local businesses. Their livelihood would be put in extreme 
hardship should the turbines be placed so close to the landing area. I believe it is not your intention to construct a 
wind energy facility that would negatively impact the surrounding community. 

I am confident that you will review this matter would your most thorough and indulgent consideration. If you 
require any additional information do not hesitate to contact my office. 

Sincerely, 

Malcolm Allen 

Member of Parliament 

Weiland Riding 


Cc: Mike and Tara Pitt 

Tom Lewis, IPC Energy Planning 

Doris Dumas, Director of Environment Approvals Access and Service integration Branch 


..~......~' 
: "; 

\........./ 

ma\colm.allen@parl.gc.ca 

http://www. malcolmaIlen.ca/ 

http:malcolmaIlen.ca
http://www
mailto:ma\colm.allen@parl.gc.ca


Agatha Garcia Wright,Director of Environmental Approvals Branch 
Narren Santon, Senior Program Coordinator, Ministry of Environment 
Helena Jaczek, Parliamentary Assistant to the Minister of the Environment 
Michael Chan, Ministry of Tourism 
Chris Bentley, Minister of Energy 



  2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105, Mississauga, ON  L5N 5R1 
Tel: (905) 607-1016                               Fax: (905) 607-5995 

 
  

                                                    
 
June 8, 2012 
 
Hon. Malcolm Allen, MP 
Room 1020, La Promenade Building 
Ottawa Ontario 
K1A 0A6 
 
Dear Mr. Allen 
 
I thank you for your letter regarding your local constituents Mike and Tara Pitt.  It is 
good to see a Federal MP who takes an interest in  local residents from their constituency.   
 
As you are no doubt aware, regulation of wind farms is a Provincial matter, however, we 
recognize that Transport Canada and NAV Canada, who are both Federal agencies, are 
stakeholders in the project and therefore IPC Energy has worked very closely with these 
agencies to ensure that our project meets or exceeds their requirements for transportation 
safety.  We have received instructions from Transport Canada as to the requirements for 
lighting of the towers and we have had clearance from NAV Canada regarding 
transportation safety for this project. 
 
With regard to the specific concerns of the Pitts, IPC has gone to great lengths to 
accommodate their concerns.  Firstly, we met with Mr,, Pitt in September of 2009 when 
were in the very early stages of planning and development and asked if he had any 
concerns about locating wind turbines in proximity of his business.  He indicated that as 
long as we kept to the west side of Station Road that he was ok with it.  We had planned 
on locating one of the turbines east of Station Road within 1 km of their drop zone, 
however, due to their concerns we moved that tower completely out of the area to a 
distance of greater than 2 km.  The new location does not have the same wind resource as 
the original and therefore it reduced the economics of the project, however, safety was 
our first concern.   
 
During our first open house Mr. Pitt left a comment on the form we provided to the 
public stating that his requirement was that we did not place the wind turbine within 10 
times the height of the turbine.  If we consider from the ground to the very tip of the 
blade in a vertical position, 10 times this distance is 1,400 metres.  Our closest turbine is 
over 1,700 metres from his drop zone so we have well exceeded his requirement, yet Mr. 
Pitt continued to object.    
 
In a further attempt to accommodate their concerns the project owners offered 2 alternate 
landing sites at no cost, to the Pitts as well as some financial assistance over 5 years for 
training and transportation from the alternate site.  The Pitts refused this offer and when 
our lawyer contacted theirs in order to attempt a further negotiation, their lawyer simply 
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hung up on ours and advised his clients not to negotiate with us.  This all concluded in 
early 2011.   
 
Recently we extended an invitation again to the Pitts to sit down and attempt to resolve 
the issue, however, to date we have not had a confirmation from them as to a suitable 
time to meet. 
 
IPC has also investigated jump schools in many other countries and the most stringent 
setback we found was in England where they recommend 1.4km, however, this is only a 
recommendation and not a regulation.  Our own Federal Ministry of Transportation does 
not regulate jump schools which I am sure you are aware of if you have investigated this 
matter to any degree, but recommends a setback of 100m from all obstacles including 
transmission lines, towers, etc from the drop zone for beginners.  This is a far cry from 
the setback we have provided. 
 
Under the circumstances, we believe that we have been more than reasonable in our 
dealings with this issue, however, if you feel that there is need for further discussion with 
your office I would be more than willing to sit down personally to discuss this matter at 
your convenience. 
 
Yours truly, 

 
John Andrews, 
President 
 
Cc: Mike and Tara Pitt 
Doris Dumais, Director of Environment Approvals Access and Service Integration 
Branch 
Agatha Garcia Wright, Director of Environmental Approvals Branch 
Narren Santos, Senior Program Coordinator, Ministry of the Environment 
Michael Chan, Ministry or Tourism 
Chris Bentley, Minister of Energy 
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Britney Pringle

Subject: RE: Meeting

-----Original Message----- 

From: pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca [mailto:pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: July 10, 2012 1:00 PM 

To: John Andrews 

Subject: Re: Meeting 

 

Good day Mr. Andrews, 

 

Sorry we haven't been able to set a time with you and Mr. Lewis as this time is an extremely busy time for us operating 7 

days a week.  

 

We still have the same safety concerns with proposed Turbines #4 and #5 with not if something happens but when to a 

tourist,student jumper or instructor. The prevailing winds 80% of the time come from the west and we drop our jumpers 

1 to 3.5 kms away from our airport having them fly over top of those turbines to get back to us. Not to mention an 

emergency situation when a jumper uses their cypres (automatic opening device). This device will fire the parachute 

open at 750 feet,takes 3-4 seconds to open bringing them to 450-400 feet right in line,on top of a turbine. We've had 

many jumpers land in that field of the proposed turbines #4 and #5 so this is a very serious safety concern with lives at 

stake. We have said this from day one and continue to do so because its the facts.  

 

This project will have a huge negative impact on our survival and the safety of our jumpers will be impacted. Not to 

mention the impact on the tourism in this area.  I don't know what more we can say to make you realize this.  

 

The Loeffens offered additional land north of our site to use however we can't just drop jumpers wherever we please, 

we have a designated area in which Transport Canada approves of. They also offered a sum of money to educate the 

public on the good of Turbines. We declined that offer because again this business is about safety and has been for over 

55 years and not just dropping people wherever. The upper and lower winds tell us where we drop our jumpers to safely 

get back to our designated landing site.  

 

So at this time I'm not sure what a meeting will do to help resolve this matter. If the turbines get approved, you may 

shut our operations down and ruin our right to make a living! Then other matters will take place.  

 

Regards 

Tara Pitt 

Skydive Burnaby   

Sent wirelessly from my BlackBerry device on the Bell network. 

Envoyé sans fil par mon terminal mobile BlackBerry sur le réseau de Bell. 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: John Andrews <john@ipcenergy.ca> 

Date: Tue, 10 Jul 2012 14:36:21  

To: <pneumatic.sports@sympatico.ca> 

Cc: <Tom@ipcenergy.ca>; <BPringle@morrisonhershfield.com> 

Subject: Meeting 

 

 

 

Dear Mr & Mrs Pitt 
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We have attempted to arrange a meeting on several occasions with you in order to discuss a possible solution to your 

concerns regarding the wind turbines in the Wainfleet project, however, you have not confirmed a time or date for a 

meeting.   

  

We are more than willing to meet with you and would suggest July 16th or 18th at any time during the day.  Please let us 

know if this works for you. 

  

Regards, 

  

John Andrews, President 

 &#1995;&#260;  

  

Tel:  905-607-1016 

Fax: 905-607-5995 

IPC Energy <http://www.ipcenergy.ca/>  
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