5.4(d)

From: Robin Jones

Sent: January 19, 2012 2:22 PM

To: Johnson, Brenda; smerritt@westlincoln.ca; Jchechalk@westhncoln ca;
jglazier@westlincoln.ca; eleith@westlincoln.ca; amicallef@westlincoln.ca;
Idileonardo@westlincoln.ca; djoyner@westlincoin.ca; Bratina, Bob; Powers, Russ; Pasuta, Robert;
Lloyd.Ferguson@hamilotn.ca; Clark, Brad; Merulla, Sam; Collins, Chad; Jackson, Tom;
Whitehead, Terry; McHattie, Brian; Morelli, Bernie; Partridge, Judi; Duvall, Scott; Farr, Jason;
Pearson, Maria

Cc: clerk@hamilton.ca; narren.santos@ontario.ca; april.nix@ontario.ca; timhudak@niagara.net;
dean.allison@parl.gc.ca; btreble@westlincoin.ca

Subject: IPC/ HAF Wind Energy Project from the west side of Westbrook road

Mayor Bratina

Mayor Joyner

Hamilton City Council Members
West Lincoln Council Members,

First and foremost, I would like to express my most sincere gratitude for the courageous
voices that have come forth to express our concerns regarding the wind energy projects
that have been knocking at our doorsteps.

Thank you both Hamilton and West Lincoln for calling upon the Provincial Government

to place a moratorium on further wind development in this province. As a resident living
on the boundary road between Hamilton and West Lincoln, the attention and concern we
have received from both council chambers have been our lifeline to hope in this struggle

to preserve our homes.

On January 9th, 2012, T attended a West Lincoln Council meeting, where IPC energy was
asked some tough questions put forth in the best interest of the residents of West Lincoln.
They were questioned about decommissioning, property values, and potential scenarios

that could take place should residents fall ill from living in close proximity to the
turbines. Would IPC decommission, or move the turbines? How has IPC Energy
"mitigated" the NAV Canada objection to this wind farm? What assurances would the
taxpaying citizens who would be forced to live with these projects have down the road,
should their property values decrease? And, in my opinion, the home run by Councillor
Merritt, when she emphatically reminded IPC Energy President, Mr. John Andrews about
the very real tears that fell, at his first public open house, over a year and a half ago.

That was an open house that the residents of the west side of Westbrook Road knew
nothing about. Explained later in a letter from the proponent's consultant, "since the
project is entirely located within the township of West Lincoln we opted to design the
project and consultation to that area” (Mr Jonathon Veale, Mornson Hershfield, HAF
Energy Consultant).

Approximately 800 letters were sent out for the first public open house, and not one of
them "opted" to fall into a mailbox belonging to a Hamilton resident, although many of
those mailboxes are sitting within the project boundary.







As the residents living on the edge of the project envelope, who will be our voice? Who
will pose the tough questions to IPC energy should one of us suffer from sleep
deprivation, tinnitus, heart palpitations, nausea or dizziness? We have had tremendous
support from Councillor Johnson, and hats off to her for her efforts in standing up for her
rural constituents. But, judging by the project description set forth by IPC Energy, there
is doubt as to whether they are prepared to entertain or even acknowledge, let alone
mitigate, any defense that could be launched by the City of Hamilton. It would appear as
though they are strolling through a novice level obstacle course laid out by the provincial
government, all the while knowing they will be handed a ribbon at the end. Please
forgive my analogy, but I just do not understand how something nearly 500 feet in height
with the wingspan of a 747, moving at supersonic speeds, can be shoehorned in so
closely to our homes. And with the winds we are experiencing today, that is frightening.

To date, the province of Ontario has been of no help to the families suffering from the
negative impacts associated with living in close proximity to wind farms, although there
are countless heartbreaking reports on record since these turbines started spinning. The
liberal government has ridiculed, belittled and bullied their already defeated constituents,
who have come forth pleading for help. We cannot count on the provincial government.

We have watched West Lincoln Council with respect and admiration, as they seek to
defend their constituents, (reminiscent of past meetings inside a township hall located
within the Glanbrook boundary)...however, we are not West Lincoln's responsibility.

And although the project location outline stands 80 feet from the front door of this "noise
receptor”, the wind farm is not in the jurisdiction of the City of Hamilton. Yet, our
homes will be less than half to one third of a safe distance as deemed adequate by an ever
increasing number of health officials. And somehow, a project of this magnitude, can
"opt" not to consult the residents on the fringe of the project of their intensions?

So these are a few of the key questions I have at this time:

1) Who will we, the folks on the other side of the dotted line, ask to look after our
best interests should this project move forward? Since the turbine blades are almost
close enough to force Hamilton and West Lincoln to hold hands in the sky, and since they
.will take an large area in the flight path of the Hamilton International Airport off of radar,
(as stated by the president of IPC energy), are both sides prepared to have dealings with
the adjacent municipal government?

2) In line with the 2km setbacks being adopted by some townships, is there room for
a similar bylaw to keep wind farms from popping up too close to neighbouring
townships, and causing unrest between the two?

Ie. A 2km setback for projects from township boundaries would prevent confusion and
uncertainty, like this project is causing. and offer the residents of both communities a
blanket of security from wind farm development on either side, (should planning ever be
returned to the municipal level). Secondly, it would protect the non-participating
municipality from dealing with future property tax reassessments, once the value of the







homes adjacent the wind farm plummet. And finally, it would assure that all constituents
of are guaranteed to have a voice, if nothing more than at the municipal level.

3) Should IPC Energy be engaging in meaningful consultation with the City of
Hamilton due to the proximity of the project location and its constituents? And if so,
who should be bringing this forth?
From the consultants report on HAF energy project, as taken from the attachment:

‘page 1
5.1
1. "the rational for the study area, as defined in the project location, is not provided
and there is concern that potential land use impacts west of the proposed turbine
locations have not been properly considered. In other words, the turbines are not
located centrally within the study areas despite the proximity to rural settlement areas

* and natural features west of the subject area, as currently defined"...."the study area
not extending further west may be attributed to a different municipal authority and the
potential complications resulting from working with 2 different GIS systems."

2. "The close proximity of the project to the west boundary of the region of Niagara
should require consultation with any and all nearby affected Municipalities."

If items 1. and 2. from 5.1 of the consultants report are not explored and consultation is
not enforced, what recourse will the City of Hamilton have in the event that the HAF
Energy Project is not a good neighbour?

And on a final note, I implore Hamilton City Council members to consider the message
they will be sending by amending the moratorium on wind farm development to include
only the Glanbrook boundary. In doing so, the weight of the moratorium will be
lightened, and it will appear as though it is only in place to appease a small populus of -
constituents, when, in fact, the Hamilton Wind Moratorium sends a strong message to our
province, (with power that a "reminiscent township" hall could never have achieved), to
restore democratic rights, and to do their due diligence and to "do no harm". Please do
all that you can so that wards 12, 13, 14 and 15 never have to be subjected to the gut
wrenching uncertainty as to the future of their quality of living, that Ward 11 is currently
being forced to deal.

Hamilton has done a great justice to the rural people in this province who are, and who
will, suffer from irresponsible wind farm development, which can be placed as close as
550m from the centre of our homes. Yet, our own Provincial Government has put a halt
to offshore construction of wind energy projects, which require a S km buffer from
shore, due to a lack of science. Amending the Hamilton Moratorium in hopes of
generating a job market in Hamilton for the proposed offshore projects, prior to the
province lifting their own offshore wind moratorium, would simply be putting the cart
before the horse. Please, do not give our province the green light to construct any new
wind facilities, prior to sorting out the inconsistencies in safe setbacks, the consequences
to the natural and residential environments, and the pure lack of science, by amending the
moratorium so it carries less clout.







Please...do no harm.

Kindly,

Robin Jones

Attachments:
HAF consultants report, as referenced above

HAF notice of proposal, reference to the Hamilton hamlet of Woodburn, that was never
distributed by mail or media to this area

HAF correspondence, as referenced above







REPORT TO PLANNING/BUILDING/ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE

April 11, 2011
TO: Chair and Members of the Commitiee
‘FROM: Brian Trebké, Director of Planning and Building
- RE.: Technical Report
HAF/IPC Wind Energy Project and Municipal Review
REPORT NO.: PD-046-11
RECOMMENDATIONS

" That, Report No. PD-046-11, dated April 11, 2011, relating to the HAF/IPC Wind Energy Project and Municipal
Review, BE RECEIVED; and,

That, the Municipal Review Summary completed by Jones Consulting Group Ltd. on behalf of the Township of
West Lincoln be forwarded to the Wind Energy Project applicant and copied to the Province, requesting
responses to the questions raised prior to completion of the formal Municipal Consuiltation Form for submission
to the Province as part of the Renewable Energy Application under the Provincial Green Energy Act (REA)
package; and,

That, a recommendation report on the completion of the Municipal Consultation Review Form be presented to
Committee once the additional requested material has been received.

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The purpose of this report is to inform the Planning/Building/Environmental Committee (the Committee) that
the Jones Consulting Group Ltd. has now completed a review of the HAF/IPC Wind Energy Project support
materials on behalf of the Township of West Lincoin. Further, this report provides a copy of Regional
comments and NAV Canada comments to the Committee for information purposes. Further, a representative
of Jones Consulting Group Ltd. (Mr. Tim Cane) will be in attendance at the Committee meeting and will assist
staff in responding to questions from the Committes.

BACKGROUND

HAF/NIPC was awarded a FIT Contract in April of 2010 and was authorized by the Province of Ontario to
prepare a REA for the construction of 10 mW of wind power. Since then, the wind energy consultants have
been completing the various support documents for submission to the Provincial Ministry for approval. Support
documents include: Project Description Report, Wind Turbine Specification Report, Design and Operations
Report, Decommissioning Plan Report, Construction Plan Report, Cultural Heritage Report, Environmental
Impact Assessment Report, Water Assessment Report and an Archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 Report.

On November 17, 2010, an incomplete package of all of these reports was provided to the Township of West
Lincoln with an indication that the 90 day municipal consultation period had begun. As a result, in mid
December 2010 the CAQO and Director of Planning and Building had a meeting with representatives of
HAF/PC and requested detailed information on the servicing and road impacts that were proposed. Initially,
this information was promised to be provided by late January 2011 and later Township staff was informed that
the detail was not yet available. To date, the requested information has still not been received.




PD-046-11 ' | : 2
HAF Wind Energy Project and Mumcipa! Review

The applicants advised however, that the requested information plus other missing reports were not required in
order to complete the Municipal Consuitation Review Report.

Township Staff subsequently contacted Provingcial staff within the REA approvals branch of the Ministry of the
Environment (MOE) in order to determine the rules. We were informed that a change to the Green Energy Act
that took effect on January 1, 2011 now requires that the applicants provide the municipality with all justification
reports that will be submitted to the Province to support their REA application. Unfortunately, projects that
began prior to January 1, 2011 do not have to do so. As a result, it is very likely that the municipal consultation
period began in November of 2010, Despite this, Township staff was advised that as long as a local
municipality is working productively to complete their response, it is unlikely that the Province would approve a
REA application without the municipality's comments. I however, the municipality is viewed as being
uncooperative, approval can occur without municipal comments.

With this in mind, Township staff has stayed in touch with Provincial staff in the approvals branch of the MOE.
Jones Consulting Group Lid. was hired by the Township of West Lincoln on February 22, 2011 to complete a
review of the various justification reports on behalf of the Township of West Lincoln. Their report is at
Attachment 1 to this report and clearly notes that additional material and clarification is required. A
representative of Jones Consuiting Group Lid. will be in attendance at the April 11, 2011 Commlttee meeting
and will be abie to address questions of the Committes.

The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. report has also been provided to the Township of West Lincoin Public Works
Department for review and comment. A future report must address the municipality’s preference on how to
address the unopened portion of Burns Road that is proposed to be used to access one of the turbines.
Further, Staff believes that agreements will be required prior to services being installed in Township road
allowances. This will also be the subject of a future report.

In addition two other items are provided for the benefit of the Committee. These included Regional comments
(Attachment 2) and comments from NAV Canada (Attachment 3).

Staff is recommending that the municipal consultation review form not be completed until additional material is
provided by the applicants to respond to the questions raised in the Jones Consuiting Group Lid. letter. Staff
therefore proposes to send the letter dated March 31, 2011 to the applicant, with a copy to the Province,
requesting additional input prior to completion of the municipal consultation review form.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Jones Consulting Group Lid. letter
2. Letter from the Region of Niagara
3. Letter from NAV Canada

Respectfully Submitted By:

L Sk

Brian Treble, MCIP, RPP -
Director of Planning and Building

SHAPLANNING DEPARTMENTWReaporis\Projsats\201 Nnformation\HAF 1PC Wing Energy Prolect and Muricipal Review.04.11 doex
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P
;!.i‘ VIA EMAIL
y
£===== ' Brian Treble,
‘ Dirsctor of Planning & Butldlng,
O N E S Towrsship of West Lincoln,
318 Canborough Street,
CONTITING GROUP (T2 Smithviite ON LOR 2A0
PLANNIRY, ENGINEERS, JUAYEYORS ) }

Deacr Mt Treble:

Re:  HAF Wind Energy Project - Municipal Review Summary
Qur File: WES - 11116(11)

A.  Infroduction

Further to your letter of engagement dated February 22, 2011, we have underiaken our
review of the HAF Wind Energy Project, The primary focus of our review was to follow the
prescribed questions In the Minishry of the Environmenf Renewable Energy Approval
Consuttation Form for municipdiifies and local authoritles under section 18(2) of Ontario
Regulation 359/09. This Regulation was Issued under the Environmenial Protection Act
and relates to the new Renewabie Energy Approvals process.

B. Methodology

Our work Included a detailed revew of the Draft Renewabls Energy Approval package
prepared by Morrison Hershfleld dated October 2010, In addlifion, we were provided with
some existing Township road information and we conducted a site visit on February 23,
2011, Lastly, we participated In a conference call with the proponent on March 3, 2011,

c. Rsview

We offer the fol!ow!ng comments with regard to Part B, Secfion 5 of the Ministry of
Environment Renewable Energy Approval Consultation Form, In order to facliltate your
raview, wa have used the same numbering and headings as contaned In the Ministry
Form Our comments below are structured ag a response to the Ministry,

81 Project !.ocoﬁon

1. The raflonal for the Study Areq, as defined In the Project Description Report, is not
provided and there s concem that potential land use impacts west of the
proposed furbine locations have not been properly considered. In other words,
the tubine locations are not loceted centrally within the Study Area despite the
proxirmity of rural settlerment areas and natural features west of the Subject Area as
currently defined. The inappropriateness of the curently defined Shudy Areqg Is
further llustrated by the prodmity of an alrfleld within approximately 2 km of
Turbine 4. The alfield Is approxdmately 150 maters outside of the Study Area. The
Study Area not extending further west may be attibuted to a different municipal
authoity and the potential complications resulfing from working with 2 different

&S systerns,

i
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2, The close proximity of the project to the west boundary of the Raglon of Nlagara

should require consultation with any and all other neaiby affectad municipalittes.

. The Project Description Report suggests that the project may Involve 4 or §

turbines. Section 1.6.2 Indicates that alfernotive 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 fims.

. Corrsspondence from NAV Canada dated March 17, 2011 Identifles impacts on

the Hamiifon, Stoney Creek, and Grimsby Alrports due to the location of the
proposed wind turbines, The letter concludes that “due to the nature and
signfficance of the negative Impact on our capdbiliies and services, NAV
Canada oblects to this project moving forward.”

Transport Canada regulates aeronautics In accordance with the Aeronautics Act
and the Canadian Aviation Regulafions (CARs). Transport Canadd’s role with
respect fo obstacles such as wind turbines s fo assess them for lighting and
marking In support of avialion safely, Pricr o construction of wind turbines/wind
farms, Asronaufical Obsiruction Cleagrance Forms should be submitted Yo
Transport Canada.  As part of the wind farm siing process, wind energy
compadnles ara also expected to contact aerodrome and alrport cperators (In
addition to NAV Canada) prior to the construction of wind turbines to ascertain
thelr ceronautical requirements based on the applicable CARs.

Depeanding upon the particular application and characterlstics of the affected
nearby dirport/aifleld, the HAF Wind Project may need to be re-sited or modified
in ferms of height and/or location to minimize Impacts on aviation safety and
radar support Infrastructure,  Turbine 4 I3 approximately 2 km from the dirfleld
located near the Irtersection of Silver Street and Westibrook Road,

. The UTM coordingtes for Turbines 2 and 4 In the Design and Operations Report do

not match the noise modeling coordinates contalned In the HGC Acoustic
Assessment Report, While the differences do not appear large, we note that
Turbine 2 is already closely focated to a Provinclally Significant Wetland and a
further shiffing of the hurbine may have Impacts on natural heidtage.

The Township requests that the coordinate locations for each turbine be consistent
and any mapping. naturdl herdtage impact assessment and nolse modeling be
updated accordingly for the Township 1o be fully able o comment on the Project
Location.

As a slde note, Table 3 of the Design and Operations Report incomrecily prasents
the coordinates of the project using Latitude and Longitude when in fact UTM
coordinates are presentad,

. The Wind Turbine Specification Report (5 1.2) and the Acousfic Assessment Report

state that the maximum sound power level of the V-100 turbines Is 108 dBA at a 10
meter height. However, according fo Appendix 1 of the Wind Turbine
Specification Report, which Is the brochure for the Vesta V-100, the maxdmum
sound power fevel Is 106.5 dBA at hub helght (36 meters). The Township requests
clarification on the relationship of sound power level and hub height, In parficular,
ff a wind furbine Is being modeled as a paint source of nolss at 95 meters above
the ground, then should the 1048 dBA maxdmum sound pressure value be used
reither thon the 105 dBA sound pressure value at 10 meters.

Heyad Offles:
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Furthermore it Is noted that the warranted sound level from Vestas I8 plus/minus 2
dBA which could result In source sound levels of up to 108.5 dBA or 107 dBA at 10

meters,

The nolse consultant should confirm whether the 1.5 dBA and the plus/minus 2 dBA
wananted sound level eror would impact the modeling resulls, This confirmation
should look gt receptors that have modeled nolse levels dlready close to the
maximum 40 dBA limit ¢.e. Receptor 120 already at 38 dBA),

Detalls of the maintenance bullding referred to In Secflon 2.10 of the Construction
Plan Report are requested as required by Table 1 In Regulation 359/09.

The Township requests that the findings of the Stage 2 Archeological Study be
upheld and that a minimum 10 meter buffer be provided between the cemetery
and proposed switching staflon.  The Township dlso requests that the siting and
design of the switching station respect the private outdoor amenity space of the
dwslling located across Abingdon Road.

Projact Roads

Provide comment on the propossd project’s plans respecling proposed road
access ‘

Section 2.2 of the Construction Plan Report doss not provide any detalls regarding
the proposed conshruction routes, frequencles, and oversized truck dimensions for
construciion materlals and turbline component delivery. This detall is required by
the Township to comment on road and access issues in accordance with
Reguiation 359/09. We highiight that dll reduced load restictions and fiming
windows should be noted and adhered 1o,

In order fo access Turbine 4, the Proponent will require access through the
currently un-ocpened road allowance of Bums Road, located between Concession
Road 5 and Sixteen Road. A legal agreement between the Township and
Proponent will e required to permit access through this right-of-way.

Turbine 1 and Turbine 2 are setback 45Tm and 205m respectively from the Sixteen
Road right-of-way, Turbine 3 Is setiback 634m frorm Abingdon Road and Turbine 4 is
setback 110m from the Bums Road rght-of-way. These setbacks adhere to
Regulation 389/09 and accordingly are acceptable to the Township.

Identify any Issues and provide recommendations with respect to road access

There appears to be a lack of Information regarding the project’s approach to
obtaining municipal consent for use of the Township's road dlowances. If the
proponent wishes to use municipal lands than the project will need o provide
more detail regarding slechical lines and upgrades within the rght-of-weays. For
axample, Section 4.0 of the Water Assessment and Impacts Report does not
provide sufficlent data for the Township to comment as per regulation 359/09.

The Township should request that off distrlbution Infrasfruchure 8 codocated and
burted as a condition of the renewable energy approval.

The Proponent i propasing to use an unopened Township right-of-way. As such,
the type of access agreement betwaen the Proponent and Township needs o be

Haad Qffles;
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'53  Municipal of Local Authiority Connections

5.3.1 Provide Comment on the proposed project pians“ reiated to the location of and
fype of municipal service connections, other than roads

1. There Is no Township owned municipal service connections planned as part of the
development proposal,

5.3.2 Ideniify any Issues and provide recommendations with respect fo the type of
municipal service connections, other than roods

No Comment,

54 Fagilily Other

54.1 ldentity any Issues and recommendations with re¢pect o the proposed
landscaping dasign for the facility

No Comment

'5.4.2 Frovide comment on the proposed project plans for amergency management
procedures/safety protocols

1. The Key Contact Ust provided In Table 5 of the Dedgn and Operations Report
should Include the local Ministry of Environment office in addition to the Nlagara
Peninsula Conservation Authority.

2. Detdlls are requested with respect to the characteristics and quantities of
hazardous materials to be stored within the proposed Malntenance Bullding and
on the surrounding lands.

3. 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 and not sufficient for a
muft-miiffion dollar hrbine. I the context of a rural fire department with imited
resources, confimation that these tools are sufficlent to avold catastrophic fire is
raquested. Research Identifles that fire Is the second most common accident
cause and that there have been approximately 150 fires to date assaciated with
wind energy prajects.’

4, Thers Is no reference In the Design and Operations Report to lcing condifons and
maasures to reduce the incidence of Ice throw. The Towrship is fully aware that
turbines monftor lce formaflon through blade Imbdalancs: however, It s
documented that this defection systemn falls to shut the furbine down befors Ice
can form and possibly be thrown, The Township requests that the Project’s safety
protocol e expanded to Include procedures for icing condifions (l.e, shut down
and start-up procedures, public noflce, efc.) In addltion to Installation of an Ice
Monttoring Sensor that shut down the turbine durng potential lcing conditiorss,
before ice forms en the blades. This i§ o precautionary rather than reactionary
safety system.  This requirement should be noted It the Emergency Management
Plan and Environmentdl Effects Moniforing Plar, ‘

, 5
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The Township requests that the Emergency Management Plan Include the
racuirement that detalled maintenance logs, certified by a qualifled Individual, be
fled annually with the Ministry to ensure on-going long-term maintenance of the
turbines. The purpose of fillng these logs Is to ensure the long-term operation of the
turbines follows the manufactures specifications and requirsments. ~

Idenfify any lssues and ‘Tecommendations with respect to the proposed
emergency management proceduras/safety protocols

The Township feels that the project would benefit rom a Community Relations
Committee established during the operation of the project. This Committee could
meet a3 required and Include representatives from the Township, Community and
Proponent to effectively deal with any arsing operational Issues or complaints and
provide an effective conduit of Information resulfing from the communications
plan refered to In Section 5.0 of the Design and Operations Report. Examples of
fterns fo discuss Include any safety Issues, noise concerns, maintenance activittes
etc, We also recommend that a Dispute Resolution Protocdl be estabilshed so
residents are awara of exactly how concerms etc, will be handled.

Identify any Issues and recommendations with respect to any Easement or
Restrictive Covenants associated with the Project Location

The Township was unable to find any detdlls regarding what easements and/or
reshictive covenants that may be required for the project. Additional detall Is

requested,
Praject Construction

Identify any lIssues and recommendafions with respect to the proposed
rehabliitation of any temporary disturbance areas and any municipal or local
authorily Infrastruciure that could be domaged during consfruction

The Township does not consider the stabllization of ercsion prone areas to be
discretionary as presented In Section 4.3 of the Construction Plan Report. The
Township requests that ercsion and sedimentation plans be prepared and
submitted for Townshlp and Agency review pror fo commencement of site
atteration in order to protect surface water quadlity and natural herttage

charactearstics,

Any disturbed or damaged areas (within a Township owned right-of-way) resulting
from the construction of continued maintenance of the proposed turbines shall be
required to be reinstated by the Proponent to ifs original condition or better 1o the
satisfaction of the Township.

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 Townshlp right-of-way,
The posted security will be reduced once the work s completed and final
approval of the gs-bulltt plans ccours,

The Township requests that the proponent snter Into an agresment respecting the
use of municlpd property.

8
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652 Identlly any Issues and recommendations with respect o the proposed location of
fire hydranfs and connections o exisling drainage, waler works and sanitary

sowers
No comment.

55.3 Identlly any Issuas and recommendations with respect fo Ihe proposed location of
_burled kiosks and above grode ufility vauits

1. “As Bullt” Information will be required 16 be submitted o the Township detailing the
lccation and depths of any bured klosks and above grade utility vauits located
with a Township owned right-of-way,

554 |deniity any issues and recommendations with raspect fo the proposed location of
oxisting and proposed gas cm_:l elactricity lines

1. Section 2.5 and 2.7 of the Construction Plan Repon require clarfication about
detalls of the collector system and whether it Is o be above or below grade.
Detalls are also requested regarding where above ground transmission facliiles will
be located, whether they will be new faclliifles or codocated, and what Hydro One
distibution lines will have 1o be connected. This information I8 required to
determine use of the municlpal dght-of-way,

5.5.5 Provide comment on the proposed project plans with respect fo Building Code
permils and licenses

1. Permits will be required under the Bullding Code Act The Proponent will be
responsible to ensure all appropriate submissions are provided to the Build%ng

Department.

§.5.6 Identify any Issues and recommendations reilated fo the Idenfification of any
significont natural features and water bodies within the municipality or territory

1. Further to our previous comment regarding the Study Area not extending further
west, It Is unclear If the Natural Herlfage Assessment Report considered potenfial
Impacts west of the cument study area. This concem Is llusirated in Section 3.2 of
the Report where Shor-aared Owis “wera found just outside the boundares of the

stucly areq.”

2. Secfion 3.2 of the Natural Hettage Assessment Report Incorectly refers to the
“Township of Wainfieet Official Plan.” rather than the West Lincoln Official Plan,

3, We provide the following comments with respect fo the concluslons made In
Section 4.2 of the Natural Hedtage Assessment Report:

s With respect to the Bald Eadle, the report states that there s no suitable
habitat within 120 meters of the project works; however, no detalls are
provided on what are suftable habitat and how this statement Is justified,

+ Desplfe Section 3.2 of the report stafing that it s almoest certain that
wintering birds (Short-eared Owisy are occasionally present In the project
area’, Sectlon 4.2 concludes that this habitat 18 not considered significant.
Futher detal and onalysls would cssst In fully understonding his

7
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concluslon. In addifion, wintering areas may be located In proximily to the
project outside of the “Study Areq”.

o Section 3.2 states that the Bobolinks are designated as Threatened by
COSEWIC; howevar, Section 4.2 concludes fhat the habltat around the
project Is not considered significant.  Further jusiffication for this conclusion

ls requested,

« Tubine 4 is located In a Roptor Wintering Area and In close proximity to
another larger raptor wintering area to the west totaling opproximately 16
hectares. Turbine 2 Is located In close proximily to a seres of raptor
winterng areas tofaling approximately 21 hectares, Desplle these
features, Section 4.2 concludes that because the sites Individually are less
than 20 hectares, they do not represent significant raptor wintering and
roosting areas, We beslleve that an assessment on the collective eifect of
a series of winterng arsas In close proximity together with the specific
turbine locations should be undertaken to further Justify this conclusion,
Additional analysis Is warranted based on higher than expected mortality
rates for the Wolfe Island Wind farm and s location In an IBA for raptors.?

» There Is concem about the cumulative natural herfage Impacts possible
because of the Turbine 4 localion. The turbine Is located In a Raptor
Wintering Areq, Is located in close proximity and In betwsen two PSWs and
a connecting watercourse, Specific attention fo this Issue Is requested.,

4, The Natural Hertage Assessment Report contains no andlysls with respect to
Turbine 2 and its location within 30 meters of a PSW. In fact, the 100 meter
diameter of the turbines blades will actually be within (above the PSW) by
approximately 20 meters under west and northwest wind condifions (common 1o
the areq). Glven that development Is not pemmitted in g PSW, the close proximity
of the turbine and the Incursion of ifs blades Into the dirspace above the PSW
warrant some form of analysls and assessment.  Of particular concem Is the
impact of future maintenance activities of the blades that may occur over the
PSW and the potentlal for contaminants (efer to Section 3.1.7 of the
Environmental Effects Monltoring Plan).  Specific mitigation measures for this
turbine should be considered. Another concern Is the potential for fire fighting
chemicals and splled motedals to enter the aquatic habltat as Identifled In
Section 5.4 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan.

5. Sectien 53 of the Natural Heritage Assessment Report states that no residual
Impacts are expected If mitigation measures are carrled out, It Is uniclear how the
Issue of “motion smear” Identifled in Section 6.2 will be mitigated when it suggests
stripping or solld colours be used on the furbine blade(s).

6. The PSW Immedlately east of Turbine 1 Is Identified as terminating af an existing
hedgerow; howsver, our site visit and review of the cerdl photography Indlcates
similar stte characterstics may In fact extend the PSW further west towards the
turbine, We recormmend that the proponent meet on site with MNR, the NPCA,
and the Township fo conflrm the limit of this PSW and determine if there reglional or
locdl significance if the PSW does not extend further, If the PSW does indeed
extend further west, then the water crossing required for Turbine 1 could actually

 Windtam turbines deadly for birds, bats, Globe and Mail, June 9, 2010.
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be occurring within the PSW. A shifting of Turbine 1 south of the hibutary should be
considered to avold a water crossing in this sensitive location.

A similar PSW boundary confirmation process with MNR, the NPCA and the
Townshlp should be carred out for all turbines within 120 meters of a PSW. In
addition, there may be characteristics of the wetland communities that moke
them reglonally rather than provincidlly significant. Final furbine placements and
mitigafion measures should reflect any wetland values and funcfions,

Simitar fo our comment above, our site vislt and assessment of the aqerial
photograph on the Region GIS does not suggest a sudden change in site

- characteristics that would proceed the PSW located south of Turbine 2 from

extending westwards, The proposed access road for Turbines 1 and 2 may require
a crossing within a PSW or In very close proximity (10 {o 15 meters), We note that
there diready cppears to be earth moving works within 120 melers of the
proposed access road and PSW.

Saction 3.1.3 of the Environmental Effects Monitorling Plan Indicates that a buffer
zone of 120 meters be maintalned beiween the end of ditching and any
wetlonds. I s unclear how this mitigation will be redlized af the enfrance to
Turbines 1 and 2.

Section 3.1.8 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan states that snow from
access roads will not be relocated within 120 meters of a wetland or
environmentally sensifive area.  Snow clearing and salt/sand application on
access roads for Turbines 1 and 2 will be within 120 metes of the wetland.

Section 4.1 of the Environmental Effects Mitigation Flan states that “no
construction activities will be permitted from March 1* - August 1* to protect. .
nesting raptors”. This conflicts with Table 1 of the Design and Operation Report
(and Section 1.1 of the Consfruction Plan Reporf) which shows construction
commencing In June 2011 and Operations commencing In October 2011, Detalls
of construction activitles that are conslstent with the Environmental Effects
Monitoring Plan and any other mitigafion techniques are requested,

We ailso question the fiming of ‘the project as a resulf of mitigation fechniques
Identiflied under Section 4.4 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan for water

crossings. E

Simllar fo the previous comment, the construction timetable does not appsear to
reflect the firming restrictions for fish habltat as identifled In Table 1.0 of the Water
Assessment and Impacts Report, The Township requests a revised consfruction
fimeline that reflects fish habitat sensifivities,

The Township requests additional detall about how the Environmental Effects
Monitoring Plan (Section 4.4), and the need for 10 watercourss crossings, has been
considered against MNR fish habltat classifications including “Critical® Type 1
habitats downsiream of the proposed crossings.

. It ls not clear In the documenialion how excavated material will be stored and or

transported to meet the requirements of Section 4.4 of the Environmental Effects
Monitoring Plan. The need to avold stodng sediment within 120 meters of o
waterbody and wetlond will require significont tuck movements, Detalls of
rmaterfal handiing and its storage s requested.

2
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Section 2.3 of the Consfruction ?'tcn Report specifies consiruction pad sizes. It is
unclear how this pad will fit on the Turbine 2 site between an existing hedgerow
and PSW without having some form of natural herifage Impact.

Table 1 of the Environmental Impact Statement report Indicates that there are no
Provincially Significant Wetland features within 120 meters of the project. This
statement Is incorrect as it appears that PSW features are within 120 meters of
Turbines 1, 2 and 4. Clarficafion is requested as well as resufting amendments to
the report, If required. Similarly, the statement in Secﬁon 3.2.1 of the report is

Incorrect and misleading,

The Township disagrees with Table 2 and Section 3.2.8 iIn the Environmenidl
iImpact Staternent and the reference that indicates that no connectivity of natural
features will be potentially affected. It Is considered that Turbine 4 will have an
Impact on the systemn of nearby features, Further information Is requested In this

regard,

The Township requires clarfication with respect to Table 3 of the Environmenial
Impact Statement Report where it states that there Is no white talled deer winter
habitat, Fgure 4 of the Natural Hertage Maps clearly shows the construction of a
new access road Immedlately adfacent fo a deer wintering area and the location
of Turblne 4 within 120 meters of a deer wintering area. Clarification Is requested

- as well as resulfing amendments to the report, if required.

&

19,

21,

23

The Township considers that the MNR Natural Hertage Reference Manual be
referenced when completing the Environmental Impact Summiary Report. There Is
no reference to this document In the current draff,

The Township would like clarification about how the hydrology of the area to the
east of the significant woodiot along Bums Road will be maintalned s a result of
new road construction immediately adjacent to the reglonally significant feafure.

. Section 3.2.5 of the Environmental Impact Statement s considered to be Incorect

with respect to the location and characteristics of Turbine 2 based on the Natural
Herttage Maps provided with the report, * Cladflcation Is requested. In addition,
Turbine 1 and its location near a PSW and watercourse 18 not even referencad,
The descrption of Turbine 4 and its adjacent watercourse should be expanded to
consider ecologledal connections between 2 nearby PSWSs.

The definition of what consfiiutes a “watercourse” and “drainage swdle* In
Section 3.2.5 of the Environmental Impact Statement Report should be considersd

in consultation with the NPCA.

. Clarification Is required with respect to Section 4.0 of the Environmentat Iimpact

Staternent Report where the report indicates that “some chemicals” will be stored
on-site for construction. This contradicts Section 4.4 of the Environmental Effects
Monitoring Plan that states that the storage of hazardous matetlals will not occur
within 120 meters of any environmenidlly sensitive areas. It Is uncleor how Turbine
1 and 2 will be constructed In light of these conflicting staternents.

Section 4.1 of the Envircnmentfal Impact Statement downplays the level of
constriction activities It the vicinity of Natural Feature 1. As noted In Clause 3 of
this Section, Turbine 4 Is located within a Roptor winferng Area and the
construction of the tapline and cccess rood ocours Immediately adjacent to o
regionally dgnificant woodiot, The report and mitigation sirategles should reflect

10
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the full potential of any natural heritage impacts (.o, hydrogeological changes as
a result of the road and tapline on the PSW and significant woodlot),

The Township requests further Information regarding fhe conclusion In Section 4. 1.1
of the Environmental impact Statement Report with respect to raptor mortality, it
Is unclear how the presence of only 5 turbines and the fact that they are greater
than 20 meters apart will resuit in there not belng a risk for raptors. Turblne 4 ln the
Raptor Wintering Area should be specifically examined.

ft I8 unclear how turbines will be able to operate within 120 meters of
environmentally significant features (as currently proposed) when Section 4.1.2 of
the Environmental Impact Statement Report stafes that dll chemicals should be
stored In areas greater than 120 meters from natural features, The Township

requests clarfication In this regard.

The construction fimetable of the project will not dicw for the construciion of
overhead lines under frozen conditions as suggested In Section 4.5.2 of the
Environmental Impact Statement Report,  Specific detalls about the construction
techniques, particulary on municipal right-of-ways, are requested,

Saction 6.0 of the Environmental Impact Statement Report concludes that the
protection of dll other natural features compilles with those required by the local
municipality and Conservation Authority, This municipality Is unclear about how
this conclusion was made In the absence of specliic project detalls belng
provided at this point In time regarding road construction detalls and specific
water crossings. We request that our municipal comments be forwarded to MNR
and the NPCA for thelr review of the natural heritage reports,

The Township requests that a detalled vegetation and tree removal plan be
provided that identifles all vegetation and free removal Impacts. This Plan should
include both prAvate and municipal property.  The Township notfes that the
proponent I8 proposing the- use of municlpal property withiout the benefit of
knowing what physical alferation and free removal will be required. We were
Inforrmed by the proponent that this Information would be provided later, but this I
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 thaf the Constructlon Plan Report does not appear to
refarence the Bird Migration Act and the restrictions for free removal during the
riesting seqson,

We note that Table 1 of the Project Description Report Indicates that “typically”
large quantities of foxic or hazardous materals are not stored. it s noted that
Appendix 1 provides the technical information of the Vestas V100 turbine and that
this Information Indicares that the quantity of ofl for the Hydraulic Systern dlone s
260 liters, There Is likely fo be guantifles of other flulds hazardous to the
environment and focal hydrologic features.  These flulds may be associated with
the gearbox and VCUS cooling systems (refer to Section 6.1 of the Vestas General
Specifications). We note that the coodling systermns ufiiize glycol which Is a potential
contarminant. Clarification {s also requested regarding the use of glycot for blads
balancing (s In other turbine rodels), _

.Secfion 31,1 of the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan Indicates that

inspections for leaks of fluld will only occur twice per year as part of the reguiar
turbine malntenance. A mors frequent visud Inspection process (n conjunciion
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with the avian moniforing surveys) would help minimize the potential for turbine
fuld leaks Into the environment. On-site signage directing the publlc o the
Ministry of the Environment if splils are observed would be appropriate.

30. 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 1o the applicable Ministry of Natural Resources documents would assist
with the Township review,

31. The Township recommends that the localion of the proposed maintenance
building south of Turbine 4 on the west side of Bums Road be located to an

already disturbed area as part of the project.

32, The separation disfances of Turbines to watercolrses presentfed in Section 3.2.1 of
the Water Assessment and Impacts Report appear to be consistently understated,
For example, Turbine 1 Is not even listed despite being potentially 35 meters from a
waiercourse and/or PSW. Turbine 2 Is reported o be approxmately 110 meters
away from the adjacent watercourse but scaling from aeral photogrophy
suggests this distance may be closer to 53 mefer, We request that all separation
distances be confirmed and the reports and mifigafion measures be adjusted
accordingly. The Township Is currently not comforfable with the proximity of the
turblnes to the areq’s senslitive water feqtures.

33, Section 3.2,1 of the Water Assessment and Impacts Report identifies that the
characteristics of nearby watercourses are in poar condition. The Township does
not necessarlly disagree with this assessment; however, existing poor conditions of
watercourses should not reduce the need for proper mitigation techniques and
the restoration of habit,

34, The presence of a specles of Speclal Concem In watercourses affected by the
project should necessitate the need for specific mifigafion and habitat
Improvement actions for the Gross Pickerel,  The Township requests specific
Information about how the project will respond to this particular specles as well as
to the designated MNR fish habliat, In additfon, none of the project mapping or
supporting reports speaks to NPCA’s Natural environment Screening Areas and the

" project’s response to this constraint, ’

5.5.7 Ideniify any issues und recommendations 'reluted lo the Idenfification of any
archasological resourcs or herltage resource

1. We understand that Clause 16(6) of Ontarlo Regulation 359/09 does not require
the applicant to provide the Township with a copy of the Consultation Report,
however, the Townshlp would appreclate this Information in order to fully
comment with raspect to archedlogical and herttage resource matters,

Ganeral Comments regarding Renewable Energy Approval

The following comments are In addifion to those specificdlly identifled through the
consultation form fopics discussed above, The Municipallly considers these comments
relevant in the context of Ontarlo Regulation 359/09.

1. The project documentation rales no referencs to the land use lmpoct of
shadow flicker and the potential to dite the prolect to minimize this stfect. Shadow
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flicker Is a redl and legifimate nuisancs recognized by jurisdictions throughout the
world, For the wall belng of ils residents, the Township requests that the project’s
location and siing minimize the Impact of shadow flicker. In particular, 1t would
appear that Turbine 3 has the potential to have significant shadow flicker impacts
on regidents In the vicinity of Sixteen Road. Industry best practices are fo limit
shadow flicker to a maximum of 30 hours per year and 30 minutes per day.,

The Township requests that securitles be posted to ensure decommissioning if a
iurbines is not operational for a period greater than one yecr,

. A number of wind furbine developers in the Province have entfered Into an

agreemant fo provide monles based on namepiate generating capacity (a dollar
amount per megawat). - We recommend that the Township enter into discussions
with the Proponent fo see If they are wiliing fo make such q contribution,

Concluslons

Qur review of the HAF Wind Energy Project has concluded that additional technical
information Is requlted In the general dreaqs of location, access, right-of-way use, froffic
management, emergency management, construction, and natural herltage Impacts.
The Township requests that the proponent review the items nofed In this letter and provide

additiondl fechnicadl iInformation,

We wauld be pleased fo discuss the cantents of this letter in further detdll,

Sincerely,

THE JONES CONSULTING GROUP LID.

Partner

Gl Active \WES-11116(West LincolnWindReview\ 1 1-Gen Cor w TowrvMun-County\Lat to Bdeﬂw‘oud)Rm.
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Reglon - Development Services Division

Niagara“

2201 St David’s Road, P O Box 1042
Thorold, ON L2V 4T7

Tel: 305-685-4225

Toll-free: 1-800-263-7215

Fax: 905-687-8056

www niagararegion .ca

April 1, 2011
File: D.20.10.0TH-01510

Mr. Jonathan Veale
Environmental Planner
Morrison Hershfield
235 Yorkland Boulevard
Suite 600

Toronto, ON M2J 171

Dear Mr. Veale:

Re: Review of Renewable Energy Package
HAF Wind Energy Project o
Township of West Lincoln .. . e

Thank you for providing a copy of the draft Renewable Energy Approval (REA)
Package for the HAF Wind Energy Project. Regional staff has reviewed the
above noted proposal as it relates to the use of the Regional Infragtructure and
servicing for the proposed construction of the turbines and installation of the
transmission lines, emergency management procedures/safety protocols, and
significant natural heritage features and water resources within the study area.
Regional staff offers the following comments to assist the study team in
completing the REA Package.

Reglonal Infrastructurs and Servicing

The study area for the proposed renewable energy project encompasses a
~section of Highway 20 (Regional Road 20). However, the direct road access for
the proposed locations of the wind turbines is under local jurisdiction. We note
that during the construction phase the turbines may be transported along
Regional roads. For our comments in regard to the proposal and Regional
permits that may be required, please refer to the attached copy of the Municipal
Consultation Form. The developer is advised to contact Mr. Paul Zelenak,
Permits, Municipal Law Enforcement Officer at 905-685-4225, extension 3267, to
discuss permit requirements. With respect to infrastructure and servicing,
Regional staff advise that there are no watermains or sanitary sewers in this area

of the Township.

Building Community. Building Lives.
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Emergency Management Procedures/Safety Protocols

With respect to emergency management procedures and safety protocols,
Regional staff has no concerns with the proposed development

Significant Natural Heritage Features and Water Bodjes

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 West Lincoln’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 Palicy Plan
and Provincial Plans or in Township's new Official Plan. In addition, it shotld 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,

Section 3.0 of the Environmental Impact Statement Report provides an overview
of the natural heritage features that were evaluated in the study area. Regional
staff note that section 3.21 and 3.2.2 acknowledge that there are several
Provincially Significant Wetlands and forested areas designated as Significant
within the study area. However, Regional staff note that turbine 1 and 2 and the
associated tap line are proposed to be located within 120 metres of Lower
Twenty Mile Creek Provincially Significant Wetland Complex, which is designated
Environmental Protection Area (EPA) in the Regional Policy Plan. Tap line for
turbine 4 is within 120 metres of a Provincially Significant Wetland and of a
significant woodland, which is designated Environmental Conservation Area

- (ECA) in the Regional Policy Plan.

Section 3.0 of the Water Assessment and Impacts Report outlines the
watersheds found in the study area and provides an assessment of the fish
habitat. The Regional Policy Plan identifies a number of watercourses in the
study area as Fish Habitat Regional mapping is based on Fish Habitat typing of
watercourses provided by MNR. Section 32 indicates that there are several
watercourses within 120 metres of the proposed project works, However,
Regional staff note that turbine 1 is within 120 metres of a watercourse, which is
designated Fish Habitat in the Regional Policy Plan.

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 nots that turbine 1 and 2 are
proposed to ba located within a Highly Vulnerable Aquifer area.
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| Regionaly staff note that that the study area is located within the Township of
West Lincoln. As such, comments may be provided by the Township.

The Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority also may provide comments
related to natural heritage and water resources in the study area.

Conclusion

In summary, Regional staff request that the above noted comments are addressed
during the completion of the REA Package. If you have any questions or wish to
discuss these comments, please contact Mark Johnson, Planper, or Don

Campbetl, Manager, Development Initiatives.

Yours truly,

ok Ht—

Mark Johnsan
Planner

MJ/

c Mr. B. Treble, Director of Planning and Building Services,

Township of West Lincoln
Mr. P. Zelenak, Permits, Municipal Law Enforcement Officer

Ms. L. Earl, Watershed Planner, NPCA

L:\Johnson-Mark\West Lincolm\Green Energy Act\Renewable Energy Approval Package ~ HAF Wind Energy
Project.dacx
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Part B: TO BE COMPLETED BY THE MUNICIPALITY OR LOCAL AUTHORITY

‘Section 4: Municipal or Local Authority Contact Information

Name of Munlcxpahtv Addess T TProne Clerk’ Name Clerk's Phone |E-Mail Address

Niagara Ragion 2201 St. David's Road |305-685-4225 Kevin Bain 905-688-1571  |kevin bain@niagararegion.ca
© {P.0. Box 1042
Thorold, ON

Section §: Consultation Requirement

Provide comment on the project locanon with resgct to infrastmcture and servicing
There are no watermains or sanitary sewers in the project area.

Provnde comment on the proposed project’s plans respecting proposed road access,

All direct access appears fo be from roads under local jurisdiction.

ldentify' any issues and provide racommendations with respect to road access.
N/A o

Provide comiment 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 for approval. If Regional Roads are to be used to transport the turbines to the project locations a Regional
QOversized Load Permit will be required.

Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the proposed Traffic Management Plans
To be provided at time of any Traffic Management Plan.

Provide comment on the proposed pro;ect plans relatad to the tocation of and type of mumcrpal semce connections other than
roads.

NfA

identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the type of municipal service connections, other than roads.

N/A
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Identlfy any rssuesand recommendations with respect to the proposed landscaping design for the facmty
N/IA

Provide comment on the proposed project plans for emergency management procedures / safety protocols,
No concems

{dentify 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.

N/A

Gfdnctaodnda
Jdennfy 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.

N/A

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 utifity vauits.

N/A

Identify any issues and recommendation with respect to the proposed location of existing and proposed gas and electricity lines and
connections.

NIA

¢

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 bedies within the
municipality or territory.

Refer to letter for Regional comments.

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.




N
PO - OHb~!
ATTACHMENT NO. 3

paGE |
March 17, 2011
Your file
HAF Wind Energy Project
Our file
10-2089
Mr. Jonathan Veale
Morrisan Hershfieid Limited
235 Yarkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Taranto, ON
M241T1

RE: Wind Farm: 5 Wind Turbines (See attached spreadshest) - West Lincoln, ON

Dear Mr. Veale,

Wa have evaluated the captioned proposal submitted through the NAV CANADA Land Use Submission Process and find that a wind
farm at the proposed location will be visible from the Hamilton Radar thus causing the following negative impacts on our operations:

a) a sizeable number of nuisance (false) primary radar targets in the wind farm geographical limits and its immediate vicinity,
b) a significant reduction to our capability to identify and track primary surveiliance targsts in the above mentioned area,
) our inability to provide full traffic information to our aviation customers when a primary only surveillance target (s) Is in the

area,
d} anincrease in the controllers’ workioad in the affacted area,
@) a decrease in flight safety for aircraft operating in the area,
fy  a potential overload condition in our radar data processing systems, and
g) apotential raquirement to desensitize our primary radar to eliminate false targets as well as real targets if the problem

|ustifies this course of action.
This wind farm will also have the following impacts on nearby airporis.

a) Raise Stoney Creek, ON (CPF8) OCC SW and SE quadrants to 2200 vice 2000 and 1800
b) Raige Grimsby Airpark, ON (CNZ8) OCC SW quadrant to 2200 vice 1900

Due lo the nature and significance of the negative impact on our capabilities and services, NAV CANADA cbjects to this project
moving forward.

i yous have any questions, contact the Land Use Department by telephone at 1-868-677-0247 or e-mall at landuse@navcanada.ca.

Yours truly,

Paul W. Pinard

for

Dave Lagauft

Manager, Data Collection
Aeronautical information Services

e ONTR-Ontario Reglon, Transport Canada (2010-38%)
CPFB-STONEY CREEK .
Jacques Lamire, NAY CANADA, Surveillance Operational Systems Requirements Specialist
Davs Parco, NAV CANADA, MATCOR
Madelaine Ménard, NAV CANADA, Assistant Ganeral Counsel
Jeft MacDonald, NAY CARADA, Director - Operations Planning and Pragrams
Grirnsby Alrpark

1801 Tom Reberts, P.0. Box 9824 Sin 7, Ottawa, G, K16 6R2 1601 Tom Roberts, C.P.9824 Sucourseia T, Otiawa, Ontano, K16 6RZ
Telephona: +1 (365) 577.0247, Eax; +1(613) 2484094 Teiphans: +1 (366) 577-0247, Télbcogieur +1 (513) 248-4004







NOTICE OF A PROPOSAL TO ENGAGE IN A PROJECT
AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE

HAF Wind Energy Project
Published in accordance with S.15(1)(a)(b)
of Ontario Regulation 359/09

Vineland Power Inc. is planning to develop and construct a wind energy project in the Township of West Lincoln, in Niagara Region,
Ontario. Vineland Power Inc. has retained IPC Energy Inc. (IPC Energy) to develop the project. IPC Energy has retained Morrison
Hershfield Limited to perform the necessary environmental studies and consuitation. 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 Reguiation 358/09 (“the Regulation”) which addresses Renewable Energy Approvais (“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 HAF Wind Energy Project is located in south-western Ontario, in the Township of West Lincoln,
in Niagara Region. The project area Is located south of the community of Tweedside, west of the community of Smithville, and east
of the community of Woodburn (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 wouid have a total name plate capacity of approximately 10 megawatts (MW) of renewable
energy. Environmental studies will be conducted over an area of approximately 48 km?, 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.

A draft Project Description Report titled HAF 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 West Lincoln Clerk’s Office (318 Canborough Street, P.O. Box 400, Smithville,
Ontario, LOR 2A0). 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 consuitation 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 25, 2010

Time: 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

Location: Township of West Lincoin, Caistor Community Centre
9184 Regional Road 65
Silver Street RR 2
Caistor Centre, Ontario, LOR 1E0

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

HAF Wind Energy Project HAF Wind Energy Project

2550 Argentia Road, Suite 105 235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 600
Mississauga, Ontario, L5N 5R1 Toronto, Ontario, M2J 1T1

Office: 805-607-1016 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: Robin Jones

Sent: January 17, 2012 1:53 PM

To: narren.santos@ontario.ca; aprilnix@ontario.ca
Cc: Johnson, Brenda; btreble@westlincoin.ca
Subject: IPC/HAF Energy Project

Good afternoon,

I understand the HAF energy project will locate turbines 1 and 2 within the vicinity of the
PSW off of 16 Road near Westbrook Road. These turbines will be located downstream
from a large body of approximately 10+ acres of PSW to the west of the project. The
wetlands flow quite fluently from this PSW into the area under study.

This property hosts an array of wildlife and vegetation ranging from mounds of marsh
marigolds, canary grasses other fascinating forms of plant life, that thrive in the spongy
terrain, to deer, wild turkey, ducks, frogs and fish. We have even had a mink spotted in
the area. I'm not an expert, so I can't even begin to identify the majority of this eco-
system, other than to let you know that it can be very breathtaking, and from horse back,
it can be so lush that the horse has to hold her head high to see where she is going.

How will the massive excavation of the project land effect the bountiful, lush, wetlands
that flow toward the location from the west? It is an extremely sensitive area, where the
water can rise in a hurry and spill over the banks. These banks lead directly to the
targeted area. I sincerely hope this project will not be approved should there be the
slightest chance that it could destroy or alter this meadow.

Secondly, I would like to note that turbine 3 is in very close proximity to the wood lot
next to Burns Road. How will this effect the red tail hawks* that live and nest in the
area, the evening songbirds*, the owl, the blue herring**, the mallards***, the geese and
the bats? All of which are present in dangerously close proximity to the turbine.

Will the turbines have any negative effects on the number of tree frogs in the area? Can
we count on having them remind us of spring from year to year, for the lifetime of this
project, should nothing other than the turbines threaten their presence?

The date is January 17, 2012. We had rain begin last night and the waterways are
currently flowing quite abundantly. Please feel free to contact me should you require
photos from the area that I'm voicing my concern for, or if you would like to visit the
wetlands. Spring would be the optimal time to assess the area, but, unfortunately we may
not have the opportunity to do so.

Looking forward to your response.

Respectfully,

Robin Jones
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