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SECTION 1
MUNICIPAL CONSULTATION FORM

SECTION 2
APPENDIX A - CHECKLIST FOR REA APPLICATION

Appendix A - Checklist for a complete REA application
Item

Technical Guide
Requirements
Met - Y/N/U

Comments

1. Does the Project Description
report include all information
referenced in Chapter 4,
Section 2 of the Technical
Guide?

N

The Proponent to clarify/amend the following in their report:
i) Information is presented, however there are contradictions within the report with respect to the megawatt (MW) capacity of the turbine models being considered for the project.
Specifically, Section 4.3.1 indicates that 3.0 and 3.63 MW models are being considered compared to Section 1.1 of the report which states that 3.0 and 4.2 MW models are being
considered.
ii) As described under Section 4.1 of Chapter 4 of the Technical Guide, key specifications for wind turbines should be summarized including: tower height, hub height, blade length, blade
sweep area, rotational speeds, acoustic emissions data etc., with references to the Wind Turbine Specifications Report for greater detail. The key specifications as noted above have
not been included.
iii) Specific hardware information is critical for an objective review of actual impacts.

2. Does the Construction Plan
Report include all information
referenced in Chapter 5,
Section 2-5 of the Technical
Guide?

N

3. Does the Design and Operations
Report include all information
referenced in Chapter 6, Section
10 of the Technical Guide?

N

The Proponent to clarify/amend the following in their report:
i)
Limited consideration for impacts to groundwater effects have been provided and largely rely on further geotechnical studies to be completed during detail design. Significant,
existing problematic site considerations, like abandoned oil/gas wells, farm water wells and natural drainage routes have been missed or ignored.
Road Use Agreement to include:
i) Mitigation for dust generation will be reviewed/expanded on. The Municipality will have specific air quality/dust suppression policies and procedures that must be adhered to?
ii) Water taking discussions in Section 2.5 should also include culvert installations and/or modifications. Catchbasins – natural run-off areas require clarification.
iii) No detailed information has been provided regarding how any vegetation removals (not considered as part of significant natural feature) within hedgerows or Municipal ROWs
will be restored/compensated. The Municipality will have a specific policy and/or by-law regarding restoration and compensation of tree/vegetation removals. The Proponent will
be obligated to adhere to these specified requirements during construction. In addition, any removals proposed within the Municipal ROW will be reviewed/approved by the
Municipality prior to construction. The Municipality has strict “Phragmites” programs, which, also need to be addressed.
Proponent to clarify/amend the following in the report:
i) Site Plan Maps presented in Appendix A do not specify what the solid purple line represents within the legend. It is presumed that they are the proposed electrical lines.
ii) Section 3.2 states that lighting of turbines will be in accordance with Transport Canada Regulations. The Proponent should clarify/confirm the specific requirements provided by
Transport Canada for this project. In addition, it is unclear if the Proponent undertook any assessment of potential impacts to local airports/aerodromes to ensure no conflicts with
the facility’s design exist. Letters and Aerodrome Registration attached (2). Safety concerns and Federal guidelines are not addressed or ignored in the Proponents proposal.
iii) Section 3.7.1 should provide additional details regarding the height of any aerial electrical lines, as well as a description of the anticipated span between support posts.
iv) Section 4.4.5 (Stormwater Management) should reference Municipal standards/requirements.
v) Table 1.1 (Design and Operation Report Requirements as per O. Reg. 359/00 – Table 1) indicates that mapping provided in Appendix A demonstrates compliance with setback
distances between the base of any turbine and public roads, railways, and the nearest noise receptor. However, the mapping provided does not appear to provide any such
measurements demonstrating compliance. In addition, noise receptors are not specifically identified. It is acknowledged that mapping in other project reports may demonstrate
compliance with the required setbacks, however correct mapping and/or cross reference to its location need to be provided. Adjustments will be necessary based upon final IWT
structures.
vi) No detailed review has been completed by the Proponent for potential impacts of the project on potable water sources. While potential impacts to groundwater resources have
been reviewed from a biophysical perspective, no review has been completed to assess the potential impacts to groundwater resources from a potable water quantity and quality
perspective.
vii) Assessment of potential impacts to potable water through groundwater wells has not been completed.
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Item

Technical Guide
Requirements
Met - Y/N/U

4. Does the Decommissioning Plan N
Report include all information
referenced in Chapter 7,
Section 3 of the Technical
Guide?

Comments

Proponent to clarify/amend the following in their report:
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)

v)

The report states that the intent of decommissioning is to return the land to its pre-existing condition or better, however the report states that below-ground structures (i.e. turbine
and transformer foundations) will only be removed to a depth of approximately 1.0 metre and re-vegetated.
Reference should be made that any removal of access road culverts in Section 3.2.3.7 will be undertaken in accordance with MNRF in- water timing windows.
Section 3.3.2. must be updated to include consultation with DFO and MNRF, in addition to LTVCA.
Potential negative effects to groundwater, including impacts to wells and potable water sources need to be addressed. See attached maps and web links below for oil and water
wells:
• http://maps.ogsrlibrary.com/ - gas wells
• http://ontariogroundwater.com/ - water wells
The Proponent should specify that all environmental mitigation/monitoring measures specified within the Construction Plan Report will be reviewed/adhered to during the
construction, operation and decommissioning phase as well.

5. Does the Project meet the
setback requirements as
described in Chapter 3 of the
Technical Guide?

N

i)

Property line setbacks are not met – Proponent must do more planning in this regard to ensure line setbacks are at least met. The site of installation will dictate review
necessary.
ii) Significant Wildlife Habitat Setback not met- See comment on Environmental Impact Study report and Natural Heritage Assessment Report below.
iii) Recent risk mitigation problems within Dutton Dunwich in partnership with LTVC and MNRF, have not been addressed examples: LTVC species at risk program and Ministry support
for wetlands.

6. Does the Project contain as an
appendix, an Archaeological
Assessment Report?

Y

Proponent to provide Archaeological Report Addendum and MTCS Confirmation Letter
i) The Proponent has not provided the Municipality the opportunity to review MTCS’s written comments as described under clause 22 (a) of Ontario Regulation 359/09.
ii) The Executive Summary states that a Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (AA) of County and Municipal ROWs was ongoing at the time of the report’s preparation. This report must
be provided to the Municipality, public and any interested Aboriginal communities (local) for review and comment. No meaningful consultation with local First Nations holding
“hunting ground” and treaty rights have occurred.
iii) The results of the Stage 2 AA recommended that a Stage 3 AA should be undertaken for six (6) identified archaeological sites. The report advises that where direct impacts to the
sites can be avoided through project re-design a construction monitoring zone between 20 metres to 70 metres from the sites should be observed. In addition, Section 4.1/Table
99 identified that 5 out of 6 sites may have the potential for Stage 4 AA (Mitigation). As the location of the sites are not made available for public review, the Proponent should
confirm that the proposed design presented in the Draft REA submission for public review does avoid direct impacts.
iv) The Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan provided as Appendix B to the Construction Plan Report does identify mitigation and monitoring commitments for the 6 archaeological
sites, however Table 2.1 in the Design and Operations Report indicates that a Stage 3 AA will be required for one site if it can’t be avoided. Therefore, the potential for additional
mitigation at this one particular site must be acknowledged. The Proponent to provide additional mitigation measures as noted.
v) No potential First Nation land claims have been investigated.

Page 2

Item

Technical Guide
Requirements
Met - Y/N/U

Comments

7. Does the Project contain as
an appendix, an
Environmental Impact
Study Report?

N

Proponent to clarify/amend the following in their report and provide MNRF Confirmation Letter:
i) Impacts to Species at Risk are not summarized. No specific references are provided within the report. If this is included under a separate report, the Proponent should provide.
ii) Field report and list of tables indicates an automated bat acoustic survey (monitoring stations) for bats was completed, but no results are shown. Proponent to provide population density
and complete number of species of bats that were recorded. No reference to recent MNRF’s mortality studies has been included.
iii) General impacts to wildlife should be considered, in addition to the significant wildlife habitat. For example, special care should be taken during any trenching operations.
iv) Potential for excavated soils to encourage the establishment of invasive and disturbance tolerant non-native species near natural features does not appear to be considered.
v) The electrical line for Turbine 1 is very close to adjacent forest and wetland habitat, while the access road avoids these features. It is unclear why the electrical line cannot be
combined within the design of the access road as provided at other locations. It is recommended that additional and/or unnecessary footprint impacts be avoided.
vi) The electrical line for Turbine 5 cuts through a forest that provides amphibian breeding habitat instead of following the access road, which avoids this feature. It is unclear why the
electrical line cannot be combined within the design of the access road as provided at other locations. It is recommended that additional and/or unnecessary footprint impacts be
avoided.
vii) Both the electrical line and access road for Turbine 12 cut across a forested riparian habitat that connects two amphibian breeding habitats. It is recommended the impact be
avoided.
viii) The access road for Turbine 18 is very close to adjacent forest and wetland habitat, while the electrical line avoids this area. This impact must be avoided.
ix) The alternate electrical line route to the substation transformer cuts through a forest instead of following the access road. This route is less desirable than the proposed
electrical route that follows the access road and avoids the forest.
x) It must be noted that the Proponent has not provided the Municipality the opportunity to review MNRF’s written comments as described under clause 37 (2) (b) and (c) of
Ontario Regulation 359/09.
xi) Several habitats for endangered species have not been addressed, example, “meadow-lands” for Bobolink.

8. Does the Project contain as an
appendix, a Heritage
Assessment Report?

N

The Proponent to clarify/amend report and provide MTCS Confirmation Letter
The Proponent has not provided the Municipality an opportunity to review MNRF’s written comments as described under clause 23 (3) (a) of Ontario Regulation 359/09.
i) Three (3) additional cemeteries are located within the Study Area and should be considered/acknowledged as part of the Heritage Assessment:
a. St. Helen’s Cemetery – 28291 Thomson Line – Currently inactive
b. Dunwich Township Cemetery – 8255 Iona Road – Currently inactive
c. McKillop’s Cemetery – 30490 Talbot Line – Currently inactive
ii) There are two additional potential heritage resources not identified in the report that should be considered as part of the assessment:
a. The Galbraith Monument Inuksuk on Thomson Line East of Willey Road
b. The Dutton Dunwich portion of the Trans Canada Trail

Identification any archaeological resource or heritage resource
Since the preparation of the Draft Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (July 2017) there are five properties within the Municipality of Dutton Dunwich that have been designated
heritage properties by the Municipal Heritage Committee. As such, it is requested that the Proponent review/revise the Cultural Heritage Assessment Report to acknowledge the
presence of these heritage properties (below), review potential impacts and provide appropriate mitigation/monitoring requirements.
• 29480 Fingal Line
• 8979 Iona Road
• 8947 Iona Road
• 8851 Iona Road
• 32272 Talbot Line
Proposed Heritage designation properties:
• 944 Currie Road
• 29436 Talbot Line
• 8987 Coyne Road
• 28971 Talbot Line
• 29357 Talbot Line
• 29519 Talbot Line
• 25549 Talbot Line
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Item

Technical Guide
Requirements
Met - Y/N/U

Comments

9. Does the Project contain as an
appendix, a Natural Heritage
Assessment Report?

N

Proponent to clarify/amend report and provide MNRF Confirmation Letter
NHA- Records Review
i) It is noted on page 2.1 that background information was requested from MNRF Aylmer District but no information is given. Did the Proponent ensure that the request was received
by the appropriate person? Is the MNRF correspondence summarized elsewhere i.e. a Correspondence Report? All correspondence supporting the preparation of the report must
be provided by the Proponent.
ii) It is unclear if information was collected on deer winter congregation areas. The Proponent to clarify and provide to the Municipality.
iii) The list of Land Information Ontario digital mapping layers included in the Records Review appears incomplete. The Proponent to confirm if they collected and analyzed the
following layers: wintering area, staging area, nursery area, breeding area, wildlife travel corridor.
iv) The Municipality requests confirmation if any local naturalist clubs or citizen data collection organizations were included in the Records Review i.e. Hawk Cliff Watch, Hawk
Mountain? This information would help to give a comprehensive overview of the wildlife habitat within the study area.
v) Recent changes in wildlife behavior due to major IWT installations both east and west of the Municipality have not be addressed.
NHA- Site Investigations
i) In Table 3.5, a summary of deer winter congregation areas as a candidate seasonal concentration area is missing from the table.
ii) In Table 3.6, it states that there is no candidate habitat for Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat within the Project Location or ZOI as there are no woodlands with 4 hectares of interior
forest. However, there are two woodlands greater than 30 hectares: Woodlands 3 and 29. The Proponent should clarify why these forests were not considered as candidate habitat
for Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat.
iii) Recognizing that air photos cannot be used to delineate vegetation communities, there are two sites where the delineation of the woodland boundaries appears to be incorrect.
The boundaries of wo1/wo2 on Figure 4.2 and wo25/wo42 on Figure 4.12 appear to have incorrect boundary delineation.
NHA- Evaluation of Significance
iv) There are two sites where the delineation of Amphibian Breeding Habitat appears to be incorrect (same comment as above). The boundaries of abhw01/abhw02 on Figure 5.2 and
abhwo25 on Figure 5.12 appear to have incorrect boundary delineation. This would mean that the access road and electrical lines for T12 are in/on/over a significant natural
feature, which contravenes O. Reg. 359/09.
General
v) It should be noted that the Proponent has not provided the Municipality an opportunity to review MNRF’s written comments as described under clause 28 (3) (b) and (c) of Ontario
Regulation 359/09.

10. Does the Project contain as an
appendix, a Noise Study
Report?

U

Should the Municipality feel there is significant public/residents’ concerns regarding noise, a noise specialist will be retained to provide comments on this study report at the Proponents
cost.

11. Does the Project contain as an
appendix, a Property Line
Setback Written Assessment?

Y

i)

12. Does the Project
contain as an
appendix, a Water
Body Assessment
Report?

N

i) The Proponent to confirm/clarify if the local and upper-tier Municipalities were contacted for records related to water bodies, as per Section 30 of O. Reg. 359/09.
ii) The Proponent to confirm if the DFO Species at Risk distribution mapping was consulted as part of the Records Review? If this is included under a separate report, the Proponent
must provide
iii) Section 2.3.3 states that further consultation should occur with the Thames–Sydenham and Region Source Protection Committee to determine if additional project activities could
impact vulnerable areas identified in the source protection plan. The Proponent is to confirm if further consultation has taken place and provide the Municipality with
information as a result of this consultation to confirm potential impacts and identification of appropriate mitigation measures.
iv) Any stockpiled materials referenced in Section 5.1 must be stored and stabilized at a distance greater than 30 metres from any watercourse.
v) LTRCV etc., should be consulted

As noted above, property line setbacks were not met at 13 turbine locations from abutting non-participating property lines. A Property Line Setback Assessment has been prepared
by the Proponent and appended to the Design and Operations Report to demonstrate that locating a turbine less than the hub height, but no closer than the blade length + 10
metres to an abutting non-participating landowner will not result in any negative potential effects.
ii) The assessment appears to have been undertaken as a desktop exercise only. Setbacks and property lines should be ground truthed by a licensed land surveyor prior to
construction. Setbacks to be confirmed by a licensed land surveyor once final design is complete/prior to construction at the cost of the Proponent.
iii) Increased size of proposed installation has not yet been addressed.
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Item

Technical Guide
Requirements
Met - Y/N/U

Comments

13. Does the Project contain as an N
appendix, a Specifications
Report, Wind Facility (Not Class
2)?

There are contradictions within the report with respect to the megawatt (MW) capacity of the two turbine models being considered for the project. Specifically, Section 2.2 indicates
that 3.0 and 3.63 MW models are being considered compared to Section 1.1 and 2.1 of the report which states that 3.0 and 4.2 MW models are being considered. Proponent to
clarify/amend these contradictions in the report.

14. Does the Project Design
interfere with any
proposed Municipal
projects or infrastructure?

U

Proponent is to identify and assess specific encroachments and impacts and provide detailed design measures to mitigate impacts on Municipal infrastructure. The project will involve
the modification of Municipal and County Roadways. Potential water and sewer works, as well as bridges and culverts may be affected by cable routing and heavy equipment
transportation.

15. Does the Project require any
road sharing agreements,
upgrades, or does the project
conceptual design raise any
concerns for the use of
Municipal infrastructure such
as roads?

U

The project will involve the use of existing roadways for the transportation of wind turbine components to the site, as well as the required modification of existing roadways to
accommodate the required construction vehicles. The construction period will likely involve the temporary closure of roads to allow for the transportation convoys of turbine tower
components to the various turbine sites. In addition, the information provided in the reports does not provide any detailed information regarding impacts to Municipal infrastructure.
Further information is required from the Proponent in order to have a full appreciation of potential impacts.
The Proponent is required to enter into a Road Use Agreement and obtain permits for the use of Municipal and County roads for:
(1) the use of roads for the transportation of heavy construction equipment,
(2) the temporary widening or modifications to existing roadways for the construction or operation of the facility, and
(3) the construction of new access roads joining existing Municipal roadways.
A Traffic Management Plan is also required to define the transportation routes, timing of closures, and the required road modifications, and how the road modifications will be restored to the
original condition. The roadways will be subject to rapid deterioration during construction traffic and loading. The Municipality and County will require a pre-construction and post- construction
road condition assessment consistent with industry standards for assessment of flexible pavement condition, and will be required to return roadways to the pre-construction condition.

16. Do the Appended technical
studies meet the goals of the
Municipality with regards to
development and
environmental stewardship?

U

The Municipality has concerns about how the appended studies meet the Municipality’s development and environmental stewardship goals. The Proponent must review the project
compliance, development and environmental goals with the Municipality.

17. Does the ongoing
consultation meet the
needs/expectations of the
Municipality?

U

The Municipality sees the benefit for a Community Liaison Committee, therefore the Proponent will prepare a Consultation Report and be submitted as part of the final REA submission
to the MOECC. Consultation with local aboriginal communities has not been properly addressed.

18. Does the proposed
construction plan pose
problems for any other
construction activities, events
or projects occurring in the
Municipality?

U

The Municipality will need to confirm the capital works program and will advise if any works are planned within the project area, and if any works need to be deferred until the completion
of this project’s construction. In addition, since there are a number of subdivisions scheduled to be started, or in progress in the near future, the Proponent will be required to work with
the Municipality on timing of use of roads so as to not impede local development.

19. Do the emergency management N
plans meet the Municipalities
expectations?

No specific and detailed emergency management plan has been provided by the Proponent. The Municipality will need to review this information with their emergency services.

Page 5

Item

Technical Guide
Requirements
Met - Y/N/U

Comments

20. Are there any issues and
concerns with the proposed
site layout?

N

Project reports state that where possible, the underground electrical lines have been incorporated into the design of the access roads to reduce the area required for construction and
minimize the potential construction effects. It is unclear why electrical routes leading from turbines 1, 2, 5, 17, 19, 20 are not co-located with the proposed access roads. In some
instances, they are directly intersecting natural heritage features (see NHA and EIS comments above). In addition, if electrical routes leading from Turbines 17 and 19 were to be colocated with the proposed access driveway, it would remove any construction/operation & maintenance impacts within the Fingal Line and Erin Line ROWs. The Proponent must
clarify design and justification for not co-locating electrical routes and access driveways at referenced locations.
The Municipality reserves the right to decide, for the benefit of the overall community, whether electrical lines will be required to be above or below ground.
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SECTION 3
APPENDIX B - ENGINEERING REVIEW

Appendix B –Engineering review Project Description Report,
Construction Plan Report, Design and Operations Report,
Decommissioning Report.
Construction Plan Report

Report Section

Comment

General

The report seems to be generic and not site specific. The Municipality expects to
have additional comments once details are available. The Municipality requests an
opportunity to comment on the detailed design once available.

General

Construction start is scheduled in the Winter of 2019 with anticipated completion in
Fall of 2019. The Proponent must inform Municipality as to when the detailed
design will be completed for review and what will be the process to be followed.

Section 2.1.
Section 2.2.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

What process will the Proponent be following in order to seek exemption from the
Noise By-law? This should be explicit in the report.
The report notes that legal surveys and geotechnical studies will be completed
prior to construction. Has no preliminary analysis been completed to confirm site
suitability? The Proponent should clarify if mandatory setback requirements
stipulated under O. Reg. 359/09 were determined based on a desktop exercise
only. Was increase in size considered?
Stock piled top soil needs to be stabilized or covered even if left for less than 30
days. Invasive plant mitigation must be addressed.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

Proponent to confirm
• How temporary roads be removed and the lands affected restored?
• How will entrances be restored?
• What temporary drainage works are required?
• What is the design criteria for temporary and permanent access roads in
terms of turning radii?
• What sediment and erosion measures will be applied as part of the road
construction?
• Will specific modifications to existing Municipal roads be necessary?
More information is required by the Municipality

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

Proponent to confirm how will tile drainage of farm fields be affected by the
construction of access roads and turbine pads.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

How will the existing condition of the Municipal roads be determined before
construction? The condition of Municipal roads will need to be returned to preconstruction condition following the completion of the construction phase. A
comprehensive Road Use Agreement stipulating the Municipality’s requirements
must be signed by Proponent.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

For the central construction laydown area (4.7 hectares), what stormwater
management measures will be applied to mitigate impacts? What is meant by
“perimeter surface hydrology will be maintained during construction”? Proponent
to clarify.

Sections 2.2,
Section 2.3/Table
2.2, and 2.5

Limited considerations for impacts to groundwater effects have been provided
and largely rely on further geotechnical studies to be completed during detail
design. Proponent to provide for Municipal review, comment and approval.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2
Section 2.3/Table
2.2

The Municipality prefers equipment to be washed off-site? The report seems to
indicate that waste materials such as concrete will remain on the site until dry
and then removed. This may have long-term impacts to agricultural use.
The Municipality requires any new culvert installations and/or modifications to
existing culverts within the Municipal ROW be designed by a Professional
Engineer and shall not be limited to locations that require Lower Thames Valley
Conservation Authority (LTVCA) permitting. Some of these culverts are in
Municipal Drains and will need to be incorporated. All costs to be borne by the
Proponent.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

Municipal consent will be required for the installation of electrical cables within
Municipal rights of ways, so that the type (above or below ground), alignment and
location can be reviewed and approved by the Municipality.

Section 2.3/Table
2.2

Proponent to confirm what Municipal services are required for the transformer
station, if any? None are specified in the report. Drainage and sediment and
erosion control measures are not described in the report.

Section 2.4

The Municipality requires a comprehensive Traffic Management Plan to be
submitted to it for approval.
It shall include, but not limited to a detailed construction schedule along with
delivery times/routes and temporary closures will need to be outlined as part of
the TTMP. Emergency services will need to comment and receive notifications on
the planned closures. Due to the large size of the tower structures, trial or test
deliveries may be required to ensure that the routes can accommodate the
deliveries, as well as determination of intersections for required turning radii.

Section 3.4

An overall Stormwater Management Plan is required by the Municipality.
Included in the Plan, a sediment and erosion control plan is required. Impacts on
groundwater and agricultural drainage must also be addressed.

Design and Operations Report
Report Section

Comment

General

Building permits will be required for all structures associated with the project

General

Municipal drains may be affected by the construction of access roads and/or
widening of existing roads. The Proponent is responsible for, and at their expense,
to conduct the necessary drainage studies to support changes or alterations to
drainage channels and crossings, or new crossings – under the Drainage Act.

3.7.1 and 3.7.2

The Proponent must provide further details regarding the height of any aerial
electrical lines, as well as a description of the anticipated span between support
posts.

3.7.2

Three routing options for the electrical line from the substation are identified. The
Municipality would like to choose from routing options for electrical lines from
substation.

Sections 3.8 and
4.4.3

Municipal water servicing may be required for the Operations and Maintenance
Building. The water demand requirements and the impact on the existing
Municipal system are not specified. Impact on existing Municipal system would
need to be reviewed by the Municipality. The Proponent is responsible for all
cost associated with the installation of Municipal water.

3.10

No stormwater management for the turbine pads and/or the substation and
maintenance facility? An explanation is required for this as it is anticipated that
there will be water quality and quantity impacts from the construction of access
roads and impervious areas associated with the facilities.
The Proponent must consult with the Municipality to ensure it is in compliance
with Municipal stormwater management guidelines with respect to the design of
the facility?

Section 3.7.2
Section 3.5 and 3.7

Section 4.4.4

6.6.1

Electrical collector lines should be located such that they do not conflict with
existing and planned Municipal infrastructure.
The Municipality will require a complete roads condition survey prior to
construction and post-construction. The Proponent will need to apply the latest
industry standard for the assessment of pavement condition applicable to the
Province of Ontario. Condition assessment (CCTV reports) of any storm and
sanitary sewers under proposed transportation routes will also need to be
conducted.
No specific Municipal servicing plans are provided for the facilities. It is implied
that the facilities may be serviced by Municipal sewage collection systems and
water supply. There is no Municipal sewer collection available.
The following statement should be updated to confirm that the referenced
plans shall be prepared prior to construction:
“The following plans, alone or in combination with others, should be prepared
prior to construction:”

Appendix B –EEMP
for Operational
Phase

The report states that:
“Historical records exist for three petroleum wells on properties within 75m of
electrical lines located in the road ROW. It is not expected that the project will
interfere with petroleum infrastructure.”
A copy of the Engineer’s Report prepared as required under the Approval and
Permitting Requirements Document for Renewable Energy Projects (APRD) must
be provided for the Municipality’s review to confirm the location of the wells and
sufficiency of the analysis to allow for the 75 metre setback to be reduced.
Can the Proponent confirm this report has been submitted to the MNRF for
review?

Appendix B –EEMP
for Operational
Phase

The report states that:
“Project electrical lines will be located in the Municipal ROW and there is the
potential to disturb existing utilities (including Union Gas pipelines) located
within the Municipal ROW during maintenance activities, resulting in damage to
the infrastructure and injury to personnel.”
A copy of the referenced Interference Study for Union Gas pipelines must be
provided for the Municipality’s review and comment.

SECTION 4
APPENDIX C - MUNICIPAL CONSULTATION REVIEW

Appendix C – Municipal Consultation Review
Municipality of Dutton Dunwich Comments
5.1 Project Location
Provide comment on the project location with respect to infrastructure and servicing
The Corporation of the Municipality of Dutton Dunwich (Dutton Dunwich) is located in western Elgin
County in Southwestern Ontario. Bordered by the Thames River to the north and Lake Erie to the
south, Dutton Dunwich is primarily a farming community. In March 2016, the Independent Electricity
System Operator’s (IESO) awarded a contract to Proponent LLC for the Strong Breeze Wind Project, a
57.5 MW on-shore wind energy development through the LRP I process.
Situated between the Thames River and the shore of Lake Erie, Dutton Dunwich is located in an
important environment for species at risk, and on a major migratory flyway for birds and bats. The
Strong Breeze project and its construction would pose a major obstacle for birds, bats, and other
species in this unique area, and are in close proximity to the Lake Erie Shoreline, a recognized
Important Bird Area, and the Dutton and Iona Aerodromes, among other features.
Based on limited design information provided by the Proponent including unknown impacts to
Municipal infrastructure it is requested that the final design and selection of the preferred electrical
connection route leading from the Substation as identified in Section 3.7.2 of the Design and
Operations Report/Draft Site Plan be approved by the Municipality during detail design and prior to
the commencement of construction.
Based on limited design information provided by the Proponent including unknown impacts to
Municipal infrastructure, the Municipality is not in a position to make an informed decision as to
which installation option (aerial or buried) for the proposed electrical lines within the ROW is
preferred. The final design shall be subject to Municipal approval.
The project construction will have impacts on Municipal roads and other infrastructure and the
Proponent has not provided information on how roads and other infrastructure will be assessed and
restored to pre-project condition.
Stormwater Management has not been addressed adequately. It is expected that the project will have
water quality and quantity impacts downstream without specific measures. Much more work must
be done by the Proponent for this element, and must be approved by the Municipality.
The Municipality of Dutton Dunwich does not have enough information to date to make informed
decisions on these items.
5.2 Project Roads
Provide comment on the proposed project’s plans respecting proposed road access
The Municipality will be requiring the Proponent to enter into a comprehensive Road Use Agreement
which will cover all areas of concern.
The Proponent must comply with the Municipality’s notification procedures for adjacent property
owners and the travelling public regarding road closures relating to the Strong Breeze project.
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Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to road access
There are deficits in terms of what has been provided to the Municipality. The Municipality requires
the Proponent to identify all road access from Municipal roads onto private properties as well as haul
routes.
Detailed engineered plans, including intersection details are required for each entrance/access to be
installed and will be approved by the Director of Public Works. All access will be subject to permit
requirements.
Provide comment on any proposed Traffic Management Plans
The Municipality will require a comprehensive Traffic Management Plan for the construction phase,
operational period, and decommissioning phase. The Municipality will require an opportunity to
review, comment and approve the Plan before it is finalized. A detailed construction schedule along
with delivery times/routes must be outlined as part of the Plan, including daily updates. The
Municipality will have to be notified at least 48 regular office hours in advance of any changes.
Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the proposed Traffic
Management Plans
The Municipality will require a complete linear asset condition rating and survey prior to construction
and post construction. The Proponent will need to apply the latest industry standard for the
assessment of pavement conditions applicable to the Province of Ontario. Spring weight restrictions
will be in effect and will apply to all project activities. All condition ratings will be performed by an
engineer contracted by the Municipality but paid for by the Proponent.
The Municipality will require that the Proponent, solely at its expense, installs temporary scales within
the Municipality in order to check/audit half loads and provide funding for dedicated Municipal staff
to ensure compliance with regulatory and agency standards and guidelines. There may be timing
restrictions on loads that will affect the project. The scales will have to be calibrated by a third party
acceptable to the Municipality.
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
The Proponent must consult with the Municipality for availability of water/wastewater for the
Operations and Maintenance Building. All costs associated with any required Municipal service
connections will be the responsibility of the Proponent. All locates required by the Municipality must
follow “ON1Call” procedures.
Identify any issues and provide recommendations with respect to the type of Municipal service
connections, other than roads
Proponent must provide detailed reporting as soon as possible for approval by the Municipality.
5.4 Facility Other
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed landscaping design for the
facility
The final design and landscaping of the substation/operations and maintenance facilities shall comply
with Municipal guidelines. Further discussions and approval by the Municipality will be required
during detail design.
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The Municipality must be involved in the approval of the design of any noise attenuation wall that will
be required around a substation in order to ensure that it is aesthetically pleasing and minimizes
visual impacts to adjacent properties.
In addition to compliance with MOECC standards for stormwater management measures, the
Proponent shall be required to comply with Municipal stormwater management guidelines. Further
discussions during detail design will be required.
The Proponent will also be required to comply with all Planning policies and provisions at all levels of
governance.
Provide comment on the proposed project plans for emergency management procedures/safety
protocols
The Municipality requires the Proponent to develop a comprehensive Emergency Response Plan and
insists that such plan be in effect during all phases of the project, including construction, operation
and decommissioning. The Municipality requires development and submission of a complete Plan
during the preconstruction phase and further insists upon a right to review and approval of such Plan.
The Municipality’s fire department requires the following:
•

That access to roads needed for fire department, EMS, and police will need to be open at all
times.

•

What type and quantity of materials will be kept in the storage buildings? What types of
hazardous and lubricant materials and quantities will be stored. Must ensure the storage
portions of the building comply with the Ontario Fire Code.

•

Building must be monitored at all times to facilitate emergency services ability to respond to
emergencies.

•

The Fire Department do not have the equipment or the training to respond to emergencies
on Wind Turbine towers, therefore the Proponent will be responsible for addressing these
emergencies.

•

The Proponent must be aware of the range of equipment and fire water available and will be
responsible for all costs required for equipment or fire suppression.

Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to the proposed emergency management
procedures/safety protocols.
The Municipality requires that the Proponent provide a detailed report of their plans for emergency
management procedures/safety protocols so that Municipal staff can detail any further requirements
that is required.
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to any Easements or Restrictive Covenants
associated with the Project Location.
The Municipality will approve of any easements or restrictive covenants associated with the Project
location through the Road Use Agreement as well as any ancillary document the Municipality
requires. The final design of the electrical lines including selection of preferred routing options will be
established through the Road Use Agreement.
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5.5 Project Construction
Identify any issues and recommendations with respect to:
•

Proposed rehabilitation of any temporary disturbance areas and any Municipal or local
authority infrastructure that could be damaged during construction

Municipal drains will be affected by the construction of access roads and or widening of existing
roads. The Proponent is responsible to conduct the necessary drainage studies, at its cost, to support
changes or alterations to drainage channels and crossings or new crossing under the Drainage Act.
The Proponent shall be required to pay for professional engineering services, as selected by the
Municipality to review the Proponent’s plans/submissions during detail design to ensure compliance
with Municipal standards and guidelines.
The Municipality must approve any design that the Proponent shall consider with respect to the
design of the substation/operations and maintenance facilities.
•

Proposed location of fire hydrants and connections to existing drainage, water works and
sanitary sewers

It is a requirement of the Municipality that any drainage works (Municipal and private) that has been
scheduled, planned/coordinated with the Proponent will not incur any costs to the Municipality/
Landowner(s) due to the Proponent delaying the scheduled works for any reason (e.g. unexpected
malfunctions; turning off turbines to complete drainage work etc.)
The Municipality will set in place and enforce a penalty to be at least the following costs:
•

mobilization of equipment and personnel plus,

•

a minimum billing for number of certain number of hours or the time that it was estimated
that it would take to do the repair whichever is more. This cost would include equipment
and personnel plus an administration fee,

•

a fee for administration for planning an additional workday,

•

a penalty for the delay and the Proponent becomes responsible for any and all liability of
maintenance not being completed caused by their actions.

The Proponent will be responsible for all standby time and liabilities for any of the following
construction projects that are delayed due to the project:
•

water and sanitary – immediate repairs under an emergency,

•

road or bridge failure - immediate repairs under an emergency,

•

municipal drain – construction or maintenance immediate if a risk to life,

•

routine maintenance of utilities – can be scheduled with the above penalties if they cause
a delay at the planned date and time.

During construction of road widening, access laneways, the Proponent will take into consideration
that no watermain valve gets buried, removed, drove over, or damaged in any way. Water main
valves must be accessible at all times. This also applies to hydrant valves and water service valves.
•

Proposed location of existing and proposed gas and electricity lines and connections

The Proponent must produce the Interference Study for Union gas pipelines in the Municipality’s
ROW. The Municipality needs to review and comment on this study.
The decommissioning of electrical lines within the Municipal ROW shall be subject to the terms and
conditions of the Road Use Agreement
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•

Building Code permits and licenses

During construction, the Proponent shall be required to provide sufficient advanced notice of
construction activities as determined by the Municipality in order to permit Building Inspectors to be
present on site. The Municipality will determine what is sufficient advanced notice.
Building Permits, with associated costs, will be mandatory for all installations.
•

Identification of any significant natural features and water bodies within the Municipality
or territory.

Situated between the Thames River and the shore of Lake Erie, Dutton Dunwich is located in an
important environment for species at risk, and on a major migratory flyway for birds and bats. The
Strong Breeze project and its construction would pose a major obstacle for birds, bats, and other
species in this unique area.
Migratory Flyways
Migratory flyways are geographical areas used by migratory birds during their annual
migration cycle. They act as a link between breeding grounds and wintering grounds, acting as
a route between the two and providing stopover sites along the way.
Lake Erie lies at the crossroads of two North American flyways, the Atlantic Flyway and the
Mississippi Flyway (stretching from the Gulf of Mexico, along the Mississippi River, through
central Canada, to the Arctic Ocean).
The Atlantic Flyway begins in the Gulf of Mexico, stretches along the Atlantic coast of North
America, and ends in the Eastern Arctic islands and Greenland, almost 5000 kilometres. This
area is one of the most populated in North America, putting migrating birds at risk due to
habitat destruction and alternation.
The Mississippi Flyway begins in the Gulf of Mexico, and follows the Mississippi River to
central Canada, and ends along the Arctic Ocean. This is the most used flyway in North
America, and stretches almost 4000 kilometres.
Why is Lake Erie such an attractive and important place for birds? Lake Erie represents a
barrier to most migrating passerines (perching birds) and raptors. Many birds are reluctant to
cross open water when the opposite shoreline cannot be seen, which results in major
concentrations along the southwestern shore of Lake Erie in the spring, unparalleled in the
Midwest. The opposite phenomenon occurs on the north shore of Lake Erie in autumn,
making public areas like Long Point, Point Pelee, Holiday Beach and every private piece of
habitat in between extremely valuable for resting and feeding areas for birds in migration.
Important Bird Areas
Important Bird Areas (IBAs) are sites that support a specific group of birds (species at risk,
large congregations and/or range or habitat restricted birds). IBAs are recognized worldwide
as conservation tools and are designated based on a set of strict criteria
http://www.ibacanada.ca/documents
The Southwest Elgin Forest Complex (IBA ON048) is an IBA located near Dutton Dunwich. It is
composed of a 20 kilometre stretch of woodlots within five kilometres of the Lake Erie
shoreline. It is bordered by John E. Pearce Provincial Park and the Elgin-Kent county border,
and is an area of significance because it contains larger unfragmented woodlots than are
found in much of southwestern Ontario. It is known to contain both unique plant life and
species at risk (e.g., Acadian Flycatchers). It was found in the Settler’s Landing Environmental
Review Tribunal that building a wind energy project would cause serious and irreversible land
to birds and bird habitat.
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In 2014, there were 62 300 MW of industrial wind energy in the United States, with more
planned. Turbines have negative impacts on bird and bat populations through collisions and
barotrauma, and as such, the American Bird Conservancy supports the smart development of
industrial wind to protect species affected by IWTs (Hutchins et al. 2016).
The Great Lakes area, specifically, is a junction between wildlife activity and IWT
development. Wind patterns create an ideal crossroads of the Atlantic and Mississippi flyways
through the Great Lakes, resulting in birds and bats using the shorelines for stopover sites to
rest and refuel for migration. These same wind patterns and shorelines make the Great Lakes
ideal locations for wind energy developers to build IWT farms.
There are no restrictions in Ontario with regards to the location of IWTs in relation to the
Great Lakes. Wind energy developers are required to do pre-construction and postconstruction monitoring for bird and bat mortality at turbines; however, these assessments
are often done at an inappropriate time of day. Most bat and bird migratory movement over
and around the Great Lakes is nocturnal, with a peak around midnight, in the spring and fall.
Despite this, most wind energy developers do bird and bat mortality assessments during the
day (source US fish and Wildlife).
It is often sited that birds fly far above the height of IWTs, and that, as a result, they are
generally able to avoid negative interactions with IWTs. However, a series of radar studies
undertaken by the US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicates that many birds fly at heights
of between 50 and 200 metres, well within the rotor sweep zone (RSZ) of most current IWTs,
putting them at risk for collisions (US Fish & Wildlife).
Direct collisions with IWTs and infrastructure are not the only detrimental effects of wind
development on birds and bats. Disturbance displacement around wind farms, due to both
the turbines themselves and the presence of humans in the area, can result in reduced
breeding and survival if species are unable to find another suitable habitat nearby (Sprague et
al 2011). Construction also results in significant ecological change, especially where wind farm
footprints are large, reducing usable habitat for sensitive species (BirdLife International).
Large wind farms can also act as barriers to movement between feeding, wintering, and
breeding habitats. This can cause birds and bats to undertake longer flights in order to meet
their needs, wasting energy and potentially reducing fitness. The barrier effects of wind
developments are compounded when many wind farms are located close together, which is a
potential consequence of development along the Great Lakes shorelines (BirdLife
International). Finally, IWT developments can deter prey species from the area, causing
predators to search further afield for food, also indirectly impacting their fitness (Sprague et
al. 2011).
Specific Species Concerns
In 2012, 573,000 birds and 888,000 bats were killed by US IWTs (Smallwood 2013), with
numbers of turbines continuing to exist across North America since. It is predicted that by
2030, IWTs could kill 1.4 million birds annually in the United States alone (Loss et al. 2014). A
study released by Bird Studies Canada this month found bats dying at the rate of 18.5 per
turbine in Ontario, well above the allowable 10-per-turbine threshold set by the province’s
Natural Resources Ministry. An estimated 42,656 bats were killed by Ontario wind turbines
between May 1 and Oct. 31, 2015, including several endangered species, the study said.
North American studies of bat deaths and wind turbines have found bats are killed either by
being struck by turbine blades or by air pressure changes caused by the turbines that burst
blood vessels in their lungs.
Ryan Zimmerling, wildlife biologist with the Canadian Wildlife Service, recently said that “We
have about 50 percent more turbines now [than in 2013], so, as of 2016, somewhere around
70,000 bats are being killed in Canada per year.” Furthermore, because it is difficult to find
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carcasses around turbines, searches are done in limited areas, and predators may take
carcasses before searchers can find them, it is likely that IWT mortality surveys underestimate
deaths. Mortality estimates also do not include indirect deaths (i.e., those resulting from IWTassociated habitat destruction, disturbance, or collisions with IWT associated infrastructure
like power lines) (Hutchins et al. 2016). Large birds like raptors, swans, and other waterfowl
are at particularly high risks for collisions with power lines, with upwards of 30% of wind
development-related mortality resulting from power line collisions in some species (USDA
Forest Service Manville). Post-construction species displacement has been shown to last for
at least five years in some cases (Shaffer & Buhl 2015) and mortalities from collisions with
power lines are estimated to be in the millions (Loss et al. 2014).
Hawk Cliff
Hawk Cliff, located near Port Stanley, ON, around 40kms from Dutton Dunwich, is a crucial
site for research by the Hawk Migration Association of North America (HMANA). Hawk Cliff,
located on the shore of Lake Erie at the crossroads of the Atlantic and Mississippi Flyways
sees thousands of raptors per day during fall migration, including Bald Eagles, Peregrine
Falcons, and Osprey etc. Yearly “hawk counts” taken at Hawk Cliff are essential for population
monitoring of North American raptors, and are also a source of tourism for the region. To
emphasize the numbers of raptors seen in this area, in the fall migration of 2014, Hawk Cliff
Hawk watch recorded 118,107 birds. It reports an average of 108,552 birds per fall migration
over the past ten years.
Talbot Creek Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)
Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) are officially designated by the province of
Ontario as regions with significant geological or ecological features. Life Science ANSIs, like the
Talbot Creek ANSI near Dutton Dunwich, have unique biodiversity and landscapes which have
not been affected by human development. They may also include unique plants and wildlife,
as well as significant or rare ecosystems.
Recommendations
Based on the previously mentioned USFWS radar studies, the American Bird Conservancy has
suggested new setback distances for IWTs located near the Great Lakes. The USFWS suggests
a five-kilometre setback from the Great Lakes shorelines, the Nature Conservancy suggests
eight kilometres, and now the American Bird Conservancy is suggesting a minimum of 18
kilometres in order to protect birds and bats flying through this area from the direct and
indirect impacts of IWT interactions.
In Canada, the Saskatchewan Ministry of the Environment has passed recent legislation
mandating a five-kilometer buffer zone between wind development and a variety of unique
features including: national and provincial parks, federal migratory bird sanctuaries, IBAs, and
ecological reserves. They also suggest avoidance zones around critical habitat for species at
risk, known cultural and heritage sites, airports, and Municipalities.
The USFWS also suggests other ways to mitigate the effects of IWTs on birds and bats. They
suggest avoiding citing turbines in major bird migration corridors and in areas with large
concentrations of raptors; cliff edges near hawk migrations are specifically cited. Areas with
habitat for threatened and endangered species are also to be avoided. They also recommend,
in the event that IWTs are constructed in a migratory corridor, that turbines must be shut
down in times of bird activity and that deterrents should be used to mark turbines and
infrastructure to reduce the chance of collisions.
•

Identification any archaeological resource or heritage resource
John E. Pearce Provincial Park
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This park is a recognized nature reserve for many reasons. The proposed project area is very
close to park which disrupts view/nature activities in park. This park incorporates the Lake
Erie bluffs (regionally significant earth science feature) and Lake Erie shoreline hardwood
forest not represented anywhere else in the provincial park system. Numerous middens,
artifacts found from Iroquois have been found within the park, along with evidence of several
longhouses. The Lake Erie shoreline between Port Talbot and Tyrconnell showcase
impressive glacial sediments
Backus Page Museum
The Backus-Page House Museum is located within the grounds of the John E. Pearce
Provincial Park, situated within a restored Georgian style house which was constructed in
1850. It is one of the first brick homes built in what would eventually become Dunwich
Township. The house was commissioned by Andrew and Mary Jane Backus. The Backus family
was one of several families that had obtained land from Colonel Thomas Talbot
The Backus-Page House and property was sold to the Ministry of Natural Resources in 1968.
The Ministry of Natural Resources currently retains ownership of the Backus-Page House. The
Ministry entered into a lease agreement with the Tyrconnell Heritage Society. The Backus
Page Museum host annual historical events including many battle reenactments of
significance such as the War of 1812, providing educational opportunities to residents and
visitors.
The Galbraith Monument Inuksuk
Located on Thomson Line East of Willey Road. The view through the legs of the inuksuk frame
the view of the field Galbraith once plowed on the family farm. We have tourists from all over
come to see the sight.
Cemeteries
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Appendix D – consideration of potential for heritage
resources.
Item 6 states… “is on or abutting a known burial site or cemetery.” This section does
not indicate the following 3 cemeteries:
• Helen’s Cemetery – 28291 Thomson Line – currently inactive
• Dunwich Township Cemetery – 8225 Iona Road – currently inactive
• McKillop’s Cemetery – 30490 Talbot Line – currently inactive
• Cowal-McBride Cemetery – 33163 and 33166 Aberdeen Line – currently inactive
Trans Canada Trail
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Appendix D – consideration of potential for heritage
resources.
Item 8 states… “or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?” This does not include the
Dutton Dunwich portion of the Trans Canada Trail. Map attached
Designated Heritage Properties
Since the preparation of the Draft Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (July 2017) there are
5 properties in the Municipality which have been designated heritage properties by the
Municipal Heritage Committee and several other are under consideration. As such, it is
requested that the Proponent review/revise the Cultural Heritage Assessment report to
acknowledge the presence of these Heritage properties, review potential impacts and
provide appropriate mitigation/monitoring measures. Letter attached.
•

Aerodromes and/or airport
There are 2 registered aerodromes located within close proximity of the project, namely:
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•
•

The Dutton Airport/Aerodrome CDT7 is located approximately 650 m from the Site at
the intersection of Miller Road and Pioneer Line. It is an aerodrome, and does not
have air-traffic controllers.
The Iona Station /Bobier Strip Aerodrome COS2 is located on the south-east corner of
Willey Road and Thomson Line. Letters and Aerodrome Registration attached (2)

Other possible landing strips should be investigated.
Fairview ERT found that locating a wind project (Class 4, eight turbines, 16.4 MW) close the
Collingwood Regional Airport (CRA) and the Clearview Field (both uncertified aerodromes
without zoning regulations) was a hazard to human health, as “it will result in airplane
accidents that will result in serious injury or death” (Fairview ERT).
The shortest distance between four of the turbines and the end of the CRA Airport runway is
in the range of between 3,000 and 4,000m, according to the tribunal. Most aircraft flying into
the airport would cover this distance in less than a minute. The two remaining turbines were
to be located about 4,500m and 5,000m from the runway, between 73 and 81 seconds of
flight time. Six of the proposed turbines would be within 1,500m of the end of the Clearview
runway, a distance covered in less than 30 seconds.
Turbines create turbulence in the air when they spin. There is no consensus on the distance
from an IWT where wind turbulence does not pose a risk to pilots, however, it is agreed upon
that turbulence is a concern up to almost 500m from the turbine blades. This turbulence and
resulting difficulties in navigation around wind development for pilots can be compounded by
inclement weather as well as pilot error. An expert at the Fairview ERT stated that
“development around aerodromes must not be planned around pilots making perfect
decisions, and that placing turbines near the aerodromes posed an unacceptable risk,
especially due to the absence of air traffic control at the aerodromes.”
Another concern for the CRA is to do with the vertical distance between the typical flight
circuit height (1000 feet) and the top of the wind turbine (500 feet). “…analysis indicates that
the tolerance for altimeter error is 200ft, and that pilots can pass their skill demonstration if
they are with 100ft from a given altitude. This means a plane, under normal operating
circumstances, could only be as far away as 200ft from the wind turbines. In addition, local air
pressure changes could result in inaccurate altimeter readings. Apart from this, pilots flying
Visual Flight Rules (VFR) are required to remain 500ft from the cloud ceiling. If the cloud
ceiling is lower than 1000ft, this will also reduce the distance between the plane and the
turbines, which further reduces the margin for error.” The tribunal concluded that the margin
for error posed by building the turbines in this location was inadequate to prevent collisions.
In a decision released August 16, 2017, Dirk Vanderbent and Hugh Wilkins, who oversaw the
appeal and subsequent remedy hearing for Fairview Wind, determined the project posed a
risk of serious harm to human health.
The Design and Operations Report and Construction Plan Report provides no discussion of any
assessment of potential impacts to local airports/aerodromes to ensure no conflicts with the
Project design exist. While consultation with Transport Canada and NAV Canada are
acknowledged, operational and safety concerns related to local airport/aerodromes must be
evaluated.
OTHER COMMENTS
Little Brown Myotis
The Little Brown Myotis (or Little Brown Bat), is the most common bat in Canada, and its range
reaches across most of Canada and the United States. They overwinter in hibernacula (generally
caves), and breed and forage the rest of the year in forested areas. They are also sometimes found
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breeding in human dwellings. Population sizes are not known, however were thought to be in the
millions before the arrival of White Nose Syndrome (WNS) in Canada in 2010. Since then, 5.7-6.7
million individuals are thought to have died throughout North America, resulting in a decline of
approximately 93% in Ontario over the course of five years. Although WNS is now understood, a cure
has not yet been found. Declines, therefore, are expected to continue, with the species predicted to
be functionally extirpated from the northeastern US by 2026 (20 years from the discovery of WNS). As
a result of catastrophic population declines since the emergence of WNS, the Little Brown Myotis has
gone from an unlisted species to being classified as “Endangered” on a provincial and national level.
The Little Brown Myotis is affected by White Nose Syndrome (WNS). WNS is a fungal disease affecting
hibernating bats. It was first documented in the winter of 2006-2007 in New York State. Since then,
WNS has spread rapidly as far south as Mississippi, north into southern and central Ontario and
Quebec, and as far west as Washington State. When a bat is infected by the disease, fungal spores
grow upon its muzzle and wings during winter hibernation. WNS is extremely contagious and fastspreading, especially within the confines of hibernacula. The fungus causes bats to act strangely and
wake during their hibernation, becoming active in the cold winter months. This wastes their energy
stores and results in death. It is estimated that WNS has resulted in the deaths of 5.7 million bats in
North American since its discovery, resulting in 90% population declines in some species (e.g. the
Little Brown Myotis).
Little Brown Myotis populations in Ontario not only continue to be threatened by WNS, but are also
threatened by habitat loss due to human development, extermination by pest control, and industrial
wind turbines (IWTs). The Little Brown Myotis is threatened in two ways by IWTs: collisions with the
turbines themselves and via barotrauma (physical injury resulting pressure changes; commonly
affects the lungs) resulting from pressure fluctuations caused by the moving blades of the turbines
(Species at Risk Public Registry). Over the next 15 years, bat mortality due to IWTs in Canada is
expected to reach 166 000 bats per year. As of 2013, the Little Brown Myotis made up 13% of bat
mortality at IWTs (Zimmerling & Francis 2006). As a result of the combined dangers of WNS, habitat
destruction, and IWTs, it has been found that wind energy development projects could cause serious
and irreversible harm to the Little Brown Myotis population (White Pines ERT, Fairview ERT).
In the recent Fairview ERT, the appellant alleged that a wind project of 16.4 MW and 8 turbines would
cause serious and irreversible harm to bats due to collision mortality. Although no pre-construction
acoustic surveys were carried out at the project site, all experts agreed that the Little Brown Myotis
would be present in the project region, as its range encompasses most of Ontario, even though the
project area is mostly agricultural and is not made up of critical bat habitat. The protection of Little
Brown Myotis is critical, experts added, because any surviving adults may carry resistance to WNS,
which may allow for the eventual recovery of this species. Any further mortality will likely result in
local extinction and the inability of the population to rebound from declines. The tribunal ruled that,
more likely than not, there is a small population of Little Brown Myotis at the project site, and that
this population would be seriously and irreversibly harmed by the presence of a wind energy
development.
Unlike birds, bats seem to be attracted to wind turbines (Cryan et al., 2014) and this makes the
problem more serious. There are several hypotheses that may explain why this happens (reviewed by
Kunz et al., 2007; Cryan and Barclay, 2009; Arnett et al., 2015). One of them is that insects
accumulating around the turbine tower may provide feeding opportunities (Kunz et al., 2007; Rydell
et al., 2010b). Heat-image camera observations of bats near turbines have revealed behaviors
reminiscent of insects gleaning as well as of aerial insect pursuits (e.g. Ahlén et al., 2007; Horn et al.,
2008; Hale et al., 2013; Cryan et al., 2014)
The L. cinereus species, in North America has been observed to circle and approach the same spot of
the turbine tower repeatedly from below and at a low angle, as if they “investigated” it for places to
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roost, and it was argued that they “mistake” wind turbines for trees (Cryan, 2008; Horn et al., 2008;
Cryan et al., 2014). Bats that repeatedly approached certain spots on turbine towers have also been
interpreted as attempting to drink, presumably “mistaking” the vertical tower for a water surface
(Hale et al., 2013). New observations suggest that several species of bats sometimes feed on insects
that rest on the tower of wind turbines.
The Silver Haired bat species was used for the Proponents “criteria,” however the Silver Haired bat
are the only species of bat which migrate and is the least documented species of bat in south western
Ontario. The Proponent should have used a more common species of bat e.g., Little Brown Myotis.
Blanding’s Turtle
Blanding’s Turtle is a medium-sized freshwater turtle found in two distinct ranges in Canada. The
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence population is located in small parts of Ontario and Quebec, and represents
20% of the global range of this species. Blanding’s Turtle is largely aquatic, and ranges from wetland
habitats from small streams to the bays of Lake Erie. Seasonally, the turtles will also move overland in
search of nesting and basking habitats, sometimes travelling over 2.5kms.
These turtles are at risk due to the development of their wetland habitats, which are being drained
and developed throughout their range, especially in southern Ontario. They are particularly
vulnerable to road-based mortality, because they travel so far overland and often cross roads, and
because they are likely to dig nests in gravel roadsides, putting both adults and hatchlings at risk.
Continued development also fragments turtle habitat, isolating smaller populations from each other
and preventing “rescue” of small populations through movement of individuals from larger
populations. These turtles can live at least 75 years, reaching sexual maturity around 15 years of age.
As a result of their long lifespan and slow maturity, any level of accidental mortality can result in
population level effects (Species at Risk Public Registry).
As a result of these vulnerabilities, Blanding’s Turtle is listed as threatened in its Ontario range. The
Environmental Review Tribunal has stopped the Ostrander Point Wind Farm in Prince Edward County
because of the presence of Blanding’s Turtles in the area, as road construction and habitat
fragmentation as a result of IWT development would cause serious and irreversible harm to this
species. Any accidental mortality is too much in a small and vulnerable population (Ostrander Point
ERT, White Pines ERT).
Other Species at Risk
Species at Risk (SAR) information appears to have been omitted from the Proponent’s NHA, EIS and
EEMP documents. Additional species at risk have been identified by the Lower Thames Conservation
Authority (attached): Eastern Musk Turtle, Eastern Fox Snake, Queensnake, Eastern Hog-nosed Snake
and Common Five Line Skink. In regard to the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas Species at Risk include the
Barn Swallow, Eastern Meadowlark, Bobolink, Chimney Swift and the Acadian Flycatcher. This should
be included in Proponent’s documentation and provided to the Municipality for review.
Consultation with First Nations
The Strong Breeze Project is proposed to be located on lands which have treaty rights. To the
Municipality’s knowledge, the Proponent failed to consult with the following First Nations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aamjiwnaang First Nation
Caldwell First Nation
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
Moravian of the Thames Band First Nation
Munsee-Delaware First Nation
Walpole Island Bkejwanong First Nation
Oneida Nation of the Thames
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The Proponent must provide evidence that the requisite consultation and follow up has taken place.
American Bird Conservation Correspondence
Letter attached
Abutting Landowners
Ontario Regulation 359/09 states:
Class 3, 4 and 5 wind facilities
53. (1) No person shall construct, install or expand a wind turbine that is to form part of a Class 3,
4 or 5 wind facility unless,
(a) the distance between the centre of the base of the wind turbine and any public road
rights of way or railway rights of way is equivalent to, at a minimum, the length of any
blades of the wind turbine, plus 10 metres; and
(b) the distance between the centre of the base of the wind turbine and all boundaries of
the parcel of land on which the wind turbine is constructed, installed or expanded is
equivalent to, at a minimum, the height of the wind turbine, excluding the length of any
blades. O. Reg. 359/09, s. 53 (1); O. Reg. 521/10, s. 30 (1, 2).
(2) Clause (1) (b) does not apply in respect of a boundary of the parcel of land on which the wind
turbine is constructed, installed or expanded if the abutting parcel of land on that boundary is,
(a) owned by the person who proposes to engage in the renewable energy project in
respect of the wind turbine; or
(b) owned by a person who has entered into an agreement with the person mentioned in
clause (a) to permit the wind turbine to be located closer than the distance specified in
clause (1) (b). O. Reg. 359/09, s. 53 (2).
In order for Proponent to use clause 2(b) above, there has to be an agreement between the
Leaseholder and the non-participating abutting land owner. Abutting landowners for Turbines
number 6, 7 and 9 have not signed an agreement.
Section 53 Clause 3 states:
(3) Clause (1) (b) does not apply if,
(a) the distance between the centre of the base of the wind turbine and all boundaries of the
parcel of land on which it is constructed, installed or expanded is equivalent to, at a minimum,
the length of any blades plus 10 metres; and
(b) as part of an application for the issue of a renewable energy approval or an environmental
compliance approval in respect of the construction, installation or expansion of the wind
turbine, the person who is constructing, installing or expanding the wind turbine submits a
written assessment,
(i) demonstrating that the proposed location of the wind turbine will not result in adverse
impacts on nearby business, infrastructure, properties or land use activities, and
(ii) describing any preventative measures that are required to be implemented to address the
possibility of any adverse impacts mentioned in subclause (i). O. Reg. 359/09, s. 53 (3);
O. Reg. 521/10, s. 30 (3); O. Reg. 231/11, s. 4.
As noted in Appendix A, the Proponent has prepared a Property Line Setback Assessment in an
attempt to satisfy the requirements stipulated under Section 53, Clause 3 (a) and (b)(i)(ii). In addition
to referencing that the Proponent may not have a signed agreement with abutting landowners at
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some turbine locations, therefore it is recommended that the comment also touch on any concerns
the Municipality and/or landowners have with respect to the evaluation of potential effects provided
in the Property Line Setback Assessment.
Specifically, the assessment appears to have been undertaken as a desktop exercise only. Setbacks
and property lines should be ground truthed by a licensed land surveyor once the final design is
complete, prior to construction.
Sections of the Dutton Dunwich Official Plan that may impact the proposed Wind Project:
Hazardous Lands
4.1.1 Within the areas shown on Schedule ‘B’ as ‘Hazardous Lands’ the Municipality will seek the
advice of the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority on the following matters before permitting
any building, structure or additions thereto:
a) The degree of existing or potential physical hazards including, the effect of erosion on the
proposed development, and the effect of the proposed development on erosion;
b) The potential impact of these hazards on the proposed building or structure;
c) The proposed methods by which these impacts may be overcome in a manner consistent
with accepted resource management practices and engineering techniques; and
d) Adequate building setbacks in relation to the kind, extent, and severity of both the existing
and potential hazard.
Significant Woodlands & Significant ANSI’s
5.3.1 The Municipality shall recognize and protect the natural heritage features and areas in the
Municipality. Natural heritage features and areas, as defined by the Provincial Policy Statement, and
the Ministry of Natural Resources' Natural Heritage Reference Manual, as updated from time to time,
include: significant wetlands, significant coastal wetlands, significant woodlands, significant
valleylands, significant wildlife habitat, fish habitat, and significant areas of natural and scientific
interest (ANSI’s).
The determination of the area and significance of the natural heritage features and areas is based on
the following.
• Significant Wetlands are approved by the Ministry of Natural Resources. The Ministry can
identify such wetlands by delineating them or by reviewing and approving the work of
others in accordance with the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System.
• Significant Habitats of Endangered Species and Threatened Species are approved by the
Ministry of Natural Resources. The Ministry of Natural Resources can identify such habitat
by delineating, describing, reviewing and approving the work of others.
• Significant Woodlands are identified by the Municipality in accordance with the size criteria
set out in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual. Consistent with the 18% woodland cover
in the Municipality, woodlands 20 hectares in size and larger are considered significant and
are identified on Schedule "B". 5-4
• Significant Wildlife Habitats are approved by the Municipality, either by identifying them or
by approving the work of others using the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide,
EcoRegion Criteria Schedules and the Natural Heritage Reference Manual
• Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI’s) are identified by the Ministry of Natural
Resources in accordance with the ANSI confirmation process.
• Significant Valleylands and Fish Habitat are identified and approved by the Municipality
using the Natural Heritage Resource Manual.
5.3.7 Development and site alteration is not permitted on lands adjacent to natural heritage features
or areas, unless an Environmental Impact Statement is undertaken by a qualified professional to
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demonstrate that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological
function, and approved by the Municipality. It shall address the following:
a)

A description of the development and its purpose; the natural heritage feature present on
site or in the adjacent lands; the nature and duration of the potential impacts to the site;
adjacent lands and ecological processes, as well as the cumulative effects of the proposed
development and how these impacts are intended to be mitigated.
b) Site location including location maps and site plans.
c) A description of the existing land uses on the site and on surrounding properties.
d) A description and statement of the rationale for the development, and alternative methods
of carrying out the development. 5-5
e) A description of:
i. The methodologies used for field studies and for determining the significance of
each natural heritage feature.
Oil Reservoir
7.3.5 Where development is proposed adjacent to or above known pools or deposits, shown on
Schedule ‘C’ as ‘Oil Reservoir’ and ‘Gas Reservoir,’ the Province shall be consulted regarding measures
to allow possible future access for resource production purposes. Development and activities which
will preclude or hinder the establishment of new operations or access to the resources shall only be
permitted if:
a) resource use would not be feasible; or
b) the proposed land use or development serves a greater long-term public interest; and
c) issues of public health, public safety, and environmental impact area addressed.
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SECTION 5
MUNICIPAL HERITAGE COMMITTEE CORRESPONDENCE

SECTION 6
GALBRAITH INUKSUK PHOTO & TRANS CANADA TRAIL MAP

SECTION 7
AERODROME OWNERS' CORRESPONDENCE & FLIGHT
SUPPLEMENT

John Bennetto
30 I Mary Street West
P0Box288
Happy Landings Fann
Dutton, Ontario
NOL lJO
April 15, 2014

Mr. Bob Purcell
Deputy Mayor,
Dutton Dunwich Council

Dear Bob:
Happy Landings Fann has been a part of Dutton since 1992 and is proud to be located in
this special community of Dutton Dunwich. The farm itself has been a Dunwich farm for
well over 100 years, owned previously by several well recognized local families. Our
family farm is both a working farm and our home. We produce com and soy beans on 70
workable acres as well as market farm fresh :free~range eggs and board horses. We have
been part of the local 4 H organization leading the goat clubs when our children were at
home.
As part ofmy interest in recreational aviation, we built and maintain a federally
registered airplane landing strip. I have a small airplane that I fly occasionally and I have
made the 2800 by 65 foot grass landing strip available to other local recreational pilots.
Dutton aerodrome CDT7, as named by the Canada Flight Supplement; also is available
for use by air ambulance helicopters and other emergency air operations such as police,
fire or military if and when required.
Having a well maintained and federally registered aerodrome in Dutton Dunwich is a
unique and special feature that adds vibrancy to the community. Favorable comments
have been received by fellow pilots and the general public to the convenience and
recreational value of a landing strip in the community. Residential growth choices may
be positively influenced by having the advantage of a good aviation facility close by.
Significant efforts by the flying community to be good neighbours as related to noise
abatement and reasonable hours of flight operations have been amply rewarded by a long
and harmonious co-existence with our neighbours and the larger Dutton community.
I am concerned that there is a proposed Industrial Wind Turbine project being considered
for our community. Aviation activities and Industrial Wind Turbines are not compatible.
Other communities have discovered that the federal regulations around registered
aerodromes and safe flight operations preclude towers in the flight path and have had to
remove poorly placed towers. In any event, any placement of Industrial Wind Turbines
in the general area of the Dutton aerodrome would severely restrict flight operations and
R ............... Airstrip Owner

John Bennetto
April 16, 2014
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pose a significant safety hazard. Appropriate federal aviation authorities and associated
regulatory bodies would need to be consulted and officially advised.
It would be a loss to the Dutton Dunwich community to lose such a unique and special
community resource as their own airport as a result of Industrial Wind Turbines being
built in Dutton Dunwich. This may lead to residents moving away or prospective
residents choosing to not settle and invest in Dutton Dunwich with negative effects on
community growth and vitality.

As a proud 22 year resident and supporter of Dutton Dunwich and an avid aviator, I
support your concerns about Industrial Wind Turbines and applaud the resolution of
Dutton Dunwich council to not enter into any Industrial Wind Turbines agreements.
Please include my letter of support in the business case to the Minister of Energy
requesting that Dutton Dunwich remain Industrial Wind Turbine free. 1his is an
important matter to me.
Sincerely,

John Bennetto

Happy Landings Farm and Dutton aerodrome CDT7 owner/operator

R ............... Airstrip Owner

Robert H Bobier
RR3, 31303 Thomson Line
Iona Station, Ontario

NOL 1 PO
519 762 2486
December 29, 2016
Civil Aviation Services Ontario Region
Transport Canada
Ontario Region
4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400
Toronto, Ontario
M2N 6A5

Regards: Registration of Aerodrome at Iona Station - Robert Bobier Farm Airstrip
Please find enclosed in support of registering my farm landing strip:
1. a filled in data form RDIMS #5232889;
2. signed and witnessed Declaration form;
3. a copy of 1:50,000 map marked to show the location of the strip relative to the village
and;
4. a group of related photographs showing features of the landing and taking off areas and
areas for aircraft parking.
5. threshold coordinates for 23 runway end is 42.678482, -81.448114 and 05 runway end is
42.674294, -81.454219.
The Robert Bobier farm airstrip at Iona Station has been established since 1985 and has
enjoyed regular use by an enthusiastic group of local aviators. The neighboring farms and
residents have not raised any concerns or issues over the past 30 plus years. Aviators using
the strip have been compliant in practicing "good neighbor aviation" in relation to noise control
and sensible hours of operation.
Please let me know if you require further information and when you would like to schedule an
inspection.
I look forward to your positive decision.
Yours truly,

Robert H Bobier

I

Transport Canada - Ontario Region
Registered Aerodrome Data Form

RDIMS No:

TC File No:

Proposed Aerodrome Name (based on nearest community):

Iona Station - Robert Bobier farm airstrip

Identifier (assigned by NAV CANADA):

CONTACT INFORMATION

OPERATOR·
Name:
Address:
City/Town

Robert H Bobier
RR3 31303 Thomson Line
Province:

Iona Station

.CONTA!,ZT,(/f'.differ,enttcom':a.bofje)
Fax:

(

Geographic Coordinates

Longitude:
Iona Station 2.6 NM at 075 degrees, Dutton 2.4NM at 240 degrees

Nearest Community (charted):
Magnetic Variation:
Charts:

)

9 deg W

Time Zone Factor:

UTC -5(4)

Elevation:

750 ASL

*Distance in NM & Relative Bearing
*Highest pt on the useable LDG sfc

A5000

Additional Comments (If applicable): No winter maintenance, soft when wet, rolling surface, barn at treshold 23, road at treshold 05

(

Rwy

deg)

I

(

deg)

Length & Width:

X

Sfc Type:

deg)

I

(

deg)

Length & Width:

X

Sfc Type:

Additional Comments (if applicable):

Rwy
Additional Comments (if applicable):

RCR:

*Note as applicable

.Jo winter maintenance, strip soft when wet, rolling surface, barn at treshold 23, road at treshold 05
*Indicate any applicable conditions as per notes In CFS

Please send this form via email to: CASO-SACO@tc.gc.ca or facsimile: 1-877-822-2129
Updated September 16, 2009

RDIMS #5232889

Instructions for the Proposed Registration of an Aerodrome
1) Complete the attached forms using a current edition of the Canada Flight Supplement as a reference.
The form is not intended to be indicative of all aerodromes and therefore any additional data that
may apply should also be included.
2) Include a 1:50,000 topographic map with the airport location and layout clearly marked. Indicate
the location of the wind direction indicator and itinerant aircraft parking.
3) All aerodrome specifications must conform to the requirements of the Canadian Aviation
Regulations (CARs), Part Ill, Subpart 1. In particular, your attention is drawn to
sections 301.04 to 301.08.
4) Attach a letter requesting that the aerodrome be registered.

The letter should be addressed as follows:
Civil Aviation Services Ontario Region
Transport Canada
Ontario Region
4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400
Toronto, Ontario
M2N 6A5
5) Include a signed declaration as attached. Safety hazards are defined as, but not limited to, items
such as roads, railways, high terrain, hidden or other obstructions, surface irregularities etc.
6) Include a series of photographs that clearly show the proposed take-off and landing areas.

7) Upon receipt of the documentation, and determination that the site may be suitable for registration,
an inspection of the site may be scheduled. The timing of the inspection will be based on
inspector availability and/or safety considerations.
The focus of the inspection will be on safety
concerns related to the aerodrome and on verification of the site data.
8) The completed package may be forwarded by mail to the address shown in item #4 or sent
electronically to: caso-saco@tc.gc.ca

Updated September 16, 2009

RDIMS #5232889

DECLARATION
.£? ~ 13 ~

I,

/< f

13 0 ;3) £.

ft

, in support of my application for the

( name of operator)
registration of a land aerodrome located at --=Z:-'------'()c....'..c..N_A.;..__S_7__;A_'f'--t-~_w_

( name proposed for registration)
r

declare that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the aerodrome proposed

for registration is clear of all and any safety hazards affecting aviation.

Dated at

this

r

f) q

1;, (\)

A

• e7· 11

..-,.·r hN

S , n r

day of

~.

in the province of

C ;\f 7

fl K t

o

e=u--1'-fs~ 1l

Signed

Witness

Updated September 16, 2009

RDIMS #5232889
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CANADA FLIGHT SUPPLEMENT/ GPH 205

Effective 0901z 12 October 2017 to 0901z 7 December 2017

ONTARIO

AERODROME/ FACILITY DIRECTORY

IONA STATION (BOBIER STRIP) ON
REF

N42 40 35 W812704 2.7SW
9°W (2017) UTC-5(4) Elev 755'
A5000
Robert Bobier 519-762-2486 Reg
PPR May-Oct

QPR

FLT PLN
FIC

RWY DATA
RCR

NOTAM FILE CYXU
London 866-WXBRIEF (Toll free within
Canada) or 866-541-4104 (Toll free
within Canada & USA)
Rwy 05(055°)/23(235°) 2225x60 TURF
Opr No win maint. Rwy soft in spring.
Rolling sfc.
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ATF
CAUTION
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tfc 123.2 5NM 3700 ASL
Barn at Thld 23.

cos2
t

Q

~ '
~' . Q

Q

?.P'

'(Y''

•, t

.

ELEV 755

·.

Q
Q

t

0

••
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OMNRF SPECIES AT RISK

SECTION 9
AMERICAN BIRD CONSERVANCY CORRESPONDENCE

SECTION 10
WATER AND OIL WELL MAPS

