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There are over 2,500 Industrial Wind Turbines (“IWTs”) installed while the GEA was in effect 

that continue to operate in Ontario.  There are residents of rural Ontario who cannot sleep in 

their own houses, drink from their own wells, build on their own land, or sell their properties. 

This situation has been going on since the enactment of the GEA in 2009. Repealing this ill-

advised and punitive legislation should include measures to deal with the devastation it has 

caused. It is not enough to just turn approvals over to Municipalities without changing the 

regulations under which they are approved. Nor is it enough to confirm that turbines are 

operating in compliance under the current regulations. 

And this should be considered a priority, not put off for a couple of years. People are suffering 

now. 

Recommendation 1. Municipal Planning Power 

The government stated that it was returning municipal planning powers to municipalities. 

Although the amendments to the Planning Act purport to return to municipalities the ability to 

enact by-laws and official plans to control renewable energy projects, the addition of s. 25.35.1 

to the Electricity Act and of 70.9 of the Planning Act override those amendments and continue 

the present scheme of provincial over-ride that the Act to Repeal was promised to repeal. 

Presently, municipal by-laws are “inoperative” relative to green energy projects. 

It is not acceptable that the return of municipal planning powers to municipalities can be over-

ridden.  Municipal by-laws, even if in place after submission of a renewable energy project, 

should be able to be enacted.  

As such, the following sections are unacceptable:  

• Section 70.9 “despite its repeal, section 62.0.2 applies to specified renewable energy undertakings or in 

specified circumstances”. 

• 25.35.1 (1) “The Lieutenant Governor in Council may, by regulation, designate renewable energy projects, 

renewable energy sources or renewable energy testing projects for the following purposes: 1. To assist in 

the removal of barriers to and to promote opportunities for the use of renewable energy sources. 2. To 

promote access to transmission systems and distribution systems for proponents of renewable energy 

projects.  

• Effect of designation (2) “A person is permitted to engage in activities with respect to a designated 

renewable energy project, a designated renewable energy source or a designated renewable energy testing 

project in such circumstances as may be prescribed by regulation, despite any restriction imposed at law 

that would otherwise prevent or restrict the activity, including a restriction established by a municipal by-

law, a condominium by-law, an encumbrance on real property or an agreement.” 

• Exception re Minister (11.0.8) “Subsection (11.0.7) does not apply to an appeal by the Minister.” 

• Regulations re transitional matters, 2018 amendments 70.9 “(1) The Lieutenant Governor in Council may 

make regulations governing transitional matters that, in the opinion of the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 

are necessary or advisable to deal with issues arising out of the amendments to this Act made by the Green 

Energy Repeal Act, 2018.” 



Same “(2) A regulation made under subsection (1) may, without limitation, provide that, despite its repeal 

by subsection 8 (9) of the Green Energy Repeal Act, 2018, section 62.0.2 of this Act as it reads immediately 

before its repeal applies, for a specified period of time and with necessary modifications, to specified 

renewable energy undertakings or specified classes of renewable energy undertakings or in specified 

circumstances.” 

Conflict “(3) A regulation made under this section prevails over any provision of this Act specifically 

mentioned in the regulation. Retroactive effect (4) A regulation made under this section is, if it so provides, 

effective with reference to a period before it is filed.” 

Recommendation 2. Adverse Health Effects 

There have been many thousand adverse health complaints submitted by those exposed to 

IWTs. The lives of these individuals has been severely impacted, from interrupted sleep, 

headaches, nausea, ringing in ears, to having to vacate their homes. “Dirty electricity” has been 

reported. 

The government has been negligent in dealing with the issue: there is no tracking system in 

place, fewer than half of the complaints have been responded to and/or followed up by the 

government or turbine owner – in fact, in 2015 and 2016 there was no field response to 95% of 

complaints; required noise audits are years late without penalty; there is a backlog of audit 

approval in the Ministry’s Toronto office; there has essentially been no mitigation; even when 

the turbines are out of compliance.  

Mitigation/compensation for those suffering adverse health events is of critical importance. 

Legal cases regarding these effects should not be limited to “proving serious effects”, but, 

consistent with adverse health effects from other sources, must consider the Precautionary 

Principal. For such cases, there must be cost protection for the applicants. 

Recommendation 3. REA Compliance 

It is known that IWTs have been erected in breach of mandatory geographic setbacks and noise 

limits – even using the present, inadequate noise protocol. Many, if not most IWT projects, do 

not meet the REA conditions. 

All IWTS must meet all REA approval conditions, on time. Those that do not should be curtailed 

until they are compliant.  

Recommendation 4. Impact and Effects of Noise 

It is known that IWTs emit low frequency noise/infrasound and electromagnetic pollution that 

causes illness in residents. Noise guidelines exclude noise characteristics specifically identified 

by the WHO as of concern, including low frequency noise and amplitude modulation. Such 

noise has rendered homes unfit for habitation.  

Noise requirements should be modified to include low frequency noise/infrasound and tonal 

noise, as recommended by MOECC’s own advisors.  



There must be provision for enforcing the noise regulations. Project owners should be required 

to implement both a mitigation strategy and a compensation policy for any residents impacted 

by existing wind projects.  

If mitigation and acceptable compensation is not implemented within a reasonable period of 

time, such as six months, the projects should be curtailed until both plans are implemented to 

the satisfaction of the residents. 

Recommendation 5. Impact on Adjacent Property 

IWT projects can and have sterilized adjacent lands, or limited where a property owner can 

build safely on their own land, by preventing building within their setback shadow. They also 

have incurred fires, tower collapses and other dangers to residents of abutting lands.  

Setback distances were not based on IWT noise data. The high number and content of adverse 

health events reported by those living neat IWTs (see #1 above) confirms that setbacks are 

inadequate. 

The setback should (1) be to the adjacent property line (NOT to the centre of a building); (2) be 

relevant to today’s larger turbines considering but not limited to adverse event data, blade 

throw data during breakage, ice throw data, an actual measurements of all frequencies of 

noise.  

Recommendation 6. Effects on Ground and Surface Water 

IWTS have been shown to pollute waterways and ground water with soil, shale and poisonous 

minerals.  They have diverted surface water, and altered groundwater.  

A study of potential effects on ground and surface water should be a requirement for IWT 

approval. Project owners should be required to implement both a mitigation strategy and a 

compensation policy for any residents impacted by existing wind projects. This would include 

areas where sinkholes have been seen with IWT construction, and/or effects on groundwater 

and/or wells has been observed. 

Recommendation 7.  Effects on Community  

IWTs deface or destroy roads, landscape, habitat and species on abutting lands during 

construction.  

They can jeopardise local economy, e.g. in tourism areas, a major industry in Ontario that 

should have been considered but has been effectively been ignored (although critical to the 

Environmental protection Act).   

It is necessary to ensure community acceptance for future wind projects. Any proposals for 

future wind projects should only be considered if there is agreement from both the local 



municipal council, and, residents within 2 kilometres of any project infrastructure, confirmed 

through a plebiscite funded by the proponent, but conducted by an independent third party.   

A full community and municipal economic assessment should be performed, with the impact a 

vital part of the approval process. 

Recommendation 8.  Impact on Property Value 

IWTs result in depreciation in the market value of abutting lands or render them unsaleable. 

Direct the MPAC to revise the assessed value of homes within a minimum of 2 km and/or sight 

of IWTs to correctly assess the tax base. 

Recommendation 9. Lack of Economic Analysis 

IWT projects have been approved and subsidies have been given without economic analyses of 

the project itself, including for example, turbine components/construction/decommission/ 

disposal and electricity cost.  

A full life-cycle cost/benefit analysis for any future proposed wind projects should be 

performed. This should include:  

• the cost of the electricity generated, including any subsidy, grants, tax benefits etc.   
• existing wind project components should reflect their actual value for purposes of 

municipal property taxes. The current assessment for IWTs is set at $40,000 per 
megawatt rather than reflecting a value of often $4 million - $5 million. That difference is 
essentially a subsidy; 

• the cost and availability of any backup generation required to compensate for the 
intermittent nature of wind energy; 

• any losses due to the sale or discard/curtailment of surplus wind energy produced during 
periods when it’s not require; 

 consideration of reduced efficiency of the turbines over time; 

 loss of other potential income due to use of the land.  

The overall impact on power infrastructure costs and the grid’s reliability ought to be 

considered. The assessed value should not be tied to the depreciated value of the turbines 

since these industrial components currently enjoy an accelerated capital cost allowance of 50%. 

Recommendation 10. Lack of Thorough Scientific/Environmental Analysis   

IWT projects have been approved without thorough scientific and environmental analyses. 

Approval by the government appears to involve a checklist that all documents were submitted; 

review of the contents of the documents and how facts were gathered appears to be cursory. 

The supporting documentation provided by the corporation often does not comply with 

MNRF’s and MOECC’s own recommended protocols. Science-based comments from the public 

are generally not answered; if considered, they have resulted in modification of requirements 



to reduce barriers for industry, of having the offending section removed rather than corrective 

measures taken.  

Conduct a thorough review of the IWT supporting documentation, and a full life-cycle 

environmental cost/benefit analysis for any future proposed wind projects. Where expertise is 

missing within the government, neutral outside experts should be used.  

This should cover all activities including, but not limited to:  

• ensuring all requirements are met/addressed in the supporting documentation; 

• allowing comment from the public of all documents including the species at risk report 

and stormwater management plan, without the requirement of ATIP requests; 

• responding to comments from the public; 

• consideration the impact of any backup generation needed during periods of planned 

wind accepted by the grid that cannot be fulfilled; 

• consideration of any toxicities/dangerous exposures, and fuel used for and during the 

extraction and transportation of ores, metals and other construction materials, in any 

parts of the world; consideration of the disposal of the toxic materials and fuel used for 

decommissioning and disposal.  This includes materials from rare earth metals to 

concrete; 

• environmental assessment/studies for any open gravel pits, wharves to be built and 

cement batching plants to be erected. 

Recommendation 11. “First to the grid” priority 

IWTs being given “first to the grid” priority is inequitable industry treatment that requires high 

carbon-producing back-up power, and increases hydro bills.  

Wind turbine projects should NOT be guaranteed “first to the grid”.  When there is a demand 

for electricity, priority admission to the grid should be power sources that are not intermittent 

(so do not required high carbon back-up), preferably those with no, or minimal, carbon 

emission, such as hydro and nuclear.  

For those turbines already in use, as the government has stated, they should wind down long-

term contracts for electricity that the system does not need at this time. 

Recommendation 12. Curtailment of Other Sources 

Cease any curtailment of stable (non-intermittent) base load generators with zero carbon 

emission, such as nuclear and hydro. Stable, base load generators with zero carbon emission 

should only be curtailed for periods of maintenance or lack of demand for the electricity. 

Recommendation 13. Consideration of Other Sources 

Other sources of power should be investigated, e.g. import from Quebec, utilization of the Beck 

Hydro generating stations at Niagara Falls.  


