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1. Overview 

Summary of Situation 
 Residents living among the Enbridge wind turbine project continue to report that the wind 

turbines are causing serious adverse effects on their health.  Many of these residents need 
to be permanently relocated from their homes if the turbine project continues to operate. 

 Tests of audible noise show that the noise modelling used to support the Enbridge project 
approval did not accurately predict the actual audible noise produced.  In various locations, 
the actual noise levels exceed provincial standards.  

 Despite corporate values that call for a proactive response to concerns about their 
operations, Enbridge has not addressed issues raised by residents.  Neither one-off 
complaints nor two formal meetings with local Enbridge officials have address the issues. 

 The MOE continues to delay enforcement of existing standards and does not consider the 
low frequency noise/infrasound underlying the health issues.   

 A local medical authority, Dr. Hazel Lynn, the Grey-Bruce Medical Officer of Health, has 
publicly confirmed that the concerns raised by the H.A.R.M. residents are “absolutely 
legitimate”. 

 Under the Municipal Act, Kincardine has the authority to take steps to protect public safety 
and protect human health, to regulate what it perceives as public nuisances and to declare 
public emergencies. 

 

Recommendations 
As an important stakeholder in this situation, the views of the Municipality of Kincardine will carry 
considerable weight among other stakeholders involved.  On this basis, H.A.R.M. requests Council’s 
assistance in resolving the health concerns of our residents by adopting a resolution that includes 
the following elements: 

 Recognize that the health and well-being of some residents are being affected by the 
Enbridge turbines. 

 Endorse Dr. Hazel Lynn’s statement that the concerns raised by the H.A.R.M. residents are 
“absolutely legitimate”.  

 Order to Enbridge to cease operations of the wind farm as a threat to the health, safety and 
well-being; as well as requesting that the CEO of Enbridge immediately identify a senior 
executive within the company that will be responsible for working with Kincardine to 
develop an immediate solution to the health issues of the residents, 

 Declare a public emergency in the Municipality of Kincardine and forward that declaration 
for Premier Dalton McGuinty for confirmation along with a request for provincial funding to 
relocate health affected home owners. 

 Request that the Federal government stop all subsidies to Enbridge under the ecoENERGY 
Program until the long term solution to the health problems is in place. 

 Request that the Ministry of Health investigate the cases submitted to the Grey-Bruce 
Medical Officer of Health and report back to the municipality of Kincardine. 

 Investigate options for the Municipality to conduct independent testing of low frequency 
noise/infrasound in all affected homes. 

 Commission a third-party, peer-review of the noise analysis prepared for the Samsung-
Pattern wind project to ensure that the inaccuracies of the noise study supporting the 
Enbridge project are not repeated in this new project. 

 Request assistance of the Huron-Bruce MP and MPP in resolving these issues. 

 Request support on this issue by other Ontario municipalities through the Association of 
Municipalities of Ontario. 
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2. Background on Enbridge Inc. 

Enbridge Inc., which owns and operates the Underwood wind turbine project, considers itself a 
leader in the safe and reliable delivery of energy in North America.  Their corporate web site 
indicates that they are proud to be recognized as one of the Global 100 Most Sustainable 
Corporations in the World.   Their core business has been the transporting energy, operating the 
world's longest, most sophisticated crude oil and liquids transportation system. They have a 
significant and growing presence in the natural gas transmission and midstream businesses, and an 
increasing involvement in power transmission.  This includes involvement in the proposed oil 
pipeline from Alberta to the Pacific Ocean.   They also generate energy, with expanding interests in 
renewable and green energy technologies including wind and solar energy, geothermal and hybrid 
fuel cells.  
 

Corporate Values – In their public announcements, Enbridge points to its wind projects, such as 
the one causing the adverse health effects on residents of the Underwood area, as key 
components of their corporate social responsibility initiatives.   Enbridge also claims to operate 
within a commendable set of corporate values including: 

 Take accountability for our actions, without passing blame to others 

 Take immediate action when a safety issue is identified 

 Do the right thing; do not take the easy way out 
Enbridge’s full statement of corporate values is included as Appendix I. 
 

Despite these public statements emphasizing their commitment to corporate responsibility, 
Enbridge has been the focus of ongoing media attention for their slow responses to environmental 
issues related to their oil pipeline operations and they have committed to become more responsive 
to community concerns.  In the case of the 2010 oil spill in Marshall, Michigan, Enbridge initiated a 
home purchase program for people living within 200 feet of the rivers contaminated with the oil.  
According to an overview of the incident published on the Enbridge web site, the company 
purchased more than 130 homes and resold one under this program.   
 

The situation in Kincardine is sufficiently serious to warrant a similar immediate response to 
concerns raised by residents’ living among the Underwood wind turbine project.  H.A.R.M.’s 
primary request is that Enbridge begins to take real accountability for problems that their wind 
turbines are causing nearby residents. 
 

Enbridge Underwood Project - The area where the 110 turbines of the Enbridge project were 
constructed also contains approximately 391 households including both small hamlets and people 
living on operating farms.  The 5 turbines that were part of the separate Cruickshank Project, which 
is also owned by Enbridge, are nearby.   
 

Even though non-resident landowners account for 75% of the land leased for this project, the 
Enbridge Wind Project is unique in the world as there is no another project with 110 industrial 
wind turbines in such a small, densely-populated area of approximately 100 square miles.  Most of 
the participating landowners are not exposed to the health problems as they live elsewhere; but 
there is still a large non-participating resident population that is exposed to the low frequency 
noise/infrasound that these turbines generate.  The selection of this area for intensive wind 
turbine development meant that the turbines have to be located too close to occupied homes. 
 

3. Regulatory Environment for Wind Turbines 

As part of the Green Energy program, the Ontario government has established a regulatory 
framework for the implementation of wind turbines.  It was largely based on controversial 
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literature reviews rather than actual scientific research into the effects of wind turbines on people 
living in the area.  This work is now somewhat dated as new studies on the health issues related to 
wind turbines have been completed since that time.  The following section provides an overview of 
the key elements governing turbine placement. 
 

Audible Noise – Ontario’s regulations are largely based on standards for noise at nearby residents.   
In Ontario, the base limit for noise for wind turbines located in rural areas has been set at 40 dBA 
outside of receptor homes.  Predictions are made of the audible noise at identified receptor homes 
and compared to this standard.  In Ontario, a 5 dBA penalty is normally applied to noise limits for 
situations where the noise is cyclical.  Even though the noise generated by wind turbines definitely 
qualifies as cyclical noise, the MOE specifically exempts wind turbine assessments from this 
penalty which would have reduced the standard to 35 dBA.   Instead, the MOE assumes that wind 
noise will mask the noise coming from the wind turbines and actually increases the noise limit to 
51 dBA under windy conditions.  Since wind turbines need wind to operate, the effective limit is 51 
dBA in most situations when the turbine is operating. 
 

The Ontario standards diverge significantly from the recommendations of the World Health 
Organization as well as the approaches used in many other countries.  The WHO recommends that 
the noise inside any sleeping area should not exceed 30 dBA.  This standard relates to general 
noise in the environment and does not apply to cyclical noises like wind turbine noise.  
 

Germany follows the WCO standard but allows for the attenuation of outside audible noise by 
buildings and has set an outside night time lime of 35 dBA.  Australia, Sweden and the UK also use 
a 35 dBA limit for wind turbine noise outside of homes. New Zealand has more restrictive 
regulations using actual night-time noise levels before the turbines and limiting turbine noise to 35 
dBA or 5 dBA over background noise which ever is lower.  France limits turbine noise to 
background noise plus 3 dBA.   
 

Studies indicate that the ambient noise level, without turbines, in the Enbridge wind project area is 
about 31 dBA meaning that the Ontario regulations, which permit up to 51dBA, allow wind 
turbines to create a very substantial increase in night-time noise.  If the French standard were 
applied, outside noise would be limited to 34 dBA while the New Zealand standard would limit 
noise to 36 dBA. 
 

Internal assessments of these noise standards by MOE staff have been obtained through a 
Freedom of Information request related to another project.  These documents report that MOE 
staff considers “the computer modelling used to establish Ontario’s wind turbine noise limits and 
safe “set back distances” for wind turbines was flawed and inadequate”.  A consultant to the MOE 
recommended that wind turbines in rural areas should have far stricter limits”.  MOE staff have 
recommended that “setback distances should be calculated based on a sound level limit of 30-32 
dBA at the receptor instead of the [MOE’s] 40 dBA base sound level limit.”  They also state that 
“there is a need for stricter noise pollution limits in rural areas, and in wind turbine environments 
where there is cyclical or tonal "swooshing sounds."  The Grey-Bruce Medical Officer of Health also 
supports the call for more restrictive audible noise limits than those applied by the MOE. 
 

A recent paper by Steven Cooper raises similar questions about the appropriateness of current 
Australian audible noise standards to protect human health.  As a member of the Australian 
Acoustical Society (AAS) and the US-based Institute for Noise Control Engineering (INCE), he states 
that his professional Code of Ethics as an Acoustician requires that he go beyond a numerical 
analysis of potential noise emissions and also do an assessment of the potential impact on 
residents.  His review of the situation at a number of wind projects in Australia lead him to 
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conclude that there were a number of dwellings that were subject to noise levels that comply with 
the noise guidelines yet the persons who occupy those dwellings are adversely affected by the 
turbines.   His view was that acoustical researchers need to look at other components that exist in 
the acoustical signature of turbines that are not being captured by the current audible noise 
standards. As the Australian audible noise guidelines are more restrictive than the Ontario 
guidelines, this conclusion can also be applied to the situation within the Enbridge project where 
people are reporting health effects even though the MOE is stating that noise levels are compliant 
with their standards. 
 

Audible Noise Models – MOE implements its audible noise standards using computer-generated 
models that predict audible noise for all receptors. The basic models are fairly standard across all 
projects being proposed in Ontario.  As part of the approval process for the Underwood project, 
Enbridge submitted a report that predicted noise levels for the project that were within the 
Ontario standard but well over the more restrictive standards used in other communities. 
 

At the time of the OMB hearings on the Enbridge project, issues were raised about whether the 
calculations to produce these assessments complied with the ISO standards that governed this 
analysis.  The closest wind turbine was considered to be the one upwind of the receptor, 
neglecting the distribution of prevailing winds.  For some homes, this resulted in one turbine being 
considered while a number of turbines ‘behind’ the location are diminished.  Enbridge’s 
acoustician testified that he was directed by the MOE to use this approach and as a result the 
effect of wind turbines at many locations was diminished by up to 8 dBA.  The impact of wind 
sheer was also under estimated.  A recalculation of the impact of the corrected noise calculations 
at some receptors reported by the Enbridge model to be compliant 39.8 dBA actually should be 
showing as 9 to 10 dBA higher. 
 

These highly technical arguments about the audible noise models are common across many 
projects and the modelling approach has been discredited as inaccurate in other jurisdictions, most 
recently by a New Zealand Environmental Court ruling.  In this case, the noise testing after the 
turbines were installed also confirmed that the level of audible noise being experienced at some 
“receptors” was greater than predicted in the model.   
 

In a recent project review of an Australian wind project, local residents requested and received a 
peer-review of the noise modelling put forward by the project proponents.  (see Cooper, Steven 
(Acoustic Group PTY Ltd.); Peer Review of Collector Wind Farm Environmental Noise Assessment, 
Lilyfield, Australia, Sept. 2012).  This review indentified a number of gaps in the proponent’s noise 
assessment as well as situations where the initial analysis did not comply with the Code of Ethics 
for Australia’s Acoustical Society.    
 

The problem with the noise modelling that was used in the Enbridge submission to the MOE as 
part of the approval process has two implications for the Kincardine area.  First, immediate testing 
of actual noise generated by all turbines in the existing Enbridge wind project is needed to assess 
actual compliance with noise limits.  Second, the experience with the Enbridge project indicates 
that additional steps are required to ensure that the problems are not repeated with the Samsung/ 
Pattern Project that is currently seeking an approval under the REA process.  Preliminary analysis of 
the Noise Report supporting the Samsung/Pattern project raises a number of questions about the 
validity of its projects.  A peer-review operating within a similar Code of Ethics could prevent the 
problems of the Enbridge project being repeated in this new project. 
 

Audible Noise Testing –  Testing of the actual noise levels in the Enbridge project indicate that the 
predicted results of the modelling does not align with the actual noise output from the turbines 
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after construction.  Arranging for this testing has been difficult for the residents of the project area 
even though the OMB decision included a detailed Dispute Resolution Process with specific 
timelines established for each step of the process.  This required process is not being followed even 
though it was a condition of the approval.   
 

According to the Freedom of Information documents, the MOE had “no approval methodology for 
field measurement of the noise emissions from multiple noise sources.”  The documents also 
report that “there is no way for [anyone] to confirm compliance or lack thereof with the noise 
limits set in the approvals.”  Essentially, the MOE “has knowingly issued a series of Certificates of 
Approval (Air) that are unenforceable.”  Noise violations were occurring while the MOE was telling 
people that the wind turbines were in compliance.   
 

In June 2012, the MOE continued to state that they had no record of Enbridge being out of 
compliance with the noise standards established when the Enbridge project was approved.  This 
statement has been contradicted by Bill Palmer who submitted a report to the MOE in January 
2011 that was based on sound monitoring results at a H.A.R.M. member’s home by the Enbridge 
acoustical consultant that identified that the sound at midnight exceeded the regulatory limit 25% 
of the time.   
 

The MOE responded 9 months later that the monitoring that had been conducted by Enbridge’s 
consultant was not in compliance with a new MOE protocol and therefore further monitoring 
would be required.  There was no explanation of why the data provided by an acoustical consultant 
showing that the regulatory limit had been exceeded had not been acted on.  Testing using the 
new protocol only began at two homes in August 2012.   
 

The conclusion in the MOE documents released under the Freedom of Information request is more 
general - “If the province enforced the regulations—it would have a major impact on wind farms 
around the province”.  The “first implication is that the number of wind turbines in wind-farms 
would have to be reduced considerably and wind-farm developers would have to look for localities 
where they are not impacting the neighbourhood.”   Based on this statement, it is clear that the 
individuals working for the MOE are aware that its regulatory framework is flawed. 
 

Set-backs - Currently Ontario implements its audible noise standards using a requirement that 
wind turbines are set 550 metres away from existing homes.  Despite this safety standard, project 
documentation shows that 53 homes in the project are located less than 550 metres from wind 
turbines.   This is due in part to an exception to the set-back that allows turbines to be placed 
closer to landowners who participate in the project.   While some may argue that adults should be 
allowed to make decisions on their own living conditions, these rules have resulted in children 
living closer than even the Ontario regulations consider as a safe limit.  Unlike the rules protecting 
children from second-hand smoke in automobiles, Ontario has essentially determined a minimum 
distance from turbines that is needed for safety but the Enbridge project operates in violation of 
that limit. 
 

Low Frequency Noise/Infrasound – While the Ontario regulatory focus is on audible noise, reports 
from the people living among the Enbridge wind turbine project indicate that low frequency noise 
(less than about 40 Hz) and infrasound (less than 20 Hz) are as important, or more important, than 
audible noise in creating their problems.  This conclusion is supported by recent studies of health 
and wind turbines referenced in Appendix IV to this delegation.  
 

While the presence of audible noise can be a rough surrogate for low frequency noise/infrasound, 
audible noise and low frequency noise/infrasound behave differently when passing through walls 
and other items that can mask the sound.  For example, adding insulation to a house and double-
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pane or triple-pane windows will attenuate higher frequency noise, but not the infrasound and the 
lower frequencies of the Low Frequency Noise.  
 

As higher-frequency air pressure pulses (which have low energy) impact a wall, most of their 
energy is absorbed by the wall materials, the indoor surface of the wall vibrates very little, i.e., the 
energy level of the noise is attenuated as anticipated in most noise models.  
 

When lower-frequency air pressure pulses (which have high energy) impact a wall, only a small 
fraction of their energy is absorbed by the wall, the indoor surface of the wall vibrates much more, 
i.e., the energy level of the noise is very little attenuated. The resulting indoor air pressure pulses 
cause the other walls to vibrate/resonate as well, setting up standing waves of air pressure that 
create “noise spots” in the room; people often report their feeling of discomfort as being “worse 
indoors than outdoors”. 
 

While the MOE testing protocols focus on testing audible noise outside of homes, the testing for 
low frequency noise/infrasound needs to be conducted inside people’s homes because of the 
building’s effect on noise.  Many concerns have been raised about the difficulties in testing for low 
frequency noise/infrasound.  Qualified acousticians contradict these statements and state that 
testing for low frequency noise is very straight-forward if the correct equipment is used by trained 
operators. 
 

The MOE currently does not have standards for low frequency noise/infrasound related to wind 
turbine operations and does not expect to have them in place until after the University of Waterloo 
study is complete in 2015.  It was made clear to Enbridge at the last meeting related to this project, 
that these residents cannot wait for these standards to be developed.  Testing for low frequency 
noise and infrasound in the homes of families reporting problems needs to start immediately.   
 

Situation Today - Since the time of this approval, the understanding of the health problems 
created by wind turbines has increased considerably and the problems being experienced by the 
residents who live among these turbines are very similar to problems being reported in other parts 
of Ontario and in other jurisdictions.  The reports of health problems are confirmation of an 
assessment by MOE staff that it appears “compliance with the minimum setbacks and the noise 
study approach currently being used to approve the siting of [wind turbines] will result or likely 
result in adverse effects contrary” to the Environment Protection Act.  The problems encountered 
by the residents living among the turbines in the Enbridge project are confirmation of this 
statement and a clear indication that the Enbridge turbines are located too close to homes. 
 

The extensive information on the flaws in the Ontario regulatory framework that have been 
outlined in this section has been readily available to Enbridge for some time.  As a large company 
engaged in building and operating wind turbine projects, it would seem reasonable for the 
Municipality of Kincardine to expect that the company would be aware that other jurisdictions 
have determined that lower limits on noise are required to protect human health and the studies 
linking health problems to low frequency noise and infrasound.  For Enbridge to hide now behind 
these provincial regulations is contrary to their own stated values to take ‘accountability for their 
actions without passing blame to others’. The health problems reported by the residents of their 
project confirm that there is a problem and H.A.R.M is asking the Municipality of Kincardine to join 
with us in calling on Enbridge, as a large corporation operating in the Municipality, for ‘immediate 
action’ on this public health and safety issue. 
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4. Regulatory Status 

Approval – The Enbridge project was approved within this flawed regulatory environment.  At the 
time, wind turbine initiatives were subject to appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board.  While 
concerns about the placement of turbines this close to a large rural population were raised during 
the seven-week OMB hearings before the project proceeded, the OMB concluded that they were 
unable to make a decision and deferred to the MOE who approved with minor adjustments on the 
same day as the OMB decision was issued on the basis that it met the standards at that time.   
 

Subsidies - When the Ontario Ministry of the Environment issued specific approvals, the project 
became eligible for Federal subsidies that were contingent on meeting these standards.  As a 
result, operation of the Enbridge wind turbine project is heavily subsidized by both the Provincial 
and Federal governments.  Details are as follows: 

Provincial Subsidies - Once the project received the necessary approvals from the Ministry 
of the Environment, it qualifies under Ontario’s Feed-In-Tariff program for premium rates 
for the electricity generated.  It is estimated that Ontario’s Independent Electricity System 
Operator pays Enbridge approximately $60 million per year for operation of this project. 
Since operations commenced in 2009, it is estimated that Ontario electricity users have 
made payments totalling $178 million to Enbridge.    

 

Federal Subsidies - The Federal Government is also subsidizing this project through Natural 
Resources Canada’s ecoENERGY Renewable Power incentive program.  This grant was 
approved effective March 2009 and since that time, Enbridge has received subsidies 
estimated at over $3.5 million annually or a total of approximately $12 million.     

 

Even though both levels of government have been made aware of the health problems being 
caused by this project, these generous support payments continue to be made.   Given the 
evidence that the project is operating outside of the approved noise levels and is causing serious 
harm to human health, an immediate review of these subsidies is appropriate.   Government 
agencies should not be providing subsidizes to initiatives that are linked to negative health effects 
in nearby population. 
 

5. Objectives of the Green Energy Program 

A key objective of the Provincial government’s Green Energy program has been to support the 
elimination of coal-fired electricity generation in Ontario.  Figure 1 shows how the contribution to 
overall electricity supply provided by various types of generation has changed.  As indicated, 
nuclear and hydro generation facilities are responsible for producing most of Ontario’s electricity.  
At one time, coal-fired plants did contribute significant amounts of electricity but by 2011, their 
role was insignificant meaning that the objective of the Green Energy program has already been 
achieved.  Completion of the Bruce Nuclear refurbishment, as well as construction of new gas-fired 
generating capacity, has been the major reasons why coal-fired plants are no longer required by 
Ontario. In comparison, wind power provides only about 1% of the total electricity which is even 
less electricity than coal-fired plants at less than 3%.  Wind is a very unreliable generator of 
electricity as turbines tend to produce power that is out of phase with demand for electricity ie.  
Winds are strongest at night when demand for electricity is low. In general, the output from wind 
turbines is about 28% of their rated capacity.  This means that every MW of turbine capacity 
installed has to be backed up by another source of power, such as a gas powered plant, that can be 
easily activated when the wind is not blowing.  This need for gas plant back-up aligns with 
Enbridge’s core business of gas distribution. 
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6. Background on H.A.R.M. 

Origin - Our group, H.A.R.M. or Health Affected Residents Meetings, came into being in 2010 as a 
sub-group of Central Bruce Grey Wind Concerns.  Prior to the formation of H.A.R.M., residents 
from the area affected by the Underwood Enbridge Wind Project had been contacting Central 
Bruce Grey Wind Concerns directly.  A special subgroup was created to deal with these issues and 
it has met regularly since 2010, providing information and support to residents in the community 
that have been affected by the wind turbines.  Currently 21 families participate in H.A.R.M.  
 

Property Values - The devaluation of property values by the presence of the nearby wind turbines 
prevents many people suffering adverse health effects from relocating to a safer location.  Their 
home is their principal family asset and in some cases, the wind turbines are discouraging all 
buyers essentially reducing its value to zero.  In other cases, the families cannot afford to suffer 
serious losses on the value of this property or to absorb the costs related to a new home while 
continuing to carry the costs of their existing residences.  While 5 home owners were bought out 
by the developer of the Ripley wind project, Enbridge has shown no willingness to make a similar 
offer in this case, despite their purchase of 130 home affected by a US oil spill. 
 

Documenting Health Impacts – In response to statements that there were no reports of health 
problems related to wind turbines H.A.R.M., began to document the health impacts of the turbines 
on the residents in this community (see Appendix II). Within or close to the Enbridge project area, 
there are 21 families who have acknowledged negative health impacts related to wind project 
operations. These families have reached out to us in confidence.  We attach a document that 
summarizes 20 of their cases.  Ten of these cases were presented to Kincardine Council previously 
in March 2011.  Since that time, 10 more families have agreed to allow their situation to be 
included.  Three of the health affected residents have moved from the project area and away from 
the Enbridge turbines.   As with the previous presentation, alternate names have been used in 
place of real names to protect the privacy of the individuals.    
 

Based on feedback from the community, we are aware of at least 12 other families whose health 
affected by the turbines that have not participated in our group.  Some are not participating as 
they have signed leases with Enbridge that contain gag orders.  Others have taken this position 
because of a fear that they will devalue their properties or because they believe that “nothing will 
be done’”.  Another group feel that governments at all levels have made them the object of 
ridicule, and that speaking out will only invite more ridicule.  Three of these additional twelve 
families have relocated out of the project area. 
 

Meetings to Resolve Issues – When individual complaints to the MOE and Enbridge were not 
resolving issues created by the wind turbines, H.A.R.M., together with some Councillors from the 
Municipality of Kincardine, has pro-actively tried to resolve these problems with Enbridge and the 
MOE.  An initial meeting was held in June 2012 with a follow-up meeting on October 2.  Notes on 
the discussions at both meetings are attached to this submission as Appendix III.  These notes 
confirm that even though both Enbridge and the MOE are aware of the problems being caused by 
the wind turbines, neither the wind company nor the government agencies involved are taking 
immediate action to address residents’ suffering beyond testing for audible noise outside 2 homes.  
 

Due to the lack of effective standards that align with the reality of wind turbine operations, both 
Enbridge and the government agencies can point to each other as the group responsible for the 
problem.  The faulty noise models are even used to deny that the very real problems could possibly 
exist in specific homes as the model indicates that no problems are possible.  The absence of MOE 
standards on low frequency noise/infrasound are used to focus the discussion away from what 
appears to be the real issue.  



 11 

Health Education - To increase the understanding of the health issues related to wind turbines, 
H.A.R.M. arranged for Carmen Krogh, a health researcher specializing in the health impacts of wind 
turbines, to meet with the medical community in Kincardine and discuss the health effects.  Based 
near Ottawa, Krogh is recognized as an international expert on wind turbines and health, speaking 
at international conferences and advising other jurisdictions on appropriate standards.  She co-
authored a self-reporting health study for people reporting adverse health effects from wind 
turbines that was published in a peer-reviewed journal and cited in the British Medical Journal.   
 

We have also been monitoring the scientific literature for research for studies related to wind 
turbines and health.  This science is advancing rapidly as shown by a few recent studies that are 
summarized in Appendix IV.  These studies fully support our local assessment based on personal 
experiences that indicate wind turbines are causing serious harm to our health.    
 

To be clear, we have moved beyond the discussion of whether or not there is a link between wind 
turbines and health to a discussion of immediate actions that are needed to address our situation. 
 

Health Studies- H.A.R.M. has also provided details on health issues to Dr. Philip Bigelow and Dr. 
Siva Sivothoman from University of Waterloo who is conducting a study on wind turbine noise and 
health effects for the Ontario government.  There has been no follow up from his study group on 
our offer to be studied.  In early September, H.A.R.M filed a submission to Health Canada in 
response to their request for input in to the design of their study on Wind Turbine and Noise 
Health study.  In this submission, we provided suggestions to improve this important study based 
on our experiences living among turbines and again offered to participate.  Kincardine Council also 
made a formal request to the Health Canada study to be selected as a test location. 
 

H.A.R.M. welcomes both of these research initiatives but is concerned that neither will produce 
concrete results until 2015. Meanwhile, our residents have been dealing with adverse health 
effects from wind turbines for over three years, will continue to suffer.   While the timeline may be 
appropriate for projects going forward after that time, an immediate resolution of the issue with 
the Enbridge turbines is required.  Similarly, the learning from the Enbridge project has to be 
applied to the Samsung/Pattern project before it is approved. 
 

Grey-Bruce Health Board - On September 21, H.A.R.M., along with representatives of individuals 
whose health is affected by the Plateau Wind Project in the Flesherton area, made a presentation 
to the Grey-Bruce Health Board. In particular, H.A.R.M asked that the 10 cases of health problems 
presented to the Board be reported to Provincial Ministries as required by the legislation governing 
the Public Health Boards.   
 

During the meeting, Dr. Lynn expressed concerns that the standards set by the Province were 
insufficient to protect the health of the residents of Grey-Bruce but acknowledged that she has 
limited authority to act alone.  After the meeting, Dr. Lynn told a reporter from the Owen Sound 
Sun-Times that she believes their concerns are absolutely legitimate.  "I've been concerned about 
wind turbines for a long time, and I do know people who have been affected by them," she said. "I 
think it is a direct effect and not an indirect effect." The Board instructed Dr. Hazel Lynn, the 
Medical Officer of Health, to prepare recommendations to deal with this matter. 
 

7. Current Situation 

Complaints regarding turbine noise began soon after the project began operation. Similar in 
pattern to that experienced on a widespread basis around the world, health problems linked to 
these turbines have been getting progressively worse.  The key issues are found inside the homes, 
rather than outside, where the MOE undertakes testing. The problems worsen in winter when the 
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fields are frozen and less vegetation is available to absorb noise but when the MOE recommends 
that no testing takes place.   
 

Reports from these residents indicate that the boundaries of land owned by the participating 
landowners fail to contain the audible and low frequency noise as well as the electrical pollution 
that is created by these installations.  Some non-participating residents have even received a letter 
from Enbridge warning them that they should avoid areas on their property in winter months due 
to the dangers of ice throw.  In one case, the warning letter restricted their ability to use an area of 
their property measuring 200 m by 400 m.  This letter confirms that the noise and other issues 
carry over to the lands owned by non-participating landowners, meaning that the “health, safety 
and well-being” of these residents has been violated.  What should be their private property, 
where they are entitled to ‘quiet enjoyment’, has in effect been trespassed.   
 

Set-backs from Turbines - The attached case studies provide an insight into the real problems 
being faced by the residents living in the Enbridge project area.  They raise serious questions about 
the standards being applied by the Ontario government to wind turbine projects, problems that 
are being avoided in other jurisdictions, such as Australia, where setbacks of 2 kilometres are 
required. 
 

In the Enbridge project, it is apparent that the problems are being caused because the turbines are 
too close to homes.  Homes where a majority of the problems are reported are located 450 metres 
to 1 kilometre from the nearest turbines but with serious problems being reported up to 2.3 
kilometres away well beyond the range of audible frequencies.  Most families also live within 1.5 
kilometres of multiple turbines.  In these situations, the noise generated by each turbine is 
amplified as the wake of one turbine passes through the wake of another turbine. 
 

Symptoms - During the operation of a wind turbine, a complex sound (actually a pressure wave) is 
emitted during the downswing motion of each blade. Much of this sound is in the low frequency 
range.  With three rotating blades, a continuous pulsating sound is formed with a pulse every 1½ 
seconds.  

This continuous, low-frequency "pounding," (not the MOE regulated "audible" noise) form the 
most common complaint from affected residents.  It is a continual vibrating or pulsing sensation 
felt throughout their bodies but particularly in the head and chest when the turbines are 
operating.  Turbines generate pressure waves that cause discomfort that the residents want to 
escape which they can only do by leaving their homes. Within 1-2hrs or less of leaving their homes, 
these symptoms lessen.  People feel their health improve noticeably the longer that they stay 
away. Staying in their homes, or upon return from an absence, results in symptoms that are similar 
to those reported by people living close to wind turbine projects around the world: 

 High pitched ringing in ears, tinnitus 

 Uncomfortable to painful pressure building up in the ears similar to the experience on an 
airplane changing altitude except that the pressure does not go away no matter how many 
times you try to equalize. 

 Headaches that painkillers do not relieve, dizziness, light headedness, vertigo 

 Heart palpitations, chest tension 

 Elevated blood pressure 

 Inability to sleep, loss of concentration, cognitive impairment 

 Mood disorders 
These effects from a turbine are not "psychosomatic" or "anecdotal stories" and certainly are not 
"nocebo reactions." These are real physiological ailments that one cannot "get used to." Intensities 
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and combinations of symptoms can vary significantly not only from home to home, but with 
different people living in the same home.    
 

Impact on Daily Life – The noise generated by the turbines is very disruptive to residents’ daily 
lives.  They are coping with the problems caused by the Enbridge project by spending as much time 
as possible away from their homes during both day and night. Some have taken to living in a trailer 
or tent during warmer months to escape noise and pressure waves in their houses.   These 
responses indicate that the problems are related to conditions inside people’s homes, as when 
they are away from their homes; many symptoms lessen or disappear over time.   
 

Electrical Contamination – In addition to low frequency noise/infrasound, the experiences of the 
residents living among the Enbridge turbines indicate one other factor should be the focus of the 
immediate follow-up on their health problems. 
 

Testing in some homes has indicated that electrical contamination is also at least part of the 
problem causing health effects.  In some homes, installation of filters on the incoming electrical 
feeds has reduced the problems somewhat.  In another home, the residents were able to sleep 
better if they turned off the main power breaker to the house every night.  In another home, 
turning off sections of their electrical panel every night provides relief. 
 

Some residents have independently engaged studies of electrical pollution in their homes using a 
local consultant.  He recommended solutions that have partially addressed some of the electrical 
contamination issues.  A more proactive response to this issue from Hydro One is required. 
 

8. Responses to Residents’ Complaints 

Even though the complaints have been registered with Enbridge, the Ministry of the Environment 
and Hydro One since the project began operation in 2009, almost no progress has been made in 
resolving the problems.   
 

Enbridge - Even though complaints about the noise generated by the project started immediately 
after the project began operation in 2009, Enbridge is still to undertake the ‘immediate action’ of 
the type suggested by their corporate values. Shortly after the project became operational, one 
resident asked the Enbridge Operations Manager what action was going to be taken on her 
complaint about noise and was told, “Absolutely nothing. We have been given a license by the 
government and we are going to continue.” 
 

Representatives of the residents met with company officials in June, 2012 and again on October 2, 
with still no indication that they are taking “accountability for their actions”. From Enbridge’s 
perspective, it appears that “others are to blame” as the project was approved by the MOE and 
complaints regarding noise are to be investigated by the MOE.  Hydro One, as the distributor of 
electricity in the area, not Enbridge is responsible for resolving problems with electrical pollution.   
 

Based on these responses, it appears that the local representatives of Enbridge do not have 
sufficient authority to resolve problems of the magnitude being created by this wind project.  
Directing this issue to the executive level within Enbridge is needed to obtain appropriate 
resolution of the problems being caused by this project. 
 

Ministry of the Environment – Despite the growing evidence to the contrary in Ontario and the 
implementation of larger set-backs of up to 2 kilometres in other jurisdictions, the MOE continues 
to maintain that the 550 metre set-back from wind turbines is sufficient to protect health to this 
point.  The recent resignation of Premier Dalton McGuinty and a likely Provincial election in the 
Spring of 2013 may result in new political direction to Ministry officials. 
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Noise testing completed by Valcoustics for the MOE and Enbridge show that audible noise levels 
have exceeded predicted levels.   Even though testing showed that the project was operating 
outside of the approved limits, no action has been taken as new MOE protocols have been issued 
for noise testing which effectively invalidates all previous testing results. Testing only began in 
August 2012 at two of the many affected homes. The MOE recommends that no testing can be 
undertaken when the temperature is below 0oC due to the potential for equipment freezing.  This 
means that no testing will take place in winter months when residents report that the problems 
are worse as the winds are the strongest, windows are closed and vegetation is reduced and the 
ground is frozen.  Testing for audible noise is required at all sites where complaints have been 
registered with the MOE and a test methodology that works during winter months is needed. 
 

Hydro One – Until recently, Hydro One maintains that the developer of the project is responsible 
for addressing the problems with electrical pollution.  Only at the October 2 meeting did Enbridge 
provide a Hydro One power quality phone numbers for residents to call.  Aggressive follow-up on 
any complaints received through this process is needed. 
 

Burden of Illness – These health problems are imposing a burden on the local medical community.  
With no clear guidelines to follow, residents are getting responses that range from the wind 
turbines are not the problem to the issues are so serious that you need to leave your home.  
Extensive costly medical testing is being prescribed to assess the health complaints and 
medications are being used to manage the symptoms of migraines, elevated blood pressure, the 
inability to sleep and nausea.   

 

9. Municipal Authority to Act 

While the Green Energy Act has removed local land use planning control related to wind turbine 
projects, we are aware of legal opinions that suggest other options exist to deal with the current 
situation: 

Municipal Act – Under the Municipal Act, Kincardine Council has the authority to deal with: 

 Health, safety and well-being of persons (Section 11(2)(6))  

 Protection of persons and property, including consumer protection (Section 
11(2)(8))  

 Public nuisances, including matters that, in the opinion of council, are or could 
become or cause public nuisances. (Section 128) 

These powers in the Municipal Act provide a legal basis for the Municipality of Kincardine to 
make various statements in support of the residents that are being affected by the Enbridge 
wind turbine project and to push for a resolution of complaints that to this point have been 
ignored by Enbridge and the MOE.  H.A.R.M.’s immediate requests for action focus on steps 
that can be taken without large investments in legal fees.  If these approaches do not obtain 
a resolution to the issues, there are other more aggressive actions that the Municipality can 
consider pursuing but court action would likely be required. 
 

Emergency Management Act - This act gives the municipality authority to declare a public 
emergency to deal with an issue within the municipality and it is another potential tool for 
Kincardine to use to highlight the seriousness of the situation and the need for urgent 
action.  The situation would seem to qualify as an emergency situation it exceeds the 
capabilities of the municipality as it does not have the appropriate medical or acoustical 
resources needed to respond to the issues being raised by the residents.  Elimination of the 
source of the problem through a shut down of the turbines would appear to be the most 
readily available and most logical immediate response.  Over the long term, resources with 
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specialized expertise in these fields are necessary to fully confirm the source of the problem 
and the steps required for its resolution.  If Enbridge continues to refuse to relocate 
affected residents, we know that the Municipality does not have the financial resources 
needed to provide relief to those being adversely affected and provincial financial support 
would be required. 
 

10.   Summary 

As a citizens’ advocacy group, we are speaking on behalf of residents of the Municipality of 
Kincardine that are suffering serious health effects from the Enbridge wind turbine project.  We 
know not everyone is affected in the same way by wind projects. Some people live near them with 
fewer or no effects. But clearly, significant numbers of people living a range of distances from 
turbines in the Enbridge projects are very disturbed by them.   
 

We very much appreciate the support that we have received from members of Kincardine Council 
following our various presentations.  Your recognition that their problems are real provides those 
affected with some comfort that at least some government officials are listening. 
 

We are aware that what we are presenting is qualitative and anecdotal in nature. We have offered 
support for third party, neutral, scientific studies to ascertain what, if any distance, is safe for all 
human and livestock receptors. The need for a scientific study does not negate the validity of these 
resident health experiences. They are real, and they are not being adequately addressed by 
Enbridge. The residents living among the Enbridge wind project cannot wait until 2015 for the 
results of these studies.  
 

As an advocacy group, we have tried to work proactively with Enbridge and the MOE to resolve 
these problems.  Filing complaints through the prescribed process did not generate solutions and 
even two face-to-face meetings are not moving us any closer to a resolution.  Out of frustration, 
we are coming once again to Kincardine Council and asking that you champion our cause.   
 

Residents in this community are struggling every day. They are struggling with a force in their lives 
they did not choose, nor were they given the opportunity to choose. The lack of transparency of 
those speaking on behalf of Enbridge in the planning stages ensured that people could not know 
the full impact and potential of the project. Despite their stated corporate values and ongoing 
requests for action, Enbridge continues to do very little to assure residents their concerns are 
serious and real.  
 

The health problems that we are discussing are not some abstract concept bantered about in 
politically glamourous articles about renewable energy, they are happening in our community. It is 
actually ruining real people’s lives --- here in Kincardine --- and we are once again asking our 
municipal government to go to bat for us. 
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Appendix I 

Enbridge Inc. - Values 
 

Enbridge continues to build on our foundation of operating excellence by adhering to a strong set 
of core values that reflect what is truly important to us as a company. The values represent the 
pole star for our organization, a constant beacon by which we make our decisions, as a company 
and as individual employees, every day.  
 

Enbridge employees demonstrate Integrity, Safety and Respect in support of our Communities, the 
Environment and Each other.  
 

Learn more about how these values guide the way we make decisions and live these core values as 
part of our daily activities. 
 

Integrity 

 Maintain truth in all interactions  

 Do the right thing; do not take the easy way out  

 Take accountability for our actions, without passing blame to others  

 Follow through on commitments  
 

Safety 

 Relentlessly ensure the safety of our communities, customers, contractors, partners and 
employees  

 Take a proactive approach to identifying and preventing safety issues  

 Take immediate action when a safety issue is identified  

 Continually seek ways to improve safety performance  
 

Respect 

 Value the contributions of others  

 Take the time to understand the perspective of others  

 Treat everyone with unfailing dignity  
 

Supporting our Communities 

 Support the company’s effort in strengthening the communities in which we live and work  

 Support the volunteerism efforts of our fellow employees  
 
Supporting the Environment 

 Consider the potential short and long term environmental impacts before proceeding with 
any activity  

 Consistently strive towards a neutral footprint on the environment  
 

Supporting Each Other 

 Share knowledge and experience to help others  

 Encourage individual development of each other  

 Work collaboratively to achieve common goals 
 

Source: http://www.enbridge.com/AboutEnbridge/Values.aspx 
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Introduction 
The following case studies related to two wind projects both of which are in the Municipality of 
Kincardine and are owned by Enbridge Ontario Wind Power. The Underwood Project comprises 
110 turbines, and the project south of Tiverton, known as the Cruikshank’s Project, has 5 turbines. 
Both projects came on line in 2008. 
 

In the fall of 2010, due to the communication of health complaints from the community to us, 
Central Bruce-Grey Wind Concerns began to facilitate Health Affected Resident Meetings (HARM), 
offering information and resources to those in the Enbridge Underwood and Cruikshank’s and 
Projects. Catharine Crawford and Patti Hutton co-facilitate this group. The goal is to help people 
feel less isolated and to understand their right to complain. We have never advertised, but through 
word of mouth have a list of 20 or more families who are suffering the health effects of living in a 
wind project. The number of affected individuals known to us increases weekly but not all 
residents choose to attend meetings. 
 

Resident’s names have been changed for this summary, as these residents did not wish to come 
forward. Permission has been sought in order to share their health impact experience. It is 
important to note that sharing personal health information about the effects of wind turbines 
upon oneself and one’s family is not easy for anyone to do publically, particularly when your 
government, the wind company and the media, maybe along with your doctor and your 
neighbours, are telling you there is no scientific evidence for what you are experiencing--- that it 
can’t be true that wind turbines hurt people. We hope more residents will be able to speak out in 
their own voice; however we understand why people are hesitant to do so. 
 

This presentation describes the health distress of 10 households in the above-named wind projects 
was included with a presentation to the Kincardine Municipal Council on March 16, 2012. In all 
cases discussed, the setback distances from turbines range from 450-1500 m. 
 
Resident Family #1 
Closest Turbine: 1170 m 
Other Turbines: 4 more within 1.6 km. 
Debbie and Russell have a farm in Kincardine Township. Debbie writes about their situation: “The 
closest turbine to our residence is about 1 km away.  When the first wind projects were being 
proposed in the community, the MOE and proponents stated that a 350m setback would be 
adequate to protect neighbouring homes from adverse effects.  Therefore, we were not expecting 
any problems from noise or shadow flicker. 
 

“When the turbines began operating, we discovered that they were not ‘whisper quiet’.  The sound 
varied from a jet-over-the-house sound, to a gentle whoosh, to a deep beating sound and on some 
days, to no sound at all.  We could not hear them in the house with the doors and windows closed. 
 

“ I began to notice pressure in my ears after being outside for any extended period of time, and 
found myself going inside quite a bit, or wearing earplugs, for relief.  
“After the first winter, we began to notice headaches, which have increased in frequency.  In the 
last 6 months, I have noticed a high-pitched ringing tone in my ears.  We find the symptoms are 
more severe in winter than in the summer. 
 
“This winter, we have been coping with the health impacts by leaving our farm to spend time in 
town or neighbouring communities.  We have purchased a trailer and rented a site at a nearby 
campground in order to get away from the wind turbines on a regular basis during the warmer 
weather.  However, this can only be considered a temporary solution.” 
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Debbie continues: “I have spoken with other residents who are experiencing similar problems, but 
they are not willing to discuss them publicly. I have also spoken with people who have wind 
turbines on their property and are suffering ill effects, but they cannot come forward due to 
provisions in their lease agreements.   
 

“The government simply cannot keep ramming these industrial installations into rural areas until 
they address the existing problems.  The 350m setback and the new 550m setback are based on 
computer noise modelling.  However, computer models do not trump real world observations and 
everywhere that large industrial wind turbines have been built, similar health problems have been 
reported”.   (Specific distances for other turbines – 1300m, 1610m, 1630m, 1632m) 
 

Resident Family # 2 
Closest Turbine: 522 m 
Other Turbines: 3 more within 1.0 km.; 10 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 19 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Donna lives with her husband in the Enbridge Project.  She reports that since the turbines came on 
line it takes her 2-3 hours to get to sleep, and the sound of the turbines “comes through her 
pillow”. Whether the winds are calm or high, her sleep is disrupted 50 % of the time. Donna 
describes the noise as a “roaring freight train” going through her home. She also has a tightness in 
her chest and heart racing, which comes on when she is at home, and not when she is at work. She 
has developed high blood pressure. She is tired at work due to not sleeping well and reports that 
her home is no longer a place where she can relax. Her spouse has sleep disruption as well, and 
notes that it is noisier in different parts of their home, including where they sleep. Both Donna and 
her husband have noted since the turbines started that there are electrical problems in their home 
(electrical pollution due to the transmission lines and substations required for the project).  Three 
times they have touched metal door knobs and been thrown backward and landed on the floor 
due to an electrical charge. They have witnessed bolts of electricity when turning on light switches. 
This never happened before. 
 

When asked why they have not complained as yet to Enbridge and to the MOE, Donna replies that 
she fears nothing will be done, and that complaining would be very difficult emotionally. She is 
very angered by these changes in her health, and reports none of these adverse health effects 
were present prior to the turbines. 
 

Donna reports that when something is mechanically wrong with the turbines near her home, just 
like a light switch, the trucks seem to be dispatched to the area to stop the clanking and clunking. 
She wishes if only the wind company could demonstrate as much concern about the humans living 
near them as it is concerned about the quick resolution of the mechanical malfunctioning of the 
turbines themselves.  (Specific turbine distances for other turbines – 2@800m, 950m, 2@1100m, 
2@1500m, 1550m, 1750m, 1800m, 2@1850m, 1900m, 2050m, 2100m, 2200m, 2400m, 
2@2500m, 2@2600m, 3@2700m, 2@2750m, 2@2800m, 4@2900m plus 1.2km from substation) 
 

Resident Family # 3 
Closest Turbine: 500 m 
Other Turbines: 3 more within 1.0 km.; 8 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 9 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Kim and Mark report that the noise level in their two-story home is very high and that sleeping is a 
problem. They also report that their home “vibrates”.  Kim has developed headaches, dizziness and 
light-headedness, and is going for her second MRI related to these symptoms. Their quiet country 
property, complete with night-time sounds of crickets, distant coyotes, and the chirping of many 
birds is now completely changed by indoor and outdoor noise, sleep deprivation, flicker, and 
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disturbing health symptoms which did not exist before.  (Specific turbine distances for other 
turbines - 800m, 950m, 1000m, 1300m, 1350m, 2@1600m, 1700m, 1800m, 1800m, 1900m, 
2@2100m, 2150m, 2200m, 2300m, 2700m, 2@2750m, 2950m.) 
 

Resident Family # 4 
Closest Turbine: 616m 
Other Turbines: 8 more between 1.0 km & 2.0 km.; 10 more between 2.0 km & 3.0 km 
In this household, Jim is much more affected than his spouse, Ida.  Jim developed sleeping 
problems right away. When he wondered out loud to his physician about the possible link to 
turbines, the doctor replied to Jim, “That is nonsense. Take these pills for sleep and anxiety”. His 
sleeping problems were temporarily solved, but after a month or two, the pills no longer worked. 
Jim often sits up all night and cannot sleep. He has taken several dizzy spells at home and is prone 
to falling, feels dizzy when driving his car, and has experienced a seizure. He has headaches, heart 
palpitations, and blood pressure problems. Ida reports he has become forgetful and disorganized. 
When Jim goes away on vacation, he sleeps like he did before the turbines. When he returns 
home, his health problems resume. 
 

Jim complained to Enbridge, and sound testing was completed at his home over several weeks by 
the same company which did the initial sound assessment for Enbridge in 2007 (Valcoustics). Both 
sound measurements taken in 2009 and 2010 proved that Enbridge was out of compliance with 
MOE (Ministry of the Environment) regulations1, but nothing as yet has been done.  
(Specific turbine distances for other turbines – 1100m, 2@1400m, 1500m, 1550m, 1700m, 1900m, 
2000m, 2050m, 2150m, 2200m, 2250m, 2300m, 2350m, 2400m, 2450m& 2@2700m) 
 

Resident Family # 5 
Closest Turbine: 610m. 
Other Turbines:  4 IWT's within 1km. 
Jessie reports that since the Cruikshank’s turbines started up she is tired all the time, and never 
feels rested and relaxed. Her husband Dave, who never before had headaches, now has them 
frequently.  Their teenage son and daughter are constantly tired and have headaches which go 
away when they leave home for periods of time. Jessie says that certain parts of their home are 
very noisy, and that she cannot enjoy her property, including gardening and other recreational 
pursuits on her land. Her rights to health, well-being, and pleasure in her property have been taken 
away.  (Specific turbine distances for other turbines – 655 m, 720 m, 860 m & 890 m) 
 

Resident Family # 6 
Closest Turbine: 560m 
Other Turbines: 10 more within 2.0 km. 
This 3-person dairy farming family noticed health impact one month after the project started in Fall 
2008. Each member of the family developed headaches and ear aches. Their physician said wind 
turbines could not be the problem. For nearly 2 ½ years they have been living with noise in the 
home, which disturbs their sleep. When Jack, the father in this home goes away on farming 
business he feels better. When he gets within the wind project boundaries on his way home, he 
begins to feel unwell again.  
 

Jack reports that his dairy cattle began to have decreased milk production after the turbines began. 
The cows were hesitant to drink from their troughs and were agitated and kicking more in the 
milking parlour. The cats disappeared from the parlour too. Dairy production was down 20%, and 

                                                 
1
  Results of this report and a review of the findings can be made available if requested. 
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so was their income. 
 

Since involving the resources of an expert in electrical pollution, and the installation of mitigating 
devices, the cattle are no longer hesitant to drink from their troughs, the cats are back, and milk 
production is up to normal. These devices of course do not mitigate noise and sound problems 
related to the turbines. These farmers report that with the loud sound of the turbines on the land, 
they can no longer hear the sounds of nature which used to give time-tested cues as to when to 
plant crops. The farmland has become industrialized. It has been changed, and important 
ecological cues erased. 
 

Jack’s wife Denise reports that she felt her body began to “vibrate” with the onset of the turbines. 
She has developed ringing in the ears, loss of concentration, and heart palpitations. Two to three 
times a night she has to get out of bed due to sleep disruption, and she is restless during the day. 
Some mornings she wakes up having had a good sleep and notices that the turbines were not 
running. Switching to grounded telephones in the house has assisted with electrical pollution, and 
Denise reports that her heart palpitations have decreased. However, she still has tinnitus, a sense 
of vibration in her body, lack of sleep, and poor concentration. 
 

Their son who assists with the family farm began to get “sharp, spiking headaches” when the 
project started, and also suffers from tinnitus, nausea, and exhaustion. When he goes to town, the 
symptoms of nausea and tinnitus go away. (Specific distances for other turbines – 1150m, 1300m, 
1400m, 1450m, 1500m, 1550m, 1700 m, 1750m, 1800m & 1900m) 
 

Resident Family # 7 
Closest Turbine: 495m 
Other Turbines: 3 more within 1.0 km.; 10 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 17 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Rilla and Jake noticed a change in their health within one month of the turbines spinning. They had 
a noise increase in and outside of their home. Jake has headaches, especially when the turbine 
noise is louder in the home. He has taken to spending more time in the cellar, rather than the main 
floor, as his headaches ease up when he goes underground. Rilla has had headaches since the start 
of the project, which go away when she leaves for work. She has also developed nausea and 
lowered appetite and is “up half the night tossing, turning, and walking around due to noise”. 
 
Jake recalls a mechanical failure of a turbine near his property 3-4 months into them coming on 
line. There was a very loud explosion, and smoke began to pour out of the engine. Several parts fell 
away off the engine, but the blades remained on. Jake reports that the cranes and trucks arrived 
nearly instantaneously out of nowhere to fix the turbine, replace parts, and get it running again. To 
his knowledge, it was never reported to the public. While this is not a health related incident, it 
does demonstrate how quickly the wind company can take action when it chooses to. 
(Specific distances for other turbines – 650m, 850m, 2@1250m, 3@1500m, 2@1600m, 1800m, 
1850m, 1900m, 2100m, 2150m, 2250m, 2400m, 2600m, 2@2700m, 2@2750m, 3@2800m, 
3@2900m, & 3000m) 
 

Resident Family # 8 
Closest Turbine: 714m 
Other Turbines: 4 more within 1.0 km, 4 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 9 more  2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Within a day of the start of the turbines, Kirk noticed the noise in his home. He has to have the 
television volume up much higher than average to mask the sound of the “whoosh, whoosh, 
whoosh”. He has developed ringing in his ears and chest tension.  When outside in certain 
parameters of his property, he gets an unusual vibration across his chest.  His spouse Anne, who 
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was a vibrant, healthy person who fell asleep easily, now cannot sleep. She is sleep-deprived 
continually, and has encountered “hassles” at work due to her fatigue and stress. She has also 
developed tinnitus. 
 

When asked why they have not yet complained to Enbridge or the MOE, Kirk replies that he 
believes it would “go nowhere with Enbridge… Enbridge is out for profit”. When it comes to the 
MOE, Kirk reports a lack of trust for a government body that has handed out the regulations for 
wind projects. What good will it do, he asks. (Specific distances for other turbines – 2@800m, 
850m, 1000m, 1500m, 1600m, 1950m, 2000m, 2150m, 2350m, 2450m, 2500m, 2550m, 2600m, 
2700m, 2850m, 2950m) 
 

Resident Family # 9 
Closest Turbine: 2280 m 
Other Turbines: 4 more within 3.5 km. 
Mary in the Cruikshank’s Project reports that “the continuous rumbling sound of the turbines 
disturbs my days and particularly my nights”. She suffers from insomnia, headaches and ringing and 
pain in her ears. She likens the noise in her home to the “continuous sound of a generator”, which 
was not there prior to the erection of the turbines. When the MOE came to her home and 
discovered the turbines were 1- 1.5 km from her home she was told the turbines “were too far 
away from her and there was nothing they could do”. She has requested that the MOE come to do 
noise testing and to date no one has come. 
(Specific distances for other turbines – 2600m, 2735m, 3080m, 3325m) 
 

Resident Family # 10 
Closest Turbine: 453m 
Other Turbines: 5 more within 1.0 km.; 7 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 9 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Louise began to notice her sleep deprivation some months after the turbines started. She also 
developed headaches, unusual sensations in her ears, pressure in her head, restlessness at night, 
unexplained nausea, motion – sensitivity, and an overall feeling that “something was not right” 
with her health.  Louise, a typically highly organized and effective person noticed a change in her 
cognitive functioning: Over time, she could no longer prioritize her day or multi-task.  She could 
barely carry on. She quit her job, a very significant part of her life that much more than a mere job. 
 

She became nauseated around the turbines and dizzy intermittently. Louise began to develop 
tinnitus, like a high-pitched tone in her ears, intermittently. She lost body weight due to vomiting 
from migraine and nausea. Her headaches became constant and she began receiving treatment at 
headache and pain clinics.  
 

Dr Nina Pierpont, Scientist, Physician and Author in Malone, NY has diagnosed her, by an in-person 
examination, with Wind Turbine Syndrome. Louise’s Specialists and GP have told her she must 
leave her home. When she retreats away to the cottage she can eat, she can sleep, and the 
pressure is relieved from her ears. 
 

Louise has lost her career and the safety of her home. She cannot live there and she cannot work. 
The disruption of the wind factory on her life is of massive proportions. Her health, well-being and 
livelihood have been harmed beyond the scope of your and my imagination.  When Louise 
reported to Enbridge that she had made health complaint reports to the MOE, and asked the 
Enbridge Operations Manager what he was going to do about it, he replied, “Absolutely nothing. 
We have been given a license by the government and we are going to continue”.  (Specific 
distances for other turbines - 650m, 2@850m, 900m, 1000m, 1050m, 1250m, 1300m, 1550m, 
1800m, 1900m, 2000m, 2300m, 2450m, 2600m, 2650m, 2@2700m, 2@2900m, 2950m) 
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Resident Family # 11 
Closest Turbine: 658m 
Other Turbines: 3 more within 1.0 km.; 2 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 5 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Lisa and John have lived on their rural property for decades and raised their children here. Lisa and 
John first noticed pain in their ears and began to toss and turn at night, creating significant sleep 
disturbance. Lisa, who spends more time than John at their residence, began to feel a vibration in 
her body, which is largely continuous during the times she is at home, day or night. Both adults 
experienced coughing and choking while trying to sleep, and this symptom abated when the 
breakers were switched off at night. During months when their windows are open, John and Lisa 
have audible noise in their home, which is louder or quieter depending on environmental 
conditions, but is always constant. Outside their home when the turbines are facing certain 
directions, the noise is akin to sitting at an airport and this has removed their ability to enjoy their 
property. 
 

They have also observed the evidence of electrical pollution at their home. They have experienced 
static electricity when touching their vehicle in the driveway and Lisa has become very physically 
disturbed and agitated by the use of the wi-fi router and flat screen televisions in their home. If 
these appliances are unplugged, Lisa is able to sleep at night. Dark curtains are used to assist with 
flicker in their bedroom, and windows are only opened selectively. When Lisa and John go away, 
the first symptoms to improve are sleep disruption and vibration. The pain in Lisa’s ear takes one 
week to dissipate upon going on vacation. Lisa’s fatigue since the turbines came online is affecting 
her ability to feel rested, work and attend to the needs of the household. Enbridge, the MOE, and 
Hydro One have been called and a meeting was held in their home with Enbridge. To date, no 
changes or solutions have been offered by any stakeholder.  (Specific distances for other turbines -, 
660m, 950m, 1000m, 1650m, 2000m, 2050m, 2250m, 2500m, 2600m & 3000m.) 
 

Resident Family # 12 
Closest Turbine: 537m 
Other Turbines: 3 more within 1.0 km.; 8 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 9 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Marjorie and Len experienced immediate impact from the Enbridge turbines which surround their 
home. First they noted noise in and outside the house, as well as flicker. Next, they experienced a 
physical sensation of vibration in their bodies, and in certain rooms, including their bed and 
bedroom. They have noted that their light bulbs wiggle loose in their receptacles. The vibration is 
not continuous, but intermittent and frequent. They report that the vibration is contributing to 
sleep loss. Other health symptoms which have developed for Marjorie and Len since the turbines 
began to spin include tinnitus, migraine, and blood pressure problems. These physical symptoms 
have generated a significant increase of stress in their lives which they must now cope with daily. 
Len’s most disturbing impact is tinnitus and irritability. When he gets away for a week at a time, his 
tinnitus gets better in 3 days. His ability to do projects in his workshop on the property is 
dramatically affected by noise and flicker. Marjorie and her daughter get migraine and headaches, 
and all family members report a feeling of unease and a wish to escape or “take flight from” a 
sense of lack of safety and wellbeing in their home. Marjorie, who works in the school system 
reports that she has 4 to 5 migraine per week during her time off in the summer, and one per week 
during the school year.  
 

The noise in their home sounds like aircraft are flying overhead or like living next to a 400 series 
highway. Wind direction, speed and atmospheric conditions are factors affecting their experience 
in the home. Overcast conditions and the summer season seem to be the worst. When the turbine 
engines change direction there is significant mechanical clunking and banging which can be heard 
loudly. There is also a tonal whine which is audible in the home. Len and Marjorie have also noted 
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a disruption in the use of their electrical and digital equipment. 
 

Marjorie and Len have found that the aggravation, loss of enjoyment of their property, and their 
continuing health impact has greatly reduced their quality of life. They must use heavy drapes to 
block flicker, turn the radio up loud to drown out sound, sit on only one side of the house 
outdoors, and use air conditioning in the summer rather than open their windows. They are 
constantly working to limit their exposure to the impact of the noise, flicker and vibration. The 
turbines have created a social impact for this couple due to the divided opinions, ignorance and 
lack of awareness in the community about the true impact of industrial wind on people’s lives. 
Both the MOE and Enbridge have been repeatedly reported to by both Len and Marjorie, with no 
mitigating action to date. (Specific distances for other turbines - 600m, 1000m, 1000m, 1300m, 
2@1400m, 1500m, 2@1800m, 1850m, 2@2100m, 2150m, 2250m, 2300m, 2400m, 2700m, 2800m 
& 3000m) 
 

Resident Family # 13 
Closest Turbine: 907m 
Other Turbines: 4 more between 1.0 km & 2.0 km.; 10 more between 2.0 km & 3.0 km 
Mike, a single individual who owns a small property in the Enbridge Project reports that an audible 
noise, “thump, thump, thump” can be heard at night when he is trying to sleep. He is able to get 
only 5 hours of sleep per night due to noise disturbance.  Over the course of the turbines coming 
into operation he has also developed headaches and tinnitus, stomach upset, decreased ability to 
tolerate chronic back pain, and a general state of unrest. He cannot have his windows open in 
summer months due to noise. Mike is retired and gets away from the turbines to other parts of the 
province to practice his photography. He has noted that his symptoms improve or disappear when 
he leaves his home for several days. Mike has attempted to list his property for sale but removed 
the listing due to the poor response and low offers on his home. (Specific distances for other 
turbines - 1550m, 1650m, 1900m, 1900m, 2150m, 2200m, 2200m, 2300m, 2300m, 2500m, 
2500m, 2800m, 2800m & 2800m) 
 

Resident Family # 14 
Closest Turbine: 571m 
Other Turbines: 6 more within 1.0 km.; 7 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 12 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Christine and Joe and their 3 children under the age of 7 live on a hobby farm in the wind project. 
They have been noticing changes in their health for 4 years. Both adults are affected and 1 of their 
3 children has demonstrated health impact to date. This child is always tired, irritable and 
complains on a regular basis, “my head hurts, my tummy hurts”. Joe is very sleep disturbed and has 
resorted to sleep medication.  
 

Christine has experienced pronounced health disturbance since the turbines began to spin, to the 
point of stating she always feels unwell and sick in her home. For Christine, her home is a 
nightmare and a health hazard. Her symptoms, which did not exist before, include headaches, 
dizziness, pressure in the ears, nausea, chest pain, a pulsing in her head which is timed to the 
turning of the turbine blades, sleep disruption, and tingling in her head and face. Christine also 
reports a loss of libido, increased confusion and forgetfulness and irritability.  She report a feeling 
of mental instability as she is unable to escape these very challenging symptoms, despite making 
efforts to improve her health over the last 3 to 4 years. She has tried heavy curtains, sleeping pills, 
anti-depressants, sleeping with fans to create white noise, and has undergone medical testing, 
with no results. Christine has lost touch with the healthy person she used to be. When she travels 
abroad or leaves her home to visit family, her condition improves dramatically. After one hour at 
work, she reports her headaches go away. 
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Christine and Joe also report that when a relative came to visit for a week in their home, the 
relative had to be taken to hospital due to signs of a stroke. This visiting relative was not diagnosed 
with a stroke but vertigo, which did not remit for 2-3 months. As well, this individual developed 
blurred vision in one eye for an extended period. 
 

Christine and Joe would like to be relocated as they cannot afford to leave their home. To date they 
have not reported their health disturbances to Enbridge nor the MOE.  (Specific distances for other 
turbines – 2@650m, 3@800m, 950, 1200m, 1350m, 1450m, 1500m, 1600m, 1650m, 1800m, 
2@2100m, 2300m, 2350m, 2400, 2450m, 2@2600m, 2@2700m, 2750m & 2850m.) 
 

Resident Family # 15 
Closest Turbine: 1013m. 
Other Turbines: 4 more between 1.0 km & 2.0 km.; 2 more between 2.0 km & 3.0 km 
Curtis and Jane experience pronounced nuisance stress from the Enbridge wind project. They 
report disturbance from flicker, red light emissions at night, and electrical interference with 
electronics in their home. Curtis and Jane, who are retirees, feel a high degree of annoyance with 
the visual disturbance of the turbines and the audible noise (“whumph, whumph, whump”) 
outside their home. Curtis has also experienced a high level of distraction and lack of focus while 
driving in the wind project, and had one serious accident in the first six months. Curtis also notes 
that the lack of support, understanding, acknowledgement and solutions from all levels and 
government and from medical professionals is upsetting to him on a socio-political level. The 
above impacts have generated a lack of enjoyment of their property, visual and auditory 
disruption, as well as frustration, irritation, aggression and powerlessness. When Curtis and Jane 
spend their winters away, the nuisance and frustration disappear and their sense of well-being 
rises exponentially. 
 

Curtis has reported his disturbances to both the MOE and Enbridge. The MOE official who came to 
his home told Curtis that the MOE do not have the equipment to test his home, that it was a waste 
of time to attempt to do so, and that Curtis should complain to his MPP.  
 

Resident Family # 16 
Closest Turbine: 3504m. 
Other Turbines:  4 more between 3.0 km & 4.0 km 
Sharon and Ken live over 3 km from the closest turbine and both experience vibration in their 
home and disturbance from red light emissions at night. Sharon states that some rooms in her 
home are never used due to the distraction of the red flicking lights coming in their many windows. 
Sharon and Ken have for years visited the grave of a loved one at a local cemetery in the wind 
project. Since the turbines came online, their cemetery visits are now disrupted by audible noise, 
as though there is a fluttering bird in flight right beside their ears, and they cannot stay longer than 
10 minutes. Sharon reports that if she stays at the cemetery longer than 10 minutes she gets a 
headache that lasts the whole day. Sharon and Ken have not reported their impact to Enbridge nor 
the MOE.  (Specific distances for other turbines – 3800m, 3@3900m) 
 

Resident Family # 17 
Closest Turbine: 1580m 
Other Turbines: 3 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 5 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
This small farm family, comprising two adults and two children, has sustained health impact since 
the start of the installation. They no longer live in their home. Their symptoms worsen in the 
winter and in high winds. Kim and Shawn noted from the beginning a vibration outside the home 
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in their gardens, and also in their ears. When the turbines were not running, the vibration ceased. 
Kim, who has a medical history of migraine, reports that for the three years prior to the turbines 
her migraine was in remission and they began to return and increase when the turbines came into 
operation. 
 

This family experienced sleep disturbance through increased nightmares and waking for the 
children, vibration of their walls and beds, and also visual disruption from the flashing lights at 
night. Shawn reports difficulty getting to sleep, but once asleep would awaken within a short time 
with a sensation that the house was shaking. Kim and Shawn report that this shaking, vibrating 
sensation is also like a hum or a low-voltage electrical wave going through their bodies at all times. 
At particular times, for example using bathroom taps and toilets in their home, they experience the 
sense of electrical shock. On occasion they report seeing sparks when using electrical fixtures and 
TV remotes. Kim and Shawn have attempted to move their bed and sleep in other areas of the 
house to improve their ability to sleep, and they still experience insomnia and vibration.  
 

Kim and Shawn tried to sell their property in order to escape the impact of the wind turbines on 
their lives. They lowered the asking price several times and it would not sell. The bank took 
ownership of their property and it is still for sale. They no longer own a home. They are living in a 
rental property in town. Their children cannot run and play as they once did. They had to give up 
their chickens, ducks and pet dogs, and are no longer able to harvest and eat their own meat, eggs 
and vegetables. For Kim and Shawn’s family, the turbine installation completely took away their 
health and well-being. When asked if they ever contacted Enbridge or the MOE, they answer, “Why 
would we even try? Enbridge ignored everyone else who live even closer to turbines than we do, 
so why would they care about us”? (Specific distances for other turbines – 1680m, 1700m, 1800m, 
2050m, 2250m, 2550m, 2800m, & 3000m.) 
 

Resident Family # 18 
Closest Turbine: 1848m. 
Other Turbines: 8 more between 1.0 km & 2.0 km. 
Gordon and Susan have two residences, one within the Enbridge Project boundary and another in 
town. Susan's experience has been largely nuisance disturbance to date. For Gordon, their home in 
town has become a refuge from the disturbing symptoms of vertigo, sleep deprivation, poor 
quality sleep and some instances of blurred vision. Prior of startup of the turbines, Gordon had 
experienced a small number of serious bouts of vertigo, all of which had been triggered by 
strenuous work activity. After turbine start-up, with no physical activity to point to as a trigger 
events, he has been afflicted with recurring bouts which, while milder than before, kept him 
bedridden for one or two days. 
 

When going on vacation, Gordon's sleep patterns return to normal. Similarly, after a decision to 
sleep only at the house in town, sleep patterns quickly returned to normal. For Susan and Gordon, 
Gordon's inability to experience health and rest at their recently and extensively renovated 
farmhouse in the country, has caused disruption, commuting, expense and stress on their 
relationship. As well, the flashing red lights are distressing and take away the former enjoyment of 
their country home.  (Specific distances for other turbines – 2150m, 2200m, 2300m, 2400m, 
2700m, 2800m, 2900m, 3000m.) 
 

Resident Family # 19 
Closest Turbine: 1109m  
Other Turbines: 9 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 13 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Liz and Gerry have lived and farmed on their rural property for over 30 years. The industrialization 
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of their rural neighbourhood has been devastating for them. Outside their home, the “whoosh, 
whoosh, whoosh” from the turbines interfere with their restful enjoyment of their gardens, and 
inhibit their use of their property and ability to socialize outdoors. In winter, they notice a roaring 
sound outside of the house. Shadow flicker in the home and reflections of the turbines themselves 
in the windows are daily disruptions for them. As well, the red flashing lights have caused this 
family to require blinds, when the privacy of a country home never required this before. Ice throw 
from neighbouring turbines raised a concern for Liz who likes to walk with her dog on her property. 
When she contacted Enbridge about this concern, Enbridge advised her not to walk on her own 
property closer than 200 m from her fence line. The injustice of the planning, management and 
oversight of this installation, as well as the lack of action and solutions on behalf of the wind 
company and government is very disturbing to Liz as a long term member of this rural community. 
(Specific distances for other turbines – 1200m, 1400m, 1450m, 1500m, 1850m, 3@1900m, 1950m, 
2050m, 2@2200m, 3@2300m, 2500m, 3@2700m, 2900m, 2950m & 3000m. 
 

Resident Family # 20 
Closest Turbine: 488m. 
Other Turbines: 5 more within 1.0 km.; 12 more 1.0 km to 2.0 km.; 13 more 2.0 km to 3.0 km 
Joyce and Dan are cash crop farmers on a large agricultural property in the Enbridge Project. In 
2009 when the transmission lines for the wind farm were tied in to the existing power lines, they 
each began to notice disturbance in their health. They began to feel unwell and restless while at 
home, and then developed ringing in the ears and sleep deprivation. Near water and electrical 
lines in the home, symptoms of burning, vibrating, and uneasiness increase. They laid extra mats 
on the floors in these areas and wore thick-soled shoes indoors. They arranged for electrical 
pollution testing from a local consultant before and after the transmission lines were tied in, and 
significant increases were noted by the consultant, and test results shared with Joyce and Dan.  
 Electrical filters and a “Ronk Blocker” were installed on their property to remove dirty electricity, 
and they shut the power off in their home, and regularly slept in their camper trailer. Joyce and 
Dan also report that even when they go away for several months or weeks at a time, they have 
developed a chronic sensitivity to electrical charge. CFL lightbulbs and fluorescent in-store lighting 
make them feel very agitated and uneasy. Only one thing at a time in their trailer can be plugged 
in, otherwise they are overloaded with electrical charge and feel sick. The turbine transmission 
lines have made them very sensitive to electrical pollution, and the problem appears to deepen 
over time.  
 

Without the aforementioned self-help strategies and devices, which are costly, as well as going 
away for the winter, they report they would not have been able to live in their home and stay on 
their property these last several years. Sadly, after three and a half years of health challenges 
which were only worsening, and after asking for help from Enbridge and Hydro One with no 
mitigation or assistance, Joyce and Dan have sold and left behind the land they farmed for 48 
years. They have chosen to move into town to protect their health. (Specific distances for other 
turbines - 700m, 870m, 890m, 900m, 1000m, 1100m, 1150m, 1200m, 2@1400m, 2@1600m, 
1650m, 1700m, 1800m, 1900m, 2000m, 2200m, 2300m, 2400m, 2600m, 3@2700m, 2750m, 
2800m, 2900m, & 3@ 3000m) 
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Meeting Documentation, Underwood Community Centre, June 19, 2012 
 

This meeting was held with the intention of resolving problems that have been present in the 
Enbridge Industrial Wind Turbine Project areas located in the Municipality of Kincardine, Ontario 
since the 115 Vestas 1.65 MW turbines began operations in 2009.  
 

The meeting was organized to offer unique opportunities to all concerned to help solve issues that 
have been the results of complaints over the last 3 + years of this project’s operations, providing an 
opportunity for members to dialogue directly with Enbridge and the MOE in the hope that the 
process of remedial action can begin. 
 

The meeting documentation was circulated to Ian MacRobbie and Heather Pollard, their comments 
have been inserted. 
 

Rachel Thompson, chaired the meeting. It was attended by three representatives from Enbridge, 
two from the MOE, Four Kincardine Councillors, HARM members and 3 HARM co facilitators along 
with members of the Central Bruce-Grey Wind Concerns Group.  It was noted that health affected 
residents from 4 out of the 18 homes experiencing problems within this project were unable to 
attend this meeting. 
 

At all previous HARM meetings confidentiality has been respected, this option was extended to all 
attendees. Therefore at this meeting, introductions by all in attendance were not required. Those 
attendees who chose to introduce themselves were: 
 

Central Bruce Grey Wind Concerns 
Rachel Thompson, Chair & HARM Co-facilitator Catherine Crawford, HARM Co-facilitator 
Patti Hutton, HARM Co-facilitator   Karen Breitbach, CBGWC member 
Bill Palmer, CBGWC member    Jeff Hemming CBGWC member 
Marion Rahn CBGWC member 
14 HARM members were in attendance.  To respect their privacy, their names are not included. 
 

Office of Lisa Thompson, Huron-Bruce MPP 
Lynne DiCocco 
 

Ministry of Environment, Owen Sound District Office 
Victoria Black, Environmental Officer  Heather Pollard, District Supervisor 
 

Enbridge Green Energy Group 
Ian MacRobbie, General  Manager   Usman Bhatti, Site Supervisor 
Cheryl Levy, Community Relations 
 

Municipality of Kincardine 
Anne Eadie, Deputy Mayor     Ron Coristine, Councillor 
Jacqueline Faubert, Councillor   Randy Roppel, Councillor 
 

The meeting commenced at 7:10pm. 
 

Approximately one year ago following a HARM meeting attended by the same four Kincardine 
Councillors present at this meeting, it had been decided that Anne Eadie would contact Ian 
MacRobbie to follow up with the Electrical problems being experienced within the Enbridge 
Project. Anne Eadie at that time had proceeded to submit a list with contact details of four homes 
experiencing problems to Ian MacRobbie.  
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As follow up business arising from the earlier meeting the Chair requested Ian MacRobbie to detail 
his actions taken to resolve these complaints. 
 

Ian MacRobbie summarized actions Enbridge has undertaken in the interim to check out any faults 
there might be with the electrical lines. He pointed out that all lines were separate but above 
ground lines were parallel system as per Hydro One code. Electrical ground lines were not crossing 
the neutrals.  Ian MacRobbie had visited with the HARM members 1 & 2 who had complained 
about an untenable situation in their home involving electrical pollution that has caused a range of 
problems from very uncomfortable electrical tingling sensations throughout their bodies to 
headaches. They have found themselves combating this problem by having to stand on rubber 
mats, and completely turning off the power at night so that they could sleep. Enbridge had not fed 
any information back to HARM members 1 & 2 as a result of their monitoring, but he had reported 
to Ann Eadie. HARM member 1 noted that Enbridge had instructed him to call Hydro One, while 
Hydro One told him to contact Enbridge or his MPP. No one is helping. 
 

Ian MacRobbie pointed out that as Enbridge is not the electricity distributor and that this is the 
responsibility of Hydro One.  Enbridge could do further studies, and would need to have Hydro One 
involved. 
 

The question that perhaps something could be wrong at the turbine itself was raised.  Another 
point raised was that lines supplying domestic power were running parallel above each other with 
those supplying power to the grid was raised as a possible source with one affecting the other. 
Discussion ensued regarding a third party’s involvement and Ian MacRobbie agreed he would be 
prepared to accept this.  AMEC was the initial company offered, and discussion ensued to the 
effect that as they were contracted to construct the electrical aspects of the project it would be 
more appropriate to work with a third party company. Questions were raised about the anticipated 
time frame in light of what had not happened in the last year.  Ian MacRobbie committed that 
progress would be forthcoming within the next three months.  
 

It was further committed by Ian MacRobbie that Enbridge will bear costs if they engage a third 
party, and they will take into consideration citizens’ choice of an independent consultant, as long 
as this was from a reputable company. 
 

With regard to the difficulties experienced in the past in getting Hydro One to act, Anne Eadie 
pointed out that no doubt it would bring quicker results for action if Ian MacRobbie were to 
contact Hydro One.  Ian MacRobbie stated he did have contacts on the transmission side and 
through those contacts would undertake to make connection with the right party to expedite 
action in finding where the problem lay. 
 

Randy Roppel suggested that use of the political arm of the Municipality of Kincardine could also 
be used to encourage Hydro One’s timely response in finding and resolving these electrical 
problems. 
 

Discussion ensued regarding the burying of electrical lines as was done in the Ripley project to 
correct similar problems and is currently being negotiated with Samsung and Pattern who have 
committed to over 90% of electrical lines being buried in the proposed Armow Project.  This had 
not been a design requirement at the time the Enbridge Project received permits from the 
municipality but might offer a solution at least for the homes that are presently affected by 
electrical pollution problems. Ian MacRobbie stated that Enbridge would give this consideration.  
He is to take this up with Cindy Graham at head office. 
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Heather Pollard stated that Electrical Pollution is outside of the MOE's jurisdiction. 
 

The meeting proceeded with discussion on another follow up action from one year ago. 
HARM member 3 had reported problems with undue noise emissions, lodging complaints both to 
Ian MacRobbie of Enbridge and the MOE in 2011. 
 

Ian MacRobbie acknowledged he had yet to get back to him and indicated that he or his new site 
supervisor would now be following up. 
 

HARM member 3 further stated that the MOE representative visiting the problem area informed 
him he did not have the ability to measure the sound emissions emanating from the turbine(s) in 
question. With this history of frustration in mind, HARM member 3 was now requesting 
information on the chain of command within the MOE and Enbridge.  
 

Councillor Coristine stated that Premier McGuinty himself had said that MOE were the ones to go 
to in order to have sound measured. 
  
Ian MacRobbie mentioned he reported to Cindy Graham, Director of Green Power Operations, who 
reported to Don Thompson, Vice President of Green Energy.   
 

Heather Pollard noted she reported to Rick Chappel, the District Manager, who reported to Kerina 
Fletcher, the Regional Director, and up the chain through the Director of Operations, to the Deputy 
Minister, to the Minister of the Environment. This information is to be confirmed in writing along 
with email addresses by Heather Pollard of the MOE. 
 

In response to the MOE’s inability to properly assess sound emissions not in compliance with GEA 
noise standard regulations, Heather Pollard briefly recounted the MOE history in this regard.  She 
explained that the MOE had to wait for a new draft protocol to be developed internally and put in 
place to correctly measure turbine noise emissions. The new Protocol was made public in 
September of 2011, has been published on the Ministry website as being the appropriate standard 
for noise testing. They are continually updating and revising it. 
 

Heather Pollard further explained that sound testing was not a simple one step process as it is, for 
instance, in an industrial environment due to wind and other atmospheric variations that needed 
to be included in forming the protocol.   
 

Discussion ensued in regard to the length of time necessary to obtain testing results and at what 
time of year these tests should be done.  Heather Pollard pointed out that instrumentation could 
freeze up in the winter, when it was more likely that strong winds could place turbine noise to be 
“out of compliance”.  Suggestion was made by Anne Eadie that testing be done to include spring 
and fall since over the summer winds were very low and summer measurements alone would not 
reflect accurate representation of overall noise issues on their own. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: The protocol actually states that testing is not recommended during the period of 
December through February 
 

Anne Eadie said burying lines does not always work, but is generally seen as best practice, and 
wondered if MOE knows of cases where it has worked. Heather Pollard replied, saying that MOE 
does not. 
 

As for testing for electrical pollution, Heather said MOE cannot do anything in that area.  
 

The fact that industrial wind turbines were allowed to be placed into operation without a protocol 
to verify compliance as set out in GEA regulations was mystifying to concerned residents and was 
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cause for considerable discussion and comment. 
 

With regard to the new draft protocol, Anne Eadie asked “If noise exceeds guidelines, what is the 
mitigation?”  
 

Heather Pollard replied that compliance is applied in stages. 
At a first stage, the offending company is asked to comply voluntarily. 
 

Ian MacRobbie pointed out that if non-compliance with the Certificate of Approval was found, then 
he would contact Vestas and some steps could be taken to correct this, such as changing the blade 
pitch. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: I believe what I said was that if we were out of compliance that we would work 
with Vestas to ensure that the turbine is operating properly.   With these turbines there are limits 
as to what we can do regarding blade pitch. 
 

The existence of “dampening software” that could be used to make changes to the pitch of the 
blades was raised.  Ian pointed out that Enbridge had limited control to make adjustments on the 
older Vestas turbine design used in this project. 
 

As a second stage, MOE issues an order for a mitigation measure. The time frame depends on the 
circumstances which are weighed up by using the “informed judgment matrix” to help them 
decide as to how to proceed. 
 

In the matter of Compliance and in answer to questions regarding financial penalties assessed for 
companies where operating turbines were out of compliance, the MOE representative, Heather 
Pollard, replied that generally complaints were resolved on a voluntary basis, but if not mitigated, 
then penalties were set out in the Environmental Protection Act.  This represents the third and 
final stage for compliance available to the MOE. 
 

The MOE to date has no record of Enbridge being out of compliance.   
 

Bill Palmer noted that he had submitted a report in January 2011, based on sound monitoring at 
the HARM member 4 & 5's home by the Enbridge acoustical consultant that identified that the 
sound at midnight exceeded the predicted value fully 50% of the time, and was more than 3 dB 
over the predicted value (and over the regulatory limit) 25% of the time. A response from the MOE 
had only been received after 9 months, identifying that the monitoring of the consultant was not in 
compliance with the new MOE protocol, and identifying that further monitoring would be 
required. Now, 9 months later, there had been no further communication regarding this additional 
monitoring, or explaining why the data provided by the acoustical consultant, already measured 
which identified sound in excess of the regulatory limit, had not been acted on, even if it was not 
taken in compliance with the new protocol. The wind turbines have now been in operation for over 
3 years, and nothing has been done to address noise complaints. He pointed out how this gave 
little credibility to the MOE or to Enbridge as actually attempting to operate in compliance, or to 
address identified complaints. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: There were engineering analyses by Valcoustics for this measurement that 
concluded based on the guidelines at the time (this predates the current protocol), that Enbridge 
was in compliance.    One must be careful when drawing conclusion and inference when looking at 
the measurement results without further analysis 
 

Ian MacRobbie explained that monitoring had now been ongoing since March and that they were 
half-way through the process at this time for two homes. 
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Heather Pollard explained that MOE takes no measurements during winter months, as instruments 
can freeze up. 
 

Repeatedly throughout the discussion regarding the noise issue, Heather Pollard explained that 
measures to confirm the matter of compliance and thus mitigation had been impossible due to the 
lack of a protocol.  Previous results had been inadmissible due to this same lack of an acceptable 
protocol.   
 

This appeared to be small consolation to the group of people looking to both, Enbridge and the 
MOE for mitigation of their complaints.  
 
Ian MacRobbie: This is not a minutable matter is it? 
 

In keeping with Bill Palmer’s identification of problems he requested a copy of information in this 
regard and was directed to request an FOI from the EAAB.  
 

 “No” was the answer to the question Ron Coristine raised regarding if there were an overall 
regulatory body here that had overarching responsibility for control as we see in the nuclear 
industry?  
 

The possibility of examination of the issue of low frequency noise (LFN) and infra-sound as 
described in the study by Ambrose and Rand was asked of Ian MacRobbie by Bill McKenzie.  Bill 
MacKenzie asked Ian MacRobbie if Enbridge has ever made the effort to measure sound by G 
weighted or unweighted protocols rather than A weighted. 
 

Ian MacRobbie replied that Enbridge follows the MOE guidelines.  MOE at present has no protocol 
for LFN. Heather Pollard stated the MOE are working on a draft protocol, but not aware of when it 
would be complete. 
 

A point of further study suggestion was to follow up with the Ministry of Labour in regard to effects 
of noise annoyance on people who live and work at home within Industrial Wind Projects as 
Heather Pollard pointed out the Ministry of Labour are responsible for LFN in the work place. 
 

Lynne DiCocco raised the subject of winter situations where roads are closed during storms and 
residents must remain in their homes as shut-ins while the turbines were operating continuously in 
high wind conditions.  She suggested amendments be made to provide for a winter noise protocol 
due to the fact that people can be trapped in their houses unable to escape the adverse noise 
conditions.  
 

Anne Eadie took the opportunity to rise and directly address industry and governments 
representatives regarding both the reality and the severity of noise and annoyance problems 
experienced within Industrial Wind Projects placed into quiet rural areas close to homes. She 
pointed out that rural residents living in proximity of wind turbines have been stigmatized as not 
being of sound mind and their complaints trivialized to the point of non-existence.  Citing the 
example of one couple in attendance who had lived on their land for 40 years, Anne Eadie stated 
that the average citizen in this area living within the proximity of wind turbines had strong, in many 
cases, hereditary attachment to their homes and farms.  They were committed to contributing to 
strengths within their community.  Their complaints were not imaginary and should not be 
trivialized.   
 

The MOE’s position, however, was that they require proof of a causal link and that had not been 
established, To date, based on reviews of existing literature, direct negative health effects caused 
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by turbines are denied. Rachel Thompson made the point emphatically that given the gravity of 
our situation; residents here have no time to wait for causal link. The example of the tobacco 
industry using the argument for proof of causal link to hold critics at bay for years cannot be 
repeated here. 
 

Heather referred to the ongoing research programs, such as that being conducted under the 
auspices of RETH at the University of Waterloo. The point was raised that the results from RETH 
would likely be years away.  
 

The urgency to help people living within the Enbridge project that are experiencing problems with 
their health since operations began, however, is of immediate urgency.  The feeling expressed was 
that they could not wait another 3 years for mitigation to commence. 
 

A request for assistance of the health affected residents by providing respite in alternate 
accommodation away from turbine operations was made.   
 

Ian MacRobbie stated that this would be a difficult matter to get approved by his superiors, 
particularly so since because Enbridge is in noise compliance. 
 

The remaining complaint issues relating to annoyance factors were: 
 

View shed and Shadow Flicker: 
Rachel Thompson and HARM member 3 suggested to Ian MacRobbie that trees be planted to assist 
restoration of view shed, and to act as a barrier against the irritating sound emanating from the 
turbines.  HARM member 3 also requested his existing large windows, approximately 80 square 
feet, be altered to prevent the image of the blade rotations having a detrimental effect on any 
person sitting near them and wanting to observe activities outdoors, quietly read or listen to 
music. In other words enjoy a normal life style. 
 
In other cases, would Enbridge consider paying the cost of installing blinds to block shadow flicker? 
Ian MacRobbie stated that Enbridge is willing to consider a tree planting program.  The problem of 
shadow flicker noted needs to be followed up. 
 
Radio and Other Communication Interference: 
General current and possible future problems arising from turbine operations interfering with 
electronic communications were raised, noting in particular HAM radio and GPS equipment.   
 

Ian MacRobbie is to follow up with police and fire departments to verify the situation relating to 
emergency communication interference and report on status. 
 

HARM member 6 is a ham radio operator and since turbine operations commenced he has been 
unable to use his equipment.  Enbridge did place a taller aerial to correct this problem, but the 
problem has not been fixed.  MacRobbie is to follow up to replace the antenna with one that will 
work. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: We indicated we would follow up with this member to see what solution may exist 
to this concern, we did not commit to replace the antenna again at this point in time 
 

HARM member 3 noted that he has had problems with his GPS re-calculating and the strange 
performance of his batteries completely emptying of power and failing to maintain a charge for the 
normal period of time on his palm pilot. He further stated that he has been monitoring his 
electrical service for the past 14 years and has noted increased instability only since turbines 
started operations. 
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HARM member 3 asked for follow up information on the issue of shielding the flashing red aircraft 
warning lights so that they would be less visible at ground level. He felt that the red lights are an 
irritation, and for some people a safety hazard for people and drivers because they cause 
disorientation. 
 

Ian MacRobbie replied that Enbridge had taken this issue to Nav Canada, and that the regulatory 
agency would not allow any alteration of the existing light system. 
 

General Discussion tabled various other areas of concern and suggestions for remedial actions 
worthy of consideration: 
 

Effect of Turbines on Home Values: 
It was mentioned by HARM member 7 that in many cases people wanted to move out of an 
Industrial Turbine project area, and even if they were willing to absorb the loss of value of their 
home, they felt it was not ethical to pass the same problems on to another person. 
 

To this Jacqueline Faubert pointed out a recent real estate ad that offered a property for sale 
located within a wind turbine “exclusion zone” -- indicating this as an example of listing a desirable 
feature. 
 

A question was asked as to how Enbridge can help people wishing to leave the project area?  
Would Enbridge cover cost of appraisals? 
 

Can the turbines be shut down at night for a month so that a determination can be made if this will 
help residents cope with sleep disturbance issues?  It was pointed out that other forms of electrical 
power are now being paid for "de-rating", so why not wind? 
 

It was further suggested that Enbridge be financially compensated by the Ontario Government for 
the time turbines are shut down.   Bill Palmer point out that building 10,000 MW of wind turbines 
in Ontario (roughly as predicted to occur by 2015 in the FIT Review) and then requiring them to be 
shut down for the duration of their 20 year contact so as to not be annoying is a cost commitment 
of about $250 Billion for nothing  
 

Ian MacRobbie: I’m not certain we can minute Mr. Palmer’s estimation for this cost, while not my 
area of expertise, I don’t believe it to be that high– effectively a 20 year commitment of $1000 per 
person per year – each year, for the next 20 years. He suggested consumers would find this 
undesirable. 
 

In concluding the summary of this meeting, it is well to remember Bill Palmer’s statement to Ian 
MacRobbie the effect that,”You are causing health issues.  It is time to address the concerns of 
citizens, not to hide behind inadequate regulations. Major problems, if not addressed then create a 
situation that will get out of hand.”  
 

Ian MacRobbie: Is this minutable? 
 

It was suggested that to assist in resolving these issues it would help if in the near future Enbridge 
gave a delegation to Kincardine Council. Ian Mac Robbie agreed to this and suggested that within a 
period of 3 months this would be followed up to assess progress. 
 

To summarize below are items identified for further follow up, it was acknowledged that further 
constructive open dialogue would commence via email. 
 

Enbridge and Hydro ONE will investigate electrical pollution identified at four homes. 
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Enbridge was asked if they could please share their Hydro One contacts with the Municipality so 
that our elected officials can also pursue dialogue with them.” 
 

A reputable independent electrical expert will be retained to conduct further investigations other 
than AMEC. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: This was to be done following the discussions with HONI, as HONI should be the 
first point of contact. Enbridge was not going to engage with a consultant until after the HONI 
process has run its course. 
 

Two properties have requested that trees be planted to restore view shed and dampen the effects 
of audible noise. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: I am aware of one property that asked for trees, not sure of the second. 
 

Further dialogue is required to establish what can be done for those who no longer want to live 
within the Enbridge Project who are experiencing problems since the IWT's came on line. 
  
There are people who cannot sleep in their homes within the Enbridge Project but sleep fine when 
they are away. These people have also reported other symptoms such as tinnitus, persistent head 
aches, vertigo and pulsing vibrations in their chest cavities that also disappear when they are able 
to leave their homes and live in alternative accommodation. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: This is a statement rather than an action, this appears to be a list of action items 
  

 What should these property owners do?  They do not want to pass on their problems to a 
potential buyer, but no longer want to live in their homes. In good conscience they feel they 
could not morally put their homes on the market. 

 Is Enbridge willing to provide alternative accommodation for a period of one year? 

 Is Enbridge willing to cover the costs for real estate appraisals? 

 Further investigation must be undertaken to understand why so many people can feel 
themselves vibrating, the anecdotal evidence points to low frequency noise. 

 Would Enbridge be willing to contribute funds to a municipal lead LFN investigation as the 
MOE will not be looking into this? 

 

The meeting concluded at 10:00pm 
 

Heather Pollard: 
In response to your request for comments on the minutes, I provide the following: 

 The Regional Director (Acting) is Kanina Blanchard. 

 The Assistant Deputy Minister of Operations would be the person indicated in your minutes 
as the “Director of Operations”. 

 I did not make any statements related to whether there would be a higher likelihood of non-
compliance in the winter months, so it should be clarified who made these statements. 

 I will not be commenting on the remainder of the minutes. Lack of ministry comment on the 
details of, or the opinions expressed in the meeting minutes is not to be construed as 
agreement by the ministry with those details or those opinions. 
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Meeting Documentation, Underwood Community Centre, October 2, 2012 
 

This meeting was held to follow up the June 19, 2012 meeting to assess progress in resolving 
problems that have been present in the Enbridge IWT project since operations started in 2009, as 
well as to allow the opportunity to table and discuss additional  recent developments in scientific 
research that have a bearing on wind turbine project issues. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: This is not an objective of the meeting and should be deleted.  
 

A draft of this meeting documentation was circulated to Bill Palmer, Ian MacRobbie, Cheryl Levy 
and Heather Pollard, their comments have been inserted.  
 

Rachel Thompson, as chair opened the meeting.   It was attended by three representatives from 
Enbridge, two from the MOE, three Kincardine Councillors, 18 HARM members and 3 coordinators 
who are members of the Central Bruce-Grey Wind Concerns Group.  It was noted that health 
affected residents from 7 out of the 18 homes experiencing problems within this project were 
unable to attend this meeting.As with previous HARM meetings, the option to maintain 
confidentiality was extended to all HARM attendees.The list of attendees follows: 
 

Central Bruce Grey Wind Concerns 
Rachel Thompson, Chair & HARM Co-facilitator Catherine Crawford, HARM Co-facilitator 
Patti Hutton, HARM Co-facilitator   Karen Breitbach, CBGWC member 
Bill Palmer, CBGWC member    Jeff Hemming CBGWC member 
 

Members of  HARM 
Coenraad and Trix Smit    Bill MacKenzie 
Wayne and Jean Schwandt 
Plus 10 citizens who would wish their identity to remain confidential and two included as CBGWC 
members listed above 
 

Ministry of Environment, Owen Sound District Office 
Victoria Black, Environmental Officer   Heather Pollard, District Supervisor 
 

Enbridge Green Energy Group 
Ian MacRobbie, General  Manager   Usman Bhatti, Site Supervisor 
Cheryl Levy, Community Relations 
 

Municipality of Kincardine 
Anne Eadie, Deputy Mayor     Ron Coristine, Councillor 
Jacqueline Faubert, Councillor    
 

The meeting commenced at 7:30 p.m.  As the first item on the Agenda, the Chair requested a 
review of the June 19, minutes as Heather Pollard of the MOE and Ian MacRobbie of Enbridge had 
been invited to comment on them. 
Heather Pollard wished to correct the statement attributed to her, “that instrumentation could 
freeze up in the winter, when it was more likely that strong winds could place turbine noise to be 
out of compliance”. Rachel read her e-mail reply commenting on the June 19 minutes:          “In 
response to your request for comments on the minutes, I provide the following: 

 The Regional Director (Acting) is Kanina Blanchard. 

 The Assistant Deputy Minister of Operations would be the person indicated in your minutes as 
the “Director of Operations”. 
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 I did not make any statements related to whether there would be a higher likelihood of non-
compliance in the winter months, so it should be clarified who made those statements. 

 I will not be commenting on the remainder of the minutes.  Lack of ministry comment on the 
details of, or the opinions expressed in the meeting minutes is not to be construed as 
agreement by the ministry with those details or those opinions.” 

She reiterated that the protocol actually states that testing is not recommended during the period 
of December through February.  Heather also explained that 8540E was the new protocol. It was 
later clarified by Heather that if the MOE recommend not testing during that period it is advisable 
as measurements would likely be disregarded. 
 

Considerable discussion ensued regarding the failure of winter testing and the shortcomings of the 
protocols.   It was established that with the arrival and approvals of the new windscreens used to 
shield microphones that the first ever noise protocol measurement collecting began in August 
2012 by Valcoustics, paid for by Enbridge at two locations selected by the MOE. 
No previous measurements taken were done with a noise protocol. Therefore all previous data 
collected at homes is now obsolete as the MOE refuses to accept the data submitted by the 
Professional acoustics firm even though it showed non compliance.  
 

Ian MacRobbie:  I take exception to the statement that previous data submitted showed non 
compliance.   The data, analysis and conclusions drawn by Valcoustics was that the windfarm is in 
compliance with the MOE Guidelines.   These reports were submitted to the MOE, and at that time 
were accepted.   The new protocol is more prescriptive in the testing methods, but I do not believe 
that the previous tests are not still useful.   I would prefer that rather than stating the data is 
obsolete, I would state that the MOE has asked Enbridge to repeat previous tests, following the 
new protocol.   Again you cannot state that the data showed non-compliance when the conclusions 
by Valcoustics of the testing were that we are in compliance] 
 

Bill Palmer again raised the point he had raised in the previous meeting regarding the testing done 
at the Smit home by the Enbridge acoustic consultants that clearly showed the turbines were 
operating out of compliance.  It seems unbelievable to him that all of this work was now 
considered unacceptable.  It was suggested that perhaps in view of this that the Smit home could 
now be included in testing work to the new protocol.   
 

Ian MacRobbie:  I do recall this exchange with Mr. Palmer, he mentioned who has done tests in the 
province; Valcoustics, HGC, Aercoustics, but the remainder of this page was not included in the 
discussion at the meeting 
 
Ian MacRobbie:  Please see my comment on the side for the following section.  This cannot be 
included in the meeting documentation or minutes as this was not discussed at the meeting 
 

Rachel Thompson: To clarify the email below from Catherine Crawford was not read out at the 
meeting but the subject it deals with was discussed. It is included in this meeting documentation as 
it relates directly to the Smit's circumstance and was the email that informed my email to Heather 
Pollard inquiring if testing could be done at the Smit household now that there is a noise protocol. 
 

In an email to Mr. Smit sent June 23, 2011Heather Pollard states. 
“The remodelling at your location is well within the noise limits for wind turbines and remains 
acceptable to the ministry. It does not indicate any concerns with noise in the audible range.” 
 

To offer further clarification and context to the Smit situation an email sent in response to this 
statement was sent to Heather Pollard, Rick Chappell (MOE), Ian MacRobbie and the Minister of 
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the MOE John Wilkinson on 24 June, 2011, from Catherine Crawford, HARM Co-facilitator has been 
inserted into this meeting documentation. 
 

Catherine Crawford: 
Ms. Heather Pollard (MOE) and Mr. Ian McRobbie (Enbridge) ; 
Copied to  and Mr. Rick Chappell (MOE) and Minister John Wilkinson (MOE) : 
 

Mr. Smit of Concession 12, the Municipality of Kincardine, has copied me as a resident support co-
ordinator, on his recent e-mails to you both about the noise at his home (see below). 
 

He has just returned from an extended holiday overseas where he slept perfectly well. Since coming 
home, his sleep is once again interrupted. He is taking sleeping pills again. He wakes up every 2 
hours. I think you will all agree with me, this is not normal and healthy sleep behaviour, and it can 
only be linked to the wind turbines in his living environment. There is no other possible reason. 
 

Ms. Pollard of the Owen Sound District Office has written in response to Mr. Smit: 
 

"The remodelling at your location is well within the noise limits for wind turbines and remains 
acceptable to the ministry.  It does not indicate any concerns with noise in the audible range." 
 

Clearly, the noise modelling does not predict well how all receptors are going to respond to the 
sounds produced by the turbines. Clearly, not everyone can tolerate what the predictive technology 
says they should be able to withstand. The modelling is completely inadequate. People are 
disturbed--- as many of our residents have reported to you --- and I implore you to do something to 
protect the residents in your jurisdiction. People I am in contact with, Mr. Smit included, are on the 
brink of breakdown. They are not functioning. They are not safe in their homes. They are not 
making this up. 

It is indefensible for our local Ministry of the Environment to continually reference "acceptable 
noise modelling" as a way to push away and compartmentalize the legitimate complaints of people 
who have lived with these conditions for 36 months. This is not a solution, it is a brush-off. The 
message the resident receives is that the MOE "hear" them but it "can do nothing, and will do 
nothing". Mr. Wilkinson, your staff is communicating to the community that their complaints are 
not valid, not possible, not fixable, and is not their problem. Whose problem is it, then, Mr. 
Wilkinson? Will we let the residents then blame themselves for a problem which is not theirs? 
 

It is also indefensible that you, Mr. McRobbie, the Enbridge operations manager, should not be 
interested or disturbed as to why the noise modelling does not explain why many residents are not 
coping well with noise and other impacts from this installation. When the testing does not agree 
with the human suffering, why do you always side with the technology and not the people? Why 
are these complainants not taken seriously? Why as the representative of a Corporate Citizen in our 
community, do you not make it your job to ensure that the people who inhabit the project you are 
in charge of are not sick, despite how they *should* be responding to the turbines? You have 
effectively turned a blind eye to those who do not fit your best case scenario. This is wrong. 
 

The despair and frustration of the people in our resident group is increasing with each day that the 
MOE and Enbridge do nothing to ameliorate their living conditions. We are looking to you for more 
than an acknowledgement of complaint. We are looking for action. We need offending turbines to 
be turned off and to stay off, for all residents who complain, and emergency living accommodations 
must be offered to them immediately. 
 

The chair had asked Heather Pollard prior to this meeting in an email that was read to the 
attendees; 
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I am aware that Valcoustics conducted noise measurement testing at the Smits home in the past. 
Now that the MOE have a new noise protocol do you think it would be appropriate to have testing 
conducted again?  The Smits have told me they would like new measurements to be taken under 
the latest protocol as we are aware the only measurements you now have on file are meaningless 
due to the new protocol. 

 

Heather Pollard's email reply was also read to the attendees; 
 

Rachel and Mr. and Mrs. Smit, 

 We are awaiting the results of the monitoring studies at two locations in the Enbridge Wind Farm 
before we require any further sites to be monitored.  Those results are expected later this month.  
Both the modelling and our field observations of noise are much lower at the Smit Residence than 
at the two locations currently being measured.  Therefore, the MOE did not feel that we had 
grounds to require additional noise monitoring at the Smits at the time we required the monitoring 
at the other two locations.  Depending on the results of the monitoring at the two locations, MOE 
will reconsider the need for further locations including the Smit Residence to be monitored. 

Heather Pollard clarified that noise modelling using the 2008 standard at homes that predict close 
to 40dB A at 6m/s wind speed are considered for further testing. Heather pointed out the Noise 
modelling for the Smit home is not close enough to 40 dB A. The Valcoustics 2008 Noise modelling 
shows 36.6 dB A for the Smit home, despite Enbridge Acoustics consultants previous 
measurements showing turbines out of compliance. 
 

Ian MacRobbie:  Similar to my comments above the conclusions of the Valcoustics reports have 
been that the turbines are in compliance with the MOE guidelines 
 

Bill Palmer again raised the point he had raised in the previous meeting regarding the testing done 
at the Smit home by the Enbridge acoustic consultants that clearly showed the turbines were 
operating out of compliance. It seems unbelievable to him that all of this work was now considered 
unacceptable. 
 

Ian MacRobbie:  Again as I pointed out in the meeting, it is Mr. Palmer’s opinion of the test results 
that the turbines are out of compliance, the Valcoustics report submitted to the MOE concluded 
that the windfarm was in compliance. 
 

Ron Coristine commented that perhaps a strategy to avoid testing when wind speeds and noise 
were the highest (in winter) through the mandate of the new protocol was working:  i.e. no 
complaints to be assessed. 
 

In the matter of complaints, health affected residents felt discouraged and frustrated by the lack of 
response to complaints made to the “Spill Line” 1-800 number listed for that purpose.  They have 
stopped making formal complaints as they feel it gets them nowhere. 
 

The matter of Compliance Protocol and Resolution Protocols were reviewed in depth dating back 
to the Enbridge OMB decision(2007) and the following text sent in an email from Heather Pollard 
was raised for discussion: 
 

From what we can see, it is up to the municipality to enforce their by-law which requires the 
complaint procedure to be followed by Enbridge.  Also, the by-law only applies to the properties 
that were the subject of the OMB decision and the municipality isn’t necessarily aware of 
complaints, so this is especially tricky for the municipality to enforce.  If the by-law applies, 
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complainants can seek the assistance of the municipality if the procedure isn’t followed in response 
to their complaint to the company, but they will have to identify the problem with the municipality.  
 

Bill Palmer: I do not believe this is accurate – the protocol was to apply to the operation of the wind 
power development. Referring to the OMB final report for the Enbridge project PL060986, page 30, 
one reads, “Counsel for Enbridge stipulated that the protocols would be amended to reflect a 
general operating position before being submitted to the Municipal Council for approval, as 
required by the holding provisions of the by-laws now before the Board.”  Refer also to page 73, 
stating, “The Board further directs Enbridge within 90 days of this decision to present to the 
Municipality of Kincardine an “Operational Protocol and Emergency Services Plan” similar to the 
proposal found at Exhibit 126, with the addition of a clause that Enbridge, either through the local 
media and or through signage, will advise the public of the potential ice conditions and to stay 
away from the turbines until they have been restarted.  
The Board further directs Enbridge within 90 days of this decision to present to the Municipality of 
Kincardine a “Dispute Resolution Protocol” dealing with turbine noise, including the establishment 
of monitor stations and a complaints monitoring and action protocol as set out by Dr. Lightstone 
and Mr. Howe and contained in this decision, to the satisfaction of Dr. Lightstone and the 
Municipality.”  The protocol applies to the entire project. Anne Eadie noted that there was no 
record of complaints regarding Enbridge to the Municipality and that indication was that Enbridge 
was adhering to the complaint mechanism.  
 

Every complaint is taken into consideration was Ian MacRobbie’s reply and offered his cell number 
for his personal response.  In addition Ian handed out a print-out of the Enbridge Complaint 
Process, copies of which was distributed to attendees.  A copy is attached hereto. Ian MacRobbie 
stated that there is no capability on the Vestas V82 turbine for blade angle adjustment to help with 
noise mitigation 
 

Measurements of dBA noise are allowably higher at higher wind speeds.  At the same time Bill 
Palmer reminded the meeting that Valcoustic's had data that identified that the sound at midnight 
exceeded the predicted value fully 50% of the time, and was more than 3 dB over the predicted 
value (and over the regulatory limit) 25% of the time. This data is not considered valid due to the 
issuance of the 2012 noise protocol.. 
 

The point was raised by Bill Palmer, that audits done after the startup of wind farms at 
Melancthon, Chatham-Kent, and Enbridge, had all shown that the measured sound exceeded the 
value predicted in noise assessments done prior to start up. 
 

Ian MacRobbie:  I am not aware of any audits done which show what Mr. Palmer is stating, who 
were these conducted by, I would like to think that we will not include currently unfounded or 
unproven remarks such as this in the documentation.   Additionally, if this was the case that does 
not necessarily mean that the wind farms are not in compliance. Note that I did not say that the 
data was invalid – I said it was valid, even if not done by the new protocol.  I think what I might 
have said is that audits done after the start up of wind farms at Melancthon, Chatham-Kent, and 
Enbridge, had all shown that the measured sound exceeded the value predicted in noise 
assessments done prior to start up. 
 

Ian suggested an acoustical expert (Al Lightstone from Valcoustics) could be brought to a HARM 
meeting to explain how measurements are taken to the new MOE noise protocol.  The Approvals 
Branch of the MOE demands strict adherence to protocol.  Ian maintained that Enbridge will 
continue testing.  The question was raised will Valcoustics be testing in November and March? 
Ian MacRobbie:  I did state in the meeting that we have continued to conduct testing through the 
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winter periods previously, we intend on continuing that practice where it is required.   The concern 
we have for the winter periods is the effects on the equipment, batteries, microphones, etc. can 
freeze and cease operating.   If we do gather data for that period, it will be included in our analysis, 
and submitted to the MOE for their consideration.   At this point it is unclear what the MOE 
approvals branch may do with this data, as it would lie outside their current recommendations in 
the protocol] 
 

Usman Bhatti: The MOE stated that they would likely not use data that is outside their 
recommendations in the protocol.  
 

At this point Bill MacKenzie questioned the whole methodology of testing only for A weighted 
sound and only outdoors.  The problems with noise eliciting the most complaints of health 
problems stemmed not so much from the noise outdoors, but noise and vibration indoors due to 
low frequency noise and a that G weighted sound should also be tested for. 
 

It was pointed out by Heather Pollard that the MOE are not measuring LFN.  At present there is no 
Ontario standard or protocol for testing. The MOE will be working on a protocol to test for LFN 
after they receive the results of the Waterloo study in 2015.   
 
Ian MacRobbie: I’m not certain that the MOE’s work on the LFN protocol for testing is tied to the 
Waterloo study…should get confirmation before making that statement, I know that there may be 
a link on the timing, but not sure that one is dependant on the other.   Heather Pollard can confirm 
 

Usman Bhatti: Heather Pollard mentioned the MOE has made a commitment to evaluate low 
frequency noise indoors but no results are expected until approx. 2014 or 2015. This is independent 
of the Waterloo study.  
 

For the people suffering ill health without relief for the last 3 years this was unacceptable, replied 
Rachel.   
 

Agatha Garcia-Wright, Director of Approvals, Canadian Environmental Protection Branch was 
suggested as the most suitable contact to approach. Heather Pollard was asked if she could relay 
concerns on behalf of HARM. 
 

The original Master Agreement between the Municipality and Enbridge was discussed with a view 
to re-opening this agreement for updating.  Since this was a contract and contained largely matters 
referring to technical details and infrastructure it was deemed to be the inappropriate course to 
take. Jacqueline Faubert suggested that perhaps a more appropriate method to consider would be 
creating a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) as is being done with Samsung and Pattern for 
the Armow Wind Project. 
 

In a further attempt to address items awaiting resolution from the June meeting, the following 

updates on issues were reported: 

Ham radio operations problems within the Enbridge Project have yet to be resolved.  A Ham radio 

expert, Robert Nixon, formerly an Engineer at Bruce Power and also a hobby ham operator, was 

suggested as a likely candidate to assist in resolving this issue.  Ian MacRobbie stated he would be 

open to assist in this matter.  

The flashing red lights disturbing night skies issue was researched by Jeff Hemming with the results 

that solutions for shading red lights are available.  A Canadian Company in Quebec has this 
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capability. OCAS is currently operational in the US, Canada, and Europe A bulletin issued by OCAS 

describes the approvals and information is available at: http://69.63.138.17/ 

AnnTicker.cfm?do=main.textpost&id=30a7c1e0-2d9e-4587-8cb1-e495cb4af5cd  

http://www.ocasinc.com/Transport Canada is the responsible agency.  Industry Canada has a 

different protocol dealing mainly with telecommunication towers.  A shielding for glare is actually 

energy efficient. In Jeff's communications with Transport Canada it looks very possible that 

mitigation can occur. 

The only project that uses a type of light shielding is the Talbot Project in Ridgetown.  [ As this topic 

was raised in our previous meeting Ian MacRobbie stated in the interests of full disclosure that 

Enbridge actually owns that project. Therefore Enbridge had been aware that there was an option 

available to mitigate the glare from the lights utilizing shields. Enbridge could be interested in 

participating in some form of shielding if the Armow Project developers would like to participate 

for increased economics of scale.  Usman Bhatti will look into the possibilities and Ian is to follow 

up with Jody Law. 
 

Ian MacRobbie:  The Talbot project does not use light shielding, the Talbot project has a system 

installed called OCAS or Object Collision Avoidance System.  This is a radar system which detects 

inbound aircraft and turns on the navigation lights and sends an audible signal to the aircraft.  The 

system at Talbot was the first large scale windfarm that OCAS was used on and was included in the 

original construction of the project 

 Transport Canada pointed to a requirement that HARM members need to register 

complaints regarding the lighting for the record.  

 Reporting further on communication problems relative to GPS units, Jeff  Hemming 

reported his research indicated that indeed radiation was emitted from communication 

towers and that red lights at towers were emitting radio signals and could have cumulative 

effects.  Radio Canada reports high tension wires emit interference.  All of these factors 

could combine in specific areas to cause the problems he was having with his GPS unit. 

 Marion Rahn had pointed out that the length of time that the flashing warning lights in the 

Kingsbridge 1 project are lit is dramatically shorter than the length of time that those used 

in the Suncor project are lit. The Kingsbridge 1 lights are literally lit for a flash, something 

like a second or less. This she felt  is less oppressive and intrusive than the cycling times 

used elsewhere.   

The meeting moved forward to discussion of other items: 
 

ELECTRICAL 
There still remained confusion in regard to solving electrical problems.  Ian MacRobbie maintains 
Hydro One should be contacted and Hydro One has informed callers to contact Enbridge. 
 

Ian MacRobbie provided a phone number, 1 888 664 9376, for those with power quality problems 
to call and explain what their concern is. 
 

The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) now has specialized equipment to conduct electrical testing 
according to a new protocol, only this very expensive equipment can be used. Rachel Thompson is 
to follow up with the name of this protocol.   All other electrical testing will be simply disregarded 
similar to the acoustic measurements made invalid with the issuance of a new MOE protocol.   

http://69.63.138.17/%20AnnTicker.cfm?do=main.textpost&id=30a7c1e0-2d9e-4587-8cb1-e495cb4af5cd
http://69.63.138.17/%20AnnTicker.cfm?do=main.textpost&id=30a7c1e0-2d9e-4587-8cb1-e495cb4af5cd
http://www.ocasinc.com/
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Ian MacRobbie:  I do not believe that the OEB has equipment to do testing, the OEB is a regulatory 
body that deals with policy, pricing and matters such as that for the electricity and gas and other 
energy businesses in Ontario.    The OEB may have a standard or something like that, but the OEB 
does not have field staff doing testing to my knowledge. 
 

NOISE 
 

Heather Pollard explained the procedure for noise complaint handling.  The MOE makes 
observations at the location and consider: 

 Noise modelling, how close to 40 dBA the receptor is modeled for at 6m/s wind speed. 

 Distance of residence from the turbine. 

 Final step of Assessment. 
 
The question was raised as to who pays for the work to be done.  In this case is would be the 
developer, Enbridge.  Since Enbridge was hiring the acoustician Valcoustics, Enbridge would own 
the results of the testing, it was confirmed that even though they contractually owned the results 
they would have nothing to hide in disseminating the results and would furthermore be 
accountable to the MOE.  
 

The whole issue of noise testing methodology and complaint handling lead to a further discussion 
as to what triggered the MOE to require the developer to commence testing. 
 

The point was raised again that problems are being experienced inside people's homes, not 
outside where the microphones are installed to measure “A” weighted noise. It had been noted 
that some houses had begun vibrating again with the cooler weather requiring windows closed 
and that HARM members were noticing an increase in the pressure/ LFN related symptoms. 
 

The HARM members speaking out could not understand that complaints issued in regard to noise 
ranging from the sound of howling jet aircraft over ice covered fields in the winter to the vibration 
experienced inside their houses could not result in some meaningful action being taken.  The 
question, “Why is this happening?” could not be answered. 
 

The current noise protocol, still only addresses A weighted values.  Anne Eadie pointed out the fact 
that perhaps local experience and knowledge should not be dismissed simply because it did not 
match current instrumentation data as laid down.  In essence there appears to be a gap between 
the standard used for assessing noise problems and the problems experienced by people. Since the 
current standards and protocols are not addressing people's problems it is felt that the whole issue 
needs to be investigated. 
 

Bill MacKenzie questioned Ian MacRobbie in view of the recent promotion of a new President and 
CEO, Al Monaco, and recent wholesale retirements at senior levels of the company. He asked if 
these changes had resulted in a need for updates of the reporting structure which had been 
provided to HARM at the June 19 meeting. Ian Mac Robbie responded that Doug Bonnyman had 
replaced Cindy Graham in the reporting levels above him, but that Don Thompson, the highest 
ranking person spoken of on June 19, remained in his position. 

 

Bill MacKenzie then asked Ian MacRobbie to look at it the other way, from the top down. He 
recognized that Mr. Monaco himself had earlier been responsible for green energy matters. He 
then asked, with the company board of directors structured as it is today, which member is now 
responsible for carrying forward matters relating to green energy. Ian MacRobbie replied that 
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Richard Bird will now be responsible for that role, and volunteered the information that Don 
Thompson, (earlier referred to, ) reports directly to Mr. Bird. 
  
The pipeline oil spill in Michigan was recently in the spotlight.  Perhaps the issues with the 
Enbridge Project in Kincardine should focus from one of compliance to one of public relations.  
Anne Eadie expressed a willingness to meet with suggested executives of Enbridge either in 
Kincardine or at their head office to assist in bringing them up to speed on the problems being 
experienced within the Enbridge Project.  Al Monaco is the President and CEO of Enbridge.  Anne 
Eadie would like to speak to Richard Bird and failing that, to Don Thompson.  Raising the 
awareness of the basic differences between wind projects in the West (Alberta) and the East 
(Ontario).  Projects in the West were far enough removed from residence locations that many of 
the turbine noise emissions did not impact the human populations as those in Ontario built within 
the confines of small farming communities and placed in instances as close as 450m, coupled with 
the fact that it was not a single turbine, but an accumulation of a number of turbines interacting 
within narrow confines. 
 

Ian MacRobbie:  I did state that at this time it is likely premature to be involving Richard Bird or 
even Don Thompson at this point in time.   We need to allow this process with ourselves as this 
group to try and work through the issues.   If we are not responding to the group at all or are not 
acting professional then you can take matters higher, but there is a proper protocol and process for 
how to elevate issues within the company, i.e. first to Doug Bonnyman and then above. 
 

Among matters to be approached with Enbridge executives was consideration of the offer of safe 
houses so that families could be relocated to temporarily alleviate symptoms in currently polluted 
homes.  
 

Ian MacRobbie: I did say that at this time Enbridge is not looking to provide safe houses. 
 

Anne Eadie had learned this evening at a Leader Resources wind project open house that the 
recent relocation of the Majestic wind project was due to foreseen cumulative effects of nearby 
Enbridge wind turbines according to noise modelling. This resulted in some clarification of 
circumstances where cumulative effects were or were not considered.  Modelling for cumulative 
effects considers all wind turbines within 3 Km to a receptor and noise within this range is not to 
exceed 40 dB at wind a wind speed of 6 m/second.  The Enbridge modelling done in 2008 perhaps 
needs to be looked at again to ensure that cumulative effects had been properly assessed. 
Currently there are 53 homes that are located less than 550M from turbines.  
 

Ian MacRobbie: the noise modelling has to consider more than just wind turbines, it has to take 
into account all fixed sources of noise.  
 

Bill Palmer: In performing the assessment for the Enbridge project, Valcoustics had adjusted the 
values for some 14 homes that were above the limit by permitting a reduction in the contribution of 
turbines downwind of the homes, even though this is non compliant with the Standard ISO 9613-2. 
The method used considered the nearest turbine as the “upwind turbine” and permitted reduction 
of the sound from others thus considered to be “downwind.” This deviation to the regulations was 
approved by the MOE, and at the Enbridge OMB hearings, Al Lightstone of Valcoustics testified 
under oath that the deviation was recommended by John Kowalewski of the MOE. 
 

Ian MacRobbie: The 53 homes figure is right. Modelling for cumulative effects is to consider all 
turbines within 3 km, not just downwind turbines. I may have commented that in performing the 
assessment for the Enbridge project, Valcoustics had adjusted the values for some 14 homes that 
were above the limit by permitting a reduction in the contribution of turbines downwind of the 
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homes, even though this is non compliant with the Standard ISO 9613-2. The method used 
considered the nearest turbine as the “upwind turbine” and permitted reduction of the sound from 
others thus considered to be “downwind.” This deviation to the regulations was approved by the 
MOE, and at the Enbridge OMB hearings, Al Lightstone of Valcoustics testified under oath that the 
deviation was recommended by John Kowalewski of the MOE. 
 

Frustration increased as the meeting wore on with the whole process of addressing the problems 
of deteriorating health and the risks associated with these issues. 

 Complaints started 3 yeas ago.  Nothing has been done for three years. 
Ian MacRobbie:  I do not believe it is fair to state that nothing has been done.  Enbridge has 
responded to all complaints that we have received and have worked with the MOE to conduct 
additional testing where necessary since the project has been in operation.     It may be more 
appropriate to state that “The complaints have not been resolved to the complainant’s 
satisfaction” 

 People are living in polluted homes.  There is no offer of respite by Enbridge of alternate 
Safe Homes to at least offer temporary relief of symptoms for those who want to relocate. 

 Usman Bhatti: Enbridge stated that they are not willing to provide safe houses at this time. 

 For those willing to sell their homes, Enbridge will not consider purchase of same. These 
HARM members do not want to pass on their problems to potential buyers. It was noted 
that in a 2011 CBC article on Ontario Wind Power Property Values that a Ms. Armstrong 
impacted by the Clear Creek wind project was advised by two prominent lawyers that she 
had to disclose the health issues or she could be sued if the ensuing purchasers were to 
develop health problems. This quote was read to attendees; “I had to get out," said 
Armstrong. "It was getting so, so bad. And I had to disclose the health issues I had. I was 
told by two prominent lawyers that I would be sued if the ensuing purchasers were to 
develop health problems."             
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/story/2011/09/30/ontario-wind-power-property-
values.html 

 Suspicions were raised that standards were set to prevent honest assessment of health 
issues. 

 Enbridge has received approximately $12 million from the Federal government under the 
Eco Energy fund, yet seems unwilling to contribute funding to alleviate problems their 
project is causing. 

Ian MacRobbie: This was an opinion raised by one HARM member at the meeting and should 
be characterized as such rather than a statement of fact.   As noted above, Enbridge has 
responded to all complaints and worked collaboratively with the MOE on testing. 

 

A most emphatic expression of this frustration was voiced by an anonymous member of the HARM 
group. Severe and continuous sleep deprivation and nausea affecting both her and her spouse for 
the past three years have led to such outrageous and exhausting impact on normal human 
function that their employment, their livelihood, as well as their physical well-being are now under 
imminent threat. This tearful example of suffering shocked everyone in attendance, including 
seasoned and informed HARM leaders and Councillors present. As a summation, her challenge to 
the representatives of Enbridge and the MOE was simply, “Are you waiting until I am dead before 
you do something?” 
 

This HARM member's statement led to Anne Eadie commenting on the safe house option, this 
HARM member did not like the idea in principle that she should be required to move out of her 
own home. Anne replied to the effect that at a certain stage, the choice comes down to “your 
house or your health". She directed the question to Ian McRobbie. 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/story/2011/09/30/ontario-wind-power-property-values.html
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/story/2011/09/30/ontario-wind-power-property-values.html
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We were not able to record a definitive answer something to the effect of difficulty in predicting 
the timing of demands on such a safe house by multiple parties.  
 

Ian MacRobbie:  I don’t recall a question being posed to me during this exchange, there were 
statements that Anne had made but I don’t recall a question coming to me.   I do recall making the 
statement that there would be difficulty in providing accommodation when it is uncertain how 
many people may want to use something like that at any given time.   I did state that Enbridge is 
not considering providing alternate accommodation at this time. 
 

To which Anne replied that Enbridge should consider three houses, or whatever is required. 
 

Jacqueline Faubert raised the issue of liability and due diligence, as for instance:   
 

Would Enbridge at some time need protection from the government, assuming a liability factor?  
With this in mind, Jacqueline Faubert suggested that a logbook of complaints be kept in order to 
demonstrate due diligence.  Anne Eadie furthered the suggestion and added that logbooks at 
homes should also be kept though in her experience those who agree to do so prefer to retain a 
duplicate log for their own records.   Ian MacRobbie welcomed this suggestion since logs at a 
residence were helpful by outlining specific circumstances at the times of a complaint.  A member 
of the HARM group asserted that some records as in a log were kept at their home.  These stories 
were seen as no doubt demonstrating that computer modelling does not reflect real life 
experience. 
 

Due to other commitments, Councillors Eadie, Faubert and Coristine left the meeting at 9:35 pm. 
 

As we had not heard from Cheryl Levy yet at either meeting, Cheryl was given an opportunity to 
comment. She stated she was happy to be present at the meeting.  She was pleased at the items 
that had been resolved and at the dialogue that has opened up. She hoped that this would 
continue and that she understood the frustrations being exhibited.  She also pointed out that the 
issues discussed here were not unique to the local area. 
 

IN CONCLUSION OF THE MEETING THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WERE LISTED TO FOLLOW UP OR 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

1. Rachel Thompson is to put a package together regarding the LFN issue for Heather Pollard 
and Ian MacRobbie. We know the MOE's position is to not produce a protocol until after 
the Waterloo study is complete in 2015. We would like to know what Enbridge's position is 
on LFN? 

2. Heather Pollard is to forward the issue of LFN problems inside homes to Agatha Marcia-
Wright. 

3. Patti Hutton wanted confirmation on what number to call for problems? 
4. Measures to alleviate shadow flicker by shutting down turbines to coincide with sunset to 

be assessed 
5. Usman Bhatti will be following up with Transport Canada regarding the shielding of the 

Navigation lights. 
6. Jeff Hemming and Rachel Thompson have requested that trees be planted to begin to block 

the view of turbines from their respective properties. They are to follow up with Usman 
Bhatti. 

7. Resolve HAM radio problems for a HARM member. 
8. A request was made by a HARM member after the meeting was adjourned requesting 

results of the bird and bat kill study that was conducted this summer.   
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Ian MacRobbie: As this was not discussed at the meeting, I would prefer that it not be in a list 
of action items coming out of the meeting, we can discuss this particular topic at another time.  
9. Enbridge is going to look into bringing in an acoustics expert to discuss with the group how 

the testing is conducted and the analysis that goes into looking at the results. 
10. Rachel Thompson is to provide Enbridge with a list of receptors to which Enbridge will note 

the number of turbines within certain distances (i.e. 1km, 2 km, etc) 
Rachel Thompson: This is no longer necessary, an engineer has completed this work for us. 
11. Enbridge committed to talking to the Kingsbridge project to see what frequency their lights 

are set to come on and off if it is different than what we have at Underwood. It was agreed 
to share feedback and to continue dialogue. 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:10pm 
 
After two weeks with a draft copy of the meeting documentation inviting comments we had still 
not heard from Heather Pollard. 
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APPENDIX IV:  
 

Recent Studies on Wind Turbine Health 
Reports of health problems caused by wind turbines from many jurisdictions are generating 
substantial research and a growing body of peer-reviewed studies that confirm problems exist.  The 
following appendix provides a brief summary of a few recent studies that are relevant to the 
situation in Kincardine.  Copies of these complete studies can be provided on request. 
 

Ontario Environmental Review Tribunal Decision, 2011 
A decision in 2011 confirmed that turbines can cause harm if they are located too close to humans. 
In particular, their decision reported that, “all parties are in agreement that direct impacts such as 
hearing loss will not be caused by the [wind power] project.”1 However, the Tribunal noted the 
existence of indirect health effects: “The Tribunal has found above that ‘serious harm to human 
health’ includes both direct impacts (e.g., a passer-by being injured by a falling turbine blade or a 
person losing hearing) or indirect impacts (e.g., a person being exposed to noise and then 
exhibiting stress and developing other related symptoms).”2  The Tribunal concluded that “This case 
has successfully shown that the debate should not be simplified to one about whether wind 
turbines can cause harm to humans. The evidence presented to the Tribunal demonstrates that 
they can, if facilities are placed too close to residents.”3 

 

Shepherd et al: Evaluating the impact of wind turbine noise on health-related quality of life, 
2011 
What makes this study so interesting—and important—is that the study was of health-related 
quality of life of individuals living near a wind power generation facility, but none of the questions 
were related to the wind turbine noise: it was the respondents themselves who expressed that 
correlation. The researchers identified sleep deprivation and annoyance in the medical sense of 
that term, i.e., stress.   The conclusion was that “Our results suggest that utility-scale wind energy 
generation is not without adverse health impacts on nearby residents. Thus, nations undertaking 
large-scale deployment of wind turbines need to consider the impact on the HRQOL [health-
related quality of life] of exposed individuals. …we conclude that night-time wind turbine noise 
limits should be set conservatively to minimize harm…”5 
 

Independent review of evidence is needed 
Early in 2012, the British Medical Journal published an editorial titled “Wind turbine noise seems 
to affect health adversely and an independent review of evidence is needed”. The authors, Doctors 
Hanning and Evans, stated that adequate sleep is a prerequisite for good health and further noted 
that the impact of certain types of environmental noise on sleep and daytime functioning was well 
established. Adverse health reports from people living next to industrial-scale wind turbines are 
now appearing and although these are often dismissed as anecdotal, the authors said, the fact that 
there are great numbers of complaints so similar in nature itself constitutes epidemiological 
evidence of a “strong link between wind turbine noise, ill health, and disruption of sleep.” 
As a result, the editorial concluded, “governments must ensure that the public will not suffer harm 
from additional ambient noise. Robust independent research into the health effects of existing 
wind farms is long overdue, as is an independent review of existing evidence and guidance on 
acceptable noise levels.” 5 

 

Infrasound/low frequency noise can harm 
Alec Salt, professor at Washington State University in the Cochlear Fluids Research Laboratory, has 
written several papers and presented to conferences on the infrasound or low frequency noise, 
most recently at the international Inter-Noise conference in New York in August 2012. In a 
communication to Wind Concerns Ontario and others, Dr. Salt said that he is convinced now more 
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than ever, based on his research, that the infrasound produced by industrial wind turbines can 
cause harm to human health, and further, that the harm may be irreversible for some people with 
long exposure. 
 

Infrasound affects individuals even though it cannot be heard, he demonstrates, and can result in 
sleep deprivation which in turn can cause indirect health effects such as elevated blood pressure, 
anxiety, memory dysfunction and more. “[This] is not speculation,” Dr. Salt said in his presentation 
to the international scientists. “[The] phenomenon now needs to be studied in more detail.” The 
wind power development industry, however, completely denies the impact of infrasound, saying 
that sound that cannot be heard, cannot have an effect.6 
 

Study of Low Frequency Noise  
Rand, Ambrose and Krogh’s study7reports on testing undertaken in homes located close to wind 
turbines in Falmouth, MA. Their findings confirmed that elevated levels of low frequency noise 
were present in these locations. The authors themselves report experiencing symptoms, similar to 
those living near turbines, while working in the affected homes.  The study also sets out straight-
forward methodology to measure low frequency noise and infrasound inside homes. 
 

Wind Turbines and Ghost Stories:  The Effects of Infrasound on the Human Auditory System 
High levels of infrasound and low frequency sounds generated by wind turbines pose a potentially 
serious threat to communities near wind farms. Wind energy companies remain largely dismissive, 
claiming that wind turbine noise is sub audible, undetectable by humans, and therefore presents 
minimal risk to human health. However, various cochlear microphonic, distortion product 
otoacoustic emission, and functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) studies have 
demonstrated the detection of infrasound by the human inner ear and auditory cortex. Additional 
psychosomatic stress and disorders, including the “wind turbine syndrome”, are also linked to 
infrasound exposures. With wind turbines generating substantial levels of infrasound and low 
frequency sound, modifications and regulations to wind farm engineering plans and geographical 
placements are necessary to minimize community exposure and potential human health risks. 
 

Noise Models Rejected 
Problems with noise models were highlighted in the extensive July, 2012 decision by the New 
Zealand Environmental Law Court 8.  The Court found that the actual noise generated by the 
turbines and measured in the field differed significantly from the projected turbine noise that 
resulted from use of the model, and further, that the environmental characteristics did not 
accurately capture the affect of all wind directions. Testing of the real sound levels at various 
residences found that the turbine installation was found to be operating outside of approved 
sound levels 

 

Peer-Review of Noise Assessments 
A community group commissioned a peer-review of the wind modelling report generated for the 
Collector Wind project proposed for Collector Township in New South Wales, Australia.  This 
report10 was part of a submission to a governmental planning assessment of the proposed project.  
The September 2012 study was completed by a member of the Australian Acoustical Society (AAS) 
and the US-based Institute for Noise Control Engineering (INCE).  His review was completed in the 
context of the New South Wale Department of Planning guidelines for wind turbine projects and 
within the context of the Code of Ethics for both the AAS and INCE.  The study concluded that the 
proponents study did not address the actual acoustic impact of the wind project on the 
community.  He found that the ambient background noise levels were significantly lower than the 
levels assumed in the proponents report meaning that the audible noise levels would have a 
greater impact than suggested.  He completed noise measurements at operating wind projects that 
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confirmed the existence of low frequency noise and infrasound was generated by the wind 
turbines.  The proponent’s noise study did not identify these as issues and the author stated that 
the firm that responsible for the proponent’s noise report fell short of its responsibilities under the 
AAS Code of Ethics. 
 

Acoustic Assessment of Wind Farms 
Steven Cooper followed up his peer-review of the Collector Wind Farm with an overview of 
approaches to the acoustical assessment of wind farms.  He concludes that there are many 
incidents of homes where audible noise output from wind turbines meets Australian noise 
standards (which are more stringent than Ontario standards) but whose residents report health 
problems linked to turbines.  To Cooper, this means that acousticians need to look at other 
components within the noise output of wind turbines to find the source of the problem.  He points 
to low frequency/infrasound as a area where specific research is required.  He also recommends 
that set-backs be increased beyond the 1 – 2 km. currently used in Australia. 
 

Impact on Sleep 
Nissenbaum, Aramini and Hanning have published a peer-reviewed paper12 that compares sleep 
and general health outcomes between participants who live close to wind turbines and those living 
further away from them.  They found that people within 1.4 km. of a turbine had worse sleep, 
were sleepier during the day and impaired mental health compared to those living more than 1.4 
km. away from turbines. The degree of effect on sleep and health from wind turbine noise seems 
to be greater than other sources of environmental noise, such as, road, rail and aircraft noise.  
There was insufficient data on measured and estimated noise levels to construct a full dose-
response curve showing the external noise level below which sleep disturbance will not occur but 
it was apparent that the value was less than 40 dBA permitted in many jurisdictions. 
 

Footnotes: 
1 Erickson v. Director, Ministry of the Environment, Environmental Decision Case No’s 10-121 and 
10-122, page 182. 
2 Ibid, page 190. 
3 Ibid, page 207. 
4 Shepherd D, McBride D, Welch D, Dirks K, Hill E. 2011. Evaluating the impact of wind turbine 
noise on health-related quality of life. Noise and Health, Vol. 13 (54), pages 333-339. 
5 Hanning C, Evans A. 2012. BMJ 2012; 344: e1527 
6 Salt A. 2012. Wind Turbines can be hazardous to human health. Presentation to Inter-Noise 
conference. Available at http://oto2.wustl.edu/cochlea/wind.html 
7Rand, R, Ambrose, S. and Krogh, C., Occupational Health and Industrial Wind Turbines: A Case 
Study, Bulletin of Science Technology & Society 2011 31: 359, Available at 
http://bst.sagepub.com/content/31/5/359  
8 Chen, Hsuan-hsiu Annie and Narins, Peter, Wind Turbines and Ghost Stories: The Effects of 
Infrasound on the Human Auditory System, Acoustics today 8.2 (2012): 51-56. 
9Palmerston North City Council vs. New Zealand Wind Farms (Decision No. [2012] NZEnvC, 133. 
10Cooper, Steven (Acoustic Group PTY Ltd.); Peer Review of Collector Wind Farm Environmental 
Noise Assessment, Lilyfield, Australia, Sept. 2012.   
11Cooper, Steven (Acoustic Group PTY Ltd.); Are Wind Farms Too Close to Communities?, Lilyfield, 
Australia, October, 2012.   
12 Nissenbaum, M.,  Aramini, J., Hanning, C., Effects of Industrial Wind Turbine noise on sleep and 
Health, Noise & Health, Vol 14, Sept-Oct. 2012. 
 

http://oto2.wustl.edu/cochlea/wind.html
http://bst.sagepub.com/content/31/5/359
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Turbine Location Map 


