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Thank you for the opportunity to complete this assignment. Please contact the undersigned if you

have any comments or concerns
Yours sincerely,

Oge
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Team Lead — Environmental Assessment (GTA)

Earth & Environment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Conclusions

WSP updated a detailed, comprehensive permitting and approval schedule for the Project that considers regulatory
changes since the NAFTA arbitration proceedings held in 2014 and 2015 (“NAFTAT1”), notably the federal Fisheries
Act, the federal Impact Assessment Act and changes to Ontario’s Endangered Species Act. The scheduling confirms
the major permitting milestones schedule. Overall, the schedule for completing the required and anticipated studies,
reports and authorizations for the Renewable Energy Approval (“REA”) and the noted permits and authorizations as
detailed is 36 months (3 years). This is consistent with ORTECH’s analysis of the approval times for large REA
projects'. In WSP’s opinion, but for the moratorium and the revocation of the FIT contract there are no material
impediments in completing required and anticipated studies for the REA and other permits and authorizations. The
nearby Kingston Third Crossing of the Cataraqui River project exhibits similar characteristics with respect to
multijurisdictional permits, in-water works, potential drinking water threats and was successfully brought to
construction.

The Project Schedule? includes the base Renewable Energy Approval technical submission documents, plus the
additional studies outlined by the DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects
under the REA Regulation®. The comprehensive schedule considers the mandatory public consultation process and
timelines for publishing notices, holding public meetings and publishing draft documentation for Indigenous
communities, municipalities and the public*. The Project Schedule’s timelines are based on WSP’s experience
planning and completing REA projects. Agency reviews are based on statutory, published service standards or
common timelines.

Background

On November 25, 2010, WSP Canada Inc (“WSP”) (then GENIVAR) submitted a proposal in response to the request
for proposal issued by ORTECH on Windstream’s behalf for permitting and field investigation services for the Wolfe
Island Shoals off-shore wind project. This proposal included work required to apply for REA. Our proposal included
the full suite of studies required to apply for federal and provincial approvals. Our proposal acknowledged that there
were project development risks (which is common to the development of all project types), that the Project would be
the “first environmental assessment for an offshore wind facility in Canada” and that the Project would be “the first
project of its type.” However, to overcome the risks that we had identified and to avoid potential project delays, our
execution strategy stressed that it would be based on early and frequent consultation with key agencies, strategic
direction by our experienced team of environmental consultants, and our relevant technical expertise. Consistent with
our work conducting environmental assessments, we identified numerous measures to avoid potential delays in the
permitting of the Project, including early and frequent consultation with key agencies, and including team members
with previous experience in offshore wind development.

On March 25 2015, WSP was retained by Windstream Energy LLC (“Windstream”) to prepare an updated overall
permitting schedule, developed in collaboration with Sgurr Energy, Baird & Associates Costal Engineering, Ocean-
COWI and Weeks Marine, to respond to comments in the URS Windstream Arbitration Technical Report dated

' C-2351, L. Sun, ORTECH Report entitled “Timelines for REA Approved Large Wind Farm Projects — DRAFT for
Discussion”, to N. Bains, Windstream Energy Inc. (March 10, 2021).

2 C-2347, ORTECH Development Programme Rev. 02., entitled “Wolfe Island Shoals Development Programme”
(February 8, 2021).

3 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

4 (-2378, Environmental Protection Act, Ontario Regulation 359/09, Sections 14, 15, 16.
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January 20, 2015 (“URS Report”). The report was prepared in support of NAFTA1l. WSP’s report’ made the
following conclusions:

— But for the moratorium the REA and a federal screening under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act
(“CEAA?”) could have been achieved within a three-year development period.

— Aviation and radar interference issues were not a material risk. The Project was not located within the 10 km
consultation zone of any Canadian aerodrome, the 50 km consultation zone for weather radar, or the 80 km
consultation zone for NAV CANADA radar installations. Additionally, the Project Location was not within the
20,0000-foot consultation zone from American Soil for the United States Federal Aviation Administration.

— URS overstated risks around bird and bat surveying and permitting. Bird and bat surveys and associated studies
are standard components of the REA natural heritage reporting and were included in the schedule.

— URS overstated the risk for turbine noise and noise impacts. Noise impact studies were conducted which
demonstrated compliance with noise guidelines. Furthermore, as a standard condition of the REA, WIS would
need to ensure that its turbines operated at the appropriate noise levels, and it would be required to complete
acoustic audits to validate the modeling.

— URS overstated the risks for consultation on the Project. Consultation activities were accounted for in the Project
Schedule. A consultation process for Indigenous communities, municipalities and the general public are outlined
in the REA process. This is a streamlined mandatory consultation process with a specific set of consultation
activities and the timing for notices and publications.

— URS overstated the risks for making modifications to the Project, including turbine locations or other components.
In WSP’s experience, project modifications are a normal part of the development process for renewable energy
projects. Changes are required in the Draft Project Description Report filed as part of the REA in order to
accommodate inputs from stakeholders, to respond to the environmental information derived from studies
performed. Documenting changes and how a project proponent addresses comments from stakeholders is part of
the final consultation document, which is required for a REA application. Furthermore, the MOE recognized that
design and technical changes are a part of the development process, and it outlines the process to recognize and
document changes in its Technical Guide®.

On December 10, 2020 WSP was retained by Windstream to support a second round of NAFTA Arbitration
proceedings (“NAFTA2”). WSP understands that NAFTA2 proceedings were launched in response to the government
notification to Windstream on February 18, 2020 that the power purchase agreement (Feed-in-Tariff contract) issued
for the Project has been cancelled. WSP’s mandate was to review the NAFTAT1 report and answer the following
questions:

— What regulatory changes have occurred for the REA process or other environmental approvals since NAFTA1?

— What is the impact of these regulatory changes on the permitting and approvals segment of the development
schedule?

—  Are there any changes to WSP’s conclusions on interference with communications or navigation radar?

WSP’s previous study has been recently reviewed and has been updated to include regulatory changes since NAFTAI.
WSP concludes that at the time of writing, this Study presents an accurate reflection of the expected permitting and
approvals required to develop the Project. This study considers current information and experience since NAFTA1
and provides an opinion on the feasibility of the Project should it have been allowed to re-start the development process
in February 2020 in the absence of restrictions imposed by the government.

5 C-2018, WSP Canada Inc. Report entitled “Windstream Energy LLC and Government of Canada Renewable
Energy Approval and Permitting.” (June 2015).
6 C-1983, Ministry of the Environment Report entitled “Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals” (2013).
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WSP’s Wind Energy Experience

WSP is an industry leader who has been delivering Wind Energy expertise to clients across the globe for nearly 30
years. WSP’s team of dedicated wind energy engineers, permit specialists and environmental professionals has
developed extensive experience providing technical services for hundreds of wind projects and various clients. This
experience includes expertise in performing energy modelling; energy assessments; conceptual engineering;
permitting and approvals; environmental studies; due diligence and lender’s engineering services; Owner’s
engineering; detailed engineering design; and construction support.

WSP’s Indigenous Consultation Experience

WSP provides technical expertise and strategic advice to Indigenous clients and those of our non-Indigenous clients
working with Indigenous communities in a variety of sectors such as Energy, Transportation & Infrastructure, Property
& Buildings, and Environment, Industry, Resources (including Mining and Oil & Gas). WSP offers project and
program delivery and advisory services through ongoing, transparent and effective communication and engagement.
Our experts include Indigenous Relations specialists, archaeologists, anthropologists, engineers, advisors, technicians,
scientists, architects, planners and environmental specialists, as well as other design, program and construction
management professionals. We are committed to identifying and maximizing opportunities for Indigenous clients and
communities while applying our expertise in protecting cultural resources. By forming strategic partnerships with
local Indigenous experts, we are strategically placed to understand the needs, expectations and beliefs of communities
and respectfully apply traditional knowledge to projects and studies.

Permitting and Approvals Approach and Context

From the establishment of the Project, the WIS team would have developed a Quality Management System to list,
manage and track environmental commitments and stakeholder approvals. Key elements include an approval working
group (“AWG”), a dedicated lead Permits, Licences, Agreements and Approval (“PLAA”) specialist, and maintenance
of Project-wide approval registry. A key component of the PLAA strategy is early and frequent consultation with the
approval agencies prior to any submissions.

WSP outlined the 2015 (NAFTA1) regulatory context for the WIS Project and updated the major PLAA required to
develop the project to the 2020 context. Notable changes in regulatory context and updated information includes:

— The provincial REA is still required. No new guidance has been provided with the completion of 5 technical
studies commissioned by Ontario. As in NAFTA1 , the Project uses the Draft checklist for off-shore projects’;

— The replacement of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA 2012”) with the Federal Impact
Assessment Act (“IAA”). As the WIS project is not Designated, it may require a “screening” if a federal authority
exercises a power or funds the project. This has been accounted for in the overall Project schedule.

— Updated consideration of aerodromes, radar infrastructure and communications links for Transport Canada
Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance and NAV CANADA land use applications. There are no impediments to the
Project;

— The federal Fisheries Act has been updated with new guidelines. Timelines have been updated in the Project
schedule.

7 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
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The Renewable Energy Approval

Wood coordinated an overall development schedule for the Project®. WSP was asked to review and verify the REA
and permitting activities, durations and linkages. The schedule timelines provided by WSP are based on our experience
planning and obtaining REAs for renewable energy projects, including onshore wind projects in Ontario. Agency
reviews are based on statutory, published service standards or common timelines based on our experience. The
development timeframe of 36 months is consistent with the development timeframes of other large (>100 MW) REA
projects in Ontario’.

WSP prepared an updated plan for completing a full REA application and associated permitting for the Project. This
includes the studies required under the REA Regulation, and includes those expected to be required to complete an
Offshore Wind Facility Report'®. Additional anticipated technical studies including hydrodynamic modelling, ice
studies, wind/wave/water studies, coastal engineering and other technical reports have been included in the NAFTA2
Project Schedule. As documented in NAFTA1, the MOE was developing a set of requirements for a REA submission
for off-shore wind projects. The list would have been used to confirm the completeness of an application, which is the
first step of review!!. These proposed studies in the schedule would have completed all the required material outlines
in the submission checklist.

WSP included the mandatory REA consultations, complete with the appropriate timing for notifications, public
meetings and the release of Draft reports to Indigenous communities, municipalities and the public in the Project
Schedule. It is understood that the scope and provincial expectations around Indigenous consultation has evolved
since NAFTAL1. To address this, WSP has accounted for enhanced consultation and engagement activities including
opportunities to develop positive working relationships with Indigenous communities that will extend through the life
of the Project. Furthermore, the Project Schedule incorporates outreach efforts by Windstream to offer partnership
sharing opportunities with Indigenous communities. These partnership opportunities would provide a basis for
developing a business to business relationship with Indigenous communities to further enhance their participation and
benefit in the Project.

Federal Impact Assessment Act

It is unlikely that the IAA would apply to the Project as the Project is not situated on federal lands, it would not be
financed by federal authorities and it does not appear as a Designated Project. Nonetheless, for completeness a
screening per the guidance document Projects on Federal Lands Interim Guidance on section 81 to 91 of the Impact
Assessment Act'? is included in the Project schedule.

Sections 82 through 91 of the IAA require that federal authorities that exercise power or finance a project must conduct
areview (e.g. a “screening”) to determine whether a project is likely to cause significant adverse environmental effects
before making any decision that would allow a project to proceed.

8 C-2347, ORTECH Development Programme Rev. 02., entitled “Wolfe Island Shoals Development Programme”
(February 8, 2021).

9 C-2351, L. Sun, ORTECH Report entitled “Timelines for REA Approved Large Wind Farm Projects — DRAFT for
Discussion”, to N. Bains, Windstream Energy Inc. (March 10, 2021).

10.C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

11 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

12 C-2235, Impact Assessment Act, S.C. 2019, c. 28, s. 1

WINDSTREAM ENERGY LLC AND GOVERNMENT OF CANADA WSP
Project No. 211-00429-00 February 2022
WINDSTREAM ENERGY LLC Page vii



Radar and Communications Interference

WSP has demonstrated through GIS mapping that there are no material concerns with interference from the Project
with respect to aeronautical infrastructure, weather radar, or communications links. Further there are no concerns
regarding United States airports, wind farms or a consultation with a coastline (Lake Ontario) 20,000-foot buffer to
the Project Area as required by the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”)!3,

Fisheries Act

New provisions in the federal Fisheries Act since NAFTA1 do not pose any additional schedule risk to the Project.
The Project Schedule has been constructed with the assumption that a Department of Fisheries and Oceans (“DFO”)
Authorization would be required. Additional Indigenous consultation required as part of DFO reviews are
accommodated in the Project Schedule. Representative and published review and approval guidelines have been used
in the development of the schedule.

Federal Species at Risk

Baird'* concluded that listed species in the federal Species at Risk Act are unlikely to be present in the Project area'®.
If required, the work for SARA permits would be done concurrently with the REA, posing low risk to the Project
Schedule. The need for permits under SARA would be determined as part of the routine agency consultation and field
investigation components of the study. These consultation activities are reflected in the Project Schedule. Early
consultation allows for the implementation of targeted surveys or adjustments to the proposed design layout in the
event a permit under SARA was deemed necessary.

Conservation Authorities

The landing area for the submarine cable to connect the Project to the provincial electrical system, and any other
associated works is located in an area regulated by the Cataraqui Conservation. A Permit under the Conservation
Authorities Act, s28 — Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses
(Ontario Regulation 148/06), is required. This process has not changed since NAFTA1, and such permits are routine
and typically occur during the detailed design of the Project. This permitting activity has been included in the Project
Schedule.

Endangered Species

Since NAFTALI in 2015, the agency now responsible for the ESA has been changed from the MNR to the MECP.
Since 2015, the list of species at risk in Ontario has been updated three times: June 15, 2016; June 2, 2017; and August
1,2018.

Baird!® affirms that none of the additional species listed in the updated list are expected to have suitable habitat in the
Project Area. However, if required, the process to obtain ESA permits is well-established and is frequently completed
in support of development applications.

13 C-2389, Federal Aviation Administration Analysis entitled “Obstruction Evaluation / Airport Airspace Analysis
(OE/AAA)” (September 20, 2021).

14C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).

15 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).

16 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).
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Crown Land Site Release

These permits are included in the Project Schedule and the process has not changed since NAFTA1. Applications for
Crown Land site release, and Work Permits per the Public Lands Act have been included in the Project Schedule.
Public Lands Act Work permits would be required for the construction of the Project foundations, submarine cable
system and other works on the lakebed. Work Permit applications are completed in the detailed design phase of the
project and are not on the critical path of the Project Schedule.
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GLOSSARY

AWG Approvals Working Group

CEAA Canadian Environmental Assessment Act
CFB Canadian Forces Base

CWS Canadian Wildlife Service

DFO Department of Fisheries and Oceans

DIA Detailed Impact Assessment

DND Department of National Defence

EA Environmental Assessment

ECA Environmental Compliance Approval
EPC Engineer, procure, construct

ERT Environmental Review Tribunal

ESA Ontario Endangered Species Act

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FIT Feed-in-tariff

GIS Geographic Information Systems

HADD Harmful alteration, disruption, or destruction
HONI Hydro One Networks Inc.

T1AA Impact Assessment Act

IESO Independent Electricity System Operator
KDM Key Development Milestone

MECP Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

MHSTCI Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
MNDMNRF Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry

MNR Ministry of Natural Resources, now MNDMNRF

MNRF Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, now Ministry of Northern Development,
Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry

MOE Ministry of the Environment, now MECP

MW Megawatt

OPA Ontario Power Authority, now IESO

PLAA Permits, Licenses, Agreements and Approvals

PTTW Permit to take water

REA Renewable Energy Approval

RFP Request for Proposal

SARA Species at Risk Act

VHF Very High Frequency

VOR Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range

WIS Wolfe Island Shoals, the Project
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 WSP'S NAFTA1 STUDIES

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) previously conducted a study for Windstream Energy Inc. (Windstream) in support of the
NAFTA arbitration proceedings held in 2014 and 2015 (NAFTA1) related to the Wolfe Island Shoals (WIS) oft-shore
wind farm (the Project). This study is provided in Appendix A to this report for convenience. This previous study has
been recently reviewed and updated to include regulatory changes since NAFTA1. WSP concludes that at the time of
writing, the Study presented an accurate response to Canada’s expert report on permitting and approvals save the
following: WSP noted one error in the NAFTA1 Project Schedule related to bat surveys and studies. The timeframe
was not shown correctly as the studies began too early. However, as bird and bat studies are conducted concurrently
and the bird window is correct, there is no change in the overall development schedule of 36 months.

It is our understanding that on February 18, 2020, the government notified Windstream that the power purchase
agreement (Feed-in-Tariff contract) issued for the Project has been cancelled. In response, Windstream submitted a
Notice of Intent (February 2020) and Notice of Arbitration (November 2020), the initial steps in a second round of
NAFTA arbitration proceedings (referred to in this report as NAFTA2).

In support of NAFTA2, WSP conducted a detailed review of the key conclusions related to the feasibility of the Project
from an environmental permitting and scheduling perspective. This study considers current information and
experience since NAFTA1 and provides an opinion on the feasibility of the Project should it have been allowed to re-
start the development process in February 2020 in the absence of restrictions imposed by the government. The
objective of this current study is to assess the feasibility of the Project should it have been allowed to progress in the
absence of (“but for”) restrictions imposed by various government agencies including:

— Proposed 5 km shoreline exclusion zone from off-shore wind development (Note: although this proposal does not
appear to have been promulgated, the Project is designed to meet this proposed setback requirement) —
MOE/MECP (June 2010);

— Removal of off-shore wind from the amended site release policy — MNR (June 2010);
— Proposed removal of additional areas from off-shore wind development — MNR (August 2010);
— Moratorium on off-shore wind development - MOE/MECP (February 2011);

— Removal of off-shore wind from the Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals — MOE/MECP (April
2019);

— Cancellation of the FIT Contract — OPA / IESO (February 2020).

Note: In the absence of these government restrictions, the grid connection at the nearby Lennox Generating Station is
considered to remain valid and committed to the Project as per the assessments conducted by IESO/HONI (2010).
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2 EXPERIENCE

2.1 WSP WIND ENERGY EXPERIENCE

WSP is an industry leader who has been delivering Wind Energy expertise to clients across the globe for nearly
30 years. WSP’s team of dedicated wind energy engineers, permit specialists and environmental professionals have
developed extensive experience providing technical services for hundreds of wind projects and various clients. This
experience includes expertise in performing:

Energy modelling;

Energy assessments;

Conceptual engineering;

Permitting and approvals;

Environmental studies;

Due diligence and lender’s engineering services;
Owner’s engineering;

Detailed engineering design;

Construction support.

In our work with wind farm owners, EPC contractors, turbine suppliers and lenders, we have earned a reputation for
value-added services, quality and professionalism. Working with these different entities, WSP has developed unique
and unmatched expertise in all technical aspects surrounding the development and execution of a wind project.

Furthermore, WSP differentiates itself from other firms involved in wind power through our commitment to excellence
in quality and innovation. We are an integrated, multidisciplinary firm with the resources available to achieve a cost-
effective and successful project. We offer many value additions that reflect our deep understanding of project needs:

Strong experience in wind power project planning and wind resource assessment;
Working for lenders;

Permitting wind power projects;

Finding innovative solutions;

Construction management;

Quality assurance inspection for equipment;

Flexibility and responsiveness, due to our extensive pool of expertise.
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By leveraging internal coordination across all the required engineering, permitting and environmental disciplines
nationally, WSP is able to provide a solution-oriented design, which is in line with the industry’s best practices. Our
approach meets clients’ needs and objectives, is constructible, and is managed by a single project manager and multiple
expert design leads, all having extensive experience in wind projects across North America.

The table below provides a selected list of Wind Power projects completed by WSP.

Table 2-1: Selected Wind Projects

CONSTRUCTION PERMITTING
PROJECT NAME CLIENT LOCATION CA(II)\?\)CVI)TY ENIZS(I\/;;)L];;:{N G RELATED /ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES STUDIES
. . . . MA
Vineyard Wind | Vineyard Wind 800 °
(offshore)
Chaleur Ventus  [Naveco Power NB 20 .
Strauss Wind BayWa CA 101 °
New Creek Wind |Enbridge A% 103 ° °
Sugar Creek Wind | Apex Energy IN 200 °
Ninnescah Wind | Westar KS 200 .
Z beke and
Szqulllllzkz can Natural Forces BC 24 °
Western Lily Borea SK 20 ° .
Henvey Inlet CER ON 300 . . °
isokol
Wisokolamson Wisokolamson NB 18 ° ¢
Energy
Richibucto Enercon NB 3 ° .
Nat¥on Rise Wind EDPR ON 100 . °
Project
Sha.rp Hills Wind EDPR AB 250 .
Project
F Mile Wind
orFy e Suncor Energy AB 200 °
Project
Sh Wind
a}lnavon 1 Suncor Energy SK 100/200 °
Project
Grey Highland Capstone ON 10 . . °
ZEP Infrastructure
Grey Highlands  [Capstone ON 20 . . °
Clean Energy Infrastructure
Capst: °
Ganaraska apstone ON 20 ° °
Infrastructure
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CONSTRUCTION PERMITTING
PROJECT NAME CLIENT LOCATION CA(I;I“’CVI)TY ENl;;;gJ];lt:{N G RELATED /ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES STUDIES
. Capstone °
Snowy Ridge ON 10 ° °
Wy eg Infrastructure
. Capst: °
Settlers Landing apstone ON 10 ° °
Infrastructure
Ernestown Horizon Wind Inc. ON 10 .
Big Thunder Horizon Wind Inc. ON 16 °
F Mile Wind
orFy e Suncor Energy AB 200 )
Project
Sh Wind
a}lnavon i Suncor Energy SK 200 °
Project
. Capst
Riverhurst apstone SK 25 °
Infrastructure
Ef)lifnne Belle Algonquin ’ QC 25 .
Riviere Power/Valéo
Meikle Borea Construction BC 180 . °
Niagara Boralex / Enerco.n / ON 21 . R
Borea Construction
Boralex / MRC Cote-
Cote-de-Beaupré oralex ) ote QC 25 ° °
de-Beaupré
SWEB SWEB/Vestas NS 24 . . °
South Canoe Acciona NS 102 ° °
Saint-Damase Algonquin Power QC 24 °
. Boralex / Hamel
Témiscouata oraiex . ame QC 75 .
Construction
1
Saint-Philémon | _2PS1on® QC 24 . .
Infrastructure
Blackspring Ridge [ Mortenson AB 300 .
Pukwis CGIFN ON 20 .
Ostrander Gilead Power ON 22.5 .
FPLE Wind F
<& WINC AT v tEra ON,QC | 10-150 .
Projects *
Arthur Schneider Power ON 10 .
Spring Bay Schneider Power ON 10 °
Georgina Island  [Windfall Energy ON 20 .
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CONSTRUCTION PERMITTING
PROJECT NAME CLIENT LOCATION CA(I;/IAVCVI)TY ENE;;ILFIZ;E{N G RELATED /ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES STUDIES

Windst . °

1nes rean.1 Windstream ON 100+ °
Energy Projects
Eoliennes de

: El C 100 °
I'Erable eenor Q
St. Joseph's Pattern Energy MB 130 °
Des Moulins Invenergy / Enercon QC 100 °
Sei ie d

elgneu’ne © Borea QC 270 .
Beaupré
SNEEC TechnoCentre QC 4.6 (]
Gros-Morne Cartier Energy QC 210 °
Montagne-Seéche |Cartier Energy QC 58 .
Diavik Di d .

TV RIAMONE | piavik NWT 4 . .
Mine
Caribou GDF Suez NB 99 ° °

2.2 WSP’S INDIGENOUS CONSULTATION EXPERIENCE

Ontario is home to more Indigenous people than any province or territory in Canada. To meet this growing population
of communities and the ancestral lands and territories they have shared since time immemorial, WSP has developed a
long-standing presence in the province with offices in every region: northern, central, eastern and southwestern. WSP
staff in these offices have the knowledge and capacity to provide services for all projects with Indigenous
communities. Our teams throughout Ontario are committed to building long-term relationships with clients based on
partnership, trust and accountability. We do this by connecting with local Indigenous experts in every region to
understand the needs, expectations, concerns and beliefs of the communities we are working with and apply those
learnings to our projects. The Ontario landscape is diverse, but so is the WSP team. We have cultivated our existing
relationships with First Nations and Métis communities throughout Ontario and we are committed to meaningful
engagement with new clients. We will continue to consult, engage and maximize community benefits for our
Indigenous clients within a culture of sharing and reconciliation.

In the eastern Ontario region, WSP has sustained its reputation for supporting local Indigenous communities by
delivering a community first approach. WSP’s work in the region has involved engagement and consultation with
Indigenous clients and proponents on federal infrastructure projects such as the Centre Block Rehabilitation and
Confederation Line light rail extension projects. WSP has developed the knowledge and expertise regarding the
funding structures in place and is able to assist local communities become part of decision-making regarding future
projects supported by federal and provincial government funding. Throughout all projects, WSP ensures community
consultation and engagement is transparent, occurs frequently and satisfies the project team’s requirements. WSP is
well-positioned to be a primary firm to deliver projects and ensure participation and support in eastern Ontario.
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3 PROJECT SCHEDULE

3.1 PERMITTING AND APPROVALS

3.1.1 APPROACH

From the establishment of the Project, a Quality Management System to list, manage and track environmental
commitments and stakeholder approvals will be developed. Figure 3-1 Permits Licences Approvals and Agreements
Process below illustrates the strategic process, which begins with confirming the required approvals, permits, and
agreements.

The key elements of the Project strategy to delivering approvals for the Project includes the following:

Creation of an approval team dedicated to the management of the approval processes and appointment of a lead
person to work with authorities (PLAA Specialist);

Identification of the approvals, permits and agreements and anticipation of processing timing periods which have
been included in the Project Schedule;

Development of specific strategies and work plans for the approvals, licenses and permits application and their
acquisition;

Establishment of formats and technical standards for the approval application process;

Coordination, consultation and negotiation sessions with approval Agencies and Authorities;

Maintenance of an approval registry containing information such as identification, record keeping, and tracking
while also noting the priority level for each permitting requirement.

» PLAA Registry and Specialist will function to:

E@ Navigate permit requirements for all project aspects

Update Project Manager on scheduling impacts due to permit lead time

Figure 3-1 Permits Licences Approvals and Agreements Process
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APPROVALS WORKING GROUP (AWG)

The Project will take a proactive approach to obtaining permits, licences, approvals and agreements to maintain the
Project Schedule. An Approval Working Group (AWG) will be established to coordinate between technical
disciplines, the Project design team, and environmental subject matter experts to provide expertise to deal with the
requirements and timescales of each permit, licence, approval and agreement. Actions to achieve these approvals will
begin upon project start-up and followed up with approving agencies until the approvals are received.

This group will manage the project-specific approval requirements, applications, timelines, and processes in order to
facilitate communication among the members of the approval team, project management team and Windstream.

The AWG will initiate a tracking process that will be implemented by a the PLAA Specialist. The tracking process
will follow each approval application process. This tracking process will identify progress to date on an ongoing basis,
allowing the AWG to advise and work collaboratively with the Project Team to develop iterative solutions and provide
additional information as required. Elements of the Schedule will be adjusted to reflect the progress of the approvals,
with the ultimate goal to maintain the established milestone delivery dates. The tracking documents will form the basis
of the Project’s quality assurance checklists for approvals.

COORDINATE CONSULTATION AND NEGOTIATION SESSIONS WITH APPROVAL
AGENCIES AND AUTHORITIES

Consultation with approval agencies prior to submissions is a key element of the Project that will ensure that there is
an equal understanding of:

— Status of applications that have been submitted, and those that are about to be submitted;

— Approval agency internal processes and time frames for processing of application and issuance of approval;

— Approval agency processing / workload considerations and limitations;

— The required and the relative priority of approvals where multiple / concurrent applications are being made to a
single approval agency;

— Identification of overdue decisions and identification of an approach for resolution;

— Schedule requirements with respect to priority applications required for critical path, approval-dependent
construction works.

This will be achieved through:

— Agency-specific meetings to help the approval process;

— Providing clarification or additional information on a priority basis;

— Early, effective and regular communication / information exchange regarding the approval agencies and third
parties;

— Regular meetings to facilitate further discussion and encourage collaboration on other project-wide work;

— Public input as per the Communications and Consultation Plans and the REA process to further support the
approval process.

3.1.2 PERMITTING CONTEXT FOR WOLFE ISLAND SHOALS

The development of the Project will require approvals at the federal, provincial and municipal level. These approvals
relate to the siting, development, construction, operation and ultimately the decommissioning of the Project. The major
project components (in-water gravity base foundations, submarine electrical cables etc.) are well understood from a
variety of other infrastructure projects in Ontario. Work plans had been formulated to address the full range of
associated authorizations, permits and approvals. Requirements are provided in O. Reg. 359/09 (Renewable Energy
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Approvals under Part V.0.1 of the Act)(“the Regulation”), technical bulletins, a Technical Guide'” as well as an
indication that the Ministry of Environment (“MOE”)(now the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
“MECP”) was developing specific guidance for Proponents of off-shore wind projects via a DRAFT Complete
Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09'%.

In response to ORTECH’s 2010 Request for Proposals (“RFP”) GENIVAR!® (now WSP Canada Inc.) identified a full
range of expected permits that would have reasonably been required for the Project. A work plan was developed to
complete the studies for the authorizations as well as a suite of technical studies that were expected to be part of a
complete REA submission for an off-shore wind energy project. The need for these additional studies is validated by
the completeness checklist included in the MOE checklist?®. A comprehensive Project schedule, including the
expected permits, licences, approvals and agreements as provided by WSP for NAFTA12!. This authorization matrix
has been reviewed and updated as summarized in Table 3-1: Permits, Licences, Approvals and Agreements Summary.
Each PLAA item is shown with the 2015 and 2020 context, and changes in the applicability or new information are
noted.

No new standards or guidelines have been provided to proponents of off-shore wind projects. Citing uncertainty and
the requirement for further scientific research, the province commissioned five technical studies between 2011 and
2017 related to off-shore wind projects. These studies have been completed in the subject areas of coastal engineering,
fish and impacts to fish habitats, sound propagation over water and a survey of decommissioning methods for off-
shore wind projects. To date, no further studies have been commissioned.

Table 3-1: Permits, Licences, Approvals and Agreements Summary

AUTHORIZING 2015 (NAFTA1) REPORT SECTION
PERMIT/APROVAL AGENCY CONTEXT 2020 CONTEXT OR REFERENCE
— Renewable Energy |— Ontario Ministry of |— Required — Required; — 32The
Approval (REA) the Environment, Relies on Draft Relies on Draft Renewable
Conservation and checklist for off- checklist for off- Energy
Parks (MECP) shore projects?2. shore projects?’; Approval

— No new guidance
provided with the
completion of 5
technical studies.

17 C-1983, Ministry of the Environment Report entitled “Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals” (2013).
18 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

19 CER-WSP Appendix 2: GENIVAR 2010. Wolfe Island Shoals Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation
Services. Proposal to ORTECH Environmental.

20 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

21 C-2018, WSP Canada Inc. Report entitled “Windstream Energy LLC and Government of Canada Renewable
Energy Approval and Permitting.” (June 2015).

22 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

23 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
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AUTHORIZING

2015 (NAFTA1)

REPORT SECTION

PERMIT/APROVAL AGENCY CONTEXT 2020 CONTEXT OR REFERENCE
—  Canadian — Transport Canada |— Required — Not required; — 3.3 Federal
Environmental —  CEAA 2012 was Impact
Assessment Act replaced in 2019 Assessment Act
(CEAA2012) by the Impact
Assessment Act
— Impact Assessment |— Impact Assessment |— Not applicable — Impact — 3.3 Federal
Act (IAA) Agency of Canada Assessment: Not Impact
(IAAC) required as the Assessment Act
Project is not
designated;
—  Screening: May be
required if a
federal authority
exercises a power
or funds the
project
— Navigable Waters ~ |— Transport Canada |— Required — Required —  See Baird**
Protection Act
Permit
— Aecronautical — Transport Canada |— Required — Required; — 3.4 Radar and
Obstruction —  Updated Communications
Clearance Form aerodromes, radar Interference
infrastructure and
communication
links
— NAV CANADA — NAV CANADA — Required — Required; — 3.4 Radar and
Land Use form —  Updated Communications
Interference

aerodromes, radar
infrastructure and
communication
links

24 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).
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AUTHORIZING

2015 (NAFTA1)

REPORT SECTION

Release

PERMIT/APROVAL AGENCY CONTEXT 2020 CONTEXT OR REFERENCE
Fisheries Act DFO (possibly with Required (DFO Required, DFO — 3.5 Fisheries
Authorization Cataraqui Region possibly with only. Act;

Conseryation Cataraqui Region New requirements |—  See Baird?
Authority) Conservation and guidelines;
Authority) Updated timelines

in Project

Schedule

Offsetting

priorities are the

same as 2015.

SARA Permit DFO or CWS Potential for Potential for — 3.6 Federal
species in Project species in Project Species at Risk
area is low area is low Act (SARA)
May be required May be required |—  See Baird?®

Shoreline, wetland or Cataraqui Region Required for Required for — 3.7 Conservation

water crossing Conservation transmission cable transmission cable Authority

alteration permit Authority landing point landing point Authorization

Species at Risk MNRF Potential for Potential for — 3.8 Endangered

Permit species in Project species in Project Species;
area is low area is low —  See Baird®’
May be Required May be required,;

MECP now
administers the
Endangered
Species Act;
New species added
to SARA since
2015, but none are
identified in the
Project Area
Crown Land Site MNRF Required Required — 3.9 Crown Land

Site Release;
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25 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).
26 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).
27 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).
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3.2 THE RENEWABLE ENERGY APPROVAL

Most wind power projects in Ontario require the proponent to obtain a REA as the primary provincial environmental
authorization to construct, operate and eventually decommission a project. The REA is a comprehensive review of
environmental components, which includes a number of other individual siting and operational authorizations. The
REA process has mandatory points of consultation with the public, municipalities, and Indigenous communities. The
REA, when issued by the MECP, includes provisions that would otherwise require Environmental Compliance
Approvals (ECAs) for emissions to air (noise) from turbines and transformers, as well as industrial sewage works for
transformer station secondary oil containment. Further, construction related permits similar to a Permit to Take Water
(PTTW) are included in the REA, and are common conditions given to proponents in the REA.

0. Reg. 359/09 (Renewable Energy Approvals under Part V.0.1 of the Act)(“the Regulation”) to the Ontario
Environmental Protection Act provides the process, mandatory reports, studies, consultation program and application
requirements for a proponent to obtain a REA. This is further expanded in a technical guide?® (the “Guide”) which
was most recently updated in 2019.

Per the Table in s. 6 of the Regulation, Windstream’s Wolfe Island Shoals Project would be a Class 5 wind facility?.
Per s. 13(1) of the Regulation, proponents are required to prepare and submit a series of reports applicable to their
facility class*® shown Table 1. In addition to the standard suite of reports, Class 5 projects are required to complete
and submit an off-shore wind facility report’!. Since 2011, the provincial government has imposed a moratorium on
off-shore wind development. Accordingly, the Guide provides no specific requirements or a “roadmap” for Class 5
off-shore wind projects. In fact the Guide states that the “...technical guide does not provide guidance for completing
an application for an REA in respect of an off-shore wind facility.’>” Importantly, draft checklists were developed by
the Ministry of Environment®* provided a listing of the additional technical studies that would be required for Class 5
wind projects.

3.2.1 INDIGENOUS CONSULTATION

The Project Schedule incorporates Indigenous consultation and engagement activities that meet and exceed the
regulatory requirements under the REA process. Additional opportunities to develop positive working relationships
with Indigenous communities will extend through the life of the Project. The plan also incorporates efforts by
Windstream to offer partnership sharing opportunities with Indigenous communities. These partnership opportunities
would provide a basis for developing a business to business relationship with Indigenous communities to further
enhance their participation and benefit in the Project.

IDENTIFIED COMMUNITIES

In a letter from the Government of Ontario’s Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (now the MECP) dated
August 25, 2017, in response to Windstream’s draft Project Description Report, the following communities were
identified as requiring consultation and engagement with respect to the Project. The Project Schedule also accounts

28 C-1983, Ministry of the Environment Report entitled “Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals” (2013).
29 C-2378, Environmental Protection Act, Ontario Regulation 359/09, Sections 14, 15, 16.

30 C-2378, Environmental Protection Act, Ontario Regulation 359/09, Sections 14, 15, 16.

31 C-2378, Environmental Protection Act, Ontario Regulation 359/09, Sections 14, 15, 16.

32 C-1983, Ministry of the Environment Report entitled “Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals” (2013).
33 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
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for any additional Indigenous communities subsequently identified by the Ministry, and for a community delegates
consultation to occur with a representative from outside the community (such as a tribal council or consultant).

LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT (AS INDICATED BY MINISTRY OF
THE ENVIRONMENT, CONSERVATION AND PARKS)
Alderville First Nation Have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights

INDIGENOUS COMMUNITY

that may be adversely impacted by the Project

Curve Lake First Nation Have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights
that may be adversely impacted by the Project

Hiawatha First Nation Have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights
that may be adversely impacted by the Project

Mississaugas of Scugog Island First | Have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights
Nation that may be adversely impacted by the Project

Kawartha Nishnawbe First Nation Have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights
that may be adversely impacted by the Project

Huron-Wendat Nation Council Will be notified if it is likely archaeological resources will be discovered
or found
Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte Having an interest in any negative environmental effects of the Project

Meétis Nation of Ontario High Lands

. . Having an interest in any negative environmental effects of the Project
and Waters Metis Council

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with the Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals and the Aboriginal Consultation Guide for
Preparing a Renewable Energy Approval, Windstream identified the following objectives for consultation, and WSP
incorporated these objectives in the Project Schedule:

— To ensure that relevant information about the Project is provided to Indigenous communities;

— To obtain/identify relevant information/local knowledge from each Indigenous community regarding potentially
impacted rights from the Project;

— To identify concerns that may arise from the proposed renewable energy project;

— To address concerns by way of providing additional information, explanation, changing project design or making
commitments in response to local input;

— To establish whether accommodation is required, including discussing arriving at and implementing appropriate
measures to avoid or minimize potential adverse effects; and

— To create a process by which an Indigenous community can support the project by maximizing involvement that
leads to a positive and long-term relationship with each community.

0. Reg. 359/09 provides specific requirements for consultation and engagement activities. This includes consultation
and engagement with Indigenous communities that may have constitutionally protected Treaty Rights that may be
adversely impacted by the Project, or otherwise may be interested in any negative environmental effects of the project.
The statutory consultation activities consist of the following:

— Submitting the Draft Project Description Report to the MECP to obtain the Director’s List of Indigenous
communities to be consulted;
— Publishing a Notice of Project to the Public;
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— Publishing a notice of the First Public Meeting;

— Holding the First Public Meeting;

— Providing Draft REA Reports to Indigenous groups in advance of municipalities and the public;
— Providing Draft REA Reports to Municipalities;

— Providing Draft REA Reports to the Public;

— Publishing a Notice of Final Public Meeting;

— Holding the Final Public Meeting;

— Producing a Consultation and Documentation Report to summarize the consultation activities completed as part
of the process and demonstrating how the Project took stakeholder comments into account.

The Project Schedule accounts for Windstream providing the following documents to all identified Indigenous
communities at the appropriate phase of the Project:

— A draft of the Project Description Report;

— Any information that Windstream has regarding any adverse impacts that the project may have on constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or Treaty Rights that the community may have identified as being adversely impacted by
the project;

— A written summary of each technical report that will be submitted as part of the REA application; and

— A written request to the community to provide any information that, in the opinion of the community, should be
considered in preparing any of the REA technical reports.

As the Project has mandatory public meetings, this package of documents and request for information will be sent to
all identified communities at least 60 days in advance of Windstream making draft reports available to the public
(pursuant to section 16 of O. Reg. 359/09). Drafts of all of the written confirmations and comment letters from the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (“MNRF”’) and the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture
Industries (“MHSTCI”) completed as part of the REA process, will be sent and made available to the identified
Indigenous communities at least 60 days in advance of the final public meeting.

The Director for the MECP may determine that Indigenous consultation beyond the REA regulatory requirements is
required. The Project Schedule anticipates the potential for such a decision and is designed to include additional
consultation activities that exceed the standard regulatory requirements.

PARTNERSHIP SHARING OPPORTUNITIES

The Project Schedule incorporates time for Windstream to work with each Indigenous community to understand how
a legal partnership structure can maximize benefits for those communities. These consultation activities include
Indigenous communities receiving independent legal and financial advice to assist them in reviewing any potential
business proposals put forward between Windstream and Indigenous communities. The Project Schedule also
incorporates the creation of an Indigenous Working Group for the Project. For the working group, representatives
from each community will take part in meetings and workshops to learn more about the Project and provide input on
behalf of their community.
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3.2.2 REA SCHEDULE

A viable and reasonable REA schedule has been prepared for the Project, with Wood** and the Project Team. WSP
prepared an updated plan for completing a full Renewable Energy Approval (REA) application and associated
permitting for the Project. This includes the studies required under the REA Regulation, and includes those expected
to be required to complete an Offshore Wind Facility Report®. Additional anticipated technical studies including
hydrodynamic modelling, ice studies, wind/wave/water studies, coastal engineering and other technical reports have
been included in the NAFTA2 Project Schedule. These studies are consistent with those that have been documented
under the DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects>®.

WSP included the mandatory REA consultations, complete with the appropriate timing for notifications, public
meetings and the release of Draft reports to Indigenous communities, municipalities and the public in the Project
Schedule.

The Project Schedule accounts for the following reports per s. 13 of the Regulation.

— Construction Plan Report;
— Consultation Plan Report;
— Decommissioning Plan Report;
— Design and Operations Report;
— Noise Study Report;
—  Project Description Report;
— Off-shore Wind Facility Report;
— Specifications Report, Wind Facility;
— Natural Heritage Report, including:
— Records Review Report;
— Site Investigation Report;
— Evaluation of Significance Report; and,
— Environmental Impact Study;
—  Cultural Heritage Report
— Stage 1 and Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment Reports;

— Enhanced consultations with Indigenous communities required under s.17 are accounted for in the Project
Schedule;

— Consultation with the Public, public meetings and municipalities and production of a Consultation Report under
s. 18 of the REA Regulation is accounted for in the Project Schedule;

— Based on the experience in the wind industry, an appeal would likely have been filed with the Environmental
Review Tribunal (ERT). The appeal process takes six months. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule.

34 C-2347, ORTECH Development Programme Rev. 02., entitled “Wolfe Island Shoals Development Programme”
(February 8, 2021)

35 C-2378, ORTECH Development Programme Rev. 02., entitled “Wolfe Island Shoals Development Programme”
(February 8, 2021).

36 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
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NATURAL HERITAGE STUDIES AND REPORTS

WSP included the required records reviews and site investigations in the Project Schedule’’. The Project Schedule
outlines avian field studies, including breeding birds, migration windows plus the associated reporting. The Project
Schedule outlines bat studies, which include habitat assessments, migration windows plus the associated reporting. In
association with Baird®, WSP has provided input to the Project Schedule regarding aquatic (fisheries) surveying plus
the associated reporting. The Waterbody Assessment required under s. 29, 30 and 31 of the REA Regulation have
been included in the Project Schedule. Additionally, the Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan for birds and bats
required under s. 23.1 of the REA Regulation has been accounted for in the Project Schedule.

ARCHAEOLOGY & CULTURAL HERITAGE

WSP included terrestrial stage 1 and stage 2 archaeological assessments for shore-based Project components per the
standards and guidelines®. As there are no published standards and guidelines for marine archaeology, expected
timelines including the development and confirmation of workplans with the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism
and Culture Industries are captured in the Project Schedule. These schedules have been developed based on seasonal
access for field work, and our experience in archaeological assessments in the REA context.

ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL STUDIES

In association with Baird*’, WSP also considered additional technical studies that were anticipated to be required in
order to submit a complete REA application. These studies are also consistent with the DRAFT Complete Submission
Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects under the REA Regulation*'. The timing and duration of these
studies are consistent with field windows and Baird’s experience in coastal engineering and related work. The
additional technical studies, are accounted for in the Project Schedule, including:

— Hydrodynamic Water Quality and Sediment Transfer Report;

— Coastal Hydraulics Report;

— Wind, Wave and Water Level Report;

— Coastal Processes and Engineering Study;

— Drinking Water and Spill Response Plan.

REA APPLICATION AND REVIEW

Once submitted to the MECP, the agency Screening for Completeness for the REA application is expected to be 70
days, per the assumed service standard. The MECP’s REA Technical Review period is six months, represented as the
service standard*?. These timelines have been accounted for in the Project Schedule based on the service standards

37 C-2378, ORTECH Development Programme Rev. 02., entitled “Wolfe Island Shoals Development Programme”
(February 8, 2021).

38 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021)

39 C-1965, Ministry of Tourism and Culture Report entitled “Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists.” (2011)

40 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).

41 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09

42 C-1983, Ministry of the Environment Report entitled “Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals” (2013)
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provided. In WSP’s experience, renewable energy developers account for these service standard periods in
establishing project schedules.

3.3 FEDERAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT ACT

For NAFTALI, it was determined that the Federal Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA 2012”) would
have applied to the Project. As demonstrated in NAFTA1, CEAA work was expected as a requirement as part of the
work Program and scheduled to be completed parallel with REA and other permitting activities. It was shown that
other area projects, such as the Wolfe Island Power Development engaged in a Screening level EA under CEAA in
2004 as they had applied for funding under the Wind Power Production Incentive (“WPPI”) program*,

CEAA 2012 was replaced by the Impact Assessment Act (“IAA”) in 2019*. Therefore, the Project, or parts of the
Project may be subject to the requirements of applicable federal laws, standards and permits. Projects defined in the
IAA Regulations Designating Physical Activities require the full consideration of the federal impact assessment
process. Wind Power projects including off-shore wind projects do not appear in the Regulations, therefore the full
Impact Assessment process would not apply to Wolfe Island Shoals.

A federal Screening under the IAA has been included in the development schedule. Although it is unclear if this would
ultimately be required for the Project, this is a conservative approach in the planning of the project development. The
screening-level activities and reviews by an appropriate federal agency have been accounted for. This does not pose a
material risk to the Project Schedule.

Sections 82 through 91 of the IAA requires that federal authorities that exercise power or finance a project must
conduct a review (e.g. a “screening”) to determine whether a project is likely to cause significant adverse
environmental effects before making any decision that would allow a project to proceed. This includes projects to be
located on federal lands, or funding provided for projects from a federal source. It is unclear if the IAA would apply
to the Project as it does not take place on federal lands. Nonetheless, for completeness a screening per the guidance
document Projects on Federal Lands Interim Guidance on section 81 to 91 of the Impact Assessment Act® is included
in the Project schedule. The basic steps are noted below:

— Step 1 Determination of Eligibility: The proponent determines if the proposal is a ‘project’ per Section 81 of
the IAA. Criteria include:

— Physical activity: does the proposal include tasks such as construction, modification, operation,
decommissioning?

— Physical work or ministerial order: does the proposal include human built structures with a fixed locality, or
is included in a ministerial order?

— Federal lands: does the proposal take place on federal lands, or is it financially supported by a federal
authority?

— Step 2 Public Notice: per ss 84 to 86 of the IAA, the minimum components for public participation include
inviting comments from the public by posting a notice on the registry, considering public comments and posting
a notice of determination. For Wolfe Island Shoals, this would be complemented with work done in parallel for
the REA. This is a 30-day review process per the guidance as shown in Figure 3-2.

— Step 3 Determination of Level of Analysis: The proposal will be reviewed with the information provided and a
risk analysis completed to identify whether there is a need for further environmental review. Depending on the

4.C-1979, Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Report entitled “Archived — Wolfe Island Wind Power
Development” Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry: 04-01-4667 Natural Resources Canada: ON 249
(December 5, 2012).

4 (-2235, Impact Assessment Act, S.C. 2019, c. 28, s. 1

45 C-2235,Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, as represented by the Minister of the Environment. 2019.
Projects on Federal Lands Interim Guidance on section 81 to 91 of the Impact Assessment Act.
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results of this analysis the proposal would be classified as “basic” or “non-basic.” Regardless, the level of works
proposed in the work program with the REA and other approvals would be adequate to cover either of these
project categories.

— Step 4 Implement Risk Management Approach. All effects from the project to the environment would be
considered, including fish and fish habitat, migratory birds, species at risk, air quality, water quality, soil, plants
and wildlife, etc. Environmental effects also include health and socio-economic conditions, physical and cultural
heritage, current use of land and resources for traditional purposes, structures, sites or things that are of historical,
archaeological or architectural significance. For each adverse effect that is identified, mitigation measures should
be proposed, with the intent of eliminating, reducing, or otherwise controlling that adverse effect. The IEA also
requires the review of factors including adverse impacts to the rights of Indigenous peoples, Indigenous
knowledge, community knowledge, and comments received from the public. All of these requirements are
consistent with the overall work program proposed for the Project.

— Step S Decision and implementation. If the environmental review concludes that the project is unlikely to cause
significant adverse effects, the Project may proceed and obtain the appropriate federal regulatory authorizations
or funding to support the project.

Step 2a Step 2c Step 2d Step 2e Step 2f
Invitation to Analysis & Internal

- Paosting of
Decision
comment advice approvals decision

[:lay 1 Dﬂy 30+

Figure 3-2: IAA Public Participation Timeline?6

3.4 RADAR AND COMMUNICATIONS INTERFERENCE

There are no material concerns with interference from the Project with respect to aeronautical infrastructure, weather
radar, or communications links. Further there are no concerns regarding United States airports, wind farms or a
consultation with a coastline (Lake Ontario) 20,000-foot buffer to the Project Area.

The Ministry of the Environment guidelines for the REA submission process specify that the applicant must contact
Environment Canada with respect to potential interference with weather radar. Further, negative environmental effects
on local interests and infrastructure, including telecommunications and local airports or aerodromes should be
accounted for. Other applications for permits and approvals for wind energy project locations must be submitted to
NAV CANADA and Transport Canada including locations and total structure heights.

WSP has updated the NAFTA1 data related to aeronautical infrastructure (Figure 3-3: Aeronautical Infrastructure),
and radar infrastructure for weather and navigation (Figure 3-4: Radar Infrastructure). New information regarding
communications links is shown in Figure 3-5: Microwave Links and Communications Towers. Figure 3-6 shows the
coastline consultation zone, airports and wind farms in the United States as they relate to the Project location. To note:

— Aecronautical Infrastructure, Figure 3-3:

— VHF omnidirectional range (VOR) radio navigation beacons and VOR buffers (15 km buffer), the
aeronautical navigation and communication infrastructure are shown;

46 C-2235, Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, as represented by the Minister of the Environment. 2019.
Projects on Federal Lands Interim Guidance on section 81 to 91 of the Impact Assessment Act. P. 23.
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— The Project is not within the consultation zone for any VOR or any other aeronautical navigation or
communication infrastructure;

— Airports with a 10 km consultation buffer are shown;
— The Project is not within the consultation zone for any airport;

— CFB Kingston and CFB Trenton have been added to the map, with airfield buffer of 10 km. It should be
noted that CFB Trenton / the Department of National Defense (DND) operates radar whose location is not
public.

— It is assumed that the Project is within, or adjacent to the 80 km consultation zone for radar facilities at
CFB Trenton. This is a consultation zone and is not an exclusion zone. As some radar facilities are not
public, consultation with the DND and NAV CANADA is required regardless. WSP does not foresee
material issues with the consultation, and both agencies have accepted similar, local wind project
developments (e.g. Amherst Island). Consultation activities are fully accounted for in the Project
Schedule.

— Radar Infrastructure, Figure 3-4:
— NAV CANADA radar stations and their 80 km consultation zones are shown in the map;
— The Project is not within the consultation zone;
— Weather radar facilities (Canada) and their 50 km consultation zones are shown in the map;
— The Project is not within the consultation zone;
— A new Nexrad Radar (American) was added to the radar map;
— The Project is not within the consultation zone for the radar facility;
— Communication Links and Towers, Figure 3-5
— Microwave communication towers and linkages have been mapped.
— There are no conflicts identified with microwave and communications links;
— One SMS tower is located just south of the Project area;
— No project interference with this tower is expected.
— US Airports, Windfarms and Coastal Consultation Zone, Figure 3-6:

— There is clear definition of proximity limits that are recommended as sensitivity thresholds for projects as
they relate to American permitting process. The Federal Aviation Administration cites regulations that
require notification to the Administrator of the FAA including projects that are:

—  Within 20,000 feet of a public use or military airport which exceeds a 100:1 surface from any point on
the runway of each airport with its longest runway more than 3,200 feet;

e  The Project location is not within these consultation limits;

— Within 10,000 feet of a public use or military airport which exceeds a 50:1 surface from any point on
the runway of each airport with its longest runway no more than 3,200 feet

e The Project location is not within these consultation limits;
— Within 5,000 feet of a public use heliport which exceeds a 25:1 surface;
e The Project location is not within these consultation limits;
— Consultation required for construction of Projects within 20,000 feet of American Soil;

e The Project location is not within these consultation limits.
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3.5 FISHERIES ACT

New provisions in the federal Fisheries Act since NAFTA1 do not pose any additional schedule risk to the Project.
The Project Schedule has been constructed with the assumption that a Department of Fisheries and Oceans (“DFO”)
Authorization would be required.

The purpose of the federal Fisheries Act is to maintain healthy, sustainable, and productive Canadian fisheries through
the prevention of pollution and the protection of fish and their habitat. Work in and near water must comply with the
fish and fish habitat protection provisions of the Fisheries Act by incorporating measures to avoid the following:

— Causing the death of fish;
— Harmful alteration, disruption, or destruction (“HADD”) of fish habitat.

In 2019, new fish and fish habitat protection provisions under the Fisheries Act came into force. In general, these
provisions increased protections for all fish species and their habitat. The provisions also provide clarity on which
types of projects require authorizations through permitting and codes of practice and provide provisions to consider
restoration priorities as part of development project reviews. These amendments put a greater onus on the Proponent
to mitigate, restore, and compensate if harmful alteration to fish and fish habitat cannot be avoided.

Compared with the previous provisions of the Fisheries Act which were enacted in 2013, key changes in 2019
included:

— Protections against harm to fish supporting a Commercial, Recreational, or Aboriginal fishery have been
expanded to include protection again harm to all fish species;

— Prohibition of “serious harm” to fish has been restored back to harmful alteration, disruption and destruction of
fish habitat (HADD) as well as death of fish by means other than fishing;

— Fish habitat restoration must be prioritized in project design, as well as protection of Species at Risk (“SAR”);
— Potential impacts include all footprints of work undertaken below the highwater mark or in-water;

— The previous provision for self-assessments has been removed, therefore if all prescribed measures to avoid harm
to fish cannot be adhered to, the project must be reviewed for approval requirements for DFO;

— Interim Standards and Codes of Practice have been provided for beaver dam removal, culvert maintenance, water
intake protection, routine maintenance dredging; temporary coffer dams and diversion channels, and temporary
stream crossings®’.

All projects where work is being proposed that cannot avoid impacts to fish or fish habitat require a DFO project
review. DFO will review the project to identify potential risks of the project to the conservation and protection of fish
and fish habitat. If potential impacts can be avoided, project approval is not required. However, if it is determined that
the project will result in death of fish or HADD of fish habitat, an authorization is required under the Fisheries Act.
Proponents of projects requiring a Fisheries Act authorization may be required to also submit a habitat offsetting plan,
which provides details of how the death of fish and/or HADD of fish habitat will be offset, and outlines associated
costs and monitoring commitments. Proponents also have a duty to notify DFO of any unforeseen activities during
the project that cause harm to fish or fish habitat.

Determination of the requirement for a project to be reviewed by DFO is based on the ability of proponents to adhere
to all prescribed Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat. Under previous provisions, proponents had the ability to
conduct a ‘self-assessment’ to determine if any works within water were likely to cause serious harm to fish. As listed
above, the option of self-assessment has been removed, therefore any project not able to adhere to all measures
prescribed by DFO must be submitted for review to DFO. Most projects involving work in or near waterbodies or

47 C-2348, Fisheries and Oceans Canada Report entitled “Standards and codes of practice.” (February 10, 2021)
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crossing watercourses will require a Request for Review due to not being able to meet the specific protection measures
outlined by DFO under “Carrying out works, undertakings and activities on land”. These measures include avoiding
any work that includes the following:

— Conducting any work, undertaking or activity in water;
— Placing fill or other temporary or permanent structures below the high-water mark;
— Fording of the watercourse;
— Disturbing or removing materials from the banks, shoreline or waterbody bed, such as:
— Sand, rocks, aquatic vegetation, natural wood debris;
— Building structures in areas that:
— may result in erosion and/or scouring of the stream bed or banks
— are inherently unstable, such as, bends, meanders, floodplains, alluvial fans, braided streams.

The above noted changes, in WSP’s experience, have tended to result in an increase in the number of projects requiring
DFO review, and subsequent authorizations under the Fisheries Act. Under the new provisions, it is assumed that the
Wolfe Island Off-shore Wind Farm would require an Authorization under the Fisheries Act. This is reflected in the
updated Project Schedule.

Other changes to the Fisheries Act as a result of the 2019 amendment include:

— Indigenous traditional knowledge must inform habitat decisions

— Restoration priorities must be a key part of decision-making

— Legal framework established to enshrine this policy approach into law to provide for and encourage the use of
habitat banks for offsetting fish and fish habitat losses resulting from projects

Consultation with Indigenous groups was already included in the proposed Project Schedule and can be accomplished
concurrent with the REA. Therefore, this change does not represent a change in the proposed scope or schedule. The
provision to consider and establish Ecologically Significant Areas is not likely to impact the project, as existing
‘Ecologically and Biologically Significant Areas’ as identified by the Government of Canada are located in oceanic
habitats. The Project Location is not an existing Ecologically Significant Area. The use of habitat banks may be
relevant in establishing Offsetting Measures, however, these options were in use informally prior to the 2019 changes
and would only be relevant if a federal habitat bank had previously been established by the proponent, or if they wish
to establish one for future developments, therefore no significant impact to the project requirements would be
expected.

The legislated timelines for review of an application for Authorization under the Fisheries Act, are shown in the
Project; applications are screened for completeness within 60 days of submission and reviewed for authorization
within 90 days from being confirmed complete. Submission of an application generally does not occur until a Request
for Review has been submitted and reviewed by DFO (review time of 1-3 months), and once a decision requiring
Authorization is issued, a process of consultation and negotiation with DFO is undertaken to determine agreed-upon
Offsetting Measures. A complete request for review and magnitude of Offsetting Measures cannot be determined until
the assessment of aquatic impacts in the Natural Heritage Report is complete. WSP has included a schedule of
approximately one (1) year to complete the Request for Review (RfR) process and approximately one (1) year for the
Authorization process.

It should be noted that a local project, the Third Crossing of the Cataraqui River Bridge, with arguably greater impacts
to sensitive fish habitats was able to obtain projects with Fisheries Act authorization. This project, and the similarities
in project components and authorizations if more fully discussed in Section 4.2.1, below.
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3.6 FEDERAL SPECIES AT RISK ACT (SARA)

Based on the work by CER-Baird* in NAFTA1 and re-affirmed by Baird* in 2021, it is unlikely that a federal Species
at Risk Act (“SARA”) permits for aquatic species would be required as habitats for such species are deficient in the
Project Area. During consultation with DFO on Fisheries Act matters, due care will be given to the habitats of aquatic
SAR. Further, based on the work in NAFTA1 by Kerlinger®, it is unlikely that SARA permits would be required for
federally listed bird species.

If required, the work for SARA permits would be done concurrently with the REA, posing low risk to the Project
Schedule. The need for permits under SARA would be determined as part of the routine agency consultation and field
investigation components of the study. These consultation activities are reflected in the Project Schedule. Early
consultation allows for the implementation of targeted surveys or adjustments to the proposed design layout in the
event a permit under SARA was deemed necessary.

3.7 CONSERVATION AUTHORITY AUTHORIZATION

In NAFTALI, it was established that the Project would need authorizations for Project components located in areas
regulated by the Cataraqui Conservation Authority. This is the landing area for the submarine cable to connect the
Project to the provincial electrical system, and any other associated works.

Under the Conservation Authorities Act, s28 — Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines
and Watercourses (Ontario Regulation 148/06), Cataraqui Conservation regulates development and site alterations
near waterbodies and wetlands to protect residents from flooding, erosion and other natural hazards. This process has
not changed since NAFTA 1, and such permits are routine and typically occur during the detailed design of the Project.
This permitting activity has been included in the Project Schedule.

Again, it should be noted that a local project, the Third Crossing of the Cataraqui River Bridge, with arguably greater
permitting complexity for Conservation Authority regulated areas was able to obtain the authorization. This project,
and the similarities in project components and authorizations if more fully discussed in Section 4.2.1, below.

3.8 ENDANGERED SPECIES

In NAFTALI, it was established that it would have been unlikely that that the Project would have required a permit
under the provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007 (“ESA”). This was based on the background research that
concluded the presence of species at risk or endangered species in the Project Location is unlikely?'.

Since NAFTALI in 2015, the agency now responsible for the ESA has been changed from the MNR to the MECP.
Since 2015, the list of species at risk in Ontario>? has been updated three times: June 15, 2016; June 2, 2017; and
August 1, 2018.

48 CER-Baird, Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Project Lake Ontario Context. Prepared for Torys LLP.

4 C-2413, W F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021).

0 CER -Kerlinger. Potential Impact of the Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Energy Power Project on Birds
(CER-Kerlinger Report). Prepared for Windstream.

3 CER-Baird, Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Project Lake Ontario Context. Prepared for Torys LLP.

52 C-2166, Endangered Species Act, 2007, S.0. 2007, c. 6, O. Reg. 230/08 Species at Risk in Ontario List .
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Baird>? affirms that none of the additional species listed in the updated list are expected to have suitable habitat in the
Project Area. However, if required, the process to obtain ESA permits is well-established and is frequently completed
in support of development applications. The permitting process involves consultation with MECP upon discovery of
the Species at Risk and a determination if a permit is required. From WSP’s experience with Overall Benefit Permits,
this consultation process may take up to one year. During this time, the three phases of the application process,
including Information Gathering, Activity Review and Assessment, and Permit Application and Assessment would
be completed. If endangered or threatened species or their habitat(s) had been documented during the field
investigation and impacts to the species and/or their habitat are deemed unavoidable, then an Overall Benefit Permit
or Social or Economic Benefit Permit may be required.

Work towards a Species at Risk Permit (MNRF), if required, is generally completed concurrently with other aspects
of the REA process field studies and data gathering. This is reflected in the Project Schedule.

3.9 CROWN LAND SITE RELEASE AND RELATED PERMITS

Applications for Crown Land site release, and Work Permits per the Public Lands Act have been included in the
Project Schedule.

As recognized in NAFTAL, the Public Lands Act gives MNRF the authority to manage Crown land, including the
beds of most lakes and rivers. The use and occupation of Crown land for a renewable energy project requires additional
authorization by MNRF through a work permit, a Crown lease, a land use permit, an easement, a Crown patent and/or
a licence of occupation. Note the MNRF had a defined site release process per the Windpower Development on
Crown Land policy, (Wind Policy 4.10.04). This Policy included provisions for offshore wind. Windstream had
engaged in that process in February of 2008. But for the moratorium and the revocation of the FIT contract, the process
would have been followed and is indicated in the Project Schedule.

Public Lands Act Work permits would be required for the construction of the Project foundations, submarine cable
system and other works on the lakebed. These permits are included in the Project Schedule and the process has not
changed since NAFTA1. Work Permit applications are completed in the detailed design phase of the project and are
not on the critical path of the Project Schedule. The application submission requires specific design deliverables in
order for MNRF to process the application. For lakebed work, the MNRF “Works within a Waterbody Part 5”
application indicates that it takes MNRF approximately 1 month to process the approval for the location of the
proposed work, and an additional 2 months to process the detailed plans and specifications®*.

33 C-2414, Endangered Species Act, 2007, S.0. 2007, c. 6, O. Reg. 230/08 Species at Risk in Ontario List
34 C-2003, Endangered Species Act, 2007, S.0. 2007, c. 6, O. Reg. 230/08 Species at Risk in Ontario List.
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4 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

4.1 OFF-SHORE WIND DEVELOPMENT

Global development of more than 50 off-shore commercial wind projects demonstrates that off-shore wind projects
are viable and understood from economic, permitting and approvals and environmental points of view. In the North
American context, Kessler® reports there are currently twelve off-shore wind projects under development and
regulatory review on the east coast of the United States.

— Vineyard Wind I, 800 MW,

— South Fork, 130 MW;

— Skipjack, 120 MW;

— MarWin, 270 MW;

— Revolution Wind, 704 MW;

— Ocean Wind, 1.1 GW;

— Empire Wind I, 816 MW;

—  Sunrise Wind, 880 MW;

— Mayflower Wind, 804 MW;

— Park City Wind, 804 MW;

— New England Aqua Ventus I, 12 MW;

— Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind, 2.64 GW.

The 20.7 MW IceBreaker off-shore wind project to be sited in Lake Erie eight miles off-shore from downtown
Cleveland was approved by the Power Siting Board, with some of the conditions regarding nighttime operation
reversed?®,

Operational Projects in the United States include:

— Block Island Wind (Rhode Island), 30 MW operational in 2016;
— Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind - Pilot Project east of Cape Henry Virginia, 13 MW operational 2020.

4.2 PROJECT COMPONENTS AND COMPARABLE PROJECTS

Citing uncertainty and the requirement for further scientific research, the province commissioned five technical studies
between 2011 and 2017 related to off-shore wind projects. These studies have been completed in the subject areas of
coastal engineering fish and impacts to fish habitats, sound propagation over water and a survey of decommissioning
off-shore wind projects. In general, these studies are meant to provide the Ontario regulatory authorities with
background documentation for policy analysis and development. To date, no further studies have been commissioned.
Studies include:

33 C-2355, Kessler, R. Article entitled "Ocean's Twelve! America's first wave of offshore wind farms starts to build”
- Recharge - Latest renewable energy news. (March 25, 2021).

56 C-2330, Funk J., Utility Dive Brief entitled “Nation’s first freshwater windfarm all but approved as Ohio siting
board removes ‘poison pill” (September 18, 2020).
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— Nienhuis, S., and Dunlop E.S.. 2011. The potential effects of off shore wind power projects on fish and fish habitat
in the Great Lakes. Aquatic Research Series 2011-01. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources.

— The Study concluded that if appropriate sites for project components that can avoid sensitive habitat areas,
the use and development of mitigation measures and appropriate biological monitoring could reduce the
potential impacts of offshore wind power production to minimal levels.

— Nienhuis, S., and Dunlop, E.S., 2011, Offshore Wind Power Projects in the Great Lakes: Background Information
and Science Considerations for Fish and Fish Habitat, Aquatic Research Series 2011-02. Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources

— The second research report concludes that while there are data gaps for impacts to fish and fish habitat from
off-shore wind projects but provides options to guide effective strategies with minimal impacts on the aquatic
ecosystem.

— Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers Ltd. and Beacon Environmental. 2011. Offshore Wind Power Coastal
Engineering Report — Synthesis of Current Knowledge and Coastal Engineering Study Recommendations.

— The report investigates the scientific and technical aspects of off-shore wind power development on the Great
Lakes. Baird has produced documentation describing the coastal processes as part of NAFTA1 and NAFTA2.

— Valcoustics Canada Ltd. 2016. Sound Propagation Modelling for Offshore Wind Farms.

— The Study provides a literature review and analysis of various sound propagation models used throughout
the world. The Study provides a number of practical considerations for the development of appropriate
models for use in Ontario.

— DNV-GL. 2016. Assessment of Offshore Wind Farm Decommissioning Requirements.

— The Study provides an overview of decommissioning requirements in Canada (including the principles of the
Ontario REA), the United States and Europe. The Study outlines the jurisdictional processes, environmental
objectives, where appropriate and financial assurance considerations.

From a construction point of view each of the components of the Windstream proposal, taken separately, are tried and
tested project components including:
— Submarine cables:
— The wind project on Wolfe Island utilizes a submarine cable and the Project was successfully permitted and
is in operation;
— Marine / lakebed foundations and environmental management:
— Used on the Confederation Bridge connecting Prince Edward Island to the mainland.

— Foundations and piers on lakebeds and in watercourses are common structural elements used for bridges in
Ontario waters and worldwide;

— The Kingston Third Crossing project underwent a Municipal Class EAY’ (MCEA), as well as a federal
Detailed Impact Assessment (DIA)®. See section 4.2.1.

57 C-1975, Richard J.L. Report entitled “Third Crossing of the Cataraqui River Environmental Assessment
Environmental Study Report - Under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.” Sections 1.0 —3.1.7 (April
16, 2012).

58 C-2202, Hatch, City of Kingston Report entitled “Third Crossing of the Cataraqui River Parks Canada
Environmental Impact Analysis - Detailed Impact Analysis Report” (2019).
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ORTECH?® completed a summary of timelines for onshore wind projects of greater than 100 MW in capacity to
provide insight into the development schedule for large REA projects. Of the survey of fifteen REA Approved Large
Wind Projects, fourteen had reached commercial operation with one having reached the IESO Key Development
Milestone (“KDM?”). The range of duration of the development of these projects was calculated to be approximately
35 months, with a range of 16 to 66 months. The short and long duration projects are considered to be outliers, and
with their omission, the average development duration is approximately 34 months. Therefore, the WIS scheduled
development duration of 36 months expressed in NAFTA1 and affirmed in the NAFTA2 schedule preparation is
within the reasonable range for Large REA projects.

421 KINGSTON THIRD CROSSING

This project is currently under construction, and is relevant for comparison to Wolfe Island Shoals on the basis of:

— Layered, multi-jurisdictional assessments, permits and approvals;
— Similar range of Indigenous communities and Conservation Authorities to be consulted;
— Proximity to the City of Kingston and potential impacts to water supply intakes;

— In-water construction.

The Third Crossing Project was assessed in 2013 under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, Schedule
‘C’. The Project was further assessed in 2019 under CEAA 2012 per the Parks Canada “Detailed Impact Assessment”
process. Following the Class EA and DIA, a number of permits from various authorities would be required. These
have not been listed in the above noted documents. Based on a review of the reports it appears that the gamut of
federal, provincial and local permits were required.

The Third Crossing project area (the Cataraqui River and shoreland areas) provides significant habitat for terrestrial
and aquatic species, including 30 listed terrestrial and aquatic wildlife and plant species at risk (SAR). It is expected
that a federal DFO fisheries authorization, Navigable Waters permit, and provincial SAR permits would have been
required. The area also contains an extensive number of archaeological sites, including marine resources (shipwrecks).
A major component of the construction plan is the placement of a temporary causeway in the watercourse for
construction purposes This can be seen in Figure 4-1. The causeway represents a substantial temporary impact to fish
and fish habitat, and was acknowledged as having permanent impacts after rehabilitation, along with the bridge piers.
By following the MCEA, DIA and the range of consultation and permitting processes, the appropriate permits were
acquired to allow the project to move to construction. Contrast this to the Wolfe Island Shoals proposal where there
is limited significant aquatic habitat, minimal disturbance to shorelines and no imposition of large and intrusive
enabling works such as trestles or extensive causeways.

Additional concerns raised during the Class EA and DIA were related to the extensive deposits of contaminated
sediments in the watercourse, as well as on shorelines from historic industrial uses. Sediments contained exceedances
of the sediment quality guidelines for heavy metals such as lead, copper, chromium and zinc. During construction it
was noted that these contaminated sediments could become re-suspended in the river, posing potential threats
downstream. The DIA concluded that after the appropriate mitigation strategies (e.g. the delineation of contaminants,
sediment control/curtains etc.) had been applied, that the effects were considered to be Not-Significant. Given
Baird’s® understanding of the coastal processes and sediments for the Wolfe Island Shoals, any sedimentation and
contamination concerns related to intakes for Kingston’s domestic water treatment would be managed through
Ontario’s established criteria and guidelines.

%9 C-2351, L. Sun, ORTECH Report entitled “Timelines for REA Approved Large Wind Farm Projects — DRAFT
for Discussion”, to N. Bains, Windstream Energy Inc. (March 10, 2021)

60 C-2413, W.F. Baird and Associates Coastal Engineers. Ltd. Report entitled “Windstream Wolfe Island Shoals
Offshore Wind Energy Project NAFT 2 Lake Ontario Context.” (November 26, 2021)
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Figure 4-1: Kingston Third Crossing Under Construction April 2021

First Nations Engagement for the Third Crossing included:

— Ardoch Algonquin First Nation;

— Mississaugas of Alderville First Nation;
— Mohawk Nation Council of Chiefs;
— Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte;

— Shabot Obaadjiwan First Nation;

— Huron-Wendat Nation;

— Algonquins of Ontario;

— Algonquins of Pikwakanagan;

— Mohawk Council of Akwesansne;
— Metis Nation of Ontario;

— Six Nations Grand River;

—  Mohawk Nation Council of Chiefs.

While the Ministers List received by Windstream differs from the above, the Project Schedule accounts for the
potential need to consult additional Communities.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

WSP updated a detailed, comprehensive permitting and approval schedule for the Project that considers regulator and
regulatory changes since NAFTAI1, notably the federal Fisheries Act, the federal Impact Assessment Act and changes
to Ontario’s Endangered Species Act. The scheduling confirms the major permitting milestones and construction
schedule. Overall, the schedule for completing the required and anticipated studies, reports and authorizations for the
REA and the noted permits and authorizations as detailed is 36 months (3 years). This is consistent with ORTECH’s
analysis of the approval times for large REA projects®'. In WSP’s opinion, but for the moratorium and the revocation
of the FIT contract there are no material impediments in completing required and anticipated studies for the REA and
other permits and authorizations. The Kingston Third Crossing of the Cataraqui River project exhibits similar
characteristics with respect to multijurisdictional permits, in-water works, potential drinking water threats and was
successfully brought to construction.

The Project Schedule® includes the base Renewable Energy Approval technical submission documents, plus the
additional studies outlined by the DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects
under the REA Regulation®. The comprehensive schedule considers the mandatory public consultation process and
timelines for publishing notices, holding public meetings and publishing draft documentation for Indigenous
communities, municipalities and the public®. The Project Schedule’s timelines are based on WSP’s experience
planning and completing REA projects. Agency reviews are based on statutory, published service standards or
common timelines.

61 C-2351, L. Sun, ORTECH Report entitled “Timelines for REA Approved Large Wind Farm Projects — DRAFT
for Discussion”, to N. Bains, Windstream Energy Inc. (March 10, 2021).

62 C-2347, ORTECH Development Programme Rev. 02., entitled “Wolfe Island Shoals Development Programme”
(February 8, 2021).

6 C-0452, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

64 C-2378, Environmental Protection Act, Ontario Regulation 359/09, Sections 14, 15, 16.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On November 25, 2010, WSP (then GENIVAR) submitted a proposal in response to the request for
proposal issued by Ortech on Windstream’s behalf for permitting and field investigation services for the
Project, including the work required to apply for a REA. Our proposal, which is attached as Appendix 2,
included the full suite of studies required to apply for federal and provincial approvals, consistent with the
studies that we set out in this report. Our proposal acknowledged that there were project development risks
(which is common to the development of all project types), that the Project would be the “first environmental
assessment for an offshore wind facility in Canada” and that the Project would be “the first project of its
type.” However, to overcome the risks that we had identified and to avoid potential project delays, our
execution strategy stressed that it would be based on early and frequent consultation with key agencies,
strategic direction by our experienced team of environmental consultants, and our relevant technical
expertise. Consistent with our work conducting environmental assessments, we identified numerous
measures to avoid potential delays in the permitting of the Project, including early and frequent consultation
with key agencies, and including team members with previous experience in offshore wind development.
Our proposal included a preliminary schedule for project permitting, which provided that work to apply for
and obtain a REA would require approximately 22 months. It is important to emphasize that our schedule
was conservative, since it was issued in the early days of the REA Regulation.

On March 25 2015, WSP Canada Inc. (“WSP”) was retained by Windstream Energy LLC (“Windstream”) to
prepare an updated overall permitting schedule developed in collaboration with Sgurr Energy, Baird &
Associates Costal Engineering, Ocean-COWI and Weeks Marine, to respond to comments in the URS
Windstream Arbitration Technical Report dated January 20, 2015 (“URS Report”) concerning (i) general
project development risks associated with renewable energy development, (ii) the REA process, (iii) radar
interference, (iv) birds and bats, (v) noise, (vi) stakeholder consultation and (vii) project changes. The URS
Report was commissioned by the Government of Canada in relation to the development of the 300 MW
Wolfe Island Shoals offshore wind farm (the “Project”).

For more than 25 years, WSP’s team of wind energy engineers has developed extensive experience
providing technical services for hundreds of wind projects and various wind power companies. This
experience includes vast expertise in performing energy assessments, detailed engineering design,
environmental studies and owner’s engineering services. In Ontario, WSP has successfully completed REA
programs for wind and solar projects, including the Conestogo Wind Energy Centre and the East Durham
Wind Energy Centre. Internationally, WSP is the lead environmental impact assessment consultant for the
Scottish Power Renewables Argyll Array offshore wind farm.

Using this experience and expertise, WSP has developed the permitting and approvals section of the
overall Project Schedule'. The scheduling confirms that more likely than not, the Project would have
achieved the major permitting milestones within the contractual constraints of the FIT program. In WSP’s
opinion, there are no material impediments to the Project receiving a REA and other permits and
authorizations. The Project Schedule? is comprehensive and includes all mandatory consultation, studies,
permits and authorizations that would be needed to construct the Project at the federal, provincial, and local
levels. The schedule timelines provided by WSP are based on our experience planning and obtaining REAs
for renewable energy projects, including onshore wind projects in Ontario. Agency reviews are based on
statutory, published service standards or common timelines.

1 CER-SgurrEnergy-2.

2 CER-SgurrEnergy-2.
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WSP, formerly Genivar Consultants LP, was also retained by Windstream to (i) conduct electrical
engineering work in support of the Project, including Windstream’s applications for a System Impact
Assessment and a Customer Impact Assessment from the IESO and Hydro One for the Project and other
projects in 2009, (i) in support of Windstream’s application to the IESO for a connection recovery
agreement and (iii) to prepare a report concerning submarine cables in Ontario. Genivar also submitted a
proposal in response to a request for proposals from Ortech for a Conceptual Foundation and Substructure
Design Analysis.

WSP is independent from the Parties to this arbitration, their legal advisors and the Tribunal. We believe
that all the facts and opinions set out in this report are true.

General Project Development Process and Risks

There are no material schedule impediments to achieving the milestone permits, including the REA and a
federal screening under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (“CEAA”) within the three year
development period.

URS does not acknowledge that many of the studies used to support permit applications are
complementary, and work can be completed concurrently in order to meet several different permitting
systems. A key example is the expected CEAA screening, where all of the REA document reviews, field
work, evaluation of significance and environmental impact studies would be essentially the same for both
processes. URS comments that the Project would have faced key challenges in obtaining the REA
approval, plus a host of other provincial and federal approvals, permits or authorizations. While the Project
would have required several approvals, these approvals are not unique and the processes and studies are
well understood. Any project subject to the REA Regulation will have project-specific approvals; the
anticipated permitting challenges arising from the need for those approvals are consistent with the range of
authorizations for other renewable energy projects, including onshore wind projects.

General Regulatory Framework and Process

There are no material impediments to achieving the milestone permits including the REA Regulation and a
federal screening under the CEAA within the three year period for obtaining the necessary regulatory
approvals.

The permitting system set out in the REA Regulation is streamlined and prescriptive. It does not separate
onshore and offshore components. Rather, the REA Regulation includes the key concept of the Project
Location,® which encompasses all of the physical aspects of a renewable energy project during
construction, operation and decommissioning. Thus all components of the Project would have been
considered together as part of the REA application. Windstream would not have been required to permit
onshore and offshore project components separately. URS ignores the key definition of a “Project Location”
and divides the permitting process into offshore and onshore components.

Although the Project was the first of its type -- as the only offshore wind project with a FIT Contract and the
first offshore wind project being developed in Canada -- URS fails to demonstrate how or why the offshore
elements of the Project, including submarine cables (including both lake bed and terrestrial components)
and lake bed foundations are novel. They are not. For example, the wind project on Wolfe Island utilizes a

®  €-0103, Environmental Protection Act, Ontario Regulation 359/09 ['‘REA Regulation], s. 1(1).
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submarine cable, and marine bed foundations were used on the Confederation Bridge4 connecting PEI to
the mainland. Additionally, there are more than 50 offshore wind projects globally, and the fully permitted
Cape Wind project in the United States proves that there is precedent in the North American context”.

URS overstates schedule risk to the Project because of the lack of guidance documents from MOE. The
lack of guidance documents from MOE did not prevent the development of onshore wind projects. In fact, a
full technical guide for onshore wind projects was not issued until 2011.

In the event of project delays as a result of regulatory uncertainty, waivers and extensions to the FIT
contract, while not relied on in the Project Schedule®, are often forthcoming. For instance, FIT Waterpower
projects were granted three year extensions to achieve commercial operation as the result of regulatory
delays.7 However, the Project Schedule confirms that the Project would more likely than not have reached
commercial operation without a FIT contract extension.

Radar Interference

WSP has demonstrated through geographic information system (“GIS”) mapping that aviation and radar
interference issues are low risk. The Project is not located within the 10 km consultation zone of any
Canadian aerodrome, the 50 km consultation zone for weather radar, or the 80 km consultation zone for
NAVCanada radar installations. Additionally, the Project Location is not within the 20,0000 foot consultation
zone from American Soil for the United States Federal Aviation Administration®. Additionally, it should be
noted that the Wolfe Island Power project that commenced operation in 2009 is located closer to the Unites
States — Canada border, setting a successful precedent for constructing a project within the 20,000 foot
consultation zone®.

Birds and Bats

URS overstates the schedule risk regarding permitting for birds. The risk for the Project Schedule™ for
avian permitting is similar to risk for onshore wind projects, where it has not been a material impediment
(approximately 30 Class 3 onshore wind projects have been permitted in Ontario). Avian studies, including
birds, migratory birds and bats are standard components of REA natural heritage reporting11 and have been
included in the Project Schedule™.

4 C-1826, Confederation Bridge 2015. Design. http://www.confederationbridge.com/about/confederation-
bridge/design.htm| Accessed May 13, 2015.

5 C-1513, Kransy, R. April 28, 2010 “Cape Wind, first U.S. offshore wind farm, approved.” Reuters. U.S. Edition.
http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/04/28/us-usa-windfarm-
iIdUSTRE63R42X20100428?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews. Retrieved April 20, 2015

CER-SgurrEnergy-2.
" C-1104, Letter from Chiarelli, Bob (ENE) to Andersen, Colin (OPA) (June 26, 2013).

8 (-1835, Federal Aviation Administration. Obstruction Evaluation / Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA).
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaal/external/portal.jsp Retrieved April 26, 2015.

o C-1201, TransAlta Brochure Wolfe Island Wind Farm.

1% CER-SgurrEnergy-2.

1 C-1666, LGL Limited 2012 East Durham Wind Energy Centre Natural Heritage Assessment Prepared for GENIVAR.
2 CER-SgurrEnergy-2.
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URS overstates the schedule risk related to permitting for bats. It is WSP’s opinion that the risk to the
Project Schedule posed by bats and bat habitat would be greater for onshore wind projects because bat
habitat is located onshore. Concerns about impacts on bats have not been a material impediment to
permitting onshore wind projects. Moreover, the potential for the Project to impact bats is also low because
of the absence of hibernacula and maternity roosting habitat in offshore areas and because of the limited
development proposed in onshore areas.

Noise

URS overstates the risk associated with noise from the Project. Using the noise propagation models that
MOE was considering in 2010, HGC Engineering13 established that the Project would have complied with
MOE’s 40 decibel sound limit. Aercoustics Engineering14 confirms (i) that existing sound propagation
models are adequate for predicting sound propagation over water and ice and (ii) that the Project would not
exceed the MOE’s 40 dBA sound level.

Furthermore, as a standard condition of the REA approval, WIS would need to ensure that its turbines
operated at the appropriate noise levels, and it would be required to complete acoustic audits to validate the
modeling.

Stakeholder Consultation

In WSP’s opinion, stakeholder consultation poses no material risk to the Project Schedule. URS overstates
the risk associated with stakeholder consultation: there is a statutory consultation process for Aboriginal
communities, municipalities and the general public. The REA outlines a streamlined mandatory consultation
process with a specific set of consultation activities and the timing for notices and publications. These have
not been an impediment to the development of renewable energy projects.

Organized interest groups have not presented persuasive cases in appeals against REAs to the
Environmental Tribunal (“ERT”) . To date only a single REA has been overturned by the ERT: the REA for
the Gilead Power Ostrander Point wind energy project. The ERT reached its decision because it found that
the project would cause serious and irreversible harm to the endangered Blanding’s Turtle, an endangered
species that inhabits the project area. The issue of the appropriate remedy in this case, including possible
amendments to the REA that would allow the project to proceed, remains before the Tribunal.

Stakeholder risks in wind development and the REA process are well understood, planned for and can be
managed by an experienced development team.

Project Layout and Project Changes

In WSP’s experience, project modifications are a normal part of the development process for renewable
energy projects. Changes are required in the Draft Project Description Report in order to accommodate
inputs from stakeholders, to respond to the environmental information derived from studies performed to
apply for a REA, and to address specific design and engineering concerns. Changes can be
accommodated while work on a REA application is ongoing. Documenting changes and how a project
proponent addresses comments from stakeholders is part of the final consultation document, which is
required for a REA application. Furthermore, MOE recognizes that design and technical changes are a part

13 CER-HGC.

14 CER-Aercoustics.
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of the development process, and it outlines the process to recognize and document changes in its
Technical Guide™.

5 €-0729, Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals (MOE) (2013).
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1 EXPERIENCE

11 WSP PROFILE

WSP is one of the world’s leading professional services firms, working with governments, businesses,
architects, and planners to provide integrated solutions across many disciplines. The firm provides
services to transform the built environment and restore the natural environment, and its expertise ranges
from environmental remediation to urban planning, from engineering iconic buildings to designing
sustainable transport networks, and from developing the energy sources of the future to enabling new
ways of extracting essential resources. It has approximately 17,000 employees — mainly engineers,
technicians, scientists, architects, planners, surveyors, environmental experts, and design professionals —
based in more than 300 offices, across 30 countries, on 5 continents.

WSP is also a Canadian leader in providing energy engineering and environmental services and
delivering solutions based on an integrated project approach. With more than 5,500 employees and 90
offices in Canada, WSP provides a full range of services over the entire project cycle, from project
development, studies, pre-design, detailed design, construction administration and/or management, and
operational support.

We provide services in the following market sectors:

- Power and Industrial
Transportation
Municipal Infrastructure

Buildings

v v Vv

Environment

Wind Energy and Solar Energy are specialty areas of WSP and we are currently working for over 35
clients on a wide variety of renewable projects. We have comprehensive experience in all wind energy
related services — wind resource assessment, engineering, environmental services, and permitting.

111 SELECTED PROJECTS

Our firm has executed a number of development, permitting, design and construction support projects for
wind energy developers across Ontario, Canada and worldwide, including both onshore and offshore
wind projects. Table 1 below outlines some of the most relevant completed and ongoing projects, and
demonstrates our involvement in the following areas of wind energy development:

- Development and Wind Resource Assessment (“WRA”")

Facility Engineering/Detailed Design

Advisory & Due Diligence

Construction-Related Services

v v Vv

Environmental Services & Permitting



Table 1: Select WSP Wind Project Experience

Project Name

Client

Location

Capacity
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Dufferin Wind Farm DWP ON 91.4 L]
Ernestown Wind Park Ernestown Wind Park LP  ON 10 L]
SWEB SWEB/Vestas NS 24 ° o
South Canoe Acciona NS 102 L]
Saint-Damase Algonquin Power QC 24 ®
Lakefield TAQA MN 205.5
Portfolio of 10 projects Confidential Canada 1,000
Morro Do Chapeu Millenieum Participacbes Brazil 300 ®
Pukwis CGIFN ON 20
Kemont Kruger Energy QC 100
Ostrander Gilead Power ON 225 L]
Maddens Confidential Int’l 3 L]
Listuguj SkyPower-Listuguj QC 168 ®
Saint-Cyprien Kahnawake SE QC 24 L]
Shirley Shirley Wind LLC Wi 20
EDF EN Canada Various QC, ON 100+ [ ]
Wildorado Wind Ranch Il Wildorado Wind TX 80
Northland Power Various QC 300+ ®
Ghost Pine Finavera AB 75 L]
Shell Wind Projects Shell Wind AB 700 L]
Sky Harvest Wind Project ~ Sky Harvest SK 140 L]
4 x Gamesa Projects Algonquin Power us 480
Shady Oaks Algonquin Power IL 109.5




Mont-Louis Northland Power QC 100

4 x First Wind Projects Algonquin Power us L]
Anse-a-Valleau Cartier Energy QC 101 L]
Erie Shores (Ph. 1) AlM ON 99 ° L]
FPLE Wind Farm Projects  NextEra ON, QC 10-150 o
Arthur Schneider Power ON 10 L]
Spring Bay Schneider Power ON 10 o
Eastern Ontario Project Confidential ON 24 o L]
TransCanada Energy TransCanada Eastern 500+ [
Pubnico Greenwing NS 31 L]
Eoliennes de I'Erable Elecnor QC 100 ° °
St. Joseph's Pattern Energy MB 130 o

Des Moulins Invenergy QC 100

Seigneurie de Beaupre Borea QC 270 °
Gros-Morne Cartier Energy QC 210 °
Montagne-Séche Cartier Energy QC 58 L]
Diavik Diamond Mine Diavik NWT 4 L] L]
Caribou GDF Suez NB 99 L]
Lameque Acciona NB 45 o
Wildmare Finavera BC 71 L] L]
Mt. Copper FPLE Canada QC 54 [ [ ]
St. Ulric Northland Power QC 128 ® ®
Confidential Algonquin Power NE Confidential L]
Témiscouata Boralex QC 75 °
Carleton Cartier Energy QC 110 L]
Confidential Captona Parteners Mi Confidential L]
Tumbler Ridge Finavera BC 45 o L]
Meikle Finavera BC 117 L] L]
Multiple projects Enercon Canada NS 10+ °
Bullmoose Finavera BC 60 L] L]
Multiple projects Enercon Canada QC 1000+ o
Castle Rock Enercon Canada AB 76 L]

*Ongoing Projects



1.2 WIND PROJECT EXPERIENCE

For more than 25 years, WSP’s team of wind energy engineers has developed extensive experience
providing technical services for hundreds of wind energy projects and to various wind power companies.
This experience includes vast expertise in performing energy assessments, detailed engineering design,
environmental studies and owner’s engineering services. In our work with wind energy developers, EPC
contractors, turbine suppliers and lenders, we have earned a reputation for value added services, quality
and professionalism.

Working with these different entities, WSP has developed unique expertise in all technical aspects
surrounding the development of a wind energy project. The following examples highlight the knowledge
and experience we have developed.

121 DEVELOPERS

Working directly for wind project developers has allowed us to:

- Develop an excellent understanding of the activities required in the development, design, construction
and operation phases of a wind project;

- Develop detailed schedules of the project development cycle including REA, detailed engineering and
construction;

- Build experience in the permitting phases of offshore wind developments with work on the Scottish
Renewables Argyll array;

— Build valuable experience working with the relevant stakeholders;
- Acquire a detailed understanding of the utility interconnection process;

- Provide valued engineering design services based on long-term wind farm energy production
(revenue) and operations and maintenance efficiencies; and,

1.2.2 ENGINEERING, PROCUREMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS

Our team has partnered with different Engineering, Procurement and Construction (“EPC”) contractors to
provide engineering services during EPC delivered projects. This type of mandate has allowed us to:
- Review and analyze multiple EPC bid document packages (general and technical specification);
- Better understand the different design and construction philosophies of the different Contractors;

- Have a good understanding of the EPC contractors’ perspective and interpretation of the scope of
work documents;

1.2.3 LENDERS
Working directly for wind project lenders and investors has allowed us to:

- Review and analyze different engineering designs;

- Review and analyze different project contracts (EPC contracts, turbine supply agreements, operation
and maintenance agreements, power purchase agreements and interconnection agreements);

- Develop a deep understanding of the level of information expected by a lender when they are looking
to finance a project or monitor the progress of a project (construction and operation).



1.24 TURBINE SUPPLIERS
Working directly for turbine suppliers has allowed us to:
— Develop strategic relationships with technical experts who are able to help provide efficient and

effective solutions to specific technical challenges;

- Gain an excellent understanding of the turbine supplier mindset with regards to their design and the
behavior of their system;

- Have an excellent appreciation for the requirements and the most efficient approach for obtaining
approval for modifications to turbine suppliers’ standard practices and specifications.



2 PROJECT SCHEDULE

2.1 PERMITTING SCHEDULE

WSP has prepared a comprehensive plan for completing a REA application and associated permit
schedule for the Project. This includes studies required under the REA Regulation, including those
required to complete the Offshore Wind Facility Report, as well as additional technical studies such as
hydrodynamic modelling, ice studies, wind/wave/water studies, coastal engineering and other technical
reports. The studies are included in the Project Schedule, and are also consistent with the studies that
would have been required under the DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore
Wind Projects under the REA Regulationl6. Highlights of the Project Schedule’ include:

- Renewable Energy Approval. WSP has included the mandatory REA consultation points and timing
for notifications, public meeting and the release of Draft reports to Aboriginal communities,
municipalities and the public in the Project Schedule.'® Appeals of the REA go to the Environmental
Review Tribunal (“ERT"), and this process takes 6 months. This is accounted for in the Project
Schedule. The REA outline also includes the additional technical studies that are consistent with the
DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects under the REA
Regulation.'® Based on WSP’s experience it is likely that:

= The required reports for a Class 5 Wind Facility under s. 13 of the REA Regulation would likely
have been completed by October 2012. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule, and
includes the following reports:

(1) Construction Plan Report;

(2) Consultation Plan Report;

(3) Decommissioning Plan Report;

(4) Design and Operations Report;

(5) Noise Study Report;

(6) Project Description Report;

(7) Off-shore Wind Facility Report;

(8) Specifications Report, Wind Facility

(9) Natural Heritage Report, including (i) Records Review Report, (ii) Site
Investigation Report, (iii) Evaluation of Significance Report and (iv)
Environmental Impact Study;

(10) Cultural Heritage Report
(11) Stage 1 and Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment Report.

R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

CER-SgurrEnergy-2.

8 C-0103, REA Regulation, ss. 14-16.
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R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.



= Consultations with Aboriginal communities required under s.17 of the REA Regulation would
have been completed by May 2012. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule;

= Consultation with the Public, public meetings and municipalities and production of a
Consultation Report under s. 18 of the REA Regulation would have taken approximately 20
months, and would likely have been completed by October 2012. This is accounted for in the
Project Schedule;

= An appeal would likely have been filed with the ERT. The appeal would likely have been
concluded by February 2014. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule;

- Natural Heritage. WSP included the mandatory records reviews and site investigations in the Project
Schedule®. The Project Schedule outlines avian field studies, including breeding birds, a spring
migration window and a fall migration window plus the associated reporting. The Project Schedule
outlines bat studies, which includes habitat assessments, a spring migration window and a fall
migration window plus the associated reporting. In association with Baird, WSP has provided input to
the Project Schedule regarding aquatic (fisheries) surveying plus the associated reporting. Based on
WSP’s experience it is likely that:

= The Natural Heritage Assessment required under s. 24 of the REA Regulation would have been
completed by May 2012. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule.

= The Waterbody Assessment required under s. 29, 30 and 31 of the REA Regulation would have
been completed by May 2012. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule. The Environmental
Effects Monitoring Plan required under s. 23.1 of the REA Regulation would have been completed
by May 2012. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule.

- Archaeology & Cultural Heritage. WSP included terrestrial stage 1 and stage 2 archaeological
assessments for shore based Project components. In association with Baird, marine archaeology
work has been included. These schedules have been developed based seasonal access for field
work, and our experience in archaeological assessments in the REA context. Based on WSP’s
experience it is likely that:

= The terrestrial archaeology and cultural heritage assessment scheduled by WSP would have been
complete by May 2011. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule.

The marine archaeology scheduled by Baird would have been complete by August 2011. This is
accounted for in the Project Schedule.

- Technical Studies. In association with Baird, WSP also included in the Project Schedule technical
studies that, based on our experience, were anticipated to be required in order to submit a complete
REA application. These studies are also consistent with the DRAFT ComPIete Submission
Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects under the REA Regulation®". The timing and
duration of these studies are consistent with field windows and Baird's experience in coastal
engineering and related work. The additional technical studies, which are consistent with the DRAFT
Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind Projects under the REA Regulation
would be completed by February 2014. This is accounted for in the Project Schedule, and they
include a:

(1) Hydrodynamic Water Quality and Sediment Transfer Report;
(2) Coastal Hydraulics Report;

20 C-0103, REA Regulation, ss. 14-16.

R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

21



(3) Wind, Wave and Water Level Report;
(4) Coastal Processes and Engineering Study;

(5) Drinking Water and Spill Response Plan.

- REA Application and Review. MOE Screening for Completeness for the REA application is 40 days,

per the service standard®. MOE’s REA Technical Review period is six months. This has been
represented at various times as a guarantee23 and as the service standard®*. These timelines have
been accounted for in the Project Schedule based on the service standards provided by MOE. In
WSP’s experience, renewable energy developers account for these service periods in establishing
project schedules.

- CEAA. WSP has included timelines for a screening under CEAA, including the identification of a
responsible agency and the production of a screening report concurrent with REA studies. This is
consistent with WSP’s experience and understanding of the CEAA process. Based on WSP’s
experience, it is likely that the CEAA screening would have been completed by May 2012 and
submitted to the Responsible Agency for a review of 25 weeks, culminating in an approval by January
2013.
- Other Permits and Approvals. WSP has included in the Project Schedule a comprehensive list of
permits and authorizations that were anticipated to be required. These include:
= Transport Canada Aeronautical obstruction clearance by December 2011.
= NAVCanada land use clearance by December 2011.
= Screening/authorization under the Fisheries Act. In developing the schedule of additional permits,
WSP (advised by Baird) assumed that Section 35(2) authorization under the Fisheries Act would
be required. The agency review is commonly understood to be 120 days for DFO screening and
authorization. The Authorization would likely have been obtained by May 2012;.

= Based on CER-Baird® it is assumed that a Section 17(2) (c) ESA permit would not be required as it
is unlikely there are Endangered species using the Project location as there is insufficient habitat.

= Federal Species at Risk Act authorizations, although unlikely, are accounted for in the Project
Schedule and would have been obtained by June 2013.

= Shoreline, wetland or water crossing alteration permits from the Conservation Authority would have
been obtained by November 2013.

= Local municipal permits including building permits, road use agreements, entrance permits etc.
would have been obtained by March 2014.

22 RWS-Dumais.

23

24

25

R-0244, Ihantowycz, Roma (2011), “Ontario’s Renewable Energy Approval system — How is it working?”; C-0925,
Ministry of the Environment, "Information Notice, Renewable Energy Approval (REA) Fees" (EBR Registry No.
011-1203 (January 14, 2011)); C-1177, News Release (MOE), Regulatory Approvals and Permits (January 5,
2015); C-1029, Presentation (MOE), Feed-In Tariff Program, Director of Communications Branch Briefing (July
28, 2011); C-1027, Presentation (MOE), Renewable Energy Approval Turnaround, Premier's Office/Cabinet Office
(July 14, 2011); C-1067, Presentation (Doris Dumais - MOE), Regulatory Approvals Process for Energy Projects
in Ontario, Nishnawbe Aski Nation Energy Conference (February 1, 2012).

C-1825, Ontario Ministry of Energy. 2015. Regulatory Approvals and Permits. Queen’s Printer for Ontario.
http://www.energy.gov.on.ca/en/archive/requlatory-approvals-and-permits Accessed April 27, 2015.

CER-Baird.




3 DEVELOPMENT STAGE

WSP was retained to respond to comments in the URS Report concerning the following matters:

N

General project development risks associated with the renewable energy development;

N

Environmental permitting including the REA process and other associated permitting processes, such
as CEAA, DFO screenings under the Fisheries Act, MNR work permits, etc.;

Radar interference;
Birds and bats;

Noise

N2 2 2\ 4

Stakeholder consultation; and

- Project changes.

3.1 GENERAL PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESSES AND RISKS

URS Comment #72
“During the time from the assumed lifting of the Deferral (May 03, 2012) to the start of construction,
Windstream would have faced several key challenges:

URS Comment #72(a)

Undertake environmental studies and obtain not only the REA Approval but also all other permits and
consents to construct the facilities including both the onshore and offshore components, at the federal
and provincial levels (discussed in Section 5.2.1).

Response:

URS overstates the risk to the Project Schedule. Based on WSP’s experience, none of the authorizations
would pose critical difficulties to bringing the Project to Commercial Operation in the timelines set out in
the Project Schedule. These challenges are consistent with the range of authorizations and permits for
onshore wind projects. The requirements were well understood and a work plan had been formulated to
address the full range of authorizations, permits and approvals. The full range of permits, clearances and
authorizations were understood and documented as early as 2010. But for the Moratorium, these
permitting activities were scheduled to begin in February 2011.

In response to ORTECH’s 2010 RFP, GENIVAR? (now WSP Canada Inc.) identified a full range of
expected permits that could have been required for the Project as shown in Table 2: Federal, Provincial
and Regional Authorizations. A work plan was developed to complete the studies for the authorizations as
well as a suite of technical studies that were expected to be part of a complete REA submission for an
offshore wind energy project. The need for these additional studies is validated by the completeness
checklist included in MOE’s DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind
Projects under O.Reg. 359/09°".

% -0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for

Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).

*’ R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-

shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.



Table 2: Federal, Provincial and Regional Authorizations

PERMIT AUTHORIZING AGENCY NOTES

Canadian Environmental Assessment Transport Canada Will Be required
Act (CEAA) Screening

Renewable Energy Approval (REA)  Ministry of the Environment Will be Required
Navigable Waters Protection Act Transport Canada Will be required
Permit
Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance  Transport Canada Will be required
Form
NAVCanada Land Use form NAVCanada Will be required
Fisheries Act Authorization DFO (possibly with Cataraqui Region Will be required
Conservation Authority)
SARA Permit DFO or CWS May be required
Shoreline, wetland or water crossing Cataraqui Region Conservation Will be required for transmission cable
alteration permit Authority landing point
Species at Risk Permit MNR May be required
Crown Land Site Release MNR Will be required
Building Land Use Permit MTO May be required if alterations to a

provincial highway (or exit/entrance) is
required for deliveries

Federal level CEAA work was expected as a requirement as part of the work Program. This not a novel
requirement, as the Wolfe Island Power Development engaged in a Screening level EA under CEAA in
2004 as they had applied for funding under the Wind Power Production Incentive (“WPPI") programzs.

Environmental studies would have been conducted as part of the overall REA process, and were
proposed by GENIVAR in 2010%°. These studies include record reviews for waterbodies and terrestrial
components (i.e. the Background Review Report), field studies to verify the extent and presence of
environmental features (i.e. the Site Investigation Report), and additional field studies for aquatic and
avian species. If additional studies were needed, these would have been identified through the iterative
consultation process the REA Regulation requires and with authorities such as MNR, MOE and CWS.
This is part of the standard environmental assessment and REA methodology. These activities have been
included in the Project Schedule.

% (-1625, Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 2012. Archived — Wolfe Island Power Development

Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry: 04-01-4667 Natural Resources Canada: ON-249.
http://www.ceaa-acee.qgc.ca/052/details-eng.cfm?pid=4667#desc Retrieved April 24, 2015.

% C-0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for

Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).



Additional specific studies related to offshore wind are included and addressed in the Project Schedule®
including hydrodynamic studies, water quality and sediment transfer modelling, icing, coastal hydraulics,
wind/wave/water levels, coastal processes and engineering. Further, as part of a complete application, a
report outlining the construction impacts related to water quality and quantity for drinking water intakes,
the management and handling of wastes generated, accidental spills, sediment contamination and
. . .31 .32 . sy .
potential release from dredging would have been required™. Baird™ deals with drinking water concerns in
detail, and confirms that the Project would pose no material risk to drinking water systems.

The surveys proposed by GENIVAR in 2010 would have addressed the key concerns with respect to
species and habitats associated with offshore wind facilities and the adjacent inland areas. Specific
surveys for Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) were not considered as part of the terrestrial investigation
(the current guidelines were not in place at the time this proposal was generated). The draft SWH
documents relied on by MNR for current Natural Heritage Assessments were released in February 2012.
Based on the proposed project timeline, it is possible that these new guidelines would not have been
approved and additional surveys would not have been requested. If additional surveys were requested by
MNR in 2012, there likely would have been an opportunity to complete these as pre-construction surveys
without jeopardizing the Project Schedule. In WSP’s experience, pre-construction surveys are common in
the development of a renewable energy project, and are common REA conditions. For instance, WSP
conducted pre-consultation surveys with respect to the following renewable energy projects in Ontario:

1. SunEdison 10 MW Lindsay Solar Farm: pre-construction amphibian surveyss3;
2. NextEra 23 MW East Durham wind project: pre-construction baseline surveys for bat maternity
colony habitat, amphibian wetland breeding habitat and colonial nesting bird habitat®*.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING AND APPROVALS
3.2.1 GENERAL REGULATORY FRAMEWORK AND PROCESS

3.211 OFFSHORE AND ONSHORE PERMITTING

URS Comment #74
“With regards to permitting, there are two distinct activities:”

URS Comment #74 (a)

“Offshore wind farm permitting: The permitting of the offshore wind farm, including the electrical
substation proposed on Pigeon Island, is perhaps the most challenging aspect of the work and
Windstream, in its submission, has focused primarily on this activity. While this might be appropriate,
there are examples of wind farms in the UK where the onshore and offshore planning applications were
separated, and offshore consent was granted only to find their onshore works being refused, as
witnessed with the first iteration of the Dudgeon onshore substation planning application.”

Response:

% CER-SgurrEnergy-2.

¥ R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-

shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.

% CER-Baird.
¥ c-1737, Ministry of the Environment, October 22, 2013. Renewable Energy Approval Number 0568-9AMQAB
¥ c-1761, Ministry of the Environment, January 20, 2014. Renewable Energy Approval Number 7812-9E4QSC



URS ignores the key concept and definition of a Project Location in the REA Regulation, which includes
all physical aspects of the Project. The REA Regulation does not create two separate processes for
permitting onshore or onshore components of renewable energy projects. Instead, the REA Regulation
defines the Project Location as:

“a part of land and all or part of any building or structure in, on or over which a person is engaging
in or proposes to engage in the groject and any air space in which a person is engaging in or
proposes to engage in the project™.”

In physical terms, this means that all Project components, including blade swept areas, construction
disturbance areas and onshore laydown areas are used to define the Project Location. Additionally, the
definition is inclusive of all project activity phases, including construction, installation, and operation and
changing or decommissioning the facility. Furthermore, the proposed substation at Pigeon Island would
be considered to be terrestrial component of the Project (i.e. onshore), and would be included in the
Project Location.

URS Comment #74 (b)

Onshore facilities permitting: The permitting for the construction of the onshore facilities necessary to
store equipment during construction and manufacture of the foundations is hardly discussed in the
Windstream submissions. While most of these facilities will be temporary and therefore possibly subject to
lesser scrutiny, some facilities such as the jetty and onshore grid connections will be permanent and
subject to the same level of scrutiny as the wind farm. In fact, some of the onshore facilities, like
transmission, on-shore site access, and construction/storage laydown facilities would be considered as
part of the assessment of the offshore wind farm.

Response:

As above, the statement ignores the key concept and definition of a Project Location in the REA
Regulation, which includes all physical aspects of the Project®. There is no distinction between onshore,
offshore, temporary or permanent aspects of the Project under the REA Regulation.

3.21.2 SCHEDULING

URS Comment #75

“CER-Powell Report (Paragraph 3 (iii)) states that “it would have been commercially reasonable for a
developer to assume that the permitting of an offshore wind power project could have been completed in
approximately three years”. This opinion does not give sufficient consideration to several unique features
specific to this Project, nor does it fully consider permits that are required at the Federal level.”

Response:

The three year timeframe is inclusive of federal, provincial and local permits, approvals and
authorizations. The Project Schedule®” demonstrates that the federal CEAA and provincial REA would,
more likely than not, have been obtained within the three year period to obtain regulatory approvals. URS
does not recognize that the field studies and background work required for approvals would be
undertaken concurrently during the development phase of the Project, as with many other projects. The
expected CEAA screening would have been aligned with the REA work, as is common with other
environmental assessments that require assessments at the provincial and federal level.

% C-0103, REA Regulation, s. 1(1).

% C-0103, REA Regulation, s. 1(1).
3" CER-SgurrEnergy-2, Appendix 4, WWIS Project Schedule.



In 2010, GENIVAR® (now WSP Inc.) produced a proposal for permitting and field investigation for
ORTECH in response to an RFP issued by Ortech in October 2010. While ultimately WSP was not
awarded the mandate, the proposal outlined all of the expected federal, provincial and regional permit
requirements that would be needed for the Project. The proposal also included an outline schedule
confirming the three year timeframe. It is important to note that the Project required a REA to move
forward with the Notice to Proceed (“NTP”) request, and that federal approvals would overlap with NTP.
Moreover, applications for federal approvals (e.g. Navigable waters permits) could only be undertaken
during the detailed design phase, which would have started after Windstream obtained its NTP from the
OPA and during the initial construction planning phase.

URS Comment #76

“Windstream also fails to take into account the fact that “First of a Kind” projects that employ innovative
technologies or have not been undertaken before in the jurisdiction can experience considerable risk. The
Project can be considered a First of Kind project since at the time of writing this Report, a commercial
offshore wind enterprise had yet to be implemented in North America.”

Response:

URS'’s statement is unsupported. The components of the Project are not “first of a kind.” Global
development of more than 50 offshore commercial wind projects demonstrates that this is not a “first of a
kind project.” While URS observes that a commercial offshore wind project had not yet been implemented
in North America, the Cape Wind offshore project in the United States was fully permitted by April 2010%.

Furthermore, the specific offshore elements of the Project, including submarine cables, their onshore
transition, and lakebed foundations, are not novel. For example, the wind project on Wolfe Island utilizes
a submarine cable®®, and marine bed foundations were used on the Confederation Bridge connecting
Prince Edward Island to the mainland®’. All of the components are similar to those that would have been
used for the Project.

URS Comment #77

First of a Kind projects are generally much riskier than “normal” tried and tested projects and it is common
for the project development process for a First of a Kind project to be protracted. The First of a Kind
project risk in the case of Ontario is much higher given the absence of regulatory provisions or policy
guidance for offshore wind projects.

Response:

The Project should not be considered as “first of kind” because more than 50 offshore wind projects have
been developed globally, including the Vindpark Vanern constructed in Lake Vanern in Sweden, a
freshwater lake. Also, the Cape Wind Project, which was proposed to be built in Nantucket Sound, south
of Cape Cod Massachusetts has been fully permitted by the relevant authorities. It is also clear that the

C-0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for
Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).

39 C-1513, Kransy, R. April 28, 2010 “Cape Wind, first U.S. offshore wind farm, approved.” Reuters. U.S. Edition.
http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/04/28/us-usa-windfarm-
iIdUSTRE63R42X20100428?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews. Retrieved April 20, 2015.

0 c-1457, Independent Electricity System Operator 2015 Wolfe Island Wind Project (197.8 MW) — Wolfe Island.
http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/wind-power/wolfe-island-wind-project-1978-mw-wolfe-island Accessed April 13,
2015.

*1C-1826, Confederation Bridge 2015. Design. http://www.confederationbridge.com/about/confederation-
bridge/design.htm| Accessed May 13, 2015.




Project is not “first of kind” when it is broken down into its constituent parts. For instance, the Project’s
submarine components, such as submarine cables and bridge piers have been permitted for other
projects in Ontario; i.e, a high voltage submarine cable connects the Wolfe Island onshore wind project to
the onshore substation. Ontario also has extensive experience with the construction of wind turbines. Put
succinctly, each of the components of the Windstream proposal, taken separately, are “normal” tried and
tested project components.

Furthermore, MOE developed a DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore
Wind Projects under the REA Regulati0n42. This document includes the studies, reports and submissions
that would have made up a complete REA submission for an offshore wind project. This Draft Checklist is
consistent with the studies and reporting that GENIVAR* proposed in 2010, and with the scheduling work
produced in 2015.

3.2.1.3 STUDY METHODOLOGY

URS Comment #78

In the context of permitting, it is likely that delay could have occurred as a result of the authorities having
to develop new methodologies to assess environmental and other risks and to issue the associated
permits. As such, First of a Kind risks associated with permitting of the Project are considered HIGH with
a HIGH impact on Project schedule.

Response:

The schedule risk is overstated by URS. It is WSP’s experience that new study methodologies are
developed by MOE in collaboration with project proponents as projects move through the regulatory
approvals process. This is standard practice in environmental assessments. MOE was developing a
checklist of project reports and deliverables specific to offshore projects™. As the project components
themselves and their potential impacts are not novel or unknown, based on WSP’s experience, it is
reasonable to assume that Windstream, in consultation with the relevant ministries, would have
adequately scoped an assessment methodology by adapting the ongoing Ontario experience with that of
projects completed elsewhere. It is typical in Ontario and elsewhere for processes and evaluation
methodologies, including REA requirements, to evolve through in response to feedback from industry.

For example: Earlier in the REA program, proponents needed to receive concurrence letters from MNR
and MTCS for the natural heritage and archaeological/cultural heritage work before PIC #2 could be held.
PIC #2 is a major milestone in the REA process that must be met before the REA application can be
submitted. There were significant delays in receiving these concurrence letters, so the REA legislation
was amended to make these concurrence letters a part of the REA application itself.

Further, waivers and extensions to contract milestones to acknowledge regulatory delays are not
uncommon in the renewable energy industry, as illustrated by extensions to commercial operation dates
for FIT waterpower projects®™. However, as indicated, the Project would, more likely than not, have
achieved the relevant permitting milestones without an extension or a waiver.

R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
43 C-0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for
Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).

*  R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-

shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
5 C-1104, Letter from Chiarelli, Bob (ENE) to Andersen, Colin (OPA) (June 26, 2013).



3.2.1.4 PROVINCIAL PERMITS AND AUTHORIZATIONS

URS Comment #79
“The following permits and approvals would be required for the realisation of the Project:”

Response:

URS provides a listing of permits and approvals that would be required for the Project. These have been
provided in the Project Schedule. Note that in many cases where jurisdictions overlap, the activities and
studies to make complete applications can be accomplished concurrently.

URS Comment #79(a)
“Permits/Authorizations issued by the Government of Ontario:”

URS Comment #79(a)(i).
“Permits to conduct on-site field studies and install testing facilities under the Public Lands Act.”

Response

These authorizations do not present a substantial schedule risk. These permits and approvals were
known in 2010*°, and have been further documented in the Project Schedule. The primary approval for
field studies would be a scientific collection permit for aquatic species.

A Licence to Collect Fish for Scientific Purposes is necessary when collecting fish for scientific or
education purposes in Ontario. An Application for a Licence to Collect Fish for Scientific Purposes is
completed and submitted to the Ministry of Natural Resources (“MNR”) district office prior to undertaking
the activity. The standardized two page application form must be completed with applicant contact
information, identify support staff, a description of the equipment to be used, the name of the waterbody,
as well as the targeted species, age class, numbers and proposed schedule for sampling. The application
is generally also supported by a figure of the study area, and brief description of the purpose of the study.
The application is submitted to MNR district office for review and approval.

Where the application is completed to the satisfaction of MNR and where information for the identified
waterbody is lacking, a licence is issued, containing applicant information, effective and expiry dates, and
Schedule A — Licence Conditions. The Licence Conditions will vary for each licence, but they typically
contain similar recommendations, such as a request for a minimum of one week’s notification prior to
sampling, request to notify MNR of any observed invasive species, and identifies the mandatory reporting
requirements.

Upon completion of the sampling activity or as identified in Schedule A of the licence, the applicant must
complete and submit the standardized excel reporting form to MNR, identifying the sampling
methodology, dates, capture results, and sampling location(s). The turn-around time between submission
of the application and receipt of a licence varies, typically taking anywhere between a single day to three
months.

URS Comment #79(a)(ii).
“A well license to drill into the lakebed under the Oil, Gas and Salt Resources Act.”

Response:
This license does not present a substantial schedule risk. This licence has been documented in the
Project Schedule, concurrent with other permitting activities. ORTECH"" undertook coordinated efforts in

% C-0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for

Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).



2012 to obtain this license, beginning with consultations with MNR (the licensing agency) in 2010. Based
on the efforts described by ORTECH, it is assumed that a permitting period of 22 months would be
sufficient to obtain the license.

URS Comment #79(a)(iii).
“A provincial renewable energy approval (REA) under the Environmental Protection Act.”

Response:
But for the moratorium, Windstream would have pursued this approval. Windstream had planned a full
suite of studies, reports and consultations to satisfy REA as evidenced by early work plans and proposals
from GEI\éLVAR“S and Stantec® in 2010, and consultations with government agencies as evidenced by
ORTECH™.

URS Comment #79(a)(iv).
“Permits under the Endangered Species Act (if deemed to be required by the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry).”

Response:

It is unlikely that the need for an Endangered Species Act, 2007 (“ESA”)permit would have posed
significant risk to the Project Schedule. This is based on the background research that concludes the
presence of species at risk or endangered species in the Project Location is unIikerSl. Additionally, the
process to obtain these permits is well-established and is frequently completed in support of many
development applications.

Permits under the ESA are sometimes required as part of proposed development applications, including
those for renewable energy projects. The need for a permit under the ESA does not preclude MOE from
issuing a REA for the Project; however, the REA may specify terms and conditions which prevent the
commencement of activities requiring authorization under the ESA until necessary authorizations are in
place. Work towards an ESA permit, if required, is generally completed concurrently with other aspects of
the REA process.

If endangered or threatened species or their habitat(s) had been documented during the field
investigation, and impacts to the species and/or their habitat are deemed unavoidable, then an Overall
Benefit Permit or Social or Economic Benefit Permit may have been required.

The permitting process involves consultation with MNR upon discovery of the Species at Risk and
determination that a permit is required. From WSP’s experience with Overall Benefit Permits, this
consultation process may take up to one year. During this time, the three phases of the application
process, including Information Gathering, Activity Review and Assessment, and Permit Application and
Assessment would be completed. Once the permit application has been deemed complete by the
Ministry, a permit is typically issued within three to six months. The Ministry currently has a 3-month (90
day) service standard for permitting decisions.

47 C-0619, Report, (ORTECH), Wolfe Island Shoals Wind Farm MNR Well License Application (June 12, 2012).

C-0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for
Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).

49 c-0873, Request for Proposal (Stantec Consulting Ltd.), Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Windfarm Permitting and
Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010)

0 C-0619, Report, (ORTECH), Wolfe Island Shoals Wind Farm MNR Well License Application (June 12, 2012).
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URS Comment #81

“The Public Lands Act gives the MNRF the authority to manage Crown land, including the beds of most
lakes and rivers. MNRF “authorizes the use or occupation of Crown land for a renewable energy project
through a variety of instruments issued under the Public Lands Act for a fixed term.” Access to Crown
land and authorization to carry out initial testing for a potential renewable energy project are normally
granted through a letter of authorization, a land use permit, or a work permit. This initial access to Crown
land for testing “does not guarantee regulatory approvals... [or] tenure (the legal agreement between the
ministry and occupant spelling out the terms and conditions of occupancy on Crown land.)” Use and
occupation of Crown land for a renewable energy project require additional authorization by MNRF
through a work permit, a Crown lease, a land use permit, an easement, a Crown patent and/or a licence
of occupation.”

Response:

In WSP’s opinion, the environmental assessment requirements of the Crown Land Site release process
do not pose a material impediment to the Project Schedule. Based on Windpolicy 4.10.04 and our
experience conducting environmental assessments in Ontario, it is our opinion that the studies that would
likely be required in support of a Crown Land Site Release application and environmental assessment are
studies that would be required as part of an application for a REA. They are therefore accounted for in the
Project Schedule.

On August 9, 2010, Windstream received a letter from MNR saying that MNR would discuss
reconfiguring Windstream’s Crown land applications so that the Project could comply with MOE's
proposed 5 km shoreline exclusion zone. MNR indicated that they would “...move as quickly as
possible...”* so that the Project could obtain Applicant of Record status.

MNR procedure PL 4.10.04% outlines the Crown Land site release process, including the environmental
assessment required for MNR approval. In this procedure, Applicants of Record are directed to use the
environmental screening process per the Electricity Projects Regulati0n54.

The base activities in the screening process are defined broadly, and include the following:

e Mandatory natifications (consistent with REA requirements for notifications);
e Consultation with the public, agencies, First Nations and other Aboriginal communities (the REA
requires a more extensive set of consultations);
e Preparing a project description (consistent with REA requirements for a Project Description
Report);
e Producing a screening report including
o Background information, including a project description and outline of the technology to
be used (consistent with the REA Project Description Report and a Turbine Specification
Report);
o A map of the project location (Consistent with the REA requirements);
0 A description of the local environment and conditions (consistent with the REA Natural
Heritage Report);

%2 C-0334 Ministry of Natural Resources. August 9, 2010. Letter to lan Baines Re-Configuration of Windpower
Applications (File No.'s WP-2008-213 TO WP-2008-215 & WP-2008-292 TO WP-2008-296).

3 WS0009072 Ministry of Natural Resources. 2008. Wind Power Site Release and Development Review — Crown
Land. Procedure PL 4.10.04

** 0.Reg. 116/01



(0]

(0]

A description of other required approvals and permits (a standard section in the Project
Description Report for REA);

Analysis and discussion of mitigation and impact management for any potential negative
effects (consistent with the REA Construction Plan Report, Design and Operations
Report and the Environmental Impact Study that forms part of the Natural Heritage
Report)

Information on public and agency consultation (consistent with the REA Consultation
Report).

All of this work is consistent with the work that would have been conducted for the REA as shown in the
Project Schedule.

Additionally, the MNR Approval and Permitting Requirements for Renewable Energy Projects *°(“APRD")
requires additional information including:

e Asite plan including the following additional information:

(0]

Location of shipping channels (these have been identified by CER-Baird-2 and shown to
pose no material risk to the Project);

Location of commercial fisheries zones (CER-Baird has identified that fish habitat is scare
at the Project site);

Proposed location of submarine cables, including land/water interface and connection to
on-shore transmission (consistent with the Project Location that would have been
described in the Project Description Report);

Location of existing dispositions of the lake bed (these would have been identified
through the Site Release Process);

Location of offshore oil and gas licenses, leases, wells and works ((these would have
been identified through the Site Release Process);

e A records review as described in section 25 of the REA regulation including the following
additional information:

0
0
0

Fish and fish habitat (the Project Schedule includes fisheries surveys);

Fish populations and fisheries (the Project Schedule includes fisheries surveys);

Rare vegetation communities as defined by the MNR’s Natural Heritage Information
Centre (included in the Records Review phase of the Natural Heritage Report);

Species protected under the Endangered Species Act (endangered species and their
habitat are unlikely to be present in the Project area, but would have been documented
through the Natural Heritage Report shown in the Project Schedule);

Wildlife species and their habitat (included in the Natural Heritage Report);

Hazard Lands (these would have been identified by consulting with the Conservation
Authority and/or the municipality as applicable).

e A coastal engineering study to address the potential effects of the proposal on natural erosion
and accretion (this is included in the Project Schedule and detailed by CER-Baird).

5 C-0136 Ministry of Natural Resources. 2009. Approval and Permitting Requirements Document of Renewable
Energy Projects.



URS Comment #82

“Under the Public Lands Act, it is unlawful to construct and/or conduct certain activities on Crown lands
without a work permit. An application for a permit must be submitted to the MNR well in advance of the
start date. The MNR may approve the work permit with or without conditions (including timing restrictions)
or decline the application. If MNR declines the work permit the decision may be appealed.”

Response

URS overstates the risk and the review times for Public Lands Act Work Permits. These permits are
included in the Project Schedule, and pose no significant risk to the Project Schedule. Work Permits are
normally applied for during the detailed design phase of the project and are not on the critical path of the
Project Schedule. The submission requires specific design deliverables in order for MNR to process the
application. For lakebed work, the MNR “Works within a Waterbody Part 5" application indicates that it
takes MNR approximately 1 month to process the approval for the location of the proposed work, and an
additional 2 months to process the detailed plans and specifications®®.

URS Comment #86

“The provincial Endangered Species Act (administered by MNRF) was enacted in 2007 and protects
species at risk in Ontario. Permitting requirements under the Act continue to change, but at the relevant
time Ontario Regulation 242/08 was in effect and was later amended to 293/11. The Endangered Species
Act “protects species at risk by restricting activities that may affect plants, animals or their habitats”.*
Sections 9(1) and 10(1) of the Act offer protection to the species-at-risk as well as its habitat. Permits or
authorization are required for activities that would otherwise not be allowed under the Act. Permits or
authorizations can be granted by the MNRF sometimes “with conditions that are aimed at protecting and
recovering species at risk”.?® There are, “5 types of permits issued under the Endangered Species Act:
health or safety, protection or recovery, social or economic benefit to Ontario, Aboriginal, and overall
benefit”.?’ It is likely that if species-at-risk were identified to be impacted by the WWIS project (i.e. impacts
on the species and habitat that could not be avoided), a social or economic benefit to Ontario permit or
overall benefit permit would likely have been required. To avoid authorization or permitting, measures
must be put in place to work around the protected species and habitats (i.e. timing, location, method).*®”
Response:

As indicated in the response to URS Item #79(b)(iv), it is WSP’s opinion that the need for a permit under
the ESA would not have posed a significant risk to the Project Schedule, even if one were required.
Considering the limited nature of the proposed development in onshore areas, impacts to these terrestrial
and wetland species may be more easily avoided or mitigated without the need for an ESA permit.

The permit process is well understood and the field work and consultation required determining the need
for a permit is a standard component of developing a renewable energy project. Furthermore, the need
for such a permit would only be triggered by the presence of an endangered or threatened species or its
habitat within the proposed development area. Opportunities to avoid authorization or permitting under
the ESA would have been explored during the project design and development phase of the Project. It is
likely that even if endangered or threatened species had been documented within the study area, that a
permit could have been avoided.

The available habitat makes it unlikely that any species at risk would be found in the study area. The
Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database suggests that of the 32 threatened and endangered
aquatic species listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List, only Lake Sturgeon (END) has been
recorded in the study area, but is unlikely to have suitable habitat®’. American Eel (END) and Shortnose

% C-1759, Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 2014. Works Within a Waterbody Part 5. Form 018-2368E

(2014/08).
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Cisco (END) may also be found in Lake Ontario, but documented occurrences were not recorded for the
study area.

A review of the Environmental Registry maintained by the Government of Ontario indicates that Overall
Benefit Permits have been issued for a variety of development applications impacting Threatened (THR)
or Endangered (END) species or their habitat including Redside Dace (END), Butternut (END), Eastern
Foxsnake (END), Butler's Gartersnake (END), Dense Blazing Star (THR), Willowleaf Aster (THR),
Bobolink (THR), Eastern Meadowlark (THR), Whip-poor-will (THR), and Blanding’s Turtle (THR).

3.2.15 FEDERAL PERMITS AND AUTHORIZATIONS

URS Comment #79(b)(i)
“Permits under the Species at Risk Act (if deemed to be required by Environment Canada).”

Response:

Based on the work by CER-Baird™, it is unlikely that Species at Risk Act (“SARA”) permits would be
required for aquatic species, or bird species on Pigeon Island. Similarly, it is unlikely SARA permits would
be needed for birds on Pigeon Island, per CER-KerIingersg. Even if required, the work for SARA permits
could be done concurrently with the REA, posing low risk to the Project Schedule. The need for permits
under SARA would have been determined as part of the routine agency consultation and field
investigation components of the study, as with any other development application or renewable energy
project. These consultation activities are reflected in the Project Schedule. Early consultation would have
allowed for the implementation of targeted surveys or adjustments to the proposed design layout in the
event a permit under SARA was deemed necessary by Environment Canada. Based on what is known
about the Project area, it is unlikely that SARA permits would be required for the Project.

If a permit was required, there is a standard process for obtaining the permit and this would not likely
adversely impact the Project Schedule. Once a permit application has been submitted, a decision is
issued within 90 days. To qualify for a permit, the applicant must be able to demonstrate, to the Minister’s
satisfaction, that (i) all reasonable alternatives have been considered and the best solution has been
adopted, (ii) all feasible measures to minimize the impact of the activity on the species or its habitat will be
taken, and (iii) that the activity will not jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species. Impacts
associated with the operation of the turbines on listed species themselves (e.g. bat/bird mortality) would
be considered incidental and the permit could be obtained, provided efforts were made to reduce impacts
to these species as much as possible.

URS Comment #79(b)(ii)
"Authorizations under the Fisheries Act (if impact to fish and fish habitat is determined).

Response:

The screening and authorization under the Fisheries Act are included in the Project Schedule, and does
not pose a significant schedule risk to the Project. WSP (previously GENIVAR) recognized the
requirement for an authorization under the Fisheries Act as early as 2010 in the proposal for permitting
services®. The Authorization would have been a potential trigger for a CEAA screening, and the DFO
could have been the Responsible Agency.

*®  CER-Baird.
% CER —Kerlinger.

C-0865, Proposal (Genivar) to Ortech Environmental re Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm, Proposal for
Permitting and Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).
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The expected preparation time to consult and develop and application is 6 months, with a 120 day review
by the DFO or the Conservation Authority if it had a DFO service agreement to review applications.

URS Comment #90

“As part of any permit under the Fisheries Act, consideration should be given to the Species at Risk Act
(SARA, administered by Environment Canada). The SARA was enacted in 2002. This Act protects wildlife
(including fish and molluscs) and their habitats in Canada. The purposes of the SARA, “are to prevent
wildlife species in Canada from disappearing, to provide for the recovery of wildlife species that are
extirpated (no longer exist in the wild in Canada), endangered, or threatened as a result of human activity,
and to manage species of special concern to prevent them from becoming endangered or threatened”.
SARA is applicable, “to ané/ species at risk that is found at any time throughout the year on a property in
which there is an interest”.** Permits and/or agreements can be issued authorizing a person to engage in
activities affecting a listed wildlife species, any part of its critical habitat or it's residences.®”

Response:
As CER-Baird demonstrates, it is unlikely that the Project area contains habitat that would support
species listed in SARA®.

As discussed in the response to URS item #79(b)(i), the need for a permit under SARA would have been
determined as part of the routine agency consultation and field investigation components of the Project.
Opportunities to avoid impacts and therefore the need for a permit would have been investigated during
early stages of the project.

URS Comment #92

The Canadian Aviation Regulations (administered by Transport Canada) establish regulatory
requirements designed to enhance air safety. “In 1996 a revised set of aviation safety rules came into
force in a consolidated and simplified format known as the Canadian Aviation Regulations (the CARS).
The CARs are a culmination of several years of work, incorporating a new rule-making process and
several new principles and recommendations”.40 The new regulatory structure consists of four elements:
The Aeronautics Act, Canadian Aviation Regulations, Standards, and Advisory Materials.41 Standard 621
Obstruction Marking and Lighting (Amended 2011/12/31). Chapter 12 discusses the requirements that
“govern the marking and lighting of a wind turbine and a wind turbine farm”.*?

Response:

Aviation regulations, consultations and clearances do not pose a significant risk to the Project Schedule.
Specific aviation and radar interference issues are discussed in Section 3.2.2 of this Report. Lighting
recommendations from Transport Canada are made when a Proponent files a routine Aeronautical
Obstruction Clearance application. Transport Canada defines which turbines require marking and lighting.
This process has been outlined in the Project Schedule.

URS Comment #93

“The Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 (MBCA, administered by Environment Canada) determines
protection to migratory birds. Generally, application of a nesting timing constraint protects eggs and
nestlings. The MBCA makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill or sell birds listed therein
("migratory birds”). Compliance with the MBCA regulations and guidelines for vegetation clearing or
demolition, as recommended by Environment Canada, needs to be considered during the project’s
construction and operation phases. In order to minimize the potential for incidental take of any nesting
migratory birds, clearing of vegetation and any proposed work activities in migratory bird habitat must be
undertaken outside of the active breeding season (generally April 15 to August 8 in Southern Ontario). If

81 CER-Baird.



clearing (or other work is required during the nesting season, a nest survey must be conducted by a
qualified avian biologist immediately prior to commencement of the works to identify and locate active
nests of species covered by the MBCA.”

Response:

Migratory bird work does not pose a significant risk to the Project Schedule. Surveys for avian species,
including migratory birds, are standard components of the REA process and would likely have been
completed within the anticipated project timelines. Surveys of migratory and/or breeding bird surveys are
completed as part of the Natural Heritage Assessment and results inform recommendations within the
Environmental Impact Study. Measures to ensure compliance with the MBCA with respect to vegetation
removal are standard best management practices included within the Construction Plan and Design and
Operations Report. These measures include avoidance of vegetation removal during the breeding
season, and the potential for nest sweeps by a qualified avian biologist in the event limited vegetation
removal is required during the breeding window. CER-Kerlinger provides an expert opinion that it is
improbable that the Project would cause biologically significant impacts to birds®®.

3.2.2 RADAR INTERFERENCE

URS Comment #114
“The Project is located near several airports, in Canada and the US”

a) Kingston Airport at an approximate distance of 17 km.

b) Picton Airport at an approximate distance of 50 km.

c) Belleville Airport at an approximate distance of 65 km.

d) Gananoque Water Aerodrome at an approximate distance of 40 km.

e) Watertown International Airport in the US, at an approximate distance of 40 km.
f) Maxson airfield in the US, at an approximate distance of 56 km.

URS Comment #115

“More than half of wind farm developments in the UK are subject to objections from the aviation sector,
and are treated comparably to other tall structures such as high-rise buildings, transmitter masts and
chimneys. This has led to the establishment of an industry led Aviation Fund in the UK, which promotes
research into methods of reducing the effects of wind farms on radars, and the establishment of an
Aviation Management Board chaired by the Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC), which
meets regularly to address wider issues.”

URS Comment #116

“The total height of each WTG is around 145m (approximately the height of a 50 storey building.
Windstream does not appear to have factored into its schedule any consultations or permitting related to
potential radar interference, nor has it accounted for additional time that will likely be required because of
the presence of the airports in the US and the likely involvement of US aviation authorities (Federal
Aviation Administration) in the approval process”.

URS Comment #117
“The risk associated with the permitting related to radar interference is MEDIUM with a MEDIUM impact
on schedule due to potential increased consultation requirements.”

Response:
URS overstates the risk for radar interference and aviation concerns. The consultation requirements for
Canadian airfields do not pose a significant risk and are not expected to affect the Project Schedule. The

%2 CER-Kerlinger.



radius of the consultation zone around a civilian airfield is 10 km. As shown in Figure 1, there are no
airports within 10 km of the proposed project area.

The Ministry of the Environment published guidelines for the REA submission process which specify that
the applicant must describe negative environmental effects on local interests and infrastructure, including
telecommunications and local airports or aerodromes®®. In addition, proposed wind energy project
locations and total structure heights must be provided to NAVCanada and Transport Canada. As there
are no Canadian airports within the threshold consultation zone of 10 km, there is no expected schedule
risks associated with Canadian airports.

The consultation requirements for Canadian NAVCanada and Environment Canada radar systems do not
pose a significant risk and are not expected to affect the Project Schedule, The radius of the consultation
zone around NAVCanada Air Traffic Control Primary Surveillance Radar (“PSR”) is 80 km and the radius
of the consultation zone around an Environment Canada Weather Radar is 50 km. As shown in Figure 2,
there are no NAVCanada Air Traffic Control Primary Surveillance Radar systems within 80 km nor are
there Environment Canada Weather Radar systems within 50 km of the Project.

There is clear definition of proximity limits that are recommended for detailed consultation as they relate
to Canadian project development. The Radio Advisory Board of Canada and CanWEA published
guidelines for the consultation process regarding radar, communication systems, and
airports/aerodromes64. The document provides a series of analytical methodologies and thresholds that
help to indicate where a potential interference may occur, thereby acting as a voluntary (but highly
recommended) trigger for the proponent to notify the applicable authority. As there are no NAVCanada or
Environment Canada radar systems within 80 km and 50 km respectively from the turbines, there is no
expected schedule risk associated with Canadian radar facilities.

Consultation requirements with the United States Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) do not pose a
significant risk and are not expected to affect the Project Schedule. As shown in Figure 3, the proposed
project is not within 20 000 ft of American civilian or military airports, nor is it within 20 000 ft of American
soil. The consultation requirements with the FAA do not pose a significant risk and are not expected to
affect the Project Schedule.

There is clear definition of proximity limits that are recommended as sensitivity thresholds for projects as
they relate to American permitting process. The Federal Aviation Administration cites regulations that
require notification to the Administrator of the FAA for:

- any construction or alteration exceeding 200 foot above ground level
—> any construction or alteration:

= within 20,000 feet of a public use or military airport which exceeds a 100:1 surface from any point
on the runway of each airport with its longest runway more than 3,200 feet

= within 10,000 feet of a public use or military airport which exceeds a 50:1 surface from any point on
the runway of each airport with its longest runway no more than 3,200 feet

83 €-0729, Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals (MOE) (2013).

C-1514, Radio Advisory Board of Canada (RABC) and Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA) 2010.
Technical Information and Coordination Process Between Wind Turbines and Radiocommunication and Radar
Systems.
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= Within 5,000 feet of a public use heliport which exceeds a 25:1 surface®.

Finally, as shown in Figure 1 Canadian Airports and Aerodromes near the Proposed Windstream Project,
the Wolfe Island Wind Power Project is in close proximity to the proposed Project and is within 20 000
feet of American Soil. This sets a precedent for REAs concerning radar systems and airports/aerodromes
as well as precedent for constructing projects within the consultation zone of the FAA.

® (-1835, Federal Aviation Administration. Obstruction Evaluation / Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA).
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp Retrieved April 26, 2015.




Figure 1 Canadian Airports and Aerodromes near the Proposed Windstream Project



Figure 2 NAVCanada and Environment Canada Radar Systems near the Proposed Windstream Project



Figure 3 American Airports and Existing Wind Power Projects near the Proposed Windstream Project



3.2.3 BIRDS AND BATS

URS Comment #129

“As part of its REA process, Windstream would have to consider potential impacts on birds. Further, to
the extent that migratory birds are impacted, Windstream would also have to be involved in consultations
with Environment Canada with respect to how those impacts can be mitigated. In this regard, it appears
that the Project is in an area frequented by migratory bird species”

Response:

In order to comply with the requirements of the MBCA, timing windows associated with vegetation
removal are built into project schedules. In this case, there is little work being proposed in onshore areas,
and therefore the risk to the Project Schedule associated with MBCA requirements is considered low.

Bird studies, impact assessment and consultation on migrating birds are common for many wind projects,
including onshore wind energy projects. WSP has included consultation with Federal authorities, as well
as a CEAA screening to deal not only with aquatic issues, but also migratory birds issues.

With respect to birds protected by MBCA, avoidance and mitigation measures are frequently used to
avoid the need for permits, by completing work outside of the breeding season or adjusting the project
design.

URS Comment #131

“Further, the electrical sub-station is planned to be located on Pigeon Island (see picture below). As CER-
Kerlinger acknowledges, Pigeon Island is “designated as Significant Wildlife Habitat by the Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources. As such, the Ministry would require mitigation to compensate for the loss
of habitat for Ring-billed Gulls”. Pigeon Island and the vicinity is used by migratory birds for flight staging
purposes both during seasonal migration and nesting/rearing activities during spring to fall yearly.”

Response:

This does not provide a significant schedule risk, and the activities are included in the Project Schedule.
Identification and assessment of potential impacts to significant wildlife habitat is a standard component
of any REA application. The potential for impacts to the significant habitat for colonially nesting species,
including Ring-billed Gulls and Caspian Terns on Pigeon Island would have been evaluated during the
Environmental Impact Study component of the Natural Heritage Assessment. Where possible,
opportunities for mitigation and/or compensation would have been identified and discussed with relevant
regulatory agencies to determine if development on the island is possible. If construction of a substation
could not be supported on Pigeon Island, an alternative location would have been considered and the
Project Location and Project Description would have been updated accordingly. One possible measure is
to construct an additional offshore platform to support a transformer station.

The CER-Kerlinger report provides a set of mitigation measures for the loss of habitat for nesting ring
billed gulls and cormorants. This includes either providing man made islands (e.g. New York Harbor), the
use of roof-tops, concrete slabs, docks as a nesting substrate®®. An alternative strategy would be to
develop conservation projects to assist other species. CER-Kerlinger opines that:

“Although it appears that mitigation for loss of Ring billed Gull nesting habitat is indicated as a
means of compensating for habitat loss, other types of mitigation would certainly be better from a
short and long-term conservation perspective. For example, instead of creating gull nesting
habitat, there are numerous projects that the Ontario Parks and other agencies and

%  CER—Kerlinger.



environmental organizations would undoubtedly prefer. Such projects would focus on building the
populations and increasing geographic area of species that the population explosion of Ring-
billed Gulls and Double-crested Cormorants have negatively impacted.” o7

URS Item #132

“In particular, ring-billed gulls and double-crested cormorants nest on Pigeon Island and will be impacted
by the construction and operation of the WWIS Project as outlined in the CER-Kerlinger Report. The
substation that will be constructed and operated on Pigeon Island will result in the “loss of about one-third
of Pigeon Island as nesting habitat could, potentially reduce the number of nesting pairs of Ring-billed
Gulls, likely by about 30-50%"%°. The CER-Kerlinger Report suggests potential mitigation measures
including compensation for habitat loss or mitigation for species that have been negatively impacted.
These mitigation measures would need to be assessed to determine if they are acceptable through
consultation with related agencies. The CER-Kerlinger Report recognizes that consultation with various
wildlife agencies in Ontario and the Canadian Wildlife Service “should be proactive, well in advance of the
construction of the project so as to have such projects initiated at the same time as construction.”

Response:

Consultation with regulatory agencies and the preliminary review of background information, which are
included in the Project Schedule, would have identified potential concerns with respect to development on
Pigeon Island, and would allowed ample time to investigate opportunities to minimize, mitigate or avoid
impacts to this habitat.

The species known to colonize Pigeon Island, including Ring-billed Gulls, Caspian Terns, and Herring
Gulls, are not identified at the provincial or federal level as Species at Risk or Species of Conservation
Concern. However, these species are protected under the MBCA. Double-crested Cormorants have also
been documented on Pigeon Island in high numbers, but this species is not protected by the MBCA. The
MBCA provides protection to migratory birds and their nests. Impacts to birds and/or their nests can be
mitigated by restricting work to periods outside the nesting windows for these species.

As indicated in the response to URS Item # 131, if an agreement could not be reached with regulatory
agencies for the compensation or mitigation of impacts to nesting habitat, then opportunities for the
relocation of the substation would have been investigated. One possible measure is to construct an
additional offshore platform to support a transformer station. This is a standard practice in environmental
assessment projects.

URS Item #133

"The CER-Kerlinger Report also suggests a mitigation plan that includes the creation of artificial islands
and notes that this would require experts perhaps from universities in Ontario, the Canadian Wildlife
Service and the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. To build additional islands would also likely
require additional permitting and approvals. Consultation with agencies is paramount; however, it is not
evident in the Windstream’'s schedule when or how this consultation and determination of
mitigation/compensation measures would take place prior to construction.”

Response:

Consultation with regulatory agencies and the preliminary review of background information appear in the
Project Schedule, and would have continued throughout the study on an iterative basis. This does not
present a significant schedule risk, as these consultations would have identified potential concerns with
respect to habitat loss, and would allowed ample time to investigate opportunities to minimize, mitigate or
avoid impacts to this habitat.

7 CER—Kerlinger.



WSP has included consultations with CWS, MNR and other agencies in the Project Schedule. While not
specifically for the mitigation plan, these consultations would include possible comments and concerns
about available mitigation options. URS appears to assume that the creation of additional islands would
be the mitigation plan, and that it would need to be fully permitted during the development phase of the
Project. First, it is unclear what if any mitigation measures would be required. Second, if an agreement
could not be reached with regulatory agencies for the compensation or mitigation of impacts to nesting
habitat, then opportunities for the relocation of the substation would have been investigated. For instance,
Windstream may have explored constructing the substation on a platform.

URS Comment #134

“The CER-Kerlinger Report outlines that, “Mitigation protocols or impact thresholds for offshore wind
projects in Canada have not yet been established for Ontario. However, as with REAs for onshore wind
projects it would be important for thresholds and recommended mitigation measures to be formulated
prior to granting permits for offshore wind development. Such mitigation could be based, in part, on what
the Ministry of the Environment has established for onshore projects and adapted for offshore
situations”.63 The guidelines suggest, “those monitoring methods include ground searches for carcasses
under turbines”4 since the WWIS Project is offshore, standard carcass searches cannot be performed.
The CER-Kerlinger Report states multiple methods of how to modify the MNRF guidelines for the off-
shore situation including direct visual studies, thermal imaging devices, carcass searches and radar.
Since none of these methods has been approved by MNRF it is likely that time will be required for
consultation and possible permitting. Some of the suggestions may also lead to further required permits
and research, including carcass searches which involve “nets [which] could extend down into the water
column far enough to catch drifting bats and birds after collisions. This methodology needs improvement
and testing. The development of this and other technologies for the WIS project could go a long way
toward providing better means of determining impacts from offshore wind turbines in the Great Lakes.
One potential drawback of nets is that some birds may be caught in them as they dive, just as birds
(loons, waterfowl, seabirds) are killed by commercial fishing nets. However, mesh size could be adjusted
to eliminate this potential hazard”. The nets however may pose a threat to fish and fish habitat.”

Response:

Delays in project development have not occurred as a result of the development of guidelines for onshore
wind projects. Although additional requirements were added over time, proponents of other types of
renewable energy technologies were able to move ahead with the permitting of their projects in the
absence of permitting guidance from MOE. In general, the development of mitigation measures in WSP’s
experience is an iterative process. In this case, consultation planned at the outset in the Project
Schedule® would have continued throughout the execution of the REA phase. Where regulatory delays
for other renewable 6projects have occurred, contract extensions or waivers have been forthcoming (e.g.
waterpower projects 9).

URS Comment #135

“The risk associated with permitting related to birds is not definable until natural heritage investigations
are undertaken during appropriate seasons. Depending on the outcome of the natural heritage
investigations; if migratory birds or species at risk are identified to be impacted by the Project the risk to
the project schedule could be considered MEDIUM to HIGH; however, if no impacts are identified the risk
can be considered LOW.”

®  CER-SgurrEnergy-2.
%9 C-1104, Letter from Chiarelli, Bob (ENE) to Andersen, Colin (OPA) (June 26, 2013).



Response:

In order to comply with the requirements of the MBCA, timing windows associated with vegetation
removal are routinely built into project schedules during the construction phase. URS overstates this
schedule risk. The risk for the Project Schedule for avian permitting is similar to those for onshore wind
projects which is low. In this case, there is little work being proposed in onshore areas, and therefore the
risk to the Project Schedule associated with MBCA requirements is considered low.

Bird studies have not been historically a major impediment to development of projects. This is evidenced
by the approximately 30 onshore wind projects that have received REA. The potential for impacts to
Species at Risk would have been first identified at the background review stage, and further
identified/confirmed during the avian surveys that are routinely completed as part of every renewable
energy project. Consultation with MNR or other applicable regulatory agencies is initiated at the outset of
a project and continues throughout a project’s development, allowing SAR and permitting concerns to be
completed concurrently with other aspects of the Natural Heritage Assessment. Furthermore, the number
of SAR that occupy offshore areas during key life cycle stages (e.g. breeding, rearing and fledging) is
much lower than those in onshore habitats, thereby decreasing the likelihood of impacts to SAR or critical
components of their habitat associated with this Project.

With respect to birds protected by the MBCA, avoidance and mitigation measures are frequently used to
avoid the need for permits, by completing work outside of the breeding season or adjusting the project
design to avoid more sensitive habitats where necessary.

URS Comment #136

“As part of its REA process, Windstream would also have had to address potential impacts on bats.
Further, as with birds, to the extent that migratory bats are involved, consultations with Environment
Canada will be necessary in order to determine ways to mitigate any impacts.”

Response:

The Project Schedule includes consultations with both MNR provincially and CWS federally.
Consideration for impacts to bats and bat habitat is a critical component of the Natural Heritage
Assessment and the larger REA process and has been included in the Project Schedule.

MNR has established clear guidelines for wind power projects to address concerns with respect to
significant wildlife habitat for bats. Guidelines for setbacks from significant bat habitats (hibernacula, bat
maternity roost sites) are outlined within the Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects
along with recommended operational mitigation measures to reduce bat mortality’®. Approximately 90%
of bat fatalities from wind turbines occur between mid-July to the end of September during the fall
migration. To reduce bat mortality due to collisions with turbines, a reduction in turbine speed and blade
feathering may be used to drastically reduce fatalities without significantly impacting energy production.

Bat surveys would have been completed as part of the Natural Heritage Assessment for this Project. Data
generated would have been used to provide preliminary information on migration patterns in the area and
peak migration times. If significant bat habitats or concentrations of bats were noted during the field
investigation, an Environmental Impact Study and Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan would have
been developed to mitigate impacts to these species.

URS Comment #137
The CER-North East Ecological Services Report states that there are three species of bats (the tricolored
bat, the little brown myotis, and the northern myotis) that are known to occur in Ontario that are listed as

0 c-1872, MNR (2011), Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects.



Endangered by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) and two (the
little brown myotis, and the northern myotis) that are listed as Endangered by the Committee on the
Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO).

Response:

These species were not listed at the time of the moratorium in 2011. Nevertheless, these bat species do
not constitute a significant risk to the Project, as there is limited habitat available in the Project area that
would be impacted. Bat studies have been included in the Project Schedule, capturing both spring and fall
migratory periods, and the assessment of potential roosting habitat. Bat conservation focuses mainly on
protection of roosting habitat, maternity colony habitat and hibernacula™, all of which are limited in the
study area’. Currently, there are three species listed as Endangered at the federal level (Little Brown
Myotis, Northern Myotis and Tri-colored Bat) and three listed as Endangered at the provincial level (Little
Brown Myotis, Northern Myotis, and Eastern Small-footed Bat). These species are thought to be year-
round residents of Ontario and the northeastern United States that overwinter in caves and abandoned
mines. They are considered short-distance migrants that move between summer roost sites and winter
hibernacula during the spring and fall.

Bats species including the Hoary Bat, Silver-haired Bat and Red Bats that are typically considered long-
distance migrants have higher rates of turbine-related mortality. The large geographic ranges and
migratory behaviour of these bat species may be a contributing factor to higher mortality rates, though
more research is required to confirm this relationship.

Data specific to bat migration within the Lake Ontario basin is limited. The studies proposed as part of the
Project would have provided additional information on the presence of bat species within the study area
and would have identified whether provincially and federally listed Endangered bat species may be found
in offshore areas of Lake Ontario during summer foraging or spring and fall migration activities. If
significant bat migration was noted during the field investigation, an Environmental Impact Study and
Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan would have been developed to mitigate impacts to these species,
and the appropriate federal or provincial permitting process would have been initiated.

URS Comment #138

“According to the CER-North East Ecological Services Report, there are also five other types of bats
including three migratory bats that have the potential to be found in the Project area. The North East
Ecological Services Report concludes that “the only potential impact of the WIS project site on bats is the
risk of turbine-related collision”.®® The Report states that there is, “relatively little data on the pattern or
scale of coastal or off-shore bat migratory activity”. The report also acknowledges that non-migratory bats
can be found several kilometres offshore even though the majority of offshore bat activity is migratory tree

bats. Further research may be required by agencies such as MNRF and EC.”

Response:

There is minimal risk associated with bats for the Project. CER-North East Ecological Services Report
established that there is very little habitat present, and that total bat activity is substantially lower and
more temporally concentrated than bat activity across terrestrial habitats’®. Per the Bats and Bat Habitats
Guidelines for Wind Power Projects, the potential for collisions with wind turbines can be mitigated by
changing the wind turbine cut-in speed to 5.5 m/s, or feathering of wind turbine blades when wind speeds
are below 5.5 m/s between sunset and sunrise during periods of high bat activity, such as fall migration.

" C-1872, MNR (2011), Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects.

2 CER-Reynolds.
3 CER-Reynolds.



Such mitigation measures have been shown to reduce impacts to bats in onshore areas. These same
mitigation measures would be effective in offshore areas, where bat activity is likely to be lower and
restricted to migratory activity and occasional offshore foraging activity”.

The field program proposed for the Project included acoustic and radar surveys to document bat species
composition and the landscape in a way that would allow for the identification of key habitats (hibernacula
and maternity colonies) and possibly migration or movement corridors.

URS Comment #139

“In particular, little brown myotis are present in Southern Ontario and around the Lake Ontario basin. This
bat was also on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List in 2013 and therefore, may require
appropriate seasonal investigation to determine their presence in impacted habitats by the MNRF. This
newly listed species can possibly impact the current Windstream schedule in terms of
investigations/regulatory consultation, but also construction location, sequence, timing and potential
implementation of compensation/mitigation measures if determined to be present and impacted by the
Project.”

Response:

Surveys for bats and bat habitats are standard for REA projects and have been accounted for in the
Project Schedule. With the listing of Little Brown Myotis and Northern Myotis on the SARO List as
Endangered in January 2013, and Eastern Small-footed Bat in June 2014, protocols for the identification
of bat habitat have not changed significantly”. Identification of specific bat species would have been
possible with the acoustic analysis proposed as part of the preparation of the REA application for the
Project, thereby allowing for appropriate discussions and consideration for SAR species, including the
Little Brown Bat, if present.

Key bat habitats that are protected as significant wildlife habitat or as habitat for endangered bat species
are located in onshore habitats, typically in woodlands, swamps or anthropogenic areas where bats can
roost and forage. As an insectivorous bat, the Little Brown Bat is most likely to be found in areas with high
insect populations, including wetlands, small waterbodies, and upland meadows and woodlands. While it
is possible that this species may occasionally venture into offshore areas to forage, it is unlikely that the
species would spend large amounts of time in offshore habitats where roost sites and prey are in low
supply. Due to the limited development proposed in onshore areas, risks to the Project Schedule posed
by Little Brown Bat is thought to be lower for the Project than for a similar onshore wind project. In the
event the species was detected in offshore areas during the field program, operational mitigation
measures would have been investigated to decrease the potential for incidental contact with this species.

URS Comment #140

“The risk associated with permitting related to bats is not definable until natural heritage investigations are
undertaken during appropriate seasons. Depending on the outcome of the natural heritage investigations;
if bats or species at risk are identified to be impacted by the project the risk to the project schedule could
be considered MEDIUM to HIGH; however, if no impacts are identified the risk can be considered LOW.”

Response:

It is WSP’s opinion that URS overstates the potential project risk. The risk to the Project Schedule posed
by bats and bat habitat is low. The schedule risk for bat species would be greater for onshore wind power
projects due to the nature of significant bat habitat which is associated with terrestrial environments’®.

4 C-1872, MNR (2011), Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects.

5 C-1872, MNR (2011), Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects.
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The relative risk to the Project would be low in comparison due to the absence of hibernacula and
maternity roosting habitat in offshore areas and the limited development proposed in onshore areas.

Identification and assessment of potential impacts to bats and bat habitat is a standard component of
every Natural Heritage Assessment. Bat species and habitat presence would be identified through
agency consultation, background review and the field program. Where possible, opportunities to avoid or
mitigate impacts would be investigated. The need for permitting would only arise where impacts to
endangered species are anticipated and impacts could not be avoided. If endangered species were not
identified, measures to compensate for potential impacts to onshore habitat (if present), or incidental
operational impacts would be recommended as part of the Environmental Impact Study and
Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan, and would not require specific permits, as a standard part of
project development.

3.24 NOISE

URS Comment #150

“Noise is regulated by the MOECC as part of its REA process. Windstream would have had to consider
noise and potential impacts related to the offshore wind farm development and consult with MOECC
regarding the results of the report which could be anticipated to require time in the Windstream'’s project
schedule. In addition to determining potential noise impacts on sensitive receivers, noise impacts relating
to fish and wildlife should also be considered as noted and discussed in both the CER-ORTECH Report
and CER-Baird Report.”

Response:

HGC Engineering has established, by applying the ISO 9613-2 model and the Swedish EPA model, that
the Project would comply with MOE’s Class 3 sound limits of 40 dBA. Noise models, including the 1SO
9613-2 are inherently conservative in their assumptions.

Aercoustics conducted sound propagation testing over water and ice. Subsequent acoustic modeling of
the Project has been completed. Based on a spherical propagation model (corroborated by the field
measurement data), the noise impact of the Project was computed. Worst case noise impacts were
computed to be well below the 40 dBA limit set by MOE"".

Acoustic assessments are a standard part of the REA process for wind projects. These studies have
been included in the Project Schedule, and post a low risk to the Project. Noise modelling is conservative
in assumptions and is performed for the worst-case scenario. This assumes the highest sound power
level from each wind turbine and concurrent propagation of noise from each wind turbine to each point of
reception, compared with the lowest MOE Class 3 sound level criterion of 40.0 dBA. This assumption
means that the calculated noise impact on receptors located between two groups of turbines is higher
than what would be observed under real operating conditions. Receptors located between two groups of
turbines would never be downwind of all turbines concurrently, therefore, the actual noise impact on these
receptors would be less than that indicated for the worst case scenario.

URS Comment #151

“A preliminary report discussing the acoustic impact of the Project and the cumulative noise impact of the
Project and the nearby TransAlta Wolfe Island Wind Energy Project, concludes that “Calculations using
both ISO 9613-2 with adjustments and the 2010 version of the Swedish model indicate the proposed
project will be less than the 40 dBA sound level criteria of the Ontario Ministry of the Environment
(“MOECC”) at all receptors”

" CER-Aercoustics.



Response:

HGC Engineering’® and Aercoustics Engineering’® have both demonstrated that the Project would comply
with  MOE’s noise limits, including cumulative effects from nearby projects. Noise modelling is
conservative and is performed for the worst-case scenario.

As a REA condition, Projects are required to ensure that their equipment meets the sound level limits
prescribed in their REA applications and the Guidelines as demonstrated as Condition C in a recently
issued REA (1426-9RWTSS)® .

“C1. The Company shall ensure that:

(1) the Sound Levels from the Equipment, at the Points of Reception identified in the Acoustic
Assessment Report, comply with the Sound Level Limits set in the Noise Guidelines for Wind
Farms, as applicable, and specifically as stated in the table below:

Wind Speed (m/s) at 10 m height | 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Sound Level Limits, dBA 40.0 | 40.0 | 40.0 | 43.0 | 45.0 | 49.0 | 51.0

As a standard condition, Proponents are required to carry out acoustic audits of their projects in order to
demonstrate that they meet the noise impact criterion (for example, see Condition E, F of REA 1426-
9RWTSS). The results of the audits must be submitted to the Director and the appropriate District
Manager of MOE within the prescribed timeline.

URS Comment #152:

“The Report also confirms that “At this time, the MOECC has not specified which approach it will
eventually take in the assessment of offshore wind turbine noise”. This indicates, as for other
environmental aspects, that time will be required for the MOECC to define appropriate methodologies to
assess the Project.”

Response:

WSP has demonstrated that URS overstates the risk to the Project Schedule. Windstream would have
been required to include a noise report as part of the REA submission®.. It has been demonstrated that
under several modeling scenarios by HGC Engineering82 and Aercoustics Engineering83 that the Project
would comply with the noise criterion. It would not have taken years of research for a guideline to be
developed for offshore wind noise impacts. It has been demonstrated using a number of modeling
techniques that the noise impacts to receptors falls within MOE guidelines.

URS Comment 153:
“The risk associated with noise is considered LOW, however delays in the MOECC defining appropriate
assessment methodologies may have a MEDIUM impact on Project schedule.”

® CER-HGC.

9 CER-Aercoustics.

80 ¢-1830, Ontario Ministry of the Environment 2015 Renewable Energy Approval Number 1426-9RWTSS.

8 R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-

shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.
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Response:

WSP believes that URS overstates the risk on Proiect Schedule. It has been demonstrated that under
several modeling scenarios by HGC Engineering® and Aercoustics Engineering®® that the Project is
compliant with MOE noise criterion. As part of the REA application, Windstream would have been
required to satisfy MOE that the Project met MOE noise limits.

3.2.5 STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION

URS Comment # 160

“This description of the project development process is overly simplistic and disregards the considerable
risks arising from stakeholders seeking to influence the Project. It also undermines the nature of
stakeholder consultation, which is an essential and integral part of any development. URS notes that
Ontario’'s REA process requires applicants to consult with the public, municipalities and Aboriginal
communities as part of the permitting process.”

General Response:

URS overstates the risk associated with stakeholder consultation, as there is a statutory stakeholder
consultation process for Aboriginal communities, municipalities and the general public in the REA
Regulation. The REA Regulation provides mandatory notification periods before Public Meetings, and
strict timing for the release of the Draft reports to Aboriginal groups, municipalities and the public. These
are documented in the Project Schedule.

This process is streamlined. Proponents must engage in consultation activities in accordance with the
REA Regulation. The statutory consultation activities consist of the following:

- Submitting the Draft Project Description Report to MOE to obtain the Director’s List of Aboriginal
communities to be consulted;

Publishing a Notice of Project to the Public;
Publishing a notice of the First Public Meeting;
Holding the First Public Meeting;

Providing Draft REA Reports to Aboriginal groups;
Providing Draft REA Reports to Municipalities;
Providing Draft REA Reports to the Public;
Publishing a Notice of Final Public Meeting;
Holding the Final Public Meeting;

N2 20 2 N N N N 2\ 2

Producing a Consultation and Documentation report to summarize the consultation activities
completed as part of the process, and demonstrating how the Project took stakeholder comments into
account.

URS Comment # 161
“Typical key stakeholders for a project of this type include but are not limited to:”

8 CER-HGC.

8 CER-Aercoustics.



URS Comment # 161 a)
“Electricity consumers pressurising utilities and governments to purchase reliable and inexpensive power
i.e. providing security of supply at the cheapest cost.”

Response:

The URS report identifies a potential group of stakeholders whose comments would have no bearing on
any of the prescribed REA processes or documents. Electricity rates and system reliability standards are
not addressed in any part of the REA or other associated environmental permitting processes. This group
of stakeholders poses no extraordinary risk to the Project versus any other onshore wind project.

URS Comment # 161 b)

“Non-governmental organisations seeking to minimise the environmental impact of specific technologies,
such as pressure groups and local communities seeking to restrict the development of new infrastructure
in the locality (i.e. St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation etc.)”.

Response:

This group of stakeholders poses no extraordinary risk to the Project URS does not provide any
substantive argument as to what outcomes these groups could exert on the REA process. Non-
governmental organizations and other “pressure groups” would be consulted in the manner required by
the REA, as previously described (i.e. the public). Their comments would be have been collected,
responded to and summarized in the Consultation Documentation Report as required by the REA
Regulations. Organized pressure groups have not presented persuasive cases at appeals against REAs
at the Environmental Tribunal. A single REA has been overturned by the ERT: the REA for the Gilead
Power Ostrander Point wind power project. However, the ERT overturned the REA because it found that
there was evidence that the project would cause serious and irreversible harm to the Blanding’s turtle, an
endangered species that inhabits the project area. The issue of the appropriate remedy in this case,
including potential modifications to the REA that would allow the project to proceed, currently remains
before the Tribunal.

The following wind projects have been successful in obtaining a REA despite stakeholders pressure
groups and communities seeking to restrict the development of new infrastructure in their locality:

Bow Lake Phase 1;

Bow Lake Phase 2a;

Bow Lake Phase 2b;

Port Dover and Nanticoke Wind Project;
Comber East —C24Z Wind Project;
Comber West —C23Z Wind Project;
Conestogo Wind Energy Centre;
Goulais Wind Farm;

Dufferin Windfarm (Farm Owned Power Melancthon Ltd.);
10. Grey Highlands Clean Energy;

11. Pointe Aux Roches Wind;

12. McLean’s Mountain Wind Farm 1;

13. South Branch Wind Farm;

14. Summerhaven Wind Energy Centre;

15. ZEP Windfarm Ganaraska;

16. Niagara Region Wind Farm,;

17. Bluewater Wind Energy Centre;

18. Jericho Wind Energy Centre;

19. Bornish Wind Energy Centre;

20. Goshen Wind Energy Centre;

21. Cedar Point Wind Power Project Phase lII;
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22. Adelaide Wind Energy Centre;

23. East Durham Wind Energy Centre;
24. Grand Bend Wind Farm;

25. Grand Valley Wind Farms (Phase 3);
26. Erieau Wind,;

27. East Lake St. Clair Wind;

28. Adelaide Wind Power Project;

29. Settlers Landing Wind Park;

30. Ernestown Wind Park.

URS Comment #161 c)
“Pressure groups and local communities seeking to restrict the development of new infrastructure in the
locality.”

Response:

This group of stakeholders poses no extraordinary risk to the Project. URS does not provide any
substantive argument as to what outcomes these groups could exert on the REA process. The REA
Regulation sets out a streamlined consultation process. Pressure groups would be consulted in the
manner required by the REA as previously described (i.e. the public). Their comments would have been
collected, responded to and summarized in the Consultation Documentation Report as required by REA.
The Project would have demonstrated how comments were taken into account. As we explain in our
response to URS #161 b), organized pressure groups have not been successful in having REAs
overturned by the Environmental Review Tribunal.

URS Comment #161 d)
“Aboriginal communities that may be concerned about a potential adverse impact by the Project on
Aboriginal or treaty rights.”

Response:

Aboriginal consultation is a standard item in the REA process and is included in the Project Schedule.
Obtaining the Director’'s List of Aboriginal Communities through the submission of a Draft Project
Description Report is one of the first steps in the REA process. Windstream would have been able to
engage with the communities on the list in order to determine if:

- The communities had an interest in the Project;
-  What, if any potential adverse effects could impact their Treaty rights;

- Mitigation of any potential adverse effects on Treaty rights.

Additionally, the Project could have benefited from engaging with Aboriginal communities in the transfer
of traditional knowledge about the Project Location.

URS Comment #161 e)
“Governmental authorities (i.e. Federal, Provincial, Municipal, conservation authorities, International Joint
Commission etc.)”

Response:

URS does not recognize that governmental authorities at the Federal and Provincial level are not
stakeholders in the traditional sense and they pose a low risk to the Project. These stakeholders are
typically regulators with a specific role. Federal authorities would have been contacted very early in the
process in order to determine and review proposed work plans for project studies in their purview.



Additionally, Provincial authorities were engaged with the Project in discussions relating to lake-bed
drilling licenses®.

Municipalities need to be consulted in the statutory manner as described in the REA. Their comments
would have been collected in a Municipal Consultation Form as part of the REA application process.
Municipalities are responsible for reviewing applications under the Ontario Building Code, and enforcing
some of their by-laws with respect to the use of roads, encroachments and property entrances.
Municipalities cannot impose their zoning by-laws with respect to renewable energy projects as a valid
land use, or setbacks, as these are regulated specifically in the REA Regulation.

Conservation authorities would have been consulted throughout the Project, both as a stakeholders and
also as an authority that may have information useful for the Project. Primarily Conservation Authorities
act a regulator and not a traditional stakeholder. Permits for the Development, Interference with
Wetlands, and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses are under the purview of Conservation
Authorities, and these permits would have been applied for during the detailed design phase of the
Project.

As an overarching response, these authorities are primarily regulators and not traditional stakeholders.
They would have been engaged at the appropriate phases of the Project, and consulted in the
appropriate manner.

URS Comment #162

URS is not aware of Windstream undertaking any formal consultation or entering into negotiations with
the governmental or non-governmental agencies as identified in Paragraph 161). Consultation with these
agencies to obtain concurrence or regulatory approval is paramount and can significantly and negatively
impact Windstream’s schedule.

Response:
We understand that Stantec was selected as Windstream’s REA consultant for the Project. Stantec and
Windstream had scheduled the agency consultations in their work plan®’.

Some agency consultations depend entirely on the submission of documents for review. For example,
concurrence letters from MNR for natural heritage and the MTCS for archaeology and cultural heritage
can only be obtained after report submissions are made. These concurrence letters are needed only for
REA completeness. Windstream did enter into discussions with governmental organizations as evidenced
by ORTECH?®, even if these are not recognized as being “formal”.

URS Comment #163

URS could not find any evidence of Windstream having initiated consultation with Aboriginal communities,
municipalities, or the public (as required by the REA Regulation). In fact there are several references in
the Memorial of the Claimant to potential strong opposition to projects of this type.

Response:
Windstream was unable to obtain the Director’s list of Aboriginal communities with which to consult as a
result of the moratorium. The Aboriginal engagement process is included in the Project Schedule. In order

8 c-0619, Report, (ORTECH), Wolfe Island Shoals Wind Farm MNR Well License Application (June 12, 2012).

8 c-0873, Request for Proposal (Stantec Consulting Ltd.), Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Windfarm Permitting and

Field Investigation Services (November 25, 2010).
8 C-0619, Report, (ORTECH), Wolfe Island Shoals Wind Farm MNR Well License Application (June 12, 2012).



to satisfy the requirements, Windstream would have needed to produce a Draft Project Description
Report and submit it to MOE to obtain the Director’s List. Without this list, Windstream would be guessing
at which communities should be consulted, and consultations would have been premature. Windstream
was prevented from developing the required documents, obtaining the Director’s list and from entering
into any formal discussions because of the moratorium.

URS Comment #164

“The risk of public opposition influencing the permitting authorities is real, particularly for a “First of a Kind”
project. Stakeholders may have considerably more power to influence and delay a project since there are
no precedents to previous projects having been built.”

Response:

URS overstates this risk, since there is no proof that permitting authorities change their internal guidance,
guidelines and evaluation criteria based on pressure from the public. Their decisions need to be
defensible from a technical standpoint. Public opposition to wind power projects in Ontario is well
understood, expected and planned for in the development of the Project. Stakeholders would have had
the same amount of influence with the Project as they do with onshore wind projects and other projects
subject to the REA Regulation, which is very little.

URS Comment #165
In conclusion, stakeholder risks are considered HIGH with a HIGH impact on the Project, primarily from a
schedule rather than financial perspective. However severe financial implications may also arise.

Response:

Stakeholder risks are overstated by URS, and are likely no higher than for onshore wind projects. The
REA Regulation was promulgated to expedite the permitting of renewable energy projects, as part of
Ontario’s drive to increase renewable energy generation capacity in the province. Stakeholder risks in
wind development and the REA process are well understood and are accounted for in the Project
Schedule.

3.2.6 WIND FARM LAYOUT AND PROJECT CHANGES

URS Comment #207
On iinspection, it appears that one of the primary criteria used by Windstream to design the WTG layout is
water depth. This approach seeks to minimise foundation costs, however fails to recognise:

URS Comment #207 c)
The results of environmental investigations (not yet carried out), to minimise adverse environmental
impacts.

Response:

Windstream was not given the opportunity to conduct the detailed studies as required by REA because of
the moratorium. Windstream conducted a primary level of constraints analysis in its assessment of the
Project, which is standard in the project development process. Finalizing the Project Layout comes later
in the process and includes additional constrains analysis that are generated from environmental studies
and other engineering studies. The REA studies provide a logical process of desktop research, field
investigations, evaluation of significance and finally environmental impact statements. It is at the EIS
phase of the Natural Heritage Assessment where specific impacts are identified and evaluated for
potential mitigation. This is similar to other environmental assessment processes where general
descriptions and locations of project components are assessed first at a preliminary level, and then fine-
tuned with additional analyses, permits and approvals. Micrositing and the removal or relocation of turbine



locations and other Project infrastructure is common in REA projects (for example, the recently approved
Grey Highlands Clean Energy Project®). Alternative turbine locations are proposed and unsuitable ones
discarded if needed as the project evolves. This iterative approach also allows the projects to change in
response to stakeholder comments and concerns. REA approvals make allowances for minor variations
in the location of turbines. This variance is stated in the REA condition as a variation of +/- 10 m from the
published coordinates.

URS Comment #322

“Not only is the negotiation of a modified shipping lane likely to take considerable time, but it also appears
likely that the layout of the wind farm would need to be revised, possibly requiring a change of WTG so as
to maintain the wind farm output required by the FIT Contract. This in turn would require modifications to
the REA submission, extending the time required to achieve REA approval and might have required
Windstream to gain access to Crown land from MNRF that it did not have access to.”

Response:

URS does not recognize the iterative process created by the REA Regulation and would seem to insist
that the project be static and crystalized at the outset. Contrary to this, MOE encourages proponents to
demonstrate how the Project changed based on the environmental analyses and stakeholder comments.

In WSP’s experience, Project modifications are a standard part of the project development process.
Project changes to accommodate inputs from stakeholders and to respond to unforeseen or unknown
factors uncovered in the study process, or to address specific environmental or engineering concerns are
commonplace. This has not proved to be a material schedule risk for projects. See for instance the
recently approved Capstone Grey Highlands Clean Energy Project® where an alternative turbine location
was selected for the final project design during the REA technical review. Guidance is provided to
proponelr;tls on technical and design changes in Chapter 10 of the Technical Guide to Renewable Energy
Approval™.

URS Comment #323

“European experience is that aviation authorities, both civilian and military are also concerned about the
interference to radar system caused by wind turbines. In this case, the proximity of the site to the US
border is likely to require the aviation authorities in both Canada and the US to approve the development.
The time required to obtain the required permits is uncertain and any change in layout or wind turbine
selection would require any agreement reached to be revisited.”

Response:

In WSP’s experience, this is routine for onshore wind projects where turbine locations change and poses
little risk to the Project Schedule. Aviation issues pose no impediment to developing the Project. WSP has
documented in Section 3.2.2 Radar Interference that the Project is far outside the consultation zones for
Canadian military and civilian aviation radar. Furthermore, the Project lies far outside the area of concern
for the United States FAA.

8 (-1832, Stantec Consulting Ltd. March 3, 2015. Notice of Project Design Change - Grey Highlands Clean Energy

Project MOE Ref. No. 3975-97CQZA.

C-1832, Stantec Consulting Ltd. March 3, 2015. Notice of Project Design Change - Grey Highlands Clean Energy
Project MOE Ref. No. 3975-97CQZA.
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Should turbine locations change during the course of the Project, agencies such as NAVCanada and
Transport Canada would be consulted and the land use clearances and aeronautic obstruction would be
updated.

URS Comment #324

“As per the CER-Powell Report URS has assumed a three years period to obtain all necessary permits,
starting in May 2012 (as per the Windstream schedule129). Based on the discussion in Section 5.2.1 this
assumption may be overly optimistic. The three years appears to over simplify the inter-dependency of
various permits and fails to specifically address issues with obtaining federal permits.”

Response:

It is more likely than not that these interdependent permits, including Federal permits (CEAA screening,
DFO etc.) would have been obtained within the three year timeline as shown in the Project Schedule®.
Some permits are not required until close to construction activities (e.g. conservation authority permits,
building permits), and require specific detailed engineering deliverables. These engineering activities are
generally not initiated until the project is crystalized or the REA has been issued.

URS Comment #325

No allowances have been made for potential delays in the REA process resulting from changes in design
of the facilities. Based on the discussion in Section 5.2.2, URS considers it highly likely that changes in
design would have taken place because of changes in WTGs layout and possibly turbine model.

Response:

As stated in the response to Comment #322, In WSP’s experience, Project modifications are a natural
part of a REA project to accommodate inputs from many stakeholders and to respond to unforeseen or
unknown factors uncovered in the study process, or to address specific environmental or engineering
concerns. This has not proved to be a specific major schedule risk for projects such as the Capstone
Grey Highlands Clean Energy Project93. Design changes can be accommodated under Chapter 10 of the
Technical Guide to Renewable Energy Approvals®.

URS Comment #326

“Note that the three years period assumed by URS to obtain permits, includes not only the REA Approval
but also those permits outlined in Section 5.2.1 such as Federal Fisheries Act Authorization for the
offshore wind farm. This is consistent with the reference made in an earlier section relating to the CER-
Powell Report130 which states that “it would have been commercially reasonable for a developer to
assume that the permitting of an offshore wind power project could have been completed in
approximately three years”. However, in recognition of the complexity of this Project and that fact that it is
a first of its kind, there is a material risk that permitting could extend beyond 3 years.”

Response:

As already indicated, Federal permits (CEAA screening, DFO etc.) have been included in the overall
Project Schedule, which is comprehensive. Some permits are not required until just prior to the initiation
of construction activities (e.g. conservation authority permits, building permits), and require specific
detailed engineering deliverables. These engineering activities are generally not initiated until the project

92 CER-SgurrEnergy-2.
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is crystalized or the REA has been issued. Windstream has demonstrated through the detailed Project
Schedule® that the milestones would more likely than not have been achieved.

% CER-SgurrEnergy-2.



4 GENIVAR'S 2010 PROPOSAL

In 2010, in response to an RFP issued by ORTECH, GENIVAR (now WSP) submitted a response to the
request for proposal issued by Ortech for a consultant to conduct environmental assessment work for the
Project. GENIVAR'’s proposal included permitting work, ecological field work, technical field work, and
cultural heritage and archeology studies. Our proposal indicated that there were development risks for the
Project (as there are for all projects), and we proposed the following execution strategy for the Project to
deal with these risks: (i) early and frequent consultation with key agencies and the public, (ii) strategic
direction provided by senior team members, (iii) the use of our world class technical team to address
issues raised during the EA process, and (iv) using team members from GENIVAR associates with
experience in offshore wind development.

4.1 PERMITTING WORK

Our proposal included the necessary studies under the CEAA, and the REA Regulation. It also identified
various other permits (including Fisheries Act authorizations), which are accounted for in this report.
GENIVAR also outlined a detailed stakeholder consultation strategy for engagement with the public,
aboriginal groups, and various agencies. Genivar outlined numerous supporting studies that would be
required and helpful for the REA and CEAA processes, including: noise studies (including noise
modelling), shadow flicker study, visual impact assessment, telecommunications interference study.

4.2 ECOLOGICAL FIELD WORK

Our ecological field study proposal included proposals for a full-suite of studies that are also accounted
for in this report, including bird surveys (including migratory birds), bat surveys, fisheries surveys, and
terrestrial and environmental impact assessments.

4.3 TECHNICAL FIELD WORK

GENIVAR proposed a full-suite of technical studies that we believed were required in order to gain a
baseline study of the physical environment and to complete the Offshore Wind Facility Report under the
REA Regulation. These studies are accounted for in this report, and which are also consistent with the
reports outlined in MOE’s DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-shore Wind
Projects under the REA Regulation.”® These included studies in the following areas: hydrology and
hydraulics, wave, water quality and sediment transfer, icing and coastal engineering,

4.4 HERITAGE AND ARCHAEOLOGY

GENIVAR'’s proposal included background archeological work, marine archeological investigations and
terrestrial archeological work. The proposal set out a detailed explanation of the marine archeological
work that would be required to account for the turbines and the underwater cable.

4.5 SCHEDULE

GENIVAR'’s proposal also included a detailed (but preliminary) schedule for permitting the Project under
both federal and provincial processes. Because the schedule was preliminary, and produced in the early
days of the REA Regulation, it was conservative. The proposal schedule is generally consistent with the

% R-0210, Ministry of the Environment, Undated. DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-

shore Wind Projects under O.Reg. 359/09.



updated Project Schedule®’. The Project Schedule is comprehensive, and activity timing reflects WSP’s
experience in permitting renewable energy projects.

9 CER-SgurrEnergy-2.



S CONCLUSION

WSP contributed a detailed, comprehensive permitting and approval schedule for the Project. The
scheduling confirms that more likely than not the Project would have achieved the major permitting
milestones and been constructed within the contractual constraints of the FIT program. In WSP’s opinion,
there are no material impediments in receiving the REA and other permits and authorizations.

The Project Schedule® includes the base Renewable Energy Approval technical submission documents,
plus the additional studies outlined by the DRAFT Complete Submission Requirements Checklist for Off-
shore Wind Projects under the REA Regulation®®. The comprehensive schedule takes into account the
mandatory public consultation process and timelines for publishing notices, holding public meetings and
publishing draft documentation for Aboriginal communities, municipalities and the publicloo. The Project
Schedule’s timelines are based on WSP’s experience planning and completing REA projects. Agency
reviews are based on statutory, published service standards or common timelines.

% CER-SgurrEnergy-2.
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ANDREW ROBERTS, MASc.

TEAM LEADER, APPROVALS AND PERMITTING

AREAS OF PRACTICE
Renewable Energy

Environmental
Assessment & Baseline
Studies

Compliance Auditing and
Regulatory Affairs

Environmental
Compliance Approvals

PROFILE

Andrew Roberts is Team Leader, Approvals and Permitting at WSP. Andrew is an
expert in energy approvals and has extensive technical and project management
experience with solar and wind developments. These projects have included the
coordination and review of disciplines including environmental sciences, noise and
vibration assessments, geosciences, engineering and archaeology. Additionally,
Andrew has contributed to environmental baseline studies and environmental
assessments for projects in Ontario, Manitoba and New Brunswick. Post assessment
permitting includes Environmental Compliance Approvals, toxic reduction planning
and municipal permitting.

Andrew has specialized experience in environmental projects internationally
(Argentina, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Venezuela), including environmental due
diligence, environmental health & safety audits, environmental compliance audits in
the electrical utility, manufacturing and oil & gas sectors.

EDUCATION

MASc, Environmental Applied Science and Management, 2005
Ryerson University

BAA, Urban and Regional Planning, Ryerson University 1994

ADDITIONAL TRAINING

Best Management Practices for the Mitigation of Waterpower 2013
Facility Construction Impacts, Ontario Waterpower Association

WHMIS, OSG 2013
ISO 9001:2000 — 2 Day Internal Auditor Course, Canadian 2009

Standards Association

Electrical Safety & Awareness — Substation, Electrical & Utilities 2001
Safety Association of Ontario

CAREER

Team Leader, Approvals and Permitting, Environment, WSP 2013 - Present
Canada Inc. (Formerly GENIVAR)

Environmental Scientist, Environmental Assessment, Permitting 2010 -2013
& Natural Resources, Tetra Tech, Toronto ON

Environmental Technical Specialist, Power, Wardrop Engineering 2006 - 2010
Inc., Markham ON

Environmental Planner, Elecsar Engineering Ltd., Thornhill ON 1995-2006

pmWSP
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PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Renewable Energy

9
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Permitting Manager, Ontario (2014-Ongoing): Manages a multi-disciplinary team
for technical inputs for post-REA permitting including building permits, entrance
permits, encroachment permits and Conservation Authority permits for a portfolio
of 5 FIT wind projects. Projects include ZEP Windfarm Ganaraska, Grey
Highlands Clean Energy, Grey Highlands Zero Emission People, Settlers Landing
and Snowy Ridge. Client: Capstone Power Development.

Passadumkeag Mountain Due Diligence Review, Penobscott Maine (2015): Mr.
Roberts conducted a critical issues and fatal flaw review of federal, state and
local permits as part of a Due Diligence Assessment mandate for the 42 MW
Passadumkeag Mountain Project currently under construction. Client:
Confidential.

Transformer Containment Design Brief and Spill Containment Plan, Ontario
(2015). Developed a spill response plan and operations & maintenance
procedures for the transformer station oil containment system at the 91 MW
Dufferin Wind Power project. Client: DWP.

East Durham Wind Farm REA Program, Ontario (2012-Ongoing): Project
manager for a REA program and post-REA permitting for a 23 MW FIT wind
power project. Client: NextEra Canada.

Independent Engineer Due Diligence Review Round 2, for a 200+ MW Wind
Power Project, Ontario (2015): Managed a multi-disciplinary Independent
Engineer review of a 230 MW wind generation project. The due diligence
mandate includes reviews of land constraints and constructability, key agreements
and material contracts, Renewable Energy Approval documentation package,
Additional work included wind resource assessment validations and a noise
assessment validation. Client: EDF EN Canada.

Fatal Flaws Analysis, Ontario (2014): Provided a critical issues and fatal flaws
analysis of environmental permitting and environmental baseline studies for a
proposed 170 MW wind power project in southwestern Ontario. Provided a
regulatory overview of federal, provincial and municipal permit processes and
permit status. Client: EDF EN Canada.

SunEdison/Natural Heritage Construction Monitoring Programs

= SunE Bruining 1 Solar Farm, Ingleside, Ontario (2014-Ongoing): Project
Manager for an onsite monitoring program for the construction, commissioning
and site restoration of a 10 MW solar project to ensure compliance with the
terms of the REA and environmental impact study.

= SunE Lindsay Solar Farm, City of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario (2014-Ongoing):
Project Manager for an onsite monitoring program for the construction,
commissioning and site restoration of a 10 MW solar project to ensure
compliance with the terms of the REA and environmental impact study.

Ernestown Wind Park, Loyalist Township, Ontario (2013): Project Manager for the
detailed design of a 10 MW wind project. The project scope included the design
and specification of a switching station, protection and control system, line routing,
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and collector system design. Management and interface with Hydro One
Networks and their COVER process. Client: Horizon Legacy.

- Big Thunder Wind Park, Thunder Bay, Ontario (2013); Project Manager for the
detailed design of a 16 MW wind project. The project scope included the design
and specification of a switching station, protection and control system, line routing,
and collector system design. Management and interface with the local distribution
company, Thunder Bay Hydro. Client: Horizon Legacy.

- Independent Engineer Due Diligence Review 200+ MW Wind Power Project,
Ontario (2013): Managed a multi-disciplinary Independent Engineer review of a
230 MW wind generation project for a potential investor. The due diligence
mandate included reviews of land constraints and constructability, key
agreements and material contracts, Renewable Energy Approval documentation
package, an analysis of curtailment, validation of CAPEX and OPEX cost
estimates and the development of implementation schedules. Additional work
included wind resource assessment validations, noise assessment validation and
an electromagnetic interference (EMI) study. Client: EDF EN Canada.

—> Darby TA Due Diligence Assessment, Ontario (2013): Senior review and
compliance assessment of environmental permits and license conditions for the
200 MW Melancthon | & Il and 198 MW Wolfe Island wind power projects. Client:
TransAlta.

- Emergency Response Planning, Ontario (2013): Developed an emergency
response plan and associated procedures including environmental emergencies,
loss of utility service, natural disasters, transportation & vehicle injuries and site
safety/evacuations. Developed the IESO Restoration Participant Attachment for
the 100 MW Dufferin Wind Farm in Melancthon, Ontario. Client: Longyuan
Canada.

- SunEdison/Renewable Energy Approvals

= SunE Bruining 1 Solar Farm, Ingleside, Ontario (2013): REA Project Manager
for a 10 MW ground-mount solar photovoltaic renewable energy project.

= SunE Lindsay Solar Farm, City of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario (2013): REA
Project Manager for a 10 MW ground-mount solar photovoltaic renewable
energy project.

= SunE Newboro 1 Solar Farm, Township of Rideau Lakes, Ontario (2013):
REA Project Manager for a 10 MW ground-mount solar photovoltaic renewable
energy project.

= SunE Newboro 4 Solar Farm, Township of Rideau Lakes, Ontario (2013):
REA Project Manager for a 10 MW ground-mount solar photovoltaic renewable
energy project.

= SunE Oro 4 Line Solar Farm, Township of Oro-Medonte, Ontario (2013): REA
Project Manager for a 10 MW ground-mount solar photovoltaic renewable
energy project.

= SunE Westbrook Solar Farm, Kingston, Ontario (2013): REA Project Manager
for a 10 MW ground-mount solar photovoltaic renewable energy project.

Page 3 of 9 //.st P
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Renewable Energy Approval Due Diligence Study, Ontario (2012):* As part of a
renewable energy project transaction, performed risk and quantitative analyses of
natural heritage, archaeological and other environmental studies for a portfolio of
16 utility-scale solar projects in the Ontario Renewable Energy Approval process
(REA). Client: Confidential.

Critical Issues / Fatal Flaws Analysis, Various locations, Ontario (2010):*
Developed a critical issues and fatal flaws analysis to analyze potential permitting,
physical and design limitations to solar capacity for a portofilio 19 solar
photovoltaic generation sites. Client: Recurrent Energy.

REA Program Support, Ontario (2010)*: Prepared Construction Plan Reports,
Design and Operations Reports and Decommissioning Plan Reports for a portfolio
of solar photovoltaic generation projects to 10 MW. Projects include Adelaide 1,
Breen 2, Ingersoll 1, Midhurst 2, Midhurst 3, Midhurst 4, Midhurst 6, Orillia 1,
Orillia 2, Orillia 3, Smiths Falls 1, Smiths Falls 2, Smiths falls 3, Smiths Falls 4,
Smiths Falls 5, Smiths Falls 6, Waubaushene 3, Waubaushene 4, and
Waubaushene 5. Client: Recurrent Energy.

Environmental Assessment & Environmental Baseline Studies

>

Seaton MTS Class Environmental Assessment, Pickering Ontario (2015-Ongoig).
Project Manager and EA expert for a Category ‘B’ transformer station and
transmission line tap environmental assessment subject to the Class
Environmental Assessment for Minor Transmission Facilities. Client: Veridian
Connections.

East-West Connection Mount Pleasant GO Station to West of Mississauga Road
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, Brampton, Ontario (2014-Ongoing).
Responsible for planning and executing the public consultation plan and the
management of environmental tasks including terrestrial and aquatic biology,
archaeology and built heritage. Client: City of Brampton.

Yorktech Road Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, Markham, Ontario
(2013-Ongoing): Responsible for planning and executing public consultation
component and coordinating the environmental tasks including terrestrial and
aquatic biology, archaeology and built heritage. Client: City of Markham.

Peer Review, Proposed Energy from Waste Facility Screening, Hamilton, Ontario
(2015). As part of a multi-disciplinary review team, contributed a peer review of
the assessment methodology and potential socio-economic impacts of a proposed
energy from waste facility. Client: City of Hamilton.

Transmission Line Feasibility Assessment (2014), Ontario. Provided an
environmental planning and permitting roadmap as part of a high voltage direct
current (HVDC) transmission line pre-feasibility assessment. Client: Confidential.

New Transmission Line to Pickle Lake Project, Ontario (2014): Bridging
environmental and engineering design work, provided high-level strategic advice
as part of an ongoing individual Environmental Assessment for the project.
Client: Goldcorp.

McClellan Mine Environmental Baseline Study, Lynn Lake, Manitoba (2012):*
Collected and analyzed physical environmental data including physiology, surficial
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geology and climate data. Managed a field program for archaeological and
cultural heritage studies. Client: Carlisle Goldfields Limited.

Monument Bay Environmental Baseline Study, Monument Bay, Manitoba (2012):*
Collected and reviewed climate data from an on-site meteorological station.
Client: Mega Precious Metals.

Arlen MTS, Guelph, Ontario (2011):* Technical lead for an Environmental
Assessment of a Category ‘B’ transformer station and transmission line tap
connection. Completed all phases of the EA process including a needs
assessment, identification and evaluation of alternative sites, environmental
inventory, stakeholder consultation program and environmental mitigation plan.
Managed specialized studies including a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological
assessments, an acoustic assessment and a Phase 1 Environmental Site
Assessment. Principal author of Draft and Final Environmental Study Reports.
Client: Guelph Hydroelectric Systems Inc.

Wetland Reconstruction Strategy Study, Thunder Bay, Ontario (2010).* Provided
a regulatory review for an environmental assessment and permitting strategy
study to rehabilitate a wetland and create park facilities. Client: Hilderman
Thomas Frank Cram Landscape Architecture & Planning.

Halfmile Lake Mine Determination Review, Bathurst, New Brunswick (2010):*
Prepared the terrestrial environment sections for an EIS Registration document as
part of a New Brunswick Department of Environment determination review.
Provided Arcinfo GIS maps and analysis of key environmental features. Client:
Kria Resources Ltd.

Elwood MTS, Ottawa, Ontario (2009):* Technical lead for an Environmental
Assessment of a Category ‘B’ transformer station and associated transmission
line tap connection including a stakeholder consultation program. Principal author
of Draft and Final Environmental Study Reports. Client: Hydro Ottawa

Tanco Mine Relicensing, Bernic Lake, Manitoba (2009):* Contributed terrestrial
environment and vegetation reviews for a multi-disciplined environmental
assessment report and mine closure plan with the purpose of updating the
Environment Act License for an existing operation. Produced GIS mapping
including rare species ranges (e.g. woodland caribou) and cultural heritage sites.
Client: Cabot Corporation.

Cyrville MTS, Ottawa, Ontario (2007).* Technical lead for an Environmental
Assessment of a Category ‘B’ transformer station and associated transmission
line tap connections. Principal author of Draft and Final Environmental Study
Reports. Executed a comprehensive stakeholder consultation program. Client:
Hydro Ottawa.

Powerline MTS, Brantford, Ontario (2004).* Technical lead for an Environmental
Assessment of a Category ‘B’ transformer station and transmission line tap
connection. Principal author of Draft and Final Environmental Study Reports. The
project approvals were completed ahead of an aggressive client schedule. Client:
Brantford Power / Brant County Power.

Niagara West MTS, West Lincoln, Ontario (2003):* Technical lead for an
Environmental Assessment of a Category ‘B’ transformer station and transmission
line tap connection. Principal author of Draft and Final Environmental Study

N
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Reports. Designed and executed a comprehensive stakeholder consultation
program. Client: Niagara West Transformation Corporation.

Bloomsburg MTS, Norfolk, Ontario (2002):* Technical lead for an Environmental
Assessment of a Category ‘B’ transformer station and line tap connection.
Principal author of Draft and Final Environmental Study Reports. Designed and
executed a comprehensive stakeholder consultation program. Client: Norfolk
Power.

St. Marys MTS, St. Marys, Ontario. (2000):* Technical lead for an environmental
assessment of a transformer station and associated line tap connection. The
study determined alternatives to the project were preferred. Client: Festival
Hydro.

Jim Yarrow TS, Brampton, Ontario (1999):* Technical lead for an Environmental
Assessment of transformer station and associated line tap connections. Principal
author of Draft and Final Environmental Study Reports. Designed and executed a
comprehensive stakeholder consultation program. Client: Brampton Hydro (now
Hydro One Brampton).

Lorna Jackson MTS, Vaughan Ontario (1998):* Environmental Planner for a
transformer station Class EA. Compiled environmental inventories and assessed
potential sites against selection criteria based on environmental features,
technical feasibility and cost.  Participated in public information centres for the
project. Client: Vaughan Hydro (now PowerStream Inc.).

Environmental Management, Compliance Auditing and Regulatory Affairs

9
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Waterloo Light Rail Transit Design Review, Waterloo, Ontario (2014-Ongoing).
Responsible for reviews of the environmental management system (EMS),
environmental studies including noise and related plans for the WLRT project.
Client: City of Waterloo.

Environmental Health and Safety Audit, Cambridge Ontario (2015): Project
Auditor for a PVD (plasma vapor deposition) and CVD (chemical vapor deposition)
coating plant. The audit assessed compliance with environmental and safety
regulations and examine best management practices. Client: lonbond.

BMW Manufacturing Co. LLC/Environmental Compliance Auditing

= BMW University Environmental Compliance Audit, Whitby, Ontario (2012):*
Project Auditor for an environmental compliance audit of an automotive repair
training facility.

= PDC Environmental Compliance Audit, Whitby, Ontario (2012):* Project
Auditor for BMW'’s Parts Distribution Centre operated by DB Schenker.

= BMW Canada Headquarters Environmental Compliance Audit, Richmond Hill,
Ontario (2012):* Project Auditor for an environmental compliance audit of
BMW'’s Canadian headquarters.

Vision in Motion, Port Hope, Ontario (2012):* Regulatory expert for a large-scale
remediation feasibility study for a uranium conversion facility. Contributions
included regulatory assessment and input for demolition plans, waste

N
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management plans and hazardous materials abatement plants. Client: Cameco
Corporation.

- Environmental Regulatory Guidance Document, Canada-wide (2012):* Principal
author of an environmental regulatory guidance document for a major US retailer
planning to develop retail outlets throughout Canada. Client: Target.

- Mine Site Audits and CSR Program, Argentina, Mexico, Peru (2011):* Reviewed
field notes, audit reports and prepared findings matrices for an environmental
compliance audit and corporate social responsibility (CSR) program for mine sites
throughout Latin America. Client: Pan American Silver.

- GE Oil and Gas Logging Services/Environmental Compliance Auditing

= Anaco Compliance Audit, Anaco, Venezuela (2011):* Auditor for a well logging
service facility and satellite service area in El Tigre, Venezuela. Additionally,
the scope of work included a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, a health
and safety audit, and recommendations for the environmental management
system.

= Ciudad Ojeda Compliance Audit, Ciudad Ojeda Venezuela (2011):* Auditor for
a well logging service facility that included administrative offices, vehicle
parking and storage of explosives and chemical cutting agents. Additionally,
the scope of work included Phase | Environmental Site Assessment activities,
a health and safety audit, and recommendations for the environmental
management system.

- GE Oil and Gas ESP/Environmental Compliance Auditing

= Storage Yard Compliance Audit, Maracaibo, Venezuela (2011):* Project
Auditor for an environmental compliance audit of an oilfield electro submersible
pump storage yard, handling customer equipment returned from the field.

= Bogota Assembly Plant Audit, Bogotd, Colombia (2011):* Auditor for an electro
submersible oil pump manufacturing facility.

- Comprehensive Environmental Compliance Audit, Guelph, Ontario (2011):*
Project Auditor for a comprehensive audit conducted at four Guelph Hydro
facilities including an operations and maintenance centre, two distribution stations
and a landfill gas generation plant. The Audit assessed compliance with
environmental regulations in order to provide a baseline gap analysis for the future
development and implementation of a formal environmental management system
(EMS). Client: Guelph Hydroelectric Systems.

- I1SO 9001:2008 Quality Auditing, Toronto, Ontario (2009-2010):* As an internal
Quality Coordinator, performed more than 30 quality audits for a multidisciplinary
engineering and environmental consulting company. Client: Tetra Tech.

Environmental Compliance Approvals
- Sherwin-Williams/ Environmental Compliance Support

= Grimsby Plant Toxic Reduction Plan, Grimsby, Ontario (2012):* Coordinated
reporting for a toxic reduction plan for a powder coat manufacturing facility per
the Toxics Reduction Act, 1999, O.Reg. 455/09.

P_age 70f9 //.st P



ANDREW ROBERTS, MASc.

= Grimsby Plant Air ECA, Grimsby, Ontario (2012):* Coordinated reporting and
ESDM modelling for an air emission environmental compliance approval for a
powder coat manufacturing facility.

= Brantford Plant Toxic Reduction Plan, Brantford, Ontario (2012):* coordinated
reporting for a toxic reduction plan for a paint manufacturing and test lab facility
per the Toxics Reduction Act, 1999, O.Reg. 455/09.

= Brantford Plant Air ECA, Brantford, Ontario (2012):* Coordinated reporting for
and EDSM modelling for a paint manufacturing and test lab facility.

- Guelph Hydroelectric Systems Inc. / Environmental Compliance Support

= Rockwood MS 1 Noise ECA, Rockwood, Ontario (2012):* Coordinated an
Environmental Compliance Approval application under Section 9 of the
Environmental Protection Act for noise emissions

= Rockwood MS 2 Noise ECA, Rockwood, Ontario (2012):* Coordinated an
Environmental Compliance Approval application for noise emissions.

= Arlen MTS Industrial Sewage Works, Guelph, Ontario (2011):* Coordinated an
Environmental Compliance Approval for industrial sewage works for a
transformer station oil containment and separation system. Produced spill
response and operations & maintenance procedures for the facility.

= Arlen MTS Acoustic Assessment, Guelph, Ontario (2011):* Coordinated a
Certificate of Approval for noise emissions from a Category ‘B’ transformer
station.

- Lac des lles Mine Toxic Reduction Plan, Lac des lles, Ontario (2012):*
Coordinated reporting for a toxic reduction plan per the Toxics Reduction Act,
1999, O.Reg. 455/09. Client: North American Palladium.

- Eby Rush MTS Industrial Sewage Works, Waterloo, Ontario (2012):* Coordinated
an Environmental Compliance Approval for industrial sewage works for a
membrane-type oil containment system in a substation yard. Produced spill
containment and operations & maintenance procedures for the facility. Client:
AECOM / Waterloo North Hydro Inc.

- Lake Erie Steel Works ECA, Nanticoke, Ontario (2012):* Contributed industrial
process descriptions and municipal planning background research supporting an
EDSM report. Client: U.S. Steel Canada.

- PowerStream Inc./ Environmental Compliance Support

= Aurora MS 6 Industrial Sewage Works, Aurora, Ontario (2009):* Produced
spill containment and operations & maintenance procedure as part of a
industrial sewage works Certificate of Approval for a distribution station oil
containment system

= Aurora MS 7 Oil Industrial Sewage Works, Aurora, Ontario (2007):* Produced
spill containment and operations & maintenance procedure as part of
Certificate of Approval for a distribution station oil containment system.

Page 8 of 9 //.st P



ANDREW ROBERTS, MASc.

* denotes projects completed with previous employers

PRESENTATIONS

Roberts, A. 2013, “Ontario’s Feed-In Tariff: Learning As We Go — Transition to FIT
2.1”, Financing the Future Wind Farm - A Look at the Canadian FIT and Recent
Changes to the Production Tax Credit, Webinar, Windpower Engineering &
Development.
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ERIN FITZPATRICK, B.Sc., M.Sc.

BIOLOGIST

AREAS OF PRACTICE

Natural Sciences

PROFILE

Erin Fitzpatrick (née Corstorphine) is a terrestrial biologist with more than five years of
experience in the natural sciences. Erin has developed and implemented detailed
work programs for a variety of natural heritage studies, including Oak Ridges Moraine
Conformity Studies, Environmental Impact Studies, and Natural Heritage
Assessments under the Renewable Energy Approvals Process. She regularly works
on Class Environmental Assessments and Aggregate Resource Investigations where
she applies sound biological principles to the assessment and mitigation of impacts to
the natural environment. Erin has extensive experience completing floral and faunal
species at risk surveys, habitat assessments, tree inventories, natural heritage feature
review and mapping, and vegetation assessments including the use of Ecological
Land Classification.

Through various roles in the public and private sectors, Erin has gained valuable
experience with project design, implementation and management, and has developed
the skills necessary to work co-operatively within a multi-disciplinary team to meet
project requirements and deadlines.

EDUCATION
M.Sc., Integrative Biology, University of Guelph, ON 2010
B. Sc. (Honours), Applied Ecology, University of Guelph, ON 2000

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) Certification, MNR 2014

Aquatic Insect Family Level Identification Course, OBBN 2014
Standard First Aid, CPR and AED Certification 2010
Ecological Land Classification, MNR 2012
Northeast Forest Ecosystem Classification Workshop, MNR 1998

Grass, Sedge and Rush Identification Workshop, MNR 1998
CAREER

Biologist, Environment, WSP 2014 - Present
Biologist, Environment, GENIVAR (now named WSP) 2011 - 2013

Project Co-ordinator, Biodiversity Institute of Ontario, University 2010 - 2011
of Guelph, ON

Lab Technician, Biodiversity Institute of Ontario, University of 2007
Guelph, ON

Wildlife/Species at Risk Biologist Intern, Ministry of Natural 2002
Resources, NE Region, South Porcupine, ON

pmWSP
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PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Natural Sciences

9

2014 Northeastern Region Aggregate Source Investigations, North Bay,
Matheson, Massey, Thessalon, Shining Tree, Gogama, and Britt (2014): Field
surveys for eight potential aggregate sites were completed to document natural
heritage features, significant wildlife habitat, and species at risk. Specific species
at risk surveys included basking surveys for Blanding’s Turtle, gestation and
hibernation habitat surveys for Massasauga Rattlesnake, and evening surveys for
Whip-poor-will. Client: Ministry of Transportation of Ontario.

Class Environmental Assessment, East-West Connection from Mount Pleasant
GO Station to West of Mississauga Road, Brampton, Ontario (2014):
Assessments of the natural environment will be completed to inform the
evaluation of the alternative alignments and determination of a preferred planning
solution. Additional support will be provided in the form of regulatory agency
consultation and securement of relevant permits and approvals, including those
associated with species at risk. Client: City of Brampton.

Yorktech Drive Extension — Class C Environmental Assessment, Markham,
Ontario (2014): As part of a Schedule C Class EA, a Natural Heritage Existing
Conditions report was completed. Work on the project included consultation with
appropriate regulating agencies, a full field program for vegetation, wildlife, and
potential species at risk in the area, and an impact assessment for the alternative
routes. Client: City of Markham.

2013 Northeastern Region Aggregate Source Investigations, Wawa, Timmins,
Copper Cliff, North Bay, Marten River, and Mattawa, ON (2013): Conducted
surveys for natural heritage features and species at risk for seven proposed
aggregate sites in Northeastern Ontario. Species specific surveys of note included
evening Whip-poor-will surveys for all seven sites. Client: Ministry of
Transportation of Ontario.

Minto Mine Project, Shining Tree, ON (2013): Conducted surveys for natural
heritage features and species at risk in support of an advanced exploration mining
permit for a mining exploration company. Work included the collection of
background information, consultation with appropriate regulating agencies, field
investigations, and reporting. Client: Creso-Nichromet.

Innisfil Closed Landfill Remediation, Innisfil, ON (2013): The County of Simcoe
was tasked with remediating a historic closed landfill site. The landfill was located
within a mapped Provincially Significant Wetland, as well as within some sensitive
natural areas. Provided an existing conditions report, applied for appropriate
permitting, and developed a mitigation and planting plan for the site to ensure that
the surrounding natural environment was not negatively impacted by the refuse
removal. Client: County of Simcoe.

Ramara Closed Landfill Remediation, Ramara, ON (2013): The County of Simcoe
was tasked with remediating a historic closed landfill. The landfill was located
within a large wetland complex, as well as within some sensitive natural areas.
Provided an existing conditions report, applied for appropriate permitting, and
developed a mitigation and planting plan for the site to ensure that the
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surrounding natural environment was not negatively impacted by the refuse
removal. Client: County of Simcoe.

- Ontario Science Centre Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan, Toronto, ON
(2013): An inventory of trees within the ravine surrounding the Ontario Science
Centre was completed in support of plans to install new retaining walls. Field
observations contributed to the development of a preservation plan to minimize
the impact to trees within the development zone. Client: Ontario Science Centre.

- Existing Conditions Reports, Two Bridge Sites, Hamilton, ON (2013): A survey of
existing conditions and potential for species at risk was conducted as part of a
roster assignment for the City of Hamilton. Surveys were conducted for flagged
species at risk in the study area, including bird, fish, plant, mammal, and herptile
species. Client: City of Hamilton.

- Carlisle Well Class Environmental Assessment, Carlisle, ON (2013): As part of a
Schedule C Class EA, a Natural Heritage Existing Conditions and Impact Study
was completed. Work on the project included consultation with appropriate
regulating agencies, a full field program for potential species at risk in the area,
and an analysis of potential impacts. Client: City of Hamilton.

- Pickering Class Environmental Assessment, Pickering, ON (2013): As part of a
Schedule B Class EA, a Natural Heritage Existing Conditions Report was
prepared for the re-routing of three sanitary sewers in the City of Pickering. The
field investigation focused on the terrestrial environment surrounding four
alternative alignments, and included surveys of vegetation, breeding birds and an
assessment of habitat potential for species at risk and other wildlife species.
Client: Regional Municipality of Durham.

- Scoped Environmental Impact Studies for Pipeline Maintenance, Toronto, Whitby,
ON (2013): Scoped environmental impact studies were prepared to obtain permits
and approvals required to complete pipeline inspection and repair work at six sites
within Southern Ontario. The reports included detailed site plans outlining site
mitigation, tree protection and removal specifications, as well as site restoration.
Conservation Authority permits, Parks Access Agreements and approvals for work
within Ravine and Natural Feature Protection areas were obtained for the sites.
Client: Trans-Northern Pipelines Inc.

- 2012 Northeastern Region Aggregate Source Investigations, Englehart, EIk Lake,
Foleyet, Wawa, Chelmsford, Sudbury, North Bay and Mattawa, ON (2013):
Conducted surveys for natural heritage features and species at risk for nine
proposed aggregate sites in Northeastern Ontario. Specific species at risk surveys
included evening Whip-poor-will surveys for twelve sites and surveys for
Massasauga Rattlesnake habitat on two sites. In addition to preparing Natural
Environment reports for nine of these sites, assisted the client with Endangered
Species Act Overall Benefit Permit Applications and Avoidance and Mitigation
Measures Reports for five of the sites. Client: Ministry of Transportation of
Ontario.

- 2011 Northeastern Region Aggregate Source Investigations, Cochrane,
Englehart, Chapleau, Chelmsford, Massey and Espanola, ON (2012): Surveys of
natural heritage features, including species at risk, were conducted for eight
proposed aggregate sites in Northeastern Ontario. As part of the Aggregate
Permit Application process, Natural Environment reports were prepared to identify
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the presence of significant natural heritage features, assess the potential for
negative impacts on these features and their ecological functions, and to provide
suggestions for preventative, mitigative and/or remedial measures. Client: Ministry
of Transportation of Ontario.

- Species at Risk Survey, Waterdown Class Environmental Assessment,
Waterdown, Hamilton, ON (2011): A species at risk survey was conducted as part
of the Class B Environmental Assessment for new road corridors in the
Waterdown area. Surveys were conducted for 35 species at risk in the study area,
including bird, plant, mammal, herptile and invertebrate species. Scientific
Collector’'s Permits and approved Animal Care Protocols were required for live-
capture trapping of Woodland Vole and Jefferson Salamander. Client: City of
Hamilton.

- Mayfield Road Class Environmental Assessment, Brampton, ON (2011): An
existing conditions report focusing on the terrestrial environment, including
vegetation and wildlife species and their habitat, was prepared as part of the initial
stages of the Class Environmental Assessment. Ongoing consultation with the
client, design team and regulating agencies will continue in the design stages and
impact assessment phases of the project. Client: Region of Peel.

- Renewable Energy (Solar and Wind) Natural Heritage Assessments, Various
locations, ON (2011-2013): Ontario Regulation 359/09 requires proposed
alternative energy projects to complete Natural Heritage Assessments
investigating significant wildlife and their habitats, and the potential for proposed
projects to have impacts on existing natural features. Completed numerous
desktop studies and reports assessing the potential impacts on natural heritage
features, including surface water features, associated with proposed renewable
energy projects. Client: Various.

- Renewable Energy (Solar) Natural Heritage Assessments, Lindsay and Oro-
Medonte, ON (2011-2014): As part of a multi-disciplinary team, Natural Heritage
Assessments and species at risk surveys were completed to meet the
environmental requirements outlined with Ontario Regulation 359/09. As part of
these assessments Ecological Land Classification, habitat assessment, and
environmental impact studies were completed to mitigate potential negative
impacts to identified natural heritage features within the vicinity of the proposed
solar farms. Following extensive consultation with regulatory agencies, desktop
studies and field investigations, MNR approvals were obtained for both sites. Pre-
construction surveys were completed in 2013 to meet REA approval requirements
for construction in 2014. Client: SunEdison.

- West Trunk Sewer Compound Class Environmental Assessment, Mississauga,
ON (2011-2014): A general tree inventory and vegetation overview was prepared
for four sites as part of a larger Class Environmental Assessment. In addition, a
mitigation and restoration plan was completed for an open-cut crossing at Loyalist
Creek to obtain agency approvals and permitting at the detailed design stage.
Client: Region of Peel.

- Woodend Conservation Area, Outdoor Living Campus, Niagara-on-the-Lake, ON
(2012): A scoped Environmental Impact Study was required for the approval of the
proposed re-development of two buildings at the Outdoor Living Campus. As part
of the EIS, a survey for Species of Conservation Concern, including surveys for
breeding birds, and a Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan was completed. Field
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observations and secondary source information were used to develop measures
to eliminate or mitigate environmental impacts associated with the proposed
development. Client: District School Board of Niagara.

Region of Waterloo Trunk Watermain Class Environmental Assessment,
Kitchener, ON (2011): A description of existing conditions and natural heritage
features, including species at risk and their habitat, must be considered in initial
stages of a Class Environmental Assessment. An existing conditions report was
prepared to inform the design team of potential natural heritage constraints
leading into the design phase of the project. Client: Region of Waterloo.

Stream Clearing and Rehabilitation Plan, Beaverton, ON (2011): A stream
clearing and rehabilitation plan was created to improve the channelization and
flow of an ephemeral stream providing drainage on an agricultural property. A
constructed wetland and defined drainage channels were incorporated into the
design plan to attenuate surface run-off and groundwater seepage responsible for
soil erosion along the agricultural fields. Client: Goodyear Farms Limited.

Remediation Plan for Wutai Shan Buddhist Temple, Township of Cavan, ON
(2012): Helped to develop a remediation plan to ensure that past and future
development at the temple site would comply with requirements laid out by the
local Conservation Authority and the Ministry of Natural Resources. As part of this
remediation plan, a description of existing conditions with respect to terrestrial and
aquatic natural heritage features was prepared to assess the potential for future
environmental impacts, and mitigate existing impacts associated with
development and site alteration. Client: Cham Shan Temple.

1691 Adjala Tecumseth Townline, New Tecumseth, ON (2012): A Natural
Heritage Evaluation was prepared to satisfy the requirements of the Oak Ridge's
Moraine Act for a proposed single family dwelling and detached garage. Client:
Georgiy Davydenko.

PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

Publications

>

>

Mincks, Hardy, S., C.M. Carr, M. Hardman, D. Steinke, E. Corstorphine, and C.
Mah. “Biodiversity and phylogeography of Arctic marine fauna: insights from
molecular tools.” Marine Biodiversity, 2010, 41(1): 195-210.

Corstorphine, E.A. 2010. “DNA Barcoding of Echinoderms: Species Diversity and
Patterns of Molecular Evolution” M.Sc. Thesis. University of Guelph.

Presentations

9
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Corstorphine, E. and P.D.N. Hebert. “Do life histories and environmental factors
affect molecular evolution of the cytochrome c oxidase subunit | gene in the
Echinodermata?” Evolution, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN (poster
presentation), 2008.

Corstorphine, E. and P.D.N. Hebert. “Do life histories and environmental factors
affect molecular evolution of the cytochrome c oxidase subunit | gene in the
Echinodermata?” The 2" annual symposium of the Canadian Barcode of Life
Network, Toronto, ON (poster presentation), 2008.



ERROL HALBERG, P.Eng.

MANAGER, RENEWABLE ENERGY ASSESSMENT

AREAS OF PRACTICE

Wind and Solar Project
Due Diligence

Power Performance
Testing

Risk, Uncertainty, and
Losses

Wind Energy Estimates
Solar Energy Estimates

Operational Project
Evaluation

Environmental and
Permitting

PROFILE

Errol Halberg is the manager and technical lead of the renewable energy assessment
department at WSP. He has been involved in energy assessment of preconstruction
and operational wind and solar projects worldwide with a portfolio of thousands of
megawatts. Errol is a recognized expert in his field and has spoken at a number of
conferences on subjects including meteorological measurements, energy losses,
uncertainty, and the interpretation of wind resource assessment results for the finance

community.

EDUCATION

Master of Science in Chemical Engineering, University of Alberta

Bachelor of Science in Materials Engineering, University of
Alberta

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

2007
2002

Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of
Alberta

CAREER

APEGA

Manager, Renewable Energy Assessment, WSP, Calgary AB
Manager, Renewable Energy Assessment, GENIVAR
Wind Resource Engineer, GENIVAR

Wind Resource Engineer, Phoenix Engineering

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

2014 - Present
2012 - 2014
2008 - 2012
2007 - 2008

Wind and Solar Project Due Diligence

- Advised lenders and developers for mergers, acquisitions, and IPOs of large

portfolios by identifying inputs for project valuation.

- Evaluated third party energy estimates, production statistics from operating
projects, operations and maintenance history, and turbine performance.

- Identified risk factors from a permitting perspective including sound, turbine

suitability, shadow flicker, and radar interference.
Power Performance Testing

- Planned, designed, and executed power performance tests for various wind

turbine technologies according to the IEC 61400-12-1 standard.
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- Acted as an advisor for negotiations between project developers and turbine
manufacturers in context of the turbine power curve and master service
agreement.

Wind Energy Assessments

- Extensive experience in generating yield estimates for wind energy projects
throughout Canada, USA, and internationally.

- Special expertise in interpretation of uncertainty, inter-annual variability of
production, and validation using actual performance of built facilities.

- Expert in meteorological campaigns, wind flow modeling using WA°P, WindPRO,
and Meteodyn, layout design, climate suitability, losses, and uncertainty,

Solar Energy Assessments

- Current lead of the WSP Global Solar Network

- Conducted energy assessments for both preconstruction and built solar projects
- Design of meteorological deployment campaigns

- Evaluation of losses and uncertainty for solar projects.

Operational Assessment

— Evaluation of energy estimates operating wind and solar facilities using production
data

- Review of historical performance relative to budget expectations (monthly and
quarterly operational reporting)

Environmental and Permitting

- Prepared third party reports and assessed risk factors for the permitting process
including sound, shadow flicker, viewshed, electromagnetic interference, and
curtailment

PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

Publications

- Dvorak, Paul. Halberg, Errol. “Taming Uncertainty for Wind Project Financing”
WindPower Engineering & Development, November 2012.

- Wershof, Stuart., Halberg, Errol., Shoucri, Andre. “Quantification of the Impact of
NRG Sensor Drag on Yield Assessments” GENIVAR, December, 2008.

Presentations

- Breakey, Matthew., Halberg, Errol., “On-Shore Wake Validation Study: Wake
Analysis Based on Production Data”, AWEA Wind Resource Assessment
Symposium, Las Vegas, December 2013.

- Halberg, Errol. “Monetizing Wind Resource Assessment: Bank Survey” AWEA
Wind Resource Assessment Workshop, Pittsburgh, PA. September 2012.

- Halberg, Errol., “Power Performance Testing Best Practices”, GENIVAR, 2011.
- Halberg, Errol., “Remote Sensing Best Practices”, GENIVAR, 2011.
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November 25, 2010

Leah Deveaux

ORTECH Environmental
804 Southdown Road
Mississauga, ON L5J 2Y4

Re: Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm
Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services

Dear Leah:

GENIVAR is pleased to submit this proposal for services in accordance with your RFP. Wind energy is a
key service area for GENIVAR; we have an excellent understanding of the risks and issues associated
with this project and have proposed appropriate strategies. Our core team is Ontario based, and is
supplemented by global technical expertise which is not yet locally available as this will be the first
offshore wind farm in Canada.

We have been involved with this project for the last year and look forward to the opportunity of expanding
our role. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions.

Respectfully submitted.

GENIVAR Consultants LP

\\Q\ y ul | ¢ // : //(/M\_/\

Pierre Lacombe, Eng., M.Sc. MBA Sunil Kumar, P.Eng. MBA
Vice-President Industrial and Power Director - Energy
finitials

600 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor, Markham, Ontario L3R 5K3
Telephone: 905.475.7270 -+ Fax: 905.475.5994 -« www.genivar.com
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wolfe Island Shoals facility is the first offshore wind project in Canada to receive a Power Purchase
Agreement. GENIVAR'’s proposal is in conformance with the RFP issued on October 8, 2010 and
subsequent addendums. In this summary, we highlight the key aspects of our approach and our unique
capabilities.
Scope of Services
We are submitting proposals for the following:

-~ Option 1: Permitting Work

- Option 2: Ecological Field Work

— Option 3: Technical Field Work

— Option 4: Cultural Heritage Study and Archaeology Study

We believe that having a single entity responsible for these tasks will result in better co-ordination and
cost efficiencies. We have assumed that the EA will need to cover the offshore facilities, onshore
facilities (transmission line, switching station, and any new/upgraded permanent docks), as well as
construction activities.

GENIVAR Background

GENIVAR is a large multi-disciplinary Canadian consulting firm offering full services for the wind energy
sector including wind resource assessment, environmental assessments, and engineering. We have over
5000 employees in total and over 15 offices in Ontario. GENIVAR already is familiar with this project,
having completed the following:

- Preparation of the electrical part of the original FIT application

- Preparation of SIA and CIA applications and subsequent discussions with OPA and HONI

- Presentation to Windstream on engineering aspects of an offshore wind farm (together with
Lahmeyer and Overdick)

— Preparation of a preliminary “Permitting Services Scope and Budget Analysis” for this project
- Communications with various turbine suppliers who are interested in this project

Our Approach

As this is the first project of its type, there are inherent risks which must be
carefully evaluated and managed. Our execution philosophy will be based on
the following principles:

- Early and frequent consultation with key agencies and the public. We
will be pro-active rather than reactive. We will seek to obtain “buy-in”
by agencies of field studies prior to starting the work.

— Strategic direction provided by a senior team who are experienced in
environmental approvals of complex projects

- World class technical team who can address the issues raised during
the EA process. The project will be led by our Toronto area office and
we will be well above the 50% Ontario domestic content threshold.

- Project team which includes members who have previous experience with offshore wind farms
(Lahmeyer and Overdick). As an option, we have suggested a general technical presentation to
key agencies (MNR, DFO, Transport Canada, MOE and others) at an early stage describing what
an offshore wind project consists of and related issues. This could be somewhat similar to the
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presentation we made to Windstream/Ortech in early summer 2010. As a result, the agencies will
have facts, based on real world experience, on which to understand the project components.

Utilization of local Kingston area expertise. Lakebed sediment transport could be a major concern
for both the construction and operation phases. Our team includes Dr. Boegman of Queen’s
University; he has experience with modeling of eastern Lake Ontario/St. Lawrence River for the
Ontario Ministry of the Environment & Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority. The Cataraqui
Archaeological Research Foundation will do the terrestrial archaeological study.

Our Project Manager will be Pat Becker, M.E.S. She has over 20 years of experience in environmental
planning and public/agency consultation. Areas of expertise include, environmental assessments
(provincial and federal) for individual and class Environmental Assessment (EA) projects for both the
private and municipal sectors, public consultation, aboriginal consultation and government/agency
consultation. She has been involved in EAs for wind projects for over 7 years. She has also consulted to
the Ontario Ministry of Environment for the development of new EA processes. Her relevant experience
includes:

Renewable Energy Approvals (REA) for four private sector wind turbine projects located in
southwestern Ontario. The REA involves the development of consultation programs and
undertaking public, aboriginal, government and agency consultation activities.

Environmental Screening - Completed nine environmental screening reports for wind turbine
projects located in communities in southwestern Ontario. This involved the development of
consultation programs and undertaking public, aboriginal, government and agency consultation
activities. In addition, SARA requirements were identified and met.

Erie Shores Wind Farm: Completed an environmental screening including developing a
consultation program and undertaking the public, aboriginal, government and agency consultation
activities.

Lake Simcoe Water Treatment Facility Class EA: Completed Phases 3 and 4 of the Class EAs
process, including assisting on developing and undertaking the public, government and agency
consultation activities.

Department of Fisheries & Oceans: Completed property transfer assessments and federal
environmental assessments (under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act) for the
divestiture of approximately 45 federal harbours located throughout Ontario.

Due to the unique nature of this work, we anticipate that there will be changes in scope which will require
changes in budget. We will establish a project management system whereby Windstream approves
tasks/budgets and monthly reporting is provided for this. As changes in scope (such as additional studies
requested by government agencies) are required, we will prepare requisitions which will require
Windstream’s approval.

The Wolfe Island Shoals facility is the first offshore wind project in Canada to receive a Power Purchase
Agreement (through the FIT program). The facility will be developed entirely on crown land in Lake
Ontario off the shore of Wolfe Island, Ontario. It is anticipated that between 80 and 130 wind turbines will
be placed in the project area. The turbines will be connected through a series of underwater cables to a
single offshore substation. A 230 kV submarine cable, approximately 27 km in length, will connect to the
Lennox TS.

GENIVAR is intimately familiar with this project having provided assistance to Windstream for the
preparation of the electrical part of the original FIT application, subsequent SIA and CIA applications to
IESO and Hydro One and participation in discussions on the electrical interconnection, presentation to
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Windstream on the engineering and logistics of offshore wind projects, and the preparation of a
preliminary Environmental Permitting Services Scope and Budget Analysis.

2.2 PHILOSOPHY OF APPROACH

This project will be the first environmental assessment for an offshore wind facility in Canada.
Consequently, there are inherent risks which must be carefully evaluated and managed. Otherwise there
is the potential for serious project delays, increases in capital cost, or even the risk of the project not
obtaining the necessary approvals.

Therefore our execution philosophy will be based on the following principles:
e Early and frequent consultation with key agencies. We will be pro-active rather than reactive.

e Strategic direction will be provided by a senior team who are experienced in environmental
approvals of complex projects

e World class technical team who can address the issues raised during the EA process
e Project team which includes members who have previous experience with offshore wind farms
e Local Resources. It is our intent to engage and employ local resources and experts.

2.3 KEY STRATEGIC ISSUES

Issue: “Buy-in” by Agencies of Field Studies. There are a large number of technical field studies to be
completed, including avian surveys, bat surveys, natural heritage studies, marine archaeology, and
others. If the agencies do not accept the methodology, additional work may be required which could
negatively impact the project schedule.

GENIVAR'’s approach: The first part of the project will consist of developing draft field study plans
for discussions with the various agencies including MNR, DFO, Transport Canada, Environment
Canada and others. We will try to obtain their approval, or at the very least their comments on
the workplan, prior to executing the fieldwork.

Issue: Level of Public Consultation. The REA for “onshore” projects requires minimum two meetings.
For this project, we anticipate several meetings will be required.

GENIVAR’s approach: We propose the following for
discussion with Windstream and your Public
Consultation team:

e FEarly “information” meeting before starting the
formal government processes

e  “Formal’ public meetings. More than the
minimum two may be required.

¢ Individual meetings with individual local
community groups who have specific concerns.
Due to the large geographic expanse of the
project, there may be different concerns for e
different groups which may be better addressed in separate meetings. For example, a
yachting association would be concerned about obstructions and construction impact
whereas landowners along the 230 kV overhead line route may be more concerned
about EMFs.

Issue: Poor understanding by Agencies of what is an Offshore Wind Farm project. This could result
in delays during the report review stage or misunderstanding of impacts.
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GENIVAR'’s approach: We suggest, as an additional task, that our team visit key agencies (MNR,
CEAA, MOE, Environment Canada, DFO, Transport Canada) and provide them with a general
presentation of the technical elements of an offshore wind farm and construction processes. For
this activity, our team would include members of Lahmeyer. For efficiency, we would try to meet
several agencies together.

Issue: Resource Requirements. This is a large project requiring many staff with specific skill sets.
Inadequate resourcing could delay the project.

GENIVAR'’s approach: GENIVAR is a large firm with over 5000 employees Canada wide and
over 1200 in Ontario. Together with our sub-consultants, we have a large pool of resources that
we can draw upon to meet your timelines.

Issue: Lakebed sediment impact could be a major concern for Agencies. Sediment impact during
construction is typically a major concern for agencies.

GENIVAR’s approach: As this is potentially a major technical concern, we have included Dr.
Boegman of Queen’s University on our team. His activities focus on transport and mixing
processes in the aquatic environment and their impact upon water quality. His expertise includes
hydrodynamic and water-quality modelling, bio-physical coupling, and open channel hydraulics.
He has completed modeling of eastern Lake Ontario/St. Lawrence River for the Ontario Ministry
of the Environment & Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority.

It is our belief that the success of the EA and REA permitting process can be influenced by the support of
the local community. GENIVAR is committed to utilizing local resources as much as possible. To this end,
GENIVAR has taken the following steps:

Having the Cataraqui Archaeological Research Foundation as a member of our team;

Engaging Queens University. Dr. Boegman, has joined our team to complete the water quality
and sedimentation work and we hope to add more faculty members to our team in the near
future;

We are committed to hiring graduate and/or summer students to assist in the Ecological and
Technical Field Work;

Utilization of our local Kingston office; and

Preferentially procure local supplies and services whenever practical.

Our proposal is based on the following:

Turbine layouts, including GPS co-ordinates, to be provided by others. Our cost estimate is based
on one original layout and 2 revisions.

Electrical collector line layout, substation location to be provided by others.

For the land portion of the transmission line, evaluation of two routes (to be jointly determined
between Windstream, GENIVAR and the electrical consultant).

Conceptual design of foundations by others

Determination of dock requirements for construction phase and operation phase by others
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Definition of construction logistics, techniques and schedule, at a level of detail adequate for the
environmental studies, by others.

Environmental assessment and studies work to be undertaken over an eighteen month period
commencing January 2011. This is to meet the Summer 2012 construction start date provided in
the RFP documents. Based on our recent experience with the permitting of onshore wind projects,
this is an aggressive timeline.

The Site Release Process is not included in the scope of work. GENIVAR can assist Windstream
with this process if requested.

There are a number of field related studies to be conducted — some are already underway by
Windstream, others are to be part of this RFP, and others yet to be determined. The table below
summarizes our understanding.

Type Description Responsibility

Technical Bathymetry Windstream — underway
Side Scan Sonar Windstream — underway
Sub Bottom Profiling Windstream — underway
Surface Sediment Sampling Windstream — underway
Seabed Geotechnical Windstream — spring 2011
Land Geotechnical at submarine

: TBD

cable landing

Ecological Avian GENIVAR
Bats GENIVAR
Terrestrial Ecology GENIVAR
Aquatic Ecology GENIVAR

General Noise — during operation GENIVAR
Noise — during construction TBD
Shadow Flicker GENIVAR
Visual Impact Assessment GENIVAR
Telecommunlcatlon Interference GENIVAR
Constraints study
Interference EMI Modelling (if TBD

required)
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Type

Description

Responsibility

Technical Field

Waves and Currents data collection
using ADCP

GENIVAR/ Environnement
Illimite

Hydrology GENIVAR
Wave Studies GENIVAR
Beach sediment sampling GENIVAR
Bottom sediment sampling GENIVAR
Sediment Transport modelling Sﬁygﬁjl Queen’s

Icing Studies

Groupe-conseil Lasalle /
Lahmeyer

Costal Engineering

GENIVAR

Archaeological/Heritage

Terrestrial and Marine Archaeology —
Stage 1

GENIVAR/SJACHE/CARF

Terrestrial Archaeology — Stage 2

GENIVAR/CARF

Marine Archaeology — Stage 2

GENIVAR/ SJACHE

Cultural Heritage

GENIVAR/CARF

4. PERMITTING WORK (OPTION 1)
4.1 APPROVALS

Each of the primary approvals processes (EA and REA) will require separate reporting but will have
considerable overlap with respect to the technical studies and consultation activities. The following
subsections will provide a background on the major steps in the EA, REA and Site Release process.

411 Federal EA Process

The Federal EA process is administered by the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA)
however, the process is driven by “Responsible Authority or Authorities” based on what triggers the need
for a federal EA to be completed. For this project it is anticipated that the Responsible Authority will likely
be the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) and/or Transport Canada (TC). The major steps of the

process are:

1. Identification of Responsible Authority (by CEAA)

Notification of relevant federal authorities/experts (by CEAA)

2
3. Determine scope of EA (collaboration between proponent and Responsible Authority)
4

Establish timeline of project (collaboration between proponent and Responsible Authority)
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Conduct Analysis (proponent)

5

6. Create EA Report (proponent)

7. Review of EA by Responsible Authority
8

Decision on EA released

The Provincial REA process is administered by the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) but shares
regulatory jurisdiction with the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), Ministry of Tourism and Culture
(MTC) and the Ministry of Transportation (MTQ). The major process steps are:

1. Notification of Project and Public Meeting #1
2. Public Meeting # 1

3. Completion of Technical and Environmental Studies (Avian, Bat, Natural Heritage, Noise,
Archaeological, Shadow Flicker and Water studies)

Completion of Draft Required Reports

Completion of Municipal Consultation Form

4
5
6. Sign off from Ministry of Natural Resources and Ministry of Tourism and Culture
7. Notice of Public Meeting #2 and Release of Draft Required Reports for Public Review
8. Public Meeting #2

9. Completion of Consultation Report and Final Required Reports

10. Submission of REA Application

In addition to these specific tasks, the REA regulation requires on-going consultation activities with
aboriginal groups.

In addition to the main REA and CEAA permitting processes, several other permits may be necessary.
GENIVAR will contact each agency in the early stages of the process in order to determine if permitting is
necessary and agree upon a scope of work. Likely permits are listed in the table below.

Permit Authorizing Agency Notes

Navigable Waters Protection
Act Permit

Transport Canada Will be required

Aeronautical Obstruction
Clearance Form

Transport Canada Will be required

NavCanada Land Use form

NavCanada

Will be required

Fisheries Act Authorization

DFO (possibly with Cataraqui
Region Conservation
Authority)

Will be required

SARA Permit

DFO or CWS

May be required

Shoreline, wetland or

Cataraqui Region

Will be required for
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Permit Authorizing Agency Notes

watercrossing alteration Conservation Authority transmission cable landing

permit point

Species at Risk Permit MNR May be required

Crown Land Site Release MNR Will be required

Building Land Use Permit MTO May be required if alterations
to a provincial highway (or
exit/entrance rap) is required
for deliveries

Permit to Take Water MOE May be required

Both the REA and CEAA processes involve stakeholder consultation but to differing degrees. The REA
process requires consultation with various agencies, aboriginal groups and the public. There is also a
requirement that a proponent consult with municipalities through formal and informal discussions and they
must jointly complete a municipal consultation form.

For the public consultation component, the REA process requires that a minimum of two (2) public
meetings be held within any municipality which has project components the first at the beginning of the
process and the second once the draft REA reports have been completed. This will likely be Loyalist
Township, Frontenac Islands and potentially the City of Kingston. The CEAA process has less specific
requirements and focuses on public participation (e.g. posting of the project on the public registry) and
consultation with federal departments but does not specify the process. To address the EA requirements
the consultation process will include public meetings, as well as formal and informal conversations and
meetings with various stakeholder groups and every effort to combine the two processes will be made.

With the large number of agencies likely to be involved in this process, it is important to engage as many
as possible early on to avoid the emergence of a new government agency requirements or objections late
in the process.

The stakeholder consultation process will involve an initial meeting with the key provincial ministries
(MOE, MNR, MTC) to identify concerns and opportunities for setting up workplans that will be conducted
to address their requirements and/or needs. In some instances it may be appropriate to have both the
federal and provincial agencies combined into one meeting but at present we propose to meet separately
since they have slightly different interests.

We propose an initial meeting with the federal departments (DFO, TC, EC, CEAA) for the same purpose
as the meeting with the provincial agencies.

Following the initial “kick-off” meeting we would then meet with the key agencies (provincial and federal,
conservation authorities, etc.) to develop and/or approve the actual workplans. Additional meetings
would be held as the technical studies outlined in the workplans are completed and prior to submission of
the REA reports and/or CEAA documentation. In particular on-going consultation with agencies regarding
bird, bat and fisheries issues will be undertaken so that key agencies concerns have been identified and
addressed prior to final submission of documentation. This may help to shorten the review time required
by the agencies.

It is recognized that on-going consultation activities will be undertaken with the municipalities (likely 3)
and GENIVAR will need to be part of this process to address the municipal consultation form. Currently
there is no mandatory requirement that municipalities complete the consultation form, however when the
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final REA documentation is submitted it will be easier for the technical review to occur if all forms have
been completed and submitted.

A separate part of the consultation process, that is not addressed in this proposal, will be the requirement
for consultation with potentially affected aboriginal groups.

The following is a summary of the consultation activities proposed. This does not include additional
participation by the stakeholders in general consultation activities (e.g., Public Meetings), which are
addressed under the Public Consultation Strategy.

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION TASKS

Prepare Consultation Plan

Preparation and initial meeting with provincial ministries

Preparation and initial meeting with federal and other key agencies

Preparation of material for technical meetings with provincial & federal agencies

Meetings with MOE, MNR & REFO to develop workplans (bird & bat)

Meetings with TC, CEAA, DFO to develop workplans (bird and fisheries)

Revise Communications & Consultation Plan

Consultation with Local Municipalities (form to 3 municipalities)

Ongoing Consultation with Local Municipalities

Ongoing meetings with provincial, federal and other key agencies, such as MOE, MNR, MTC, DFO,
MTC, CEAA, IJPC

Summarize Stakeholder Consultation Process (including activities, responses, etc.)

Develop Consultation Report and incorporate Stakeholder consultation in the discussions

Effective public and agency consultation is essential for the successful completion of environmental and
planning processes. Stakeholders such as agencies, interested parties, ratepayer groups and the
general public all have an interest in what happens in their community and want to have a voice in
shaping their community’s future. We understand that Windstream will engage a Public Relations firm for
overall communications strategy development.

The federal CEAA requirements do not specify a public consultation component and thus consultation
activities undertaken to satisfy the REA process will address the consultation needs for the project for
both the federal and provincial EA process.

It is important to ensure that the consultation process meets the needs of both the stakeholders and the
proponent. The following summarizes how stakeholders will be kept involved:

1. Notice of Project — The purpose of this point of contact is to inform potentially affected and
interested parties of the start of this project and to provide an opportunity for commenting on the
project. This includes circulating the Notice and/or letters key agencies/ministries (e.g., MOE,
DFO, Conservation Authority, sailing clubs). As part of this task, the stakeholder list of community
groups and agencies/ministries will be initiated that will be used as a basis for the distribution of
future notices related to the two public meetings.
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2. Public Meetings (mandatory contact) - The purpose of Public Meeting #1 is to interact with the
public to present the project and to discuss their issues, concerns prior to finalization of the
technical REA reports. A Notice will be developed to announce commencement of the proposal
and provide specifics on Public Meeting #1. This Notice will be posted in local newspapers and
distributed as required by the Regulation. The format of the Notice will follow MOE requirements.

Public Meeting No. 1 is used to provide general information on the project (including a general
understanding of offshore wind), project components, environmental studies to be undertaken
and timeframes for these studies, noise and other project specific issues that may arise during
the process. It offers the opportunity to seek public input on the wind project and to identify
community concerns and possible solutions.

60 days prior to holding of Public Meeting #2, the REA documents will be released for public
review. A Notice will be posted in local newspapers and distributed to the stakeholder list (which
government agencies, attendees of Public Meeting #1, etc.) and others, as required by the
Regulation.

Public Meeting #2 would be held following completion of the REA reports. The purpose of this
meeting is to present the final project and to discuss the project with the public. Any input
received would then be incorporated into the Consultation Report.

3. Notice of Posting on Environmental Registry — The MOE is required to forward a notice that
the proposal is being posted on the Environmental Registry. However, the MOE has indicated in
their draft technical bulletins that they proponent could issue this notice to provide an update on
the status of the project. Given the uniqueness of this project, we suggest that the notice be
posted by Windstream.

The following is a summary of the tasks required under the Regulation for an REA submission.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION TASKS

Develop Communications & Consultation Plan

Review and Revise Communications & Consultation Plan with Windstream

Posting of draft Project Description Report on the website and hard copies provided in the area
municipalities at least 30 days prior to Public Meeting #1

Notice of Public Meeting #1 (Aboriginals & Public)
- identifying meeting locations
- posting in local area newspapers and on project website

Preparation for Public Meeting #1
- develop presentation boards

Participate in Public Meetings #1
- 1 meeting per municipality

Summarize Comments from Public Meeting #1

Posting of REA documents on the website and hard copies provided in the area municipalities at least
60 days prior to Public Meeting #2

Notice of Public Meeting #2 (Aboriginals & Public)
- identifying meeting locations
- posting in local area newspapers and on project website

Preparation for Public Meeting #2

Participate in Public Meetings #2
- 1 meeting per municipality

Summarize Comments from Public Meeting #2

Develop Consultation Report (as required for REA submission)

Additional Consultation Activities (Beyond REA Requirements)
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1. Project Website — Through our extensive EA experiences we have found that a more interactive
project website provides an excellent opportunity for information to be disseminated. A project
website is required by the Regulation 359 however wind developers tend to include only the REA
project related documents on the site. We propose that the website include copies of Public
Meeting boards, newsletters, upcoming events, project contact information, etc., in addition to the
REA reports.

2. Newsletters — We will develop newsletters for distribution at the two Public Meetings. In
addition, we propose that two additional newsletters be developed and posted on the project
website and forwarded to key stakeholders (including the Community Liaison Committee) as
updates on the project status.

3. Community Liaison Committee

During the EA process, it is anticipated that there could be interest from the public regarding the project,
since it will be the first offshore wind project to be developed in Ontario. In recognition of this public
interest, a Community Liaison Committee (CLC)) could be set up to provide an open and cooperative
environment for the exchange of ideas throughout the project. The CLC provides a general forum for
interested parties to review and discuss the planning related issues openly, so that a mutual
understanding of the project can be achieved.

The purpose of the CLC would be to communicate information about, and obtain input on, topics related
to the project.

The Project Team, consisting of Windstream, Ortech, the public relations firm, GENIVAR, and the CLC
would cooperate for the purposes of exchanging information during the REA process and identify, discuss
and work to resolve issues and concerns (where possible) relating to the project. The exchange of
information between the Project Team and the CLC could be done through:

e Specific meetings

e Ongoing communication (e.g., through emails, verbal discussions to address simple/quick
queries, and/or clarifications)

o Newsletters
e Project Website

GENIVAR has developed and worked with Community Liaison Committees for several high profile
projects for various municipalities. The concept of an “advisory” group works well however we have found
that by naming them a ‘“liaison” group better defines their function in the project. The proposed
Community Liaison Committee could be comprised of local politicians and key stakeholder
representatives that would be formed to help in reviewing information and providing input on key
concepts.

To be most effective, we will develop Terms of Reference or Memorandum of Understanding for the
group, which outlines such items as the purpose of the group, roles and responsibilities, forms of
communication, etc. GENIVAR will chair and facilitate the Community Liaison Committee meetings.

We recommend that during the planning process 4 CWG meetings be held. The first meeting should be
held early in the process to set-up the group and to get issues/concerns they may identify incorporated
into the process. Two of the meetings would be held prior to each public meeting so that the CLC can
review the information to be presented (prior to the holding of the public meetings) and provide input on
the material. The final meeting would be held prior to posting on the Environmental Registry to update
the CLC on the project and to obtain final comments on the REA submission.

4. Communication Plan — a communication plan for the project will be developed with input from
Windstream, to ensure stakeholders, residents, businesses, Council, government agencies, etc., are kept
informed of the progress of the project. Incorporating this into the planning process allows for
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identification of additional consultation activities as part of the environmental assessment phase of the
project. It can also be updated during the project and used to identify additional consultation activities for
future phases of the project.

Integrating stakeholders and the public’s issues and concerns into process will be an essential
component of the project. If issues and concerns are not acted upon, trust in the process and its results
could be eroded. Our team and the public must work together to ensure that the team understands and
considers the concerns of the public and the public understands the technical issues and process
limitations.

We will ensure the public, key stakeholders and agencies are provided a more direct opportunity for input
through correspondence and/or meetings (as necessary) to be held during the EA process. To maximize
public and agency access to information the various project notices will be posted in local newspapers,
placed on the project's website and forwarded directly to key stakeholders (agencies and public).
Newsletters will also be developed and made available on the project website and distributed at the public
meetings. Any other key project documents should also be considered for posting on the project website.

Proper project management is key to the successful completion of any project. Due to the size,
complexity and number of sub-contractors, GENIVAR will assign a dedicated project manager and a
back-up project manager to ensure the success of this project. The primary tasks of this project manager
will be to ensure scope, schedule, budget and quality objectives are met. This manager will also facilitate
and track communications between the client, stakeholders, regulators and sub-contractors.

GENIVAR proposes the following approach to project management.

1. Project Scope: Upon the awarding to the contract GENIVAR will hold a project kick-off meeting
with Windstream and Ortech to confirm the scope activities proposed. During this meeting a
mutually acceptable method for requesting and approving scope changes will be established If
scope changes arise during the course of the project, a scope change, in the agreed upon format,
will be forwarded to Windstream and Ortech for approval prior to the commencement of additional
scope items. GENIVAR will also ensure that sub-contractors adhere to the project management
policies. The process for tracking Ontario Content will also be established.

2. Project Schedule: GENIVAR will, in conjunction with the various sub-consultants, develop a
master project schedule using a Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) which will be sent to
Windstream and Ortech for approval and comment. Microsoft Project software will be used for
this task. If changes in the schedule are required, GENIVAR will notify Windstream and Ortech of
the issue and present a revised timeline with options to offset any delays. Monthly updates will be
provided throughout the project and updates for critical tasks will be provided on a weekly basis.

3. Project Communication: Communication is one of the most important components of any project.
Upon the commencement of the project GENIVAR will develop an internal communications plan
which will detail the communication process and document tracking policy. Once approved by
Windstream, it will be distributed to all subcontractors. The plan will contain the following key
items: a) Provide monthly budget, scope and schedule updates; b) bi-weekly conference calls
between the GENIVAR and Windstream and Ortech project managers to discuss schedules,
potential risk and roadblocks and any changes on scope; c) Face to face meetings on a bi-
monthly basis to review the above noted tasks, project budgets and review strategies to complete
the permitting process.

Several supporting studies are required or helpful for the REA and CEAA including Noise, Shadow
Flicker, Visual Impact and Telecommunication Interference studies. Details of each are described below.
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Modelling of sound emitted by a wind farm is one of the most critical aspects to the design and permitting
of a wind farm. Early and accurate identification of all potential Points of Reception (PORS) is critical
information in the design of the turbine layout. In order to present an accurate and timely noise study
GENIVAR is proposing the following tasks.

It is our understanding that construction noise is a large concern with offshore wind projects in Europe,
especially the impacts on aquatic life. This has not yet been raised as an issue by any provincial or
federal agency and as such only post-construction modelling has been included in this proposal.
GENIVAR and our Lahmeyer partners are prepared to develop a construction noise assessment should it
be necessary.

Immediately after the awarding of the contract GENIVAR will obtain digital information necessary to
identify all receptors. This will initially include GIS data such as building layers and lot fabric layers
obtained from the Land Information Office and/or the local/regional municipality. We will also acquire high
resolution air photos of the project areas. These will be used to create an initial receptor map which will
initially include all buildings as receptors and every vacant lot, where a residence could be built, will be
assigned a receptor based on the criteria in the Noise Guidelines for Wind Farms, October 2008. This will
primarily apply to lots and residences along the coast of Wolfe and Amherst Islands.

Once the initial information gathering is complete GENIVAR will undertake field work to verify the
receptors identified in the information gathering stage. To complete this, a technician will be given a map
of the project area with the lot fabric and the buildings layer over-laid onto the air photos. Using GIS
software coupled with a GPS transceiver, each lot will be surveyed from the nearest road to determine if:

1. The buildings identified on the lot are receptors;
2. There are buildings on the lot which are not present in the GIS data; or
3. The buildings present in the GIS data are no longer on the lot.

As noted above, this will primarily apply to lots and residences along the coast of Wolfe and Amherst
Islands. Upon the completion of the groundtruthing, the data will be plotted on a map. This map will be
scrutinized to ensure that there are no discrepancies between the receptor locations and the GIS building
locations and to ensure that all vacant lots are identified. The results of these activities will presented to
Windstream as a receptor map and shapefiles of all PORs will be forwarded for layout design purposes.
The location of all Points of Reception (including vacant lots) will be reviewed with Windstream.

GENIVAR will undertake a CADNA noise model in accordance with the Noise Guidelines for Wind Farms,
October 2008. This will be completed upon the receipt of the final turbine layout and upon receipt of the
noise spectrum breakdown from the turbine manufacturer. The analysis will take into account any
cumulative effects from existing wind farms, wind farms which have received REA approval or have filed
an REA application within 6 km of each projects turbines. For the purpose of this proposal we have
assumed that 3 iterations of the model will be run to allow for changes in the layout.

The results of the noise modelling will be presented to Windstream as a site plan drawing with noise level
contours and in excel format, if requested. The results of the analysis will be incorporated into a report to
be submitted as a part of the REA application package and in a format acceptable to the MOE.

GENIVAR will complete a Shadow Flicker Study to support the public consultation activities. This study is
not specifically required in the REA regulations, however it is an industry best practice and shadow flicker

GENIVAR



Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm
Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services November 25, 2010

is a common concern raised during public consultation. Upon receipt of the final turbine layout and wind
direction data from the met tower(s), GENIVAR will undertake the shadow flicker modelling using the
WindFarmer software. This will be presented as a stand alone report to be included in the draft and final
REA reports.

GENIVAR will complete a visual impact assessment for the proposed project. Photographs will be taken
from key vantage points on Wolfe Island, Amherst Island, the City of Kingston and any other vantage
point identified as “key” or “scenic” by the permitting team or stakeholder groups. These will be
georeferenced and used in the creation of photomontages.

Due to their large size, wind turbines can interfere with radio waves emitted from telecommunication and
radar systems. In response to these potential conflicts, the Radio Advisory Board of Canada (RABC) and
the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA) has issued a set of guidelines which describe the
methodology for assessing electromagnetic interference caused by wind turbines. In this guideline, areas
surrounding communication transmission systems (consultation zones) have been specified based on
system type and function. If a potential turbine location is within a consultation zone, the owner should be
contacted to assess how the potential interference will impact both parties.

GENIVAR will gather information about radio transmitters and receivers from the Technical and
Administrative Frequency Lists (TAFL) database which is administered by Industry Canada, and via
requests sent to the Department of National Defence, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP),
Environment Canada, Coast Guard, the St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation, and Natural
Resources Canada. From this data Maps will be created which identify all nearby communication tower
locations and potential interference between the proposed wind facility and communication towers. These
will be broken down into the following categories:

e Point-to-Point Systems (Microwave Hops, STLs, TTLs, NTLS)

e Over-the-Air Reception (Master Antenna TV (MATV), Cable TV (CATV) Head
e Ends, MMDS Systems, VHF TV, UHF TV, DTV)

e Cellular Type Networks

e Satellite Systems (DTH, Satellite Ground Stations)

e Land Mobile Networks

e Seismoacoustic Monitoring Equipment

e \Weather Radars

e Marine radars and navigational aids

Any system with a potential conflict will be identified and ranked for the severity (low to extreme).

With any large project the number of documents which are produced can be cumbersome. In order to
ensure that the proper document is used and that all documents are properly reviewed prior to release,
GENIVAR proposes the following document numbering system and categories:

1. Working Documents. These are active documents used by GENIVAR and sub-contractors. The
numbering system will be W - 3 letter consultant code - date saved — Document Name —
version #. e.g. W-GEN-26/11/2010 —Project Description Report-1
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2. Draft Documents. These are draft documents submitted by GENIVAR for review by Windstream.
The numbering system will be D - 3 letter consultant code - date saved — Document Name-
version #. e.g. D-GEN-26/11/2010 — Draft Project Description Report-1

3. Reviewed Documents. These are the draft documents which have been reviewed by Windstream
and contain changes or revisions. The numbering system will be R - 3 letter consultant code -
date saved — Document Name- version #. e.g. R-GEN-26/11/2010 — Draft Project Description
Report-1

4. Final Documents. These are final documents which have had all revisions made and can be
released to regulatory agencies or the public, as applicable. The numbering system will be F - 3
letter consultant code - date saved — Document Name. e.g. F-GEN-26/11/2010 — Final Project
Description Report

5. Revised Documents. In some instances, “Final” documents may need to be revised. The
numbering system will be Revised- (W, D, R or F, as applicable) - 3 letter consultant code -
date saved — Document Name- version #. e.g. REVISED-D-GEN-26/11/2010 — Draft Project
Description Report-1

This system will ensure that the proper documents are utilized and released.

An electronic log of internal and external documents will be maintained. For internal documents the log
will record all draft documents sent for internal review, all comments received, all final and revised
documents produced. Electronic copies of these will also be kept. GENIVAR proposes to send hard
copies of all Final and Revised documents to Ortech and Windstream.

A separate log will be kept for all external documents. The log will track the source, date received and
type document. These will be stored in the following categories:

1. Informational documents;

2. Public comments and inquiries;
3. Agency comments and inquiries;
4. Approval/confirmation letters; and
5. Issued reports and/or responses

The log will be available to Ortech and Windstream to review at any time.

REA Reporting The REA (including the MNR’s Site Release Policy) and EA process have overlap in the
information required for inclusion in the documentation but have different formats for reporting. The REA
process requires specific reports that build in the completed studies including: Project Description,
Construction, Design & Operations, Decommissioning Plan, Wind Turbine Specification, Consultation and
Off-shore Wind Facility reports. For CEAA, the EA report generally includes the following sections: project
summary and description, scope of the assessment, environmental characteristics of the project area,
assessment of impacts, mitigation requirements and residual effects (including cumulative effects), follow-
up measures (e.g., monitoring) and consultation summary.

The reporting is composed of three phases: Draft Project Description Report; Draft REA Reports; and
final REA Reports. GENIVAR'’s approach to the reporting is detailed below. The reports will be written to
meet the requirements described in the MOE technical bulletins (currently draft).
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A draft version of this report is to be made available at the first public meeting and on the proponent’s
website as well as being sent to the MOE in order to get an official list of aboriginal communities to
consult. The project description report will contain the following:

1. A map of the project area;
Contact information;
Project name and nameplate capacity;

A description of the REA and CEAA approvals process;

An identification of the potential project components (turbines, transformers, collector lines);

2
3
4
5. Details of the proposed turbines (if known);
6
7. Land ownership; and

8

A preliminary identification of possible environmental impacts.

The draft REA documents will be required to be released to the public a minimum of 60 days prior to the
final public meeting. It is also understood that the Construction Plan Report and Design & Operation
Report should be included with the Municipal Consultation Form when it is submitted to lower and upper
tier municipalities. The core reports which will be included in the reports to be released to the public
include:

1. Revised Project Description Report — An updated version of the Project Description Report;

2. Design & Operations Report - Includes site plans; transmission line routing; considerations that
went into the design (Archaeological, Natural Heritage features, etc.); environmental effects
monitoring plan; and a communications and emergency response plan to address emergencies
and public complaints;

3. Construction Report - Details of the construction plan include a proposed timeline, a description
of the proposed construction activities (including transmission line construction), any potential
environmental effects from construction activities and proposed mitigation measures to address
these impacts (if any);

4. Decommissioning Report - Details of the decommissioning procedures, land restoration (if
necessary) and procedures for managing excess waste. This will also include any potential
environmental effects and proposed mitigation measures to address impacts;

5. Noise Study Report — Methodology and results of the Noise Study report conducted in
accordance with the MOE Noise Guidelines for Wind Farms, October 2008;

6. Consultation Report - A summary of public consultation activities which includes documentation
of public notices and comments received. This report must demonstrate that all concerns were
addressed (but not necessarily adopted). It is assumed that the aboriginal and municipal
consultation reports will be completed by their respective consultants; and

7. Wind Turbine Specification Report — Details of the technical and noise specifications for the wind
turbine proposed to be used in the project.

The reports will be completed and sent to Windstream for review. After comments are received, reports
will be published in secured pdf format and hard copies. Hard copies will be released to municipalities (for
review and public consultation), aboriginal groups, conservation authorities and the ministries of
Environment, Culture and Natural Resources.
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After the final public meeting GENIVAR will complete the Consultation Report summarizing the
consultation activities completed to date, comments received from the public and responses to questions
and concerns raised. In addition, GENIVAR will make any edits to the Draft REA Reports due to
comments received or changes to the project occurring since the release of the Draft Reports. Copies of
the Final REA Reports will be submitted to Windstream for review. Final copies of the REA Reports will be
submitted to the MOE, MNR and MTC and to any other approvals agency which may require them for
review.

In general, the first step is to contact the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and to determine
the Responsible Authority and Federal Departments that would be involved in the project. For this
project, Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) and Transport Canada would likely be the
Responsible Authority(ies).

The first step will be completion of the project description for inclusion on the federal registry and to
initiate work with the Responsible Authority. This project description assists in determining what federal
departments will need to be specifically involved in the Environmental Screening process. An
Environmental Screening Report will be developed to address the CEAA requirements. In general the
type of information that will be required is as follows:

Description of Project Activities — A specific description of the activities and their locations and estimates
of their scale will need to be developed.

Description of the Environment — The report will need to identify the environmental components of the
project area, their interrelationship and provide a discussion of their sensitivity to disturbance.

Environmental Effects — A summary of the effects of the project activities on the components of the
environment considered at risk. This will include consideration of the cumulative environmental effects.

Along with the issue of navigable waterways impacts another component of the project that requires
further evaluation will be the offshore construction since the construction impacts may result in HADD of
fish habitat. As required under the CEAA, a Cumulative Effects Assessment will be undertaken on the
three main aspects outlined in the “Cumulative Effects Assessment Practitioners Guide”.

Are there potential effects of the project from the perspective of general trends of concern affecting
valued ecosystem components (VECSs)?

Does the project take place in an area where numerous other actions have taken place?

This will expand on the requirements for cumulative effects under the provincial process (REA) in regards
to the noise modelling.

Are there overall policies, thresholds or objectives that have been established at a strategic level of
decision making that would be relevant?

Proposed Mitigation Measures — A discussion on the mitigation measures, referenced to the
environmental effects they are designed to eliminate or reduce, will need to be documented. (e.g.,
Hydrology and Fisheries; Terrestrial Environment; Flora and Fauna; Social Environment; Cultural
Environment; and Existing Utilities and Infrastructure).

Determination of Significance — The environmental screening report will need to conclude whether
significant adverse environmental effects are expected.

Screening Conclusion — A conclusion on the screening will note whether the environmental features
particularly sensitive to disturbance have generally been avoided. The screening conclusion would state
that no significant environmental impacts are expected as a result of this project.
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Information provided in the REA reports will be incorporated into the federal Environmental Screening
Report to the fullest extent possible. Prior to release of the REA process, the provincial and federal EA
documents could be combined together. However, with the reporting format and requirements needed
under REA and the MOE'’s technical bulletins this is more difficult and thus a separate Environmental
Screening Report will be developed to meet the CEAA requirements but it will largely be developed from
the REA reports.

Title Type (regulation, | Regulatory Agency
guideline, policy)

Province of Ontario

Renewable Energy Regulation, O.Reg. 359/09 Regulation MOE
Noise Guidelines for Wind Farms, October 2008. | Guideline MOE
Windpower Site Release And Development Policy MNR
Review - Crown Land

Development, Interference with Wetlands and | Regulation Conservation
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Authority
Regulations (Ontario Regulation 148/06)

Approval and Permitting Requirements | Policy MNR
Document

Endangered Species Act, 2007 Legislation MNR
Canadian Federal Government

Technical Information and Coordination Process | Guideline RABC

Between Wind Turbines and
Radiocommunication and Radar Systems

Navigable Waters Protection Act Legislation Transport Canada

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act Legislation Canadian
Environmental
Assessment Agency

Aeronautics Act Legislation Transport Canada

Fisheries Act Legislation Department of
Fisheries and
Oceans

Species at Risk Act Legislation Environment Canada
(CWS), DFO

Migratory Birds Convention Act Legislation Environment Canada
(CWS)

GENIVAR has assembled a team of talented and experienced individual to lead the permitting and
consultation. The key team members, all with extensive permitting and public consultation experience
include:

Pat has over 20 years experience in environmental planning and public/agency consultation. Areas of
expertise include environmental assessments for individual and class EA projects for private and public
sectors, public consultation, aboriginal consultation. Specifically with respect to wind projects, she has
been involved with EAs / environmental approvals for over 12 wind projects including using the new REA
process.
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Sunil Kumar, MBA, P.Eng.

Sunil is the Director — Energy, Ontario at GENIVAR with over 28 years experience. He has been involved
with over 25 wind projects including roles as Project Manager for project development activities,
environmental assessments/approvals, engineering, RFP responses to government, feasibility studies,
senior consultation. He has been GENIVAR’s Project Manager to date on the tasks for the Wolfe Island
Shoals project.

His experience also includes engineering for large international energy projects involving several global
contractors from North America, Japan, and Europe. Recently he has been directing the environmental
assessment or engineering for large scale wind and solar projects. He is very familiar with the project
area, through other projects, and has participated in meetings with some of the local Aboriginal
communities.

Terence Rasmussen, MBA, M.A.Sc.

Terry is a Project Manager in the energy group at GENIVAR with over 9 years experience. He is currently
the Project Manager for all aspects of the environmental permitting work related four Ontario wind
projects and eight solar projects including the submission of Renewable Energy Approvals documents.
He has experience with public consultation, large energy EAs, and is experienced in applying and
interpreting the REA regulations.

His experience also includes managing the regulatory processes and communications with multiple levels
of governments for the purpose of permitting renewable energy projects. He is familiar with the processes
and protocols necessary to manage large teams on projects with numerous stakeholders.
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The ecological studies will provide a baseline assessment of the natural features of the project area and
will contribute valuable information to the Federal EA and Provincial REA processes. The main areas to
be looked at include: bird and bat surveys, aquatic (fisheries and benthic communities) and natural areas
and wildlife habitat (aquatic and terrestrial). These studies have been designed to meet the regulatory
requirements of the Natural Heritage section of O.Reg. 359/09, the REA regulation.

GENIVAR anticipates that the avian and bat component of the ecological work will attract the most
attention from the provincial and federal regulatory agencies.

The MNR has historically been interested in species at risk and raptors, while the Canadian Wildlife
Service (CWS) has been interested in impacts to migratory birds. The requirements of both agencies will
be incorporated into one study which will address migratory, resident and nesting birds.

Federal guidelines concerning bird surveys for offshore wind projects indicate that: “Because of the
potential for large year to year variation in activities, pre-construction (baseline) studies should extend
over at least two years” (Wind Turbines and Bird - A Guidance Document for Environmental Assessment,
April 2007). However, since the installation of turbines’ foundation systems should begin during summer
2012 (according to the RFP documents), the project timeline is not compatible with a two-year bird
survey. It is our intent to engage both the CWS and MNR early on in the process and negotiate a single
year pre-construction survey. If unsuccessful, our alternate approach would be to propose the second
season as a condition of approval, so as not to delay the foundation construction. There is a reasonable
probability that the agencies will want two years of pre-construction data.

Consequently, the present proposal aims for a one-year bird survey, with sampling efforts and follow-up
activities that have been adapted to maximise the amount of collected information. For example, we
propose eight months of radar monitoring that should allow us to document quite precisely the behaviour
of birds into the project area. If a second year of bird survey is required by government agencies, the
sampling effort may be less in the second year of survey.

Furthermore, for all periods and bird species, existing data will be collected from ministries and other
organizations (for example data from Bird Studies Canada), and analyzed in regards to the project.
Meteorological radar could also be considered in documenting major bird migration corridors in or in the
vicinity of the study area and existing bird data from the operating onshore Wolfe Island wind farm.

All of this data will be used to evaluate the potential impact of the turbines and, when combined with post-
construction monitoring data, to verify the actual impact and effectiveness of mitigation measures.

Birds in migration flying through project site may be at risk of colliding with turbines. Spring and fall
migration surveys will be performed, at dawn and dusk for songbirds, and mid-day for raptors. Data
collection will focus on movement of bird species within or in the vicinity of the study area. Since migration
rates vary considerably from one day to the next depending on weather conditions, fairly intensive
surveys are required to get a quantitative understanding of migration at a site.

Spring migration will be monitored through three surveys of five consecutive days to document early
(between April 1st and April 15th), mid (between April 16th and May 15th), and late (between May 16th
and May 31st) migrants.

Survey stations will cover the whole project area: one stationary (on the meteorological tower platform),
and the other mobile (either on land or on boat) to cover the area. Long-range radar monitoring will be
coupled to short-range visual identification of bird species to document migration corridors and flying
heights.
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Fall migration will also be monitored through three surveys of five consecutive days to document early
(between August 16th and September 15th), mid (between September 16th and October 15th), and late
(between October 16th and November 15th) migrants. Surveys will be performed at the same sites and
using the same methodology as the one used for spring surveys (e.g. visual observations and radar
monitoring).

Breeding season surveys have been designed to determine which species regularly use the study area
for nesting, for foraging during breeding season, or for raising their young. These surveys will also contain
measures to identify the type and numbers of bird species using the area.

Surveys will be conducted in the spring between May 15th and July 15th, which corresponds to breeding
period for most bird species.

Survey stations will cover the whole project area. Five automatic survey stations (i.e. automatic call &
song recorder) will be installed: one on the meteorological tower platform and the other four in selected
inland key habitats (particularly near coastal wetlands of Wolfe Island and Amherst Island). These
automatic survey stations will document bird species frequenting this area during breeding season. In
parallel, these survey stations will be used for visual observations for five days distributed during the
breeding season, and long-range radar monitoring will be performed at these selected stations for one
day each to document local movement corridors and flying heights.

Specialized survey methods are required for offshore projects. Although there is some concern about
direct bird mortality from turbines, European studies show that the major issue is in fact displacement of
birds from areas that may be important for feeding or commuting. Consequently, particular attention will
be paid to resident birds resting and feeding areas, and to movement corridors between those areas (with
special regards to waterfowl and seabirds).

Specific surveys will be conducted in summer between July 15th and August 15th, to fill the gap between
spring and fall migrating birds surveys.

Survey stations will cover the whole project area. Three survey stations will be set up: one on the
meteorological tower platform and the other two in selected inland key habitats (particularly near coastal
wetlands of Wolfe Island). These survey stations will be used for visual observations, and completed with
boat visual surveys for twenty days distributed during the survey period.

In addition to this visual survey, 8 months of radar monitoring of resident birds will be performed between
April and November. This radar monitoring will use both stationary and mobile survey stations, and will
allow documentation of local movement corridors and flying heights.

Wintering birds (e.g., songbirds, raptors, and waterfowl) are not usually expected to be of major concern
in the case of offshore projects. However, both Wolfe Island and Amherst Island have some of the highest
recorded densities of overwintering raptors. Consequently, even if the risk of collision with offshore
turbines during winter is probably low, it could be important to document significant use of the areas by
overwintering birds.

Favourable habitats for the various species will be identified during the first year of spring to fall surveys
conducted on the study area. Survey stations will cover the whole project area. During early winter, four
automatic survey stations (i.e. automatic call & song recorder) will be set up in order to verify the
presence of targeted key species of Strigidae (owls).

In parallel, areas of winter concentration of waterfowl will be documented by visual observation for ten
days distributed during the winter.
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Bats are more and more in the scope of federal and provincial governments as wind farms may have
some negative impacts on this faunal component. Indeed, studies conducted in many countries have
demonstrated that wind turbines can be a cause of mortality in chiropteran populations, either by direct
collisions or barotraumas.

Eight species of bats are potentially present in the study area: five resident species, which overwinter
locally (i.e. make shorter migrations to hibernacula); and three that are considered to be migratory
species because they spend winter in the south.

To ensure accurate consideration of this wildlife component, MNR is currently developing a bat inventory
and monitoring protocol specifically for wind farm projects (Bats and Bat Habitats - Guidelines for Wind
Power Projects, Draft Guidelines March 2010). According to this document, the significance of bat habitat
(e.g. bat migration corridors) cannot currently be assessed at offshore sites in Ontario, because
information and knowledge related to bat movement and behaviour in offshore environments is lacking.
Consequently, MNR does not formally require any pre-construction field survey of bats for offshore wind
projects. If there is the potential for significant wildlife habitat for bats, pre-construction monitoring may be
required. MNR recognizes that there is a lack of data on bat behaviour over the Great Lakes. As such,
they have proposed mandatory mitigation measures of raising the cut-in speed to 5.5 m/s from sunset to
sunrise from July 15th to September 30th.

We do believe that coupled acoustic and radar bat surveys could document bat species composition and
landscape use in a way that would allow identifying key habitats (hibernacula, maternity colonies) and
migration or movement corridors. In addition, terrestrial habitats that are potential key habitats for bats are
present in the study area, and should therefore be surveyed for confirmation. In particular, coastal
wetlands with mature forested areas represent excellent habitats both for resting and feeding bats. We do
think that pre-construction bat survey data would help refining this potential constraint, in terms of
geographic limits and flying heights, and therefore limit post-construction mitigation.

Pre-construction acoustic bat surveys will be performed during a one-year survey. The detectors will
operate from dusk until dawn during two key periods: 1. June 1 to June 30th to assess the risk proposed
by potential maternity colonies; and from July 15th to September 30th to assess the potential risk during
the fall migration period. Data will be downloaded every two weeks. From this period, a total of 30 nights
will be selected randomly for data analysis.

Survey stations will cover the whole project area. Four automatic acoustic survey stations will be set up:
one on the meteorological tower platform and three in selected inland key habitats (particularly near
coastal wetlands of Wolfe Island and Amherst Island). Another bat detector will also be used during bat
radar monitoring. Acoustic data will allow to document present bat species in the study area, as well as to
compare their relative densities between inland and offshore locations.

In parallel, radar monitoring of bat will be performed for 35 nights during the acoustic survey period, at
locations of automatic survey stations and using mobile survey stations, to document local movement or
migration corridors, and flying heights.

Traditional bats and birds post-construction monitoring techniques cannot be applied for an offshore wind
project, since it is based on carcass searching. For bats, MNR guidelines establish that in the absence of
post-construction bat mortality monitoring, operational mitigation will be applied at all offshore wind power
sites during the fall bat migration season. For birds, federal guidelines recommend a post-construction
monitoring using similar methodology to pre-construction monitoring to address bird displacement effects
and evaluate collision risk.

It is our opinion that some form of post-construction monitoring work will be required. We do think that
both for bats and birds, a follow-up study using similar methodology to pre-construction surveys (including
radar monitoring) should allow us to document precisely birds and bats displacements. With this
evidence, we will be able to present a strong case to the MNR to reduce or eliminate the raised cut-in
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speed mitigation restriction currently proposed by the MNR. This post-construction monitoring will use the
same survey stations, and will look at each component addressed in pre-construction surveys. We
estimate that the sampling effort will be 25 to 50 % of that of the pre-construction survey for each year of
follow-up, depending on data collected during pre-construction study and the position of the agencies
(MNR & CWS). This is presented as an optional task and has not been included in our opinion of cost.

Spring migration will be monitored to document early (between April 1st and April 15th), mid (between
April 16th and May 15th), and late (between May 16th and May 31st) migrants. Both visual observation
and radar monitoring will be used.

Fall migration will be monitored to document early (between August 16th and September 15th), mid
(between September 16th and October 15th), and late (between October 16th and November 15th)
migrants. Both visual observation and radar monitoring will be used.

Breeding birds’ surveys will be conducted in the spring between May 15th and July 15th, which
corresponds to breeding period for most bird species. Since the objective of the follow-up is to document
potential changes in the birds’ behaviour and displacements, no automatic call & song recorders will be
installed. Both visual observation and radar monitoring will be used.

Resident birds’ surveys will be conducted in summer between July 15th and August 15th, to fill the gap
between spring and fall migrating birds surveys. Both visual observation and radar monitoring will be
used.

Areas of winter concentration of waterfowl will be documented by visual observation for ten days
distributed during the winter.

Finally, radar monitoring of bat will be performed from June 1st to June 30th and July 15th to September
15th, to document local movement or migration corridors, and flying heights.

It is important to point out that the appropriate sampling design and duration of the follow-up studies will
depend both on the characteristics of the installation and on the information collected through pre-
construction studies. Factors to be considered include the final location of the turbines, their distance from
shore, the species of birds present, the sensitivity and level of concern for these species, and the size
both in surface area and the number turbines for the wind energy installation. Consequently, sampling
effort and survey duration presented here should be considered as a preliminary estimate, and
modifications could be implemented in accordance to pre-construction observations and agency requests.

Finally, concerning operational mitigation, we are currently developing an Impact Detection System that
could be incorporated for turbines. This way, mitigation measures (like cut-in speed) could be
implemented only during periods of actual elevated risk of collision, instead of using a precautionary
principle on a systematic basis.

The following workplan pertains to fisheries and potential benthics work in order to satisfy legislative
requirements for the installation of wind turbines for the Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Project.

In order to gain approval for in-water works, we must: describe the existing conditions of the site (i.e.
fisheries and their habitat); assess the related project impacts; and describe how to mitigate and
compensate for the impacts. The level of impact, and compensation required to offset the impacts, will be
dependant upon the type of foundation selected to secure a respective turbine in place. In general, the
option with the least footprint and interference with water movement will have the lowest level of impact
and compensation requirements.

Describing the existing conditions of the study area begins with obtaining all available secondary source
information related to the local aquatic ecology. This information will include that gathered for the
environmental studies for the Wolfe Island project, including in-water studies related to the submarine
cable. This information may be used to reduce the need for further study related to the submarine cable
from the area between Wolfe Island and the mainland.

GENIVAR



Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm
Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services November 25, 2010

Once all the available literature has been gathered, it will be reviewed, summarized, and analyzed to
characterize the local fisheries and how these fish depend on the habitat of the study area. More
specifically, we will determine the significance of the habitat in fulfilling life stage requirements of specific
fish. The existing conditions report will be used to minimize project impacts through project re-design, and
to develop mitigation strategies to minimize impacts to the most sensitive and important fish habitats, as
well as fish habitat in general. For example, if there is a type of habitat that has been identified as
“limiting” the productive capacity of an important fish species, this habitat must be protected, and our
compensation work may focus on creating this type of habitat if possible.

For a project of this magnitude, it is likely that there will be unavoidable data-gaps that will require field
inventory. For example, it is likely that the literature will provide us with a good general idea of the habitat
and fish community through the study area, but it is very unlikely it will be able to provide us with site-
specific habitat conditions at a given turbine. Therefore, the aim of the field survey is to fill in all data-
gaps identified in the literature review. Field study components may include multi-panel gillnetting, which
is used to sample fishes of various sizes to provide information on relative abundance of various size
classes, of various species. Trawling would be used to sample smaller fishes, including the forage fish
community, which form the food base of important piscivorous (fish-eating) species. This study
component provides information on prey abundance (productivity), as well as recruitment (abundance of
young-of-the-year fishes). In addition, egg traps may be used to identify spawning habitat of various
species at the proposed tower locations.

It is important to note that the Lake Ontario Management Unit (LOMU) has been sampling eastern Lake
Ontario for decades using established protocols. It is essential that our study design follow their protocols
to allow for statistical comparison with their long-term data sets. It is also important that the study be
designed in collaboration with LOMU in order to facilitate agency buy-in, but also to maximize the
efficiency of the study (and minimize unnecessary study components) by taking advantage of their
knowledge and experience in the area.

Benthic invertebrate sampling will follow LOMU protocol, assuming they conducted this type of sampling
in addition to their extensive fisheries monitoring work.

All of the above information will be used to assess the project to minimize impact to the fisheries, and to
develop an intelligent compensation plan that will benefit the residents of eastern Lake Ontario through
increased fish production. This information will be presented in a report to support the CEAA
requirements, the application for Authorization under the federal Fisheries Act, and all other permits and
approvals related to in-water works.

This project is the first of its kind in Canada, the level of study requirements required by the regulatory
authorities will likely be high. As such, the scenario presented involve one year of field work to complete a
baseline that will cover at least one year of different hydraulic, biologic and meteorological conditions.

Studies conducted for off-shore wind projects in other parts of the world, or other studies that we suspect
may be required include: the effects of electromagnetic fields from transmission cables on fish; and the
effects of noise/vibration from windmills on fish. Again, it is uncertain if these studies will be required since
they have already been conducted elsewhere in the world and the results can be extrapolated to the
study area, so therefore they have not been budgeted. A detailed work plan and budget for these
secondary studies can be provided should they be required. It would be our intention to conduct these
types of studies through the involvement of Queens University to minimize costs and involve the local
community, and we will seek opportunities to involve/employ the local community wherever possible
during the project.

The fisheries field sampling, as stated earlier, is most likely to follow the long-term sampling protocols of
LOMU in order to facilitate comparison to historical data.

The work plan will be:
1. Background information (6 weeks):

a. Contact with MNR and DFO representatives.
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b. Review of the Wolfe Island project ESIA.
c. Literature review.
2. Field inventories (12 weeks over 1 year):
a. Agquatic habitat, fisheries and spawning surveys:

i. Stratification of aquatic habitat using Aqua-View camera transects to initially
map the aquatic habitat and do substrate characterization.

ii. Stratified random sampling of habitat using multiple gears (gill nets, trawl,
egg trap) for fisheries inventories.

iii. Summer (July and August) inventories for habitat utilization and Fall
inventories on the potential spawning grounds.

iv. Additional characterization of aquatic habitat and potential spawning ground
at the exact location of the wind towers.

b. Benthos sampling:

i. Sampling the exact location of the wind towers using Environment Canada
protocol.

ii. Laboratory identification of benthos samples to the gender.
c. Analysis of data in relation with the stratification and the location of the wind towers.
3. Reports:
a. Existing conditions report:.
b. ESIA report:
i. Impact assessment.

Il. Mitigation/compensation/monitoring

5.3 SCOPE OF WORK — TERRESTRIALS AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
ASSESSMENT PROVISIONS

The majority of the proposed development and operational activities will take place within open water
areas outside the area of influence for terrestrial natural feature areas. The proposed export cable will;
however, connect to the mainland grid via overland passage. Further, it is recommended that a
background review for nearby coastal terrestrial habitats is conducted to ensure that the proposed
development will have no negative effects on identified features.

5.3.1 Pre-consultation and Background Review

Pre-consultation for Renewable Energy projects is required and will include continuing discussion with
staff from appropriate regulating agencies and planning staff from the Regional offices completed in
conjunction with consultations on bird, bat and fisheries issues. The level of depth required for the
preparation of biophysical inventories and feature assessments on-site will be determined through pre-
consultation discussions, Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping, and upon other supporting
studies will be conducted as part of this project, and will include:

e A description of relevant physical, hydrologic, and environmentally significant features, and an
assessment of the linkages between them,;
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e A tree inventory within the defined buffer area around the development site, to include species,
location, diameter at breast height (dbh), growth conditions, and general tree health;

e Mapping of the property showing the boundaries of environmentally significant features and the
distances to the proposed development site;

e An assessment of Natural Heritage Features as defined in the Provincial Policy Statements
(2005), including:

o Significant Wetlands;

o Fish Habitat;

o Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI);
o Endangered or Threatened Species;

o Significant Wildlife and their Habitats;

o Significant Valleylands; and

o Significant Woodlands.

Mapping of relevant vegetation communities will be compiled, and ELC polygons will be superimposed
over the development area and relevant adjacent lands. A comprehensive in-field survey will be
completed to include vegetation communities, with emphasis on rare or endangered plant species known
to occur within the area. Plant species present on the site will be compiled and included in an Appendix
to be attached to the final report. The following resources will be used in addition to accepted in-field
protocols:

e Ecological Land Classification (ELC) information;

e Forest Ecosystem Classification (FEC) information;

e Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database/mapping;
e FRI maps and woodland polygon mapping;

e CA watershed studies;

e Local ESA mapping and reports;

e Relevant studies in the area; and

e Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) reports of rare species.

Field surveys will be completed to inventory the wildlife species using the relevant lands and the
surrounding areas. The field program will be developed upon consultation with the client, and relevant
regulating agencies, and will be based on any identified species at risk, and natural features such as
woodlots, wetlands, valleylands and wildlife habitat in the area. Field surveys will ensure that appropriate
species specific timing windows are used, and an appropriate amount of field time is logged. Emphasis
for field surveys will be on determining the presence of rare or endangered species identified to be in the
area, and significant natural features.

The wildlife evaluation will include assessments of mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and birds, as well as
any other incidental observations. Species present on the site will be compiled into an Appendix to be
included in the final report. The following resources will be used in addition to accepted in-field protocols:

GENIVAR



Wolfe Isla

nd Shoals Offshore Wind Farm

Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services November 25, 2010

5.3.3

Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) reports;
Ontario Rare Breeding Bird data;

Marsh Monitoring Program Reports (MMP);

Fish and Wildlife files — OMNR / Conservation Authority;

OMNR Ecological Land Classification Maps;

NHIC Database / Mapping;

Municipal and Regional ESA and ANSI life sciences mapping and reports;
Conservation Authority watershed studies;

Species at Risk Public Registry (SARA); and

OMNR reports of rare species.

Assessment of Impact and Mitigative Measures - Terrestrial

An Assessment of Impacts is required for the planning process and will be based upon the findings of the

earlier s

tages of the study. The assessment of impact stage includes:

A detailed description of anticipated environmental impacts, direct or indirect, based on the
proposed development. Focus being on the natural features and ecological functions that are
identified on or adjacent to the development footprint, or deemed significant;

A determination of the degree or magnitude that threatened or endangered species, significant
areas, or habitats that may be impacted by the proposed development will be completed,;

The study will define cumulative, short-term, long-term, permanent and temporary impacts
including sediment transport, water run-off volume and quality if applicable; and

Potential impacts identified in completed studies for the subject areas will be reviewed and
included where applicable.

If it is determined that the proposed development has the potential to influence an identified natural

heritage
be revie
will be p

feature, it is necessary to develop measures to mitigate the threat. The proposed site plan will
wed, and measures to mitigate impacts during construction and completed development phases
rovided including:

Descriptions of measures that may be utilized to avoid or to minimize all identified impacts on
predefined natural features, functions, or surface waters will be documented;

Where negative impacts cannot be avoided, mitigative measures will be detailed that should be
used to reduce the impacts on natural features;

A direct assessment of the use of set-backs will be conducted to mitigate any potential impacts in
natural features, if relevant; and

Where required, monitoring programs will be recommended.

5.4 REGUALTIONS, GUIDELINES AND POLICIES

Title Type (regulation, | Regulatory Agency
guideline, policy)

Province of Ontario

Renewable Energy Regulation, O.Reg. 359/09 Regulation MOE

Bats and Bat Habitats - Guidelines for Wind Guideline MNR

Power Projects, Draft Guidelines, March 2010
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Title

Type (regulation,
guideline, policy)

Regulatory Agency

Birds and Bird Habitats - Guidelines for Wind

Power Projects, Draft Guidelines, October 2010 Guideline MNR
Significant Wildlife Habitat Guide Best Practices Guide MNR
Development, Interference with Wetlands and Conservation
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation Authority
Regulations (Ontario Regulation 148/06)

Approval and Permitting Requirements Policy MNR
Document

Endangered Species Act, 2007 Legislation MNR
Provincial Policy Statement 2005 Policy MNR

Canadian Federal Government

Wind Turbines and Bird - A Guidance Document
for Environmental Assessment, April 2007

Guidance Document

Canadian Wildlife
Service

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act

Legislation

Canadian
Environmental

Assessment Agency

Department of
Fisheries and
Oceans

Fisheries Act Legislation

Canadian Wildlife

Species at Risk Act Sevices, DFO

Legislation

Environment Canada

Migratory Birds Convention Act (CWS)

Legislation

GENIVAR has assembled an extremely experienced team to lead and support the Ecological Field Work.
They have extensive experience with radar and acoustic monitoring of birds and bats, which is an
essential part of our field program.

GENIVAR recognizes that some of our expertise resides outside of Ontario, however we feel that the
level of expertise far exceeds that which can be found in Ontario. In order to maximize our Ontario
content GENIVAR is committed to utilizing Ontario staff as well as local students and experts for the bulk
of the field work. As noted in or “Local Content” section we plan to utilize Queens University experts and
students to assist in our work.

GENIVAR draws its expertise primarily from a highly qualified team which includes biologists and
botanists with graduate degrees in their fields, wildlife technicians and specialists in electronics and
computer and digital systems. This team has been responsible for most of our projects, developing
unique expertise in many aspects of wildlife and plant resource evaluation and management.

The team is supported by a highly structured network of outside resources, including specialized
technicians, university researchers, and other professionals. This network provides the benefit of
professional skills in closely and more distantly related fields, skills that are vital to the combined activities
of environmental consultants and developers of related technologies. Over the years, our multidisciplinary
team has completed hundreds of environmental assignments: applications for permits and authorization
certificates, expert testimony in court, literature reviews, ecological diagnoses of land and water
environments, wildlife and plant inventories, searches for species at risk, etc. These activities have been
carried out in all kinds of contexts: on private land, in national parks, at film shooting sites, in remote
areas and at National Defence military bases.

During last 15 years, our team has been recognized by the MRNF as well as by other professionals
working in this field of activity, as a leading expert in the acoustic analysis and identification of chiropteran
calls, detection of migratory paths and evaluation of winter habitats. Since 1994, our team has identified
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hundreds of thousands of bat calls, among which those from the “Quebec network of acoustic bat
inventories”. In recent technological modifications of the identification process, we have succeeded in
automating part of the procedure, allowing us to process over 20 000 bat calls in a week. Our large bank
of reference calls allows us to increase the reliability of atypical bat call identification. Our company’s
recognized expertise and sustained R&D efforts have allowed the development of a number of cutting-
edge tools for chiropteran inventories, such as a mobile, wide-range, high-resolution radar for detection of
bat migration corridors. Finally, our knowledge of the biology of the different bat species allows us to
identify, on a given site, key habitats and flying corridors.

Richard Brunet, senior biologist, has a PhD degree in ornithology and faunal toxicology from the
University of Sherbrooke. However, he has developed, through more than 20 years of experience, a solid
expertise in many other fields including fish and bat populations monitoring. Expert in identifying its
client’s needs, he is behind the development of specialized methodologies and technological tools serving
the joint management of human and natural environments. Issued from a longstanding collaboration, his
close contacts within departments and universities are a major asset for the management of sensitive
projects. These last 20 years, he led hundreds of projects in environment, for public and private clients,
throughout Quebec, the Maritimes, Ontario and Alberta.

Rémi Duhamel, M.Sc., is a senior biologist and small mammal specialist with GENIVAR. Mr. Duhamel
has devoted his post-graduate studies to the study of small mammals. In 1999, he was in charge of
training professionals from Quebec ministry of natural resources and wildlife (MRNF) regarding the
biology and survey techniques of small mammals. In 2006, he was retained by the MRNF to write a
report on the situation of Rock vole (Microtus chrotorrhinus), a species of concern, in Quebec. In the past
20 years, Rémi Duhamel has conducted numerous wildlife surveys (small mammals, big game,
herpetofauna, bats, etc.). Among those surveys, about a hundred focused specifically on small mammals
in France, Quebec and other Canadian provinces (Maritimes and Alberta). Within GENIVAR, Mr.
Duhamel is also in charge of projects in other fields, including wildlife habitat assessment and
management as well as environmental impact studies.

Julie Mc Duff, senior M.Sc. biologist, is a Project director with GENIVAR. Ms. Mc Duff is one of the very
few recognized bat experts in Quebec with respect to the evaluation and management of their wintering
habitats, the establishment of inventory techniques and the identification of species based on sonograms.
For more than 15 years working in environment, Ms. Mc Duff has also developed a strong expertise in
plant ecology, from vegetation surveys to habitat delineation and habitat quality assessments. She has
also built a reliable knowledge of ArcGIS and its applications to environmental projects. Her great
organisational and communication skills help her to efficiently lead multi-disciplinary teams.

Ann Rocchi, M.Sc., has over 17 years of experience in fish and wildlife studies in both Canada and
abroad. Ms. Rocchi’s experience includes launching detailed bio-inventories and environmental impact
assessments as both project manager and as part of a multi-disciplinary team. Collective work in lake and
river systems includes: fish inventories, habitat assessment, fish habitat compensation design,
implementation and monitoring, comparative community studies, age and diet analysis, and zooplankton,
benthos and water chemistry collection. She has designed sampling programs, supervised installation
works and monitored post-construction success of numerous fish habitat compensation projects
throughout Ontario, Quebec and British Columbia. She has also worked closely with First Nations and
remote communities in northern Canada to co-operatively develop fisheries projects, including
consultation and the collection and interpretation of baseline data.

In addition, Ms. Rocchi is a Fisheries Assessment Specialist under the MTO/DFO/MNR Fisheries
Protocol. She is thereby qualified to identify the sensitivity of fish and fish habitat to the potential impacts

GENIVAR



Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm
Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services November 25, 2010

of proposed construction projects, recommend mitigation and compensation methods and provide all
aspects of reporting and auditing with minimum guidance from the federal Department of Fisheries and
Oceans

DAN J. REEVES, B.Sc., M.Sc.

Mr. Reeves, B.Sc., M.Sc. is a biologist with GENIVAR who has a diverse background in environmental
sciences, ecology, and biology gained through experience in academia, and work experience in both the
private and public sectors. He has conducted multi-scale vegetation assessments and worked on a
variety of long-term abundance and diversity indices. Dan has extensive experience collecting,
analyzing, and reporting publication quality scientific data through experiences at several institutions.
Work history paired with educational background has given him a well rounded knowledge of scientific
methods, an understanding of the scientific process from concept to publication, and solid scientific
communication skills.

Dan has worked on and completed Natural Heritage Assessments for numerous renewable energy
projects across Ontario. He is familiar with MNR protocols, guidelines and expectations and has
successfully completed Environmental Impact Studies for terrestrial and aquatic projects.

Resumes for the key resources proposed for this project are annexed to the present proposal.

6. TECHNICAL FIELD WORK (OPTION 3)

6.1 SCOPE OF WORK — COASTAL ENGINEERING (HYDROLOGY, SEDIMENT
TRANSFER AND WAVE)

This section presents our understanding of the
technical field work that must be done in order to have
a baseline study of the physical environment and also
to get all of the relevant environmental data required
for the design of the project and to complete the Off-
shore Wind Facility Report noted in Table 1 of the
REA regulation. The details of this report is very
generic and includes a description of:

e The nature of the existing environment in
which the renewable energy project will be
engaged.

e Any negative environmental effects that may
result from engaging in the renewable energy
project.

e Mitigation measures in respect of any
negative environmental effects identified in
paragraph 2 and the negative environmental
effects that are expected to result if the
measures are implemented.

It is our plan to engage the MOE to establish clear expectations as to the requirements of this report.
Also, prior to implementing the technical field work, a meeting with governmental agencies
representatives (Federal and Provincial) and St. Lawrence Seaway representative shall be done, in order
to include their issues and to obtain approval of our scope of work. GENIVAR will leverage the
experience of our partner, Lahmeyer, which has real experience developing offshore wind
projects to provide peer-review of the work plans and final reports.

6.1.1 Hydrology and Hydraulics

This project is located in a region which is under the scrutiny of the International Joint Commission. The
International Joint Commission (www.ijc.org) “prevents and resolves disputes between the United States
of America and Canada under the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty and pursues the common good of both
countries as an independent and objective advisor to the two governments.”
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In particular, the Commission rules upon applications for approval of projects affecting boundary or
transboundary waters and may regulate the operation of these projects; it assists the two countries in the
protection of the transboundary environment, including the implementation of the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement and the improvement of transboundary air quality; and it alerts the governments to
emerging issues along the boundary that may give rise to bilateral disputes.”

Part of its mandate is to review water levels and flows regulation for the Lake Ontario — St. Lawrence
River system. Water level fluctuations are maintained within predefined limits, by following a set of rules
accepted by both the US and Canada. Currently, plan 1958-D is applied, which gives discretionary
authority to the board in case of exceptional situations. Since water levels could exceed the
predetermined limits, a review of monthly mean water levels and flows time series for the Great Lakes will
be performed. Rules from the plan will be looked at to see if they could have an impact on the project.

Historical mean, minimum and maximum water level shall be evaluated. Climate change impact will be
addressed, based on this review and on the analysis of literature on this subject.

In order to complete the general data available from a desk study and obtain a full baseline study, we
suggest monitoring hourly water level, current velocities and waves through the installation of two ADCP
units (Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler) at two different locations, for a period of three month, from late
spring to the end of the summer of 2011. This will help in assessing the short term variation on an hourly
or daily basis, in contrast with monthly mean data. Data will also help in calibrating numerical models of
wave hindcast. Relations between changing atmospheric conditions and current circulation will also be
looked at.

To better understand the current patterns in this region and to help in the calibration of a 3D numerical
model, it is also proposed to measure velocity profiles after ice break-uzp in 2011 at 100 strategically
positioned points. The area to be covered would be roughly of 20 X 20 km*. Environnement Illimité Inc., a
company specializing in environmental and technical field survey (aquatic), will be responsible for the
mooring of instruments and hydrodynamic measurements. The firm has experience with many
hydrometric and bathymetric surveys and installs numerous moorings for hydroelectric utilities including
Hydro-Québec and Manitoba Hydro and governmental agencies (www.envill.com)

This information will allow us to describe the hydrology of the Ontario Lake and, with the help of the
results from numerical modeling, describe the hydrodynamics of eastern Lake Ontario and to validate
results of modelling. Normal, mean and extreme values (2, 25, 50 and 100 years return period) will be
calculated.

Winds and waves are major physical components that will interact with the wind turbines and maritime
structures. Forces acting on these structures must be assessed for proper design. Since wind turbines
are separated from another, their presence shall not have any significant impact on the wave climate of
the lake. No significant impacts from the wind farm are anticipated on wave direction, however, other
infrastructures like a wharf could have significant impacts on the shoreline in terms of modification to
erosion/deposition patterns and on sediment transport. A wave propagation study shall be performed in
this area.

Wave measurements in the vicinity of the wind farm sector will serve for the calibration of a wind-wave
generation model. Using long term wind measurements from nearby stations, we will obtain a long time
series for both wind and waves climates. Wind and Wave Frequency Roses, normal, mean and extreme
(2, 25, 50 and 100 years return period) values will be evaluated along with wind measurements for the
project.

Numerical modelling of the wave propagation (shoaling, refraction and diffraction) along the shoreline
shall also be performed to study the impacts associated with building a new wharf. SMS Coastal Package
(STWAVE, CGWAVE, BOUSS-2D) will be used for the wave propagation modelling. If wave climate has
the potential to affect the wharf activities, a wave agitation study around the wharf could be done.
Implementation of these models requires sufficient bathymetric data that could be gathered from the civil
field studies already planned.
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Technical field work will be undertaken by Dr. Boegman, of Queens University and his engineering
research staff, to determine the potential impacts of the proposed turbines on the hydrodynamic
conditions and water quality at the wind farm site. This work will be based on analysis of high-resolution
three-dimensional computational flow modelling using the coupled hydrodynamic biogeochemical model
ELCOM-CAEDYM. The model will be applied to simulate the flow in the Kingston basin region of eastern
Lake Ontario on a computational grid with horizontal spacing ranging from ~ 10 m (at the turbine site) to ~
500 m (near the edges of the domain). The model will be forced with, and validated against, observed
field data collected south west of Simcoe Island during 2006. This data includes surface meteorology and
current and temperature profiles. The open boundary flow to the main body of Lake Ontario will be
computed from observed water levels and temperature profiles and the St. Lawrence River outflow will be
specified using observed flow data.

ELCOM-CAEDYM has been successfully applied to eastern Lake Ontario and the upper St. Lawrence
River, in a previous study, and was shown to reproduce water temperatures to within 2°C, current
directions and current speeds to within 5 to 10 cm s-1. Time series analysis reveals that the model
captures the fundamental physical processes driving the circulation in this region (i.e. hydraulic flow, wind
drift, surface seiches and internal Kelvin and Poincaré waves).

Turbine foundations will be introduced (at ~10 m by ~10 m scale) and the validated model will be applied
to determine the impacts on hydrodynamics (water currents and circulation) as well as water quality
(sediments and temperature). Sediments are modelled in ELCOM-CAEDYM to be re-suspended as a
function of mean current speed and surface-wave orbital velocities. Sediment transport scenarios will
include pre-construction, post-construction and plume transport from drilling activities during construction.
The influence of typical weather conditions, at the planned time of construction, as well as storm events
and high/low water levels will be assessed.

Sediment transfer along the shoreline is mainly related to wave action, which could be affected by the
construction of a new wharf. In order to evaluate modifications to the sediment transport and to
erosion/deposition patterns, wave-induced current and shear stress will be calculated through the wave
propagation modeling. In order to complete the data, sediment sampling will be performed along the
shoreline where the wharf is planned. Sediment transport pattern and modification to it will be addresses
and mitigation measures will be proposed if required.

Ice engineering expertise will be led by Jean-Philippe Saucet, from Groupe-conseil Lasalle. Available
data of ice conditions (freezing, break-up, pill-up, thickness, etc.) in Ontario Lake, from Environment
Canada and the Coast Guard, will be summarized in order to define design criteria for wind turbine
foundation structures, such as ice load. Blade icing will be analyzed with Lahmeyer, a German
Engineering Firm which has offshore wind farm engineering experience. During desk study, if more data
is required for engineering design purpose, additional monitoring could be performed. If so, GENIVAR
and its partners will define a specific field work program.

In order to provide technical support for the design of the coastal structures (wharf, submarine cables,
wind turbine foundations), all the environmental forces must be evaluated. The static and dynamic forces
exerted by water level and waves, by wind and by ice on the structure must be evaluated. Potential failure
mechanism must be addresses, such as scour, and mitigation must be proposed to avoid failure of the
structure and impacts on neighbour infrastructure or shoreline. This study does not include any design
work, which we understand will be undertaken during the civil design phase.

Appropriate solutions to avoid shoreline modifications will be proposed here, if required, such as
revetment protection design, wave attenuation and other mitigation work, etc. Preliminary design and cost
estimation of the mitigation structures will be done.
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Title Type (regulation, Regulatory Agency
guideline, policy)

Province of Ontario

Renewable Energy Regulation, O.Reg. 359/09 Regulation MOE
Development, Interference with Wetlands and Regulation Conservation
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Authority
Regulations (Ontario Regulation 148/06)

Approval and Permitting Requirements Policy MNR
Document

Canadian Federal Government

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act Legislation Canadian

Environmental
Assessment Agency

Navigable Waters Protection Act Legislation Transport Canada

Fisheries Act Legislation Department of
Fisheries and
Oceans

International or Other

1909 Boundary Waters Treaty Treaty

Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement Treaty

GENIVAR has assembled an extremely experienced team to lead and support the Technical Field Work
including several industry leading experts in the fields of hydrology, icing, and water quality and
sedimentation.

GENIVAR recognizes that some of our expertise resides outside of Ontario; however, we feel that the
level of expertise required for this project exceeds that which can be found in Ontario. In order to
maximize our Ontario content GENIVAR is committed to utilizing Ontario staff as well as local students
and experts for the bulk of the field work. As noted in or “Local Content” section we plan to utilize Queens
University experts including Dr. Boegman and students to assist in our field programs.

M. Dupuis is a civil engineer who is specialized in hydraulics and hydrology, with 30 years of experience
in the fields of numerical modeling, data acquisition campaigns and data analysis. When working at “La
Société d’Energie de la Baie James (SEBJ)”, he was involved in acquisition and treatment of data in the
rugged climate of Northern Québec. He was in charge of wind, waves measurements and analyses in
order to assess damages that occurred to dams and riprap dikes under wave attack. He created software
to quickly analyze and visualize the data gathered and predict the wave climate on large reservoirs.

He specializes in tidal data and wave climate analyses for the design of riprap works at shorelines or
weirs. Author of several important papers in different fields of hydraulics, he has attended many
conferences in the United States, Canada and Europe. He was co-founder of Aquapraxis Inc, a
consulting firm that specializes in water resources analyses and is now a division of GENIVAR.

Dr Fok, P. Eng., earned his Master degree in river and coastal engineering at Queens University (under
Dr. Yalin) and founded a specialized firm after his Ph.D. — now GENIVAR’s Environmental Hydraulics
team in Markham, Ontario. He has contributed over 30 papers and developed innovative (now proven)
coastal engineering designs, notably two self-scouring outfalls on Lake Ontario, based on original work at
Queens. Alan has been involved as expert witness in two major flooding and erosion legal cases, once
for the plaintiff and the other for the defendant. He brings a lifetime of practical consulting experience

GENIVAR



Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm
Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services November 25, 2010

backed by a strong relationship with Queens and the National Water Resources Institute (NWRI) — until
recently headed by Dr. Krishnappan who was a fellow graduate student under professor Yalin.

HYDRAULIC SPECIALIST : Jean-Luc Daviau

Mr Daviau has over 20 years of experience and earned his Master degree in Civil Engineering based on
geo-statistical and GIS work. He leads GENIVAR’s Centre of Excellence in Hydraulics from the Markham,
Ontario office, with many, in-depth collaborations with our Quebec office. An example is the 95 m of
shoreline protection works and self-scouring outfall to Lake Ontario, recently constructed in Hamilton
under his management.

Water Quality and Sediment Transport Specialist: Dr. Leon Boegman (Queen’s University)

Dr. Leon Boegman is an Assistant Professor of Civil Engineering at Queens’ University. He is an
international expert on lake hydrodynamics and water quality and has consulted on numerous hydraulic
engineering projects to protect source water. He has authored over 70 engineering publications,
including invited review articles on currents in lakes. Over the past decade, his pioneering application of
computational engineering models to the Great Lakes has been recognized through the receipt of an
Early Researcher Award from the Ontario Ministry of Research and Innovation and a Leaders Opportunity
Fund Award from the Canada Foundation for Innovation.

ICE ENGINEERING EXPERT: Jean-Phillipe Saucet (Groupe-conseil Lasalle, inc.)

Mr. Jean-Philippe Saucet joined the Groupe-conseil Lasalle in 1978, and has carried out a number of field
observation programs on the ice regimes of the northern rivers in Quebec. He is also responsible for
developing the last numerical models dealing with both heat balance and ice cover evolution. Mr. Saucet
is regularly invited as a member of Experts Committee or panel by utilities such as SEBJ, Hydro-Quebec,
Manitoba Hydro, Newfoundland Hydro. He would be in charge of assessing the hydraulic and ice
conditions in the vicinity of the proposed facility, and evaluating the design ice loads on the proposed
structures.

Coastal Engineer: Steve Renaud

Steve Renaud has more than 10 years of experience in hydraulic modeling and design of coastal and
river works. He has contributed to many complex river and coastal engineering projects, including
bridges, wharfs and shoreline protections design, dispersion modeling and environmental impact
assessment. Recent projects include:

e Shoreline Alternatives Protection Studies for Municipalities along the Saint-Lawrence River and
Estuary;

e Currently working on the Physical Environment Impacts Assessment Study for a wharf at Port-
Cartier, Quebec, for Arcelor Mittal Mines Canada.

Technical Survey Specialist: Stéphane Lorain ((Environnement lllimité inc.)

Stéphane Lorrain, M.Sc. is a senior oceanographer. His experience encompasses 20 years of work in
hydrosedimentological studies, geochemistry and water quality studies as well as technical aquatic
surveying (physical oceanography, hydrography, hydrology, glaciology). He joined Environnement Illlimité
inc. in 1996 and is now a senior associate and project director overseeing projects in oceanography,
hydrology, contamination and greenhouse gas emission studies and hydrography, mainly in the context of
environmental impact studies. He has participated in recent studies linked to hydroelectric development,
dredging projects, coastal and estuary erosion studies and operational oceanography for port design
studies in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, James Bay, Ungava Bay, Hudson Bay and Africa.

7. CULTURAL HERITAGE & ARCHAEOLOGY STUDIES
(OPTION 4)

GENIVAR’s experience permitting onshore wind projects under the REA process has shown that
archaeological study and more importantly, the review of archaeological studies can be a key timeline. AS
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such, GENIVAR proposes the following key activities to minimize the time taken for these studies and
reviews:

e Early start to the Stage 1 studies

e Early and frequent meetings with the archaeological review officers to establish scope and to
discuss review periods;

e Requests to the review archaeologists for expedited reviews; and
e An early meeting with Parks Canada to confirm that federal studies are not needed.

7.1 SCOPE OF WORK — BACKGROUND (STAGE 1)

The Stage 1 archaeological assessment will follow the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (2010) produced by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture of the Province of Ontario. For the
terrestrial portion it includes examination of historical maps and documents, land registry records, aerial
photographs and identifying known areas of archaeological and historic significance. For the marine
aspect of the project it will consist of accumulating available data from three source types: documentary
(wreck lists, harbour plans, shipping information, sessional Papers, newspaper accounts, review of
existing reports and research in consultation with the Ministry of Culture and other relevant
agencies/institutions; dredging events; Great Lakes Pilot, etc.); cartographic (historic and current charts;
navigational charts); and illustrative material (paintings, drawings and photographs). Background
research is essential when conducting archaeological studies. Thorough background research will
provide a more informed assessment of potential impacts and assist in identifying alternatives early in the
process. The data collected provides a sense of place, a history, and the probability of cultural resources
being located within the project area.

A site visit will also be conducted to review the current conditions of the potential terrestrial routes. Two
reports will be produced detailing the stage 1 assessment results and recommendations. One will be
produced for the terrestrial and one for marine. This is due to the separate licences for the terrestrial and
marine work.

The Stage 1 work will be carried out by licensed archaeologists (both marine and terrestrial), historian
and marine historian, and archaeological technician.

. Work will be conducted under the direction of a consultant archaeologist holding a professional
licence issued by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture of Ontario (O. Reg. 8/06 Ontario Heritage Act)

. A report must be produced detailing the results of the work and must comply with Ministry
standards

. 3 copies of the report must be sent to the Ministry by the archaeological consultant

. once a report is submitted to the Ministry a response may not be received for up to 60 working

days - currently wait time is approximately 6 months, but expedited reviews are available for
renewable energy projects and high priority projects such as those with funding or emergency
requirements - an expedited review will be requested with report submission

. no ground disturbance can occur until a letter of concurrence is received from the Ministry

. in the event that human remains are encountered all work has to cease and the Registrar of
Cemeteries, Ministry of Tourism & Culture, Medical Officer of Health and the local police must be
contacted

. concurrence letters can only be issued by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture, not by the consulting

archaeologist
It is anticipated that the licensed archaeologist for both terrestrial and marine will be required to attend
meetings and open houses to discuss or present findings of the stage 1.
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It is understood that the area of the proposed establishment of turbines and underwater cables between
turbines will be the primary area of investigation, and that the proposed 27 km length of submarine cable,
will also form part of the assessment area.

It is understood that civil/structural field studies are proposed which will include sub bottom profile, side
scan sonar and bathymetric survey, and geotechnical drilling. Discussions with Dr. Simon Spooner have
suggested that these will have to be completed again for archaeological purposes. Regardless, access to
these reports and their results will be incorporated into the archaeological assessment.

The archaeologist will be present on site during all aspects of the underwater assessment.

All work will be conducted in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act and the Ontario Ministry of Labour
Occupational Health and Safety Act and Regulation for Diving Operations Reg. 629/94.

Throughout the process, the archaeologist will photograph and document activities and finds. In the
event that cultural remains or cultural features are exposed and/or located, location will be mapped and
further documented. No excavation will occur during the Stage 2 assessment.

To ensure a thorough underwater survey this proposal shall include the use of a Side Scan Sonar, Multi-
Beam Sonar, Sub-bottom profiling, magnetometer and a Remotely operated Vehicle (ROV). Shark Marine
Technologies Inc.’s large base of survey equipment allows us the ability to select the best suited
equipment for each portion of the survey process. Utilizing one or more of Shark Marine’s survey vessels
equipped with accurate positioning systems and accurate motion compensation systems, recorded
results ensure accuracies beyond IHO (International Hydrographic Organization) and NOS (National
Ocean Service) typical standards. Shark Marine’s survey technicians possess the experience and skill to
execute this type of survey. Our detailed calibration procedures ensure and verify all survey data
accuracy

The large expanse of the survey area and varying water depths requires a methodology that will allow for
the primary identification of cultural materials dependent on water depth; and then when cultural features
are identified, a more intensive archaeological/geotechnical assessment of those “targets”. Therefore,
the following procedures are proposed:

We propose to run a multiple sensor survey using Side Scan Sonar, Multibeam Sonar and Magnetometer
as the primary survey sensors. All three of these systems can be operated from the vessel at the same
time, providing the best data for time arrangement.

A Side Scan Sonar Survey consists of pulling a tow fish through the water in a series of straight lines,
called survey routes. These routes are pre-planned to cover the bottom with enough overlap as to ensure
complete coverage (generally 120% coverage). This procedure is also commonly referred to as mowing
the lawn. A fan-shaped sonar beam, projected from each side of the tow fish scans the area, and returns
information of time and strength of return. This data is used to paint an image on the computer that
represents a visual image as if viewed from above, (aerial view). These visual images provide the viewer
with enough data to draw conclusions about the environment being scanned. The operator should be able
to recognize sizes, shapes and surface reflecting characteristics. The primary purpose of Side Scan
Sonar is to locate objects, or targets, and to determine characteristics of these targets and the
surrounding bottom. We propose a scan width (swath) of 60 metres per side. This would provide a range
resolution of 6 centimetre per pixel. We believe that this would provide the required detail to evaluate the
nature of moderately small targets. A larger swath would reduce survey time, but would jeopardize
smaller target identification, whereas a smaller swath would increase the survey time drastically. This
strategy would be in keeping with recent discussions with the Ministry of Tourism and Culture.

The Multibeam Sonar provides a series of depth points across the swath area which can be used to
determine contours and heights of targets. This data is also used to provide a bathymetric chart of the
area. Due to the large depth fluctuations in the survey area both the “"Delta T™" and the ““Interferometric™
sonar listed under equipment would be used to ensure the best possible data for the depth ranges.
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The Magnetometer measures the earth’s magnetic field and any anomalies created by ferrous objects
lying on or below the seafloor. Its main use in archaeological surveys is to aid in detecting man-made
objects of ferrous content. The magnetometer is towed behind the vessel much like the Side Scan Sonar
to keep it distant from the effects of any ferrous materials in the survey vessel.

The Combination of Side Scan Sonar, Multibeam Sonar, and Magnetometer will provide data of any
targets on bottom and buried ferrous targets along with depths and target heights. Additional lines can be
run over possible target areas to provide more precise data. This will be determined at the time
depending on the nature of the target area.

The sub-bottom profiling sonar is mounted to the survey vessel and used to determine the physical
properties of the seafloor as well as to identify location of buried targets. It uses a single channel sound
source to send pulses into the sub-surface sediments below the seafloor. These sound pulses bounce off
different objects according to their hardness to provide an image of the strata below the seafloor. The
area covered by the sub-bottom is much narrower than the multi-beam making 100% coverage
unrealistic. Target areas may be revisited for a more detailed inspection.

Calibration and motion reference is an important aspect in maintaining data accuracy. Calibrations on the
equipment for speed of sound in water will be performed each day. Water level adjustments will be made
on a continual basis for variations in the Lake water level referenced to International Great Lakes Chart
Datum (IGLCD). Latency and Patch tests are also performed to ensure GPS and sonar data are
precisely matched. Precise Heading Pitch Roll and Heave sensors mounted to the surface vessel
continually adjust data as the vessel attitude changes due to wave conditions.. These calibrations will
ensure accuracies beyond IHO and NOS typical standards.

A ROV (Remotely Operated Vehicle) will be employed to investigate potential target locations. The ROV
is equipped with its own sonar to allow for fast target relocation, and measurements of the targets. Laser
scaling will also provide detailed measurements. High resolution cameras and lighting will provide video
of the targets.

As the number of potential targets located is an unknown until completion of the archaeological survey as
detailed above, the time needed to “truth” objects is also an unknown.

Various computer programs will be incorporated within the survey operations. The major packages
include the SeaSAR software which will be used for route generation, tracking, side scan and recording
of targets, while RD-39, CAD and Hypack will be used for the data collection, processing and report
generation.

The results of the Stage 2 archaeological resource assessment may lead to recommendations of Stage 3
(mapping of the archaeological site, additional historic research) and Stage 4 (mitigation, which can
include avoidance).

If cultural materials are located during the assessment, the first recommendation will always be
avoidance. Underwater archaeological cultural resources are inherently more costly to preserve,
because once out of the water, they need to be conserved (dealing with water saturated materials
requires special conservation procedures). Stage 3 and 4 archaeological assessments are not
addressed herein — as avoidance of cultural materials will be the least expensive option for the client.

A report of the archaeological resource assessment will be submitted in draft form to the client, and upon
approval, to the Ministry of Tourism and Culture. In cases of the underwater assessment, there is a
requirement to also provide copies of the raw technical data for the project (Dr. Simon Spooner, MTC). In
addition, copies of the video will also be supplied to the Ministry. The cover letter will request an
expedited review of the REA project, archaeological report. A FIT number must accompany all
correspondence.

It should be noted that the Ministry of Tourism and Culture will require a project licence for conducting the
underwater archaeological assessment. At present, there are no Standards and Guidelines for
conducting underwater archaeology in the province of Ontario, and SJAHCE has developed its strategy
by reviewing Best Practices of other jurisdictions.
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There is no requirement for federal permits with respect to conducting underwater archaeology, except if
these are lands owned/managed by Parks Canada (Jonathan Moore, personal communication,
November 15, 2010).

SJAHCE and CARF will make itself available for required meetings and open houses. There will be a set
rate depending on the person required to attend these meetings. If special exhibits are required, the
expense associated with these exhibits and transportation thereof, will be charged to the client. SJAHCE
is also able to assist or lead with media relations with respect to Option 4 of the project.

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment will follow the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (2010) produced by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture of the Province of Ontario and is
based on the findings of the stage 1 assessment. The determined study area(s) and route(s) would need
to be shovel test-pitted at 5 metre intervals due to the proximity to water and historic transportation route.
Any areas of low to moderate potential would require assessment at 10 metres. If any area has been
recently ploughed, it may be ploughed again and field walked. Depending on the selected route(s) and
whether the cable is buried or on posts overhead, sections of the route(s) may not require testing. A
report will be produced detailing the stage 2 assessment results and recommendations. It is not
anticipated that a federal review is required.

The Stage 2 field work will be carried out by a licensed archaeologist and experienced field crew of
archaeological technicians. An archaeological technician experienced in material culture will be
responsible for the artifact inventory and interpretation of the material culture. Technical aspects will be
addressed by archaeological and graphics technicians.

e Work will be conducted under the direction of a consultant archaeologist holding a professional
licence issued by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture of Ontario (O. Reg. 8/06 Ontario Heritage Act)

e A report must be produced detailing the results of the work and must comply with Ministry
standards including a complete artifact inventory (for stage 2 only)

e 3 copies of the report must be sent to the Ministry by the archaeological consultant

e once a report is submitted to the Ministry a response may not be received for up to 60 working
days - currently wait time is approximately 6 months, but expedited reviews are available for
renewable energy projects and high priority projects such as those with funding or emergency
requirements - an expedited review will be requested with report submission

e no ground disturbance can occur until a letter of concurrence is received from the Ministry

e in the event that human remains are encountered all work has to cease and the Registrar of
Cemeteries, Ministry of Tourism & Culture, Medical Officer of Health and the local police must be
contacted

e concurrence letters can only be issued by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture, not by the consulting
archaeologist

It is anticipated that the licensed archaeologist will be required to attend meetings and open houses to
discuss or present findings of the stage 2.

A heritage study identifying any significant built heritage resources or cultural heritage landscapes,
streetscapes and view-planes will be conducted. This will include an inventory of resources within the
study area and an assessment of impact to those resources as well as recommendations. There are
currently no guidelines for the preparation of heritage assessments and heritage impact assessment for
GEA/REA projects. The Ontario Government’s Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process
document on the Provincial Policy Statement of 2005 contains information sheets that are relevant to
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conducting a heritage study and includes Info Sheet # 1. Built Heritage Resources, Info Sheet # 2:
Cultural Heritage Landscapes, and Info Sheet # 5: Heritage impact Assessments & Conservation Plans
(2006). Reports are reviewed by the Ministry of Tourism & Culture regional heritage planner on a first in
basis, but a review of these reports is considered a priority by the Ministry. Once the report is received by
the Ministry regular contact will be made with the planner responsible for the region.

The heritage study assessment work and report will be carried out by an historian who will utilize research
material from the stage 1 terrestrial archaeological assessment and marine research if warranted. A site
visit will also be conducted to document any extant resources. It is not anticipated that a federal review is
required.

It is anticipated that the historian will be required to attend meetings and open houses to discuss or
present findings of the heritage study.

Title Type (regulation, Regulatory Agency
guideline, policy)

Province of Ontario

Renewable Energy Regulation, O.Reg. 359/09 Regulation MOE
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Guideline MTC
Archaeologists (2010)

Ontario Government’s Heritage Resources in the | Policy MTC

Land Use Planning Process document on the
Provincial Policy Statement of 2005

Heritage impact Assessments & Conservation Best Practices MTC
Plans

Canadian Federal Government

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act Legislation Canadian

Environmental
Assessment Agency

International or Other

1909 Boundary Waters Treaty Treaty |

Susan Bazely is Senior Archaeologist with the Cataraqui Archaeological Research Foundation and has
conducted and subsequently directed archaeological and historical research in Kingston from 1983 to the
present. Projects and investigations around the Kingston region include the Naval Cottages, Fort
Frederick, Guard House & Porter’s Lodge, Naval Hospital, Stone Frigate, ND2 site, and investigations for
various other utilities installations and upgrades to buildings on Point Frederick; Fort Henry NHSC; Fort
Frontenac NHSC; North Block adjacent Military Reserve; Kingston Market Square; other small
archaeological projects in down town Kingston; in addition stage 1 and 2 assessments have been
completed in Bath. Ms Bazely has also participated in the preparation of several planning and
management studies including Commemorative Integrity Statements for Fort Henry NHSC, Kingston
Navy Yard and Point Frederick Buildings NHSC, Kingston City Hall NHSC, Kingston Drydock NHSC,
Management Plan for Fort Henry, Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment of RMC Point Frederick, Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment of CFB Kingston, Archaeological and Heritage Assessment of the Lake
Bastion Point Frederick, and the initial Kingston Archaeological Master Plan Study.

Andrew Hill has been an historian and researcher with the Cataraqui Archaeological Research
Foundation since 2008. He has conducted historical research for stage 1 archaeological assessments for
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properties throughout the Kingston area, and for outlying regions such as the St. Lawrence River, the
Rideau Canal, and Quinte West. His work draws on existing historical literature, land registry records,
historical cartographic evidence, and a variety of archival facilities; as well as the extensive use of online
resources and reliable primary sources. Mr. Hill also works on a contract basis for the City of Kingston,
assessing heritage properties and writing heritage by-laws compliant with Section 9/06 of the Ontario
Heritage Act.

Scarlett, the President of SJAHCE, will be the project leader for this task. She has had over 32 years of
archaeological experience, and has been the president of her own consulting firm since 1985. She was
the former Regional Archaeologist for the Regional Municipality of Waterloo for seven years and created
the first archaeological Master Plan in the Province of Ontario, and built up an archaeology division in the
Planning Department of the Region, providing her with a base for managerial skills. Scarlett Janusas will
be the underwater archaeologist for the project. She has over 30 years of experience in underwater
archaeology, and over 32 years in land archaeology. Her first REA project was conducted in 2005 for
M.K. Ince and Associates in Simcoe County. She has had experience with renewable energy projects
since Ms. Janusas held the position of the President of the Ontario Marine Heritage Committee for 10
years. She remains a member of the OMHC. She is also currently the President of the Ontario
Association of Professional Archaeologists.

Patrick Folkes has worked with SJAHCE since its inception in 2002, and prior to that with Scarlett
Janusas and Associates since 1985, and worked with Scarlett Janusas on projects in the Kingston,
Thunder Bay, Barrie, Pembroke, St. Lawrence River at Cornwall, Prescott on the St. Lawrence River, St.
Clair River, etc. areas. Patrick has been a marine historian since 1976. He was also the assistant curator
at the local Marine Museum of the Great Lakes in the mid-1980s, and has authored many marine heritage
articles. He has been a member of the Ontario Marine Heritage Committee for over 40 years.

Shark Marine Technologies Inc. main office is located in St Catharine’s Ontario. All of its current
employees are from the province of Ontario and presently living within the Niagara region.

Project Leader for Geotechnical Team (under leadership of archaeologist, Scarlett Janusas)

Jim Garrington is Shark Marine’s company president and senior survey technician with over 26 years of
relevant experience.

Mike Aitken is Shark Marine’s secondary survey technician and ROV with over 7 years of operational
experience. Mike’s complete CV is also attached in Appendix A of this proposal.

GENIVAR has developed an opinion of costs based on the scope of work detailed above. There were
several optional items which were discussed but not included in the opinion of costs including:

e Post-Construction Bird and Bat Surveys

e A general presentation of the technical elements of an offshore wind farm to key agencies
e The cost of developing a project website

e Expenses associated with holding public meetings (room rentals and refreshments)

The estimated costs are presented below.
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% Ontario Content

U on Cost Basis el
OPTION 1 - Permitting
Permitting 100 N/A
Stakeholder Consultation 100 $ 124,600
Public Consultation 100 $ 108,160
Project Management, Co-ordn, team meetings 100 $ 158,000
Reporting 100 $ 124,000
Noise 100 $ 27,500
Shadow Flicker 80 $ 12,500
Visual Simulation 80 $ 20,000
Telecommunications 80 $ 10,000
Option Sub-Total 98% $584,760
Option 2 - Ecological Field Work
Avian Surveys 30 $ 365,000
Bat Surveys 30 $ 130,000
Project Management, Co-ordn, team meetings 100 $ 85,000
Fisheries Study 70 $ 547,900
Natural Heritage Evaluation 100 $ 32,320
Option Sub-Total 55% $ 1,160,220
Option 3 - Technical Field Work
Hydrology 40 $ 90,000
Wave Studies 50 $ 95,000
Sediment Transfer 75 $ 75,000
Icing Studies 10 $ 55,000
Costal Engineering 10 $ 54,000
Project Management, Co-ordn, team meetings 100 $80,000
Water Quality 75 $ 140,000
Option Sub-Total 59% $ 589,000
Option 4 - Cultural Heritage & Archaeology
Study
Stage 1 Study 100 $ 23,300
Stage 2 Marine 100 $ 561,000
Stage 2 Terrestrial 100 $ 26,700
Cultural Heritage Study 100 $ 3,700
Option Sub-Total 100% $614,700
Grand Total 76% $12,948,680

GENIVAR will offer discounts for multiple awards as follows:

GENIVAR



Wolfe Island Shoals Offshore Wind Farm
Proposal for Permitting and Field Investigation Services

November 25, 2010

Option 1 & 2: 2.5% of labour costs
Option1 & 3 2.5% of labour costs
Option 1,2 & 3 3.0% of labour costs

No discounts will be given for option 4 work.

8.2 SCHEDULE OF HOURLY RATES

The Schedule of Rates are provided below.

Category | Hourly Rate ($/hour) for 2011
Rates for Permiting, Ecological Field Work and Technical Field Work
Director 160
Technical Specialist 160

Senior Project Manager 135

Senior Biologist 130
Intermediate Biologist 100

Field Survey Technicians 70 - 90
Senior Engineer 130
Intermediate Engineer 105
Intermediate GIS/CADD 85

Lahmeyer Technical Expert

USD 190 /hour

Sub-consultants

Provided upon request

Archaeology Rates

Licenced Archaeologist - terrestrial 100
Licenced Archaeologist — marine 100
Historian - terrestrial 62.50
Historian — marine 81.25
Archaeological Technician 50
Graphics Technician 50
Administration 100

Note: The above rates are for work in 2011 and exclude taxes and expenses.

For work in 2012, an

overall escalation of approximately 3.0% would apply. Expenses will be invoiced at cost + 10%.

8.3 SCHEDULE

GENIVAR has developed preliminary schedules for the four options detailed in our proposal. Detailed
Gantt Charts for the Permitting, Ecological Field Work, Technical Field Work and Cultural Heritage &
Archaeological Studies are found in Appendix C. Tasks in red are government review periods and are

estimates based on previous experience.
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GENIVAR is a Canadian leader in providing energy engineering services and delivering solutions based
on an integrated project approach. With more than 5,000 employees and 85 offices, GENIVAR provides a
full range of services over the entire project cycle, from project development, studies, pre-design, detailed
design, construction administration and/or management and operational support.

We provide services in the following market sectors:

Power and Industrial
Transportation
Municipal Infrastructure
Buildings

Environment

Wind Energy is a specialty area for GENIVAR and we are currently working for over 50 clients on a wide
variety of renewable projects. We provide “one stop shopping” for all wind energy related services — wind
energy assessment, engineering, environmental and permitting. Our energy sector clients include:
Windstream, TransCanada Energy, NextEra Energy, Gilead Power, Suncor, TransAlta, Ontario Power
Generation, Brookfield Power, Suez, enXco, SunEdison, Northland Power, as well as several
construction companies.

We have experience in both planning and implementation of a wide range of renewable energy projects
including: solar, wind, biogas and geothermal projects. This expertise is key to the development of a fully
integrated renewable energy and energy management program that not only looks at the immediate
potential to apply renewable energy and energy efficiency, but also at an effective long term management
of assets. We are active members of Canadian Solar Industry Association, Canadian Wind Energy
Association and Ontario Energy Association.

GENIVAR has been a key player in the Wind Industry in Ontario. Staff have been involved with the
Renewable Energy Approvals process since the release of the draft rules in June 2009. GENIVAR has
provided our clients with strategic analysis and advice on the implication of the ever-evolving REA
process and has helped transition several existing wind projects from the Environmental Assessment
process to the REA process. Our expertise has led numerous clients to seek our advice when in the early
planning and development stages of renewable energy projects.

The Cataraqui Archaeological Research Foundation is a well-established research and educational
organization. In twenty-seven years in Ontario archaeology it has amassed a tremendous amount of data
and resources to support the efforts of staff in historical research and archaeological investigation.
Founded in 1983, as a non-profit organization incorporated under the statutes and laws of Ontario, the
Cataraqui Archaeological Research Foundation is dedicated to the recognition, investigation and
preservation of Ontario's rich archaeological resources. The Foundation seeks to promote archaeological
research and resource management through public education and awareness. Initially established to deal
with resources in the Kingston area, the organization has expanded its geographic focus to serve all of
Ontario. Activities have been supported through various funding sources including memberships,
government programs and donations. The Foundation also provides consulting services to the public and
private sectors. Over the past twenty-seven years Foundation staff have worked extensively with other
heritage organizations, particularly in the Kingston area, as well as the Kingston museums, Parks
Canada, Department of National Defence, First Nations from the Tyendinaga Mohawk Territory, and the
City of Kingston.
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The Staff of the Cataraqui Archaeological Research Foundation are proficient in the identification and
investigation of archaeological sites, in delivering presentations to both the public and private sectors, and
in creating educational and promotional displays. The Foundation has extensive archaeological fieldwork
experience in the Kingston area and has completed numerous projects. Foundation staff are licenced to
conduct archaeology in the Province of Ontario and are familiar with provincial regulations pertaining to
archaeology as legislated through the Ministry of Tourism & Culture’s requirements for consulting
archaeologists, and under the Provincial Policy Statement of the Planning Act. A key component of
archaeological assessments is historical research, particularly regarding a detailed history of a property,
involving intensive use of historical maps, other archival materials and the land registry system. As part of
its mandate to educate and involve the public in archaeology and history programs the Foundation
maintains an interpretive exhibit at its Princess Street location and is also actively involved in web based
exhibit design and display.

The Cataraqui Archaeological Research Foundation is located in Kingston, Ontario and all current
employees live in the city of Kingston.

SJAHCE and associate Shark Marine Technologies Inc. have undertaken many underwater
archaeological projects together, and our collective experience makes us the leaders in underwater
archaeology. Until recently, SJAHCE was the only professional archaeologist in the province of Ontario
eligible to hold an underwater archaeological licence.

Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE) has been conducting
business under this company name since 2002, and prior to that under the name of Scarlett E. Janusas
and Associates Inc. since 1986. Our mission is to provide government and private industry/development
with quality archaeological services delivered in a timely manner.

We conduct both land and underwater archaeological assessments from Stage 1 (background research)
to Stage 4 (full archaeological mitigation). The company president, Scarlett Janusas, has until recently,
been the only professional underwater archaeologist in the province of Ontario, and has conducted
underwater archaeology projects since 1978. As a result of the expertise SJAHCE has been able to
provide, we are considered leaders in the field of underwater archaeology. Our approaches to
underwater archaeology are innovative and recognized across the province. The company has been
unique in being able to provide both land and underwater archaeological services, and has recently
added cultural heritage and cultural heritage impact assessments to its services.

Our geographic areas include the entire province of Ontario, and our associate, Shark Marine
Technologies conducts projects globally. SJAHCE'’s associate, Shark Marine Technologies, incorporated
in 1984, and the company’s mandate has been to offer products and services that are innovative, high
quality, dependable and cost effective.

Over the years, the firm has gained global respect for developments in undersea technology and the
expertise we bring to on-site operations. As a manufacturer we have made significant advancements in
underwater imaging equipment, remotely operated vehicles and other survey systems. In our services we
have provided consultation, software development, custom manufacturing, hydrostatic testing, equipment
rentals and location operations.

The customer base has grown to include gas and oil exploration, commercial diving, various
government’s navies and fisheries, search and rescue organizations, as well as engineering and survey
firms, and has spread to include all continents. Our location services have taken us from the warm waters
of the Caribbean to the frozen Arctic, where we have gained international recognition for our efforts.
These include pipeline surveys, locating of sunken vessels and other objects, search and recovery, as
well as magnetic, bathymetric and sonar mapping. Our experience in the diverse aspects of this field
allows us the ability to create innovative solutions to often difficult or costly tasks. All of its current
employees and associates live in the province of Ontario.
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9.14 THE LASALLE CONSULTING GROUP

The LaSalle Consulting Group (www.gcl.gc.ca), which celebrated his 50" birthday in 2006, is a North
American leader in the field of hydraulics and applied fluid mechanics. The LaSalle Consulting Group has
long been involved in the development and use of numerical modelling tools. Initially developed in the
sixties, our river ice models are continuously improved and still represent today the state-of-the-art for the
hydraulic modelling of Nordic rivers.

The LaSalle Consulting Group had its first ice study contract from Hydro-Quebec in 1957 on the
Beauharnois Powerplant supply canal on the St. Lawrence River. The original computation methods
developed in this work were first published in 1959. Later, refinements were reported in 1966. They were
put to use immediately on a number of hydroelectric projects that Hydro-Quebec was designing at the
time, as well as in laying out the land reclamation limits for the Expo 67 Islands in the St. Lawrence River.
Since that time, the LaSalle Consulting Group has been continuously involved in ice studies, for the most
part in connection with hydroelectric developments. The original methodology has been refined over the
years, and analytical studies, backed up by model studies or field observations, have been checked for
accuracy often enough to offer a high degree of confidence in their use.

The LaSalle Consulting Group is regularly involved in project related to ice mechanics and estimation of
loads: design and certification of ice bridges for winter operation of heavy equipment (Hydro-Quebec,
SEBJ), ice loads on temporary bridges for the Rupert and Romaine hydroelectric project (Hydro-Quebec),
ice loads on wharves (Alcoa wharf in Baie-Comeau).

9.1.5 Environnement illimité Inc.

Since the mid-1970s, El has assembled a multidisciplinary team specializing in data acquisition in aquatic
environments (lakes, rivers, estuaries, oceans). Over the years, this team has grown and diversified, and
now consists of nearly one hundred employees who, through their expertise and creativity, play an
integral part in the firm’s outstanding reputation.

Today, El has teams deployed across Canada and in the United States, Africa and Australia. The
flexibility of our workforce and our extensive array of equipment allow us to mobilize within very short
timeframes. An additional hallmark of all our operations is our utmost concern for quality.

Precise hydrological data are essential in designing any hydroelectric structure, bridge, water intake or
outlet, and any other project calling for effective water management (flood risks, irrigation, etc.). El has
solid expertise in surveys specific to hydrology, such as water level and flow measurements,
establishment of limnimetric stations, and sampling of suspended sediment and bed load. The quality of
data collected by El's technical teams enables engineering firms to plan with confidence the design,
construction and operation of infrastructures in aquatic environments.

El's clients include some of the largest hydropower producers in the world. As a result, its professionals
and technicians are accustomed to working on major projects, particularly in challenging environments. El
team members are fully aware of the importance of the accuracy of their measurements to ensure that
the surveys are carried out with the highest regard for quality.

9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND POST EA EXPERIENCE

GENIVAR has a wealth of experience in the area of Environmental Assessment and Post Environmental
Assessment work, which is detailed more specifically below.

9.2.1 Environmental Assessment Experience Overview

The GENIVAR team’s collective EA experience covers a wide range of
projects including electrical transmission lines and stations, linear
infrastructure, water and wastewater treatment plants and pumping stations,
local and arterial roads and highways (both new construction 