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It is our understanding that the jurisdiction of the Ontario Energy Board is limited to implementing policies of the Government of Ontario for the promotion of renewable Energy sources.  We would like to have intervenor status at an oral hearing to address our concerns regarding the conditions of approval for the current proposal.  Our specific concerns are regarding the majority of the land at stake, since less than one percent of the land in question will be utilized for the express purposes of energy transmission by the current proposal as we understand it.

We represent ourselves and are currently canvassing abutting land owners to form a larger group.  We request additional intervenor costs to assist with retaining expert witnesses and advice etc..

We appreciate SKWs cooperation with us so far, and in light of their commitment to design and constructing assets that coincide with the aesthetic harmony of the community with minimal impact on crop production we anticipate that they could amend or clarify their proposal to meet these needs, and are hopeful that the Board would oversee this discussion in an oral hearing before agreeing to the proposal.

Our concerns are as follows:

· Approval of this application will lead to the sale of the railroad land and as adjoining land owners we ask that the current owner (CN railway known as the CASO Subdivision) be held accountable for the state of neglect their land is currently in prior to such sale being allowed to occur.   The owner in fee simple of the CASO Subdivision to date has neglected its responsibility regarding many aspects of the care and maintenance of the property, including without limitation the cleaning, maintenance, drainage, pest and weed control, restoration and environmental remediation of the lands. We feel we can present reasonable evidence of this if a hearing is held.  It is our understanding that CKT will have contractual rights against CN to cause CN to remove all railway facilities from the CASO Subdivision, which SKW considers to include all railway tracks, switches, signal stations and decommissioned overhead lines. We also feel this would include safe disposal of railway ties and previous transmission poles. We would like to see this in writing with a specified timeline and specified consequences for neglect.  We feel it would be prudent to have an independent assessment agency regulate this at the cost of the current owner.   We want to ensure that the municipality would not charge to have a power line present on the land and leave the debris of the railroad unaddressed.  Minimally, the land should be reclaimed and cleaned up to the point where it does not adversely affect neighbouring owners.  If the anticipated cost of the clean up deters Chatham-Kent from redeveloping the land it could offer a long term-lease to the adjacent land owners.

· We would like the owner of the land that grants the easement for the power line accountable and compliant with the policies of the province of Ontario, which include the preservation of food and biofuel producing agriculture.  The Railway took land out of agriculture many years ago and there is no reason why it cannot be returned to agriculture except for the portion required for the actual transmission line structures, consistent with the policies of Ontario.  One has only to drive less than two miles from our property to see examples of agricultural land in close proximity to power lines.  To our knowledge this has been managed in an efficient and safe manner for many years without compromising engineering and technical requirements.   In fact, farming around these structures is common practice.

· We would like it to be clearly spelt out for farmers whose property has been divided by this right of way that long-term crossing privileges will be allowed.

Best regards,
William and Mary Ann Machacek

William Alan & Anne English
