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The Corporøtinn of
THE TO\(/N OF SHELBURNE

Municipal Ofices:

203 Main Street East, Shelburne, Ont. L)N 150 - Tllephone: (519) 925-2600 - Fax (519) 925-6134
e -møi [: s h e lburne@øunof h e lburne. on. c ø

May 29,zOtZ

County of Dufferin Counc¡l

c/o Ms. Pam Hilloclç Clerk

55 Zina Street

Orangeville, ON

Dear Warden and Members of County Council:

I have been instructed by Town Council to forward our opposition to having a transmission line through

an urban area and concerns forwarded to County Councilfor consideration.

Our Town Planner presented a detailed report to Town Council on May 28, 2012, outlining the

information and plann¡ng comments associated with the proposal. Enclosed is a copy of the Planne/s

report dated MaY L5,20L2.

Also enclosed is a copy of the resolution passed unan¡mously by Town Council, as a result of the report

and Town Council's oppos¡t¡on to using the rail corridor, particularly through a urban centre, when

altêrnative routes are available, primarily being Option f1.

I trust you understand Town Council's position on this matter-and w¡ll g¡ve it due cons¡deration.

A People Plzce ...... A Chønge ofPace
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TOWN OF SHELBURNE

COUNCIL RESOLUTION

No. _7_

Date: May 28,2012

Moved by: Egan

Seconded by: Benotto

BE lT RESOLVED THAT Council receives the report from the Town Pìanner dated May
15,2012 regarding the Dufferin Wind Power proposed transmission line route as
presented and circulated;

AND FURTHER THAT the Town Planner be directed to forward a letter to County
Council outlining our concerns;

AND FURTHER THAT the Town of Shelburne does not want a proposed transmission
power line from Duffer¡n Wind Power going down the current rail lines owned by Duffer¡n
County.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY: K. Bennington

Requested Vote to be recorded

Counc¡llor Walter Benotto
Councillor A.J. Gavey
Councillor Randy Chambers
Counc¡llor Geoff Dunlop
Councillor Tom Egan
Deputy-Mayor Ken Bennington
Mayor Ed Crewson

[ ] Yes

Yea

[ ]No

Nay
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Moy 1 5, 2012

Town of Shelburne
203 Moin Street Eosf

Shelburne ON LON 1 S0

File No.: ,l1095.250

Atlention: Mr. John Telfer, Clerk/CAO
VIA EMAIL lo

Re: Dufbrín Wind Power {DWPI - Proposed Tronsmission tine R.oute

I om pleosed to provide o summory of my comments regording lhe obove.noted
proposol. My comments ore restricled to lond use plonning moilers. ln moking
submissions it is odvisoble for the Town to include inpul from the Town,s
engineer, legol counsel ond other professionol odvisors, stoff ond Council.

1 . Regulotory Context

Under Section 62.0.2 oÍ the Plonning Act, renewoble energy undertokings ore
nol subiect to the Provinciql Policy Srotement (PPS), rhe Growth plon for the
Greoter Goiden Horseshoe, municipol officiol plons ond o byJow or order
possed under Port V of the Plonning Act (eg. municipol zoning byJows).
However, municipolilies ore oble to comment on renewoble energy proposols
through the Renewoble Energy Approvol (REA) process. The Town should use

this opporlunity to moke submissions to the proponent, the County of Dufferin os
the owner of the former roil corridor, ond to the Ministry of Environment (MOE).
ln this regord you should consider fo¡wording this letter ond ony odditionol
commenls of the Town of Shelburne to DWP, the County ond fhe MOE.

2. Review of Documents Provided by DWP

My review of the studies provided by the proponent ond reloted plonning
comments ore l¡mited to the ports of the documentotion specificolly deoling with
lhe proposed tronsm¡ssion line route olong the sections of lhe former roil
corridor fiol ore within the Town of Shelburne. The DWP reports ore noted os
droft ond lock sufficient detoil regording the proposed tronsmission line through
Shelburne. As outlined in th¡s leiter, oddit¡onol informotion is required to ollow
for o complete lond use plonning evoluotion of the proposol.
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The toble below summorizes informotion regording the proposed tronsmission line provided in the
vorious documents, ond reloled comments ore provided in he right-hond column:

Seclion 3, p. 3:

Two opt¡ons ore being considered to connect the
pro¡ect to the provinciol tronsmission grid:

OPT¡ON #l - duol ó9 kV power line locoted wirh
municipol rood righto[woy connecting the proiect
substotion to o second substotion ot o point of
interconnection 35.ó km south in the Town of
Mono, crossing the Townships of Meloncthon,
Mulmur ond Amoronth

OPTION #2 - 230 kV power line locoted lorgely
within the obondoned roil line right-of-woy ond
crossing úe Townships of Meloncthon ond
Amoronth qnd the Town of Shelbu¡ne to connect
to o switching stotion odiocent to the Orongeville
tronsformer stolion

DWP is seeking opprovol of both options, but only
one would be const¡ucted.

Why ore opprovols required for two options if
only one will be construcfed? How will DWP
decide which option to construct if both q¡e

perm itted?

Seaion 3.2, Toble l, p. 57:

Iqble I includes the outhorizotion of Rood Users
Agreements by the Townships of Meloncthon, Mulmur
ond Amoronth ond Ïown of Mono in the list of
potentiol outhorizotions ond requirements for the
proiect.

Toble I does not identify ony opprovols or
oulhorizotions required from the Town of
Shelburne ond County of Dufferin. lt is my
understonding thqt on eosemenl ogreemenl
would be required with the County for the use of
the former roiLcorridor for the trqnsmission line
under Option #2. ln oddition, ony underground
utiliiy work w¡thin or crossing municipol rightof-
woy owned by the Town of Shelburne should
require the Town's outhorizot¡on. Municipol
outhorizotions required from the County ond the
Town for Option #2 should be cleorly spelled
out in the reoort.

%d,íon 4.1 , p.7-12

OPIION i requires 35.ó km of ó9.5 kV power line,
of which DWP is responsible Íor only 2.77 km
including 54 new wooden poles, ond Hydro One
Neiworks will be responsible for the remoinder of the
power line including replocing 500 existing hydro
po¡es w¡th loller towers to occommodote the existing
lines. DWP will be responsible for the new duql ó9 kV
lines ond shinging the line olong these sections. The
poles would be spoced 50-55m ot o depth of 2.5m.

This seems like o logicol option if the ex¡sting
poles need to be toller onywoy for existing lines.
ln principle the improved utilizot¡on of existing
infrostructure, where possible, should be o
priority over building new infrostructure.

DWP presenfed Town Council with different
informotion for Option I (45m spocing,
significonÌ volume of odditionol poles required -
up to 500+ new poles, etc).



OPTION 2 ¡-equires 48 km of 230 kV power line,
which DWP is responsible for the entire jength,

including 432 new poles, plus eosements ocross
privote property ond the Countyowned qbondoned

roil RoW. The overheod power line will require 25m
of spoce within the roil RoW. The poles would be
spoced I i 0m oport ot o depth of 2.5m.

on this informotion, this option requires
significontly more new poles ond greoter totol
length of power lines, plus new eosemenls. The
obondoned ¡qil RoW is 25m wide through
Shelburne, therefore this suggests the entire
width is needed for the proposed power lines.
Con other existing ond plonned uses of the
corridor coexist with the power line (eg. existing
snowmobile troil, future multi-use troil). Does this
25m width ollow for ony buffering/setbocks to
sensitive lond uses? There is no mention of
potentiol underground line through Shelburne.
Whot ore the long-term operotionol ond copitol
mointenonce requiremenls of introducing o new
tronsmission corridor with new poles ond lines ¡n

Option 2 os compored to Option 'l where there
qre existing poles ond lines thot olreody require
mointenonce ond replocement?

DWP presenled Town Council with different
informqtion for Option 2 (90m spocing, 8m pole

Section 4.2, p. 13

Toble 3 indicotes the following construction timing:
Option 1 - Summer 2013, two months
Option 2 - Summer 20'l3, three months

Option 2 tokes longer to construct thon Option
1. There ore no operolion qnd mointenonce
octiv¡t¡es identified for the tronsmission lines.

Decommissioning requirements would be
different for Option I vs. Option 2 (ie. the poles
could remoin for existing lines, onother benefit of

Figure 2b: Power line Option # It oppeors thot Option 2 could be rerouted to
the west olong existing RoWs for o smqll section
to ovoid the urbqn oreo of Shelburne. This
opportuniry should be investigoted ond

Secrion 5,ó l¡nd Usa ond Resources, p. 2ó
"No recreotion octivities should be impocted by the

Pro¡ect."

Sectìon 5.7 l¡col lnterests, lond Use ond
lnÊo$ruclure, p. 21
"No municipol woter/wostewoter services will be
required nor offected."

Effects listed ond evoluoted should include
disruption to existing ond future iroil uses within
the qbondoned roil RoW corridor in Shelburne
ond potentiol municipol service disruptions if
existing underground infrostructure þonitory ond
storm sewers, wotermoins, etc), roodwoys or
other urbqn services in Shelburne ore impocted
by conslruction ond/or operotion.



Seclion 5.10 Public Heolth ond Sof*y, p.27
"Noise, vibrolion ond dust during construclion ore lhe
key couses of humon heolth impocts. Commonly
perceived heolth ond sofety risks ossocioted with wind
turbines include...electro-mognet¡c f¡elds. These
potentiol ond perceived risks will be oddressed in
deloil in other REA reports."

Other urbon mun¡c¡pqlities hove odopted
requirements for Electromognetic Field (EMF)

Monogement PIons ond policies ond guidelines
for reducing EMF exposure from hydro corridors,
in response lo heolú concerns ond uncerlointies
obout the impocts of existing ond proposed high
vohoge lronsmission lines. Ihe effects listed ond
evoluoted for the Option 2 tronsmission iine
roule should include the potentiol for increosed
EMF exposure in Shelburne ond reloted impocts
on locol lond use policy, development plonning
ond decision-moking os o result introducing o
new high voltoge tronsm¡ssion line within qn

u¡bon oreo. Potentiol cost implicotions for the
Town ond locol development interests os o result
of Option 2 include the costs of undertoking EMF
Monogemenl Plons ond implementing
precqufionory meosures in the plonning, design
ond development of future lqnd uses on either
side of the obondoned roilwoy RoW ond for
plonned recreotionol uses \Mithin the corridor.
Consistent with the requirements in other urbon
munic¡pol¡t¡es in Ontorio, DWP should be
required to provide on EMF Monogement Plon
ond to integrote precoul¡onory meosures into the
design of proposed high voltoge tronsmission
line within qn u¡bon oreo (Option 2).

Secrion 5.1 I Å,reos ProtEcþd under Provinciol Plons
ond Policies. p. 28
"The proiect is not locoted in on oreo governed by o
provinciol plon."

Dufferin County is w¡thin the oreo governed by
the Ploces to Grow Act ond the Provinciql
Growth Plon for the Greoter Goiden Horseshoe.
Shelburne is expected to occommodqte o
significont portion of the populotion torget
ollocoted by the Province to Dufferin County vio
the G¡owth Plon. Lond olong the obondoned roil
RoW in Shelbu¡ne is proposed for residentiol
intensificotion including o current townhouse
proposol which will contribute to meeting growth
ond density torgets mondoted by the Growth
Plon. The reports provided by DWP should
identify if ony new setbocks or other mitigotion
meosures ore required os o result of proposed
tronsmission lines ond evoluote the effects of
Option 2 on plonned residentiol ¡ntens¡f¡cotion
proiects ond oreos ond ony reloted impocts on
Shelburne's obility to ochieve ond mqintoin
conformity with the Growth PIon.



Seclion 3.1, p. ó:

OPTION #2 - the proposed 230 kV power line is

expected lo be lorgely obove ground but will require
up lo eleven underground sections to ovoid overheqd
provinciolly significont wetlond crossings ond densely
populoted oreos.

How do these envirónmentol effects ond
di¡ectionol drilling costs required in Option #2
compore to Option #l ? Which is the preferred
option?

Toble 'l identifies the following moteriols to be
delivered for eqch tronsmission Iine option:

OPTION #l - ó9kV utility coble; 50',70',75' ond
80'wooden poles (dìstributed olong the power line
route); electricol tonsformers ond reloted equipment

OPTION #2 - 230kV utility coble; 437 poles;
electricoi tronsformers ond reloted equipment

Height ond type of poles not specified for
Option #2. Iotol number of poles not identified
for Option #1 . The method of tronsporting the
mote¡iols ond comporotive level of effort
required for Option #1 (delivery olong existing
roods?) vs. Option #2 (method of delivery?) is
not provided or evoluoted. The report should
oddress potentiol impocts of delivery trucks ond
conslruction moteriols occessing the obondoned
roilwoy RoW in the urbon oreo ond potentiol
impocts on exisfing underground services fhqt

1.4, p. 14

Option #2 - "The second power Iine option would
require the instollotion of opproximotely y'82 poles
within the roil eosement. Pole spocing would ronge
from 90 m to greqter thon 200 m dependent upon

The number of poles ond spocing i

th¡s section is not consistent w¡th other sections of
th¡s repod, other DWP reports provided for this
proiect, ond the informolion presenled to Town
Council by DWP. This section discusses the use
of underground lines in wetlond qÍeos but not
within the urbon oreo of Shelburne.

"Cleoring moy olso be required for portions of the site
occess roods, crone polhs, collector lines ond power
line rightof-woy."

report should more cleorly
documenl lhe extent of cleoring required within
the obondoned roilwoy RoW for Option #2,
identify reloted environmentol impocts on the
corridor ond odiocent lond, ond ¡mpocts to
existing ond future hoil use. A nolurolized
corridor with shode provided by odjocent trees
is preferred for the plonned future use of $e
corrido¡ for wolkino/multi-use troil

tuÅon 1.8.7, 4.8.8, p. 22-23

Option I - "The power line will be on overheqd line
ond require 8-ì 0 m of spoce within the municipol
rood rig ht-of-woy. "

Option 2 - "The overheod power line will require 25
m of spoce within the roil RoW. The tower structures of
the power line will be composed of single poles ond
will be spoced obout I 10 m oporf ond instolled lo o
typicol depth o1 2.5 m."

Why does Option 2 require 25 m of spoce
whereos Option I only needs 8-10 m?

The pole spocing for Option 2 idenrified in this
section ¡s nol cons¡stent wiù other sections of this
report ond the informotion presented to Town
Council by DWP.

This section discusses the use of underground
lines in wetlond oreos but not wilhin the urbon
oreo of Shelburne.



PßâFr-¡,9.9N,t"'ßUgII9NiPIANiREBO.RIÍrii;i-lìli',r1.¡ii lliP.lANNlNG;G@rf,lMEl\¡t'S¿fj]tìíÈêïlÞ.::r,|¿ï::11ffi
Section 5.3.2, p. 29
"For the 230kV power line it is onticípoted thot I I
wetlqnd feotures will hove to be drilled under to
mit¡gote potenliol negotive effects lo these feolures."

How do these environmenlol effects ond
directionol drilling costs required in Option #2
compore to Option #1? Which is the preferred
option? Figure 4b only identifies 9 locotions for
horizontol directionql drilling - where ore the
othe¡ two locotions?

ùect¡on 5.Y. l, p. Jö

"No municipol woter/wostewoter services will be
required nor offected."

Effects listed ond evoluoted should include
disruption to existing ond future troil uses within
the obondoned roil RoW corridor in Shelburne
ond potentiol municipol service disruptions if
existing underground infrostructure (sonitory ond
storm sewers, wqtermoins, etc), roodwoys or
oúer urbon services ¡n Shelburne ore impocted
by conslruct¡on ocfivit¡es.

Section 5.9.2, p. 3&39 Mil¡got¡on meosures should demonstrote how the
cu¡renl troil uses ond future development ond use
of the obondoned rqil RoW os o mult¡-use troil
ond relqted municipol service crossings ond
roodwoy crossings will be protected within
Shelburne. Opportunities for troil development
should be considered os port of the proposed
tronsmission line construclion oct¡v¡t¡es.

Seclion ó, p. 40
"There ore net benefits of this proiect resulting from on
increosed municipol tox bose for the Township of
Meloncthon ond fie County of Dufferin, increosed
number of employment opportunities {especiolly during
the construction stoge) ond the generotion of cleon,
renewoble electricity. The operotion of the wind form
will olso provide onnuol economic benefits through
royolt¡es to iondowners ond o continuing need for
supplies, services in the locol ond regionol
economies."

Whqt qre the locol benefits, if ony, to
Shelburne? There ore no cleqr benefits to
Shelburne identified in this report. Enhoncements

to the obondoned roilwoy RoW such os the
development of o multi-use trqil ond other reloted
meosures should be incorporoted into the Option
#2 tronsmission line proposol to provide o net
benefit to Shelbu¡ne.

Cullurol Heritoge Assessment - Proposed 230kV
Tronsmission üne

Executriro Summory p. vi
"The tronsmission line will be locqted in Meloncthon
ond Amoronth Townshìps."

Executirre Summory p. vii
"There qre no properlies or buildings designoted os
heritoge properties/protected properties, nor ore qny

properlies within the study oreo currently recognized
for their heritoge or culturol volue by either the
Municipolities of Meloncthon or Amorqnth, or the
Ontorio Heritoge Trust. None of the propert¡es ore, or
hove been. on onv heritooe list."

Why is the Town of Shelburne omitted in the
description of the proposed tronsmission line
locotion in this report?

The Town of Shelburne ond Heritoge Shelburne
Committee were not consulted regording the
section of the former roilwoy RoW locoted within
the Town ond locol heritoge resou¡-ces.



"The 230kV line would be primorily constructed on
wood poles ond be spoced opproximotely 30 m oport
ond would be opproximotely 22 m high. There would
be oround 300 poles within the roil corridor olong the
32 km stretch from the enlronce ot the roil corridor to
the Orongeville Tronsfer Slqt¡on."

Section L0. p. l-2
"As there ore wetlqnd feotures within the roil eosement
the proponent is proposing to use stronger poles,
mode out of stee] or concrele for certoin sect¡ons

w¡thin the roil eosement. These poles would be toller,
but spoced further oport to ovoid construction in

wedond feotures."

Secrion 2.3, p. 3

Section 3.0, p. 5
"The study oreo is on obondoned roilwoy line corridor
thot is cunently being used by the occosionol
recreotionol user os o wolking ond AW {oll-tenoin
vehicle) troil, olthough it is not listed on ony roils to
koils websites."

Section 4.0, p. ó

This informqtion conflicts with the descriptions of
the proposed tronsmission line prov¡ded ¡n úe
other reports provided by DWP ond with the
informotion presented to Town Council by DWP.
A 30 m pole spocing over the 32 km route
would require more thon 1 ,000 poles. Other
reports describe the route os 48 km in length.

See comments obove regording the description
of the proiecf locotion qnd detqils.

This informotion conflicts with the descriptions of
$e proposed tronsmission line provided in the
other reports provided by DWP ond with the
informotion presenbd to Town Council by DWP.

Why wos the Town of Shelburne not consuited
os port of the Municipol Heritoge Inventory?

The corridor is designoted os o trqil route in the
Town of Shelburne Pqrks Moster Plon ond Active
Tronsporiotion PIon, ond is lobeled os o troil in
the Town's Officiol Plon.

Shelburne is omitted in the Historic Summory.

The decommissioning report does not provide o
comporotive evoluotion of the decommissioning
requirements for the lronsmission line under
Option #1 ond #2. Removol of underground
cobles through the lown of Shelburne is not
discussed or oddressed.

"The tower structures of the power line will be
composed of single poles ond will be spoced 1 10 m
oport ond instolled to o typicol depth o12.5 n."

DWP presented Town Council with different
info¡motion for Option 2 (90m spocing, 8m pole
depth, underground lines through urbon oreo).

Moinlenonce oclivilies ond requiremenls
described in the report do not qddress the meons
of occess ond winler qccess to the 230kV line
ond poles proposed to be locoted in the
obondoned roilwoy RoW. Will snow cleoring
ond/or the use of solt or other deicing ogents
be requi¡ed within the former roilwov RoW?



I,p.31J,4. See comments obove regording lond use ond
public heolth ond sofety effects thot should be
idenlified ond evoluoted in the reports with
oppropriote mit¡got¡on meosures ond mon¡toring
qctivities identified.
Dufferin County is within the oreo governed by
the Ploces to Grow Act ond the Provinciol
Growth Plon for the Greoter Golden Horseshoe.

The setbock report does not provide on
indicolion of required o¡ recommended setbocks
for fie proposed tronsmission lines.

,, 
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Wetlonds #53, 54, ond 55 ore locoted in the Town of
Shelburne. The evoluotion of impocts to these wellonds
slotes thot horizontol directionol drilling will be used to
byposs wetlonds ond thot the poles for $e 230kV line
will be spoced 20G3O0m

This informotion conflicts with the descriptions of
the proposed lronsmission line in the other
reports provided by DWP ond with the
informotion presented to Town Council by DWP.
Would the entire tronsmission line be locoted

Sec-tion ó, p. 15

"Within the Town of Shelburne, the ó9kV line will be
locoted olong the Trons Cqnqdo Troil (Town of
Shelburne, 200ó; see AppendixAl). Wirhin rhe

Township of Mulmur, the 230kV line will occur
qdiocent to londs designoted os ogriculturol, open
spoce ond nqturol qreo (Township of Mulmur, 20'l0,
see Appendix Al ). Wilhin the Township of Mono, the
230kV Line will occur with¡n londs designoted os rurol
ond environmentol proleclion (Township of Mono,

This informqtion conflicts with the descriptions of
the proposed fonsmission line in the other
reports provided by DWP ond wifh the
informqtion presented to Town Council by DWP.

Sec-tìon 3, p. 4

"The first option, the 230kV tine, is locoted olong the
existing Hydro One 230kV Tronsmission line, wh¡ch is

locoled within the Townships of Meloncthon ond
Amoronth qnd the Towns of Shelburne ond
Orongeville. The second option, the ó9kV Line, is

locoted olong q roilrood right-oÊwoy, which is locoted
within the lownships of Meloncthon, Mulmur,
Amoronth ond Mono."

Ihis informotion confl¡cts with the descriptions of
the proposed tronsm¡ssion line in the other
reports provided by DWP ond with the
informotion presented to Town Council by DWP.



p'

Wolter's Creek is ident¡fied os woterbody #22 ond
clossified os o Closs C Municipol Droin. The Besley
Droin is ¡dentified os woterbody #28 ond clossified os
o Closs F Municipol Droin.

Toble ó, p. 5O52

This toble indicotes thot there will be on overheod
23OkV tronsmission line in the locotion of woterbody
#27 ond #28 in Shelburne. Under "Mognitude of
Effect" the informotion describes o ó9kV [ine design,
poles instolled o depth of 2.5 m ond spoced 5G55 m

oport. Potentiol effects listed during construction ond
decommissioning of oboveground lronsmission lines
include excessive loss of riporion vegetqtion, erosion
ond sed¡menlolion, loss of oquotic hobitot ond/or
species, decreose ¡n woter quolity.

This informotion conflicts with the descriptions of
lhe proposed trqnsmission line in the other
reports provided by DWP ond with the
informolion presented to Town Council by DWP

{ie. HDD underground through Shelburne). Why
ore the proposed tronsmission lines described os

oboveground where they would cross

woterbodies in Shelburne?

"The proiect locotion ond selbock oreo ol woter
crossings 23-28 ond 49 foll within Well Heod
Proteclion Areo Zone D: Steody Stote Zone for the
Town of Shelburne Well Supply."

Ihe report should elqborote on this by describing
reloted sourcewoter prolecl¡on policies ond
¡n¡tiotives, ony new risks or threots resulting from
the proposol qnd reloted ossessments thqt moy
be required.

The droft documenls provided by DWP is extensive (over 3,500 poges of informotion contoined

in 12 reporls) ond therefore the obove reporls were not reviewed in detoil but rother scqnned for

items reloting to the proposed 23OkV tronsmission line of key interesl ond immediote relevonce to

plonning in the Town of Shelburne. ln oddition to the obove reports, fie following documents

hove been provided to the Town by DWP but were not reviewed by GSP Group:

Archoeologicol Assessmenls oppended to lhe Droft Construction Report;

Droft Wind Turbine Specificotion Report;

Noturol Heritoge Assessment Droft Evoluotion of Significonce Report;

Noturol Heritoge Assessment Droft Records Review Report;

Droft Site lnvesligotion Report.

The Town should consider the need for o detoiled review of these reports by quolified

professionols pr¡or to toking o pos¡tion on the proposed lronsmission line.



Summory

DWP is seeking opprovols for Mo power line opfions for o proposed wind form development
locoted 14 km north of shelburne in the Township of Meloncthon. option 'l would be locoted
entirely outside of Shelburne primorily within existing municipol rood rightoÊwoy in the
Townships of Meloncthon, Mulmur, Mono ond Amoronth, ond would require only o smoll section
of new tronsmission line corridor with the bulk of the line locoted olong on existing pole line rhot
olreody requires pole replocement for existing lines. option 2 would be locoted within the
county-owned obondoned roilwoy right-oÊwoy including the section through the west side of the
Town of shelburne, involving the development of on entirely new tronsmiss¡on corridor hoving o
longer distonce to the connection point ond requiring severol underground sections.

Bosed on my review there is insufficient ond often conflicting informotion in the droft reports
regording the proposed tronsmission line through shelburne ond there ore severol plonning
comments ond questions thot require clorificotion ond/or odditionol informotion from fie
proponent in order to formulote o plonning recommendotion to the Town. ln my opinion, the
municipolity should not indicote its support for option 2 until the following ore provided by DWp
to the sotisfoction of the Town:

. Revised submissions oddressing lhe plonning comments summorized in lhis letfer ond ony
olher comments ond questions prepored by or on beholf of the Town of Shelburne;

o Justificotion of the need for opprovol of both power line options;
o A comPorotive evoluqtion indicoling the preferred option for construction ond the criterio

to be used to determine which option will be constructed;
o lnformotion demonstroting the need for the opprovol of o new tronsmission line corridor

through on urbon centre bosed on o considerotion ond evoluotion of odditionol
olternotives locoted outside of Shelburne including lhe potentiol for re-routing o section of
the proposed Option 2 route oround lhe west side of the Town.

Pleose don't hesitole lo contoct me if you hove ony questions or require further informotion.

Sincerely,

GSP Group tnc.


