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Ministry of Environment and Climate Change 

As a coalition of community groups and individuals concerned about the impact of utility-scale wind power development on Ontario’s economy, 

natural environment and human health, we offer the following comments on the proposed amendments to Regulation 359/09 as per the 

Regulation Proposal Notice, dated August 4, 2015. 

As a general statement our overall comment is that we had hoped the Ontario government would present regulations for large wind turbines 

and their sound emissions that are more stringent, not less, and we are disappointed in these proposed amendments. Staff at the Ministry of 

Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) have advised us (by telephone) that complaints about the noise emissions and the “sensation” or 

vibration produced by large-scale wind turbines number in the thousands. (We reserve the right to comment in detail on these complaints; we 

have been advised that we may not have the information requested until after your September 18th deadline, despite making our original 

request in April of this year.) 

We are particularly disappointed that while the Ministry had promised to deliver on regulations concerning low-frequency noise or infrasound, 

in fact the proposed amendments do away with any mention of it whatsoever. This is not acceptable. 

The simple fact is, these proposed changes to the regulations are being presented in a period where the scientific understanding of wind turbine 

noise emissions is advancing rapidly. Research results suggest that the current setbacks for wind turbines in order to assure protection for 

neighbouring residents are no longer appropriate.  The world has changed substantially from when the original regulations were proposed; the 

amendments proposed by the MOECC do not respond to any of this new information.  

It is time for the Ontario government to stop leveraging outdated studies to deny that there are problems and develop regulations that will 

protect nearby residents from the adverse impacts of this technology. 



Last fall, in a special stakeholder meeting, Health Canada provided Wind Concerns Ontario with a document summarizing the preliminary results 

of the Health Canada study into wind turbine noise and health. This summary showed that;  

• As wind turbine noise levels increased, so did annoyance; 

• Wind turbine noise is linked to annoyance at 35dBA which is lower levels than other sources of noise, such traffic; 

• Wind turbine noise annoyance in Ontario was seen 1-2 km from turbines; and 

• Percentage of “extremely annoyed” was 16.5% at 550metres to 1 km, and 25% at 550 metres (the current Ontario setback). 

To suggest that setbacks limiting noise exposures to 40 dBA provide adequate protection to nearby residents is negligent in the light of these 

research findings. 

The separate Council of Canadian Academies report released in the spring of 2015 concluded that “the evidence is sufficient to establish a causal 

relationship between exposure to wind turbine noise and annoyance.”   In particular, they were critical of the current methodologies to assess 

turbine noise that use A-weighted noise levels (dBA) to measure turbine noise; they are not adequate to assess the impact on nearby residents.  

As Ontario’s current regulatory scheme is wholly based on A-weighted noise levels, one would expect that any new regulations would be based 

on, or include, alternate measurement techniques. 

The learnings from recent Australian studies point to new regulatory directions that are focused on low frequency noise and infrasound.   

Many other jurisdictions are looking into the problems of noise emissions from turbines, such as Australia, and government departments and 

agencies here in Canada have commented on the need for more detailed research.  Again, we are concerned that Ontario is not using the most 

current scientific findings to develop appropriate amendments to existing noise regulations. 

Clearly, there is a need to address the problem of complaints from Ontario families. 

The MOECC is not fulfilling its duty according to its mandate to “keep [the environment] healthy” and “protect human health and safety. 

(Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, What we do, accessed September 14, 2015 http://www.ontario.ca/page/about-

ministry-environment-and-climate-change )  

We are aware that technical details of the proposed amendments will be the subject of comments by others who are qualified in the fields of 

engineering and acoustics, so we will confine our remarks to general comments. 

We note from consultations with engineers and acoustics experts that there are serious concerns about proposed amendments concerning: 

 Amplitude modulation 

http://www.ontario.ca/page/about-ministry-environment-and-climate-change
http://www.ontario.ca/page/about-ministry-environment-and-climate-change


 The use of A-weighted sound measurement 

 The difference between sound power and sound pressure 

 The statement that newer turbines are “taller and quieter” 

 Changes to the definition of “noise receptor” 

 Measurement of sound for wind power projects that takes into account all features including transformers and other equipment, and 

multiple turbines, plus turbines from other power projects existing nearby but not connected to a project being proposed, to assess the 

impact of cumulative noise emissions. 

 

Amplitude modulation, cyclical sound and infrasound: the MOECC proposes to omit reference to NPC-104, Sound Level Adjustments. This 

means there would be no reference to cyclical, tonal or impulsive sound, or amplitude modulation. The latter is considered by many to be the 

prime source of complaints about wind turbine noise emissions, and is the subject of research and discussions via academic papers presented at 

international conferences. The Council of Canadian Academies in its 2015 report, Understanding the Evidence: Wind Turbine Noise, noted that 

wind turbine noise is “highly complex and variable”; is “broadband, composed of sound over a range of frequencies”; “is amplitude modulated, 

with sound levels changing over time.” As well, “sounds from wind turbines may extend down to the infrasonic range.” The Council also noted, 

critically, that standard, A-weighted sound level is “not intended to capture the full complexity of sound, but often provides a useful first 

approximation of long-term sound exposure. Comparisons based on such overall average levels, however, can fail to take into account important 

differences in frequency content or amplitude modulation.”  More detailed measurements are necessary, the Council concluded. (Section 3.4) 

The Ontario guidelines are not employing current, relevant research findings, and are not protective of health. 

We are troubled by the statement that the newer turbines are “quieter.” This statement is offered without evidence or substantiation. As we 

understand it, the newer, more powerful turbines, produce more infrasound. In fact, a letter from a top executive of Vestas to the government 

of Denmark when that country was contemplating stricter regulations for infrasound, confirms this and also states that it is not possible for the 

newer turbines to produce less noise. “ … why it is that Vestas does not just make changes to the wind turbines so that they produce less 

noise? The simple answer is that at the moment it is not technically possible to do so, and it requires time and resources because 

presently we are at the forefront of what is technically possible for our large wind turbines…” said Ditlev Engel, Vestas CEO.  

Vacant Lot Receptors:  The current regulations are open to abuse and the proposals do little to address the concerns.  Siting of residential 

buildings involves much more than just zoning bylaws and the typical building pattern.  Any site considered in assessing a wind turbines must 

indeed be a valid location where a building permit could be obtained and it also has to reflect the highest and best use of the size of the property 

under consideration.  Onus to meet these requirements needs to rest with the proponent, not the adjoining landowner.  To suggest that the 

https://www.wind-watch.org/documents/letter-from-vestas-worried-about-regulation-of-low-frequency-noise/


failure of a municipality to meet a 30-day deadline to provide details to a proponent would invalidate a property owner’s building permit is not 

acceptable. 

Health studies: the MOECC persists in stating that current health research proves there is no connection between wind turbine noise and health 

impacts. This is false. In fact, the Ontario Ministry of Health report by the ten Chief Medical Officer of Health, Dr. Arlene King, concluded that 

“key data gaps” existed related to noise levels in areas around turbines. After FIVE YEARS, these data gaps have not been addressed in Ontario. 

The Health Canada study—which, it must be noted was not designed to find a causal relationship between wind turbine noise and health 

impacts--- did find an association between the turbine noise an “annoyance” which is confirmed as a medical term denoting stress, or distress. In 

fact, the Health Canada study found that 16.5% of people exposed to the noise at 1-2 km were distressed; that figure rose to 25% at the 550-

metre mark…the Ontario setback.  This is troubling, and shows that Ontario’s current regulations, before amendment, are not adequate to 

protect health. 

(Also troubling in the Health Canada study is the fact that an unusual number of locations were found to be unoccupied or missing altogether; 

this strongly suggests that people are solving the problem of health impacts from the wind turbine noise emissions by moving away. Cases of 

wind power developers having to buy out homeowners affected are well documented, but in the minority relative to the number of complaints 

being lodged with the MOECC.) 

The Council of Canadian Academies, independent of the Health Canada study, did a review of current research and concluded: 

There is evidence to suggest that a direct causal relationship or an indirect relationship between exposure to wind turbine noise and sleep 

disturbance “might exist” but that the evidence base is small. The Council was also concerned that “none of the other health effects considered 

have been the subject of a population-level study or experiments in the context of wind turbine noise. Therefore, the evidence for a causal 

association is largely lacking…” (Understanding the Evidence: Wind Turbine Noise, 2015, page xvi) The panel also identified “the absence of 

longitudinal studies” and “a paucity of research on sensitive populations, such as children and infants and people affected by clinical conditions 

that may lead to an increased sensitivity to sound.” (e.g., people with autism; page xvii) 

In Australia, where there have been many complaints to state and federal government about wind turbine noise emissions, the government 

struck a Select Committee of the Senate to investigate. The committee concluded that more research was needed; that an independent expert 

scientific committee on industrial sound be established; that the government develop a national acoustic standard on audible sound and 

infrasound, low frequency sound, and vibration. So, while Ontario has abandoned its promise to provide citizens, including children and people 

sensitive to sound with a standard for infrasound, Australia is proposing a stringent national standard.  

It is worth noting here that the Australian Select Committee was also very distressed by the fact that in the course of the months of hearings into 

this issue, people reporting health problems from the noise were demeaned by people in the wind power development industry. “The 



committee believes that these complainants deserve to be taken seriously.” (Final Report, August 2015, page 11) The Committee’s 

recommendation has resulted in the Government of Australia’s establishment of a National Wind Farm Commissioner to receive and resolve 

complaints from residents about the operation of wind power facilities. The government acknowledged that the medical principle primum non 

nocere (“first, do no harm”) applies equally to government, and noted further that the many presenters and witnesses indicated the 

government, and the wind power industry, had abrogated their “duty of care” to Australian citizens. 

Is the Government of Ontario abrogating its duty of care? 

Is the MOECC fulfilling its mandate not only to protect the environment (from noise and vibration) and human health and safety? 

Is the MOECC putting the ideology of a “green” source of power ahead of a real and practical need to be assured of safety and protection of 

health? 

It is clear that the current regulations used by Ontario ARE causing wind turbines to affect the health of nearby residents.  The new science on 

wind turbine noise, confirms that the setback of 550 metres is not sufficient to protect health and that the 40 dBA standard used by Ontario to 

assess noise emissions from wind turbines is not adequate.  

We would like to have seen proactive integration of input, recommendations and feedback from independent, unbiased technical specialists, not 

associated with the wind industry, in these proposed amendments. 

Wind Concerns Ontario continues to have grave concerns about the approval of wind power projects using these outdated and inadequate 

regulations. We would ask that the proposed amendments be reviewed again with the goal of strengthening them to protect the people of 

Ontario, and that no further approvals are issued until this review is complete. 

 

Jane Wilson, RN 

President 

Wind Concerns Ontario 

For 

Board of Directors, 

Wind Concerns Ontario Inc. 



 

 


