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To all Voting and Non Voting members of the OPSB, 

As you will see in this report property value is significantly decreased when wind turbines are in tlie area 
decreased by approximately 25% or more. 

I also find it interesting tliat windlab has not addressed many specific questions/issues this community has with 
the wind turbines, our community has been taken advantage of,because we are unfamiliar with turbines! they 
presented in black and white "worldwide evidence" showed that these structures are safe, however very simple 
research of other people's experiences , of the head of Harvard's vestibular department, of countless other 
medical professionals' experience with these wind turbines show that they are not safe, former senior member 
of Health Canada study Dr Robert McMurtry (former university dean also) reports 1 in 3 will have adverse 
health effects! He notes things like depression migraines feeling sick, dizziness, he reports that wind companies 
downplay these adverse health effects so that they can bring them into communities....hhmmmm, does that 
sound familiar? 

They say that people are not a part of the project site , ( yes I don't make the cut, being 717 feet away what a 
cruel joke), however these same people will be dramatically effected when they hear noise outside and cannot 
plan a simple party at their own home, experience infrasound that negatively affects every cell their body ( 
simply Google infrasound destroys -h is used in the military as a weapon), maddening shadow flicker, or their 
children (although they live 12 miles away) , their children who love playing in the park can't anymore. Because 
it's too loud , because they have ringing in the ears and they get sick and nauseated, because there are seven 490 
feet turbines planned within 2 miles of the local park , where their children play tee-balk (is h even common 
sense that Industrial turbines , 20 stories higher than the Statue of Liberty, would make the sound of 
refrigerator what a joke). 

so the evidence is mounting! in every area !, but this letter points to the fact that property values will be 
devalued and also local taxes due to our local county will be lowered, not to mention the fact that we are trying 
to improve greenwich but no one will want to move here with turbines everywhere, it's obvious. 

the last map that 1 looked at showed that approximately two-thirds of greenwich will be within a mile and a half 
of turbines, again 550 homes within a mile and a half fi'om turbine 14. 

if windlab takes no responsibility for their actions in the pre-planning stage what will the impact be after these 
monstrous 20 stories higher than the Statue of Liberty beasts are erected? 

Save our beautiful, peaceful, healthy, PRIVATE , and valuable (our life's largest investment!) PROPERTY, 

Mrs. Valerie C. Malicki, MA, LPCC 

Tni« IB to c a r t i t y f ^^^^^^^^^^tion of a ca^^. f i l e 
«c:.curat^ - ' - ^ e . ^ ^ f ^n t S e ? a ^ l a r course of busineas 
document ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ X I ^ U ^ - Procassad j y i U ^ 4 a M 



Ps. it appears that most IWT residents have complaints starting at about 35 DBA, yet ours is rated for 51 
DBA. why is this? is it because the very loud train engine blares have offset our average ? we are quiet rural 
neighborhood with an average of probably about 30 DBA normally. 

Pss. Responsibility Matters! Ask the residents of (maybe the Hartke family who has been driven to a mobile 
home 8 miles away) in Boone co. Illinois. Lastly you may want to talk to the residents of Clinton County, MI. 
This is a project that Monica Jensen herself told me she worked on. Ask them how happy they are with the 
project, or simply visit their website at Clinton County Wind Watch. 

Psss. if this wind company is so wonderfiil and honest and great for the community let's bring ALL of the 
information out into the open! 
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476 ft., height 

1,139 ft., setback 



Mason County, Kentucky 



Qualifications 

Over 30 years experience appraisal & consulting 
State Certified General Appraiser, licensed multiple states 
Certified Review Appraiser (CRA) 
Member - Lambda Alpha International - Inducted on basis of 
expertise with Property Value Impact Studies 
Qualified & testified as expert witness in 21+ state & federal courts 
Appraised variety of property value damage situations 
Consultant to governmental bodies, developers, corporations, 
attorneys, investors and private owners 
Appointed by Federal Court as a Condemnation Commissioner 
Evaluated & consulted 20+ utility scale wind projects in over a dozen 

Prepared and presented a webinar regarding wind turbine impacts 
on property values for the Appraisal Institute - peer reviewed & 
approved for continuing education of Members 



McCann Study 
^Review of Mason County Ordinance, Purpose, 

Conditional Use approval criteria 
^Review of existing character of Project area 
^Review of nuisance factors and stigma 

typically associated with nearby wind projects, 
estaHlished by eMisling residential uses 

VReview of prior McCann empirical value 
studies 

>^Literature review - wind projects impact on 
property values 



MASON COUNTY LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE 

202 PURPOSE 

• to promote public health, safety, morals, and the 
general welfare of Maysville and Mason County, 
Kentucky; 

• to facilitate orderly and harmonious development 
anil presirvrtfe^ iistoriG#l character of 
the area; and 

• t o regulate the density of population and the 
intensity of land use in order to provide for 
adequate light and air. 



ARTICLE IV 
THE USE OF LAND AND STRUCTURES 

Preserve and protect the aesthetic quality, natural 
beauty, and character of the land and the natural 
resources. 

Preserve, enhance, and protect the character and 

quality of life of the community. 

Promote and protect the safety of the public against fire, 
flood, or other hazards. 

Encourage the best possible use of the land while 
avoiding the undesirable effects of overcrowding, 
congestion, and mixture of incompatible uses. 



CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS 
403.2 The board nnay approve, nnodify, or 
deny any application for a conditional use 
permit. If it approves such permit, it may attach 
necessary conditions 

The board shall have the power to revoke 
liidJtioWal^ 
compliance with the condition thereof. 



Consideration of 
Appropriate Conditions 

Height - 400 -500 ft. typically proposed; wind 
energy can be generated with much less height. 

Hours of Operation - 24/7 typically proposed; 
Most nuisance, noise and health complaints are 
(lo/wf/ip/7?7a/s/©ej0ipw/^. 

Setbacks - Industry claims "standards" of % mile or 
less; experience proves these are too close, via 
property value diminution, noise, flicker, aesthetics, 
health complaints, blade/ice "throw", etc. 



Value Loss - Cause? 

Detrimental Condition 
Impairment of quiet use and enjoyment 
Bona fide nuisances & health impacts 
Aesthetics 
Stigixia-"Market Resist9nc§" 
Any trespass or intrusion of excessive noise, 
Gontaminants, odor, vibration, glare, flicker or 
other physical impacts into, through or over 
neighboring property 



Property Value Studies 

Independent 
IVIcCann & other independent 

professional appraisers 

Industry 
Academic Ihstitutidni funded 

and wind energy developers 



Recognized Methodology 

Real Estate Damages - An Analysis of 
Detrimental Conditions (pg. 19 -22), 
recognized methods of applying a Detrimental 
Condition Sales Comparison Approach includes 
the use of a Sale/Resale analysis or a Paired 
Qol^i Anol\/oio 

Regression studies not reliable for damage 
estimates, per IAAO Standards for use of 
Regression analysis. 



2009 McCann Lee County Study 
Sales > 2 miles 
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Sales located within 2 miles 
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2009 Study Summary 

Avg Sale Price > 2 miles = $104.72 SF 

Avg Sale Price < 2 miles = $ 78.84 SF 

Difference in Sale Price = $ 25.89 SF 

Average Mlû^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^ Within 2 
miles of turbines 25% 



McCann 2012 study 
Lee & DeKalb Counties 

• Detailed Paired Sales analysis 

• Target & Control sale data selected on basis of 
sales near turbines (Target) being paired with 
comparable sales (Control) at much greater 
distances 

• Target sales average distcince = 2>6i8 feet 

• Control sales average distance = 10.1 miles 

• Current empirical data finds 23% to 33% (avg. 
26%) impact from inadequate setbacks 



DeKalb County Paired SaEe #3 
1-T & 3-C 

Category 
Address 
Turbine Distance 
CDOM 
OLP 
SP/OLP % 
Sale Date 
Sate Price 
G8A/SF 
S;SF 
Built 
Tot/BR/B 
Basement 
Garage 
Acres 
Out BIdgs 
Quality 
Condition 

Nea r Turbines = Target 

DeKalb Sale 1-T 
13801 TowerRd., Lee, IL 
1,000 ft. approx. from NWC pM-operty line 
712 days; 3 listings 
$275,000 

5 1 % 
Nov. 2012 
$140,000 

1,439 
$ 97.29 

1979 
5 rnV3 br/1 bth 
2 bf^s, fam rm, bath 
2 car attached 

5 
4 

Avg. 
Avg. 

Fa r f rom Turbines = Contro l 

DeKalb Sale 3-C 
27779 Five Points Rd_, Sycamore, IL 
11,7 miles SW of property 
409 days 
$239,900 

90% 
Feb. 2012 DeKalb (7%) X 9 montJis ^ (5.25%) 
$215,000 

1,507 (Difference not relevant) 
$ 142.67 

1966 (13 y fsdderX 1/2%peryrdeprec) = 
6 nn/3 br /1 bth 
full, unfinished 
2 car attached 

4.18 
1 

Avg. 
Avg. 

Net Adjustments 

A d i u s ^ e n t s +1 - ) 

(Dining Room) 
(+ $10/sfforsubj. finish bsmt) 

at $1 Ok/acre 
( Est. conWbution of 3 bidgs) 

6-50% $ 

($11,300) 

0 

13,975 
S (2.000) 
S -15,070 

0 
$ 8,200 
$ 10,000 

0 
0 

$ 33,945 

Unadjusted Sale Pfics Analysis 
Actual Sale Price Far Sale $215,000 
Actual Sale Price Near Sale ($140.000) 
Difference ($75,000) 
% Difference -34.9% 

Adjusted Sale Price Analysis 
Adjusted Sale Price (MV of near sale) $ 248,945 
Near Sale Price $ (140,000) 
Indicated Turbine Value Impact to Near Sale $ (108,945) 
Impact % -43.8% 



Paired Sale Analysis Summary 

Lee County Study Area 

Pair 
# 

2 

T# 

1-T 
1.f 

Target 
Distance 

Feet 
7,860 

Area 
CDOM 

•"•" 5S5 
535 

SPJIP 
% 

714 • 
71.4 

Control Area 
c# 

1-C 

Dfetance 
Miies 
Too 
16.0 

CDOM 

55 
167 

SP/LP 

100.0 
87.2 

Impad 

(270) 
(3a3) 

2-T .469 1041 70.0 3-0 11 7 544 90.0 (11.9) 
4 2-T ,469 1041 70.0 4-C 16.3 176 1010 i^ia 

3-T 
3-T 

3,660 
3 ,6^ 

339 
339 

71.0 
71.0 

3-C 
4-C 

117 544 
i76 

90.0 
1010 

(15.5) 
(25.6) 

4-T 315 625 82.0 5-C 4.0 241 82.0 12Z51 
8 4-T 315 625 82.0 6-C 4.8 601 94.0 (23-1) 

Lee Averages 3,326 635 
1.74 yrs 

73.6 10.5 297 92.4 (22.5) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

1-T 
1-T 
1-T 
2-T 
3-T 

DeKalb 
Averages 

Lee&f 
comi 

>eKalb 
>ined 

1,000 
1,000 
1.000 
2,139 
1880 
1,637 

2,618 

DeKatb County Study Area 

712 
712 
712 
815 
386 
638 

1.75 yrs 

636 

510 
510 
510 
75'0 
74.0 
66.7 

70.6 

1-C 
2-C 
3-C 
4-C 
4-C 

10.3 
5.0 
117 
114 
114 
9.6 

10.1 

138 
1 

409 
379 
379 
232 

271 

90.0 
95.0 
90.0 
810 
81.0 
89.0 

91.0 

(46.9) 
(416) 
{43.8) 
(15.9) 
(15-6) 
(32.8) 

(26.4) 

Wofe; Averages reflect each Target & Control Sate 1 time each, except for Impact %. 



Related Study Results 
CDOM is 1 year longer near turbines 
Sale Price as a % of list price is 70.6% near 
vs. 91% far from turbines 
DeKalb FPL turbines are larger and nearer 
Target residential sales, on average, and 
empirical appraisal results find greater impact 
with shorter Setbacks 
LBNL & Hinman claim that values "rebound" is 
false. McCann 2003-2005 & 2012 study 
periods in Lee County find consistent long 
term value impairment 



McCann 2012 study 
Van Wert County, Ohio 



# # Sales via %via Avg. Avg. Setting 
Sales Foreclosure Foreclosure Price* S/Sq Ft* 

9% $78,980 $41.08 >6 miles 
away 

+ 6 

47% $58,417 $31.97 Turbine 
Footprint 

+38% ($20,563) ($9.11) 

(26%) (22%) 



Falmouth,MA Value Diminution 

Fafmouth 
'j Falmouth^ MIA 

62 Nye Rd. 
Falmouth^ MA 

Falmouth Average 
Barnstable Average 

Sdc Price 
$ I Sq. Ft. 

$199.77 

$294.12 

$272.29 
$261.69 
A\^. Discoufit 

Indicated 
Discount % 

VS. Comp Data 

32% 

27% 
24% 
27% 

Indicated 
Discount 
$/Sq. R. 

$94.35 

$75.52 
$61.92 
$77.26 

Analysis 
833 W. Falmouth Hwy has a dear view of the turbines, and is a sale that is 
contemporary w i th the paired sale at 62 Nye Rd. It es aiso compared to 
Falmouth & Barnsteble County average sale prices per square foot . 

Comparison reveals ths^ the 833 Falmouth IĤ Afy property, located in close 
p i^x imi ty ^ the Wind 1, 2 and Webb turbines has sold for a discounted or 
below market price, despite tts superior historic appeal, a l . i acre lot size 
(larger than typical) and a 139 day marketing t ime. It is also noted that 833 
F a l m o i ^ Hwy home had been previously marketed and wi thdrawn, for a 
total t ime f rom beginning to ena of marketing efforts of about 37 months. 

All indicators reiHect a market derived discount f rom 
average 27%. However^ If the 8S3 Falmouth sale is a 
$SO,0M for the additional value of the lai^er lot, the i 
increases to 37% compared to Falmouth market average. 

lu 
32%, and 
down by 
discount 



LANSINK RESALE STUDY 
SUMMARY 

Concd i f r lon Clear 
r r og rno re -Cu 
Wli i f f Tu rb l i i c» 

Creek, k n o w n as 
r Creek, abou t 18 

i-iOttOlK 

N-3 

J ^A 

{• : ' . 7 5 

1921 

mn 

'22^47% 

-32,96% 

-27 67* 

*32.96% 

-35.69% 

- 2 2 ^ 7 % 

-59.18% 

C o n c l u s i o n : MelanctJ ion, 133 W^nd 
Tu rb i nes 

I 
1 1 375557 6m Line. Amarartm 

2 ^ 97121 4th Lm®. Melancttion 

^ 1 S040S9 Highway S9. 
'j Melancthon 

. 1 5S2340 County Ro3<| 17, 
1 Melancthon 

5 

: 

§82328 County R&m 17. 
Metancthon 

Me<lian 

Average 

Low 

High 

-48.27'-:-. 

-58 ae---

-23.24';-;-. 

^26,66^-0 

-37.30% : 

-37,30% 

-38,81% 

-23.24% 

•58.58% 



Lansink Resale Study - 2012 
Sale and Resale, Property: 504059 Highway 89, Melancthon 

The average Orangcville & District 
Real Estate Board Residential IVILS^ 
price January 2007 was $254,803 
and August 2009 when 504059 
{Highway 89. IVIclancthon resold the 
average price was $302,550 
resulting in a Change of 18.74%. 

Average Price January 2007 

Average Price August 2009 

SChange 

VcChange 

$254,803 

$302,550 

S47.747 

18.74^A 

The property. 504059 Highway 89. 
IV|6tanpporii,>Arias purchased by 
Canadian Hydro Pev6lopers, Inc. in 
January 2007 for $305,666 bu t 
would have resold August 2009 for 
$362,153 as a resuit of the passage 
of time. 

However the Actual Price when the 
property resold to Eg res its / 
Gooder in August 2009 was 
$278,000, a loss of -$84,153. 

Diminution in Value: -23.24%. 

Actual Price January 2007 

; %Change 

$Change 

\djusted Price August 2009 

Actual Price August 2009 

$Difference 

%Difference 

S305.000 

18.74% 

$57,153 

$362,153 

$278,000 

-$84,153 

-23.24% 
Si^de 2' 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Summary 
Wind Turbine - Property Vaiue impact Studies 

independent Studies 

Author 

Lansink 

Sunaic 

Heintzelman 
Tuttle 

McCann 

Gardner 

Kielisch 

Luxem burger 

Lincoln Twp. 

type 

Appraiser 

Academic 
RWTH 
Aachen 
University 

Academic 
Clarkson 
University 

Appraiser 

Appraiser 

Appraiser 

Broi<er 

Committee 
(5) 

Year \ Location 

2012 

•20T2" 

2009 
-2013 

Ontario 

Rheine ^ 
Neuenlclrchen 

Upstate NY 

Illinois, 
(3) 
Ml. MA, Wi, 
OH 

2009 iTexas 

2009 ^Wisconsin 

2007 i Ontario 

2000-
2002 

Wisconsin 

Method 

Resale 
(1) 

OLS '^""' 
Oeographic 
Weighted 
Regression 
m , 
Regression 
Resale & 
Census 
Block 
Paired 
Sales & 
resale 

Paired 
_Sa|_es_̂ _̂ ^̂ _̂ _ 
Regression 
& Survey 

Paired 
Sates 

AV ratio 
104% V, 76% 

Distance 

< 2 miles 

2Krn 

1/10 to 
3 miles 

< 2 miles 

1.8 mites 

Visible 
vs. not 
visible 

3NM 

1 mile 

Impact 
% 

(39%) 
Avg. 
23%-
59% 
(25%) 

Varies 
t o > 
(45%) 

(25%) 
20%-
40% 

(25%)""" 

(30- ' ' 
40%) 
(24-
39%) 
(15%) 
$48,000 
(28%) 



Wind industry Funded Studies 

Canning & 
Simmons 

Hinman 

IHoen 

=Appraisers ^2010 
KCANWEA)^ 

Ontario 

i Academic 
hSU-REP 
: Student 
Uhesis 

12010 I l l i no is 

USDOE 
funded 
LBNL 

2009 9 states 

Regression 
^Paired Sales 

\ Pooled 
j Regression 
\ Realtor survey 

^Vlevtfshed (7%-13%) 

|3 miles 
Wi mile 

Pooled 
regression 

5 miles 
3 k f l - 1 
mile 

(9%) 
NoSS 

T N O S S 
1(11.8%) 
1(7) 

NTCTSS" 

(5.$%) 

Footnotes: 

(1) Lansink Resale study uses resales from developer to private buyers, witii 
Easement in Gross condition of saie. Buyer accepts noise impacts, etc., waives 
liability 

(2) Lots only. No pooling of data 
(3) McCann Illinois study & researcii updated, multiple states 
(4) Kieliscli regression lot sales; Realtor survey residential 
(5) Committee compared actual sale prices vs. AV and found iiomes up to 1 mile 

sold % 76% of AV, and > 1 mile % 104% of AV 
(6) Usually cited as being a study that found no impact. However, all methods used 

yielded negative numeric indication. Author concludes no statistical significance. 
(7) Cites Realtor who believes no impact on value > 3 miles. Concludes some 

results indicate "wind farm anticipation stigma" (11.8%)/Pg.55- Author states "the 
results neither support nor reject the existence of a wind farm nuisance stigma 
after tlie wind farm achieved commercial operation likely due to only 11 
propertes selling during operations within 1 mile of wind farm." Good neighbor 
payments to some nearby neighbors. Values near wind farm appreciated 
$13,524 after operation, following $21,916 decline measured under anticipation 
stigma theory, (Net loss of $8,392 pre- vs. post operation./Pg. 120. 

(8) Study excludes developer resales with 36% & 80% discounts from buyout price. 
Pooled data from 9 states 24 projects insures lack of statistical significance for 
value loss examples near turbines. Other sales nearby excluded due to deviation 
too far from mean and resale. 



Recent Studies 

LSE -11% impact. Academic regression study 
U C O N / L B N L / - (Massachusetts Clean Energy Center) 
(Does not mention scores of lawsuits and thousands of 

neighbor complaints) No Statistical Significance 
- ^ r^ 1 A A / ^ « 4 . « « ^ ^ r H frkr r o l i P h l l l t V 15̂  

or > 
LBNL, 8/2013: ''Therefore for the purposes of 
this research we will assume 3-4% is a 
maximum possible effect" R2 = .67 



P A 
P A P C 

":;::::~S::::E--^:,-hHb-':-ini'S:= 

<Ini ie 
$ S4J30 
$ 95^23 
$109,133 

1-3 mfes 
$ 98,676 
$127,054 
$134,647 

3-10 mies 
$ 100,485 
$ 124,532 
$151359 

$imsm 
I $140,000 

a $120,000 
J 
I |iCMJ,000 

$so,ow 

<lmile 

1-3 miles 

340 miles 

PH PAPC PC 
(^w^!>^^^f-»-f-=«f™S?^™S™WW»!W ™fa,™^™»™»™ 
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LBNL 8/2013 

X/.I.,. r.hPinae - PA ES Difference 
3-10 miles $100,485 $151,559 $51,074 50.8% 

<1mi. $84,830 $100,485 $15,655 18J% 
Value change is lower by margin of 32.3% 

> Original LBNL 2009 report excluded resales that 
showed 36% & 80% value loss. 2013 
conclusions similarly not supported by empirical 
data analysis 

23 



Impact of 
Industrial Wind 
Turbines on 
Residential Property 
Assessment In Ontario 
2012 Assessment Base Year Study 

MUNtCtl^AL 

A B S E S S M C N t 

w^vw.mpac.ca 



MPAC STUDY DATA 

# of sales 
Total -
41424 



VALUE IMPACT SUMMARY 
MPAC STUDY DATA 

(Time Adjusted Sales - Appendix D2) 

Setback 
km 

l o r < 

l t o 3 

3 to 5 

>5 

# 

Sales 

279 

989 

3,063 

37,093 

Median 
Sale 
Price 

$171,000 

$168,000 

$180,000 

$228,000 

$ 

Impact 

$57,000 

$60,000 

$48,000 

% 

Impact 

25.0% 

26.3% 

21.1% 

Control Setback 



Conclusions 
^ Setbacks of less than 2-3 miles are inadequate to 

avoid significant loss of value, or impaired use & 
enjoyment of neighboring property 

^ If Projects are approved as typically proposed, the 
most proximate residential properties will experience 
a range of value impact from (25%) at 2-3 miles, to 
(40%) typical setback ranges proposed by 
de vei o pe rs 

^ Wind Energy Projects do not meet the requirements 
of the Mason County Land Use Management 
Ordinance with respect to Conditional Use, real 
estate value and compatibility related issues 



Basis for Professional Opinions 
v' Independent studies 

consistently find significant 
value diminution 

•y Appraisal studies are superior 
- Focus on paired sale data, 
resale studies, "nearby" data 

y Wind Industry commissioned 
stidles us i only rigresiion 

;;̂ 'y; ipialyiis". 
/ D a t a "pooling" assures no 

statistical significance of any 
value loss examples 

^ Non-appraisers do not comply 
with USPAP, on several levels 

v̂  Industry favored LBNL study 
found to not be reliable for any 
public policy purposes 

^ Court decision rejected 
regression by value witness 

^ Clarkson & Sunak studies use 
regression, but do not pool 
data 

# \Mlue loss^c^ 
statistically significant 

^ Clarkson useful for distances 
as near as 1/10 mile 

y McCann and other studies 
collectively find that proximity 
Impacts values (25%) to (40%) 

file:///Mlue


Common Sense 

> Market resistance to buying a home in an 
overwhelming industrial setting 

> Sellers often under duress, due to noise, health 
impacts, nuisance and "invasion" of turbine 
impacts 

^ Discounts derived from mafket are comparable to 
other duress conditions, i.e., foreclosure sale, 
liquidation, estate sale with short marketing, 
auction of undesirable or ''problem" property. 



Ben Hoen Interview 



PVG - Key Elements 
^ Owners left "whole", regardless of whether they sell or stay. 
/ No hurdles to being included. Property rights for 2"^ homes, 

AG land, etc. are not immune from devaluation. 
^ Buyout provision in the event that a property is unmarketable 

after "typical" marketing period for area with no turbines 
visible. 

^ Administration of PVG by unbiased S""̂  party {Panel appointed 
by PVA? Could include a retired judge, lawyer and 

fpr^fe^^iorim app0Ber), 
^ Automatic coverage of property within 2 to 3 mile range. 
^ Extend PVG range if/when ILFN or other noise nuisance is A) 

reported by owner/occupant & B) measured by independent 
acoustician retained by PVG panel. 

^ Bonding and/or insurance to cover 25% of value within 3 
miles. 

ŷ  Language to prevent need for neighbors to file litigation. PVG 
panel should be final arbitration. ' 



TRANSFER o r EASEMENT IN GROSS 

Re: Pmt Lot 29, Omcesstos S, I ta t 1 <»i PtaB 7Wm, AMiar^i^ (FIN: 34055-0^3 (LT)) 

The TramferOF hcf^by transfers, sells, grmts. ai^ OHivgys to ifae TrMisfo^e, to use aod enjoy for the 

"Easisnem") in perpetuity comrnencieg on the date hereof, over̂  along, and upon llie Tfamte^*s Laa^ 
for the x i ^ md privilege to pecmil hem^ $mmd, vibratifm^ slmdow, Hktomg <€ \i0iU noise (kGliKlti^ 
grey noise) or any oihm j»lversc effect m ctwnbinatiwi ^^eof i^ultlng directly or indirec^y from ^ 
op^^tio» of the Trasifef^^s wind tiî lmie f^iiUie^ sUustcd m te Trimsfei^e's lea^otd intere^ 
located withm die Township of M^anolic^ and AnK ânth^ m the County of Dufferin, for ifĉ  
Traasfer«^'s Melascdiod E o ^ w ^ Ceriire, whkh shall include but mic be limited to any msd aM opttom 
to lease and le^e agr^mems and any r^^wals, ex&^siion$, sun^ido^i^ or replaoai^als {hereof, m any 
abytting, adjoink^g, neigliboiuii^ or od^r lands (heieinal̂ er* eolk^lvely^ the 'Le^ehold LaiKis''). Tl^ 
Transferer ftwnher acfcnowl^ges and t^ee* tot the f^eration of to Transl^^'s wkd turbine fmlhi^ 
locM^ on the Leasehold Lands may affect the living envirmsnenl of the Translate mad thai the 
Transferee will not be responsible or liabfe for, of and from any of the Traiisf̂ ^or̂ s coinpiaints, clatim, 
demands, suits, actions, isr causes of action of ^ery kind known <̂  unknown whk^ may arise diret^y or 
in^rectly from tl^ Transf^ee's wind Uiiteine facilims on ihe Leasehold Lands to the extern permit^ by 
this Ea^es^nt In addition, the Transferor toeby covenants M ^ agreei to ind^niufy^ defend^ and hold 
harmlesis the Transft^^ Irom any and ^1 li^iljtks, cMms, demand, o^ts and €%pm% -̂ arising from any 
direci, mdii^:! or ct̂ î equt̂ Uial damages arising out of a ccm^laint, claim, action or cause of action 
inittMed by ll^ Transferor as against tiKS Transferee for anything pcfmiaed by this Easen^nt in relation to 
the Tmnsf^ee's wind turbine facilities locai^ <m the Leasdiold LaiKls. 

This Easeir^nE Mid sd! ^toowledgeir^^i^ ^ntained h^ein shall enure to the bef^fit of and be binding 
upon the Transferor and Tramferee and their respective heirSt executors, mct^mm^^ servant, agents and 
a^stgfts, as the c^e may be. This Ei^emem will also be registered on title and shall remain widi the 
Tramfcror*s L^KIS. 

Ihh is an easen îoa in gross. 
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CERTIFICATION 
The undersigned, representing McCANN APPRAISAL & CCONSULTING, LLC, do hereby 
cerrily to tne^est of our Knowledge and belief inat: 

FIRST: The statements of fact contained in this consulting report are true and correcL 
SECOND: The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions are.limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions ana represents the personal, impartial and unbiased 
professional analyses, d|Dinions, and conclusions of the iindersignea. 
THIRD: We have no present or prospective interest in the property that is. the subject of this 
reborf ana no personal interest with respect to any of the parties mvoTved. 
FOURTH: We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the 

Parties involved with this assignment. 
IFTH: Our erigagenient in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 

predetermined Tesults. 
SIXTH: Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the 
deve oprnent or reporfina of a predeternlinecrvalu^or direction in value that favors the 
the client, the amount ofthe value opinion, the attainment of a.siipuTated result, or the. 
occurrence of a subsequeni event directly relatealo the intended use of this appraisal. 
SEVENTH: Our analysis, pDinions,.and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
BQHTH: Prior to testimony, a physical insoection was made by McCann Appraisal. 
LLC of the. property tnaf is the subject of tnis. report, Tne undersigned also utilized _,. .̂ 
p lotographfs, maps and property record card data for charactenzthg and understanding the 
cnaracter=of the subject property: 
NINTH: No one other than .tne undersigned provided significant real property appraisal 
assistance fo tne person signing this dertification. 
TENTH: .. Ttle undersigned. McCann Appraisal, LLC has not previously consulted and 
testified regarding the suDtect pftiperty. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE UNDERSIGNED has caused these statements to be signed and 
attested to. 

cause of 

•̂ ' ^ - ^ - - ^ . c ; . 

Michael S. McCann, CRA 
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 
License No.553.001252 (Expires 9/30/2015} 


