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UTM ZONE 12 NAD 85 NAD 83 DATUM Decimal Degrees Rotor Hub Center Lowest Lowest Suggested Top | Highest Possible Top of Base of
Turbine BH # Turbine # MW Diameter | Height F_oundallon Ground Ground of Iioundatlon Elev. Foundation Elev. (m) = Top of Foundation Total Height (m) Hub Tip Elev. (m) Foundation Bouyant Non Bouyant Foundation Drain | Rock Excavation Over-Excavation Turbine Pad Type Comments
™ ™ Thickness (m) Elev. (m) | Elev. (m) (m) = Lowest Ground Lowest Ground Elev Elev. (m) Hub + Blade <below mudslab> (m.)
EASTING NORTHING LATITUDE LONGITUDE LATITUDE LONGITUDE] Elev +150mm +450mm Elev. (m)
1 A-1 288233.000 5492805.000 | 49| 33| 5.361449 | -113[ 55 31.02517 49.55077¢  -113.92788: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1161.24 | 1160.90 1161.05 1161.35 1161.35 150.00 1311.35 1158.50 Yes No No No No
2 B-1 288231.000 5492471.000 | 49| 32| 51.989076 | -113| 55 39.83299 49.547779  -113.92773 4.2 136 82 2.75 1165.48 | 1165.20 1165.35 1165.65 1165.65 150.00 1315.65 1162.80 Yes No No No No
3 B-2 288231.000 5492141.000 | 49| 32| 41.317262 | -113| 55 39.194742 49.54481 -113.92755. 4.2 136 82 2.75 1176.53 | 1176.25 1176.40 1176.70 1176.40 150.00 1326.40 117355 Yes No No No No
4 B-3 288394.000 5491872.000 | 49| 32| 32.823130 | -113| 55 30.573997 49.54245]  -113.925159 4.2 136 82 2.75 1186.16 | 1185.30 1185.45 1185.75 1185.45 150.00 133545 1182.60 No No
5 B-4 288490.000 5491579.000 | 49| 32| 23.468495 | -113| 55 25.23727 49.539853  -113.92367 4.2 136 82 2.75 1174.24 | 1173.65 1173.80 1174.10 1174.10 150.00 1324.10 1171.25 Yes No No No No
6 B-5 288235.000 5491181.000 | 49| 32| 10.276978 | -113| 55 37.13983 49.53618: -113.92698: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1167.05| 1166.30 1166.45 1166.75 1166.75 150.00 1316.75 1163.90 Yes No No No No
9 B-6 288057.000 5490085.000 | 49| 31| 34.609558 | -113| 55 43.86494 49.52628 -113.928851 4.2 136 82 2.75 1161.13 | 1161.00 1161.15 1161.45 1161.45 150.00 131145 1158.60 Yes No No No No
10 A-6 289186.000 5494653.000 | 49| 34| 3.752242 | -113| 54 56.57108 49.56770! -113.91571. 4.2 136 82 2.75 1169.84 | 1168.30 1168.45 1168.75 1168.45 150.00 1318.45 1165.60 Yes No No No No
11 A-5 289250.000 5494390.000 | 49| 33| 55.327297 | -113| 54 52.882034 49.565369  -113.91468! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1162.51 | 1162.30 1162.45 1162.75 1162.75 150.00 1312.75 1159.90 Yes No No No No
12 A-4 289412.000 5494093.000 | 49| 33| 45.925514 | -113| 54 44.255519 49.562757  -113.91229: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1157.10 | 1156.75 1156.90 1157.20 1157.20 150.00 1307.20 1154.35 Yes No No No No
13 A-3 289238.000 5493586.000 | 49| 33| 29.311607 | -113| 54 51.92971 49.558142  -113.91442! 4.2 136 82 2.75 114759 | 1147.15 1147.30 1147.60 1147.30 150.00 1297.30 1144.45 Yes No No No 2.70
14 A-2 289173.000 5493254.000 | 49| 33| 18.493558 | -113| 54 54.521424 49.555137  -113.91514! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1144.89 | 1144.25 1144.40 1144.70 1144.70 150.00 1294.70 114185 Yes No No No No
16 E-1 289043.000 5492549.000 | 49| 32| 55.531510 | -113| 54 59.62497 49.54875! -113.91656: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1155.00 | 1154.50 1154.65 1154.95 1154.95 150.00 1304.95 1152.10 Yes No No No No
17 c-1 289137.000 5492257.000 | 49| 32| 46.206289 | -113| 54 54.390456 49.54616! -113.91510: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1170.27 | 1169.75 1169.90 1170.20 1169.90 150.00 1319.90 1167.05 No No
18 c-2 289216.000 5491953.000 | 49| 32| 36.474145 | -113| 54 49.878894 49.543469  -113.91385! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1167.18 | 1166.90 1167.05 1167.35 1167.05 150.00 1317.05 1164.20 Yes No No No No
19 c-3 289303.000 5491652.000 | 49| 32| 26.848965 | -113| 54 44.97605 49.540791  -113.91249: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1151.36 | 1150.85 1151.00 1151.30 1151.30 150.00 1301.30 1148.45 Yes No No No No
20 C-4 289780.000 5491165.000 | 49| 32| 11.696095 | -113| 54 20.33652 49.536584  -113.90564 4.2 136 82 2.75 1130.69 | 1130.60 1130.75 1131.05 1130.75 150.00 1280.75 1127.90 Yes No No No 2.90
22 Cc-5 289729.000 5490468.000 | 49| 31| 49.091751 | -113| 54 21533214 49.530303  -113.90598. 4.2 136 82 2.75 1121.71| 1121.50 1121.65 1121.95 1121.95 150.00 1271.95 1119.10 Yes No No No No
25 E-2 289945.000 5492523.000 | 49| 32| 55.819165 | -113| 54 14.742154 49.54883 -113.90409! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1150.70 | 1149.95 1150.10 1150.40 1150.10 150.00 1300.10 1147.25 Yes No No No No
26 E-3 290028.000 5492226.000 49 32 46.317914 -113 54 10.04711. 49.546199 -113.9027908| 4.2 136 82 2.75
27 E-4 290131.000 5491946.000 | 49| 32| 37.391326 | -113| 54 4.39120 49.54372 -113.90122 4.2 136 82 2.75 114154 | 1141.35 1141.50 1141.80 1141.80 150.00 1291.80 1138.95 Yes No No No No
28 E-5 290201.000 5491646.000 | 49| 32| 27.776715 | -113| 54 0.337551 49.54104 -113.90009: 4.2 136 82 2.75 1133.39 | 1133.15 1133.30 1133.60 1133.60 150.00 1283.60 1130.75 Yes No No No No
29 D-1 290382.000 5491216.000 | 49| 32| 14.096150 | -113| 53 50.51959 49.53724; -113.89736 4.2 136 82 2.75 1118.93 | 1118.70 1118.85 1119.15 1119.15 150.00 1269.15 1116.30 No No
30 D-2 290386.000 5490895.000 | 49| 32| 3.720074 | -113| 53 49.706644 49.534367 -113.89714 4.2 136 82 2.75 1116.34 | 1116.05 1116.20 1116.50 1116.50 150.00 1266.50 1113.65 Yes No Yes No No
35 D-3 290987.082 5492080.272 | 49| 32| 42.799099 | -113| 53 22.10068! 49.545223  -113.88947. 4.2 136 82 2.75 1129.50 | 1129.45 1129.60 1129.90 1129.65 150.00 1279.65 1126.80 Yes No No No No
37 D-4 291106.000 5491568.000 | 49| 32| 26.379893 | -113| 53 15.21316: 49.54066]  -113.88755! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1119.29 | 1118.65 1118.80 1119.10 1119.10 150.00 1269.10 1116.25 Yes No No No No
38 D-5 291174.640 5491185.811 | 49| 32| 14.105054 | -113| 53 11.07336. 49.53725]  -113.88640! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1106.80 | 1106.60 1106.75 1107.05 1107.05 150.00 1257.05 1104.20 Yes No Yes No No
39 D-6 291268.000 5490882.000 49| 32| 4.395570 [ -113| 53 5.85515¢8 49.534554  -113.88496! 4.2 136 82 2.75 1103.48 | 1103.20 1103.35 1103.65 1103.65 150.00 1253.65 1100.80 Yes No No No No
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Wildlife Management
Operations Division
530 8* Street South, 2™ Floor

Environment Lethbridge, Alberta TL) 2J8
and Parks

May 17, 2018

Ashley Smith

Environmentat & Permitting Speciatist
Enel Alberta Wind Inc.

1755 East Plumb Lane, Suite 155
Reno, NV 89502 USA
ashley.smith@enel.com

Transmitted via emaijl

Dear Ms. Smith,

RE: Renewable Energy Referral Report for the Riverview Wind Power Project proposed by
Enel Alberta Wind Inc.

This letter is to advise that Alberta Environment and Parks - Wildlife Management (AEP-WM) staff
have completed the review of the Riverview Wind Project as proposed by Enel Alberta Wind Inc.
(Enel). Attached is a copy of the AEP-WM Renewable Energy Referral Report, which reviews the
potential impacts of the project on wildlife and wildlife habitat for inclusion with your application
to other regulatory agencies. This review is only for the project as it has been presented by the
proponent and any changes to the project (footprint, layout, mitigation measures, etc.), requires
further review and written acknowledgement from AEP-WM to ensure wildlife and habitat are
protected.

Sincerely,

i

Brandy Downey

Senior Species at Risk Biologist,

Alberta Environment and Parks - Wildlife Management
brandy.downey@gov.ab.ca

cc
Kristin Cline, AEP-WM



Mperton

Renewable Energy Referral Report - Alberta Environment and Parks- Operations Division,
Wildlife Management

A. Alberta Environment and Parks — Wildlife Management - Wildlife Review:

The Riverview Wind Project was reviewed by the Alberta Environment and Parks - Wildlife
Management (AEP-WM) regional wildlife contact for renewable energy projects. AEP-WM has
reviewed the proposed location, mitigation strategies, including associated infrastructure and
construction plans, and post-construction monitering and mitigation program, as presented by
the proponent in a submission on February 28t 2018 and finalized with all information
provided on May 11, 2018.

Submitted documents include:

e Stantec Letter: Request for Renewable Referral Report for Riverview Wind Project,
February 28, 2018
AEP- Signoff Letter on Riverview Wind Project, July 6, 2015
Wildlife Considerations for AEP Renewable Referral Report, February 28, 2018
Environmental Protection Plan, February 28, 2018, updated March 23, 2018
Excel sheet: AEP Initial Review Questions_ Riverview March 14 2018_responses
20180326, April 5, 2018
e Figures 3_4 5, April 3, 2018
e Turbine location amendment for Riverview Wind Power Project, May 11, 2018

Note: various clarifications and edits of the original documents are discussed in the Excel sheet:
AEP Initial Review Questions_ Riverview March 14 2018_responses 20180326 (April S, 2018) and
Turbine location amendment for Riverview Wind Power Project (May 11, 2018). These changes
in the subsequent documents are to supersede the original documents.

The Riverview Wind Project had received an AEP-WM signoff on July 6, 2015. However the
project layout, infrastructure, and construction and operation plan have been significantly
changed, which requires an updated AEP-WM risk assessment. An updated Renewable Energy
Referral Report is required in order to facilitate the AUC review and approvals of the proposed
Riverview Wind Project.

This current AEP-WM review of the Riverview Wind Project siting and pre-construction surveys
was guided by the Wildlife Guidelines for Alberta Wind Energy Projects (2011; hereafter called
the Guidelines). The review of the construction, operation, and post-construction monitoring
and mitigation was guided by the Wildlife Directive for Alberta Wind Projects (April 2017;
hereafter called the Directive). This follows the AEP-WM process outlined in the administrative
procedure, Wind Energy Review Process: Transition from old (2011) Wildlife Guideline for
Alberta Wind Energy Projects to new (2017) Wildlife Directives for Alberta Wind Energy Projects
(2017; hereafter called the Adrministrative Procedure).

This referral report summarizes the potential risks to wildlife based on the information
provided to AEP-WM. The review was restricted to reviewing information provided in the
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submitted documents, completed by the proponent (Enel Green Power North America, Inc.)
and the consultant (Stantec Consulting Ltd.), and applying the wildlife standards and best
management practices for the siting, construction and operation of the wind facility. This office
undertook no independent onsite assessment. This referral report is not intended to relieve any
party from any liability if there are detrimental effects to wildlife or wildlife habitat during

construction or operation that were not identified and mitigated for in the documents
submitted.

Summary: This summary is a condensed version of the entire referral report. For details on specific
topics, please see the body of this report. The overall risk ranking of this project is provided in the last
paragraph of this summary.

The project infrastructure is primarily sited on previously disturbed land, which AEP-WM has determined
to be a low risk to wildlife habitat. In the areas where native grassland is proposed to be impacted, the
proponent has committed to adequate alternative mitigation. The alternative mitigation reduces the risk
to wildlife and wildlife habitat and meets the intent of AEP-WM policy.

Setback distances were abided for all valley breaks and coulees, Sethacks of six wetlands have been
infringed upon by project infrastructure. Alternative mitigation to meet the intent of AEP-WM policy has
been identified. AEP-WM policy states that setbacks and timing restrictions are standard mitigation for
wildlife features. All turbines and associated infrastructure have been sited outside all key wildlife
feature setbacks which is consistent with AEP-WM policy.

AEP-WM has determined the risk to birds as moderate due to the sensitive species identified in the
project area, the proximity of the project to raptor nests and proximity of the project to the Oldman
Reservoir. AEP-WM has determined the pre-assessment risk to bat mortality is high based on the bat
survey results from the project area. The proponent has committed to post-construction monitoring and
implementation of appropriate post-construction mitigation, as required by AEP-WM, which reduces the
bat mortality risk to 2 moderate level.

AEP-WM has determined the wind energy project proposed by Enel Green Power North America, Inc.
called the Riverview Wind Project, as proposed, poses an overall moderate risk to wildlife and wildlife
habitat.

Primary AEP-WM Reviewer Signature:

Signature: 2 ail Z‘g: Date: May 17, 2018

Printed Name, Position, and Office: Kristin Cline, Wildlife Biologist, South Saskatchewan Region
Operations Division, Grassland District, Lethbridge, Alberta

Secondary AEP-WM Reviewer Signature:

Signature: Date: May 17, 2018

Printed Name, Position and Offite: rar;ay Downey, Senior Species at Risk Biologist, South
Saskatchewan Region Operations Division, Grassland District, Lethbridge, Alberta
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B. Project Details
Project Name: Riverview Wind Project
Proponent Name(s): Enel Green Power North America, Inc.

Project Location: locations within Township 7-Range 29- West of the 4" Meridian

Project Area:

ID

18

22

27

disturbance footprint for construction phase (temporary) is 456.5 ha

disturbance footprint for operation phase (permanent) is 41 ha

Nameplate Capacity (total megawatts): 115 MW

Turbine Details:
Megawatts = 4.2 MW/turbine (Vesta V136)
Number = 28 turbines
Rotor diameter =136 m
Blade Length (rotor radius}: 68 m
Hub height =82 m
Rotor diameter = 136 m

Turbine Locations:

Table 1: Turbine identification number with UTM location (NAD 83 Zone 12).
Turbine Preferred or

alternate turbine

Preferred location
Preferred location
Preferred location
Preferred location
Preferred location

Preferred location
Preferred location
Preferred location
Preferred location

Original
Easting
5492877
5491579
288235 5491181

289177.968 5494775.457

5491165

290131

288231
288231
288394
288490

289043

289303
289780

290382

5494390

5490468
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e Breeding grassland birds (including species at risk, sensitive species and species with
aerial flight displays, such as long-billed curlew, Sprague’s pipit, lark bunting, and
chestnut-collared longspur)
Greater sage grouse and sharp-tailed grouse
Migrating songbirds
Shorebirds

Species of management concern listed under the Alberta Wildlife Act or the Federal
Species at Risk Act

Habitat Loss, Degradation and Fragmentation:
Wind energy facilities may result in the direct loss of habitat for wildlife. Negative effects may

include, but are not limited to habitat fragmentation, site abandonment, loss of movement
corridors and loss of foraging/breeding/brood rearing habitat. There are potential negative
effects to wildlife, especially species at risk, by siting wind energy facilities in areas of native
grasslands. AEP-WM recommends siting the wind energy facility and associated infrastructure
on cultivated or other previously disturbed lands to significantly reduce the negative effects on
wildlife habitat.

Wildlife Disturbance:

AEP-WM identified concerns over the potential of negative effects on wildlife and wildlife
habitat caused by wind facilities (including related infrastructure such as access roads and
collection lines, etc.} and increased human activity, which may result in decreased productivity
and wildlife avoidance of the area. AEP-WM requires that predevelopment wildlife surveys, as
per AEP-WM Policy (Guidelines and Directive), be conducted prior to applying to the Alberta
Utilities Commission (AUC). If a wildlife feature or species of management concern is identified,
AEP-WM requires that areas immediately adjacent to key wildlife habitats be avoided by
appropriate setbacks as outlined in the Recommended Land Use Guidelines for Protection of
Selected Wildlife Species and Habitat within Grassland and Parkland Natural Regions of Alberta
http://aep.alberta.ca/fish-wildlife/wildlife-land-use-guidelines/documents/WildlifeLand Use-
SpeciesHabitatGrasslandParkland-Apr28-2011.pdf

AEP-WM initially identified the following issues specific to the Riverview Wind Project area:

* Native habitat - Siting project infrastructure on native habitat, which has the potential
for increased mortality risk and disturbance to critical habitat for sensitive species.

e Valley Breaks - Proximity of project infrastructure to valley {or coulee) breaks, which are
associated with increased bird and bat activity during migrations and the breeding
season as well as ungulate habitat.

¢ Lakes and Large Waterbodies - Proximity of project infrastructure to fakes or large
waterbodies, which are associated with increased bird and bat activity as well as
migration stopover points.

¢ Wetlands - Proximity of project infrastructure to wetlands, which are high quality habitat
for many species.

e Amphibians - Proximity of project infrastructure to wetlands supporting breeding
populations of sensitive amphibian species.
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e Ferruginous Hawk - Proximity of project infrastructure to ferruginous haw nests,
potential for increased mortality risk and concerns regarding movement between the
nest and hunting grounds.

e Prairie Falcon- Proximity of project infrastructure to prairie falcon nests, potential for
increased mortality risk and concerns regarding movement between the nest and
hunting grounds.

e Other Raptors - Proximity of project infrastructure to nests of other species and

potential for increased mortality risk.

* Sharp-tailed Grouse - Proximity of project infrastructure to sharp-tailed grouse leks,
potential for mortality, loss or avoidance of breeding ground.
e Breeding Birds - Disturbance of breeding bird nests during the breeding season and
increased mortality risk to breeding birds, particularly sensitive species.
* Bats - Proximity of project to foraging areas and hibernacula/roosts, which has the

potential to increase the risk of mortality and impact to sensitive species.

D. Wildlife Monitoring Program: Completion of predevelopment surveys and submission of
information to the Fisheries and Wildlife Management Information System (FWMIS).

Pre-assessment survey data completed within 2 years of submission to AEP-WM:
Pre-assessment wildlife survey data was provided in reports entitled: Wildlife Considerations for
AEP Renewable Referral Report (February 28, 2018). Refer to Table 2 in this Referral Report for
full details of wildlife surveys conducted.

Table 2: Summary of wildlife surveys completed for the Riverview Wind Project.

Survey 2007 2011 2012 2013 2015 2016 2017
May 27, 29
{early)
May 19, 26, Not June 10, 14
Breeding | 27 (early) S {late) dates
birds Jun 7, 8, 16, d:::';:tlate a1 e i N/A adjusted to
18 (late) projec reflect
initiation
seasonal
conditions
Apr 3,14, 22 Not
Spring (early), completed Mar 30 (early)
A April 27, May 1, Apr 4, 22 {mid)
::ti'dration 8 (mid), d:::' ::tlate N/A N/A N/A N/A May 4, 14
e May 16, 23,29 | ProJeC (late)
initiation
(late)
Fall bird Sep 10, 23, Aug 23 Aug 30 {early)
migration | Oct 2 {early), Sep9, 23 JLs e e e Sep 21, Oct
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Survey 2007 2011 2012 2013 2015 2016 2017
Oct 9, 15, 22 Oct 6,19 12, 26 (mid)
(mid}, Nov g, 20 Nov 10 {late)
Oct 29, Nov 6,
26 (late)
. . Dec 17 Dec 28 (early)
‘;‘i'r':;e""g P:ncllas (008 |12 20 N/A N/A N/A | N/A | Jan22(2018)
(2012) (late)
f::erdp Apr 8 Apr 3,17,
N/A N/A N/A N/A pr e, N/A 23,25
grouse 14,
May 10
leks
Apr 10
May 3, 13
Raptor May 18, 26 Jun 18, May 15 un 12, Jun1, | (nesting)
nest Jun 16. 18 June 10, 12 20 Jun 19, 13.14 2,3, Jun 15
occupancy ' 20 ! 30 productivity of
successful
nests
ol Jul 15 -
acoustic Jul20-0ct 4 N/A N/A N/A N/A Jul 15-Sep 10
bat Sep 30

The proponent has committed to keeping wildlife surveys current by completing additional site
specific wildlife surveys every two years until the project is commissioned as per standard
100.2.3 of the Directive. Results are to be submitted to the Fish and Wildlife Management
Information System (FWMIS). The proponent has committed to implementing additional
mitigation measures if any new sensitivities or features are detected, as determined by AEP-
WM. This is consistent with the intent of AEP-WM policy (Guidelines and Directive).

If the project has not constructed within 5 years of this AEP-WM Renewable Energy Referral
Report, wildlife surveys will need to be updated and a new Renewable Energy Referral Report
will be required as per standard 100.2.10 of the Directive. Wildlife surveys that would be
required include, but may not be limited to raptor nest surveys, breeding bird surveys, bird
migration surveys, sharp-tailed grouse lek surveys and bat acoustic surveys.

E. Wind Energy Facility Submission - Avoidance and Mitigation of Wildlife Risks: Review of the
proposed wildlife avoidance and mitigation strategies identified in the submission, in
comparison with the Guidelines and Directive.

Habitat Loss, Degradation and Fragmentation Concerns:
The Project Area is located in the Foothills Fescue Natural Sub-region of the Grassland Natural
Region along the edge of the Oldman Reservoir. The overall footprint of the project has been
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reduced from the 2015 AEP-WM signoff letter. The original project fayout identified 50
turbines, but with the change in turbine type, this has been reduced to 28 turbines. The project
plan identifies 28 “preferred” turbine locations and 4 “alternate” turbine locations. In the
updated layout from the May 11*", 2018 submission, all turbines are sited on previously
disturbed land (cultivation). The majority of supporting infrastructure, including access roads
and collection lines, are sited in areas of previous disturbance, however, a few collection lines
and access roads are sited on native grassland. In total, 1.16 ha of native grassland will be
impacted by the Riverview Wind Project.

The proponent has identified the following alternative mitigations for the project infrastructure
sited on native grasslands as per page 44 of the Environmental Protection Plan (March 23,
2018). In addition to the identified mitigations in the Environmental Protection Plan, the
proponent has identified the following alternative mitigations:

e For access road and collector lines that will infringe with native grassland areas,
construction activities shall not occur during the restricted activity periods for species of
management concern, from March 15th to july 31st.

s Construction will occur under dry or frozen conditions. Activity on native prairie shall
been suspended during times of adverse ground conditions (i.e. too wet) if the activity
has potential to cause damage to soils and vegetation.

¢ The collector lines will be installed using narrow-width trenching and directional drilling
techniques. The minimal disturbance ploughing method is not being used due to site
constraints inciuding; shallow bedrock conditions, low moisture content in grasslands
and low quality soils in the area that are not conducive to ploughing techniques.

¢ Disturbed areas will be reseeded by drill seeding with a suitable native seed mix {similar
to the mix used for Castle Rock Ridge 1, another Enel project that is currently operating),
and then hydro-mulched to protect the seed bed for germination, sloped areas over
10% that were prone to erosion will receive additional cover of bio-degradable matting.

The alternative mitigations will likely reduce the overall impact on native grassland and
subsequently the impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat from the construction of the project.
Based on the current siting of the Riverview Wind Project, the project has been assessed by
AEP-WM as a low risk for wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Wildlife Mortality and Disturbance Impacts:

Valley Breaks: The proponent has ensured all turbines and associated infrastructure are sited a
minimum of 100 m from valley breaks. This is consistent with the intent of AEP-WM policy
(Guidelines and Directive).

Lakes and Large Waterbodies: The project is sited adjacent to the Oldman Reservoir. As per the
Guidelines, landscape features that attract birds/bats should be avoided. This includes ridges
and water features that attract birds and bats where there is a high potential for collision-
related mortality of wildlife and little opportunity for mitigation another location should be
chosen. Based on the proximity of the project, especially Turbine 10, 11 and 12, to the
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J

Wetland
ID Wetland Class Nearest Turbine/component
Anthropogenic
199 | waterbody/Reservoir T1 and its access road
288 | Class i T9 and its access road
163 | Class V T35 and its access
173 | Class Il T38, and T37, T38 access road
168 and
166 T39, and T 39 Access Road
188
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¢ Construction activities within the 100 meter setback of a Class Ill or higher wetlands will
be limited to dry or frozen ground conditions.

e To limit ground compaction and impacts on hibernating amphibians underground, rig
matting or other suitable techniques to reduce ground compaction will be used within
100 meters of Class Il or higher wetlands.

» Silt fencing will be erected within 100 meter setback of a Class Ill or higher wetlands to
reduce contaminates, siltation or other deleterious impacts.

The aiternative mitigations identified above are in addition to all previously committed to
mitigations identified in the 2015 AEP-WM Referral Report. Additionally, AEP-WM recommends
that the proponent utilizes a wildlife monitor with stop-work authorities, and extension of
restricted activity periods if amphibians are found to be active in the area. The alternative
mitigations identified by the proponent, with the adoption of the AEP-WM recommendations,
will align with the intent of AEP-WM policy (Guidelines and Directive). A finalized mitigation
plan for wetlands including location of setback infringements, amphibian survey results and all
alternative mitigations detailed in the AEP-WM referral reports (2015 and 2018) must be
submitted and agreed to by AEP-WM prior to the initiation of construction.

Raptor Nests: AEP-WM requires a 1000 m setback from all sensitive raptor nests (ferruginous
hawk, prairie falcon, peregrine falcon, golden eagle, and bald eagle). The original project layout
identified two turbines (T47 and T 43) within the 1000 m setback for the ferruginous hawk nest,
974 m and 966 m respectively. The updated layout has removed these two turbines and their
associated infrastructure from the project application. Therefore there is no longer any
infringement of the ferruginous hawk setback from the Riverview Wind Project. This is
consistent with the requirements identified in AEP-WM policy.

Two prairie faicon nests were also identified within the proposed project area and the 1000 m
setback for each of these nests has been implemented, which is consistent with the
requirements identified in AEP-WM policy. The placement of turbines 10, 11 and 12 abides by
the required setback for prairie falcon nests and is consistent with the intent of the AEP-WM
policy. The setback distance is designed to reduce nest disturbance, but may not be adequate
to reduce mortality risk of the individual birds using the nest. AEP-WM recommends that
Turbines 10, 11 and 12 not be constructed as proposed, due to the specific risks associated with
these turbines. There is an increased risk of mortality associated with these two nests and the
three turbines that are sited between the two nest setbacks.

As per the previous requirements outlined in the 2015 AEP-WM Renewable Referral Report, a
raptor nest survey will be required to be conducted annually until the project is constructed
starting to determine if any additional nesting sites have been established. The results of the
monitoring will be reported to AEP-WM and appropriate mitigations measures will have to be
agreed upon prior to any construction of the project.
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Mberton :

Based on the alterations to the project layout the disturbance risk to the ferruginous hawk and
prairie falcon nests have been adequately addressed and therefore the Riverview Wind Project
is considered consistent with policy for disturbance impacts to the sensitive raptor nests.

Sharp-tailed Grouse: Sharp-tailed Grouse surveys were conducted following AEP-WM survey
protocols and requirements within the AEP-WM policy (Guidelines and Directive) in 2017. No
sharp-tailed grouse leks were identified during the pre-assessment sharp-tailed grouse lek
surveys. The proponent has committed to repeating sharp-tailed grouse surveys every two
years until the project is commissioned. If sharp-tailed grouse leks are identified during these
surveys a mitigation plan will be developed in consultation with AEP-WM to meet the intent of
AEP-WM policy (Guidelines and Directive). The siting of the Riverview Wind Project is consistent
with the intent AEP-WM Policy {Guidelines and Directive}.

Breeding Birds: Species of management concern, which are at higher risk from wind facilities,
recorded during the pre-assessment breeding bird surveys include long-billed curlew, sharp-
tailed grouse, prairie falcon, and golden eagle. The project infrastructure has been primarily
sited on previously disturbed land, which significantly reduces the impacts on grassland
breeding birds; except for those areas detailed in the above section titied Habitat Loss,
Degradation and Fragmentation Concerns. The propconent has identified the following
mitigations for working on native grassland to limit impacts on breeding birds:

e Construction activities have been scheduled outside the breeding bird restricted activity
period (April 1¢-July 15'). Due to the limited time period available to meet the required
commissioning date (December 31%, 2019} in the Renewable Electricity Program (REP)
agreement, alternative mitigation is detailed below.

e |f construction activities do occur within the breeding bird restricted activity period:

o Surveys for grassland bird species will be conducted on a 7 day rotation during
the April 15 to July 15" restricted activity period. Any nest found will be buffered
by the appropriate setback and until the end of the restricted activity period or
until young fledge from any of the nests.

o Surveys will proceed construction development by surveying a day or two before
construction starts in an area. Survey methods will follow standard nest sweep
methods (i.e. chain drags).

o Surveys and nest sweeps will be conducted by an experienced biologist as
described in AEP-WM policy.

The project infrastructure (including temporary disturbance and permanent footprint) has been
primarily sited to avoid native grassland and other high quality habitat types and the proponent
has committed to implementing the above alternative mitigation; therefore this plan meets
with the intent of AEP-WM Policy (Guidelines and Directive).

Bats: Fall acoustic bat migration surveys were conducted following AEP-WM survey protocols
and requirements within the AEP-WM policy (Guidelines and Directive) in 2017. A total of 7.9
migratory bat passes per detector night were identified. As per the Bat Mitigation Framework
for Wind Power Development, activity rates of greater than 2 bat passes/detector night equates
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practical so the proposed mitigation is expected to reduce overall mortality to accepta
levels, but it may not be possible to reduce mortality of species of management concer

Therefore the mortality risk has been assessed as moderate, but the plan is consistent
AEP-WM policy (Guidelines and Directive).

Construction and Operation Mitigation: AEP-WM requires the construction and operat
mitigation plan, which outlines construction techniques, mitigation and standard opera
procedures, will meet the requirements outlined in Stage 3 of the Directive. The mitigat
outlined in submitted plans for the Riverview Wind Project will be implemented with th
to reduce disturbance to wildlife and wildlife features {house, nest, den, etc.). This doe

preclude any liability under the Wildlife Act, the Species at Risk Act, or other legislation.
WM considers all injured or dead wildlife found in the project area during construction

operation of the facility to be caused by the facility. This is consistent with AEP-WM pol
(Directive).

Post-Construction Monitoring and Mitigation: AEP-WM requires the post-construction
monitoring and mitigation plan will meet the requirements outlined in Stage 4 of the D
Post-construction monitoring for the Riverview Wind Project will include:

Three years of post-construction mortality monitoring;

Surveys will be conducted weekly between March 1% and October 30™;

Surveys will be conducted at 20 of the 28 turbines. Exact turbine locations will b
determined following the requirements outlined in the Directives, due to the pot
mortality risk associated with turbines 10, 11 and 12, these turbines will be part
monitored turbines;

Surveys will be conducted around the entire turbine out to a radius of at least ha
maximum height of the turbine {measured from tip of blade to ground) or a radi

50m, whichever is larger;

Search areas will be maintained for visibility and accessibility;

Three searcher efficiency trials each season (i.e., spring, summer and fall) for eac
searcher (i.e. minimum 20 carcasses/season/searcher/year or acceptable alterna 5
reduce variability in the searcher efficiency estimate); ycl)'
Three carcass persistence trials, equally spaced out {i.e., early, middle and late), A
each season, (i.e. minimum 20 carcasses/season/year or acceptable alternative t "t
variability in the carcass persistence estimate); a
Duplication of select pre-construction wildlife inventory surveys including spring

31) and fall (July 15-October 15) acoustic bat surveys, breeding bird surveys, rapt
re-occupancy and productivity surveys. Post-construction wildlife inventory surve
follow the same protocols used for the pre-construction surveys. nA

All wildlife related work will be conducted by experienced biologists as per the Di r
this includes, but is not limited to carcass searches, searcher efficiency trials, scavt
trials, acoustic bat monitoring, breeding birds, raptor nest re-occupancy/productié‘: r
surveys and analysis. o
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Annual reports will be submitted to AEP-WM as per the schedule in the Riverview Post-
construction Monitoring Plan, each year on January 31% or acceptable alternative. The annual
report will meet with the requirements outlined in standard 100.4.10 of the Directive. AEP-WM
will use the annual reports to determine if post-construction mitigation will be required. In the
event of high mortality, as determined by AEP-WM, post-construction mitigation will be
required. The proponent has identified the following post-construction operational mitigation
that could be implemented:
e Curtailment;
e Altered cut-in speeds;
e Feathering of turbine blades and
e Alternative acceptable mitigation that is deemed appropriate based upon the site
specific circumstances or incidents following consultation with AEP-WM, including
seasonal/periodic turbine shut-down.

Mitigation plans will be submitted for review and agreement by AEP-WM. The proponent has
committed to an additional 2 years of post-construction monitoring if post-construction
mitigation is required. The outlined post-construction monitoring and mitigation plan is
consistent with AEP-WM policy (Directive).
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Riverview Wind Power Plant Connection V7

,1752'8&7,21

(1) The purpose of this document (the “Functional Specification”) is to set out the technical
specifications, requirements and approved variances related to the design, construction,
development and commissioning of certain new or modified facilities (the “Project”) that have
been proposed for or are related to a physical facilities connection with the Alberta
LOQWHUFRQQHFWHG HAESKE Whis IFBEndtfidhalNsHeR fication is issued by the Alberta
Electric System Operator (AESO) to:

(i) AltaLink Management Ltd., in its capacity as general partner of AltaLink, L.P.,
(“AltaLink”), asthe OHJDO REZ&DWWU D QV P L V VL Ri€sctibed intheWrunctional
Specification.

(i) Enel Alberta Wind Inc., (Enel), asthe PDUNHW S D Uh&t Ih&d sailintéd a request
for VA\VWHP DFFHVV VHUYLFH.

(2) This Functional Specification is issued for the Project only. The OHJDO Ra@HU
WUDQVPLVVLR@ndlDeL®DWNHW S D U st c@rplp Wiith the Functional
Specification provisions.

(3) The AESO is not responsible for any facilities designed by or for any third party, or installed
on a third party’s behalf, to accomplish the connection of the Project facilities.

(4) This Functional Specification includes:
(i) certain specific engineering, technical and functional requirements for the Project;

(i) the requirements to comply with ,62 U X @eluding Operating Policies & Procedures
(OPPs), UHOLDELOLW\ VWDQGDUGYV, technicab ZStaviebdgybvigidns
(collectively called the “Authoritative Documents”);

(i) the electrical system environment in which the connecting facilities must be designed
and operated; and

(iv) any approved variances from requirements set out in any applicable AESO
Authoritative Documents.

17(535(7$7,281" 9$5,$1&(6

(1) Subject to Section 2(2), any revision or variance to any of the Functional Specification
provisions by the parties named in Section 1(1) is prohibited.

(2) Any party named in Section 1(1) may make application, jointly or individually, in writing to the
AESO requesting a variance to this Functional Specification, and the AESO may in writing
approve of the variance after the AESO has completed an analysis of the implications to the
AIES with respect to the requested variance.

(3) Words or phrases appearing in bold have the meanings set out in the Consolidated
Authoritative Document Glossary.

352-(&7 29(59,(:

The PDUNHW S D Uhdg IsédogtBdaVvequest for VIVWHP D F F H V \to thid BE¥SOFtbl

connect the PDUNHW SD U WrbgokesiDMipgdV DJJUHJIJDWHG JHQHUMWWAGE)) IDFLOL)
called the Riverview Wind Power Plant (Facility), to the AIES. The Facility includes the PDUNH W
SDUWL BLpfobdaly expansion of the existing Castle Rock Ridge 205S substation. This

expansion will be separated by a fence and will serve as the PDUNHW S D W4 \ablidetoS D Q W

File No. 524 AESO Functional Specification Page 5 of 21



Riverview Wind Power Plant Connection V7

substation. The Facility is located in the AESO transmission planning area of Fort MacLeod
(Area 53).

The PDUNHW S D U4 Wduedt S1i€l@e¥ a Rate STS, Supply Transmission Service, contract
capacity of 115 MW and a Rate DTS, Demand Transmission Service, contract capacity of
1 MW at the existing Castle Rock Ridge 205S substation, and a request for transmission
development. The PD[LPXBXWKRUL]HG U(MBRP) $RieHkcility is 115 MW! and
the PD[LPXP FD S(MELSL5 MW.

The PDUNHW S D U4 YWduEdt &b Qewkhet by the following transmission solution:

x Modify the existing Castle Rock Ridge 205S substation, including adding one 240 kV
circuit breaker.

x  Connect the Facility back-to-back to the Castle Rock Ridge 205S substation.

X Add or modify associated equipment as required for the above transmission
developments.

The scheduled in-service date (ISD) for this project is June 30, 2019.

)25(&$67 2) )8785( '(9(/230(17 ,1 7+2-8&7 $5($

Proposed long term developments in the Fort Macleod area (Area 53) are described in the
AESO 2017 Long-term Transmission Plan. Please refer to the AESO’s website (www.aeso.ca)
for more details of the long term transmission developments in the area.

&203/,$1&( :,7+ $(6887+25,7$7,9( '2&8076
*(1(5%$/
The OHJDO RZZOQWMUDQVPLVVLRMG thD PIDQJWNHW SDUMSEFLSDQW

(1) complete all engineering, design, land or land-use acquisition, siting, public consultation,
applicable regulatory approvals and permits, material procurement, construction,
commissioning, and associated permitting requirements for the Project facilities.

(2) coordinate with each other, as required, on all Project facility design details, including
protection and control, grounding, insulation, SRLQW R F R QudrsiEeViaydriQuith proper
consideration of maintenance coordination.

(3) develop joint operating procedures and any connection agreements, as required, such that
all connecting WUD QV P LV VLR @Qillldpé&rat©daimy ahi reliably.

! Note that the nameplate rating of the transmission step-up transformer in the collec