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Pozadie: Zavádzanie priemyselných veterných turbín do tichého vidieckeho prostredia v 
provincii Ontário (Kanada) viedlo k sťažnostiam týkajúcim sa environmentálneho hluku a 
nepriaznivých zdravotných účinkov. Ontário má zavedený postup, prostredníctvom 
ktorého môžu obyvatelia hlásiť hluk vládnym orgánom. Oficiálne vládne záznamy o 
incidentných hláseniach/sťažnostiach podaných obyvateľmi žijúcimi v blízkosti 
prevádzkovaných veterných elektrární boli získané prostredníctvom žiadosti podľa 
zákona o slobodnom prístupe k informáciám. Tento článok predstavuje vyhodnotenie 
uvedeného procesu a zároveň poukazuje na význam incidentných hlásení/sťažností. 

Metódy: Analyzovali sa vládne záznamy incidentných hlásení/sťažností. Relevancia bola 
posúdená v kontexte odbornej problematiky na základe recenzovaných publikácií, 
konferenčných prezentácií, súdnych konaní, vládnych dokumentov a ďalších zdrojov. 

Ciele: Účelom tohto článku je prezentovať úlohu a význam incidentných 
hlásení/sťažností a diskutovať ich hodnotu pri posudzovaní dôsledkov zavádzania 
veterných turbín do tichého vidieckeho prostredia. 

Výsledky: Vládne záznamy dokumentujú 4 574 incidentných hlásení/sťažností prijatých 
prostredníctvom hotline v Ontáriu (2006–2016). Viac ako 50 % z vyše 3 000 oficiálnych 
sťažností podaných v rokoch 2006–2014 nezískalo žiadnu reakciu zo strany ministerstva. 
Ďalších 30 % bolo označených ako „odložená“ reakcia. Iba 1 % hlásení bolo 
klasifikovaných ako prioritné. Provinční úradníci v súhrnných správach uvádzali, že 
obyvatelia hlásili zdravotné ťažkosti, ako napríklad bolesti hlavy, poruchy spánku, 
podráždenosť a pocity tlaku či zvonenia v hlave a ušiach. O zdravotných ťažkostiach sa 
podávali hlásenia opakovane, vrátane tých, ktoré sa týkali detí. 

Diskusia: V prípade veterných elektrární predstavujú incidentné hlásenia/sťažnosti 
významný zdroj informácií pre hodnotenie dôsledkov zavedenia nového zdroja hluku do 
tichého vidieckeho prostredia a zároveň slúžia ako forma monitorovania verejného 
zdravia. Tieto hlásenia môžu poukazovať na riziká ohrozujúce zdravé životné prostredie 
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komunity, pôsobiť ako včasný varovný systém a podporovať hodnotenie vládnych 
politických iniciatív. Môžu byť taktiež využité v právnych konaniach, či už verejných alebo 
súkromných. 
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1. Úvod 

Dňa 14. mája 2009 získal ontárijský Green Energy and Green Economy Act (Bill 150, 
GEA) tretie čítanie a kráľovský súhlas [1]. Očakávalo sa, že táto legislatíva podporí rozvoj 
veternej energetiky v Ontáriu. 

Preambula GEA uvádza: 

Vláda Ontária sa zaväzuje podporovať rast projektov obnoviteľnej energie, ktoré využívajú 
čistejšie zdroje energie, odstraňovať prekážky a podporovať príležitosti pre projekty 
obnoviteľnej energie a podporovať zelenú ekonomiku [2]. 

Pred prijatím zákona GEA už viaceré priemyselné veterné turbíny (IWT) fungovali v 
blízkosti rodinných obydlí [3] [4]. Niektoré rodiny informovali orgány Ontária o tom, že 
zaznamenávajú nepriaznivé zdravotné účinky ( [5], s. G-664; [6], s. G-547; [7] ). 

Ontário vytvorilo proces pre nahlasovanie „hlukového znečistenia“, ktorý zahŕňa „linku 
pre verejné nahlasovanie znečistenia“ [8]. „Hotline“ spravovalo bývalé Ministerstvo 
životného prostredia a zmeny klímy (MOECC), dnes premenované na Ministerstvo 
životného prostredia, ochrany prírody a parkov (MECP). 

Obyvatelia využívali tento proces na podávanie formálnych sťažností týkajúcich sa 
environmentálneho hluku a s ním spojených nepriaznivých zdravotných účinkov po 
zavedení IWT do ich životného prostredia. V rámci vlády Ontária sú tieto sťažnosti 
interne označované ako Incident Reports (IR) [7]. 

Za účelom posúdenia účinnosti procesu hlásenia hluku z veterných turbín boli vládne 
záznamy incidentných hlásení/sťažností získané prostredníctvom žiadosti podľa zákona 
o slobodnom prístupe k informáciám (FOI) podanej komunitnou koalíciou Wind 
Concerns Ontario (WCO). Zistenia boli predložené počas občianskeho odvolania proti 
projektu veternej elektrárne pred Environmental Review Tribunal (ERT). Svedecké 



výpovede zahrnuli faktické dôkazy na základe oficiálnych vládnych záznamov 
hlásení/sťažností od obyvateľov žijúcich v blízkosti prevádzkovaných IWT [7]. 

Tento článok predstavuje stručnú analýzu poskytnutých vládnych záznamov. Komentuje 
ich hodnotu pri posudzovaní dôsledkov zavádzania IWT do tichého vidieckeho 
prostredia a diskutuje úlohu a význam záznamov o incidentných 
hláseniach/sťažnostiach. 

 

 

2. Metóda 

Analyzovali sa vládne záznamy incidentných hlásení/sťažností. Je prezentovaný výber 
zistení. Recenzované publikácie, súdne konania, vládne zdroje a iné dokumenty boli 
posúdené v kontexte prejednávanej témy. 

 

 

3. Výsledky 

Zistenia boli prezentované počas občianskeho odvolania vo veci projektu veternej 
elektrárne pred ERT. Svedecké výpovede obsahovali faktické dôkazy založené na 
vládnych záznamoch IR podaných obyvateľmi žijúcimi v blízkosti prevádzkovaných IWT 
[7]. 

Analýza záznamov poskytnutých bývalým MOECC ukázala: 

• Celkový počet oficiálne podaných IR medzi rokmi 2006 a koncom roka 2016 bol 
4574. 

• V rokoch 2006–2014 záznamy ukázali, že vo viac než 50 % z viac ako 3000 
formálnych sťažností nebola poskytnutá žiadna reakcia ministerstva. 

• Ďalších 30 % bolo označených ako „odložená“ reakcia — bez definície tohto 
pojmu. 

• Len 1 % hlásení získalo „prioritnú“ reakciu [7]. 

Ďalšia dokumentácia zahŕňala súhrnné správy provinčných úradníkov, ktorí zaznamenali 
hlásenia o nepriaznivých zdravotných účinkoch, ako sú: bolesti hlavy, poruchy spánku, 
podráždenosť, zvonenie alebo tlak v hlave a ušiach. Tieto účinky boli hlásené 
opakovane, vrátane detí [7]. 

Svedectvá počas odvolania tiež naznačili, že celkový počet hlásení bol pravdepodobne 
neúplný: 



• Niektoré kancelárie (Cornwall, Windsor) rutinne neprideľovali evidenčné čísla, 
takže ich záznamy sa v FOI dokumentoch neobjavili. 

• Pri krížovej kontrole s členmi WCO sa zistilo, že niektoré hlásenia evidované 
obyvateľmi vôbec neboli v poskytnutých dokumentoch [7]. 

Ďalšie údaje ukázali, že medzi rokmi 2006–2009, ešte pred oficiálnym začiatkom 
programu veternej energetiky, bolo zaznamenaných viac ako 600 sťažností na hluk 
turbín. Podiel týchto hlásení na celkovom počte environmentálnych hlásení vzrástol zo 1 
% na 9 % [9]. 

Regulácie v Ontáriu vyžadovali, aby prevádzkovatelia IWT riešili všetky sťažnosti a hlásili 
opatrenia na prevenciu opakovania problémov. Zdá sa, že niektorí obyvatelia hlásili 
problémy aj prevádzkovateľom, aj vláde — alebo len vláde, keď prevádzkovatelia 
nekonali [9]. 

Dokumenty tiež ukazujú, že na začiatku personál ministerstva skúšal riešiť sťažnosti, no 
tieto snahy postupne nahradilo „riadenie problémov“ a reakčná miera výrazne klesla — 
z 40 % na 6,9 % [9]. 

Materiály z FOI ukázali, že personálu bolo prikázané nepovažovať hluk turbín za 
„tonálny“, čo by podľa predpisov vyžadovalo pridať 5 dBA penalizáciu — čo by mohlo 
viesť k zisteniu nezhody turbíny s reguláciami [9]. 

V súhrnných správach boli zaznamenané aj prípady, kedy odporúčania pracovníkov na 
vydanie príkazov na zníženie hluku boli ignorované [10]. 

Zdá sa, že proces podávania IR týkajúcich sa IWT bol v rozpore s politickým cieľom 
podporovať „zelenú energiu“. 

 

 

4. Diskusia 

4.1 Incidentné hlásenia/sťažnosti: včasný varovný systém 

V Ontáriu bolo nahlásených množstvo IR/sťažností na environmentálny hluk a zdravotné 
účinky spojené s IWT. 

Incidentné hlásenia sa bežne používajú vo zdravotníckych zariadeniach na 
zaznamenávanie úrazov či neobvyklých udalostí [11] [12] [13]. Sťažnosti môžu byť 
užitočným monitorovacím nástrojom pri hodnotení, či nové politické opatrenia fungujú 
podľa očakávaní. 



Kroening et al. uvádzajú: 
„Pacientske sťažnosti môžu identifikovať riziká pre bezpečnosť pacienta a fungovať ako 
včasný varovný systém“ [14]. 

CDC uvádza, že cieľom systému verejného zdravotného dohľadu je efektívne 
monitorovať dôležité zdravotné udalosti [15]. 

Ak však orgány nereagujú, proces podávania sťažností stráca hodnotu. 

 

 

4.2 Hluk, „dráha podráždenia“ a zdravotné účinky 

Početné sťažnosti obsahujú hlásenia o zdravotných problémoch, pričom orgány aj 
priemysel zväčša pripisujú tieto účinky „podráždeniu“ [16] [17]. 

Health Canada uvádza: 

Najčastejším účinkom komunitného hluku je podráždenie, ktoré WHO považuje za 
nepriaznivý zdravotný účinok [18]. 

Výskum dokazuje, že: 

• chronické podráždenie hlukom môže viesť k ochoreniam, 

• existuje súvislosť medzi hlukovým podráždením a hypertenziou či 
kardiovaskulárnymi ochoreniami [20–23]. 

Maziul, Job a Vogt upozorňujú, že mnohí ľudia, ktorí sú výrazne podráždení, nikdy 
nepodajú oficiálnu sťažnosť — čo vyžaduje doplnkový výskum [24]. 

 

 

4.3 Verejný zdravotný dohľad a vigilancie: prečo sú dôležité? 

Verejný zdravotný dohľad je kontinuálny proces sledovania zdravotných udalostí [15]. 

Kanadský systém Canada Vigilance zhromažďuje hlásenia o podozrení na nepriaznivé 
účinky zdravotníckych produktov [26] [27] a povzbudzuje ľudí hlásiť aj vtedy, keď si nie sú 
istí príčinnou súvislosťou. 

V roku 2009 odborníci odporučili vytvoriť federálny program Canada Wind Vigilance na 
sledovanie zdravotných účinkov IWT — no dodnes sa tak nestalo [28]. 

Analógiou je americký systém VAERS, ktorý slúži ako „včasný varovný systém“ [29–31]. 



Z toho vyplýva, že 4574 sťažností by mohlo predstavovať významný indikátor zlyhávania 
súčasných hlukových limitov a odstupových vzdialeností. 

 

 

4.4 Všeobecné pozorovania 

Väčšina povolení pre IWT v Ontáriu bola napadnutá odvolaniami pred ERT. 

Počas odvolania projektu „Nation Rise“ právnik environmentálneho ministerstva označil 
záznamy IR za „neprípustné svedecké výpovede“ (hearsay) [32] — hoci pochádzali z 
oficiálnych vládnych dokumentov. 

Ako uvádza British Medical Journal, dobre zdokumentované individuálne prípady môžu 
predstavovať presvedčivý dôkaz o príčinnej súvislosti bez nutnosti rozsiahlych štúdií 
[33]. 

Obyvatelia očakávajú, že ich hlásenia povedú k riešeniam. V roku 2017 minister 
životného prostredia vyhlásil, že personál „reaguje rýchlo a vymáha zákon“ [34]. 

 

 

5. Závery 

Osoby podávajúce IR/sťažnosti očakávajú rýchle a uspokojivé riešenie. Preskúmanie 
dokumentov vlády Ontária však ukazuje, že evidencia je presvedčivá: 

• Hlukové limity a odstupy od IWT nefungujú podľa očakávaní. 

• Existuje dostatočný dôvod považovať hluk IWT za problém verejného zdravia. 

Ontárijská Environmental Protection Act (EPA) definuje „nepriaznivý účinok“ ako osem 
typov ujmy (1–8) vrátane ujmy na zdraví, bezpečnosti a kvalite života [35]. 

Dokumenty naznačujú, že vláda by mala: 

• uznať, že mnohé rodiny zaznamenávajú nepriaznivé účinky, 

• považovať IR za včasný varovný a zdravotný dohľadový systém, 

• prehodnotiť hlukové smernice, 

• vymáhať existujúce regulácie, 

• nariadiť regulačné opatrenia, vrátane možného odstavenia turbín postihujúcich 
rodiny. 



Záznamy IR sú dôležitým nástrojom na hodnotenie programov a mali by usmerňovať 
politiku vlády pri ochrane zdravia. 
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Abstract 

Background: The introduction of industrial wind turbines into quiet rural environments in 
Ontario, Canada has resulted in complaints about environmental noise and adverse 
health effects. Ontario has a process whereby residents can report noise to government. 
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Official government records of Incident Reports/Complaints submitted by residents 
living near operating wind turbine installations were obtained through a Freedom of 
Information request. This article presents an evaluation of this process while 
commenting on the significance of Incident Reports/Complaints. Methods: Government 
records of Incident Reports/Complaints were analysed. Peer reviewed publications, 
conference presentations, judicial proceedings, government resources, and other 
sources were evaluated and considered in context with the topic under discussion. 
Objectives: The purpose of this article is to present the role and significance of Incident 
Reports/Complaints and discuss the value of these when assessing outcomes related to 
the introduction of wind turbines into a quiet rural environment. Results: Government 
records document 4574 Incident Reports/Complaints received by Ontario’s hotline 
(2006- 2016). There was no ministry response to over 50% of more than 3000 submitted 
formal complaints (2006-2014). Another 30% were noted as “deferred” response. Only 
1% of the reports received a priority response. Provincial Officers noted in summary 
reports that people were reporting health effects such as: headache, sleep deprivation, 
annoyance, and ringing or pressure sensation in the head and ears. Health effects were 
reported many times including those occurring among children. Discussion: In the case 
of wind power installations, Incident Reports/Complaints are an important source of 
information for evaluating outcomes of introducing a new noise source into a quiet rural 
environment and are a form of public health surveillance. These reports can highlight 
risks to a healthy community living environment, act as an early warning system, and aid 
in evaluation of government policy initiatives. They may also be used before legal 
tribunals in public or private actions. 
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Surveillance 
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1. Introduction 

On May 14, 2009, Ontario, Canada’s Green Energy and Green Economy Act (Bill 150) 
(GEA) received Third Reading and Royal Assent [1]. It was expected that the legislation 
would encourage wind energy development in Ontario . 

The preamble of the GEA stated: 
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The Government of Ontario is committed to fostering the growth of renewable energy 
projects, which use cleaner sources of energy, and to removing barriers to and 
promoting opportunities for renewable energy projects and to promoting a green 
economy [2]. 

Prior to the enactment of the Green Energy Act, several industrial wind turbine (IWT) 
projects were already operating in proximity to family homes [3] [4]. Some families had 
advised Ontario authorities that they were experiencing adverse health effects ( [5] , p. 
G-664; [6] , p. G-547; [7] ). 

Ontario established a process for reporting “noise pollution” which includes a “Public 
pollution reporting hotline” [8]. The “hotline” was managed by the former Ministry of 
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC), now renamed the Ministry of Environment, 
Conservation and Parks (MECP). 

Residents have used this process to formally file complaints about environmental noise 
and the associated adverse health effects from the introduction of wind turbines (IWT) 
into their living environment. Internally, the Ontario government refers to these 
complaints as Incident Reports [7]. 

In order to evaluate effectiveness of the reporting process regarding wind turbine noise, 
government Incident Reports/Complaints records were obtained through a request 
made under the province of Ontario’s Freedom of Information (FOI) legislation by the 
community group coalition Wind Concerns Ontario (WCO). Findings were presented 
during a citizen appeal of a wind power project held before the Ontario Environmental 
Review Tribunal (ERT). Testimony included factual evidence based on the official 
government records of Incident Reports/Complaints submitted by residents living in 
proximity to operating IWT installations [7]. 

This article presents a brief analysis of the government records provided. It comments 
on their value in assessing outcomes related to the introduction of IWTs into a quiet rural 
environment and discusses the role and significance of Incident Reports/Complaints 
records in general. 

2. Method 

Government records of Incident Reports/Complaints records were analysed. A 
snapshot of findings is presented. Peer-reviewed publications, judicial proceedings, 
government resources, and other sources were evaluated and considered in context 
with topic under discussion. 

3. Results 

Findings were presented during a citizen appeal of a wind power project held before the 
Ontario Environmental Review Tribunal (ERT). Testimony included factual evidence 
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based on the official government records of Incident Reports/Complaints submitted by 
residents living in proximity to operating wind turbine installations [7]. 

An analysis of the records provided by the former Ministry of Environment and Climate 
Change (MOECC) indicates: 

The total number of Incident Reports filed officially with the MOECC between 2006 and 
the end of 2016 was 4574. For the period 2006-2014, the records showed that in more 
than 50% of the more than 3000 formal complaints, there was no ministry response. 
Another 30% were noted as “deferred” response―with no definition or criteria as to 
what that means. In fact, only 1% of the reports received a “priority” response [7]. 

In addition, a review of the documents included summary reports with detailed notes 
from the ministry’s Provincial Officers that people were reporting adverse health effects 
such as: headache, sleep deprivation, annoyance, and ringing or pressure sensation in 
the head and ears. These health effects were reported many times, and included 
children [7]. 

Testimony during the appeal also noted that it appeared the total number of Incident 
Reports was likely incomplete: 

The total number of IRs provided for 2006-2016 was 4574 but that number is almost 
certainly not complete. Several offices ( Cornwall , Windsor ) did not routinely give out 
tracking numbers, for example, so their records would not have been provided in the 
Freedom of Information request. Wind Concerns Ontario also conferred with members 
of the coalition, people who had made reports to the Spills Action Centre and received 
IR numbers―upon cross-checking this information personally, it appears that in some 
cases these were not represented in the documents provided [7]. 

Other data, not presented during testimony, show that in the years 2006-2009, before 
Ontario’s wind power program officially began, there were more than 600 recorded 
complaints of wind turbine noise. The percentage of IWT noise complaints among the 
total pollution reports submitted by Ontario residents rose from 1% to 9% during the 
four years ( [9] , pp. 4-5). 

In Ontario , government approvals of renewable energy facilities required that the 
operators of these facilities address all complaints about the IWTs and other features, 
and report to the government all measures taken to prevent recurrence of the situation 
causing the complaints. It may be that residents were complaining to the wind power 
operators in addition to the government or, when no action was taken, only to 
government in the hope of resolution ( [9] , p. 5). 

Documentation of citizen noise reports received from the government shows that in the 
beginning, staff of the province’s environment ministry made an attempt (though 
apparently without resolution) to respond to the reports of excessive noise and other 
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effects of wind turbine noise emissions. This may have conflicted with the government’s 
“green energy” policy as the efforts appear to have changed from response to issues 
management as the response rate to complaints declined to 6.9 percent in 2015-2016, 
from 40 percent in 2006-2014 ( [9] , p. 4). 

Copies of staff training materials in Ontario which were received in the FOI request show 
that employees were given specific directions from management as to what action, if 
any, to take. For example, in one PowerPoint training session, staff was directed not to 
treat wind turbine noise as tonal ( [9] , p. 9). It is possible the reason for this, could have 
been that according to the government noise measurement protocol, a 5 dBA penalty 
would have to be applied to noise measurements in the case of tonal or cyclical noise 
emissions, in which case a turbine might have been found non-compliant with 
regulations. 

Notes from staff in summary reports of Incident Reports also indicated that staff 
recommendations to middle and upper management to issue orders for noise 
abatement or other actions were ignored ( [10] , p. 12). 

It appears that the process of filing wind turbine Incident Reports and its purpose for 
addressing concerns about effects on health and safety may have resulted in more 
reports than expected and may have been dissonant with stated government policy 
objectives to promote “green” energy. 

4. Discussion 

4.1. Incident Reports/Complaints: An Early Warning System 

In Ontario, numerous Incident Reports/Complaints about environmental noise and 
adverse health effects associated with IWTs have been submitted to the government. 

Incident Reports are typically used to record details of accidents, patient injury and 
other unusual events that occur in a health care facility [11]. These reports could be 
used in court when dealing with issues such as liability or insurance claims [11] [12]. 
Most hospitals require that the nursing staff fill out incident reports “when a problem in 
medical care delivery has occurred” [13]. 

Complaints can serve as useful monitoring and evaluation tools that expectations of a 
new policy initiative or programme are not being met. Kroening et al. (2015) comment: 
“Patient complaints can highlight specific risks to patient safety and act as an early 
warning system” [14]. 

In addition, complaints may be seen as part of an effective public health surveillance 
system. According to the Centers for Disease Control “The purpose of evaluating public 
health surveillance systems is to ensure that problems of public health importance are 
being monitored efficiently and effectively” [15]. 
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The ultimate test for a government complaint process is trust in authorities to respond 
and protect the public. Formal complaints can highlight risks to a healthy community 
living environment, act as an early warning system, and aid in an evaluation of 
government policy initiatives. However, if no action is taken or if the issues are not 
acknowledged, the value of an Incident/Complaint process may be lost. 

4.2. Noise and the Annoyance Pathway―Noise Induced End Points and Health 
Effects 

A significant number of the Ontario reported complaints about wind turbine noise refer 
to adverse health effects and it is important to point out that authorities and the wind 
power industry have attributed this to “annoyance” [16] [17]. 

Regarding community noise, Health Canada states: 

The most common effect of community noise is annoyance, which is considered an 
adverse health effect by the World Health Organization [18]. 

In everyday language, some may consider the term “annoyance” trivial. However, in 
terms of health, an annoyance pathway can lead to health problems and is 
acknowledged as an adverse health effect. 

A review by Jeffery et al. (2014) comments that regarding indicators such as complaints 
and percent highly annoyed, Health Canada states that it “considers the following noise-
induced endpoints as health effects: noise-induced hearing loss, sleep disturbance, 
interference with speech comprehension, complaints, and change in percent highly 
annoyed” [19]. 

A hearing convened by the Australian Administrative Appeals Tribunal (December 4, 
2017) states evidence justifies the conclusions that: 

…noise annoyance is a plausible pathway to disease There is an established association 
between WTN annoyance and adverse health effects (e.g., this was established by the 
Health Canada study) There is an established association between noise annoyance 
and some diseases, including hypertension and cardiovascular disease, possibly 
mediated in part by disturbed sleep and/or psychological stress/distress [20] 

Regarding a causal chain through annoyance, research results indicate: 

…confirmed, on an epidemiological level, an increased health risk from chronic noise 
annoyance [21] …confirms the thesis that for chronically strong annoyance a causal 
chain exists between the three steps health―strong annoyance―increased morbidity 
[22] 

The Canadian Wind Energy Association and American Wind Energy Association Expert 
Panel considered the existing literature on wind turbine noise and health and 
commented that “‘wind turbine syndrome’ symptoms are not new and have been 
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published previously in the context of ‘annoyance’” and are the “well-known stress 
effects of exposure to noise” [17]. 

Hahad et al. (2018) considered noise-induced annoyance “‘dose-dependently’ 
associated with the common arrhythmia atrial fibrillation” which “may represent an 
important cardiovascular risk factor” [23]. 

In a study about air traffic noise, Maziul, Job and Vogt (2015) comment “the ongoing 
controversy on the relation between annoyance and complaint behavior seems not 
resolved yet” and propose “Adequate and efficient ways to handle annoyance?!” which 
includes establishing “further investigations” to complement complaint data. 

Nevertheless, other ways to complement complaint data have to be developed. It has to 
be assumed that the large number of annoyed residents, who do not call a noise 
complaint line, either cope differently or do not cope at all. Therefore, further 
investigation is called for in which way these residents handle their annoyance and what 
might actually help them to cope. In order to establish new ways representative social 
surveys or personal interviews could be conducted to address all residents and find out 
their preferences. Also, the residents’ concern relating to the successfulness and 
efficiency of noise complaint lines needs to be considered. Annoyed residents trying to 
cope by calling the noise complaint line and feeling insufficiently treated might even 
become more annoyed. It is important when operating noise complaint lines to respond 
to complainants at once and to be precise at all times, especially the first time people 
complain [Emphasis added] [24]. 

While the study by Maziul, Job and Vogt (2015) applies to air traffic noise, the 
suggestions for enhancing a complaints process could be applied to the noise 
annoyance being reported by residents who live near wind turbines. 

4.3. Public Health Surveillance and Vigilance Monitoring: Why Do They Matter? 

Public health surveillance is an ongoing process regarding “a health-related event for 
use in public health action to reduce morbidity and mortality and to improve health”. 
Complaints may be seen as part of an effective public health surveillance system [15]. 

Health Canada provides context related to Incident Reports/Complaints and 
encourages medical device users to report “device-related incidents directly to Health 
Canada by completing a Health Product Complaint Form” [25]. In keeping with 
this, Ontario government records demonstrate that the complaints from residents living 
near wind energy projects are also considered “Incident Reports”. This was confirmed in 
the government documents obtained by the community group coalition Wind Concerns 
Ontario (WCO) [7]. 

The Canada Vigilance program is a post-market surveillance system to ensure the 
“benefits of the products continue to outweigh the risks” and “collects and assesses 
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reports of suspected adverse reactions to health products marketed in Canada” [26]. 
Anyone, such as manufacturers, professionals, and consumers can report adverse 
reactions to Health Canada and its partners [25]. Health products include items such 
as: prescription and non-prescription medications, natural health products, biologics, 
radiopharmaceuticals, medical devices, pesticides, and disinfectants (with disinfectant 
claims) and sanitizers. 

Health Canada advises that reporting adverse effects may contribute to identifying 
previously unrecognized rare, or serious adverse reactions; support for making changes 
in product safety information; or taking other regulatory actions such as the withdrawal 
of a product from the Canadian market. Health Canada assures those reporting an 
effect are encouraged to do so even if they are not certain “a particular health product 
was the cause” [27]. 

During a meeting held with staff from the Office of the Minister of Health in 2009, 
attendees McMurtry and Krogh advised there was a lack of surveillance regarding wind 
turbines and recommended implementing a federal Canada-wide surveillance program 
to encourage the reporting of adverse health effects associated with IWT. It was 
suggested it could be called Canada Wind Vigilance and the wind energy industry would 
be obligated to provide government with records of any submitted reports. While Health 
Canada representatives indicated consideration would be given to this recommendation 
[28] there is no indication adverse health effects associated with living near IWT is being 
considered by a formal Canadian government monitoring/vigilance program. 

Other programs such as the VAERS (Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System) serve as 
an “early warning system to detect possible safety issues with US vaccines by collecting 
information about adverse events (possible side effects or health problems) that occur 
after vaccination”. Those reporting events or health problems do not have to be sure the 
event or health problem was a result of a vaccination [29]. 

VAERS encourages anyone including doctors, nurses, vaccine manufacturers, and 
members of the general public to submit a report. VAERS is intended among other 
processes to: monitor increases in known side effects, identify potential risk factors, 
watch for unexpected patterns to adverse event reports, and provide a national 
monitoring system [30]. 

VAERS notes one of the limitations is that “Serious adverse events are more likely to be 
reported than mild side effects” [31]. Based this observation, it suggests 
that Ontario residents may be reporting “serious adverse events” rather than minor 
ones. There is an opportunity for government authorities to consider the 4574 Incident 
Reports/Complaints as an indicator that the current noise guidelines and setbacks for 
industrial wind turbines are not performing as expected. 

4.4. General Observations 
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In Ontario, most of the Renewable Energy Approvals for industrial wind power projects 
have been appealed and hearings held before the ERT (Environmental Review Tribunal). 
Factual evidence of Incident Reports/Complaints was presented during the appeal of 
the “Nation Rise” power project. Of interest, the lawyer representing the government 
and the Director of the environment ministry defended the government approval of the 
power project in question, declaring the reports to be “hearsay”: 

[125] … the Director asserts that [the] study is based on hearsay evidence obtained by 
viewing MECP reports and that, while hearsay evidence is admissible in administrative 
hearings, it still must be credible. …The Director submits that … no conclusions can be 
drawn from self-reported complaints that have not been assessed or confirmed… [32]. 

This observation raises several points related to “anecdotal hearsay evidence.” Since the 
testimony was based on official government records, it is interesting these were viewed 
as “hearsay evidence”. 

As noted in Sections 4.1 Incident Reports/Complaints: an early warning system and 4.3 
Public Health Surveillance and Vigilance Monitoring: why do they matter? there is an 
opportunity to consider them “an early warning system” while supporting health 
surveillance. Thousands of “self-reported” complaints form the basis of credible 
Incident Reports―their existence should be taken seriously and are in themselves 
consequential. 

Anecdotal evidence and causal association has been discussed in a publication by the 
British Medical Journal: 

Many adverse drug reactions are first reported anecdotally. Anecdotal reports, by which 
we mean either individual cases or small case series, are generally regarded as providing 
poor quality evidence. They therefore usually require formal verification through robust 
epidemiological studies or clinical trials, although a minority are actually verified. 
However, we propose that some adverse drug reactions are so convincing, even without 
traditional chronological causal criteria such as challenge tests, that a well documented 
anecdotal report can provide convincing evidence of a causal association and further 
verification is not needed. Such reactions could serve as gold standards for use, for 
example, when validating pharmacovigilance systems or assessing the quality of 
systematic reviews of adverse drug reactions and the methods used to perform them. 
Specificity of an adverse drug reaction has previously been discussed as a concept … 
but to our knowledge has never been fully developed [33]. [Emphasis added] 

Citizens have been led to expect their communications with government and submitting 
Incident Reports and Complaints would lead to action. For example, in 2017, Ontario’s 
environment minister told the Legislature “When people call … [staff] respond quickly 
and they enforce the law… No one should have to suffer noise or noise pollution from 
any source, and certainly not wind turbines in their community” [34]. 
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5. Conclusions 

Those submitting Incident Reports/Complaints look forward to resolution and remedy to 
their satisfaction as soon as possible. In the meantime, based on the review of the 
Ontario Government documents, the Incident Reports/Complaints file is persuasive. It 
appears that the government has sufficient information to regard wind turbine noise 
emissions as a problem of public health importance and to dedicate efforts towards 
resolution. 

Indications are that under Section 9 of the Ontario EPA (Environmental Protection Act) 
warrants an enforcement response from government. Section 1(1) defines “adverse 
effect”, specifically, to mean one or more of: 

1) Impairment of the quality of the natural environment for any use that can be made of 
it, 

2) Injury or damage to property or to plant or animal life, 

3) Harm or material discomfort to any person, 

4) An adverse effect on the health of any person, 

5) Impairment of the safety of any person, 

6) Rendering any property or plant or animal life unfit for human use, 

7) Loss of enjoyment of normal use of property, and 

8) Interference with the normal conduct of business [35]. 

The evidence continues to indicate that the current Ontario IWT noise guidelines and 
setbacks are not working as expected. There is an opportunity for 
the Ontario government to enforce the EPA and: 

・ Acknowledge that many Ontario families are experiencing adverse effects from living 
near IWT; 

・ Consider the formal Incident Reports/Complaints as an early warning and public 
health surveillance tool; 

・ Review its noise guidelines to ensure they are protective of health; 

・ Ensure enforcement of existing regulations; and 

・ Take action such as issuing orders for regulatory abatement and possible shutdown 
of IWTs which are affecting families. 

Records of Incident Reports and other forms of complaint are a valuable tool on the 
evaluation of programs and particularly where they are related to health, should guide 
policy and action to protect health. 
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