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Putting the Green Back into Green Energy

Green Energy Projects



Typical Green Energy Projects

« Wind Energy — windmill towers
(7 —75 MW)
« Solar Energy — ground mounted

racking with either stationary or
static panels (10 — 50 MW)

« Over 30 renewable energy
projects in Ontario




Green Energy Projects

What makes green energy projects different?
Shorter construction duration (often <18 months);
Rural locations with limited drainage infrastructure;
Unique approvals;

Often completed using turn-key contracts.

Ultimate SWM strategy is reliant on restoration vegetation
to mitigate the impacts of development
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Putting the Green Back into Green Energy

SWM/ESC Approach



SWM Approach

Green energy projects result in an improvement of hydrologic
characteristics on many sites by converting active agricultural lands to
permanent meadow grass COVer.

SWM design is most vulnerable during construction and becomes more
resilient over time as vegetation establishes.
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ESC Approach

 |nextricably linked to SWM design

» Successful SWM plans must also
mitigate erosion




Putting the Green Back into Green Energy

Site Challenges
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Putting the Green Back into Green Energy

SWM and ESC Strategies



Stormwater Impacts of
Green Energy Projects

« Changes to internal drainage
« Creation of impervious areas
« Reduction in vegetated cover

How do we mitigate?
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KEY IN ELEVATION (i.e. 143.3m)

PERMANENT SLOPE
INTERRUPTION BERM

EXISTING GROUND

/— CONTOUR

KEY IN

DISTANCE VARIES
BASED ON SLOPE

TOP OF BERM (i.e. 143.3m)
REFER TO PROFILE VIEW
FOR BERM DETAILS

0.3m{min.

TOPSOIL

CONTOUR

0.3m(min.)
BERM HEIGHT

TOP OF BERM

3(max




. <o SO SLOPE PROTECTION



SOILS
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Soil Conservation Measures

« Tilling/contour ploughing
« Grassed waterways
* Berms










ELEV = 145.320
AD. = —1.75%

K

= 10.000
17.573 VC
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LOW POINT ELEV = 145.147
LOW POINT STA = 0+220.163
PV1 STA = 04216.818
PVI ELEV = 145.079
AD. = 1.95%

K = 15.000

29.312 VC

: 0+202.163

\ HARDENED SURFACE 150mm# ANGULAR RIP
ECQONCRETE COMPLETE WITH
GEOTEXTILE SEE DETAIL SHEET C-500

PROMOTE SHEET FLOW.
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Putting the Green Back into Green Energy

Operation and Maintenance
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Putting the Green Back into Green Energy

Summary



Successful SWM design is dependent on rapid establishment of dense vegetation

SWM design is most vulnerable during construction and becomes more resilient over
time as vegetation establishes

Site SWM/ESC design must consider the following site factors:

» Slopes,

« Solls,

« Surface flow routes — both internal and external, and

« Existing vegetation.

Soil conservation strategies should be integrated to mimic existing hydrologic conditions
Keep the green in Green Energy






TRIECA Conrerence

Thank you to our sponsors: www.trieca.com
‘ Credit Valley Q b{"~/-
A.COM (Z & (Y stantec  p@UATECH — armtec  CIVICA ™
(Jeroner  temafix YNILOCK GEMS Hydros
’ e Simcoe n % .
CONSTRUCTION t_[ !_At. N 'A'g?"xm \ - @ %:r'\‘ser%iation at':‘tﬁgir?ty York Regwn
MEDIA SPONSORS PRINT SPONSOR

Environmental WATER . Toronto and Region
&eonee g CANADA W WARREN'S SCANCECA ‘@ Conservation




