
Comment on wpd’s White Pines Wind Project: Deadline MAY 10, 2014 
 

Please send in your comments on wpd's “White Pines” industrial wind project by May 10.  This is your 

opportunity to address the negative impacts of the turbine project that concern you. These concerns 

can be about the entire turbine proposal or specific to one or more turbines or collector lines. They can 

be supported by referencing reports on wpd's website.   

  

To help with your letter, below are some issues that have been identified that may strike a chord with 

you. More information on submitting comments can be found on APPEC’s website (APPEC.ca). 

 

Information about where to send your letter can be found at: http://tinyurl.com/ljyare6  or sent to: 

Ramona Afante, Ministry of the Environment, Operations Division, Environmental Approvals Branch, 

Approval Services, 2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 12A, Toronto Ontario M4V 1L5. 

 

Heritage Assessment:  

 

Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) are in place to protect heritage. Their comments on 

wpd's revised Heritage Report say at least three turbines are a heritage issue that can only be mitigated 

by avoidance/removal --- but that would affect the economic viability of the project so no action is 

required.  And that did not include T04, with planned location that will destroy the vista at the icon of 

the town of Milford, Mount Tabor. 

 

It is not the mandate of that Ministry (or of MOE) to determine, and make decisions based on, economic 

viability of Corporations. Even if it were, the average size of other wpd industrial wind turbine projects 

worldwide is 7 to 9 turbines – so exclusion of several would not impact the viability of the project.  Also, 

if economics affect decisions, the report that demonstrated that, as a tourist-based economy, Prince 

Edward County would lose $40 million if turbines are constructed should be considered. (Taylor, 2010) 

 

At a minimum, the Ministry report should be reissued, identifying the sensitive properties/structures 

and the specific turbines that would need to be removed from the project as the only viable means of 

mitigating their impacts on cultural values.  

 

Natural Heritage (environment):  

 

A. Important Bird Area (IBA):  Of the 29 industrial turbines, 12 will be located within the Prince Edward 

County South Shore Important Bird Area (IBA), 6 within woodland and wetlands and 6 in woodland 

setback areas of 120 m. A further 8 are planned on the northern border of the IBA. This IBA has 

been designated a globally significant IBA under the waterfowl species category, and nationally 

significant under the threatened species category.  Environment Canada’s Guidance Document: 

Wind Turbines and Birds V. 8.2, p.21, 2007 lists 11 criteria of a site where turbines should not be 

sited – all are met by this IBA. In addition, the website of the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and 



Food (Premier Wynne’s own Ministry) states “Make sure turbines are sited away from migratory 

bird corridors”. Clearly, the south shore of PEC is the wrong location for turbines. 

The ecological importance of this IBA and the adjacent area (also to be devastated by industrial 

turbines) has caused MNR to consider it a candidate ANSI.  There is too great an ecological risk to 

permit this project to be approved in this area. 

B. Wetlands/streams: The report under-represents the wetlands and streams. As a result, it is not 

known if the turbines will be inside the allowed 120 m of a significant wetland or wildlife habitat. 

o With these areas being underestimated, the turbines may irreversibly impact breeding habitat. 

For example, as amphibian habitat was not correctly identified, proper studies were not done, 

and so mitigations not given.   

o This is also the case for other animals that lay eggs in or near water, such as some turtles. The 

assessments should be repeated when the land is correctly mapped. 

 

C. Alvar: The natural heritage report under-represents the extent of alvar landscape.  As a result, the 

effect of excavation into bedrock and its impact on altered surface water drainage patterns have not 

been adequately evaluated. 

 

D. Water flow: The report does not consider the importance of seasonal flows in this area.  

o A much more thorough survey of the surface water systems, conducted in the appropriate 

season is required. Then, an assessment of potential impacts can be made.  

o Constructed trenches, including those for connector lines, may alter surface water flow. Where 

the land is very flat, the trenches could result in reversing direction of water flow, leaving some 

areas atypically dry. 

o This would result in damaging breeding habitat and other ecology that the land supports. 

o This needs to be addressed before the REA is approvable. 

 

E. Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI): Several industrial turbines, a sub-station and access 

roads are planned to be located in and near the ANSI associated with the Provincial Wildlife Area, 

and 5 turbines are planned within the Black Creek ANSI.  

o Environmental impact studies were not performed for the Candidate Provincially Significant Life 

Science ANSI and the regionally significant Black Creek Valley Marshes and Forest Life Science 

ANSI.   

o As wpd failed to assess the significance of the candidate ANSI using the criteria provided by 

MNR, they have not met the requirements and the REA is not approvable.  

o In fact, no development should be permitted within the Black Creek Provincially Significant ANSI 

(neither turbines, access roads, collector lines within 50 m) as the activities would affect its 

integrity.  

 

F. Species at Risk:  There are several listed species found in or near the proposed industrial area. 

o Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark and Eastern Whip-poor-Will:  A possible “overall benefit permit” 

for these species has been posted.  The Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark are two of the 5 most 

common species reported in the White Pines study area grassland. Overall benefit to the species 

throughout the local area, or Ontario, is not achievable through the destruction of the ANSIs and 



alvar habitat found in PEC.    South PEC provides an ideal habitat for Bobolink and Eastern 

Meadowlark that includes the Atlantic migratory flyway, weather patterns, soil composition and 

depth, relative isolation, low intensity farming practices, and a small population of humans.  

Simply locating another “suitable habitat” of at least equivalent, or even greater, size cannot be 

considered an overall benefit to the species.  

This is supported by MNR publications. The MNR Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for the 

Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark states: “adult Bobolink is positively related to the previous 

season’s breeding success” and regarding Eastern Meadowlark:  “Adults of both sexes exhibit 

site fidelity to previous breeding sites”. The MNR General Habitat Description for the Eastern 

Whip-poor-Will states:  “Whip-poor-Will’s exhibit nest site fidelity.”  

 

As any site selected as compensation land for the habitat destroyed in southern PEC would need 

to be suitable if not superior habitat, the “compensation land” would therefore already support 

a population of Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark and Eastern Whip-poor-Will.    By simply 

protecting the “compensation lands”, there would be no net increase in the amount of land 

available as Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark and Eastern Whip-poor-Will habitat.  Also, the 

potential relocation of Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark and Eastern Whip-poor-Will must be 

considered within the context of the existing and proposed Turbine Installations throughout the 

area immediately surrounding the proposed sites (Ostrander Point, Wolfe Island, Amherst 

Island, etc.) And there have over 30 notices posted on the EBR within a year on Bobolink and 

Meadowlark, mostly for Renewable energy projects.  Overall benefits for these species and the 

Eastern Whip-poor-will cannot be met with such a level of industrial development on their living 

and nesting spaces.   

 

o Little Brown Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat:  As wpd undertook no studies for migratory bats 

other than looking for hibernacula/maternity roosts, the numbers are unknown. The bat 

monitoring report from nearby Wolfe Island indicates high bat mortality rates. The Gilead Radar 

monitoring (for adjacent Ostrander Point Wind Facility) also indicates high levels of bat 

movement.  Bat migration studies must be undertaken in this area to ensure the appropriate 

protection of Ontario’s threatened bat population.   

 

G. Migratory Pathway: Evaluation of the Migratory Pathway (Significant Wildlife Habitat) that passes 

over the proposed project is required.  

o For the Ostrander IWT project, MNR stated that they recognize the importance of the Lake 

Ontario shoreline on migration, and the fact that birds may be at higher risk due to the nature 

and location of the site. Therefore, they strongly recommended the post-construction 

monitoring plan include adaptive management and operational control options. This should also 

be in the Monitoring Plan in the White Pines Natural Areas Management Strategy. 

o The project should not be approved until the monitoring plan, including adaptive management 

and operational control options, has been reviewed by the public, and the input considered and 

commented upon. 

 

H. Monitoring Plan: The wpd Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan is inadequate. It requires 

additional detail and commitment.  The revised Plan should be reviewed and commented upon by 

the public prior to the REA being approved. 

o Amphibians and reptiles: 



i. Baseline (before construction) surveys on amphibians and reptiles should be required, 

consistent with Environment Canada’s Recommended Protocols for Monitoring Impacts of 

Wind Turbines on Birds (2007).  

ii. Wpd’s Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan does not include reptiles, amphibians and 

other wildlife confirmed in the study area. The plan should include assessment, monitoring 

and mitigation for disturbance effects of these species, including habitat loss and its 

disturbance from turbine construction and new access roads.  

o Birds: 

i. Monitoring of effects to migrating landbirds should be 4 days/week in May, and mid-August 

through October (as per Gilead/Ostrander), not just the weekly monitoring proposed. 

ii. Wpd does not describe plans or commitment to monitor songbirds. Environment Canada 

(2007) states a commitment to 20 point counts in each major habitat site is required. 

iii. Wpd’s Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan does not include raptors or migratory 

waterbirds/ waterfowl. The Plan should be modified to include pre- and post-construction 

monitoring of these birds. 

o Butterflies:  Wpd’s Environmental Effects Monitoring Plan does not include the Monarch 

Butterfly, even though the nearby Prince Edward Point National Wildlife Area is part of the 

International Network of Monarch Butterfly Reserves. As the butterflies fly at turbine height, 

and this project is on the migration path, baseline assessment and monitoring is required. 

o Fatalities: 

i. Monitoring raptor fatalities should be every 3 days or more (as recommended by 

Environment Canada), not just at 10 turbines weekly and 19 turbines monthly May through 

October. Monitoring should be required beyond the 3 years proposed if deaths are over a 

defined number. This is critical as data from the Wolfe Island turbines indicate that numbers 

may exceed the provincial recommendation.  

ii. Monitoring bird and bat carcasses should be at all turbines, not just the 10 turbines 

proposed. Mortality rates will not be consistent at all turbines or clusters.  Search areas for 

fatalities should be 100 m, not the 50 m proposed. (Environment Canada, 2007, 

recommendation).  Searches for fatalities should be complete, as recommended by 

Environment Canada (2007), using dogs if necessary, and not exclude turbines where 

“vegetation cover precludes searches”.  


