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        25 September 2014 
Dear Mr. Kramp, 
 
RE:  Proposed Industrial Wind Turbines on the south shore of Prince Edward County (PEC)  
 
The Green Energy Act (GEA) was imposed on municipalities without environmental (or economic) reviews; 
studies of the effects on wildlife survival/injury, habitat or migration or on human health; or consideration 
of public input. It is contrary to federal, as well as provincial, Acts and Laws already in place, including 
Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Convention Act and Common Law Rights of Landowners. It has 
often been imposed over the strenuous objections of the majority of local residents. Had the provincial and 
federal Acts and laws been respected, the Industrial Wind Turbine (IWT) projects on the south shore of 
Prince Edward County (PEC) would not be considered, let alone be near approval. This is detailed below, in 
the following sections: 

1. Proposed Industrial Wind Turbines  
2. Location/Environmental Concerns  
3. Federal Acts, Policies, Position and Responsibilities (with specific questions)  
4. Legal Rights of Citizens (with specific questions) 
5. Suggested Solutions 

1. Proposed Industrial Wind Turbines: Two corporations are planning to erect industrial wind turbines on 
the south shore of PEC: one was approved, overturned in an ERT and is approaching a second appeal of that 
decision (Gilead Power Corp., at Ostrander Point ), the other has been deemed complete by Ministry of 
Environment (MOE) (Wpd White Pines, adjacent to the Ostrander).  There are additional proposals for wind 
turbine projects off-shore of the County. 

2. Location/Environmental Concerns: The south shore of PEC is a peninsula whose geographic location 
and diversity of habitats causes it to have the highest concentration and abundance of migratory birds on 
the Canadian side of Lake Ontario (Sprague 2000). It is part of the PEC South Shore Important Bird Area 
(IBA).  (Attachment 1, extracts from Environment Canada (EC), Bird Studies Canada)   

Of the imminent on-shore IWT projects, one is to be located entirely on the IBA; the other has 13 turbines 
proposed to be located in the IBA and another 8 turbines just outside its boundary. 

The only regional example from which to predict impacts is the nearby Wolfe Island project, which has one 
of the highest annual rates of casualties in North America and the highest in Canada during past migration 
seasons. 1,2 (Appendix 6) Evidence from Wolfe Island indicates that similar coastal and shoreline locations 
may also have high mortality rates (US Fish and Wildlife Service

2
). In fact, the PEC South Shore IBA  would likely 

have a higher mortality rate, since it is a peninsula, the proposed IWTs are larger, and the area’s IBA is 
known to have a higher density of migrating birds than Point Pelee. The Wolfe Island analyses did not 
include adequate details to allow further prediction (e.g. if the turbines nearest shoreline, wetlands, 
grassland etc. caused the greatest mortality). The PEC wind turbine project can be anticipated to affect the 
function and significance of the IBA and the National Wildlife Area (NWA). 

                                                 
1
 http://www.transalta.com/sites/default/files/PCFP_Report5_Dec2011.pdf 

2
 http://www.briloon.org/uploads/BRI_Documents/Wildlife_and_Renewable_Energy/BRI%20Final%20Report%20to%20USFWS%20-

%20Bird%20and%20bat%20migration%20in%20NY%202013%20-%20grindstone.pdf 

http://www.transalta.com/sites/default/files/PCFP_Report5_Dec2011.pdf
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3. Federal Acts, Policies, Position and Responsibilities  

a. Twenty-three federally-listed species at risk have been recorded on the peninsula.  (Attachment 2) 
As per the Nov. 5, 2013 report by Neil Maxwell (Interim Commissioner for the Environment and 
Sustainable Development), EC, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and Parks Canada have not met their 
legal requirements for establishing recovery strategies, action plans, and management plans 
under the Species at Risk Act. 146 recovery strategies,  90% of the action plans,  42% of 
management plans for species of special concern (31 March 2013). As EC is responsible for 
implementing the Endangered Species Act, what role does EC have in the protection of this area 
from the industrial development planned?   What is the status of the Recovery Strategy, action plan 
and management plan regarding the ESA for the PEC area/Great Lakes Basin? 
 

b. The PEC south shore peninsula is a major migratory route. EC is behind the 2010 deadlines for 
completing its 25 Bird Conservation Region Strategies. Without these strategies, conservation 
programs are not in effect. The EC describes the PEC south shore as “now the largest and most 
important area of grassland in the Northeast, providing habitat for such species as Henslow's 
Sparrow and Bobolink. ... This physiographic area also is extremely important to stopover migrants, 
attracting some of the largest concentrations of migrant passerines, hawks, shorebirds, and 
waterbirds in eastern North America. Much of these concentrations are along threatened lakeshore 
habitats.” https://www.ec.gc.ca/mbc-com/default.asp?lang=En&n=F43BE8A4-1 As EC is responsible for implementing 
the Migratory Bird Convention Act, what role does EC have in the protection of this area from the 
industrial development planned?  What is the status of the Conservation Strategy for the PEC 
area/Great Lakes Basin (part of Region 13)? 

 
c. Canadian Wildlife Services’ 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 the south shore of PEC. 
(Attachment 3) As EC stated in a letter to Ministry of Natural Resources, referring to Ostrander 
Point (February 24, 2010, p. 1): "The Study Area contains unique habitats (i.e., alvar, open 
woodland) that are uncommon in southern Ontario.  In terms of overall quality, it is one of the best 
areas for birds EC has seen in southern Ontario.  EC agrees that this project merits a Level 4 
Category of Concern. . .".  As CWS has stated that turbines should not be placed in such an area, 
what role does EC have in the protection of this area from the industrial development planned?    

 
d. No cumulative effect assessments to consider other proposed and existing wind turbines have been 

performed, although the industrial turbines are lining the north side of the Great Lakes Basin. The 
CEAA [Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency] requires that an environmental assessment 
examine the expected cumulative effects that the project will have on the environment. 
(Attachment 4)  Prince Edward County South Shore is the last undeveloped land along the northern 
shore of Lake Ontario. A turbine project across the lake at Cape Vincent, NY has been terminated. A 
proposed project on adjacent Amherst Island awaits approval. Gilead Power is attempting to lease 
extensive lands on the mainland shoreline between Amherst and Prince Edward for another project 
proposal. The turbine project on Wolfe Island has caused the highest mortality rate of birds and bats 
in North America with the exception of Altamont pass in California; it has displaced indigenous and 
wintering species populations. As CEAA requires a full cumulative effect assessment for the area, 
what role will EC take in the protection of this area from the industrial development planned? 

 
e. The provincial Technical Guide for Renewable Energy Approvals indicates that applicants with wind 

facilities with the potential to impact migratory birds must inform EC. No input from EC was 
obtained for the wpd White Pines project. Although EC did provide comments to MNR regarding 
the Gilead project, none of EC’s supporting comments were addressed (pp. 2-7 of EC’s letter), yet 
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they are pertinent to Federal Acts.  As wpd was required to inform EC of the White Pine project, 
and Gilead should have addressed the comments given by EC that relate to federal jurisdiction 
(migration, federal species at risk),  what role will EC take in the protection of this area from the 
industrial development planned?    

 
f. The Canadian Wildlife Service’s requirements state that off-shore wind projects proceed in close 

collaboration with the regional CWS office, and should include 2-year baseline information and 
follow-up requirements such as an estimation of numbers of waterbirds moving through and 
feeding in the area at various times of the day and the year, as well as their direction and height of 
flight. (The EC, Canadian Wildlife Service: Wind Turbines and Birds: A Guidance Document for Environmental Assessment  Wind 

Turbines and Birds V. 6, 2006, Section 8.5 http://www.bape.gouv.qc.ca/sections/mandats/eole_matane/documents/DB15.pdf)  What 
role does EC have in imposing these requirements for the protection of this area from the industrial 
development planned?    

 
g. EC is the lead agency on the International Convention on Biological Diversity, a 1992 treaty signed 

by 193 countries. Yet it gives less protection of its Important Bird Areas than many European and 
some African countries. As per the Nov. 5, 2013 report by Neil Maxwell,  “One of Canada’s main 
approaches to protecting biodiversity is to establish protected areas to maintain habitat for wildlife, 
including migratory birds and species at risk..” (http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/ 

English/osm_20131105_e_38769.html; http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/English/parl_cesd_201311_06_e_38676.html) What 
action will EC take in preserving biodiversity from the industrial development planned on migratory 
pathways? Can such areas be established as protected areas in a rapid timeframe?    

 
4. Legal Rights of Citizens 

a. Public Participation: The Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999 (CEPA) establishes a public 
registry (CEPA Environmental Registry  www.ec.gc.ca/CEPARegistry/default.cfm) that improves the public's access to 
environmental information with the aim of encouraging and supporting public participation in 
environmental decision-making through access to various documents arising from the 
administration of the Act. It gives citizens the right to sue where a CEPA violation results in 
significant harm to the environment and the Federal Government fails to take appropriate action. 
Need Canadians go to court for environmental protection? 

 
b. Health and the Precautionary Principle:  The Health Canada Decision-Making Framework for 

Identifying, Assessing, and Managing Health Risks (August 1, 2000) states that "... the government of 
Canada is committed to implementing the precautionary principle that, where there are threats of 
serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for 
postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation". (http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ahc-

asc/pubs/hpfb-dgpsa/risk-risques_tc-tm-eng.php#a13)  There have been many publicly-reported cases in which 
Canadians, including children (http://wepat.wordpress.com/2013/05/06/submission-risk-of-harm-to-children-and- industrial-

wind-turbines%e2%80%8f/), have suffered, and continue to suffer serious sleep disturbance and continuing 
adverse health effects from nearby wind turbine installations . If results of the current Health Canada 
(HC) Research Study shows a trend between adverse health effects and nearby wind turbines, will HC 
impose a moratorium on the operation of wind turbines in close proximity to residences, or increase 
the setback, until further research can establish a scientifically-justified safe setback distance?   

 
c. Property Rights and Safety: 

(i)   The UN Economic Commission for Europe (of which Canada is a member) has disciplined the UK 
for not giving citizens ample input regarding placement of turbines. Cited was the Aarhus 
Convention, which Canada helped to create but did not sign, as Canada claimed that we already 

http://www.bape.gouv.qc.ca/sections/mandats/eole_matane/documents/DB15.pdf
http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/%20English/osm_20131105_e_38769.html
http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/%20English/osm_20131105_e_38769.html
http://www.ec.gc.ca/CEPARegistry/default.cfm
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ahc-asc/pubs/hpfb-dgpsa/risk-risques_tc-tm-eng.php#a13
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ahc-asc/pubs/hpfb-dgpsa/risk-risques_tc-tm-eng.php#a13
http://wepat.wordpress.com/2013/05/06/submission-risk-of-harm-to-children-and-%20industrial-wind-turbines%e2%80%8f/
http://wepat.wordpress.com/2013/05/06/submission-risk-of-harm-to-children-and-%20industrial-wind-turbines%e2%80%8f/
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had those rights. (a) The Ontario Government has usurped the power of our municipalities to 
regulate wind turbine matters.  (b) When expert reports that identified science-based gaps and 
errors in the wpd REA documents were submitted by citizens to the provincial government, the 
Minister’s response made clear that those issues would not be addressed.  What role does 
federal government have regarding individual rights described in the Aarhus Convention? 

(ii)  The BNA Act gave Canadians the right for use and enjoyment of their property. With IWTs 
permitted to be within 100 m of a property line, 450 m of the property is unsafe for walking, 
sleeping, building etc. (550 m has been arbitrarily accepted as safe by the province). Setbacks 
should be scientifically-based and to the property line. There have been NO unbiased, science-
based studies to define a safe zone. As the intent of the Charter was not to deprive Canadians of 
rights to their land, can Canada affect the setback being to the property line? 

(iii) The Supreme Court of Canada as recently as March, 2014 confirmed the right to compensation of 
anyone who has suffered a business loss or lessening of property value because of the 
construction of something authorized by statute (Antrim case). Construction of industrial wind 
turbines, authorized by the Green Energy Act, will affect value of businesses and properties in 
PEC. Need Canadians go to court for rightful compensation? 

 
Canadian Wind Energy Association with its 18 legal firms has been involved in ERT/Appeals by corporations 
with the  Ministry of Environment, vs. citizens, in order to preserve the ability of their more than 290 
member corporations to build IWTs on the shores of the Great Lake Basin.  The citizens are personally 
paying lawyers to protect the environment and their rights to enjoy personal health and their own 
property. Is this Natural Justice, which is defined as “the rule against bias, and the right to a fair hearing”? A 
system that has resulted in only one approval in 29 project appeals to ERTs –and that one revoked after the 
same government department  that set up the ERT appealed it (in concert with the corporation)?  

5. Suggested Solutions:  

1. EC enforce the Migratory Bird Convention Act and Endangered Species Act to not allow industrial 
development on and off the south shore of PEC. 

2. A protective designation be put in place, such as the PEC south shore peninsula is made a Park. The 
south shore of PEC has at least as many migratory and breeding birds as Point Pelee. It is a 
proposed ANSI, fulfills the criteria of National and Regional Ecological Sensitivity Criteria3, and EC 
list it as a Level 4 Category of Concern. Both are IBAs, yet only the latter is a Ramsar Convention 
Site, Biosphere Reserve – and an Ontario Park.   

3. A 2 km (at minimum) setback be enforced until the results of the US environmental 4and the 

Health Canada Studies are released.  

We look forward to a timely response to this letter, in consideration of the hearing of the Gilead appeal in 

December, 2014, and the imminent approval of wpd.  
 
Regards, 

 
Anne Dumbrille, PhD; Chair, CCSAGE Naturally Green; 538 Morrison Point Road, Milford, ON K0K 2P0; (613) 476-5363

                                                 
3
 https://www.ec.gc.ca/pde-egp/default.asp?lang=En&n=118B4623-1 ; https://www.ec.gc.ca/pde-egp/default.asp?lang=En&n=75F19FC6-1#_on 

4 The US Resolution of 17 September 2014, directing the Joint State Government Commission to conduct a study and report on the scale and impact 
of wind turbines in this Commonwealth, was overwhelmingly adopted by the Pennsylvania House (181-11). This will look at impacts of IWTs on 
areas of forested land and the deaths of thousands of migratory birds, endangered bats and eagles, subsidies and impacts on the electric grid. 
(http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billInfo/billInfo.cfm?sYear=2013&sInd=0&body=H&type=R&bn=925) 

https://www.ec.gc.ca/pde-egp/default.asp?lang=En&n=75F19FC6-1#_on
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billInfo/billInfo.cfm?sYear=2013&sInd=0&body=H&type=R&bn=925
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Attachment 1:  Prince Edward County - A Migration and Breeding Habitat 

(a) Environment Canada Website extract: Prince Edward Point National Wildlife Area (NWA): [located 
beside the Gilead and wpd proposed turbines] http://www.ec.gc.ca/ap-pa/default.asp?lang=En&n=741BB7B6-1   

Reason for Creation of 
protected area   

Significant numbers of migratory birds stopover during spring and fall migration (songbirds, 
waterfowl, raptors), supports rich and diverse breeding bird species, provides habitat for species at 
risk, diversity of habitats including; upland, forest, grassland, coastal and inland wetlands, barrier 
beach, cobble beach, limestone cliffs, pond and Lake Ontario.  

Additional 
designations 

• Part of the International Network of Monarch Butterfly Reserves 
• Part of the Prince Edward County South Shore Important Bird Area of Canada 

Keystone or flagship 
species  

Northern Saw Whet Owl, Monarch Butterfly, Eastern Garter Snake. 

Listed Species under 
the Species at Risk Act 
(SARA) 

30 species of birds at risk recorded as migrants at Prince Edward Point. Seven species at risk 
breeding within the NWA include: threatened Whip-poor-will, Red-headed Woodpecker and 
Bobolink; and special concern species including Monarch Butterfly, and Milksnake. 

Main threats and 
challenges 

Invasive and exotic plants, feral domestic animal species, development pressures (marinas, 
waterfront residential areas, wind power installations. 

Prince Edward Point (NWA) is located about 20 km southeast of Picton, Ontario, along the northeast shore 
of Lake Ontario. The geographic location and diversity of habitats causes a spectacular number of migratory 
passerine birds to concentrate at the tip of the peninsula. Also, large numbers of diurnal and nocturnal 
raptors pass through the area during spring and fall migration. There is no other location on the Canadian 
side of Lake Ontario where birds are known to occur in such high densities during migration. More than 300 
species of birds have been recorded on the point, including songbirds, waterfowl, owls and hawks. In 1998, 
Prince Edward Point was designated part of the Prince Edward County South Shore Important Bird Area 
(IBA) by Bird Life International. 

Due to the tremendous number of migratory birds that pass through the area, the Prince Edward Point Bird 
Observatory was established as a Canadian Migration Monitoring Network station in 1995 within the NWA. 
Some 23 federally-listed species at risk (Schedule 1) have been recorded within the NWA. For listed avian 
species at risk, including the Whip-poor-will, Red-headed Woodpecker and Least Bittern, the NWA serves 
both as an area of respite during migration and as breeding habitat. In addition, Prince Edward Point NWA 
is an important staging area for migrating bats and Monarch Butterflies. 

 (b) Bird Studies Canada Website Extract (http://www.bsc-eoc.org:8086/conservationplans/onprinceedwardsouthshore.pdf ) The 
Prince Edward County South Shore IBA spans the southern shoreline of a region that Clive Goodwin (1995) 
in his Bird Finding Guide to Ontario describes as “one of the premier migrant concentration points in the 
province.” The southern shoreline is one of the few shorelines of Lake Ontario that have remained 
undeveloped. It consists of a natural landscape of about 40 km from Point Petre to Prince Edward Point 
along an alvar-like landscape.   

The Prince Edward County South Shore has been designated a globally significant Important Bird Area (IBA) 
under the congregatory species category, and nationally significant under the threatened species category. 
During spring and fall, the geographical and habitat features of the peninsula that forms Prince Edward 
County act as a funnel for birds on migration. With 336 species of birds recorded in Prince Edward County 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/ap-pa/default.asp?lang=En&n=741BB7B6-1
http://www.ibacanada.com/site.jsp?siteID=ON003&lang=EN
http://www.bsc-eoc.org:8086/conservationplans/onprinceedwardsouthshore.pdf
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and 92% of those observed within the IBA, mostly migrants, this site has the highest concentration and 
abundance of any site on the Canadian side of Lake Ontario (Sprague  2000a, b)5  

(c) IBA Canada Website Extract  (http://www.ibacanada.ca/site.jsp?siteID=ON003) 
 
In total, some 298 species of birds have been recorded at Prince Edward Point with about 220 species being 
recorded during the average year. Most of these species are recorded during migration, although at least 
74 species nest within the area. The number and diversity of landbirds that concentrate in this small area 
during spring and fall migration is outstanding. A total of 162 landbird species (excluding raptors) have been 
recorded at this site including 36 species of wood warbler, 20 species of sparrow, and 12 species of 
flycatcher. Daily censuses during migration indicated that peak numbers of common migrants such as Tree 
Swallow, Blue Jay, Black-capped Chickadee, Golden-crowned Kinglet, Ruby-crowned Kinglet, Yellow-rumped 
Warbler, Dark-eyed Junco and White-throated Sparrow were regularly in the range of 200 to 500 
individuals. When weather conditions caused particularly large concentrations, numbers of these species 
were occasionally in excess of 2,000 birds and in some cases as high as 10,000 (Tree Swallow, Yellow-
rumped Warbler, White-throated Sparrow) or even 70,000 (Dark-eyed Junco).  
 
The shoals and deep waters off the tip of the peninsula are an important waterfowl staging and wintering 
area, for Greater Scaup, Long-tailed Duck and White-winged Scoter. Numbers of scaup (mostly Greater 
Scaup) approach 10,000 regularly (greater than 1% of their estimated N.A. population) with a recent one-
day peak of 39,000 in January 1995. Over the past three years Oldsquaw have also regularly occurred in 
numbers greater than 1% of their estimated N.A. population with one-day peaks of 37,700 and 37,785 in 
January of 1996 and 1997. White-winged Scoters also occur in numbers that regularly exceed 5,000 with 
one day peaks in 1995 and 1996 that exceeded 1% of their estimated N.A. population (12,500 and 15,000 
respectively). Other waterbirds regularly recorded in large numbers include Common Loon, Horned Grebe, 
Common Goldeneye, Common Merganser and Red-breasted Merganser.  
 
During fall migration, large numbers of raptors, both diurnal and nocturnal, move over the Point.  For a 
Summary of bird records available for Prince Edward County South Shore, see the website reference above. 

Conservation Issues:  Bird migration has been monitored at Prince Edward Point from 1975 to 1981 and 
from 1995 to present. As a result of these monitoring initiatives Prince Edward Point was designated as a 
National Wildlife Area in 1980, specifically to protect the large numbers and diversity of landbirds which use 
the area during spring and fall migration. The point was also designated as an International Monarch 
Butterfly Reserve in 1995.  

 

(d) The White Pines Wind Project REA documents quoted the  Canadian Migration Monitoring Network 
and an Acadia University study, acknowledging that the PEC south shore is a globally significant 
concentration area for landbirds during both spring and fall migration periods, and that about 300 species 
of birds been recorded there, about 220 species recorded per year, mostly as migrants. 6

  

  

                                                 
5
 Sprague, R.T. 2000a Prince Edward County: Field Checklist of Birds (2000). Prince Edward Chamber of Tourism and Commerce, Picton, Ontario.  

Sprague, R.T. 2000b Fifth Annual Prince Edward County Birding Festival http://www.pec.on.ca/naturestuff/events_festival.html (Dec 2000)  
6
 Ewert, D.N., et al. 2006. Migratory Bird Stopover Site Attributes in the Western Lake Erie Basin Final report to The George Gund Foundation; 

http://canada.wpd.de/uploads/tx_projectdownloads/WPWF_7_NHA___EIS_20120901_Web.pdf 

http://www.ibacanada.ca/site.jsp?siteID=ON003
http://canada.wpd.de/uploads/tx_projectdownloads/WPWF_7_NHA___EIS_20120901_Web.pdf
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Attachment 2:  Birds Protected in Canada under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 and 
Regulations (https://www.ec.gc.ca/nature/default.asp?lang=En&n=496E2702-1) 

The following list presents the families of migratory birds named in Article I of the Convention as amended 
by the 1995 Protocol. It incorporates changes to family taxonomy as published in the American 
Ornithologists’ Union Check-list of North American Birds, seventh edition, up to and including the 52nd 
Supplement to the Check-list, published in the scientific journal The Auk (Chesser et al., 2011). Those found 
on the south shore of Prince Edward County are indicated by a red asterisk.  

1. Migratory Game Birds: 

 Anatidae, or waterfowl (ducks*, geese* and swans*); 

 Gruidae (cranes); 

 Rallidae (coots*, gallinules and rails*); 

 Charadriidae (lapwings and plovers*); 

 Haematopodidae (oystercatchers); 

 Recurvirostridae (stilts and avocets); 

 Scolopacidae (sandpipers* and allies); and 

 Columbidae (doves* and wild pigeons). 

2. Migratory Insectivorous Birds: 

 Aegithalidae (long-tailed tits and bushtits); 

 Alaudidae (larks); Horned lark* 

 Apodidae (swifts*); 

 Bombycillidae (waxwings*); 

 Calcariidae (longspurs and buntings); Lapland longspur* 

 Caprimulgidae (goatsuckers); Common nighthawk*, Chuck-will’s widow* 

 Cardinalidae (tanagers*, cardinals*, grosbeaks* and buntings*); 

 Certhiidae (creepers*); 

 Cinclidae (dippers); 

 Cuculidae (cuckoos*); 

 Emberizidae (emberizid sparrows*); 

 Fringillidae (cardueline finches*); 

 Hirundinidae (swallows*); Whip-poor-will* 

 Icteridae (bobolinks*, meadowlarks*, and orioles* 

 Laniidae (shrikes*); 

 Mimidae (catbirds*, mockingbirds*, thrashers*, and allies); 

 Motacillidae (wagtails and pipits); 

 Muscicapidae (Old World flycatchers); 

 Paridae (titmice*); 

 Parulidae (wood-warblers*) 

 Picidae (woodpeckers and allies*); 

 Regulidae (kinglets*); 

 Sittidae (nuthatches*); 

 Polioptilidae (gnatcatchers*); 

 Trochilidae (hummingbirds*); 

 Troglodytidae (wrens*); 

 Turdidae (robins and thrushes*); 

 Tyrannidae (tyrant flycatchers*); and 

 Vireonidae (vireos*). 

(https:/www.ec.gc.ca/nature/default.asp?lang=En&n=496E2702-1
http://www.aou.org/checklist/north/index.php
http://www.aou.org/checklist/north/index.php
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3. Other Migratory Nongame Birds: 

 Alcidae (auks, auklets, guillemots, murres, and puffins); 

 Ardeidae (bitterns* and herons*); 

 Threskiornithidae (ibises*); 

 Diomedeidae (albatrosses); 

 Ciconiidae (storks); 

 Hydrobatidae (storm petrels); 

 Procellariidae (petrels and shearwaters); 

 Sulidae (gannet); strays 

 Podicipedidae (grebes*); 

 Laridae (gulls and terns*); 

 Stercorariidae (jaegers), and 

 Gaviidae (loons*). 

In general, birds not falling under federal jurisdiction within Canada include grouse, quail, pheasants, 
ptarmigan, hawks, owls, eagles, falcons, cormorants, pelicans, crows, jays, kingfishers, and some species of 
blackbirds.  Note that many of these also migrate across Prince Edward Point. Of special note are Peregrine 
Falcons and a large number of Golden Eagles. 

 

Species Listed Federally as Endangered that have been recorded on the South Shore of PEC 

Birds 

Some 23 federally-listed species at risk have been recorded on the peninsula, which serves as an 
area of respite during migration and as breeding habitat. This includes the Whip-poor-will, Red-
headed Woodpecker and Least Bittern.  (EC Website)  

Additional federally listed avian species at risk (excluding raptors), include the following: 

Endangered :  Acadian Flycatcher,  Horned Lark, King Rail, Piping Plover, Loggerhead Shrike, 
Henslow's Sparrow, Kirtland's Warbler 

Threatened:  Hooded Warbler, Lapland longspur, Common Nighthawk, Chuck-will’s Widow, 
Whip-poor-will 

Vulnerable include:  Eastern Bluebird 

 
Bats 
 
In 2012, an emergency assessment subcommittee of COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered 
Wildlife in Canada) assessed the status of the Little Brown Bat and Northern Long-ear Bat, both of which 
are found in the proposed area. All three species were assessed as endangered, although they have not yet 
been listed federally.
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Attachment 3:  Environment Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service: Wind Turbines and Birds: A Guidance 

Document for Environmental Assessment   
 

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 the south shore of PEC. 

 The presence of a bird species listed as “at risk” by the SARA, COSEWIC or provincial/territorial threat ranking, or the 
presence of the residence(s) of individuals of that species if listed under the SARA, or of its critical habitat. To be of 
concern, either the bird or its residence or critical habitat must be considered to be potentially affected by the project; 

 Site is in an Important Bird Area; 

 Site is adjacent to a National Wildlife Area; 

 Site of fall migration of large concentrations of raptors; 

 Site is on a known migration corridor; 

 Site contains shoreline on a peninsula; 

 Site will disrupt large contiguous wetland habitat; 

 Site located close to significant migration staging area for waterfowl; 

 Site contains species of high conservation concern, eg. Aerial flight displays, PIF/CWS priority species; 

 Site is recognized as provincially important alvar habitat type; 

 Site is adjacent to a heronry. 

Wind Turbines and Birds V. 6, 2006 (http://www.bape.gouv.qc.ca/sections/mandats/eole_matane/documents/DB15.pdf) 

Section 3.1 Site selection considerations: The proponent should consult Table 1 and examine the factors 
that determine whether a site has a higher level of concern or whether it may entail special considerations. 
If the site has these factors, the proponent may wish to choose another site that presents less risk to birds, 
prior to initiating the environmental assessment. 
 
Table 1. Site sensitivity – All criteria are met by south shore PEC  

Potential 
Sensitivity 

Determining factor 

Very high 
 

 The presence of a bird species listed as “at risk” by the SARA, COSEWIC or provincial/territorial threat ranking, or the 
presence of the residence(s) of individuals of that species if listed under the SARA, or of its critical habitat. To be of concern, 
either the bird or its residence or critical habitat must be considered to be affected by the project. 

 Site contains, or is adjacent to, a large or important bird colony, such as herons, gulls, terns and seabirds. 

 Site contains significant staging or wintering area for waterfowl or shorebirds, or significant areas of bird 
concentrations. 

 Site is in, or is adjacent to, an area recognised as nationally important for birds (e.g., by being located in or adjacent to 
a National Wildlife Area, Migratory Bird Sanctuary, Important Bird Area, National Park, Western Hemisphere Shorebird 
Reserve Network (WHSRN) site, or similar area specifically designated to protect birds. 

 Site contains large concentrations of raptors. 

 Site is on a known migration corridor. 

High  Site contains one or more landform factors that concentrate birds (e.g., islands, shoreline, ridge, peninsula or other landform that 

may funnel bird movement) or significantly increase the relative height of the turbines. 
 Project will disrupt large contiguous wetland or forest habitat that may be of importance to birds. 

 Site is located between habitats where large local bird movements occur, or is close to significant migration staging or 
wintering area for waterfowl or shorebirds. 

 Site contains, or is adjacent to, a small colony of colonial birds, such as herons, gulls, terns, or seabirds. 

 Site is subject to increased bird activity from the presence of a large heron, gull, tern or seabird colony located in the 
vicinity of the site. 

 Site is subject to increased bird activity from the presence of an area recognised as nationally important for birds (e.g., a 
National Wildlife Area, Migratory Bird Sanctuary, Important Bird Area, National Park, or similar area protected provincially 
or territorially because of its importance to birds). 

 Site contains species of high conservation concern (e.g., birds known to have aerial flight displays, PIF/CWS priority species, etc.). 

Medium  Site is recognised as regionally or locally important to birds, or contains regionally significant habitat types. 

Special 
considerations 

 Presence of a SARA listed species (not just birds) or the residence(s) or critical habitat for a SARA listed species that might 
be affected by the project. 

http://www.bape.gouv.qc.ca/sections/mandats/eole_matane/documents/DB15.pdf
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required  Proposed project is located offshore. 

Attachment 4:  Environment Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service: Wind Turbines and Birds: A Guidance 
Document for Environmental Assessment:   Section 9.2 Considering cumulative 
environmental effects 

 
The CEAA requires that an environmental assessment examine the expected cumulative effects that the 
project will have on the environment. These are effects “that are likely to result from the project in 
combination with other projects or activities that have been or will be carried out” (CEAA ss.16 (1) (a)) (see Hegmann 

et al., 1999 for more information, available at: http://www.ceaaacee.gc.ca/0011/0001/0004/index_e.htm).  
 
For wind farms, two types of cumulative effects are most important: disturbance and loss of habitat 
associated with construction and operation, and direct mortality of birds caused by the turbines. When 
undertaking a cumulative effects assessment, a proponent should not only consider other wind farms in the 
area (both disturbance and mortality factors), but any other structure or project that may affect birds… 
 
One aspect that should be mentioned regarding cumulative effects is that there is still a certain degree of 
scientific uncertainty related to mortality effects of turbines on birds, including whether siting multiple 
turbines in certain geographic area such as along a shoreline that concentrates bird migration will lead to 
an increase in bird mortality or loss of habitat function. In such cases, intensive baseline data collection and 
follow-up programs are likely to be recommended. 
 
 

 

Attachment 5: Nature Canada Comments To EC on Gilead IWTs: Refrence to Wolfe Island (extract)   
 
The only regional example from which to predict impacts is the nearby Wolfe Island Wind Energy Park, 
which has been operating for about 2.5 years. TransAlta's Wolfe Island Wind Energy Park has one of the 
highest annual rates of casualties in North America and the highest in Canada, reporting 16.5 birds per 
turbine and 43.7 bats per turbine, based on the 6 month study period from July 1 to December 31, 2010. 
This would amount to approximately 1500 birds and about 3800 bats killed over a one year period, 
assuming similar casualty rates for the other months. 
 
Swallows, swifts and nightjars declined by over 80% over the last 40 years. Wind turbines constructed and 
operating in congregatory locations for swallows such as the southern coastline of Prince Edward County, 
or Wolfe Island poses a disproportionate risk to this declining group of birds. Tree Swallow and Purple 
Martin in particular, have suffered the highest casualty rates of all species at the nearby Wolfe Island wind 
farm, with several casualties occurring in the July and August period that was not monitored by Stantec. 
Swallows are aerial insectivores, and hunt at various heights depending upon air pressure and prey height. 
This, combined with evidence that wind turbines attract insects, predisposes swallows to the risk of 
collision with turbine blades. The highest numbers of individuals for all species of swallows occurred within 
the first five days of the fall sampling period, and for three of the species on the very first day (August 12), 
suggesting that Stantec did not adequately document the migration of Swallows.  
 
For more information on Wolfe Island, see also:  TransAlta Report 
(http://www.transalta.com/sites/default/files/PCFP_Report5_Dec2011.pdf) and US Fish and Wildlife Report: Migratory Bird and 
Bat Monitoring in the Thousand Islands Region of New York State 
(http://www.briloon.org/uploads/BRI_Documents/Wildlife_and_Renewable_Energy/BRI%20Final%20Report%20to%20USFWS%20-
%20Bird%20and%20bat%20migration%20in%20NY%202013%20-%20grindstone.pdf).

 

 

http://www.ceaaacee.gc.ca/0011/0001/0004/index_e.htm
http://www.transalta.com/sites/default/files/PCFP_Report5_Dec2011.pdf

