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December 31, 2003

232 Guelph Street

Georgetown, Ontario

L7G 4B1

Att: Ken Whitbread, Manager

       Lynne Richardson, Planner

Dear Ken and Lynne

Thank you for the copy of the Wind Power Policy Development Report of October 6 2003. Superior Wind Energy Inc. (SWEI) appreciates the opportunity to be involved in the public consultation process surrounding the request by the Commission to develop a wind energy policy for the land use under the Niagara Escarpment and Development Act. SWEI supports the submission of the Canadian Wind Energy Association on this NEC policy recommendation.  

This letter centres on the documents sent to us by the NEC and is divided into two parts. 

· Part 1. Clarification of points found in the supporting statements made in the policy document prior to the five recommendations. 

· Part 2. Five concluding recommendations.  The recommendations are made to further both SWEI and the NEC’s desire to formulate a responsible wind policy for lands covered by NEPDA.

Part 1: Comments on Policy Document

COMMENTS ON TOPIC AND SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION SECTION (Pg 1):

This section in the Policy Report: Wind Power Development, October 6 2003 (the Report) serves to provide a few details regarding wind energy in the world and the interest of proponents such as Superior Wind Energy (SWEI) in deploying wind parks on the lands governed by the Niagara Escarpment Development Act.

SWEI’s Comments:

There are a number of reasons for supporting wind within the NEP jurisdiction. The most significant is the wind speed of the wind resource over the Escarpment lands. An examination of the wind resource throughout the NEP shows that most, if not all, the lands have a wind regime of 1-2.5 m/s (meters per second) greater than the abutting lands. The land area covered by the NEPDA is approximately 184,000 hectares. As previously stated in our August 26 2003 correspondence, this SWEI has shown that this represents lands on which may be situated more than 1000 MW of renewable energy resource in the heart of Southern Ontario. 

This is a vital energy resource for the Province of Ontario. The development of new renewable energy resources is a policy priority of this Government. Blanket exclusions suggested by the document would appear to be in conflict with the Government’s renewable energy strategy.

COMMENTS ON THE SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS (Pg 2)

The Report proposes to recommend restrictive turbine development within the NEPDA.

SWEI Comments:

While SWEI agrees with the point that there may be a rationale for exclusion of turbine development in certain areas of high visual impact, we do not agree that the supporting documents present an adequate rational for a blanket exclusion within the NEPDA. 

COMMENTS ON BACKGROUND SECTION (pg2):

The Report states that industry consultation took place. The Report states that “to be viable, wind turbines must generally be located in industrial type groupings”. 

SWEI’s comments:

· SWEI believes that the industry consultation was not broad based. To illustrate this, until CanWEA commented on the September 7th NEC staff policy recommendation at SWEI’s request, CanWEA had never been consulted by NEC staff.

· SWEI’s comment is that viable wind parks are typically comprised, in North America, of 50-70 turbines. However, to describe a wind park as an “industrial type grouping” is misleading and creates the impression of a factory type setting. Today’s modern turbines have a density of approximately 3 units per 100 acres (40 hectares) and the units are widely spaced.  A modern wind park has no air quality or water quality changes usually associated with a factory or an industrial park.

COMMENTS ON ANALYSIS SECTION (pg2):

In the Report, the analysis section outlines the purpose and objectives of the NEPDA.

SWEI Comments:

SWEI presented a proposal of the Blue Highlands wind park to the NEC. SWEI believes that the proposal is in compliance with the objectives of the NEPDA for the following reasons:

· Biological and culturally historic features will be reviewed as part of our current MOE 116/01 Environmental Screening process.

· The wind park will improve the natural environment by reducing Ontario’s dependence on fossil fuels.

· With regard to outdoor recreation:

1. As previously stated in our August 26 2003 and September 5 2003 submissions, tourism is enhance not inhibited, as stated by the NEC, by the installation of wind turbines. For example, in our public consultations, no impact to date on the Bruce Trail Association has been identified in our consultations. 

2. Perhaps the NEC should consider quantifying the GHG impact of the transportation and lodging industry on the natural environment in the area around our proposed wind park. This is a standard study completed by Man and the Biosphere (MAB) participants in their energy needs determinations for tourism support activities within their biospheres. SWEI has demonstrated that the output of our proposed wind park meets the gross annual energy needs of the local residential population on a yearly basis, and would displace the GHG attributes from other local tourism activities.  

3. At the AWEA conference in May 2003 it was demonstrated that wind generated electricity matches the electricity consumption patterns of ski resort operations in both Western New York and in Vermont. These studies can be supplied to the NEC upon request. Consultation with Collingwood Utility (COLUS) and Hydro One can be arranged to substantiate our statements. 

4. One suggestion is that, through the use of our leased lands, we work with the BTA to create a side trail off the main hiking trails so that tourists can be brought close to a modern wind turbine to enhance their experience.  A visitor and education centre could be established in conjunction with this trail. This has been done through several wind parks in Spain and Germany. We will forward copies of correspondence to support local tourism enhancement by wind parks.

· Through our public consultation process, it has been SWEI’s experience that most people enjoy seeing turbines and view them as “gentle giants”.  In the Blue Highlands project the proposed density is such that very few of the turbines will be visible at any one time. The turbine placement strategy also includes compatibility with other land uses; e.g., farming and forestry. 

· With the development of the wind park there should be no perceivable change to public access. The bulk of the lands are privately owned and it will be up to the landowners to determine public access policy.

· SWEI, through CanWEA, has participated with the MMAH to develop guidelines for responsible wind park developments. These guidelines, developed by CEILAP for MMAH, were released at a Planners Association seminar on December 5 2003. Staff planners can obtain a copy of the guidelines which would assist them in reviewing development applications. The CEILAP website is http://www.cielap.org/whatsnew.shtml
COMMENTS ON NIAGARA ESCARPMENT PLAN SECTION (pg 3)

The Report references all the sections in relation to development criteria and the Acts ability to preserve and enhance “the physical natural, visual and cultural heritage features associated with the Escarpment landscape”.

SWEI’s comments:

· To date, SWEI has not received a written reply to our comments on the NEPDA guidelines (our September 5th Policy Submission originally tabled to the Commission). We would like a written response from the Commission as to our suggestions and interpretation of the Development Criteria in the Act with regard to a Wind Park proposal. 

· Visual impact is only one of nine distinct development criteria that the NEPDA seeks to utilize in determining if a development should be permitted. In the Report, visual impact seems to be the main criteria that the NEC is stressing. As such, both SWEI and CanWEA have offered to develop mutually acceptable criteria for determining visual impact of a development. What cumulative benefits will a wind park bring to the other eight development criteria in section 2.2.1 a) (contours, water quality, water quantity, natural vegetation, soil, wildlife, population and cultural heritage features)

· As previously explained in this document and in our September 5 2003 submission, all of the issues associated with the carrying capacity, compatibility and open landscape character will be reviewed under the MOE 116/01 screening requirement. 

1. Any wind park with an output greater that 2 MW but less than 200 MW must undergo this screening process.

2. Extensive visual modeling will be undertaken by SWEI for sites of concern to the NEC to illustrate the visual impact of the surrounding areas from a variety of vantage points.
COMMENTS ON UTILITY SECTION (pg 4)

The Report concludes that a Wind Park is to be considered a Utility under the NEPDA definition. Utilities may be permitted by the NEPDA with priority consideration given to utilities that provide essential service to the Province of Ontario.

SWEI’s comments:

· Given the high value of the wind resource within the Blue Highlands wind park area SWEI submits that approval of this project should be given a high priority by the NEC.  The Government has given high priority to emission reductions and new energy supply from renewable energy sources. The Blue Highlands Wind park project can contribute to these essential services to the people of Ontario.

COMMENTS ON UTILITY DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA SECTION (pg 5)

The report states that “a concern more unique to towers is their potential impact on bird populations…”

SWEI comments:

SWEI takes exception to the Report conclusion that a responsible wind park development would result in a negative impact to bird populations.

· The impact of turbines on bird populations with proper siting practices, based on detailed studies is minimal. Wind parks can be deployed in a sustainable fashion in relation to bird populations
· Guidelines exist for wildlife, bird, watercourse and plant life protection; it is unlikely that construction would proceed where an inordinate negative impact particularly with birds might exist. 

· SWEI is currently working with CEAA and the MNR and ten other agencies having jurisdiction to determine the impact of the proposed wind development on natural values. Predetermination by the NEC that no solution exists before studies have been completed is unacceptable.

· SWEI has already undertaken resident bird and bird migration monitoring on all its proposed turbine sites within the Blue Highlands Wind Park. These studies are ongoing. To date there is no evidence to indicate that the sustainability of bird populations would be impacted. When these studies are completed the NEC will receive a copy of the results in the Screening Report.
COMMENTS ON THE FIVE YEAR PLAN SECTION (pg 5)

The Report indicates that the NEC has made a recommendation to the Minister that the visual values of the NEPDA receive a higher weighting when considering development applications. The Report appears to have assumed that this is particularly applicable to wind park developments.
SWEI’s Comments: 

· To date, the NEC recommendation has not been adopted by the Minister. 

· SWEI recognizes that some areas within the NEPDA might be excluded from wind turbine deployment based on visual factors. For example areas in close proximity to the Escarpment brow might be designated with a setback. SWEI agrees that a 100 ft. setback is achievable. 

· Blanket exclusions are not supported by SWEI and setbacks compliance can be dealt with through the existing development permit review. 

· It is SWEI’s view that the impact of a wind park is generally positive and public and tourist acceptance of wind parks is high.

COMMENTS ON COMMUNICATION TOWERS SECTION (Pg 6)

The Report compares Communication towers impacts and draws parallel conclusions for wind parks. NEP policy recommends that Communication towers be built whenever possible outside of NEP lands.

SWEI’s Comments:

· Concluding that Communication towers and Wind Turbines are similar is not correct as each technology has vastly different purposes.

· Communication towers are set on high vantage points where minimal signal interference occurs. Wind parks are developed where the wind resource is located. Wind resource cannot be moved. It is where it is.

· During SWEI’s EA process, we have found that most people find the slow movements of the blades to be calming and a constant reminder of modern society’s response to the need for a sustainable supply of electricity.

· In most settings in the Blue Highlands area of interest tree lines and wood lots would block views of a majority of turbines from residences. This will be verified through extensive modeling of each turbine placement. 

· The NEC has never sought an outright ban on new technology deployment before. Why entertain this as an option now? 

· SWEI supports the use of a predictable development process for the NEC, as it exists now. SWEI offers to consult with other industry participants and government agencies to develop policy guidelines similar to those developed for communication towers   for use during development review of wind parks proposed for NEP lands. 
COMMENTS ON WIND POWER ON CROWN LANDS (pg 8)

The Report details the history of the NEC submission to the MNR on its proposed Wind Lands Policy.

SWEI Comments:
· Crown Land policy has not been promulgated. 
· SWEI is confident that policy when promulgated will not endorse blanket exclusion for wind energy development on Crown land. SWEI has made significant comments on NEC EBR posting on Crown Land in its previous August 26 2003 and September 5 2003 submissions to the NEC.
COMMENTS ON DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS AND RELATED REPORTS (Pg 8)

The Report states that the majority of the SWEI Blue Highlands Wind Park project was withdrawn from areas of the NEP because lack of public support for use of NEP lands. The Report details a number of small wind development permits that have been sought and the record of successful completion and implies that a process is currently in place to promote the growth of small wind within the NEPDA.

SWEI Comments: 

· It should be noted with regard to SWEI’s proposed project that no development permit has been sought from NEC as the project is in the Environmental Impact Assessment stage. 

· It should also be noted that the majority of the proposed wind park was never and is not now on NEP lands. 

· Alterations have been made to the number of turbines as a result of consultations with both the public and government agencies (such as the IMO). These are normal project adjustments associated with pre-development screening. 

· While a small group of local landowners oppose the project the process to date has revealed overwhelming public support for the Blue Highlands wind park.

· It is suggested by CanWEA that development criteria be created, in consultation with the industry. to allow for a more efficient and predictable application process for both the perspective proponent and the NEC. 

COMMENTS ON NIAGARA ESCARPMENT BIOSPHERE RESERVE (Pg10)

The policy report acknowledges that wind park developments are allowed in MAB biospheres but may or may not be allowed by the NEC in the NEPDA because of its policies.

SWEI Comments:

· UNESCO does support the development of sustainable, renewable energy projects within Biosphere reserves. 

· Wind power is one of the two most recommended alternative energy technologies endorsed by UNESCO.  

· Although it is correct that the NEC has the right to determine whether to allow energy projects within the NEP, the NEC should seek to support UNESCO’s world-wide activities to reduce green house gasses by allowing wind parks to be developed within the NEP lands. 

· The Man and the Biosphere concept is about preservation of the natural resource and finding sustainable ways in which man can live in harmony with the natural world. It is also about utilizing the natural resource and preserving and enhancing through sustainable practices. For this reason, SWEI suggested that a portion of the Blue Highlands wind park be developed on NEP public lands in the Rural designation. This would serve as a demonstration project for the MAB program and also the NEC to show leadership
COMMENTS ON OTHER POLICY SECTION (Pg 10)

The Report statement regarding blanket exclusions against wind power development included the Kawartha Highlands and Great Lakes Heritage Coastlines, (GLHC). The Report also states that Escarpment municipalities are considering OP amendments that constrain commercial wind park developments

SWEI Comments:
· The exclusions for Kawartha Highlands and Great Lakes Heritage Coastline (GLHC) have been sited out of context. These lands were withdrawn from all development (not specifically withdrawn from use of wind energy development). Our previous comments on August 26th and September 5th 2003 were meant to illustrate how the potential for energy development has been eliminated without proper public and industry consultation as to what energy potential was being ignored. 

· One agency adopting a policy without public consultation is not a supportive argument for another agency. SWEI has contacted both the MNR and the GLHC (administered by the MNR). Neither is aware of a prohibition specifically against wind development. Our consultation with the GLHC representative on our Prince Project yielded no objection and commented that they thought the project would be a positive tourist attraction.

· SWEI is not aware of any municipalities entertaining these Official Plan restrictions on commercial wind development. As previously requested, could the NEC please supply SWEI with a list of any escarpment municipalities that are aware of entertaining such OP amendments mentioned in your policy report, and if available draft text of any suggested OP amendments.

COMMENTS ON COMMENTS SECTION (Pg 11)

The Report acknowledges the considerable controversary associated with bringing forward a successful permit for Communication towers and conclude that the same challenges and opposition will arise from a wind park proposal. 

SWEI’s Comment:

· All worthwhile enterprises are challenged and the purpose of governance is to ensure the overriding public good is served.

· The Report stated that there are other alternatives to a large scale utility wind park on the NEP lands. The report suggests that:

1. Wind parks are better placed elsewhere than the NEPDA
2. Deployment in the NEPDA be deferred until experience is garnered in the Province     
    because wind generation is an immature technology
3. Small wind could be an alternative to utility scale wind parks within the NEPDA

4. New projects like the Sir Adam Beck redevelopment or Conservation can offset the  
    requirement to build wind parks.

SWEI’s Comments:
· ‘Wind parks are better placed elsewhere than the NEPDA’. It is not practical to locate winds park where the wind resource is poor. The NEP lands are vast in area and contain significant wind resource.

· ‘Deployment in the NEPDA be deferred until experience is garnered in the Province because wind generation is an immature technology’. Wind is no longer an emerging technology it is a mature technology. Large companies (GE Vestas, Shell, Suncor, Transalta, OPG, SWEI…) are engaged in the wind business because it is the fastest growing source of energy in the world. Ontario should be a leader but is not. The NEC can help change this unfortunate state of slow deployment of this renewable technology in the Province.

· ‘Small wind could be an alternative to utility scale wind parks within the NEPDA’ Small scale wind is not price competitive with utility scale projects.

· ‘New projects like the Sir Adam Beck redevelopment or Conservation can offset the requirement to build wind parks’ SWEI agrees that both of these can make a significant solution but neither is a magic bullet to our emission reduction and energy supply needs. Large scale deployment of new wind and waterpower capacity is required immediately. Exclusion of the NEPDA lands from wind power development would jeopardize the Government policy objectives.

The Report states that, “it is unfortunate that a green facility that has obvious benefits to the environment comes in the form of massive human made artificial structures that would tower over the surrounding landscape and dominate viewscapes. However the Commission has been consistent in determining that highly visible man-made structures are generally not compatible with the purpose and objectives of the NEP, despite their other benefits and attributes.” 

SWEI’s Comments:
· SWEI agrees that the Blue Highlands wind project is a green power source with many obvious benefits. However, the balance of the above statement is subjective and shows a bias against a balanced consideration of the project and its impacts.

· The continuous comparison of wind turbines to communications towers is irrelevant. The Report has pointed out the similarities in construction. However each project and technology should be considered on its own merits. SWEI has proposed that the public concerns on wind parks be quantified through surveys and addressed through the use of public meetings, focus group participation, bus tours and field studies. SWEI believes solutions can be found within the community to allow for responsible development to be brought forward.

PART 2: RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Report is summarized by 5 recommendations. CanWEA has made industry comments relative to these 5 Report recommendations (which SWEI endorses). 

CONCLUSIONS:

Below are SWEI’s comments specific to the Blue Highlands Wind Park. 

1. Determining public acceptance is part of the EA process. SWEI has invited both the NEC and BHCC to participate in our planned focus group in an effort to surface local issues.

2. The Industry and SWEI are willing to work with the NEC to develop planning guidelines and practices for determining visual and noise impact through computer modeling. This will allow for development decisions to be based on objective considerations.

3. The NEC should conduct a broad consultation with the affected municipalities, the industry and the public before the NEC attempts to expand its jurisdiction to lands beyond its area of traditional NEPDA mandate with regard to Wind Park development. 

4. In addition to the Blue Highlands Wind Park, SWEI has offered to work together with the NEC to develop a demonstration wind park on NEPDA lands that are publicly owned. This is the ideal opportunity to participate in a pilot project and show leadership to Ontario and the world on the use of renewable energy.

Wind is a rapidly growing technology and will frequently be on the agenda of future NEC meetings. In order to facilitate a better understanding of our industry SWEI would be pleased to present a wind energy educational brief to the Commission members during the first available policy meeting of 2004. Please advise me of the date and allotted time available.

Regards, 

 

Claude Mindorff

Business Development Manager

CC 
Robert Hornung, President CanWEA


Perry Cecchini, Ministry of Energy


Mike Belcher, Ministry of Natural Resources, Strategic Lands


Gregor Robinson, Director of Energy Supply and Conservation, Ministry Of Energy


David Boileau, Harmony Wind Energy Inc.


Paul Norris, Ontario Waterpower Association
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