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PART THREE - APPEAL TO THE MINISTER MOECC UNDER SECTION 20 OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT - MATTERS OTHER THAN LAW 
 

 
PUBLIC INTEREST 

 
COMMUNITY RISK AND 

 THE VOICE OF ISLANDERS 
 

Minister Murray 
We respectfully request you to revoke the 

Renewable Energy Approval for the  
Amherst Island Wind Project 
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ECONOMIC RISK AND YOUR LEGACY 
 

YOU CAN SAVE $500 MILLION 
 
You have the ability to achieve cost avoidance of over $500 million1 over the next 20 years by 
revoking the Windlectric Renewable Energy Approval and enabling the IESO to cancel its FIT 
Contract with Windlectric for non-compliance.  Windlectric/Algonquin has announced that its 
Commercial Operation Date for Amherst Island will be in 2018, seven years after the contract 
was awarded.  Clearly the company cannot comply with its contractual obligations and the 
IESO has the ability to cancel the contract. 
 
Cancellation would help diminish energy poverty in Ontario.  The Ontario Energy Board 
reports that over 568,000 people were without power in 2015 because they could not pay their 
hydro bills.  Rural Ontario is in a state of crisis due to the high cost of electricity. 
 
Rick Conroy in the article “The End of Reason” below explains the cruel and Kafkaesque 
situation where the Lennox Generating Station across the channel from Amherst Island sits idle 
beside the Napanee Gas Plant under construction which will add even more excess capacity to 
the grid at the same time the Ontario Government plans to destroy a historic community with a 
rich natural and cultural heritage. 
 
Your legacy could be a pragmatic, rational decision to save Ontarians $500 million over the 
next 20 years, make a dent in energy poverty in Ontario, protect North America's Owl Capital, 
and retain the scenic vistas of Amherst Island and its Lake Ontario shores for future 
generations. 
  
Wind turbines on Amherst Island will deny our children and our children’s children the 
opportunity to even know what treasures were lost while at the same time they struggle to pay 
unaffordable hydro bills and find employment in a shrinking job market. 
 
You have the opportunity and power to protect the public interest and say “not on my watch” 
and revoke the Renewable Energy Approval for the Amherst island Wind Project.  Thank you. 
 
  

																																																								
1 The contract was issued on February 25, 2011 and has a much higher generation fee of 13.5 cents per KW hour 
than recent contracts.  Cancellation of the contract for non-compliance would save the IESO over $500 million over 
the next twenty years 
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The End of Reason 
Rick Conroy The Wellington Times 
 
wellingtontimes.ca 
 
From Amherst Island, you can see the Lennox gas-fired generating station sitting idle most 
days. The plant sits just across the narrow channel. It burns both oil and gas to produce steam 
that, in turn, drives generators to create electricity. The plant has the capacity to generate 
2,100 MW of electricity—enough to power more than a million homes. But that electricity is 
rarely ever used. Over the last decade, the Lennox station has operated at less than three per 
cent of its capacity. That means it is idle much more often than it runs. Yet it earns more than 
$7 million each month—whether it runs or doesn’t. Such is Ontario’s hyper-politicized energy 
regime. 
 
Last Thursday was a warm day across Ontario— one of the warmest in a hot summer. With air 
conditioners humming, electricity demand across the province peaked at 22,312 MW. 
Meanwhile, Lennox sat idle all day. As it does most days. 
 
So it seems odd that yet another gas-fired generating plant is emerging from the ground next 
to the mostly-idle Lennox station. It will add another 900 MW of generating capacity to a grid 
that clearly doesn’t need any more. 
 
From Amherst Island, it must seem cruel. Within a couple of kilometres, there is enough 
unused power generating capacity to light millions of homes, yet island residents are being 
forced to give up their pastoral landscape— for the sake of an intermittent electricity source 
that nobody needs. 
 
Last week an Environmental Review Tribunal rejected an appeal by Amherst Island residents 
seeking to stop Windlectric, a wind energy developer, from covering their island home from 
end to end with industrial wind turbines, each one soaring 55 storeys into the sky. 
 
Amherst Island is tiny. Just 16 kilometres long and 7 kilometres wide, there is no place, no 
horizon, no home that can avoid being transformed by this out-of-scale industrialization. 
 
The treachery gets worse. Amherst Island is administered by a council that presides over the 
larger Loyalist Township from the mainland. Last year, council made a deal with the wind 
developer, agreeing to receive a $500,000 payment each year the wind turbines spin. It is a lot 
of money for a municipality that operates on a $12-million budget annually. 
 
But perhaps the most disappointing bit of this story is the damage that has been done to 
friendships and families on Amherst Island. Just 450 people live here. It swells to about 600 in 
the summer. It was a close community in the way island life tends to be. 
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Industrial wind energy has, however, ripped this community in two. Property owners hoping to 
share in the windfall from the development are on one side and those who must endure the 
blight on the landscape for a generation or more on the other. 
 
Lifelong friends no longer speak to each other. At St. Paul’s Presbyterian service on Sunday 
mornings, the wind energy benefactors sit on one side of the church, the opponents on the 
other. A hard, angry line silently divides this community. 
 
The Environmental Review Tribunal concluded not enough evidence was presented in the 
hearings to say the project will cause serious and irreversible harm to endangered species 
including the bobolink, Blanding’s turtle and little brown bat. 
 
The decision underlines the terrible and oppressive cruelty of the Green Energy Act—that the 
only appeal allowed for opponents is whether the project will cause serious harm to human 
health or serious and irreversible harm to plant life, animal life or the natural environment. It is a 
profoundly unjust restriction on the right of people to challenge the policies and decisions of 
their government as they directly impact their lives. 
 
The folks on Amherst Island weren’t permitted, for example, to argue that the power is 
unneeded— that this project is a grotesquely wasteful use of provincial tax dollars. Their 
neighbourhood already boasts enough electricity capacity to power a small country, yet it sits 
idle—at a cost of millions of dollars each month. It might have been a useful addition to the 
debate—but this evidence wasn’t permitted. 
 
Nor were island residents allowed to appeal the fundamental alteration of their landscape. Nor 
the loss of property value. They can’t undo the broken friendships and the hollow feeling that 
hangs over the church suppers or the lonely trips across the channel. 
 
Wide swathes of reason and logic have been excluded in the consideration of renewable 
energy projects in Ontario. 
 
To the extent that urban folks are even aware of what green energy policies are doing to 
places like Amherst Island, they console themselves by believing it is the cost of a clean energy 
future—that diminishing the lives of some rural communities is an acceptable trade-off for the 
warm feeling of doing better by the planet. 
 
Yet these folks need to explain to Amherst Island residents how decimating their landscape, 
risking the survival of endangered species and filling the pockets of a developer with taxpayer 
dollars for an expensive power supply that nobody needs makes Ontario greener. 
 
Visit Amherst Island. Soon. 
 
Remember it as it is today. Mourn for its tomorrow  
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RISK TO SCHOOLCHILDREN 
CEMENT PLANT BY AMHERST ISLAND SCHOOL 

 

 
 
Dear Minister Murray, 
 
My name is Amy Caughey.  I am the mother of two daughters (ages 7 and 10) who attend 
Amherst Island Public School. I was a Participant in the Environmental Review Tribunal (ERT) 
regarding the above issue.  The panel dismissed my concerns regarding the siting of the 
cement batch plant, and my belief that the safety of children in their school environment will be 
compromised.   
 
I am formally requesting that you reverse the ERT decision based on my belief that the 
placement of the concrete batching plant and all associated construction activity for this 
project directly adjacent to the school will result in harm to children.  My appeal to you is 
based on the following three points: 
 

1. The cumulative impacts on children of all the construction activities that this project 
introduces have not been adequately considered, in particular the impacts to Amherst 
Island Public School. 

 
- The evidence presented by the Approval Holder at the ERT broke down the project into 

detailed, individual activities, whose negative impacts are deemed to be negligible.  
But the ERT omitted to consider any examination of collective impacts to children.  

- Because each activity was looked at in isolation and not with an integrated approach, 
the potential harm of the project’s cumulative impacts has been overlooked. 

- It remains my opinion that the Director of Environmental Approvals did not adequately 
consider the cumulative nature of the concrete batch plant and activities and the 
impacts to the health and safety of students.   

- Given that the concrete batching plant and associated construction for this project will 
occur less than 1 km from our elementary school, it actually appears that the single 
group who stands to experience the most negative effects from this project will likely be 
the children attending Amherst Island Public School.    

 
2. It is unclear who is responsible for safety associated with this project. 
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- It is still unclear who is responsible for safety and oversight in relation to the school 
environment. During the ERT, I learned that there would be extensive construction 
traffic from this project passing by our school, in addition to a concrete batching plant 
in proximity to the school that would not be allowed by our municipality if not for the 
Green Energy Act.  
 

3. The “Burden of Proof” required by the ERT can only be accomplished by exposing children 
to unacceptable risk.   
  

- The UN Convention on the Rights of Children is clear: Governments have a 
responsibility to protect children.  The best interest of the child shall be a primary 
consideration in government decisions. 

- I believe that by approving the project, the Director has authorized the Developer to 
introduce plausible harm to children.   

- The ERT found that during my submissions, I had not met “the test” of serious harm to 
human health.  In the case of Amherst Island, to provide undeniable “proof” that the 
health of children will be impacted by the project would mean allowing the project to 
move forward as approved, and then assessing outcomes to children after months of 
exposure.  In Canada, in 2016, we do not permit such trials on children.  However, that 
is threshold of the “legal test” that must be attained in order to successfully defend my 
children. 

- We must be reasonable, and consider the Precautionary Principle, which states that 
when risk of harm is scientifically plausible, actions should be taken to avoid or diminish 
the harm, and these actions are interventions that are undertaken before harm occurs.  
Amherst Island is close to 16 Km long.  Why did the Director not ask the Approval 
Holder to find a different location for the cement plant? Why weren't these concerns 
noted in the ERT decision?  

 
Minister Murray, if this project is allowed to move forward as approved, without adequate 
assessment of the cumulative impacts to the Amherst Island school environment, then our 
children become the test to see if the decisions of the Director were right or were wrong.   
 
All children deserve better. 
 
In order to support the health, safety and welfare of children attending a public school in 
Ontario, I would respectfully request that you reverse the ERT decision in relation to the 
placement of the concrete batch plant for this project, and amend the conditions related to the 
concrete batch plant.   
 
In the words of Dalton McGuinty “It’s never too late to do the right thing.” 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Amy Caughey, Amherst Island  
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RISK TO PUBLIC SAFETY – AMBULANCE 

 

 
 
Honourable Minister 
 
NO comprehensive risk assessment has been conducted by the proponent of the Amherst 
Island Wind Project, nor has any Emergency Response Plan been provided acceptable to the 
Loyalist Township Emergency Services Department.  You may not be aware that there is no 
ambulance, no doctor’s office, no medical clinic, and no hospital on Amherst Island.  The 
average response time for an ambulance to reach the Island via ferry is 33 minutes well beyond 
the gold standard of 8 minutes in an urban environment.  In the meantime, volunteer first 
responders on the Island offer superb first level care. 
 
As a wife of an Emergency First Responder, I understand the real challenges that my husband 
and his colleagues from the fire department face when an emergency occurs.  The roads are 
narrow, and detours are sometimes impossible, and certainly are impractical (in many areas 
due to dead-end roads). The responders travel from all points of the Island to reach the Fire 
Hall, and then they travel to the emergency site. The risk that roads will be blocked is 
unacceptable.  
 
According to the approval holder all construction will take place during the winter months 
increasing the risk of blocked roads. 
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Unlike the city, where detours are simple, and a matter of a few blocks, if a road is blocked on 
Amherst Island the detour could take more than 20 minutes if it is even possible - meaning the 
difference between life and death. 
 
My child lives with life threatening anaphylactic allergies. The swift, unimpeded access to 
Emergency Services is of utmost importance to his life. There is no room for error, or lack of 
Emergency Response Plan acceptable to those who will be providing him with emergency 
services. 
 
If you allow this project to proceed knowing that that there is no Emergency Response Plan 
that is acceptable to the local Fire Department (who well know what their needs are in 
order to provide for the safety of the residents), then the Ministry is accountable for the risk 
and consequences associated, and ultimately responsible for the health/life of my child. 
 
Please revoke the Windlectric Renewable Energy Approval due to the unacceptable risk to the 
public safety. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Julie Leeder 
Amherst Island, ON 
613.887.2342 
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RISK OF FIRE 
 

 
  Nov 6 2012 Massive Grass Fire on Amherst Island Kingston Whig Standard 

 
Home is where you should feel safest.  In this hot, driest summer of the century my wooden 
house is a tinderbox waiting to ignite from any spark. 
 
The risk is real.  Grass fires can spread at speeds of 25 km per hour and pulse at up to 60 km an 
hour and can quickly threaten lives, property and the environment.  A grass fire in August 2016 
near the Lennox Generating Station required a response by four Fire Departments. 
 
Fire is a huge risk on tiny Amherst Island which is only 7 km wide and 16 km long.  You have 
agreed to blanket the Island the Island with wind 26 wind turbines without fire suppression.  
Seven turbines will form a wall opposite my house.  While our superb volunteer Fire 
Department would respond in ten minutes, back-up from three additional Fire Departments 
could take an hour and two ferry trips to get to Amherst Island.  All could be lost.  
 
The Loyalist Township Municipal Consultation Form for this project says in part 
 

 Amherst Island is to be considered a remote location for fire-fighting for the purposes of the 
Ontario Building Code and as such must be deemed to have inadequate firefighting capability 
due to the building’s scale and given that little fire load detail was supplied. The writer draws to 
the proponent‘s attention the need to provide adequate firefighting water or equivalent, that is 
the responsibility of the proponent under sentence 3.2.5.7(1) of Division B of the Building 
Code.”. . . . “The height of the towers means that the Emergency Services Department cannot 
respond to an aerial emergency because it lacks the appropriate training and equipment.” 
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The Ontario Fighters Guidance Note #6-35 says: 

Fires involving wind turbines may present a health and safety hazard to firefighters due 
to the electronics, flammable oils and hydraulic fluids that exist in the turbines. For 
example, up to 750 litres of hydraulic oil can be found in the nacelle. Electrical fires can 
also result from both shorts in equipment and surges that may result from lightning 
strikes. Additionally, secondary wind driven brush fires originating from wind turbine 
fires can also result in significant damage. Due to the height of wind turbines, firefighter 
health and safety may be endangered during a rescue from these turbines.  

Typically, a turbine fire does not last long enough to warrant aerial attempts to 
extinguish the fire. As such, it should be allowed to burn itself out while staff and fire 
personnel maintain a safe area around the turbine and protect against the potential for 
spot ground fires that might start due to sparks or falling material.  

Imagine that you lived on a tiny ISLAND with a superb but tiny volunteer Fire Department with 
one pumper, no hydrants, and no water storage. Water must be pumped from the lake – 
challenging in winter. 

Imagine that the Island needed to be evacuated when lightning strikes a turbine and sparks an 
out-of-control grass fire.  The risk to public and environmental safety exceeds acceptable 
standards. How would the Island be evacuated?  In Fort McMurray residents could drive.  
Islanders do not have that option 

Please don’t put our families at risk.  As Margaret Atwood said so well “Amherst Island is the 
wrong place, the very wrong place for wind turbines”. 

Please do the right thing and revoke approval for the Amherst Island turbine project. 

Sincerely 

Deb Barrett 
4455 South Shore Rd 
Stella ON K0H2S0 
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RISK - MARINE SAFETY & HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

 
 

 
Over 1400 barge trips across the Amherst Island ferry path will be needed to transport all 
turbine parts, heavy haul trucks, cranes, a cement batching plant, materials, fuel, fuel trucks, 
and supplies from the mainland to Amherst Island. The potential for collision is exacerbated by 
the plan to undertake all construction from September to March.   
 
Two industrial docks, one on the mainland and one in Kerr Bay on the Island will be 
constructed.  A 4.6 km transmission cable laid by a specialized ship will follow the barge path 
and similarly intersect with the ferry route.  This constant intersection of barges and ferry poses 
a multitude of risks for residents of the Island, all those using the ferry, and hundreds of 
recreational boaters. 
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Hazardous materials transported by barge include dynamite, fuel trucks, diesel, gasoline, 
transmission and hydraulic fluids, anti-freeze, motor oil, cementitious materials, nacelles 
containing oil, turbine parts composed of over thirty different minerals, 300 heavy haul trucks 
and several cranes.  Every barge trip will intersect with the ferry path to Amherst Island. Two 
barges will be used for transport: a 300-foot-long component barge and a 150-foot civil barge. 
A marine accident involving hazardous materials in the channel is an unacceptable risk. 
 
Loyalist Township documented their concerns with the proposed routes of the barge traffic and 
the submarine cable used to connect the transmission line to the mainland.  Both routes cut 
across the ferry path.   The Frontenac II ferry crosses the North Channel every 30 minutes from 
6:00 am until 2:00 am between Millhaven and Stella and has right-of-way over all other marine 
traffic. 
 
It is impossible to exaggerate the importance of this right of the ferry to pass freely on its 
scheduled route: it is literally a lifeline for Island residents.  An island offers no alternative 
routes for residents, commuters, suppliers, and most significantly, emergency vehicles.  Most 
regular users of the ferry have encountered the situation in which the ferry, in mid crossing, 
makes a sudden course reversal, returning to the mainland to pick up an ambulance.  
Maneuverability and speed are essential, factors which would obviously be impeded by the 
presence of constant barge traffic crossing the ferry path. 
 
The barge traffic will also pose serious navigational hazards for the hundreds of recreational 
boaters in the waters north of the Island and impede access to several well-known safe 
anchorages on the Island’s north shore.  
 
The daily traffic from tugs with barges crossing the ferry route and entering Kerr Bay will create 
an unacceptable hazard in violation of the Navigable Waters Act.  The ferry and the hundreds 
of other mariners in the waters off Amherst Island would have their right to safety threatened 
and, particularly for the recreational boaters, their access to safe anchorage or moorings 
impeded by the heavy volume of barge traffic. 
 
This hazardous situation is exacerbated by the fact that the barge traffic, unlike the scheduled 
ferry crossings, would be constant but irregular, increasing the risk of a marine collision.   
 
Windlectric has not provided the Marine Safety and Logistics Plan required in the MOECC 
Decision on Instrument for this project nor has it produced an Emergency Response and 
Communications Plan acceptable to Loyalist Township. 
 
Our entire community is at risk.   
 
Please revoke the approval for the Amherst Island Wind Project. 
 
Sheila and Peter Whiting 
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 “THE DROWNED LAND”  
FIRST NATIONS HERITAGE AT RISK 

 

 
 

On July 12, 1673, Garacontie, the senior sachem of the Bear Clan, Onondaga Nation, the 
presiding lord of the Iroquois Confederacy, landed at Cataraqui, for two decades the site of an 
Onondaga trading post, to meet with Governor-General Louis de Baude de Frontenac, to 
cement the alliance with New France which Garacontie had championed since 1654.  
  
Then the defeat of the Hurons had opened the north shore of “the beautiful lake” to 
settlement by the western Iroquois, both at Cataraqui and on Kaouenesgo, “the drowned 
land,” the island nine miles to the west. It commanded both the channel to the east, by which 
the Onondagas paddled into Cataraqui, and the two openings to the Bay of Quinte, the 
waterway leading west to the other “Iroquois du Nord” settlements which extended all the way 
to the Seneca longhouse at today’s Toronto. 
 
Kaouenesgo offered an accessible shoreline, low and indented; the nourishing marshlands, 
alive with beaver and wild rice; and, inland, high, flat, well-drained village sites. There stone 
lithics, including characteristic Onondaga arrowheads, attest their presence.  
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The Onondaga occupancy of Kaouenesgo was cut short in 1687 by Denonville’s betrayal of 
Iroquois diplomats and their families – “the most cowardly treachery perpetrated by the French 
in North America.”  There followed the terrible war with the Iroquois which lasted until 1701.  
In the treaties of that year, the Iroquois promised that, whenever the English could lend them 
an army to retake Canada, they would cede title to the crown. 
 

 
1688 Map of Five Nations Settlements showing Tonti Isle (later Amherst Island) 

 
In the meantime, French titles passed, always linking Fort Frontenac to what was, by 1674, “Isle 
Tonti,” but the promise of 1701 was fulfilled in 1763 when the Onondagas met the new, 
British, masters of Cataraqui, and ceded title to Kaouenesgo to the Indian superintendent, Sir 
William Johnson. That cession was formalized in 1798. 
 
So began the chain of North Irish land titles to “Amherst Island” which ended in 1957, but Sir 
William Johnson clients, the Loyalist Mohawks of Tynendinaga, had arrived in 1784.  They 
marked Kaouenesgo as their own, and summered on “the Old Reserve” until recent time. Their 
heirs still hunt and fish the island. They preserve an Iroquoian presence of three and one half 
centuries, the oldest of the island heritages now at risk to an unnecessary, uneconomical, 
destructive industrialization of “the drowned land.” 
 
Dr. Stephen Saunders Webb 
Maxwell Professor Emeritus, Department of History 
Syracuse University 
Landowner, Amherst Island 

  



	

  
 

15 

RISK TO CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 
 

 
 
Amherst Island is situated in Lake Ontario, a short distance west of the City of Kingston. It 
forms a part of Loyalist Township, in the County of Lennox and Addington. The island is 16 km 
long and 7 km across at its widest point. The land area of Amherst Island and its archipelago is 
about 66 square kilometres. The resident population is about 400 and grows to nearly 1,000 
during the summer months. Most of the land is undulating meadow and pasture with some 
remnant deciduous forest. No services (no gas, no stores, no water supply, no garbage pick-
up, no medical facilities) are available on the Island other than a post office and a seasonal 
restaurant in the Village of Stella.  
 
Settlement along the north side of the island began in the years around 1800, primarily by 
United Empire Loyalists. Irish settlers arrived a few decades later. Stella and the hamlet of 
Emerald, as well as churches and a school, were established by mid-century. The prevailing 
built historic character of Amherst Island today is representative of the second half of the 19th 
century and the early 20th century with considerable infill development.   
 
The Island is perfectly situated within easy reach of Toronto, Ottawa and Montreal.  However, 
because the Island can only be accessed by a 20 minute ferry ride, it has remained a hidden 
gem. This separation from the mainland has contributed to the island’s cultural and natural 
heritage landscape preservation. 
 
Today, visitors leaving the ferry are immediately struck by a sense that time has stood still.   
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The landscape features across the Island reflect the fabric of the original settlement including 
the roads, farm lot layout, farmsteads and villages.  Narrow roads evolved from narrow 
carriageways wind along the shores. Over 100 heritage properties dot the community.   
 
Amherst Island is recognized as significant to all Canadians in terms of its cultural and natural 
heritage landscape.  Artists, musicians, naturalists, writers, archaeologists, genealogists, film 
producers, heritage restoration specialists, and tourists from around the world all find 
inspiration from Amherst Island’s unique “sense of place”.  Early notable artworks painted from 
1875-1890, by Amherst Island resident Daniel Fowler depict locations on the Island that can 
still be seen today – little has changed.  
 
The fragile and sensitive landscape known as Amherst Island will be changed forever if the 
project proceeds and one of Ontario's treasures will be lost. 
 
Wind turbines and transmission lines will dominate three of the four cultural heritage 
landscapes (Village of Stella, St. Paul’s church and the Ferry Dock Landscape) and forever alter 
the historic gateway to Amherst Island.   
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It is not a risk, it is a reality that the scale and siting of the project infrastructure will define the 
entire Island. The Island will be transformed from a step back in time to an industrial energy 
generation plant.  
 
Please revoke approval of the Amherst Island turbine project. 
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RISK - DRY STONE WALLS THREATENED 
 

 
 
Dear Minister Murray, 
 
Amherst Island has the largest known concentration of historic Irish dry stone walls in Canada, 
some close to 200 years old.  These cultural heritage icons are important reminders of the Irish 
immigrants who settled in Canada and contributed their traditions to create the Canada we 
know today.   
 
According to the following people and organizations, Amherst Island ‘s dry stone walls are 
beacons of our past that must be protected and preserved for future generations: The National 
Trust for Canada; Ontario Heritage Trust; Lieutenant Governor of Ontario; Ontario Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture and Sport; Canadian Author Jane Urquhart; Ambassador of Ireland to Canada 
Dr. Ray Bassett; Architectural Conservancy of Ontario; Loyalist Township; the Queen’s own dry 
stone waller for Balmoral Castle Estates; Stone Trust; the Kentucky Dry Stone Conservancy; and 
dry stone wallers from Scotland, England, Ireland, United States and Canada.   
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In 2015 the Province of Ontario provided a Tourism Development Initiative Grant to Dry Stone 
Canada to launch the Amherst Island Irish-Canadian International Dry Stone Festival and to 
encourage the development of the Amherst Island a dry stone education/interpretive centre in 
partnership with Algonquin College and the Dry Stone Walling Association of Ireland. The 
education centre now has the support of the Lennox and Addington County Economic 
Development and Napanee District Community Foundation.   
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In its formative phase the centre will feature Irish dry stone walling, expand to present dry 
stone techniques from countries around the world, and become a world centre celebrating 
Canada’s diversity and multi-culturalism through dry stone while teaching heritage trades to 
students of all ages.    
 
Momentum is building. 
 

Until now, Amherst Island has been one of Ontario’s cultural heritage hidden gems. To 
gaze upon these historic Irish dry stone walls built close to two hundred years ago, set 
in largely unchanged landscape vistas is to take your breath away. They are inspiring to 
our generation.  Amherst Island dry stone walls are worth celebrating and protecting. 
—    Andre Lemieux, President of the Dry Stone Canada  

 
The Dry Stone Walling Association of Ireland would love to be part of a Dry Stone 
Education Centre on Amherst Island.  Due to the strong Irish connections on the Island, 
we would love to see the establishment of cultural exchanges with students and 
instructors between our two countries as part of such an education centre on Amherst 
Island.  —    Sunny Weiler, Chairman of the Dry Stone Walling Association of Ireland. 

 
Dry stone walls provide a unique contribution to the Canadian heritage landscape and 
are thus a distinct area of conservation training.  Understanding how and why they 
were built, in their original, undisturbed settings is a responsible and sustainable 
approach to heritage training.  Algonquin College is pleased to support Dry Stone 
Canada’s efforts in establishing a dry stone walling training centre at Amherst Island, 
Ontario. —    Christopher Hahn, Dean, Algonquin College Heritage Institute 

 
I have visited Canada for many years and in recent times stayed on Amherst 
Island.  What an amazing place it is for stone work and wildlife. 
 
My son Duncan lives and works on the beautiful but very windy Island of Iona in 
Scotland.  Like Amherst, it has a fine heritage in stone and wild life.  Thankfully the 
National Trust for Scotland has acknowledged the value and frangibility of such a 
special place and to protect it has banned wind turbines. 
 
It is with sadness that I have heard that there has been a decision to site 26 turbines on 
Amherst Island. 
 
As a tourist, a master craftsman and a biologist, I urge the authorities to think again. 
—    Norman Haddow, G.Sc,  
Tirlin Pin Dykers, Dry Stone Dykers by appointment to Her Majesty the Queen 
 

The Amherst Island Dry Stone Initiative is threatened by the industrialization of Amherst Island.  
The Amherst Island historic Irish dry stone walls risk destruction! 
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Construction, operation and ongoing maintenance of industrial wind turbines will destroy dry 
stone walls built with no mortar along narrow carriage roads.  Road widenings and upgrades, 
thousands of oversized and overweight construction vehicle trips, and excavations to bury 
power lines will decimate the walls. Vibration from traffic, blasting and ramming action on the 
Island’s limestone base will cause their failure.  
 
Please protect Amherst Island’s historic Irish dry stone walls for all Canadians now and in the 
future by revoking approving of the Amherst Island Wind Project.  Thank you for acting 
responsibly and honourably. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrea Cross 
CAO Dry Stone Canada and 
Amherst Island resident  
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RISK TO HISTORIC HOMES & DRY STONE WALLS 
 

	  

 
 
Dear Minister Murray, 
 
For six generations, our family has been farming and doing business on Amherst Island.  For the 
past 35 years, we have operated Poplar Dell Farm Bed & Breakfast, welcoming people from all 
over the world to our dairy farm.  We have worked hard at farming, restoring the house and 
barns, and maintaining our 176 year old dry stone wall.  
 
Our very livelihood, and lives, are being threatened by our own government.   
 
I am writing to you to ask that you revoke the decision of the Environmental Review Tribunal that 
dismissed our community’s appeal of the approved wind turbine project.  The wind developer, 
Windlectric, indicated that there are no significant historical structures present on Amherst Island.  
We disagree.   
 
Poplar Dell Matters  
 
Poplar Dell has one of the oldest homes on an island of historic houses. Its story is remarkable.  
The site on which the house was built was named by the First Nations people on the island in 
the late 1700’s and all of the occupants through the years have retained the name Poplar Dell.  
The house was built over 30 years, between 1820 and 1847, by Isaac Preston, a Loyalist who fled 
New York State with his young family after the American Revolution.  
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Preston’s status as a prominent Loyalist may have made Poplar Dell a target for its invasion by 
an American gang during the Fenian Raids upon Upper Canada in 1837. We have found a muzzle 
loading percussion cap pistol dating from that period in the back yard during renovations. 
 
There is history everywhere on this island. 
 
Construction of the Wind Project poses an unacceptable risk 
 

The Poplar Dell house was built only 15 meters from the dirt road that is now to be “improved” 
to accommodate construction traffic and the massive vehicles needed to transport wind turbine 
components. The road will be used as a haul route for construction traffic and delivery of massive 
turbines, ditches will be dug and transmission wires will be buried beside the new road.  
 
Our dry stone wall (600 feet in footprint) will be destroyed, either to make room for the road or 
by the vibrations from two years of construction traffic. Our 19th century drive shed, restored to 
be used for weddings and other events, is only inches from the existing road. It will suffer the 
same fate as the stone fence.  Our large old house is also built on a nearly 200 year old foundation 
that makes it vulnerable to serious structural damage from industrial traffic.  
 
The road itself is historically significant. It is the Island’s original forced road, a 19th century 
carriageway, that winds through our property and along the shoreline of the north and south 
shores at the east end of Amherst Island. Sadly, this road is to be used as the route of the wind 
plant traffic and will be destroyed by the “improvements” of new roadwork demanded by the 
wind project. 
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All of Amherst Island was named to Heritage Canada/The National Trust’s list of the Ten Most 
Endangered Places in Canada (2013) because of Windlectric’s proposed industrial wind turbine 
power installation. 
 
 Heritage Canada The National Trust stated: 

• “Because the island is only accessible by ferry, the pastoral features that have 
contributed to its value as a cultural and natural heritage landscape have been preserved 
over time.” 

• “As well as the existence of significant historic structures, the island’s clearly defined 
geographic areas and landscape features reflect the original settlement, including the 
roads, farm lot layout, farmsteads and villages-remnants of early Irish-Scottish 
settlement-most of which have remained almost unchanged over the past 100 years.” 

 
Minister, you would not let Upper Canada Village be the site of an industrial project.  Please do 
not allow this to happen to our historic and culturally significant island community. 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
Susan Caughey 
Poplar Dell Farm Bed & Breakfast 
3190 Front Road, Amherst Island 
Stella, Ontario, K0H 2S0 
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RISK TO FAMILY  
As a community we have been fighting the Windlectric industrial turbine project on Amherst 
Island for ten years. I am sure that you are already aware of all our points of contention (noise 
and light pollution, destruction of habitat for at-risk species, safety concerns regarding EMS 
access, the destruction of cultural landmarks, transportation chaos, incomplete and/or poor plans 
by Windlectric, etc.). Today I write to you about the specific risks to my family, our home, and 
me. 

The ERT’s decision in favour of the Windlectric industrial wind turbine project is devastating to 
my family.  Our home is located in the centre of Amherst Island. We are surrounded by open 
pastures and stands of trees. Our nearest neighbours live a kilometre from our house. We are 
blessed with peace and quiet and with nature’s gifts of flora (century old trees) and fauna 
(Blanding’s turtles, owls, bats, etc.). The ERT’s decision has put all that at risk! 

 

According to the most recent plans, two wind turbines are to be installed within 900 m of our 
home: one is to the southwest and the other is to the northwest. The electrical sub-station is to 
be installed 390 m due north of our front door.  
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The lay-down area for all heavy equipment and construction materials is to be located 200 m. 
to the northeast of our home. In short, our property is to be surrounded by this abysmal 
project. 

Prior to the enactment of the (not) Green Energy Act, cement batch plants required an 1000 m 
setback from residences. The cement batch plant, as proposed by Windlectric is to be set up 
680 m east of our home. The chemicals, dust, and emissions from the cement batch plant are 
not only dangerous to the air around us, but there is also a risk to our water source. We have a 
ground well that is only 5m deep. For 13 years, our well has been very productive, despite 
being dug in a limestone base. 	
	
Mr. Frank Crossley, MOECC, erred in his analysis of the hydrogeological aspects of the impact 
of turbines on wells on Amherst Island. In contrast to his January 29 2014 advice about the 
need for a groundwater monitoring program, Mr. Crossley assumed in an email dated 
September 26, 2014 that “Typically on the Island (Amherst) residents' (sic) rely on ‘shore wells’.    
. . . Therefore, a groundwater monitoring program is not required.”   
 
The Ministry has been advised repeatedly that this assumption is incorrect.  All homes in the 
interior of the Island rely on dug or drilled wells and many homes along the shore also rely on 
dug or drilled wells.  The Island school and over 100 homes are located in the interior of the 
Island.  My spouse, Brian Little, has repeatedly requested the MOECC and the Chief Drinking 
Water Inspector of Ontario to consider the impact of the proposed turbines, the hydro 
substation, and the proposed cement batching plant in proximity to our property on our 
shallow well.  Are you willing to take the risk of allowing Windlectric to poison and or eliminate 
our water source because of the blasting, digging, and construction near our home? It is a risk I 
am not prepared to take. 

The wind turbine proponents argue that home prices will not be affected by a wind turbine 
installation. The Property Assessment Notice that was issued by MPAC in 2012 assessed our 
house at $336,000. Interestingly, as of January 2016, our house is now assessed at $282,000, 
despite recent energy-efficient up-grades (new roof, new window, new furnace). Property values 
across Ontario increase, yet the one property that will be the most negatively affected by the 
turbines, the one property that will have to be bought out by Windlectric, is suddenly the 
property that is devalued by $54,000. Like most people, our home is our biggest investment, 
and I am not prepared to risk the devaluation of it by the installation of industrial wind turbines. 
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We live on a very quiet, narrow dirt road that rarely has more than two vehicles per hour pass by 
our house. When a pick-up truck with a cattle trailer drives by, it is noisy and rattles the whole 
house. Luckily this happens infrequently and only twice a year. Imagine the impact of an 
estimated 8,000 massive trucks and construction equipment past our home and 20,000 within 
800 metres of our home. What will happen to the structural integrity of our home? Are you 
prepared to take the risk of damaging our home?  It is a risk I am not prepared to take. 

This road provides the only direct access to our house for Emergency Services. Windlectric’s 
plans to build the lay-down area and the cement batch plant between our home and the fire 
station. If one of the huge construction trucks is on the road when we have to catch a ferry, or 
call for an ambulance or fire truck, neither our vehicles, nor the emergency vehicles will be able 
to pass. Are you prepared to risk our home and our lives? Again, this is a risk I am not prepared 
to take. 

 

My greatest concern is the health risk to my family. My husband and two of our four children 
struggle with chronic sleep issues. My husband had triple by-pass surgery five years ago, and he 
had an aortic valve replacement 15 months ago. Are you willing to risk our health? A peaceful, 
quiet environment is not a luxury for my family; it is a basic necessity for our well-being. It is a 
risk I am not prepared to take. 

I write to you today to appeal to your most basic sense of decency and empathy. Please look at 
the risks that were proven by APAI’s counsel, risks that will negatively affect our home, our health, 
our water, our neighbors, and the irreplaceable flora and fauna of our Amherst Island. I implore 
you to overturn the decision made by the ERT on behalf of Windlectric and revoke approval. 

Yours truly in the environment,   

 
Éva M. Little 
1355 Second Concession Rd. Stella, Ontario K0H 2S0  
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RISK TO MIGRATORY BIRDS & BATS 

 
Wind Turbines On The Great Lakes Threaten Migratory Birds  
Bats Also at Risk, New Radar Study Says  

 

 
Canada Warbler, a species of conservation concern, is one of many migratory songbirds that could be threatened by 
wind turbines in the Great Lakes region. Photo by Frode Jacobsen  
 

A radar study released last month by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) provides stark 
evidence that wind turbines on the Great Lakes pose an unacceptably high risk to 
migratory birds and other wildlife. Yet this region in New York has been targeted for 
enormous wind energy projects.  
 
“This study is the smoking gun in the argument against installing wind energy so close to the 
lakeshore,” said Dr. Michael Hutchins, Director of American Bird Conservancy's Bird-Smart 
Wind Energy Program . “If risk to birds means anything to our elected leaders, this should be 
the death knell to projects like Amherst Island, which has been approved by the Ontario 
Government.” 
 
The study, conducted in 2013 and released in July 2016, monitored four sites using radar along 
the shore of Lake Ontario, scanning 24 hours a day in vertical and horizontal planes to capture 
movement. At all sites, the radar recorded high levels of bird and bat activity in or near the 
“rotor-swept zone” that wind turbines would occupy if built along the lakeshore. Activity was 
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especially high at night, a finding that largely invalidates the use of daytime visual surveys often 
used by wind-energy developers to assess risks to birds.  
 
“The study provides fresh and compelling evidence that wind-energy development does not 
belong on the shores of the Great Lakes, as ABC, Nature Canada, Ontario Nature, Kingston 
Field Naturalists and other conservation groups have argued,” said Hutchins. “It confirms what 
we have long known: In the absence of proven methods to reduce bird collisions with turbines, 
wind-energy development must be sited in areas where there are fewer birds and bats to 
minimize harm to these ecologically important animals.”  
 
As the study notes, “Migrants are flying at altitudes that place them at risk of collision with 
current or future wind energy development in the area. The importance of shoreline areas, as 
revealed by our study, highlights the need to avoid these migration corridors as recommended 
in the Service's Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines. 
 
The FWS currently recommends that no wind turbines be built within three miles of the Great 
Lakes' shorelines, while The Nature Conservancy recommends five miles. However, this new 
radar study suggests that the minimum should be extended even farther, perhaps as far as 10 
miles. Unfortunately, the wind industry is eager to build in these sensitive areas.  
 
Given the findings of the FWS radar study, ABC remains highly concerned about the size and 
location of the proposed Amherst Island project. If approved, up to 26 turbines would be built 
along the north shore of Lake Ontario in the middle of a migratory corridor used by millions of 
birds annually.   
 
“We hope that renewable energy can help address global climate change,” said  
Hutchins. “But how we do it is very important. We must keep wind and solar projects  
out of important and sensitive habitats for wildlife. We're not doing a very good job of this 
now, but with improved regulation and science, leading to proper siting and  
we could make wind energy ‘bird-smart' energy too.”  
 
In light of this recent study, the Association to Protect Amherst Island has applied to the 
Honourable Catherine McKenna, Canada’s Minister of the Environment and Climate Change to 
require a comprehensive environmental assessment of all turbine projects at the eastern end of 
Lake Ontario.  
 
The risk to birds is gradual extinction.  Your political risk is lack of alignment between the 
federal and provincial government on this important matter. 
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RISK TO NORTH AMERICA’S OWL CAPITAL  
 

Meet Baltimore 
NPR Followed A Snowy Owl From Maryland To Amherst Island 

 
 

 
 
In 2013, researchers Dave Brinker, an ecologist with the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources, and bird biologist Scott Weisendaul launched Project Snowstorm to learn about 
Snowy Owl migration patterns.  Over a period of months they attached tiny transmitters 
capable of recording exact latitude, longitude and altitude to forty Snowy Owls.    The little 
backpacks record the exact trees, homes, piers, silos and skyscrapers these owls rested on as 
they traversed the country. 
 
The Snowy Owls with their GPS backpacks must have known that Amherst Island is the Owl 
Capital of North America, as four (Baltimore, Flanders, Tibbetts and Chaumont) of the forty 
Project Snowstorm owls enchanted Amherst Islanders and joined another twenty Snowy Owls 
of the Island.  NPR radio staff told Baltimore’s story in “Secrets of the Snowy Owl”. 
 
Amherst Island hopes to welcome Baltimore and friends back to the Island this winter along 
with resident Long-eared, Short Eared, Great Horned Owls, and visiting Saw-Whet Owls, Great 
Grey and the rare Boreal Owl.  Birders travel from around the world to visit Amherst Island to 
see owls and wintering raptors.   
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Amherst Island is one of the few known nesting locations for Short-eared Owls in Ontario.   
 
 

 
And as recently as this week a Great Horned Owl roosted on Front Road. 
August 17 2016 Great Horned Owl Photo by Sherri Jensen  

 
Amherst Island hopes to welcome Baltimore and friends back to the Island this winter along 
with resident Long-eared, Short Eared, Great Horned Owls, and visiting Saw-Whet Owls, Great 
Grey and the rare Boreal Owl.  Birders travel from around the world to visit Amherst Island to 
see owls, wintering raptors and migrating swans.  Amherst Island is one of the few known 
nesting locations for Short-eared Owls in Ontario.  Last month a Great Horned Owl roosted on 
Front Road. 
 
Amherst Island intends to enhance its tourism profile by becoming a Destination of Distinction 
(think Fogo Island West). Plans call for promoting the community as North America’s Owl Capital, 
an Artistic Hub, Canada’s Dry Stone Walling Centre, and a Retreat for the Soul and the Senses 
Where Lambs Frolic. 
 

The high risk that internationally famous Snowy Owls and wintering 
Raptors will be killed by turbines blades will not only decimate the 
birds it will deny Amherst Island its economic development and 
tourism future.  Windlectric says that owls don’t fly at the height of the 
mammoth turbines planned for Amherst Island.  Baltimore’s perch at 
the top of the silo at CJAI radio all winter wearing his tiny backpack 

with daily coordinates proves otherwise. 
 
Please retain a safe haven for Baltimore and revoke approval of the Windlectric project. 
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RISK TO OUR LIVELIHOOD 
 

 
 
We have been sheep farmers on Amherst Island since 1992.  We started out with 300 ewes and 
now run between 1200 and 1500 ewes which gives us a full-time living as farmers.  

 
What we are particularly proud of is that we have evolved an economically and environmentally 
sustainable family farm.  In 2008 we were the Agricultural Operation of the Year for Lennox and 
Addington County.  Our farming system maintains grassland habitat for grassland nesting birds 
and the owls for which Amherst Island is so well-known.   
 
The recent ERT decision to allow Windlectric's project to proceed on Amherst Island was 
disappointing and confusing.  Disappointing because Amherst Island represents a national 
treasure.  An island on an important bird and bat migratory route that has extensive shoreline, 
wetlands, grasslands and some woodlands which provide habitat for many species-at-risk and 
the only place in the world where up to eight different species of owl can be seen in a single 
day.  Four turbines are planned within a kilometre of this owl roost.  Confusing because the 
tribunal’s ruling acknowledges the existence of species-at-risk in the project area and yet the 
decision to allow the project to proceed is a complete disconnect.   
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Amherst Island represents one of the biggest continuous areas of grassland in Southern 
Ontario.  Our shallow and often poorly drained soils make most of the 
island more suited to hay and pasture than crops.  This is significant in 
that over the last 10 or 15 years, the most rapidly disappearing habitat in 
North America has been grassland.  Better pasture land has been going 
into cropping and marginal land has reverted to scrub or been planted 
into forest.  The mosaic of grasslands, wetlands, shoreline and bush, and 
the later hay harvested on our shallow clay soils make this area an 
important hold out for grassland and shore birds, migrating birds and 
bats, as well as a significant population of Blanding’s Turtle. 

 
Over the last 25 years, we have built a successful and sustainable sheep farm utilizing 1500 
acres, (300 owned, 1200 rented).  This is all pastureland or late harvest hay land from which the 
grassland birds have benefited. Much of this land was in the process of reverting to scrub prior 
to our use for pasture.  
 

 
The Owl Woods Management Strategy endorsed our grazing around the Owl Woods as 
providing hunting habitat for the owls and we have been involved in Bobolink and Meadowlark 
research looking at the effects of cutting and grazing dates on nesting success.   
 
More than half the land we graze will be directly affected by the project and we will almost 
certainly not be able to use this land during the construction phase. Whether it is worth trying 
to rebuild the business after this remains to be seen. 
  
One of the saddest aspects of this project has been its effects on the once close-knit 
community of 400 permanent residents of Amherst Island.  A few landowners will benefit 
directly from this project but the vast majority of residents are opposed to the development 
but will have to endure all the external costs. 
  
Under the Green Energy Act our township has little power to respond to residents’ concerns.   
  
Democracy is being denied to us. 
 
Mark Ritchie and Cherry Allen 
Footflats Farm 570 Front Road, Stella, Ontario 
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RISK – SHADOW FLICKER  
 

 
 
You call me Receptor 450 but my name is Peggie Burke.  I am an artist appreciative of the 
serene landscape on the South Shore Road of Amherst Island where I have made my home for 
many years. 
 
My home will be among those most affected by turbine noise and shadow flicker.  I am 
outraged and angry that Windlectric with the Ontario Government’s approval proposes to 
locate 13 turbines within three kilometres of my residence.   The closest is 571 metres. Six are 
within two kilometres.   
 

tar 
  
 

Windlectric’s noise experts say that the noise 
will average 38.6 dBA just under the 40 dBA 
limit allowed by the Ministry of the 
Environment. In May 2016 our Government 
changed the regulations for predicting noise so 
that under the new regulations the noise 
prediction for my home would be 39.5 dBA.   
 
Ten of my neighbours would be exposed to 
noise exceeding the maximum.  Instead of 
requiring changes to the Windlectric project, 
the Government ensured that the old rules 
would apply on Amherst Island.  It’s a travesty 
that my health and that of my neighbours’ does 
not merit the same consideration as 
communities inflicted with new projects. 
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While I don’t fully understand the technical justification, Dr. John Harrison, Professor Emeritus 
in Physics at Queen’s tells me that the Government has not addressed “the impact of high 
wind speed gradient, sonic refraction and amplitude modulation of the emission, a cause of 
psychological harm”.  
 
John is adamant and concerned that when acoustic compliance measurements are made on 

Amherst Island noise will be well above the Ontario limit of 40 dBA. 
This should not be allowed. 
 

 

  

And if the predicted noise 
was not bad enough, 
shadow flicker will be 
horrendous.  Think of your child 

turning the lights on and off repeatedly – 
you would probably last no more than a 
minute before you declared “enough!”  
My home will have 63 hours of shadow 
flicker each year.  Forty of my neighbours 
will also have more hours of shadow 
flicker than would be permitted in Europe.  
 
Ontario has no standard for shadow flicker 
and Windlectric has done nothing to fix 
the issue. 
 
The project has too many turbines too 
close together on one small Island.  
Captive and vulnerable, Islanders have no 
place to go to escape noise and shadow 
flicker. 
 
Honourable Minister, the risk to my health 
and that of my neighbours’ health is 
unacceptable. Please do the right thing 
and revoke the project approval. 
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RISK – NOISE  
 
Dear Minister Murray, 
 
I am writing this letter as a resident of Amherst Island and as someone with expertise in the 
physics of sound generation and propagation, shadow-flicker and ice throw.  Over the past 8 
years I have given three invited conference talks, including one to the 2008 World Wind Energy 
Conference.  I also served as a member of the Ministry of the Environment focus group on the 
2008 Ontario Regulations for wind Turbine Noise. 
 
I am deeply concerned for the well-being of the residents of Amherst Island, whether in favour 
or opposition, if the proposed wind energy development is given a final approval by your 
Ministry.  My concerns are focused primarily on turbine noise and shadow-flicker at homes but 
also ice throw from turbine blades.  I am well aware that I have made these concerns known to 
the Technical Review Committee at your Ministry and that these concerns were ignored.  I 
hope that you are aware that despite my expertise in these topics at no time did your Technical 
Review Committee respond to my many criticisms of the Windlectric assessments.  The reasons 
why you should revoke the REA approval, on the basis of turbine noise, shadow-flicker and ice 
throw are as follows: 
 
TURBINE NOISE 
 
First, the 40 decibel (dBA) regulation is inadequate:  Field studies have demonstrated that at 
the 40 decibel sound pressure level limit, wind turbine noise annoys (rather annoyed and very 
annoyed) 20% of a population.  The comparable fraction for traffic noise is 3%.  The new 
regulation limit remains at 40 dBA. 
 
Second, the regulation uses prediction of noise as a proxy for the actual noise.  There are good 
reasons why the prediction, particularly as permitted by the Ministry of the Environment (2008) 
and the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (2016), underestimates the sound 
pressure level at homes.  The regulations specify that the prediction needs to be made for the 
worst case scenario; this is patently ignored: 

• The 2008 Ontario regulations do not specifically allow a developer to ignore the 
uncertainty in the manufacturer’s specified sound power for the turbine.  However, the 
Ministry has been approving projects, including the Amherst Island proposal, where 
uncertainty has been ignored.  This contravenes the international protocol for declaring 
the sound power (IEC 61400-14). 

• Turbulence in the atmosphere increases the sound power of a turbine for reasons well 
known to acousticians; the underlying science was developed at the National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory in the USA.  It has been ignored by the Ministry of the 
Environment.   
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• The high wind speed gradient, typical of summer night-time, adds up to 5 dBA to the 
sound power.  Again, this is well known to acousticians but has ignored by the Ministry 
of the Environment. 

• Time-varying noise from all industrial sources, apart from wind turbines, is given a 5 
decibel penalty.  It was a completely arbitrary decision by the Ministry of the 
Environment to exclude wind turbines.  It is the time-varying character of turbine noise 
that explains part of the difference in wind turbine and traffic noise annoyance. 

 
The impact of the above omissions is to drive a true prediction of turbine noise to well above 
40 decibels for almost all of the homes within the study area (1.5 km from a turbine).  
 
The conclusion is that, for those for and against the project, 

• Turbine noise at almost all homes within the study area will be out of compliance with 
the MOE 2008 noise guidelines. 

• There will be non-compliance for homes set back by 1 km and likely up to 2 km. 
• There will be infrasound and low frequency sound beyond what is safe for people, 

particularly those with disturbed vestibular systems.   
• There will be sleep disturbance for those exposed to 40 dBA and above outside the 

bedroom. 
• There are no reasonable mitigation measures. 

 
In support of these conclusions I made available to the Technical Review Committee: 

• a letter written by Vestas to the Town of Falmouth (MA) that the turbine noise 
generated by their turbines can be as much as 7 dBA above that given in their 
specifications; 

• compliance tests made in Ontario showing sound levels up to 12 dBA beyond the 
predicted sound level. 

 
SHADOW-FLICKER 
 
Shadow-flicker results when the sun passes behind the rotating blades of an operating wind 
turbine.  It is an annoyance that can drive people to distraction.  European countries regulate 
or provide guidance for shadow flicker.  Examples include Germany, England and Wales, 
Ireland (North and South), Belgium, Scotland, the Netherlands and Denmark.  Generally it is 30 
hours/year (h/y) under the ideal conditions (or worst case) that the sun is shining, the blades are 
turning and the blade circle is facing the home.  This regulation in Germany is based upon 
research at the University of Kiel and has been tested in Court.  Ontario has neither regulation 
nor guidelines. 
 
The Windlectric site plan was designed with no regard for shadow-flicker.  A shadow-flicker 
study was released by Algonquin Power only at the second Public Meeting held on March 5th 
and 6th, 2013.  Even so, this shadow-flicker report made no sense.  In many cases the report 
showed more hours/year with cloud cover than without.  The report was corrected in the 
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“final” REA documents in January 2014, almost 3 years after the contract with the Ontario 
Power Authority was announced. 
 
The fact that the site plan was designed with no regard for shadow-flicker perhaps accounts for 
the fact that over 40 existing homes are predicted to have more than 30 h/y of shadow-flicker, 
the European bench-mark; many have more than 60 h/y, twice the European benchmark. 
Some other Ontario developers have accepted that a maximum of 30 h/y is the limit and have 
built shadow-flicker analysis into their projects from the start.   
 
I made the case to the Technical Review Committee that MOE must either reject this project, 
insist on a revised site plan that will reduce worst case shadow flicker to below 30 h/y or insist 
on a mitigation measure2 to limit actual shadow flicker to below 6 h/y (as in the Netherlands) at 
all receptors. 
 
ICE THROW 
 
The Windlectric Design and Operation report has nothing to say about ice throw.  At the public 
open house we were told that the turbines would have ice detection monitors and would be 
shut down in the event of ice build-up.  This is not nearly good enough.  The following is a 
summary of reports submitted to the Technical Review Committee 
 
Ice build-up is inevitable.  Kingston and area has, on average, 11 days of freezing rain per 
annum.  With ice thickness of just 5 mm there will be 2000 kg of ice on the blades.  APAI has 
modelled ice throw from a Siemens 2.3-113 model turbine on a 100 metre tower.  This model 
demonstrates that ice can be thrown up to 300 metres from the turbine base and can strike the 
ground at a speed of 140 km/h.  The Windlectric site plan shows several turbines within 300 
metres of travelled roads and many turbines within 300 metres of a neighbour’s lot. 
 
The idea that turbines would be reliably and safely shut down in icing conditions seemed 
unlikely.  This is now vindicated by the wind industry itself.  To quote: 
 
“If you want to get an idea of the negative impact of ice build-up on turbines then just head to 
YouTube. What is worrying is not just that amateur video makers have captured ice throw 
situations that the industry says should not happen, but also that these images are being used 
to convince the public that cold-climate wind farms could be dangerous. Worst of all, that 
might be true.  “A lot of research work and development is underway in this context,” says 
Andreas Krenn, a project manager at the Austrian renewable energy consulting engineering 
firm Energiewerkstatt.  “But most ice detection sensors still do not work very reliably.” 
“Furthermore, he adds, the systems that original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) have 
developed to get rid of ice have yet to be rigorously tested by independent bodies out in the 
field.” 

																																																								
2	Mitigation measures such as turbine shut down strategies have been employed to operational wind farms in the 
UK and have proved very successful, to the extent that shadow flicker cannot be considered a major issue. 
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“rotating turbine blades may propel ice fragments some distance from the turbine - up to 
several hundred meters if conditions are right”, and “ice detection is not highly reliable. 
 
In December 2014 a wind energy conference on wind turbine optimization, maintenance and 
repair was held in Toronto.  Within the conference there were a number of presentations on 
operating turbines under icing and cold climate conditions.  Two of these specifically discus 
new ideas concerning the safety issue while admitting: “the “Holy Grail” of ice detection has 
yet to be invented.”  The session concluded with a panel discussion on anti-icing and de-icing 
systems.  It is clear that the wind industry has to face, and is facing, up to the problem of icing 
and ice throw.  At the present time the only mitigation measure is to set back wind turbines at 
least 300 metres from roads and neighbouring lot lines.   
 
Algonquin Power has shown no evidence that it is serious about icing and ice-throw.  This is 
just one more reason why the Windlectric project, with its high turbine density and proximity of 
so many turbines to homes and roads, is wrong for Amherst Island. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Clearly, any appeal for the Windlectric proposal for Amherst Island must make its case for 
uniqueness.  Others in this brief have emphasized the uniqueness of the very real impact on 
the natural and cultural heritage of the island, the high cost of construction and hence also of 
decommissioning on an island, the problem with public safety arising from a turbine fire on an 
island with a dry microclimate and limited (but well-trained) fire-fighting capability and isolated 
by the time to bring back-up help by ferry, the devastating impact on island community 
relations.   
 
I have focused on the reasons for non-compliance with the 40 dBA Ontario noise limit for wind 
turbine noise, the non-compliance of shadow-flicker with the norm for Europe, and the 
potential public safety impact of ice throw from the turbine blades.  The following graphic 
demonstrates the uniqueness of the Windlectric proposal: 

• the alignment of most of the turbines sites in the prevailing wind direction which will 
exacerbate turbulent wake at downwind turbines and turbulent inflow noise generated 
by downwind turbines; 

• the siting of the most of the turbines to the south of and close to homes along the 
north shore (Front Road) and to the north of and close to homes along the South Shore 
Road.  The arrows highlight the impact on winter morning shadow flicker along the 
north shore and summer evening shadow flicker along the south shore. 

 
Windlectric showed no regard for the well-being of island residents in preparing its site plan for 
the project.   
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Honourable Minister, I ask that the REA approval granted by the Director be revoked on the 
basis of problems unique to Amherst Island. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 
 
John Harrison PhD 
harrisjp@queensu.ca  
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