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It is recognized that people have varying 

opinions about the changes a wind facility 

will bring to the visual landscape. Wind 

turbines and the associated infrastructure 

take up only a small portion of the land on take up only a small portion of the land on 

which they are situated. This does not 

constitute an industrial park … 

– MOECC Director for EBR



If properly interpreted and enforced, Ontario’s existing 

legislative framework for heritage, in tandem with GEA 

regulations and guidelines, should prevent negative 

visual impacts of the White Pines Wind Project.visual impacts of the White Pines Wind Project.



The only way to address visual impacts within the REA 

process is through the requirement for a heritage 

impact assessment. 



TOPICS

1. Definition of Cultural Heritage Landscape

2. Legislative framework for preserving cultural heritage 

and related GEA regulation and guidelines

3. Heritage impact assessment process for White Pines 

Wind Project

4. What is not working, what needs to change to restore 

public confidence 



1. CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES are … 

a defined geographical area of heritage significance 

which has been modified by human activities and is 

valued by a community. A landscape involves a 

grouping or groupings of individual heritage features 

such as structures, spaces, archaeological sites and such as structures, spaces, archaeological sites and 

natural elements which together form a significant type 

of heritage form distinctive from that of its constituent 

elements or parts.

– Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport



2. LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK FOR HERITAGE

• Provincial Policy Statement 2005, amended 2014

• Ontario Heritage Act 2005• Ontario Heritage Act 2005



“Significant built heritage resources and significant 

cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”

“Planning authorities shall not permit development 

and site alteration on adjacent lands to protected 

heritage property except where the proposed heritage property except where the proposed 

development and site alteration has been evaluated 

and it has been demonstrated that the heritage 

attributes of the protected heritage property will be 

conserved.” 

– Provincial Policy Statement 2014



Under the Ontario Heritage Act …

• Municipalities enact, administer and enforce 

heritage designation by-laws.

• The Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport has The Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport has 

the same power to protect.



Ontario Regulation 359/09 under the GEA 

requires proponents to undertake a heritage 

impact assessment where cultural heritage 

resources are present. For Protected Properties, 

the assessment must:

• analyse potential impacts of the proposed 

project on those properties, and

• recommend ways to avoid, eliminate or 

mitigate the impacts.



“A renewable energy project might not have a 

direct physical impact on the cultural heritage 

resource, however it may have a wide range of 

impacts on the visual and contextual 

relationship between the heritage resource and 

its surroundings.” its surroundings.” 

– MTCS Information Bulletin



Visual/contextual impacts (MTCS Information Bulletin)
• Erection of new … structures, such as transformer stations 

[and turbines], that are not sympathetic to existing heritage 

resources. 

• Alteration of a … landscape in a manner that is not 

sympathetic, or is incompatible with the historic fabric and 

appearance [of a heritage building].

• Introduction of elements that visually or physically diminish 

the heritage value of a landscape, structure or building. the heritage value of a landscape, structure or building. 

• Change in relationship … of a heritage resource from its 

surrounding environment or context. 

• Obstruction of views from or of a built heritage resource or a 

cultural heritage landscape, where the views have been 

identified as a heritage attribute. 

• Widening of existing rural roads, introduction of new roads, 

utility corridor, and/or removal of plantings, etc. 



3. HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

FOR THE WHITE PINES WIND PROJECT 

• Will the REA process protect this unique 

heritage setting?











Mount Tabor across the Mill Pond



• Narrow roads 

• Hedgerows

• Sometimes no infrastructure

Crowes Road

Royal Road







Designated driveshed, part of the 

winery’s cultural heritage 

landscape





NOTE: The 2-km visibility radius around each turbine is based on the findings of U.S.  Dept. 
of Energy Argonne National Laboratory, Wind Turbine Visibility and Visual Impact Threshold 
Distances in Western Landscapes, 2012.



“Highly picturesque on its height about the Mill Pond, and a 
reminder of the importance of the church in the Township, Mount 
Tabor’s steeple is the emblem and focal point of Milford”

– Designation by-law 1677-1986

:



Turbines visually diminish Mount Tabor’s heritage value as a focal 

point and picturesque emblem of the township. 

:



“The most conspicuous feature is the roof top belvedere which 

allows light into the attic and offers a view of Lake Ontario … So 

large and atypical is the drive shed that it has become the focal 

point of the farm.”

– Designation by-law 1967-1990 



8 turbines obstruct the view from the belvedere; alter the 

landscape in a manner that is not sympathetic to the designated 

heritage building or cultural heritage landscape; and may create 

shadow flicker for the driveshed (and visiting tourists).



“views to a hedgerow at the top of a sloping field that creates a 

silhouette against the sky"

“uninterrupted viewscape”

“viewscape from the house … embrace[s] a pre-industrial, rural 

landscape”

– Designation by-law 3141-2012 



Turbine 11 would obstruct the uninterrupted, pre-industrial 

viewscape and change the relationship of the designated cultural 

heritage landscape with its surrounding environment.



• Impacts will vary in degree. 

• Each landscape and building must be assessed 

individually.

• Then the heritage constraints should inform • Then the heritage constraints should inform 

the project layout.

This did not happen for White Pines. 



How the REA process for heritage 

has unfolded for White Pines

“The layout of Project components was undertaken 

separately.” 

– Stantec Consulting– Stantec Consulting

The original layout has never been altered to mitigate 

agreed impacts. 





Extraordinary findings of the final assessment

• May be the first time in Ontario that a report states 

that turbines can cause negative visual impacts 

• 3 turbines have the potential to cause negative visual 

impacts on 21 heritage resources, including 3 cultural impacts on 21 heritage resources, including 3 cultural 

heritage landscapes and 5 designated properties

• The only way to mitigate the impacts is to remove or 

relocate the turbines

BUT …



Invalid rationale for no mitigation

• It is not possible to remove or relocate turbines 

because doing so will impact the “economic viability” 

of the project

• Ministry of Culture agreed, allowing “economic 

viability” to trump heritage protection 

• Mis-application of the heritage concept of 

“reversibility” 



4. WHAT IS NOT WORKING & 

WHAT NEEDS TO CHANGE

Requested remedy for White Pines failures

• No approval until wpd agrees to relocate or eliminate 

the 3 turbines causing visual impacts 

• Set aside the current heritage impact assessment for • Set aside the current heritage impact assessment for 

failure to comply with the Regulation

• After appropriate consultation, wpd to submit a 

revised assessment, to be released to the public for a 

60-day review period and include a properly 

constituted public meeting



REA process failures

• Wind companies see legitimate heritage concerns as 

“anti-wind activism,” a nuisance

• Consultant constrained by proponent’s reluctance to 

fund proper study and resistance to real mitigation

• Regulations & guidelines reasonable, but not enforced

• MTCS replaces knowledgeable municipality for • MTCS replaces knowledgeable municipality for 

administration of designation by-laws.

• MTCS poorly equipped to do a proper review (depends 

on proponent-driven process)

• MOECC, which makes the decision, has little 

understanding of heritage issues



Recommendations for change

1. MOECC must acknowledge visual impacts and act 
accordingly

2. Ministries must act in spirit of heritage legislation 
and stop rubber stamping. 

3. Increase consultation requirements

4. Stronger municipal role in review of assessments 4. Stronger municipal role in review of assessments 
to tap their deep knowledge of project area, 
community values, own by-laws

5. Municipalities should proactively identify and 
designate rural cultural heritage landscapes

6. MTCS, with input from municipalities, should do 
cultural mapping of province




