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1 INTRODUCTION 
The current document was prepared to address concerns brought up to the Proponent by the governmental 
agencies during the review of the EISR.  
 
The present document should be reviewed with a full understanding of the EISR documents previously 
submitted. More specifically, Volume 3 of the EISR, submitted to Manitoba Conservation in June 2009, should 
be reviewed concurrently with the present document since it provides the revised project description and 
associated potential effects. 
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2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
Comments from various Federal Agencies were received through the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency (CEAA). Responses to each Agency's comments are provided in the next section. Comments received 
are presented in Appendix A. 
 
 
2.1 Environment Canada (EC): 

2.1.1 Orientation of the turbines 

Numerous turbine strings oriented in an east-west direction may increase mortality risk to migrating birds and 
bats. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

As stated in Section 2.2 of the EIS Report, the proposed Project has been configured to maximize its energy 
yield while taking into consideration a set of biophysical and human-related constraints to ensure the Project is 
developed in a sustainable manner. The potential impacts on birds and bats were assessed in consideration of 
the turbine layout presented in the EIS Report. The results of the extensive acoustic bat monitoring conducted 
during the spring, summer and fall of 2007 revealed low passage rates throughout the monitoring period, even 
during typical peak periods of summer swarming and bat migration.  
 
Bird monitoring in 2007 and 2008 found that bird use of the Project Area was relatively low. Also considering that 
the proposed turbines are also set back from the shoreline of the Red River and any significant vegetated areas, 
a low incidence of bird collisions with turbines is anticipated.  
 
Therefore, given the low mortality risk anticipated, the specific set of constraints, and the reduced number of 
wind turbines proposed in the revised Project (from 200 to 130), there is no indication that the mortality risk could 
be further reduced. 
 
 
2.1.2 Lighting 

Proponent should be encouraged to seek alternatives to incandescent lighting. The commitment to discuss 
lighting with CWS is acknowledged. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

No additional comment. 
 
 
2.1.3 Disruption of bird nests for migratory birds 

Vegetation clearing should avoid the period between April 15 and July 31 to minimize disturbance to breeding 
migratory birds. EC supports the proponent recommendation to have a trained biologist on site if vegetation 
clearing is required during the breeding season. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

Very few, if any, vegetation clearing is foreseen. No additional comment.  
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2.1.4 Mortality monitoring/follow-up 

Two years of monitoring for birds and bat mortality are recommended, with the program developed with EC 
(Canadian Wildlife Service).  EC further recommends the proponent discuss mitigation approaches or strategies 
if mortality monitoring identifies concerns. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

The Proponent will conduct two years of post-construction mortality monitoring for birds and bats. The monitoring 
program will be developed with Canadian Wildlife Service. If concerns are identified, mitigation approaches and 
strategies will be carefully evaluated and the most recent findings on the matter will be considered when the time 
comes. The Proponent concurs that there is limited information on potential effects in Manitoba; however the 
effects have been studied for many years in other Provinces, in United States and across the world. Conversely, 
research for effective mitigation measures is still at its early stage, especially for bats, and it would be premature 
to propose specific measures now. The need and the efficiency of current mitigation measures to reduce 
mortality rates are still to be demonstrated at most wind farms, but promising studies are in progress at other 
locations, especially in Alberta, from which valuable information will hopefully emerge. 
 
 
2.1.5 Monarch Butterfly (SARA special concern) 

Potential impacts of the project on monarch butterflies should be assessed, with provisions for monitoring. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

The monarch butterflies (Danaus plexippus) of North American have the most extensive annual migration of any 
butterfly species.  Monarchs that inhabit southeastern Canada (east of Saskatchewan) travel up over 4000 km 
every fall to their overwintering grounds in Mexico.  In Manitoba, this migration occurs during the last two weeks 
of August.   
 
It is extremely difficult to study flight altitudes of migrating butterflies because their small size makes them 
inconspicuous (Gibo 1980).  Many migrating butterfly species fly near the ground where wind velocity is minimal 
and they can maintain their flight speed without much effort (Walker 1985), however monarchs have been 
observed by glider pilots flying as high as 3600 m from the ground during peak migration (Calvert 2001). There is 
little known about how monarchs are able to fly such great distances although many researchers believe they 
glide on rising air currents (thermals) (Monarchwatch 2008). 
 
To date there is no existing literature on the impacts of wind turbine operation on butterflies and no specific 
protocol for assessing butterfly mortalities (Grealey & Stephenson 2007). However, based on the extensive 
literature available on butterfly natural history and behavior, as well as personal observations (J. Grealey, pers. 
obs.; A. Taylor, pers. obs.) the majority of butterflies typically fly at flight heights between 0.1 and 3 m above 
ground.  The only species that is likely to fly at a height within the typical blade sphere (40-120 m) of a wind 
turbine is a migratory monarch.   
 
 A study undertaken in Southern Ontario (Gibo and Pallett 1978) investigated flight techniques and patterns of 
migratory monarch butterflies. It was found that monarchs employ a variety of flight techniques to conserve 
energy during migration.   If strong winds are blowing from the south, the butterflies did not migrate and tended 
to stay within 1 m of the ground.  When wind was from a northern direction, flight techniques changed and flight 
heights were observed to be 2-15 m. During favorable conditions for soaring, monarchs used thermals to 
achieve flight heights of 300 m+. This study reveals that the only time monarchs would typically fly within blade 
sphere is when they are using thermals to achieve soaring altitudes.  
 
Overall, based on currently available data, there is not much evidence to suggest that wind turbine operation is 
likely to negatively effect monarch migration or cause mortalities.  
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As stated in the EISR and the Biological Characterization Report, all incidental butterfly observations were 
recorded during the monitoring period. As a result, 134 incidental observations of monarch were recorded, 
almost all of them within the month of June.  
 
No specific protocol for assessing butterfly mortalities caused by collisions with wind turbines currently exists. 
Until a valid protocol is established, the Proponent will add observations of monarch and monarch mortalities in 
the bird and bat post-construction monitoring protocols.  
 
 
2.2 Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 

2.2.1 Federal Assessment requirements 

The EIS should clarify certain aspects required in the federal assessment, specifically describing scope of 
project and assessment, and clarifying federal roles and responsibilities. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

The Scope of Project, as defined in the NRCan’s Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines for Screenings of 
Inland Wind Farms under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (2003), is described in Section 2 – 
Technical Project Description of the EISR. The Scope of Assessment is provided in Section 3 – Environmental 
and Social Setting, where the environmental components likely to be affected by the project are described, and 
in Section 5 – Assessment of Effects, Mitigation and Monitoring, where the potential effects on these 
components are assessed. The federal roles and responsibilities are described in Section 1.5 – Regulatory 
Framework. 
 
 
2.2.1.1 Further information required 

The specific number, size, and location of the turbines will be required for NRCan to complete its assessment.  
Other information on project components and activities is requested including for: permanent dwelling locations, 
noise receptors, gravel pits, temporary concrete batch plants (if any), and vegetation clearing. 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

Information regarding the number, the size and the locations of the turbines are provided in Volume 3 of the 
EISR, as well as dwelling locations and noise receptor locations (see Map 4 - Volume 3). Detailed construction 
information regarding gravel pits, temporary concrete batch plants will be provided as soon as final locations are 
determined. No significant vegetation clearing is foreseen. 
 
 
2.3 Health Canada (HC) 

2.3.1 Noise 

Comments from Health Canada regarding noise, including recommendations for identification of sensitive noise 
receptors, comments on noise modelling, and recommendations for application of mitigation, can be found in 
Appendix B (letter from R. Grabowecky to T. May, Sept. 2008). 
 
 
Response from the Proponent 

1. No sensitive noise receptors, as defined by HC, were identified within the Project Area; 



 

 
St. Joseph Wind Farm Inc. - ESR Volume 4 
Response to Agency Comments - June 2009 

5 

2. The revised noise analysis was conducted with Siemens SWT 2.3-101 wind turbine model for which 
sound power level is reported to be 104 dBA at 6 m/s wind speed. Revised noise isocontours are shown 
on Map 4 of Volume 3. 

 
3. The noise simulation was produced using the noise output of the wind turbine when the wind speed is 

6 m/s at a height of 10 m above ground level (104 dBA), whilst respecting 40 dBA for all dwellings 
considered as point of receptions, as defined in Ontario (i.e. any point on the premises of a person within 
30 m of a dwelling, where sound or vibration originating from other than those premises is received). For 
"Participating Receptors" (i.e. a dwelling on a property that is associated with the Wind Farm by means 
of a legal agreement with the property owner for the installation and operation of wind turbines or related 
equipment located on that property), the maximum sound level used for this project is 45 dBA. The noise 
simulation was conducted for one-storey (1.5 m agl) and two-storey buildings (4.5 m agl). A noise 
simulation using noise output at 8 m/s (106 dBA) was also conducted to confirm that all dwellings will be 
compliant with the 45 dBA limit. 

 
4. Noise simulations are produced using industry standard software, such as CadnaA in the case of 

St. Joseph. The software is based on the currently approved ISO 9613 standard. This standard provides 
a model for the calculation of the equivalent continuous A-weighted sound pressure level at a distance 
from one or more point sources under meteorological conditions favourable to propagation from sources 
of sound emission. These conditions are for downwind propagation and propagation under a well-
developed moderate ground-based temperature inversion, such as commonly occurs at night. The 
method consists of octave-band algorithms (i.e. with nominal mid-band frequencies from 63 Hz to 8 kHz) 
for calculating the attenuation of the emitted sound. The algorithm takes into account the following 
physical effects: 

o Geometrical divergence – attenuation due to spherical spreading from the sound source; 
o Atmospheric absorption – attenuation due to absorption by the atmosphere; 
o Ground effect – attenuation due to the acoustical properties of the ground. 

 
ISO-9613 input parameters are ambient air temperature, ambient barometric pressure, humidity, source 
ground factor, middle ground factor, receptor ground factor, receptor height and wind turbine 
characteristics, amongst others. As a worst-case scenario, the following parameters are considered: 

o the model takes into account the cumulative effect of all turbines; 
o the model assumes that the dwellings are always downwind from all turbines; 
o the model does not include any screening from vegetation. 

In addition to being internationally recognized, ISO 9613 is the calculation methodology strongly 
recommended by CanWEA (2007) and provinces such as Ontario (NPC-252), Quebec (Instruction Note 
98-01), and Alberta (AUC Rule 012).  
 
Calculations and criteria used are conservative and reflect the fact that the ambient sound levels 
increase with wind speed. 

 
5. St. Joseph Wind Farm Inc. will carry out any justified noise monitoring required by an Environment 

Officer at the point of reception, as commonly requested by Manitoba Conservation in previous wind 
farm Environment Act Licenses. St. Joseph Wind Farm inc. will also implement a complaint reporting 
and recording process and propose mitigation measures if noise levels exceed current regulation. 

 
 
2.4 Parks Canada  

2.4.1 Visual Impact on Neubergthal National Historic Site 

Notwithstanding previous efforts on the part of the proponent in relocating turbines to minimize visual impact, 
Parks Canada recommends relocation of turbines 139-142; 123-128; and 154 to 158 due to potential effect on 
the heritage value associated with the Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site. 
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Response from the Proponent 

Parks Canada recommendations were considered in the revised turbine layout as new constraints and consisted 
of:  
• Implementing a 3.2-km setback from the village of Neubergthal,  
• Avoiding the 9 sections to the east of Neubergthal (1-2-1-W, 36-1-1-W, 25-1-1-W, 6-2-1-E, 5-2-1-E, 31-1-1-

E, 32-1-1-E, 30-1-1-E, 29-1-1-E),  
• Avoid placing turbines along Highway 421 on a distance of 8-km (5 miles) east of the village to protect that 

line of sight when accessing the community (Note: there are no turbines closer than 1.4 km of Highway 421 
within 11 km east of the village of Neubergthal). 

 
The new avoided area is indicated as “National Historical Site” on the revised constraints map (Map 2 - Volume 
3). 
 
 
2.5 Transport Canada (TC) 

2.5.1 Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA) 

Transport Canada requests that the navigability of the water bodies within the project area be determined.  If the 
water bodies are deemed navigable, then applications under the NPWA will be required, if crossings involve 
these water bodies.  The proponent is advised to submit applications to the Navigable Waters Protection 
Program with location options.  Further information can be found at the following website:  
http://www.tc.gc.ca/marinesafety/oep/nwpp/guide.htm 
 
Response from the Proponent 

The only significant navigable water body is the Rivière-aux-Marais, for which existing water crossings will be 
used during the construction. If any new crossing is considered in the final construction designs, applications 
under the NPWA will be submitted. 
 
 
2.5.2 Aeronautical Obstruction 

Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance Forms should be submitted to the Transport Canada, Aerodromes & Air 
Navigation for the wind towers. 
 
Response from the Proponent 

Forms have been submitted in April 2009. 
 
 
2.6 Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

2.6.1 Stream Crossing information and recommendations 

Design details for specific stream crossings are requested.  DFO Operational Statements are noted, specifically 
Manitoba Operational Statement for High Pressure Directional Drilling (http://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/regions/central/habitat/os-eo/prov-terr/mb/os-eo09_e.htm) and Manitoba Operational Statement for 
Isolated or Dry Open Cut Stream Crossings (http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/regions/central/habitat/os-eo/prov-
terr/mb/os-eo22_e.htm). 
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Response from the Proponent 

Design details for specific stream crossing, if any, will be provided as soon as they are available, i.e. when the 
Project enters the construction design phase. 
 
 
2.7 Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) 

2.7.1 Radio Frequency issues 

The RCMP raised questions regarding radio frequency studies, and whether Manitoba Telecom Services (MTS) 
sites were taken into account.   
 
Response from the Proponent 

A radiocommunication system inventory and impact assessment was conducted in June 2008 and considered 
the MTS sites (St. Joseph EIS Report, Volume 2, Appendices). Turbines 21, 22 and 23 located within the 1-km 
consultation zone were relocated in the revised layout.  
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 445 - 123 Main Street 123, rue Main, pièce 445 
 Union Station Union Station 
 Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 4W2 Winnipeg (Manitoba)  R3C 4W2 
 
 
 
 
 

October 29, 2008 CEAA File No.: MP2006-040 
 NRCan File No: MA-503 
 MC File No.:     5353.00 
 
 
Mr. Bryan Blunt 
Manitoba Conservation 
Environmental Assessment and Licensing Branch 
160 - 123 Main Street 
Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 1A5 
 
Dear Mr. Blunt: 
 
SUBJECT:  St. Joseph Wind Energy Project - Manitoba 
 
As requested in your letter of July 29, 2008, and as part of our participation in the co-
operative environmental assessment of the above noted project, we are providing 
comments on the environmental assessment information submitted by the 
proponent.  The document reviewed is: 
 
 Hélimax, 2008.  St. Joseph Wind Energy Project – Environmental 

Impact Study Report.  Prepared for St. Joseph Wind Farm, Inc. and 
submitted to CEAA and Manitoba Conservation.  July 2008.  144 p. 
(Volume 1) and Maps and Appendices (Volume 2). 

 
A brief summary of comments received from federal authorities reviewing this 
document is included in this letter.  For important details, please refer to the original 
responses that are attached to this response. 
 
Environment Canada (EC): 
Orientation of the turbines: Numerous turbine strings oriented in an east-west 
direction may increase mortality risk to migrating birds and bats. 
Lighting:  Proponent should be encouraged to seek alternatives to incandescent 
lighting.  The commitment to discuss lighting with CWS is acknowledged. 
Disruption of bird nests for migratory birds:  Vegetation clearing should avoid the 
period between April 15 and July 31 to minimize disturbance to breeding migratory 
birds.  EC supports the proponent recommendation to have a trained biologist on site 
if vegetation clearing is required during the breeding season. 
Mortality monitoring/follow-up:  Two years of monitoring for birds and bad mortality 
are recommended, with the program developed with EC (Canadian Wildlife Service).  
EC further recommends the proponent discuss mitigation approaches or strategies if 
mortality monitoring identifies concerns. 
Monarch Butterfly (SARA special concern): Potential impacts of the project on 
monarch butterflies should be assessed, with provisions for monitoring. 
 
 



 
 
Natural Resources Canada (NRCan):   
Federal Assessment requirements:  The EIS should clarify certain aspects required 
in the federal assessment, specifically describing scope of project and assessment, 
and clarifying federal roles and responsibilities. 
Further information required:  The specific number, size, and location of the turbines 
will be required for NRCan to complete its assessment.  Other information on project 
components and activities is requested including for:  permanent dwelling locations, 
noise receptors, gravel pits, temporary concrete batch plants (if any),  and vegetation 
clearing. 
 
Health Canada (HC) 
Noise:  HC provided a number of comments regarding noise, including 
recommendations for identification of sensitive noise receptors, comments on noise 
modelling, and recommendations for application of mitigation. 
 
Parks Canada  
Visual Impact on Neubergthal National Historic Site:  Notwithstanding previous 
efforts on the part of the proponent in relocating turbines to minimize visual impact, 
Parks Canada recommends relocation of turbines 139-142; 123-128; and 154 to 158 
due to potential effect on the heritage value associated with the Neubergthal Street 
Village National Historic Site. 
 
Transport Canada (TC) 
Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA):  Transport Canada requests that the 
navigability of the water bodies within the project area be determined.  If the water 
bodies are deemed navigable, then applications under the NPWA will be required, if 
crossings involve these water bodies.  The proponent is advised to submit 
applications to the Navigable Waters Protection Program with location options.  
Further information can be found at the following website:  
http://www.tc.gc.ca/marinesafety/oep/nwpp/guide.htm 
Aeronautical Obstruction:    Aeronautical Obstruction Clearance Forms should be 
submitted to the Transport Canada, Aerodromes & Air Navigation for the wind 
towers. 
 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
Stream Crossing information and recommendations:  Design details for specific 
stream crossings are requested.  DFO Operational Statements are noted,  
specifically Manitoba Operational Statement for High Pressure Directional Drilling 
(http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/regions/central/habitat/os-eo/prov-terr/mb/os-eo09_e.htm)  
and Manitoba Operational Statement for Isolated or Dry Open Cut Stream Crossings 
(http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/regions/central/habitat/os-eo/prov-terr/mb/os-
eo22_e.htm).  
 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) 
Radio Frequency issues:   The RCMP raised questions regarding radio frequency 
studies, and whether Manitoba Telecom Services (MTS) sites were taken into 
account.   
 
As noted above, please refer to the attached letters from federal authorities, for 
specific advice related to the above summary comments. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments in the provincial review.  My 
sincere apologies for the delay. 
 
 



 
If you have any questions concerning this environmental assessment, please contact 
me at (204) 984-7935 or by e-mail at wendy.botkin@ceaa-acee.gc.ca. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Wendy Botkin 
Senior Program Officer 
 
Encls. 
 
cc.  

Teresa LeMay, NRCan 
Reg Ejeckam, EC 
Alex Beckstead, RCMP 
Ashley Presenger, DFO 
Zeena Mohammed, TC 
Katherine Cumming, Parks Canada 
Rick Grabowecky, HC 
Karl-Éric Martel, Hélimax 



Distribution List  
 

Teresa LeMay 
Environmental Assessment Officer 
Natural Resources Canada 
Environmental Assessment Coordination 
580 Booth Street, 3rd Floor, Room: A7-5 
Ottawa, ON K1A 0E4 
Tel: (613) 992-8791  
Fax: (613) 995-5719  
E-mail: tlemay@nrcan-rncan.gc.ca 
 

Corey Simpson 
Environmental Assessment Officer 
Natural Resources Canada 
Renewable and Electrical Energy Division 
580 Booth Street, 11th Floor, Room C5-6 
Ottawa, ON  K1A 0E4  
Tel: (613) 943-5913  
Fax: (613) 995-8343  
E-mail: cosimpso@nrcan-rncan.gc.ca 
 

Reg Ejeckam  
Environment Canada  
150 - 123 Main Street Winnipeg,  
MB R3C 4W2  
Tel: (204) 984-3522 Fax: (204) 983-0960 
E-mail: reg.ejeckam@ec.gc.ca   
 

Anita Champagne Gudmundson 
Environmental Management 
Transport Canada P.O. Box 8550 3rd Floor,  
344 Edmonton Street  
Winnipeg, MB R3C 0P6  
Tel: 204-983-3388   
E-mail: champan@tc.gc.ca  
 

Margaret Keast  
District Manager Prairies Area, Manitoba District 
Department of Fisheries & Oceans 
501 University Crescent 
Winnipeg, MB R3T 2N6  
Tel: (204) 984-1334 Fax: (204) 984-2401 
E-mail: Margaret.keast@DFO-MPO.gc.ca  
 

Katherine Cumming  
Parks Canada Resource Conservation  
Winnipeg 3rd floor, 145 McDermot Avenue  
Winnipeg, MB R3B 0R9  
Tel: (204) 984-1929 Fax: (204) 983-0031 
E-Mail: katherine.cumming@pc.gc.ca  
 

Rick Grabowecky  
Regional EA Coordinator Health Canada  
510 Lagimodière Blvd. 
Winnipeg, MB R2J 3Y1  
Tel: (204) 984-8318 Fax: (204) 983-5692 
E-mail: rick_grabowecky@hc-sc.gc.ca 
 

Mark R. Bartley 
Department of National Defence 
Air Traffic Control Radar Systems 
PO Box 1000 Station Forces 
9 Alert Blvd 
Astra ON K0K 3W0 
Tel:  (613) 392-2811 Ext. 7042 
+windturbines@forces.gc.ca 
 

Tebesi Mosala   
Environmental Specialist  
Indian and Northern Affairs Environmental 
Planning and Management Unit 
365 Hargrave St. Room 200 
Winnipeg, MB  R3B 3A3 
Telephone: (204) 984-0711 Fax: (204) 983-
3629 
Email:  mosalat@inac.gc.ca  
 

The Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) 
Generic email inbox:  
eoliennes_windturbines@radio-canada.ca  
 

Lori O’Brennan  
Industry Canada Spectrum, Information 
Technologies  
and Telecommunications  
4th floor, 400 St. Mary Avenue  
Winnipeg, MB R3C 4K5  
Tel: (204) 983-5554 Fax: (204) 984-6045 
E-mail: obrennan.lori@ic.gc.ca  
 

Alex Beckstead 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) 
alex.beckstead@rcmp-grc.gc.ca  
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Parks Canada  
145 McDermot Ave. 
Winnipeg, MB 
R3B 0R9 
 
September 5, 2008 
 
Ms. Wendy Botkin 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
123 Main St. Suite 445 
Winnipeg, MB 
R3C 4W2 
 
Re: St. Joseph Wind Energy Project - Manitoba 

 
Dear Ms. Botkin, 
 
Parks Canada has reviewed the St. Joseph Wind Energy Project:Environmental Impact Study Report 

(Volume 1).  Parks Canada is providing advice pursuant to section 12(3) of the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) and consistent with Parks Canada’s recognition in the 
CEAA Reference Guide, Involving Expert Federal Authorities, as an expert federal authority in: 

I. cultural resources 
II. historical, archaeological, paleontological and architectural resources 
III.  management of protected areas, national parks, national historic sites, historic rivers and 

heritage canals 
 
The village of Neubergthal was designated a National Historic Site of Canada by the Government 
of Canada in 1989.  On behalf of the Government of Canada, Parks Canada is the lead agency for 
National Historic Sites.  Parks Canada works with the owners, operators and stewards of these 
nationally significant places for the benefit of current and future generations.  Please find the 
attached comments on the potential impacts of this project on Neubergthal Street Village 
National Historic Site of Canada. 

Sincerely, 
 
Katherine Cumming 
Environmental Assessment Scientist 
cc: Teresa LeMay, Natural Resources Canada 
 David Hems, Cultural Resources Manager, Parks Canada 
 Frieda Klippenstein, Historian, Parks Canada 

 
 



 

 

Review of the St. Joseph Wind Energy Project: 

Environmental Impact Study Report (Volume 1) 

 

Context of Parks Canada’s Interest 

Parks Canada has reviewed the St. Joseph Wind Energy Project: Environmental Impact Study Report 

(Volume 1).  Parks Canada is providing the following advice pursuant to section 12(3) of the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) and consistent with Parks Canada’s recognition in 
the CEAA Reference Guide, Involving Expert Federal Authorities, as an expert federal authority in: 

I. cultural resources 
II. historical, archaeological, paleontological and architectural resources 
III.   management of protected areas, national parks, national historic sites, historic rivers and 

heritage canals 

The village of Neubergthal was designated a National Historic Site of Canada by the Government 
of Canada in 1989.  On behalf of the Government of Canada, Parks Canada is the lead agency for 
National Historic Sites.  Parks Canada works with the owners, operators and stewards of these 
nationally significant places for the benefit of current and future generations.  

 
Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site of Canada 

Based on the recommendation of The Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada the 
commemorative intent of Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site of Canada is as 
follows: 

Mennonite Street Villages are Prairie settlement forms of both national historic and 
architectural significance and they are commemorated at Neubergthal, Manitoba, which not 
only possesses a considerable amount of resource integrity but an apparently unique ‘sense 
of place’. 

Arriving in 1874-1881, Mennonites were the first large group of immigrants to settle successfully 
on the wide-open prairies of Manitoba, a feat previously considered impossible because of the 
lack of resources needed for survival. Neubergthal is an excellent example of a typical Mennonite 
Street village on the Canadian Prairies. The street village architecture was a good model for 
settlement. It required close interaction and co-operation among residents.  Neubergthal 
continues to project a strong sense of place today. While the communal, open field system of 
farming has long since been replaced with farming on individually owned lands, and the 
uniformity of the earlier village formation has given way to diversity, in Neubergthal the central 
village street remains the prominent orientation. 



 

 

The designation of Neubergthal is not typical in Canada’s system of National Historic Sites 
because it is an area designation, which includes the entire village, comprised largely of private 
lands.  Yet the importance of protecting the commemorative integrity of this cultural landscape 
remains.  Parks Canada has described commemorative integrity as follows. 

The concept of commemorative integrity is used to describe the health or wholeness of a 
national historic site. A national historic site possesses commemorative integrity when the 
resources that symbolise or represent its importance are not impaired or under threat, when 
the reasons for the site’s national historic significance are effectively communicated to the 
public, and when the site’s heritage values are respected by all whose decisions or actions 
affect the site. 

The landscape surrounding Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site of Canada is 
important to protecting the commemorative integrity of the recognized settlement pattern 
because it contributes to the “sense of place” by contrasting the wide-open prairie with the 
village structure.  In particular the surrounding landscape contributes to “sense of place” when 
visitors are approaching and entering the village.  As a visitor enters the village he or she 
observes the contrast between the open prairie and the village.  The surrounding landscape is a 
key component in communicating the reasons for the site’s national significance to the public, an 
important element of commemorative integrity.  The Commemorative Integrity Statement for 
Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site of Canada states that the site will be 
safeguarded and understood when: 

the meaning of the immediate and larger landscape is revealed through interpretation 
thereby increasing understanding of its value and support for its preservation.  

Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site as a cultural landscape requires a great deal of 
sensitivity to its landscape character to maintain one of its key heritage values a “unique sense of 
place” as defined by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada.   

 

Assessment of the EIS with respect to Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site of 
Canada 

Given Parks Canada’s mandate in relation to national historic sites and role as a Federal 
Authority reviewing the St. Joseph Wind Energy Project – Environmental Impact Study Report, 
potential visual impacts relative to the placement of some turbines near Neubergthal Street 
Village National Historic Site were identified prior to the official environmental assessment 
process. Parks Canada provided information to Bowark Energy Ltd. about the national historic 
site and its significance.  In addition, after concerns were raised by community stakeholders 
about visual impacts, Bowark Energy Ltd. met with community members. This meeting served to 



 

 

ensure visual impact assessment was conducted and community members had an opportunity to 
express concerns. The efforts made by Bowark Energy Ltd. to produce the visual stimulation has 
provided Parks Canada an opportunity to make a more informed assessment of potential visual 
effects on the site. 

The St. Joseph Wind Energy Project Environmental Impact Study (section 5.14.2.3 - Neubergthal 
Landscapes) concludes “considering that turbines will be seen from relatively few view points on 
the east side of the Village, and that consultation with representatives from the Village of 
Neubergthal resulted in the relocation of four turbines, the resulting expected visual impact on 
Neubergthal is considered low, and not significant.” However, a review of the visual simulations 
brings into question the assessment that there are few viewpoints and the visual impact is low. 

As a result of the meeting with community members, Bowark Energy Ltd. made a commitment 
to maintain a 3.2 kilometre buffer around the Village of Neubergthal and consequently four 
turbines were relocated.  The relocation of the four turbines (139, 140, 141, and 142) identified in 
the Environmental Impact Statement technically meets the 3.2 kilometre criteria established in the 
discussion with community representatives and has lessened the magnitude of visual impact 
from the site along the northeast viewpoint.  

However, the decision to relocate the four turbines along a new linear line directly east of the site 
has resulted in broadening the geographic extent of visual impact when seen in relation to the 
other visible wind turbines. This relocation has increased the number of eastern viewpoints for 
which the turbines are distinctively visible from the community. It also affects the visitor’s view 
and understanding of the village’s defining characteristics as a community settlement pattern on 
the open prairie, as these four turbines line the entry to the village on the primary route of arrival.   
In addition, there appear to be new turbines placed towards the south-eastern edge of the village.  
The following specific observations were made from the visual simulations provided in 
Appendix E. 

 
Visual Simulation 5 (View from Neubergthal Information Kiosk) 

• Turbines (154 – 158) are prominent landscape features in the centre of this visual 
stimulation. 

• Turbines (139 –142) are in alignment with the Historic Sites and Monuments Board 
Plaque, the primary location from which most visitors will be introduced to the site.  

 
Visual Simulation 6 (View from the Balcony of Neubergthal Interpretive Centre) 

• Due to the height of the cottonwoods, the visual impact will be low from this viewpoint. 
 

Visual Simulation 7 (View from Neubergthal Street Village Northern End) 



 

 

• Turbines 123 to 128 are very distinctive landscape features in the center of this visual 
plane.  

 
Visual Simulation 8 (View from Backyard of P. Klippenstein Site, next to Neubergthal Cemetery) 

• The relocated turbines (139, 140, 141 and 142) are very distinctive landscape features on 
the right-hand side of the photograph. 

 
After review of the visual simulations it appears the likelihood of visual impact occurring over a 
broad geographic extent is high. The effort to relocate the wind turbines, although decreasing the 
magnitude of impact along one visual plane has increased the overall residual impact of the wind 
turbines on Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site. The overall broad extent of the 
visual impact and the duration for which it will exist raises questions as to whether the impact on 
Neubergthal National Historic Site is low and insignificant as concluded in the Environmental 
Impact Statement.  

 
Conclusion 

The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (Parks Canada, 2001) 
provide guidance on the best way to conserve heritage places and have been adopted by Parks 
Canada and the Province of Manitoba.  The Guidelines recommend: 

preserving viewscapes such as vistas, views, aspects, visual axes and sight lines that may (or 
may not) be framed by vertical features or terminate in a focal point — that are important in 
defining the overall heritage value of the landscape.  

The Guidelines recommend not: 

removing or radically changing viewscapes that are important in defining the overall 
character of the landscape. 

The visible expanse of the turbines on a flat prairie landscape in concert with the broadened 
extent of visual impact from the relocated turbines will have a long-term effect (minimally 20 - 25 
years, the identified lifespan of the turbines) over a wide geographic extent covering a number of 
viewpoints.  Parks Canada has concerns that this project is not in keeping with the Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada and will have an overall negative effect 
on the “senese of place” identified as a key heritage value associated with Neubergthal Street 
Village National Historic Site. To assist in mitigating the geographic extent of the visual impact 
on Neubergthal Street Village National Historic Site, Parks Canada has the following 
recommendations. 



 

 

1. Parks Canada recommends turbines 139-142 are removed from their proposed location 
on map 5.2, dated July 16, 2008.  These turbines are highly intrusive on the sense of place 
for visitors when entering the village, as they are located along Highway 421, the main 
point of entry to the site.  These turbines also greatly broaden the visual impact on the 
village because there are no other turbines on this line of site and they align with the 
centre of the village.  Therefore Parks Canada recommends that there should be no 
turbines: 

o within 3.2 kilometres of the village, nor 
o on the 9 sections to the east of Neubergthal (1-2-1-W, 36-1-1-W, 25-1-1-W, 6-2-1-E, 

5-2-1-E, 31-1-1-E, 32-1-1-E, 30-1-1-E, 29-1-1-E), nor 
o within 5 miles of the village along Highway 421 to protect that line of sight when 

accessing the community. 
 

2. Parks Canada recommends turbines 123 –128 and turbines 154 –158 are removed from 
their proposed location on map 5.2, dated July 16, 2008.  Both lines are very visible along 
northeast and southeast planes respectively. Therefore Parks Canada recommends that 
there should be no turbines: 

o within 3.2 kilometres of the village, nor 
o on the 9 sections to the east of Neubergthal (1-2-1-W, 36-1-1-W, 25-1-1-W, 6-2-1-E, 

5-2-1-E, 31-1-1-E, 32-1-1-E, 30-1-1-E, 29-1-1-E), nor 
o within 5 miles of the village along Highway 421 to protect that line of sight. 

 
 






