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Special Committee on Climate Change
Thursday, October 28, 2004

10:00 a.m.

Tape No. 1 

Part I - John TeRaa

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Ten o’clock, and I’m
going to convene the third meeting of the Special
Committee on Climate Change.  I want to welcome
all members of the committee here and I want to
certainly welcome our first presenter, Mr. John
TeRaa.  Before we get to him though, I do want to
send--put on the record my personal congratulations
to the Clerk of Committees for a tremendous job of
putting together on the Legislature website, a great
deal of information on this topic of climate change.
A lot of documents are up there for people’s
background reading and links to all kinds of other
information on the issue of climate change.  And I
don’t believe in the history of committee work have
we seen as much information on one topic uploaded
to this website.  So it really is a good resource there
and would recommend it to all members of the media
and general public to keep that in mind if they want
to learn more about this issue.

Before we go a little bit further, I want to refer back to
a presenter of our last meeting, Erin Swansburg, the
Climate Change Co-ordinator for the province.  And
we have been told that this lady is available as a
resource to this committee to help us when the time
comes for the writing of a report and
recommendations and if we feel we would like to
have her services, I know I would entertain a motion
to that effect at this point.  Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown (L):    I’ll move it.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     You’ll move that
motion?

Richard Brown (L):    Yes Sir.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Alright, and all those
in favour, say aye.  Contrary nay.  Very well.  We’ll
make the formal request to Ms. Swansburg to be our
resource person.  Now today, there will be ten
presentations is what we planned to do - four this
morning as you can see and the remainder this
afternoon.  We will be breaking at 12:00 o’clock or in
that neighbourhood depending on how the
presentations go this morning.  I am going to try to

ask our presenters if they could keep their
presentations to under 30 minutes.  That would
mean total presentation and hopefully, with the
cooperation of committee members being disciplined
in their questioning, we can hopefully today
accommodate all of our presenters.  

So without further ado and I would ask our first
presenter to begin his presentation and ask
committee members to please be patient.  If you
have any questions for Mr. TaRaa, would you please
hold them until the conclusion of his presentation, at
which time I will be taking a list of questioners and
Mr. TaRaa, the floor is yours, Sir.

John TaRaa:   Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I think most of you know me.  I have been active in
the energy field on Prince Edward Island for the last
25 years, renewable energy basically, alternate
energy.  I thought I’d appear before the committee
and as some of you have said already, I’ll probably
be controversial so it shouldn’t shock you if I make
a few controversial statements.

First of all, why do we have strategy on climate
change?  Really we had a strategy 25 years ago on
energy.  Alex Campbell was premier.  We had
energy days in this very Legislature.  Based on those
energy days and the follow-up of Premier Angus
MacLean, action was taken on alternate energy.  The
Energy Corporation was created and things started
to happen.   So I guess, why are we starting all over
again with climate change?  Because really climate
change is a symptom of an underlying problem, and
I think the underlying problem basically is the
inappropriate use and the inappropriate production of
energy.  

So if I can use an analogy, can say that climate
change being a persistent headache.  You know,
what is this committee going to do?  Look at the
merits of bufferin, aspirin, excedrin on how to treat
the headache or are we going to deal with the
underlying problem which is the use of energy.  Deal
with the underlying problem of a headache and the
headache will go away.  Deal with the problem of
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inappropriate production in the use of energy and
manmade climate issues will be mitigated.  They
won’t go away.  They will be mitigated.  The climate
is going to change.  

Now in a context for Prince Edward Island, I would
hope that this committee is going to step back and
take a look at sustainable energy developments and
use in the fields of agriculture, fisheries, forestry,
tourism, the use of energy in cities and the rural
communities.  I think in particular this committee
should refocus itself on the implementation of the
energy policies that were developed 25 years ago
and basically, as a result the global climate will thank
you for it.  In other words, your climate change
issues will be mitigated.  

Now what I want to do is touch on a couple of points
in areas that I’ve been active in, in the last few
decades, basically district heating, co-generation,
power generation, agriculture and energy, forestry
and energy.  Now really to do justice with these, I’m
going to need three days, but I’m going to try to keep
it to 15 minutes.  First of all, I’d like to reiterate the
need for political leadership and political commitment
to make things happen.  And I just want to refer back
to the early 80's when Premier Angus MacLean was
premier of this province.  Angus MacLean, he was
talking about rural renaissance in those days.  But
really when you sat down with him, he was keenly
interested in sustainable energy development and
use on PEI.  The utilization of wood, production of
ethanol from cull potatoes for farm fuel, development
of wind energy.  In fact, Premier MacLean, he was
Chairman of the Energy Corporation when it was
initiated.   And the reason why a lot of things started
to happen in the 80's because the political
commitment was there.  That’s why I mention this
again.  We need the political leadership, political
commitment to make things happen.  So I would
hope that this committee is going to take a serious
look, not on political lines but cooperatively, as Mr.
Brown says.

Now, I think the mike, is the mike picking me up?
Okay.  I like to think on my feet and just have some
numbers in front of me.  So I’m just going to flood
you with some numbers.  So basically, what I’d like
to do is just talk about district heating a bit.  The
Charlottetown district heating system, I’m not sure
how much the committee members know about this
plant, these numbers are a couple of years old, but
the total plant production 211 thousand megawatt
hours.  Now megawatt hours is just a number for

you, I guess, but the oil equivalent of that is 21
million litres.  So it’s a substantial amount of energy
that comes through that plant.  And in fact, according
to my estimates, about 30 to 40 per cent of the
thermal energy requirement in Charlottetown area
buildings comes from this plant. 

So it’s very significant, this plant, what it does.  That
30 to 40 per cent, it’s an estimate on my part and I’d
suggest you make a note and ask your resource
person to actually confirm that.  You know, what
does this plant contribute to the Charlottetown
thermal energy requirements?  That plant displaces
$5.2 million worth of fuel oil at 30 cents.  Now the
price of oil these days is over 50 now, I think.  It’s
probably heading for 60.  So that’s going to double.
Between part time and full time positions, about 34
positions, so there’s a fair bit of employment created
for generating this energy on Prince Edward Island.
So a lot of these things to deal with alternate energy
is not throw money at it.  It makes it common sense
to do things and this plant is an example of it.  

Now part of that energy comes from household
waste, 77,000 megawatt hours actually, and that
represents about 32 thousand tons of household
garbage.  Now when these numbers were generated
as before waste watch, so that it’s unsorted garbage.
But a ton of garbage contains about 2.5 megawatt
hours of energy.  Now at 40 cents per litre, a ton of
garbage contains about $100 worth of energy.  

The reason I’m mentioning this, like the province has
chosen to go to waste watch.  Recycling is fine but
the province also has decided to invest $20 million in
a compost facility.  That facility processes about 30
thousand tons of garbage.  It has an energy value of
$3 million but then for the purpose of this committee
and you have to deal with this, the compost facility
generates methane, a serious contributor to
greenhouse gases.  I think something should be
done with that methane gas. Now I’m not going to go
further on it but I think when you deal with climate
change, if you want to deal with it, you got to deal
with that issue.  Twenty million dollars invested in a
compost facility and it generates methane and it
could have displaced $3 millions annually in fuel.  

Wood waste, 97 thousand megawatt hours.
Basically, that waste is coming from the Georgetown
sawmill.  It is the bark and the sawdust generated
and the last few years basically, Georgetown has
been mining the old bark pile which was an
environmental liability and I understand it made a
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significant dent into that pile where it’s almost to the
point where there’s no longer any energy recovery
possible from what’s left.  

Now I mentioned I was going to talk a bit about
forestry and energy.  This plant, as I’ll show later,
really could be and it should be extended harvesting
practices currently in the forests.  I think of the
tremendous amount of wood that’s being left in the
forest which is wasted.  And I suspect with the
harvesting levels that have been going on in the last
ten years, there probably was enough waste wood
which could have fueled the 25 megawatt power
plant year round which is a tremendous amount of
energy which could have been utilized which has not
been utilized. 

Now I’m not saying we should build a power plant
today because I suspect the rate of harvesting that
has gone on, it’s not sustainable.  But I think this
committee should take a look at the link between
forestry and energy to see if part of the waste coming
from the forest should be utilized to create renewable
energy.  Because like even in the Charlottetown
system as it is today, about 20 per cent of the energy
still comes from oil.  Now that’s peaking energy you
cannot displace all of it.  

Co-generation, the plant, the Energy from Waste
plant in Charlottetown has a 1.2 megawatts
generator in there producing electricity.  These are
the extra production numbers all of the energy over
the last number of years.  Most of the energy is used
in a house.  These are the energy numbers of the
export through the Maritime Electric grid.  And just to
give you some reference, the energy produced from
the Maritime Electric plant is about ten fold of that 1.2
megawatt turbine.  I just want to show you that even
with the 1.2 megawatt little turbine, it produces a lot
of electricity and it is clean electricity.  The waste
heat from behind the turbine is heating
Charlottetown.  This is co-generation, maximizing the
use of energy.  

Now back in 95, when we actually did the upgrade
on the plant, we were looking at installing a 5-
megawatt turbine.  Basically, all that would have
meant is you know, put a little more energy into the
steam, produce it at a higher pressure, run through
a turbine and still utilize the waste heat for district
heating. 

So really those numbers could have been ten-fold.
The problem was at the time, the sale and selling

price of energy to Maritime Electric was 3.5 cents
and to make that viable, we needed 5 cents at the
time so it wasn’t done.  

I guess what I’m saying and I’m not saying it, but I
guess what really what we need is some policies on
the Island to make things like that happen.  And
again, the climate will thank us for it.  So let’s face it,
the Charlottetown plant, at the moment, for every
four units of energy going into that plant, only one
unit of electricity is coming out.   The rest goes into
the harbour and up the stack, very inefficient.
Whereas this energy is basically 100 per cent heat
recovered, just allowing for the thorough deficiences,
you know, you lose 15 per cent on the combustion
system.  But the electricity is 100 per cent electricity
from the energy going in.  That is co-generation.  

Now I really struggled with what I was going to
present to this committee.  I put a few things on
paper.  I call them policy issues and I guess issues
that I would like this committee to take a look at.
Really, the government and the city, you being a
former councillor, should get back involved in
expanding the district heating system.  Do not expect
the private sector to do it.  It won’t happen.  As it is
now, well there are enough issues between the
company, PEI Energy system and the city, putting
pipes in the ground.  Really you don’t want that
headache to go in through more remote areas.  
What I think should happen, where the district
heating system is now, their whole neighbourhood,
whole blocks of older housing stock, for instance,
that should be hooked up to the system.  The
company won’t do it.  The company will make the
investment in the plants and the distribution system
is there that the main line can handle 40 megawatt,
is handling about 30 megawatt now so the capability
is there to expand.  But really the province and the
municipality should promote going into
neighbourhoods, especially the older housing stock
to expand the system.   But once that is done, the
plant can be expanded and it should be expanded in
a co-generation mode to increase the utilization of
renewables.   When I talk renewables, it is wood
waste, agricultural residues.  They probably could go
a ten megawatt co-gen plant in Charlottetown on an
economic basis.  I’m just throwing out a number.  I’m
not going into any details, but the potential is there.
It’s the utilized wood waste and the utilized
agricultural waste.

Now I’ve talked energy and agriculture.  PEI is
heavily committed at the moment to growing
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potatoes.  Now being a Dutchman, potatoes should
be grown actually once every five years, no more
often.  It was policy in the Netherlands back in the
50's already, simply for disease controls and
diversification of crops so we need crop rotation.  I
think some of the other crops, and I know the
Minister of Energy is talking about this, growing oil
crops and stuff like that for energy production.  And
I think the climate committee, this committee should
involve itself in that because it’s an out benefit to the
farmer if you can displace oil and benefit the climate.

So that’s why I’m saying that really this committee
should step back and take a global picture of PEI,
not just put the blinders on and get your aspirin bottle
out and deal with climate change.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. TaRaa, if I may
briefly interrupt you, we have about ten more minutes
in your presentation if that’s. . .

John TaRaa:   And I said 15.  Okay, now, this will
give you a headache.  Amend the Electric Power Act
to give capacity for co-generated green power.
Maritime Electric, at the moment, is committed to
construct a gas turbine, about 43 megawatt at the
Charlottetown plant.  This is going to cost the rate
payers $130 thousand per megawatt, just to have it
sit there.  Why do you have to go all through the
market offer it at $130 a megawatt to co-generate.
You know, like in Charlottetown, a ten megawatt
plant, 1.3 million for just having it sit there.  You want
to take a serious look at it and the plant is actually
going to do something and produce something.  It’s
not an investment, a commitment for the ratepayers
for something to have sit there and not do anything.
 Now I’m not blaming Maritime Electric.  Their job is
to keep the lights on in the province and that’s what
they’re doing.  And the way the Electric Power Act is
structured right now, that’s what they’re going by and
that’s what they’re doing.  I’m not telling you how to
amend it.  I’m just saying, take a look at it.  It’s not a
five-minute issue.  It gets complicated.  

Regulations to ban inappropriate use of electricity for
space heating.  I was kind of shocked to find out that
the new residence at UPEI going up is going to be
heated by heat pumps.  Heat pumps are driven by
electricity.  Where that building is going, within 30
feet of that building, there’s a district heat line going
there.  They’re not tapping into it for heating that
building.  They’re using heat pumps.  It’s probably
under the current rate structure more economical for
the university to do that.  I don’t know.  I have not

asked the question.  It should not be allowed.  

Again, that’s where it comes from the Maritime
Electric power act.  Our rates are going up by a
couple of per cent across the board.  And yet some
of the capacity is going to go to heating a residence
on the UPEI campus for space heat.  The rate they
are subsidizing the space heating for that building.
Now go ahead, that’s not a climate change issue,
indirectly it is.  Because really that building should be
heated from waste heat behind a co-generator.  Just
think of it.  Next year in January, when it’s cold out,
that building is going to require heat, (Indistinct) to
run it flat out.  Using four units of energy, you get one
unit of electricity.  They’ll tell you, heat pumps, oh
cycle efficiency four.  So for one unit of electricity in,
you get four units of heat out.  We just broke even. 
Again, the province should look at introducing district
heating in Summerside.  We looked at it back in 85.
It was marginal.  There’s a new hospital.  There’s a
GST Centre, all kinds of construction going on.
There are all kinds of possibilities which indirectly are
related to climate change.  Again, I say, if this
committee looked beyond the aspirin bottle, look at
some of the underlying issues that impact the
climate.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Thank you very
much, Mr. TaRaa.  We have about five minutes for
questions as we try to stay on our schedule this
morning.  I will be taking a questioner’s list here if
anyone has any questions they’d like to pose to Mr.
TaRaa.  Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L):    John, thanks very much.  As
always, you give an excellent presentation.  You do
know the energy file quite well.  I commend you for
that.  The Energy from Waste plant, so are we saying
that there is excess capacity there in January, and
February and March?  Like my understanding is that
the plant doesn’t have any excess capacity at those
times of year.

John TaRaa:   No, the plant is basically running flat
out although there is historically, a shortage of
garbage in January and February, yes.   The
garbage volume is down.

Richard Brown (L):    So what we’re saying is that
so the co-gen couldn’t work in January, February, or
March, it would be used for heating mostly.  Or could
the co-gen work. . .

John TaRaa:   When I talk about co-gen, I am
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talking about a new plant.

Richard Brown (L):    At the Energy from Waste
Plant.

John TaRaa:   Added capacity, yes.  

Richard Brown (L):    And how would they fuel that?
  Through wood, in January, February and March? 

John TaRaa:    Wood based, year round or
whenever needed, six or seven months of the year.
In summer, you don’t need it.  Wood waste,
agricultural waste.

Richard Brown (L):    So under like co-gen, if the
Maritime or the Electric Power Act was amended to
allow net metering, do you think that the PEI Energy,
that plant out there would put a co-gen plant in,
under just net metering?

John TaRaa:   No, they still need the capacity credit.
Like even right now, that 1.2 megawatt generator,
Maritime Electric does not give any credit for the
generator sitting there and counter it in its capacity
block.  

Richard Brown (L):    Okay.

John TaRaa:   They are just ignoring it.  So even
that 1.2 megawatt generator as it sits there today,
that should be getting about $150 thousand a year
for just having it sit there.  Because really that’s what
Maritime Electric is going to get for that gas turbine.

Richard Brown (L):    But the gas turbine, Maritime
Electric has set at IRAC, we’re in a North American
energy market and our suppliers of energy outside of
Prince Edward Island demands that we price our
power on what you have, what power capacity you
have.  We have no influence over that.  Like it’s great
to say that plant is going to sit there and be used for
nothing.  But it’s used to bring down our power rates
because other power plants say, well you have that
capacity so we give you a different rate.  I don’t know
how that structure works but it’s quite a structure.

John TaRaa:   Yeah okay, I guess I wasn’t quite
clear.  Maritime Electric does need that capacity.
That’s not the argument.  But really , or rather to
invest this in a gas turbine, you know, 43 megawatts
sitting there.  You know, line up with ten megawatts
(Indistinct) plant, the two potato processors, the three
of them, they got about 20 megawatt electric load.

That should be co-generated, steam. . .

Richard Brown (L):    So why wouldn’t the
government make that case at IRAC?  Or why didn’t
you make that case at IRAC when the hearings were
there?  It seems logical but. . .

John TaRaa:   Part of the problem is that when you
get into this co-gen, it’s not something you can do
over night.  Maritime Electric would have the
argument we need it next fall.  

Richard Brown (L):    Alright.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. Arsenault,
followed by Mr. Gillan.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.
John, you did an excellent presentation.  It’s very
informative.  Thank you very much.  You mentioned
the Georgetown mill.  You’re getting waste from the
mill.  Are you getting the waste from the other mills
on Prince Edward Island as well?

John TaRaa:   No.  

Wilfred Arsenault (PC): Shouldn’t that be explored
or encouraged?

John TaRaa:   Yeah, part of the problem is back in
95 when the Americans took over, they went single
source for the wood supply.  So all the fuel has to
come through Georgetown.  So that’s the problem, a
single source.  It’s something I didn’t like but it
happened.  But now with that old pile being gone and
there’s going to be a shortage of fuel, there is
probably comes from, residue coming in from other
mills.  But it may have to be wheeled through
Georgetown, I don’t know.   I must say, I’m no longer
involved in the plant.  I have not been since 98.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. Gillan.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   John, you’re
suggesting or making mention of the fact that from a
pure net energy gain, that if the garbage, the waste
was consumed at the Energy from Waste Plant that
it would be better than composting it.  However,
capturing the methane would certainly be
advantageous to us.  Would that then, from an
engineer’s point of view, balance it out if we can
capture that methane from again, not thinking about
the benefits of compost but from strictly net energy
gain.  
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John TaRaa:   No, you’d get, I’m not sure what
fraction of the energy you would get from the
methane.  It is small.  

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):    Okay, and
that’s good enough, just ballpark it.

John TaRaa:   It’s not the same as direct (Indistinct).

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):    Okay.

John TaRaa:   And I’m not sure what it’s going to
cost to capture the methane.  It’s a whole bunch of
containers sitting there to collect, I’m not sure.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. McKenna.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    Thanks John, that was
a great presentation.  I just have a question on
the–since Waste Watch came into being a couple of
years ago, are we getting enough waste going to the
plant now, since that program started?  Or are we
getting less?  Can you comment on that?

John TaRaa:   My understanding last winter in
January, February, there were times–there are three
incinerators there.  Like they had to shut down two.
They had only enough waste to keep one going.
And unfortunately, that’s the time of high energy
demands so that’s why that oil component keeps
going up.  

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    So could they have
used some of that compostable material as well to
keep it going?  They could have done that.  They
could have . . .

John TaRaa:   I’ve mentioned it before, really, I’m
not familiar with Waste Watch really.  But the waste
right now, it’s dry, I think.  I think it should be stored
actually in the summertime and then bring it into the
plant in the wintertime when it’s needed.  I still think
there’s waste going to the landfill.  I’m staying clear
of it.  

Richard Brown (L):    You’re staying clean, right?
  
John TaRaa:   But I really think, I think some of that
waste in the summertime during tourist season, you
know, when it’s just flooded, I think it’s being landfill
that should be stored somewhere and it should be
brought into the plant in the wintertime.  Well, there’s
a cost associated with it.  Somebody has to pick it

up.  But really from an overall perspective, that’s
what should be done.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. TaRaa, I want to
thank you very much for your very informative and
provocative presentation this morning.  You’ve given
us a lot to think about, Sir.  Thank you.

John TaRaa:   Thank you.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     I want to thank Mr.
TaRaa as well for being very much on time there.
We’re trying to keep to a very reasonable schedule
today with a total of at least one-half hour per
presentation.  Our next presenters, I’d like to
welcome to the table now, are representatives of the
PEI Environmental Coalition and joining us today are
Mr. Raymond Loo, Mr. Rob Sharkey, Mr. Wesley
Johnston and Mr. Pat O’Neill.  I don’t know who’s
going to be the principal presenter here but
gentlemen, you can introduce yourselves.

Part II - PEI Environmental Coalition: Raymond
Loo, Rob Sharkey, Wesley Johnston, Pat O’Neill

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     We’re just going to
set up some microphones so that will just take a
moment.  Again, I would remind our committee
members to hold their questions till the conclusion of
the presentation, at which time we will go through
our question list.    

Wesley Johnston:    Thank you for having us.  My
name is Wesley Johnston, (Indistinct) of Prince
Edward Island.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Wesley Johnston, is
it?

Wesley Johnston: Yes.  And I’m going to be
presenting first.  We also have Raymond Loo and
Rob Sharkey.  So my presentation is on reducing
PEI’s dependency on fossil fuels, to strengthen our
environmental and economic sustainability.  The first
area I’m going to look in is the effects of fossil fuel
use.  

The burning of fossil fuels has a negative effect on
our environment and our climate.  Greenhouse
gases result as fossil fuels such as crude oil, natural
gas and coal are used to produce energy.  These
gases build up in the earth’s atmosphere and trap in
heat.  Fossil fuels are the largest contributor of
greenhouse gases in our atmosphere.  This causes
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many disruptions in our climate and in nature’s
ecosystems through global warming.  Our planet is
now experiencing these effects as glaciers are
melting, violent weather patterns are emerging,
natural habitats are disappearing and droughts are
increasing.  Currently, on PEI, global warming is
causing our water level to rise.

Fossil fuels are also a main contributor to the health
problems of Islanders.  A problem which is caused or
the pollution which is caused by the burning of fossil
fuels causes cancer, respiratory and cardiovascular
problems.  According to the federal government, air
pollution causes the death of 5,000 Canadians each
year.  As global warming increases, there will also be
an increase in new diseases which are associated to
warmer climates.  A recent study published on a
federal government website found that by improving
air quality through the introduction of cleaner
vehicles and fuels would have an economic value of
$24 billion over the next 24 years.  Currently in
Canada, 31 per cent of hospital visits are as a result
of cancer, respiratory and cardiovascular problems.
These problems are being created, in large part, by
the greenhouse gases which are polluting our
environments.  

The rise of oil prices, there is only so much oil on this
planet.  Right now, there is a great debate among
scientists about how much oil is left.  However, they
do agree on one thing, it will run out.  When the oil
industry hits its peak, oil prices are expected to rise
dramatically.  The peak is referred to as the moment
when half of all available oil in the world has been
produced for commercial use.  Industry analysts are
very interested when this peak will occur.  When this
takes place, it will mean that oil prices will escalate
as nations and corporations fight for the remaining
finite resources.  

There are presently two schools of thought in the
scientific community in regards to when the oil
industry will peak.  The first group of scientists
predict that oil will peak between the years 2010 and
2020.  The second school of thought is more
optimistic and believes that oil production will peak
sometime between 2030 and 2040.  The cause of
this discrepancy is based on the estimation scientists
have made about the discovery of new oil.  As result
of these scientific calculations, it is very probable that
oil is going to peak sometime within the next 36
years.  

There are many factors which are contributing to the

upward pressure on oil prices.  Number one, oil is a
finite resource.  As oil supplies continues to diminish,
oil prices will continue to rise.  Number two, the
demand for oil is continuing to increase.  As a world
population grows and as the economies of China
and India continue to develop, more energy is
needed to fuel this growth.  Number three, the Middle
East presently controls 30 per cent of the market.  As
Non-OPEC oil reserves dry up at a faster rate than
Middle East reserves, OPEC countries will have an
even greater ability to manipulate the market.  This
creates a volatile environment for oil prices and our
economy.  

The drilling costs of oil are increasing.  The easily
accessible oil fields are already being exploited.  In
the future, oil production costs will increase as
drilling will take place in more remote and
challenging fields.  In the case of heavy oil, tar sands
and coal, more expensive production methods are
needed to turn these resources into energy.  

All scientific studies have determined that oil
reserves are diminishing and that oil prices will
increase along with other fuel sources.  Natural gas
is very much in the same condition as oil, as
predictions are calling for a peak around 2020 while
almost 40 per cent of the reserves are located in the
Middle East.  

The question which is impossible to accurately
answer is when will oil production have its peak and
at what rate will these oil prices increases?
Currently, the Island uses fossil fuels to heat our
homes, drive our cars and supply our homes and
businesses with electricity.  The continuous rise in oil
prices is going to have an affect on our economy and
our lifestyle.  The scientific evidence concludes that
this issue will have to be dealt with.  There are other
alternatives which PEI needs to consider for securing
and controlling our energy future. 

These are some of the recommendations that I have
implemented or suggest that conditions in this report
are designed to reduce the negative effects on
climate change while creating an environment and
economy which is also sustainable.

Number one - Find an Aternative to the Maritime
Electric Turbine Proposal.  This proposal is not in the
best interests of Islanders.  This turbine uses fossil
fuels to generate energy which will result in
greenhouse gases entering into our atmosphere.
This causes pollution and will result in future
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environmental and social costs.  

The capital cost of the project is $35 million;
however, the oil used to generate the electricity is a
variable cost.  As oil prices continue to rise, Island
consumers will be required to pay the higher
charges.  With so much uncertainty in the oil
industry, it is hard to predict how much Maritime
Electric will have to increase rates in the future to
cover costs. 

In the meantime, the provincial government should
pursue other short term alternatives to cover the
expected shortfall.  This will prevent Islanders from
becoming dependent on fossil fuels and allow
flexibility in future energy opportunities.

Number two - Create an Energy Awareness and
Conservation Program.  Conservation and energy
efficiency is an alternative which helps to curb the
consumption of oil, sorry the consumption of energy,
in households and businesses.  This will reduce the
demand for energy while lowering the costs to
consumers.  Islanders will also become more
conscious of their energy consumption behaviours.
Maritime Electric should have a very active role in
this program.  Other utilities in Canada have
conservation programs which offer incentives and
rebates to households and businesses to participate
in conservation and efficiency measures.  This
program would be in partnership with the provincial
government.  

The third recommendation - Construct 40 Megawatts
of Wind Energy.  Wind energy is increasingly
economical as oil prices continue to climb and the oil
industry remains volatile.  To develop 40 megawatts
of wind energy will cost roughly $60 million.
However, the energy source is free, renewable and
clean.  Green credits may also become an economic
benefit as Kyoto policy mechanisms are
implemented.  

The federal government is also quadrupling its
funding for the wind power production incentive.
There maybe opportunities to acquire federal funding
to support this program.  This project will give
Islanders more security and control in future energy
matters.  

Fourth recommendation - Continue to Push the
Federal Government for Funding to Start a
“Hydrogen Village”.  Wind energy is intermitted at
this time, meaning it cannot be held in reserve.  In

order for wind energy to be stored, it must first be
processed into hydrogen.  As hydrogen, it can be
stored and used as needed.  

This will create new research and development
opportunities for hydrogen applications.  It will also
provide an education opportunity for Island youth to
get involved in hydrogen research.  New economic
opportunities may also result from this initiative.  A
hydrogen village will enable PEI to remain on the
edge of the technological frontier.  This will help
develop hydrogen expertise in creating future
hydrogen infrastructure and environmental solutions.

Recommendation number five - Development of
Alternative Energy Support Programs.  Continue
development of financial programs and incentives to
promote the construction of wind energy projects
around the Island.  Develop programs through
research and promote alternative energy solutions
such as bio-diesel, ethanol, solar, compressed air, et
cetra.  These programs will not only create greater
energy diversity, it will also create new jobs and new
expertise in development projects.  

Conclusion - soon the federal government will
require PEI to hit certain greenhouse gas targets.  By
implementing these conditions and other, or
recommendations which are presented today, PEI
will be better prepared to adjust to these changes.
We have an opportunity on this Island to seriously
alter the future of our province and to create an
environmental and economical sustainability.   These
recommendations will create a cleaner environment
to live, work and play while developing strength,
security and competitiveness in our economy.  Thank
you.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Thank you very
much, Mr. Johnston.  Mr. Loo.

Raymond Loo:   Yes, thank you.  My name is
Raymond Loo and I’m an organic farmer and I’m
here with the Environmental Coalition.  I want to talk
a little bit this morning about organic matter and
increasing organic matter in making healthier soil
and what the ramifications of that would be for global
warming and global climate change.  So as an
organic farmer, all of organic farming is based on
healthy soil.  You know, we don’t certify crops, we
actually certify–we make sure the soil is healthy, and
one of the major parts in having healthy soil is
actually having high organic matter in the soil and
having an organic matter meaning soil life.  And
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basically, having high organic matter in the soil
provides food and for the microbial activity in the soil
and it provides–which releases nitrogen to feed our
plant.  

So one of the ways of doing that is having longer
crop rotations and that’s one of the things that the
provincial government has been moving toward in a
three-year rotation, implementing three-year rotation
programs but the problem is it depends more on just
having a rotation.  It depends a lot on what crops are
doing and what kind of tillage you’re doing, tillage
methods and timing of tillage and so on.  So what I’m
proposing is that we should increase, try and
increase our organic matter by one per cent on the
Island.  And I’ve talked to people at the Soil Lab here
in Charlottetown, people at the Soil Conservation
Council in New Brunswick and they came back with
a figure that there’s two million pounds of topsoil on
an acre of land.  If we increased the organic matter
by one per cent, that’s 20,000 pounds, .4 of that is
carbon which means 8,000 pounds per acre of
carbon we would be taking out of the atmosphere by
increasing our organic matter by one per cent.

If we put it another way, it means 29,000 pounds of
CO 2 would be taken because of taking the carbon
out.  And if we did a math on this on the Island and
if we just figure out a tight rotation acreage of
200,000, we would say that the land that is probably
low, and this is very conservative, but the land that is
under three per cent organic matter and if we just
think 200,000 acres and multiply that by 8,000
pounds per acre and we’re looking at 1 billion, 600
million pounds of carbon we would be tying up in the
soil.  

So it’s a big number.  It gets interesting when we
start talking numbers like that.  It’s really doable.  It’s
not as if this is hard to do.  Dairy farms, many dairy
farms are over four per cent in their organic matter
right now.   Most organic farms are over four per cent
right now or in that area.  Not only is it going to, not
cost hardship for the farmers, in the long run it will
lead to a much more healthy farming community
because right now, most of the nitrogen sources that
we have are ammonium nitrate coming.  That’s what
people are using for the nitrogen that they’re putting
on the land to grow their potatoes and grow their
grain and so on.  

A lot of farmers are kind of married to that, you know.
If you stop using ammonium nitrate, the field looks
light green because there’s no microbial activity left

in the soil to actually produce the nitrogen.  The
problem with this ammonium nitrate is–well there’s
many problems–but one of the problems is it’s very
detrimental to soil microbial activity.  Ammonium is
very, very nasty stuff when you dump it on the soil.
So you’re actually killing off the soil life and then
you’re adding the nitrogen.  So it’s very good for the
fertilizer companies but it’s very bad for the soil.  

And the other thing is, most of the ammonium nitrate
coming–a lot of it is coming from Russia, so it take a
very large amount of energy to produce it–it’s coming
from the petrochemical industry.  Then it has to be
trucked and boated here and then it has to be spread
on the fields.  It’s contributing at every step of the
way, it’s contributing to global warming by using up
a lot of energy.  When we can–by having a healthy
microbial population in our soil, it releases the
nitrogen when the nitrogen is needed.  And as an
organic farmer, we can see it very drastically.  When
we switched from conventional farming to organic
farming, our plants were–the fields were light green–I
have an aerial photograph I like to show people that
shows our farm was covered with daisies.  It was
really quite a shock to the system.  Now you don’t
find daisies and our farm is dark green again
because the microbial activity is providing me with
the nitrogen.

So having a healthy microbial activity in the soil, it
starts releasing the nitrogen when the plants need it.
Instead of putting the–so the microbial activity starts
working when the soil warms up and that’s actually
when the plants are growing.  And then in
conventional agriculture right now, what’s happening
is people put their ammonium nitrate or a portion of
their ammonium nitrate on the fields when they’re
planting their crops when the ground is cold.  But
they have to because of the timing, that’s when
they’re planting.  So if we have heavy rain, and if we
have for whatever reason or too dry, and then the
nitrate doesn’t actually get into the soil, it leaches
into our water system.  

So one of the biggest benefits of actually increasing
organic matter in the soil and increasing the
microbial activity in the soil is going to be that we’re
going to slow down the leaching of nitrogen into our
water source and as anybody who has been
following the water table on PEI knows, nitrate is one
of the biggest issues that’s facing us coming down
the pipe, coming out of our taps.  So it’s one of
the–there’s a lot of benefits to doing this. 
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Another benefit is going to be the reduction and
erosion by water and wind.  One of the reasons that
we’re having so much erosion problems is because
the soil structure has really been broken down for a
long time.  The soil is running very erodible, and by
increasing organic matter, I don’t just mean roots and
leaves because a lot of people think of just roots and
leaves but it’s actually the fungi in the soil and it’s the
whole microbial activity that’s in the soil will lead to a
healthier soil which will lead to a reduced risk of fish
kills and bad–you know, we don’t need that bad
publicity here on PEI.  

One of the things I think we need to do, we need to
show the world that we’re doing everything we can to
have a healthy Island here for tourism opportunities
and just for making this the special place that it is.
So having a more healthy soil and water system will
be noticed, I think, and will help us immensely in
selling our products.  I think we have to start
differentiating our products and get out of the
commodity game if we’re going to be successful here
in PEI.  One of the ways we can do that is tie it into,
you know, saying we’re doing these–putting these
measures in place which are helping global warming.
They’re helping the whole agriculture.  

I think we need to build on our recycling programs,
our waste management, shift to wind and solar
power certainly and become leaders in the world in
that and I think we can.  We should, I always get this
dig in, we should make PEI GMO free because that’s
another issue I think that would help us build this
whole picture of what PEI should be.  And I think it all
starts, but I do think it all starts with the soil.  And as
an organic farmer, as far as this goes, tying up the
carbon.

Just to get into a quick–some of the ways we can
facilitate this happening, I think, would be if we could
start a rewards program, somehow for consumers, I
think, farmers would be willing to change farming
practices fairly quickly if they think they can make
some money out of it.  And one of the ways I think
we should be doing it–the government here should
be rewarding people who are buying products from
PEI farms and meet a certain standard of production,
that enhance organic matter in the soil.  

So what I’m proposing is something similar to an Air
Miles card or something like that, that Sobeys and
the Superstore would have to carry and you would
get points, as a consumer, for buying organic or
other products that meet a certain standard and the

government can design the standard around building
healthy soil and healthy environment.  So we would
make an environmental card and as a consumer, you
go into Sobeys and you buy your product, Sobeys
swipe your card and at the end of the year you have
a credit for buying so many pounds of–so many
dollars worth of product and the government gives
some kind of a credit back to them people, either in
a tax credit or as a cheque back.  And suddenly,
people will start demanding to have more Island
products on the shelf in Sobeys and the Superstore.
And we have to do it.  We can’t push her out.  We
can’t push, we can’t regulate this all to happen.  We
have to have consumers that are pulling along and
farmers will produce it.  

I feel that most organic farmers and dairy farmers, for
an example, would already meet these standards if
we’re talking about strictly organic matter because
most of them, are over four per cent now.  So I think
we should be considering soil life and soil health in
most of the farm incentives as well.  I think that the
Department of Agriculture should be, shouldn’t be
just talking about rotation.  Just rotation is not
enough because it depends on what crops are being
rotated.  We have to look at this much closer and
say, farmers should be doing soil samples and
higher organic matter gets higher incentives.  I think
the slope regulations and all them are great but if we
could increase our soil health, we wouldn’t have
nearly as much problem with erosion.  We wouldn’t
have near as much problems with a lot of the other
problems that are associated with agriculture.  

So I think the big thing, I think people, in my view, is
just to try and get realize that just by increasing
organic matter by one per cent on 200,000 acres
would tie up a billion and a half pounds of carbon.  If
you figure that in CO 2, that would be about five
billion pounds of CO 2 taken out of the atmosphere.
So it’s actually a very huge number and that’s just on
the worse acres on PEI.  It is very easy to do.  It
doesn’t cost any money.  It would actually save
money in the long run in the agriculture.  So that’s
my. . .

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Pardon my
interruption here, but I’m looking at about ten more
minutes in your presentation.  Mr. Sharkey.

Rob Sharkey:   Thank you, my name is Robert
Sharkey.  I’ll be speaking on how forests have a
positive impact on climate change.  As we have
heard from other presenters, good environmental
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policies most often make economic sense as well.
The reason we do not think about environmental
policies as cost-saving devices is that we usually
shelter the costs of doing business poorly.  An
example of this is the factory that spews out toxic
gas and doesn’t have to pay for the additional health
costs incurred by the surrounding public.  But
eventually, these costs do have to be paid, and the
overall costs can be orders of magnitude higher than
if the proper (Indistinct) had been originally put in
place to begin with. 

It’s easy to fall into the trap of saying we can’t make
an impact on global issues.  We do have a role to
play in protecting and enhancing the environment.  In
the area of climate change, there are many things
related to forests and trees that we could do on
Prince Edward Island that would set a good example
to others.  In addition, these actions would help in
our overall environment and improve our reputation
as a destination for eco-tourism.  Here are some of
the steps we could take.  

Number one - create new woodlands.  Forests are
called the skin of the earth and can help to re-
stabilize the earth’s atmosphere.  Trees absorb
carbon dioxide, the primary gas causing global
climate change.  Trees retain the carbon from the
CO 2 molecule and release oxygen into the
atmosphere.  The carbon makes up half the dry
weight of the tree.  Forests are the world’s second
largest carbon reservoir, oceans being the largest.
Unlike oceans, however, we can grow new forests.
Planting new trees remains one of the cheapest,
most effective means of drying excess CO 2 from the
atmosphere.  One acre of forest land will sequester
between 150 and 200 tons of carbon dioxide in the
first 40 years.  These make effective carbon sincs. 

Planting trees does make sense, especially on
marginal land, whether it be too steep for a cropping
system or too wet in the spring or fall for crops.  But
we shouldn’t fall into the trap by creating fast growing
hybrid poplars plantations or planting just one or two
species.  We should look at creating longer, lived
forests with all the benefits that these entail.  While
the young woodlands are effective carbon sincs
where carbon is just quickly grabbed up, compared
to older forests, they are poor carbon reservoirs
because older forests store carbon in a relatively
stable form over a long period of time. 

In light of the above, we should also protect and
encourage older forests through direct purchases,

landowner agreements or tax breaks.  Living forests
absorb carbon dioxide  and through photosynthesis
convert it to biomass.  Forest soils also store large
amounts of carbon in their organic layer.
Deforestation alters this carbon cycle by eliminating
trees and disturbing forest soils, releasing the carbon
storage in both to the atmosphere.  The increasingly
rare older forests that are left in this province
deserve our protection for these and many other
reasons.  

Number three - to promote more ecologically and
economically sound forest practices in the upcoming
provincial forest policy.  The International Union for
the Conservation of Nature has made the following
recommendations regarding climate change in
forests and they make sense for a wide variety of
reasons, not just for the relation to carbon, and I
quote, “Managed timber production of forests for
carbon and other environmental values.  Forests that
have been managed primarily for timber production
should also be managed for climate mitigation and
other environmental values.  Expanding forest area
by promoting regeneration of native trees, allowing
trees to grow larger, for employing harvesting
methods that reduce damage and waste and
establishing conservation set asides within
production forests can all increase the average long
term quantity of stored carbon.  

These management options also tend to have
beneficial effects on biodiversity and on other key
eco-systems services such as maintaining
watersheds.  Restoring forests also tends to improve
habitat quality especially for wide ranging forest birds
and mammals. Allowing trees to grow larger before
harvesting generally increases a forest’s structural
diversity and provides habitat for a broader range of
forest species.  Healthy forests that retain their
natural complexity and diversity in age and habitat
structure generally have a greater stability and
resilience to withstand disturbances associated with
climate change.  

These are all things that we could easily incorporate
into a new forest policy and again that one would put
us in the forefront of both climate change policy and
forest restoration here on the Island.  Though under
Kyoto, there are no direct carbon debits from clear
cutting forests for a variety of political reasons, PEI
could be proactive and actually issue carbon credits
to forest owners.  
We would have to look at more than just the wood on
the sites since carbon stored is organic matter and
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for our soils is also very stable in the long term.  So
as in agriculture, you could create a system where
carbon levels were measured on site and a plan
would be put in place to raise these levels.  If a
landowner chose to participate, there could be tax
breaks or silviculture support in the form of additional
plantings or other services.  It would not be
necessary to spend huge amounts of new money to
make this worthwhile.  The carbon storage could put
us at the head of the pack when the Canadian
industries start looking for places to purchase carbon
credits.  It may wind up not costing the government
anything at all.

Number five - we could look at having significant
green spaces with trees in each subdivision.  As you
know, trees help cool the planet, developers and
homeowners could plant trees to offset the personal
carbon dioxide emissions and reduce CO 2 in our
atmosphere.  There should be no more subsidies for
burning brush when the government creates
plantations.  This releases carbon and a whole range
of pollutants into the atmosphere, not just from the
burning wood but also from the service litter that gets
burned and the diesel that is used to start the fire.
These fires can get out of control and burn past the
target area creating even more of a problem.  When
you add in the cost of the loss of nutrients, this is one
area that deserves immediate attention, especially
since the returns to the forest can be so negative and
it will save public funds that could be much better
used elsewhere.  

Start a lawn reduction campaign.  We all know that
lawns are poor stores of carbon and that
lawnmowers put huge amounts of carbon and other
pollutants in the air.  It would seem that if we could
plant some part of these lawns in native trees and
shrubs, we’d be storing more carbon, releasing fewer
pollutants and creating an attractive wildlife habitats
through both urban and rural areas.  This should not
be seen as anything like a ban on lawns but we do,
do we really need of mowed grass that we see here
on the Island.  

An educational campaign would go a long way
towards this reduction of lawn space.  There are
many books available on the subject and one that
may be worth looking at is Lorraine Johnson’s How
To Get Your Lawn Off Grass.  Our work on this issue
is at many schools and with an increasing number of
private landowners, has been very well received by
the larger campaign with some more resources
backing it would have a much greater impact.

The Forestry Branch has also made a beginning in
this area with its greening spaces campaign.  So it
might be just a matter of pulling together a bunch of
existing government and non government programs
and policies and going from here.

Finally, we must encourage conservation programs
with government leading by example.  That could
mean everything from using recycled paper and
copying on both sides to turning off the lights at night
when there is no one in the office.  It might mean
offering some award to people who use little or no
electricity or creating retrofit programs so that people
could afford to purchase newer, cleaner burning
wood stoves.  
All of these actions, while seemingly small, would
help us become more aware of the issues
surrounding climate change and bring other
environmental economic benefits as well.  Thank you
very much.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Gentlemen, thank
you very much, the Environmental Coalition.  I will be
taking a questioner’s list here right now.  We’ll begin
with Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I have a question for Mr. Loo.
I have been to his farm.  I’ve seen his product.  I was
impressed by the quality of the material or the
agricultural produce that he presented, and I was
impressed by the statistics.   But I’d like to get an
understanding, how extensive is organic farming on
PEI now?  Where do we sit in that respect?  How
many acres do we have being produced?  Let’s start
with that.

Raymond Loo:    Not nearly enough.   In my view,
we need to expand it more.  It is expanding.  We’ve
got probably 2,000 acres tied up that’s owned by
organic farmers.  Some of that is not being–people
are basically just cutting the grass over and over
again because they want, they don’t want to be using
chemicals on their farm but they’re not actually using
it, so it’s not really as productive as it should be.  

We’ve started a land registry, the Organic Producers
Co-op hoping that we can–cause we have quite a
few people that have land that’s certified organic but
they’re not really producing much off of it.  And we
have other people that are interested in looking at
organic farming, so we’re trying to marry the two
together so we can get better use of the land.  But
right now, we’re only looking at about 30 farmers.
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Wes MacAleer (PC): Thirty farmers and 2,000
acres.

Raymond Loo:    About 2,000 acres, I think, yeah.
So we’re considerably behind the rest of the country.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Yeah, how much of that is in
production?

Raymond Loo:    I’m not absolutely sure, probably
1,500, somewhere in that area.  I mean, I’ve got 250
acres.  Fred Dollar has got 300 acres.  There’s a
couple of other farmers with two or 300 acre farms.
So I mean, we’ve got–but there’s quite a few small
farms too.  

Wes MacAleer (PC): Just one more question.
Where is the largest portion of the product being
produced here in Canada being marketed?  Is it
roadside stands?  Is it the Farmers Market?  Is it the
Superstore?

Raymond Loo:    Well the largest volumes are going
into Superstore, A&P in Ontario through FoodTrust,
through grains being sold to (Indistinct) Mills and
farther.  The largest, most of the larger farms are
selling their product as a food and leaving the Island.
But it’s coming back to an extent.  Like I produce
potatoes that go to Superstore.  They go to Moncton
and come back here to the shelves but they go all
over the Maritimes as well.  We sell potatoes to
Ontario, but there are many farmers that are selling
at the Farmers Market.  The farm gate is growing
very fast too, so our sales at the Farmers Market
have been actually going up about 25 per cent a
year.  We have been tracking it for the last four
years.  So it’s really growing.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Miss MacDonald.

Helen MacDonald (PC):    Yes, my question also
goes to Raymond Loo.  I, too, am very interested in
the organic side of farming.  But I’m wondering, how
do you control blight?

Raymond Loo:    A great question.  With about as
much or somewhat less success probably than
conventional farmers although conventional farmers
have a problem.  Blight is the biggest problem in
potato production.  I don’t have blight with other
crops but potatoes are difficult.  This year, I was
unlucky enough to have a neighbour, a next door
neighbour in my case, phone me–well it’s a
corporation–but phoned me at the first of July and

said that they had cases of confirmed blight in their
field.  They were giving me heads-up and I had, I
kept our potatoes alive until the first of August.  I had
to top them off with a topper then because we did
have some blight coming in.  I’m allowed to use
copper sulfate, copper hydroxide, the same as the
old fashioned bluestone.  It has no systemic value. 
As an organic farmer, I’m not allowed to use anything
that’s systemic, nothing that goes into the plant.  So
we’re allowed to use some compost tees which have
some microbial activity that actually kills some of the
fungus that, you know, fungus spores.  There’s a lot
of work being done on it but it’s no question, blight is
the biggest problem.  Weeds we can handle.  Insects
we can pretty well handle but blight is a big problem.
But it’s only in potatoes.  So the organic is much
bigger than that.  We have certified organic beef.
There’s other vegetables.  Grains we can do as
easy, as well.  Most people are not spraying,
although more people and more people are spraying
their wheat with a fungicide but we can get by
without–so there are other crops we can do very
well.  Potatoes, my yield this year is down, no
question about it.

Helen MacDonald (PC):    Do you have to use much
copper sulfate?

Raymond Loo:    Well I’m only allowed to, see
there’s one of the issues.  Copper–we’re only
allowed to use so many sprays and so many pounds.
We’re only allowed to put so much–we have to track
it.  It’s interesting doing the Nutrient Management
Plan which has been implemented by the
government.  We’ve been doing that as organic
farmers tracking everything we’ve been doing for
years.  We had to, anybody that’s certified organic
and I have to say, it’s certified organic.  There’s
some people that just stick up a sign up saying
organic and they’re not following anything.  

Certification is very, very important.  But to sit down
and do the Nutrient Management Plan, it was
interesting because basically it’s tracking everything
that we’ve been doing all along.  So I’m using a five
or six-year rotation for my potatoes and I’m only
allowed to use –I don’t have the number right in front
of me but probably six pounds of copper per acre per
year or something so I have to be very careful when
I apply it and how I apply it and so on.  But it is
tracked very closely because of course–and if it got
in the streams, it would be toxic to fish as well.  

Helen MacDonald (PC):    I would think so.
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Raymond Loo:    So we have to be very careful.

Helen MacDonald (PC):    Thank you.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     A quick question to
Mr. Johnston.   Under the heading of energy
awareness and conservation program, would the PEI
Environmental Coalition support, I think it’s called
demand side energy distribution where the more
energy you use, the higher price you pay after a
certain level?  

Wesley Johnston: We haven’t really looked into that
area but it would be something that we would look
into and it does have its benefits, just initially looking
at it anyway, so I believe we would support that.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Ms. Bertram.

Carolyn Bertram (L): I just wanted to make note
that it seems going through your presentations where
it’s important the positive sides of things for the
consumer, you know, when you spoke about the idea
of–like the Air Miles idea in terms of the reward
system for the consumer and I think in terms of
forestry too, the homeowner that’s planting the trees.
Do you believe that reward the positive side of things
to Islanders is the most important way to approach
this?

Raymond Loo:    I think it is because I’ve seen
legislation, the problem with legislation and you need
legislation, there has to be laws and rules, no
question–but the problem with legislation is people
get their backs up and don’t want to.  But if
somebody is looking at me selling my potatoes right
now for 50 cents a pound and they’re getting six
cents a pound and if I’m to get successful, then
they’re going to switch.  That’s why I mean, some of
the big potato growers are now growing a few acres
of organic, some of the really big potato growers are
looking at it very heard.  But it’s really a matter of
having the marketplace demanding the product and
one of the ways to actually–but one of the problems
with organic agriculture is, if we don’t figure in the
whole value or the whole cost of production, if we
just walked to Sobeys and we see a bag of potatoes
in there for 4.99 and they’re sitting beside another
bag of potatoes that’s 2.99, and you don’t think of the
water system as not getting polluted.  You don’t think
of the erosion.

You know, if you don’t think of all the other costs that
are going into producing the potatoes, organic looks

expensive.  So what I’m saying is the government
should try and put in, put something in place that
makes the organic potatoes or the organic products,
whatever they are, cheaper for consumers to buy.
Again, I do think that they are the cheapest food on
the shelf if you thought of all the costs of production
and place.  But we have to bring that forward to the
consumers and we have to get the consumers
asking for stuff and they are.  I mean, the consumers
are buying right now.

Carolyn Bertram (L): I heard a presentation from
FoodTrust and it’s marvellous what’s taking place. .
.

Raymond Loo:    The FoodTrust is a great method.

Carolyn Bertram (L): . . . In the Ontario market.  

Raymond Loo:    Yeah and they are buying
potatoes from us and I really value their. . .

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Gentlemen, I thank
you very much for your presentation today.  We
appreciate hearing from the Environmental Coalition.
Our time is now about 11 minutes after 11 o’clock
and as I mentioned, we’re going to try to break
around 12:00 or so.  We’ll see how it goes.  Yes, Mr.
Bagnall.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    (Indistinct)

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     A quick question
before you go.  Do we have any copies of the other
presentations that were made by Mr. Loo and Mr.
Sharkey? 

Unidentified Presenter:   I don’t, I probably can get
those to you. . .

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     I appreciate that.   
Part III - Atlantic Chapter of the Sierra Club of
Canada: Tony Reddin, Jason Kun

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):    Our next presenters
are from the Atlantic Chapter of the Sierra Club of
Canada.  I wonder if those people could come
forward.  Mr. Reddin, good to see you again, Sir.
Will there be anyone else presenting with you today
on behalf of the. . .?

Tony Reddin:   I’m going to have Jason Kun come
up because there’s part of my presentation and I
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want him to . . .

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Certainly, alright, so
we’re going to begin with you, Jason ?  What’s his
last name?

Jason Kun:   Kun.  K-u-n.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Kun, Thank you, Sir,
for coming here.   Mr. Reddin, the floor is yours, Sir.

Tony Reddin:    Okay, you don’t want to wait for the
others to come back?

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Well, who’s, okay,
we got a few missing.  We’ll wait until they get back,
I’m sorry.  Alright.  

Tony Reddin:    I will start by saying that I regret that
I don’t have a written submission.  I’ll do my best to
get that to you later.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     And again Tony, I
might say, we’re trying to have about a half hour total
presentation per group today if that’s okay.

Tony Reddin:    See what the clock does to me.  I
don’t know if I can talk as fast as Raymond Loo there
but. . .

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     All voting and all
non-voting members are in attendance.  Go right
ahead, Mr. Reddin.

Tony Reddin:    Okay, my name is Tony Reddin and
I’m representing the Atlantic Canada Chapter of the
Sierra Coalition of Canada and I’m a volunteer
member of the Executive Committee for the Atlantic
Chapter.  So as in most of this work that I do, it’s
volunteer and unfortunately, sometimes time
constraints keep me from putting the time into it that
I’d like.  

At the same time, this issue of climate change and
the climate change crisis is one that I feel so
important that I’ve put, I’ve taken the time that I could
and lost the sleep that I should of perhaps had in
order to come today and present this to you, and I
also want to introduce Jason.

Jason Kun:    Hello, my name is Jason.  I’m the
regional coordinator for the Youth Environmental
Network and within one month, the Youth

Environmental Network will be cooperating with One-
Tonne Challenge Environment Canada to deliver
youth projects throughout Atlantic Canada, delivering
grants to youth environmental organizations, to
conduct campaigns on education.  We want to see
this moving more towards is away from the education
campaign and more into community based marketing
initiatives where people are actually involved in a
specific campaign and there are measurable results
to the reduction of greenhouses gases.  Where there
is in the past, it’s been more based on education and
the measurable results have been more based on
how many pamphlets or how many people have
signed up.  So I see the youth in Atlantic Canada
playing a big role in getting a community more
involved in an interactive way.

Tony Reddin:    I want to start for myself, I’m just
explaining a bit about the Sierra Club of Canada
which as you maybe aware, has a long history of
public advocacy on work to protect and preserve the
environment and to restore our health enhancing
world that is so important, both human health and
natural health.  

We have campaigns, of course, this is a national
organization.  It’s international.  It started in the
United States but there’s campaigns under the
headings of toxics in the environment, clean air,
preserving ecological health and energy and another
big focus is sprawl under the topic of energy.  That is
urban sprawl.  And all of those, if you think about it,
relate very clearly to climate change.  Of course, I
think you’ve seen already the various departments
under government, the various topics that have come
up already, there’s an element in each of these that
climate change is related to.   

When you think about toxics, of course, the fossil
fuel industry is notorious for problems that way.
Clean air, we’re talking about pollution again, of
course, and ecological health, oil exploration is
drastic.  It’s a disaster in a lot of cases for the health
of the ecology.  Energy of course, and sprawl and we
see that even here in PEI, we might not realize it but
it’s becoming, I think, a major problem in PEI that
housing developments just uncontrolled, it appears,
and not much consideration putting into preserving,
even common park space and that sort of thing.
That’s one would think, would be minimal.  

So again I appreciate your patience with this
presentation but I’ll work away here.  I think the
major point I want to make is that this climate change
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is not just a topic, it’s a crisis and we need major
change in our society.  If you really look at what’s
needed, the reduction of fossil fuel and the fact that
we’re so dependent on fossil fuel means that we
need to put everything we can into this.  And we can
say well PEI is a small place.  It’s a global issue but
because PEI has such a high profile, I think, and we
have somewhat of a good image as a leader in those
qualities that people look at, natural environment,
that sort of thing.  We really do have the potential, I
think, to be a very visible example for the rest of the
country and for the world for that matter.  And I think
that given that, and the fact that I think that a lot of
Islanders are passionate and I hope all of you are,
about our place in the world that we can really
generate that sort of a leadership role.

Unfortunately, right now, we’re not doing it.  We
haven’t, I don’t think, lost that potential but when we
look at transportation, we’re way behind a lot of
places.  We look at our heating, it’s well we have
some advantages there but there’s really nothing
seriously being done in terms of new housing being
made sure that it’s the most energy efficient and that
it’s geared to getting off fossil fuels.  Our electricity
again, there’s some leadership there with the wind
turbines but at the same time, we have an utility
that’s, we might as well say, backward, as far as
energy conservation goes.  It’s working against it in
the last few years.   And I think it was mentioned,
Wayne, you mentioned demands, I mean just the
fact that you actually pay less when you consume
more electricity, that’s ridiculous really, if you don’t
mind me using that term.  

Agriculture again, although we have a wonderful
place for agriculture, the way our system runs right
now, we are using much more fossil fuels than would
be sensible.  A potato based agriculture is probably
about the worst choice for fossil fuels and the fact
that it’s export oriented is also, it just has to change.
We can’t say that we’re doing something about
climate change when our agriculture is based on
export and our food consumption is very much based
on import.  So every time you buy something that’s
coming from off PEI, you’re increasing the use of
fossil fuels.

So at the same time as we see that radical change is
needed, we also have to think of the small steps
being important.  There’s no question, we’re doing
them and I think the government is providing some
leadership there.   At the same time, it’s really a
cultural thing.  We have this culture of consumption.

We have this idea that we need this, we need that.
We even, just simply look at that word of need and
consider even in our own lives and in our institutions
and in our government, what do we consider as
needs?  Well, that’s changed a lot over the years.  It
seems to increase every year and it goes, again it’s
going against what we need to do to–in this case, I’d
say we really do need to do to address this climate
change crisis.  

I think it was mentioned earlier, consumer
responsibility, and of course, that’s not just for the
individual.  It’s governments and institutions and
industry that need to consider the impact of every
purchase and that’s a way that each of us
individually and also in our work have such a major
role.  When we spend a dollar, we can control where
it’s spent.  We can decide if that dollar is helping to
promote fossil fuels or if it’s helping to promote
conservation. 

As I said, if you buy food that’s grown locally as
opposed to half way around the world, that’s a major
choice right there.  That’s reducing the amount of
fossil fuels needed.  Right now, we can see that our
manufactured goods, more and more, seem to be
coming from China.  Again, good for them, they’re
producing the goods.  But when we make the choice
to buy those things, that’s a mistake, I think.

The next point I want to make is that the Sierra Club
of Canada has one wing and it is called the Sierra
Youth Coalition and it engages youth in active work
and that’s partly why Jason is here to include, to
emphasize that point that with this situation of
climate change crisis, we need to involve youth.  It’s
their future, of course and they have the ideas and
most of all, they have the passion to present it, to
really encourage and motivate people to change.
And I’ve seen that, we’ve had young people come
through PEI.  

Four years ago, we had what was called the Climate
Change Caravan.  They biked all the way across
Canada.  They were presenting bicycles and other
non fossil fuel alternatives for transportation.  They
made presentations to youth and then the summer
before last, we had what was called, the Otesha
Project.  A similar thing and they did terrific
presentations to school groups.  I think if you talked
to any of the schools that had them, they’d still, I’m
sure they’d still remember how impressed they were.
And what impresses people is their passion that they
really believe in it and they have the energy and the
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motivation to really be, take their ideals and treat
them seriously.  

So that’s one side of it and Jason is one of the
leaders to help youth be organized in presenting that.
I think government has to encourage youth in every
way they can, give them opportunities and funding of
course, is a big part of it.  The other side of it is, the
other side of it is that children have to see a good
example and it’s not that hard to do.  I mean we have
most of them in schools.  All we have to do is have
schools be consistent, have good policies in schools,
have energy conservation, have every day–every
day, every minute, there’s times to talk about either
the choice between consuming or conserving.  So
that’s got to be foremost, I think, in the education
system.  

Of course, when children see leadership and they
see a good example being set, then they’re going to
follow it.  If they don’t see it, then they become
cynical and unfortunately, that’s a big part of our
society right now.  And of course, we can look at
examples of that, other examples, transportation.
More and more it seems that children are
discouraged from using their own energy, their feet
or their bicycle or whatever to get to school.  There
are some campaigns to change that.  It’s walk to
school day and car-free campaigns.  Again these
maybe encouraged.  Government really has to do
everything it can to push those things along.

The next point I’d like to make is with the Sierra
Club, our Atlantic Chapter, we’ve helped to launch
what’s called the Atlantic Canada Energy Coalition
and that’s from the Atlantic provinces, various non-
governmental groups who want to promote
alternatives to fossil fuels.  And in the first case, to
focus on opposing the refurbishment of the Point
Lepreau generating plant in New Brunswick.  There’s
been two or three items in the news lately that seem
to be discouraging that development, at least which
hopefully will come through.  But that Point Lepreau
plant we see as a major problem.  Nuclear power is
not at all a solution to climate change problems.  It’s
got its own disastrous problems for the future and of
course, nuclear waste being the main one.  But even
the safety of the nuclear plants is still very much a
problem.

So given that Point Lepreau isn’t refurbished, if they
decided to do it, it would be well over a billion dollars
and a lot of that would be federal money that PEI is
entitled to our own share of it.  So we do have a

stake in that.  We should, I think, speak up and
oppose that.  Given that it’s not, the money doesn’t
go to that, then we need to present the alternatives
for that money to go to, of course.  And that would be
naturally wind turbines but that’s what talked about
most popularly.  But the first choice has always got
to be conservation programs.  If we lessen the
demand for energy, not just electricity but other
energy, that’s where the money is spent the best.
That’s where it goes the furtherest and that’s the best
long term solution.  

The other ideas that we can certainly pursue on PEI
just as much as they can in New Brunswick are co-
generation, generating electricity and then using the
waste heat for heat, and of course, other solar
energy options, small scale hydro is not so much an
option for us but there are possibilities with tidal
power, water current power and that sort of thing that
we really need to keep on top of.  

So the other part of this campaign for the Atlantic
energy, Atlantic Canada Energy Coalition is a
question of funding and we’re pursuing that.  Of
course, it will be a much more effective campaign to
promote the alternatives if there’s funding in place.
But it brings up the whole problem of funding for non-
governmental organizations.  There’s such an
important role for them to play in promoting the
public interest and I think that has gone down in the
last 20 years, I suppose, as government cutbacks
have taken, hit the hardest on those community
organizations.  That’s something that has to be
reversed. 

It’s so important to have the public interest
represented.  And even a hearing like this, it’s great
to see that there’s several groups presenting to your
committee.  It’s great to have the committee but at
the same time, if we had intervention, intervener
funding for groups that would give you a lot better
and more complete information from those groups
that represent the public interest and that’s what you
really need to hear.  

So the role that your committee plays and I really
challenge you to take it very seriously is not just to
look at climate change but first of all, there’s all the
information that you can take on.  My God, it’s
overwhelmingly sometimes but it’s also a wonderful
situation where there’s more new information coming
out all the time.  If a person puts their heart into it,
they can really get a good understanding and play a
real good role as an example.  
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I guess the important role I would see for you is to
act as leaders setting a good example and
encouraging governments to set that good example
and also as individuals even, setting a good example
that really would show people that this is something
that government takes seriously.  
I mention the information and I have passed on some
already to the committee, through your clerk, and I’ll
continue to do that and I hope it’s useful.  There are
several good books written recently.  One is called
Stormy Weather, 101 Solutions to the Climate
Change Crisis, I believe is the title.  Another one that
was mentioned last weekend on Quirks and Quarks,
the radio show, I happened to catch it, was by a
journalist from, I think, Boston called Boiling Point.
Who’s to blame for the climate change crisis or some
such term.  Anyway, that made it very clear that
industry, you know, there are some big players here
who definitely are to blame.  And make no mistake,
when we talk about changing this whole system of
our society, we’re going against big industry and
they’re not going to take it lying down.  
So again it takes a passion.  It takes really strong
commitment to follow through with it all.  The other
thing that that book, the author is Ross Gelbspan.
He also gives on his website, solutions that he sees
to the global climate change crisis and so that’s well
worth reading.  I’ll also mention very briefly,
yesterday I was told I haven’t had a chance to look
for it myself but the Globe and Mail had a feature on
hydro Quebec and their electricity developments
which I think are definitely going much more strongly
toward renewable energy.

I just want to point out a couple of examples where
I think some immediate change could be corrected.
I’m sorry, I shouldn’t say change, some real change
could take place.  If we look at our Island Waste
Management system and the fact that–I mean it’s
wonderful to have compost collection.  I shouldn’t
say, okay, it’s a wonderful thing to take compost out
of the waste system.  That’s a major part of it that
we’re leading in that way very well.  But to be
collecting that with big trucks and shipping it to a
central point is a big mistake, and there’s no need of
it.  

Home composting is something many people have
already been doing so that’s something, I think, really
has to be looked at immediately and get that system
changed.  That’s made there, we’ve increased by a
major amount, I would say, the amount of fossil fuels
we’re using by having that system in place.  Of
course, I mean, well anyway, look at that system and

look at ways to make it much more sensible in terms
of fossil fuel use.

Agriculture and food, Raymond did a very good
presentation, I think, and it’s worth looking at that
really closely on the advantages of high organic
matter in the soil.  I’m not sure if he mentioned, but
that also makes a lot less fuel consumption with the
tractors.  My friend, Stephen MacKinnon has a dairy
farm and he has found an amazing difference in the
amount of fuel he needs to use to plow and to work
the ground when the organic matter is higher.  The
ground is softer.  It doesn’t take as much to cut
through it.  So you can use a smaller tractor and
that’s much easier on fuel and other ways too.   The
other. . . 

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):    Pardon my
interruption, Mr. Reddin, but we’re about ten minutes
from meeting in our total presentation time. 
 
Tony Reddin:    Okay, yeah I think that’s working out
not too bad.  Five minutes should wrap it up.  I think
the other thing that needs to be addressed with
agriculture though is as I said, potatoes are not a
good choice to be focusing on all and to have as our
major crop.  We really need to diversify.  Potatoes
are a great crop for PEI.  They grow really well here
and they are wonderful food.  But to have such
emphasis on them, it’s not only not great for
sustainable farming but it’s also a major, a much
higher fossil fuel user when you look at the machine,
I was on a potato digger this week and when you
look at the fuel that it takes for that machine to be
pulled by the size of tractor it takes, it’s pretty
considerable.

And the other side of that, of course, is our system.
When we export our food and I said this before but
I’ll repeat it again, that when we export, we’re using
fossil fuels to do that.  When we import, we’re using
fossil fuels again.  That’s a major part of where PEI
is lagging on what they call the ecological footprint.
It’s surprising but in terms of our food use, we have
a much higher fossil fuel use than other places do,
where it wouldn’t be that hard to provide all our own
food, but we buy a lot of imports.  

So we need to, of course, buy local foods.  And
again, I should say that’s another place for
leadership is the government and the institutions are
buying and supporting local producers as much as
they can.  And even in the terms of perhaps a little
less variety than what is given and I’m talking about
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schools, government functions, anything like that, it
really shows that that commitment is there.  

So the other ideas I would present and challenge you
for solutions for PEI, first of all, to set high goals.  I
see in the climate change plan draft, there are goals
set there and they are good.  But they can certainly
be set much higher.  Start right away, fix immediately
those inconsistencies like the waste management
problems, the agriculture policy, the forestry policy
and housing.  I think that’s one major one that both
in terms of what’s the standards are for housing in
terms of energy efficiency and the development,
housing development where it’s tearing up a lot of
woodland and not preserving sensible ecology in that
land.  And then to show leadership, really radical
leadership, I think it really takes that sort of thing and
encouragement to others.  

So thank you very much and as I say, I’ll try to get
that to you as soon as I can in a written form.  I’ll take
questions.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Yes, any questions?
I’m taking a list as we go along.  Mr. Gillan.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):    Thank you, Mr.
Chair.  Mr. Kun, you indicated that you would be
making a move as youth leader from simply handing
out pamphlets, I shouldn’t say simply but
disseminating information to more of a marketing.
Could you very quickly elaborate on that?

Jason Kun:    One of the groups that has applied for
the Youth Environmental Network and One-Tonne
Challenge is a group here from the PEI Climate
Change Youth Committee.  One of the programs that
they had proposed was to go into the schools to
initiate a transportation challenge to see which
classroom could kind of reduce their greenhouse
gases the most over a three-month period.  One of
those initial months being the period of describing
ways through the one-time challenge on how to
reduce your household greenhouse gases or through
transportation.  That way it becomes a more
community-based initiative which I see really useful
especially here in Atlantic Canada because of the
strong sense of community and this is, I think, really
the future of where the environmental move is going
to come.  

Education has been going on for the last ten years
but as we do see, you can put on as many
commercials on TV or as many ads as you want on

in the newspaper but I think the statistics show that
90 per cent of the people that receive this
mainstream education will want that change.  So
whereas community initiatives are, have a much
more higher participated rate.  So I think this is a
great way for the youth to get involved and I just
don’t see the youth as being a separate, I guess, co-
hort or different body but cooperating with the rest of
the provincial and federal government as they’re
receiving funding from Environment Canada.  

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):    Thank you.

Tony Reddin:    Mr. Chairman, I might mention
again, if you don’t mind that Jason, I just called this
morning and he was willing to come along and that’s
why it was mostly, the presentation came from me.
But I think it’s so important to include youth in this
and men and women to have their ideas and I’m so
happy he did.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     We appreciate that.
Are there any other questions from committee
members?  I have one short question.  I’d like to
know, Mr. Reddin, when it comes to climate change,
what’s needed to convince the general public do you
think, that it is imperative to act now to reduce
emissions, that there is as many believe, we’ve
reached a crisis point when it comes to coping or
understanding climate change?  

I mean, you go back to an issue like acid rain from
the United States and we thought and feel as we’re
all contributors to that.  But the heavy industry, the
public mobilized around that, quickly co lest on that
issue.  Is there something that needs to take place
before climate change goes to or near the top of the
list of people’s priorities?  

Tony Reddin:    Well it’s just my opinion.  First of all,
I’d say with acid rain, that solution hasn’t been taken
place yet for that.  It’s just gone away as an issue.
It’s still a problem, a serious problem.  There’s some
scrubbers have been put in that have sent it a little
further away and that short of thing, but it’s kind of
been washed over.  Anyway, with the climate
change, I think it’s on many levels but I think the
really important level is having leadership and
examples set by our government and our community
leaders.  

When people see that this is such an important issue
that people are taking it seriously and they’re
changing their lifestyle to address it, you whether it’s
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using a car less, car pooling, those sort of concrete
examples really make a difference in showing an
example, and whatever might be, and also, just
speaking publicly about it and encouraging more
change, I think that’s the critical thing is that
leadership.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Ms. Bertram.

Carolyn Bertram (L): I just wanted to thank both of
you for your presentation.  It is great to have the
youth represented here today and Jason, you said
you’re the Atlantic Youth Environmental organization,
the president of it?

Jason Kun:    The Youth Environmental Network is
a national networking youth environmental
organizations all across Canada share ideas on
campaigns and I am the Atlantic Canada Regional
Coordinator.  So I’ll be overseeing projects in
Newfoundland, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and
Prince Edward Island.  However, my main office is
based here in Prince Edward Island for the next
three months.

Carolyn Bertram (L): So are you in communication
with Junior High/High Schools on PEI already?

Jason Kun:    Yes, I am, only within Colonel Gray
High School.  A lot of the high schools do not have
organizations set up within their present schools.  So
one of the objectives of my term here with the Youth
Environmental Network will be going into high
schools and helping them to set up their
organizations there.

Carolyn Bertram (L): Thank you.

Tony Reddin:    Mr. Chair, if I could mention one last
item.  Next week on Wednesday, UPEI, they’re
launching an energy awareness campaign on
campus there.  They’re going to show what they’re
doing there about it and it’s great again to see
leadership from the university.  There will be booths
set up there and information from various
organizations on their energy awareness campaign.
So I think it would be worth it for any of you, your
members to get there.  I think Wednesday from
about 10 o’clock till 3:00 or 4:00 o’clock is when
they’ll be set up in the Student Centre there at UPEI.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     We thank you very
much for that information, Mr.  Reddin and perhaps
also before you leave, if you could pass on to the

clerk, you’ve made reference to some various
websites where there’s some solutions and factual
things that people can do on an individual basis to
cope with climate change.  And maybe that’s
something else we could add to what is a very
impressive growing list on our Legislature website
that people can garner more information here if you
use some of those links.  Thank you again very
much, both of you.  Appreciate your coming in.

Tony Reddin:    Thank you.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Well, we’re close to
schedule, committee members so far.  We have one
more presentation prior to the midday break and I
believe that when we get that started, our final
presentation of the morning, we should be wrapping
up at around the 12:15 mark.  So that’s not too bad
overall.  So we have only one member missing or
two members missing from the table. 

Part IV - Bill Drost

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. Drost, welcome
Sir.  Glad to see you here today. 
 
Bill Drost:   Glad to be here today.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Alright, and I think
everyone knows you and everyone else here at this
table.  So again I would remind you, we’re trying to
aim for a total of a 30-minute presentation and that
includes questions as well if possible so if we could
try to stick to that it would be really appreciated.  So
over to you, Mr. Drost.  The floor is yours.

Bill Drost:    Thank you, merci.  Good morning,
bonjour.  First of all, I’d like to thank the Members of
the Legislative Assembly for undertaking this
initiative and I’m here today as a private citizen and
apart from my regular day job.  However, some day
I hope to be an entrepreneur, a wind power
developer, someone who works in the renewable
energy sector and I hope that the work of
government can help me somehow get there through
its positive policy actions and so on and building on
some of the good work that’s been done so far.  

Climate change is a very broad issue and you have
heard and I’m certainly sure you will hear more ideas
and how we should deal with this challenge.  Ideas
like biofuels, demand reduction, carbon
sequestration, energy conservation, photo voltaic
and a whole lot more.  I certainly have opinions on
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those issues but certainly don’t have the time on
today’s agenda to get into them.  I want to talk
specifically and only about government’s approach to
wind power and how we can build on the good
success that we’ve had so far.  

I’ve prepared a report and I hope it’s free of typos.  I
finished it about 2:00 a.m. this morning so I
apologize if I’m not that sharp nor the report might
have an error or two in it.  I’m going to read from the
report and you can follow along or not, whatever your
preference might be.  

The introduction - Wind power holds great promise
for Prince Edward Island.  Many of our traditional
resource based industries have seen limits of their
growth.  Our available land base for agriculture has
been reached and sometimes exceeds and the
industry is being threatened by urbanization, erosion
and unfair trade practices. The sea contains only a
limited supply of lobster.  Tourism continues to rise
and decline according to the many variables beyond
our control like currency valuations and weather.
Our current energy supply is delivered by underwater
cables, seagoing tankers or tractor trailers.  We have
not yet been successful in tapping the indigenous
fuels in commercially viable quantities.   Although
this is the glass is half empty perspective on our
economic prospects, there is another vision unfolding
before Islanders.  New and exciting opportunities are
emerging in the biotechnology and information
technology fields.  Aerospace is now an established
industry sector, and the construction industry is
booming.  Wind power and the opportunity it brings
is part of that vision.

This report was prepared without invitation or
compensation by any party including the
Government of Prince Edward Island.  The reader
may note that some of the contents are critical of
government policies.  Unfortunately, the report
focuses on areas where there is room for
improvement and does not highlight the many areas
of public policy that are leading edge and that will
help transform Prime Edward Island from a totally
energy importation to a jurisdiction that will enjoy net
energy exportation.  It contains 22 recommendations
to help government build on its good work thus far.
It is meant to assist decision makers in government
and elsewhere to create and implement policies that
will advance the adoption of wind power on our
Island.  It is certainly not a comprehensive collection
of ideas, but hopefully, it will become the basis of
fruitful and constructive discussion.  

Section One - Land Use Regulation - In June of this
year, government amended the Subdivision and
Development Regulations under The Planning Act to
control the establishment of wind turbine generators
in the province.  These amendments will retard wind
development projects in the province.  

It is proposed to set back wind turbine generators
from roadways, both public and private, and
neighbouring property lines a distance equal to the
total height of the turbine including the blades.
Given the geometry of the land parcels and the
proliferation of roadways in Prince Edward Island, it
will be difficult, if not near impossible, to erect any
substantive wind power parks.  Furthermore, the
Regulations will require a setback from existing
habitable buildings equal to three times the height of
the wind turbine.  New buildings must be at least
built at least one times the height away from the
existing wind turbines.  There is a provision for the
exemption on the property line setback should the
owner gain consent from the neighbouring property
owners.

The application fee for a wind turbine development
will be $1,000 per wind tower.  The building permit
application fee to build a thermal generating plant, a
hog farm or an asphalt plant is a small fraction of this
cost.  Although $1,000 per turbine is not a great
amount in relation to large machines, it’s a significant
amount for small developments.  In all cases, it
sends a clear message that government does not
wish to encourage wind power development.  This
fee is punitive in nature and only serves to
discourage wind power development and contrary to
government’s stated policies.  

There is no public safety issue that supports these
rules whatsoever.  In fact, pre-existing development
regulations are mostly adequate for the control of
wind turbine installations as they are used to control
the development of other projects that have far more
negative social, environmental and economic impact.
Wind turbine towers are highly engineered structures
supporting expensive mechanical and electrical
equipment.  Around the world and elsewhere in
Canada, wind turbine structures have been placed in
school playgrounds, public parks and high density
population areas.  Even our Department of
Agriculture or of Environment, and I commend them,
distribute information to school children about
erecting a wind turbine in your schoolyard.  Is your
schoolyard, you know, suitable for that?  Although
our Regulations certainly take an alternate approach.
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Here in Prince Edward Island, the PEI Energy
Corporation machinery is only a few feet from a
visitor information centre parking lot.  The notion that
towers should be placed such that they will fall on
ones own property is a new precedent and does not
apply to buildings, communication towers, grain
elevators and any other structure.  Generally,
structures are placed within 15 feet of property lines.
With regards to roadways, light posts, buildings and
overpasses are all placed where their failure could
have a severe negative impact on the traveling public
should they fail.  The Regulator would suggest that
an opportunity is given to the developer to negotiate
with the neighbours to gain their consent to place a
turbine closer to the property line.  It is unlikely that
a neighbouring property owner would be willing and
freely agree to such an arrangement.  The
Regulation will prohibit future establishments of
habitable structures near the turbine thereby
encumbering the neighbour.  No other development
restriction exists like this on Prince Edward Island.
It is legal to erect a multi-storey building 15 feet from
a property line and no requirement to build it
according to the National Building Code, but virtually
impossible to place a wind turbine in many areas of
the province.

Only a few wind turbines are currently installed in
Prince Edward Island and many would not comply
with the new Regulations.  As examples, the
residential wind turbine on the Brackley Point Road
would not be allowed under a number of the current
criteria.  A number of turbines installed at North Cape
would not meet the standard.  In fact, after the first
V47 machines were installed by the PEI Energy
Corporation at this location, government later moved
the road and visitor parking lot closer to the installed
machinery.  

This barrier is not limited to larger wind park model
machinery.  For example, a small to mid-size
machine for a farm or other business could be 180
feet in total height, to give you 65 kilowatts of power,
relatively small.  Based upon the current setback
criteria, this machine would have to be 540 feet away
from all habitable buildings including those on the
same property, and 180 feet from each property line
and roadway.  And should a parcel be uniformly
square, have no buildings within 540 feet in all
directions and allow placement of the turbine in the
exact centre, three acres would be required for one
small wind turbine.  

In reality, farms and businesses that use electricity

often use their homestead and neighbouring
properties.  Applying this same basic math to the
installation of a single Vestas V90 machine, a parcel
with no habitable buildings at least 825 feet in the
shortest measurement and at least 15.6 acres of
land would be required.  Again, if you placed it in the
dead centre of a square of land.  Even small to mid-
size machines would have to be placed in remote
locations making wind power production unfeasible.
The other extreme is a very small residential turbine,
say 40 inches in diameter and under a kilowatt in
size, this could not be installed on the roof of a
house according to the current Regulations.

It’s important to acknowledge that wind power
machinery continues to get larger to take advantage
of the economies of scale in manufacturing, erection
and power production.  The wind speeds become
more stable and contain more energy at higher
elevations.  In fact, the power produced from wind
increases by the cube of the increase in the wind
speed.  For example, a 12 per cent increase in wind
speed will result in a 40 per cent increase in power
output.  The industry trend to produce taller
machines results in better electrical and economic
performance.  This trend will continue into the
foreseeable future.   

Additionally, much of the farm land in Prince Edward
Island has been divided and subdivided into narrow
strips boarding on roadways and watercourses.  Tall
machines, narrow parcels of land and unreasonably
restrictive regulations cannot co-exist.  Land
ownership patterns have been established over
centuries and viable size of wind energy equipment
is beyond the control of developers.  The only two
variables are the advancement of wind power and
the change in the new Regulations.  Either the
unnecessary regulations must be relaxed or wind
power will not succeed in this province.  

Sound output is the most important or perhaps the
only factor that needs to be considered in the
establishment of setback rules.  Ironically, the current
regulatory position could result in higher than
recommended sound levels since the Regulations
are based solely on the height of the turbine, rather
than actual sound output.  A number of variables
determines sound levels, not just the height of the
tower.  In fact, taller towers are further from the
ground and in some circumstances, have a smaller
acoustic footprint than shorter towers.  

The World Health Organization has set guidelines for
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sound levels in a number of applications including
buildings with human occupancy.  They have
recommended that sound levels not exceed 45dBa
at the outside of habitable buildings.  Regulators
would, and have, argue they can easily measure
distances; however, they are not acoustic specialists.
Although developers are sympathetic to their
dilemma, this is not justification to establish a
regulatory regime that does not protect the public
interest and unduly restricts development.  Larger,
more expensive turbines have well known sound
characteristics have been installed in a number of
high density population areas around the world.
Manufacturers can easily predict sound output with
computer software and consider this activity as a
routine part of site assessment.  Smaller machines
likely pose a greater regulatory challenge and need
a rule-of-thumb guide for developers and regulators.

Recommendation 1.1 - The proposed amendments
to the Regulations should be scrapped.  That should
read, the amendments to the Regulations should be
scrapped.  The existing land use regulations
amended accord ing to the fo l lowing
recommendations will be mostly adequate for the
control of wind parks and individual turbine
installations.

Recommendation 1.2 - Turbines and groups of
turbines should be divided into three classes to
streamline the regulatory process.

Recommendation 1.3 - Class 1 or small turbines, a
cottage or residential size turbines under 10 feet in
diameter and those typically used for pumping water
on farms should be exempt from all regulations, and
there should be no permits required and no fees for
Class 1 machines.

Medium size machines, Class 2 - Recommendation
1.4 - would include single wind turbine generator
installations under 100 kilowatts and multiple
installations totaling less than 300 kilowatts that are
larger than Class 1 machines.  Simple guidelines
should be established for setbacks from habitable
buildings.  Habitable buildings on the property of the
owner and developer should be exempt from the
Regulations.  Class 2 machines should pay a fee no
greater than current building permit fees for each
machine.

1.5 - Class 3 machines, the large machines, the ones
bigger than Classes 1 and 2 - should the installation
be located closer than 500 meters from an existing

habitable building or a property that’s been
previously subdivided for habitable building
construction, the developer should be required to
submit a sound model study that demonstrates the
development will meet WHO recommendation plus
a safety factor of 2 dBa or 43 dBa or less.  Class 3
machines should pay out a fee no greater than a
current building permit for each machine.

Setbacks from property lines should be limited to 15
feet including the blade span unless the
neighbouring property/owner agrees.  

Initially, Recommendation 1.7 - the current
exemption from land subdivision requirements be
maintained in future amended regulations for siting
multiple turbines.  

Just a note of explanation, if you were under the
previous Regulation, if you were to go into a field and
have three turbines, you’d want to put them in one
field, you’d have to apply for a subdivision permit to
divide the field to put three turbines in it under this
particular, under the new Regulations there was a
positive thing that they removed that and that should
be maintained.  

Section 2, the Electric Power Act - The current
legislation governing the production and distribution
of electrical power in Prince Edward Island is the
Electric Power Act.  The term, utility–the definition of
the term, utility, in the act is problematic for
independent power producers.  At this time, at the
time of the drafting of this legislation, there was no
public discussion on the opportunity for non utility
based power production other than government’s
initiatives through the PEI Energy Corporation.  

The act states that a “public utility” is defined as “. .
. any person. . . that owns, operates, manages or
controls. . . any plant or equipment for the
production, transmission, distribution, or furnishing of
electric energy either directly or indirectly to the
public. . .”  Although there have been varying legal
opinions on this point, most would agree that any
wind power producer connected to the grid or selling
power to the public through any other means is
considered by this legislation, a utility.  The one
exception is the PEI Energy Corporation through an
exemption provided by the Energy Corporation Act.
This represents a significant barrier to future
independent power producers and serves no useful
purpose.
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Under current regulations, Maritime Electric and
Summerside Electric remain as monopolies in their
respective geographic locations.  The retail price of
power is regulated by the Island Regulatory and
Appeals Commission.  In most cases, future
independent power producers will either use power
for their own operations and/or sell the surplus into
the grid.  It is not likely they will retail electrical power
directly to the public.  The act allows cabinet to
exempt entities from the legislation on a case-by-
case basis.  Using cabinet as an approval
mechanism on individual projects is not an effective
means of running a government.  It does not help
create a positive investment  climate where projects
are subject to individual scrutiny by cabinet rather
than clear, fair and well communicated policies. 

Some might argue that the regulation of independent
power producers by IRAC is in the public interest.  It
is not.  Firstly, the regulatory process is costly and
would create an undue burden on small companies
and individuals trying to establish renewable energy
sources in the province.  The cost of regulation result
in higher electrical costs ultimately paid by the
consumer or a more likely scenario, where the
investment in wind power is never made because of
the heavy regulation.  

Secondly, no public interest would be served through
this regulation.  If this were the case, government
should direct IRAC to require other power
wholesalers selling to Maritime Electric and
Summerside Electric to be subject to the act.  This is
impossible from a practical and legal perspective
since those power producers are beyond the borders
of Prince Edward Island and therefore its laws.  A
consistent and pragmatic approach would be to
amend the legislation to require only the monopoly
entities that retail electrical power to be subject to the
Electric Power Act, while pricing for the power
produced through wind energy sources should be
established on an industry wide basis by IRAC.

Recommendation 2. 1 - Members of the Legislative
Assembly should amend the Electric Power Act to
remove the term, indirectly, from the definition of
utility, thereby requiring only monopoly entities to
comply with the legislation.  

Section 3, the Environmental Approval Process - In
general terms, wind power projects have a net
positive environmental impact.  It is one of the few
human undertakings that result in a net benefit to our
environment.  Although this is the case,

government’s regulatory approach is more stringent
than its approach to developments that have a
negative environmental impact.  A new streamlined
approach to wind power initiatives  is required that
reflects government’s policy of adopting renewable
energy development.  This is not to suggest that real
environmental issues are ignored and are not
properly managed, but a business friendly regulatory
approach is needed while dealing with the real
environmental issues.

Proponents of larger wind parks will likely apply for
the federal Wind Power Production Incentive or
WPPI, and will be required to file an Environmental
Impact Assessment with the federal government
which normally is co-administered with the provincial
environmental officials and that such proponents do
not endure two similar processes independently.
This practice should continue.  

For developers and operators of small to medium
size installations and larger turbines not subscribing
to WPPI, it is unclear what the regulatory approach
might bring in the future.  Government needs to
clearly layout its regulatory processes and criteria for
all sizes, types and locations of wind power
development.  A common sense and practical
approach is needed.  Many of the environmental
issues are common to wind power and common to
our geography.  A few installations may have unique
requirements.  An approach is required that protects
the environment but allows for an expedient and
cost-effective process. 

Issues that are generally common to wind power
developments should be pre-approved on a
province-wide basis.  For example, developments on
existing wind power generation sites, existing
industrial sites, urban areas and agricultural zones
should be free of many of the current regulatory
requirements unless there is a compelling and
obvious environmental issue.  Developments that are
in wildlife areas or other sensitive environmental
areas should be subject to more scrutiny by
regulators while the balance are deemed as low risk
and are approved without extensive study.  Other
jurisdictions have similar streamlined processes.

Under current regulations, the process does not
reflect the different size of turbines will have on
differing environmental impact.  Smaller turbine
installation, both in size and number, should be
subject to less study during EIA than larger
installations.
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In the past, the Department of Environment has
focused more effort on projects that are in the public
eye than projects with little public feedback.  Nature
does not respond to NIMBYism (not in my backyard)
and neither should a fair and independent regulator.
Public opinion should certainly play a role in
determining public policy in relation to governments’
approach to wind power regulation, but should not
influence the regulatory response to individual
projects.  Science and environmental impact should
be the determining criteria.  Other mechanisms are
available to deal with the impact of a project on a
community such as the detrimental impact provisions
of The Planning Act.  

Recommendation 3.1 - Government adopt a risk
based, common sense approach and abandon the
one-size-fits-all approach to regulation.  Projects
should be first subject to an expedited screening
process to determine if there is a probability of
negative environmental impact to allow regulators to
focus on projects with real environmental issues and
to encourage developers to seek out low impact sites
for development.

And 3.2 - government should apply the same criteria
to all projects through EIA process and the criteria
should be based on sound scientific and real
environmental issues.

Section 4 - Private Sector Wind Development Issues
- The only commercial wind power on the Island is
owned and operated by the provincial government
through the PEI Energy Corporation.  The crown
corporation, its employees and the various Ministers
responsible for the company’s activities in recent
years have good reasons to be proud of its
accomplishments and the vision in establishing a
wind farm facility.  While government has continued
to focus and build upon its success in the wind
energy sector, the benefits have yet to materialize in
the private sector.  Many of the causes of this lack of
growth are industry wide and beyond the reach of
Prince Edward Island, reach of the Prince Edward
Island government.  Most prominent in this category
is the low adoption rate of wind power in North
America and especially Canada.  At a local level, the
private sector has yet to establish even one
commercial wind turbine.  Given the great potential
for wind resources on the Island and government’s
commitment to the energy source, this is surprising.

The 2003 Provincial Energy Strategy left little room
for any private sector development, management or

ownership in the renewable energy supply to the
province.  A later publication, the Energy Framework
and Renewable Energy Strategy published earlier
this year opened the door slightly to private sector
development but still focused mainly upon the public
sector as the underpinning for future development.
Quoting from the strategy, “There was general
agreement at the public consultation sessions that
the Prince Edward Island Energy Corporation should
continue its position as the leading agency to
develop wind energy in PEI.  However, support was
registered for allowing private interests, including
community-based initiatives and individual
homeowners, the opportunity to invest in wind
power.”  

The reader should be reminded that consultation with
the public was organized, conducted and reported by
the same company that recommended it to be the
leading agency.  The public meetings were often
poorly attended and sometimes dominated by
special interest groups or individuals.  Consequently,
this process should not be regarded as an accurate
measure of the public pulse on wind power and how
it should be delivered.

It is often suggested that the private sector can
manage better than government.  This is not always
the case but this approach would allow government
to focus on regulatory issues and create an
economic environment that help the private sector
succeed.  Most Islanders would agree that the
private sector should be on an even playing field with
its public sector counterparts in an environment that
promotes innovation, investment and wealth creation
in the private sector is needed for long term success
of our economy.  Essential elements to support and
encourage private sector growth are missing in our
policies, program and regulatory activities.  Islanders
need not make a choice between public and private
wind development.  There should be opportunity for
both to succeed.  

Under the departmental structure, employees of the
PEI Energy Corporation are expected to both plan,
develop and manage government owned wind farms
while drafting policy to promote, control and regulate
private sector activities.  These functions can
sometimes be in conflict with each other, or at least
cause the private sector some concern over
competitiveness and confidentiality.  Government
needs to consider the separation of its policy and
operational activities in the near term.  The
Corporation and its Board of Directors should focus



26

on the operation of the wind farm while policy and
program related activities are moved into the
department or elsewhere in government.

Changes should be made to the board to reduce the
public sector influence while increasing the input by
private sector business leaders.  In the longer term,
consideration should be given to the sale of the
existing wind power assets or privatization of the
Energy Corporation’s wind farm.  There are a
number of successful examples in Prince Edward
Island where government vision and initiative was
transformed into private sector success.  The
Charlottetown district heating system was previously
owned by the PEI Energy Corporation and now is a
private sector success story.  

Private sector input has been missing from policy
development.  This approach would be inconceivable
in other resource sectors such as fishing, agriculture
and tourism.  The reason, in part, is the absence of
a consolidated and unified industry voice such as
those in the more mature sectors of the economy.  It
should be the role of government to help create an
economic climate for success by assisting a fledgling
industry through the creation of a representative
industry voice.

Economic opportunity l ultimately determine the
success or failure of the private sector in the wind
power industry.  In addition to the price of electricity,
this success or failure will be influenced by both the
punitive and support programs and policies put
forward by government.  Under the current regime,
Prince Edward Island and Canada lag the world in
effective policies and supports that help this industry
grow and be successful.

According to the Global Wind Energy Market Report
of 2002, published by the European Wind Energy
Association, Canada ranks thirteenth in the world in
the adoption of wind power.  Despite having the
largest land base and the highest energy usage per
capita in the world, Canada has less than two per
cent of the wind power production of Germany.  The
Wind Power Production Incentive from the federal
government is one cent per kilowatt hour and is
significantly less than incentives offered by the
United States.  Other provincial governments have
been proactive with tax and use of crown land
incentives to help jump start the wind industry.
There is no support or incentive programs offered by
the provincial government here while there has been,
it has hinted at future punitive measures for private

sector wind power development. 

The Energy Framework and the Renewable Energy
Strategy published in 2004 was a solid step in the
right direction.  However, the vision for renewable
energy is only one step in a long journey.  Achieving
the vision laid out in this document requires policies
and programs and a clear definition of public and
private roles and responsibilities.  The Framework is
short on detail and needs to be supplemented with
an action plan in the form of programs, incentives
and supports. One issue of the Framework stands
out as being counter-productive and deserves
attention.  

Government proposes to examine its options
concerning the imposing a special tax or royalty on
the wind.  It even goes as far as to suggest wind is
PEI’s oil.  Quoting from the strategy, “Justification of
wind royalties is based upon the fact that Prince
Edward Island is devoid of known resources of
conventional energy sources. . . the province may
experience certain inconveniences, such as loss of
vistas or lost opportunities to pursue other
enterprises on wind development lands.”  

The document goes on to suggest that the province
may expropriate green credits from wind power
producers.  These policy alternatives are being
considered mainly in relation to companies and
individuals that may export electrical power from the
wind.  There’s absolutely no economic, social or
legal justification for this regressive and heavy-
handed approach.  These are direct measures to
discourage the establishment of wind power rather
than to support its success.

Firstly, wind is not oil.  The environmental and
economic comparisons do not exist whatsoever.  If
government were to maintain this comparison, it
should start by studying the substantial economic
investment made in tar sands and offshore oil
exploration and development by government.  To
date, neither the federal or the provincial
governments have offered this level of support to the
wind industry and not likely to do so in the future.
Furthermore, to suggest that since other provinces
have oil that yields a royalty to government,
therefore, this is a justification to tax the wind in a
jurisdiction that doesn’t have oil, is void of any real
logic or thought.

Secondly, it is suggested that a royalty will somehow
compensate for the loss of vistas or the economic
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value of the land.  Again, there is no logic for this.
Landowners are compensated directly by the turbine
owner through private sector transactions regulated
only by the free market.  All parties are willing
participants.  Ironically, government has not
proposed any special taxes or royalties on electrical
production activities in the province even though
these activities create greenhouse gases, affect
urban dwellers and negatively impact on society in
many ways. 

Concerning vistas, in every case where independent
and credible measurement has been conducted
before and after wind turbine developments, land
values increased faster than neighbouring lands.
The economics on tourism is absolutely conclusive.
Tourism is a primary beneficiary near wind power
development sites.

Thirdly, the idea of expropriation of green credits
lacks logic and may lack the necessary legal
foundation.  The principle of green credits and their
economic value was established as a result of the
Kyoto Protocol to encourage businesses and
individuals to take early action on climate change.
The province proposes to remove these incentives
resulting in investors not developing wind power in
Prince Edward Island.  

Lastly, these measures may be targeted towards
developers who install wind power for export.  The
irony continues.  Governments traditionally provide
economic incentives to companies that can develop
export markets for their goods and services.  In this
case, it is the opposite.  Yet, there is no mention of a
similar taxation on electricity made from dirty fuels.

No one could reasonably argue against paying fair
taxes and the wind industry should be no different.
However, it’s important to realize that this industry is
in the infancy stage and needs nurturing and
support.  Some provinces offer ten year tax holidays
on certain aspects of wind power development.  This
is not the case here in Prince Edward Island.  Should
a developer undertake a wind power project today,
the following is a brief outline of the tax related
burdens.  

Sales taxes are applicable on the structure and the
structural components of the machinery.  Property
taxes will be reassessed on the land base to account
for the increase in the value added by the structural
components.  The blades and the nacelle are
considered production machinery and therefore, tax

exempt.  I’ll try to keep you on time here, Mr. Chair.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Thank you.

Bill Drost:    Should the owner make a profit,
corporate and personal income taxes are payable.
Under a typical arrangement, the landowner will
receive a payment from the developer for the use of
the lands and will pay the tax on income.  With these
activities, considerable spin-off taxes are generated
through employment, sales of materials and
supplies.  Anyone who may suggest there is little
public benefit from private development of wind
power and further taxes are needed has failed to
understand the realities of this business.

Instead of considering a punitive tax and regulatory
measures, government should focus its attention on
enhancing the economic climate for this fledgling
industry.  The Prince Edward Island Aquaculture
industry did not exist on any substantive level two
decades ago.  Government leadership and support
of the private sector help build a world class industry.
The same approach is needed for wind power.  A
number of economic and social measures could be
applied to encourage the growth of wind power and
related business activities.  Some of these initiatives
are likely underway within government and should
continue.  Others have not been seriously
considered.

It seems that nearly every Islander thinks the wind
blows the hardest in their community or in their back
40.  In reality, there’s only a limited number of sites
that have a quality wind regime, reasonable access
to transmission lines and a sufficient land base to
establish commercial grade turbines.  Over the past
months, the province has established a number of
monitoring sites and will hopefully use this data to
produce a wind map of the province.  The data
should be published on the government website and
be free to use for any interested developer.  Quality
wind is essential for a commercially viable wind
power project.

Tax breaks can have a major impact on the return on
investment for wind developers.  Government needs
to develop a better understanding of the cumulative
impact of taxation throughout the life cycle of wind
power investments.

Technical support for wind power development is
lacking in Canada.  Only a limited number of
individuals possess the technical and business
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knowledge to competently assist in planning,
operation and development of wind power projects.
This capacity needs to be increased.

Financial assistance for new wind development
should be a priority.  Banks do not look favourably
upon the risks in most new emerging industries,
including wind power.  However, funding sources do
exist both in Prince Edward Island and beyond and
government should play a role in brokering financial
relationships.  

Canadians invest their savings in green RSP’s and
this can be a source of capital financing for wind
power sites.  Other projects may require pre-planning
level support to engage professionals to assist in
business planning, site assessment and other
activities prior to the capital funding phase.
Government should develop new or adapt existing
programs to assist entrepreneurs from project
conception to completion.  

Recommendations - 4.1 - Government should
abandon its policy of leading wind power
development over the next decade and focus on how
it can support the private sector and wealth creation
in the renewable energy sector.

4.2 - In the short term, government should separate
its energy policy responsibilities from its operational
role in wind power and seek more private sector
involvement in the Board of Directors of the PEI
Energy Corporation.

4.3 - Within five years, government should sell its
existing wind power assets to the private sector
and/or community based interests and turn its full
attention to regulation and creating a positive
economic climate for renewable energy
development.

4.4 - Government should issue a call for proposals to
engage a consultant to bring together private,
community and academic interests to form the Prince
Edward Island Renewable Energies Association and
use this mechanism to help support industry grow
and act as a voice for non-governmental interests.

4.5 - Government should identify and designate
public lands that could be used for wind power
development and open a competitive and fair bidding
process for the development rights on those lands,
and the lease for those lands should be free of rent
for the first ten years as a minimum.  

4.6 - The development of comprehensive action plan
building on the positive content in the Energy
Framework and the Renewable Energy Strategy
should be led by government with meaningful input
by all stakeholders.

4.7 - Government should abandon its plan to apply
royalties and to expropriate green credits from any
wind development plan and to clearly communicate
its intentions to the industry.

4.8 - Government should institute a ten-year tax
holiday on sales and property tax components of
wind power development.  But personal and
corporate income taxes should remain and allow the
public to benefit from wind power when it becomes
profitable. 

4.9 - Government should produce a quality wind map
of the Island and make it available to all stakeholders
at no cost through the internet.  It should identify key
features such as crown lands, transmission lines,
wind resources and monitoring stations.

4.10 - Government should work with Holland College
and UPEI to produce graduates that are skilled in
environmental assessment, wind site assessment,
wind engineering, project financing, small-medium-
large wind systems, power transmission, turbine
erection and maintenance. 

4.11 - Government should establish funding
programs to assist entrepreneurs and land owners to
engage wind energy professionals to assist in the
pre-capital investment planning stages of projects.

4.12 - Government should contract the services of a
reputable investment firm to establish a renewable
energy investment portfolio comprised of both on and
off Island sources of capital for private and
community-based investments in wind power and
related businesses.  

I just have a couple of quick closing comments with
that.  Again I want to underscore there’s been a lot of
good work that’s been done.  This report does focus
on the things that I think that can be done better and
it doesn’t spend enough time on the things that have
been great that the government has done so far.  I
would ask the committee to take this as constructive
criticism and consider these as a recommendation
and that myself and several other players in the wind
industry and future players, people who want to be
future players, are certainly here and available to
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work with government for our feedback. 

So I thank you for your time and attention.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Thank you, Mr.
Drost.  I know it’s been a long morning but if anyone
has any questions, we’d certainly like to open it up
for an opportunity for you to make clarifications if
anyone requires or any questions regarding the
presentation.  Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L):    Bill, you did a good job there
and I want to thank you for the report.  By the looks
of it, you did quite a bit of work on it.  I know you’ve
worked in this field quite a bit.  Net metering, so you
support net metering?

Bill Drost:    Yes.

Richard Brown (L):    And that should come in as
quick as possible.

Bill Drost:    I’d like to say I didn’t cover all the
issues.  There are many, net metering is certainly
one and I’d even go one step further than what
government is proposing.  The government’s
approach is likely to be if you have a wind, if you
have a meter you can sell back 150 per cent of
whatever you may draw.  That prohibits anybody with
any–if you’re a homeowner, for example, or a small
business owner, you have maybe just one potato
warehouse, you want to put up a wind turbine that is
bigger than 150 per cent of your load or you don’t
have any load.  Then net metering doesn’t apply to
you.  So I believe in net metering and it should even
go further than what it is.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I want to thank you, Bill.  As
usual you do a first class job.  Just a small question.
The criticism of these turbines is that they’re emitting
an excessive noise and your comment was that your
Class 3 fans would produce four decibels.  Is that
right?

Bill Drost:    The World Health Organization has
recommended that the sound threshold at the
outside of your bedroom or your business or
whatever it might be, anything that has human
occupancy, any structure, should be no greater than
45 decibels.  So that determines how far you should
set back from a structure.

Wes MacAleer (PC): That’s inhabited?

Bill Drost:    That’s inhabited, yes.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Just one second,
we’ll go back to you, Mr. Brown.  Mr. Arsenault is
next and then Mr. Brown.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC): Okay, mine will be quick.
First of all, Bill, you’ve got a document here that
probably could generate a week long discussion and
the report in itself certainly should generate a fair
amount of wind in a Legislature.  But as far as your
recommendations are concerned, do you think you
have enough encouragement to encourage the
average homeowner to be interested in generating
his or her own power source from wind, from a
residential point of view?  

Bill Drost:    Well first of all, there’s some barriers
that I’ve outlined and I won’t repeat them and I’m
confident that we will correct those barriers in short
order.  So I don’t want to dwell on them too much but
when it comes down to–what is the homeowner’s
motivation?  If it is to save money, absolutely not.
Small scale wind power is not economically feasible
today and until the price of electricity doubles and the
cost of the technology drops by a third, it won’t be.
That’s the reality.  

Large scale wind turbines are basically nearing a
break even point today and the people that are
pursuing them are saying, I’m betting on the price of
power is going to increase faster than the rate that
the economy is going to grow and it has in the last
three or four years.  Our price of electricity in North
America has gone up by 6.8 per cent on average.
The economy has grown at 2 to 3 per cent.  So if that
trend continues, larger scale wind power has got to
move from a break even perspective to a profitable
perspective in a long term investment strategy.  

If the homeowner’s desire is to be green or to be like
me, like a novel person wanting to try something
new, then small scale wind power is certainly
something that they want to consider.  The other
alternative is if the homeowner is off the grid
someplace and in a remote occasion and maybe
they have to run a kilometre of wire and they have to
pay a substantial $100 thousand to do that, now
maybe they should consider putting in an investment
in wind power instead of paying the utility to bring
that pole line down the road a kilometre.  But under
normal circumstances, no.  
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Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L):    Thank you.   I’ll try and be
quick here.  The setbacks and everything for all the
land based turbines, what about other countries are
allowing them offshore.  Have we got any off
Northumberland Strait and things like that?

Bill Drost:    There are a number of issues and
they’re all economic with offshore turbines.  First of
all, the installation costs of an offshore turbine is at
least 50 per cent higher and when you consider that
when you are investing in wind power, you are
investing 100 per cent of your money in
infrastructure, zero per cent of your money in fuel.
So your cost, your total project cost goes up by 50
per cent.  If you’re to increase the 50 per cent of the
cost of an oil fired plant, that’s only a third of the cost
of the kilowatt coming out of the plug, right?   But
when you do it with wind power, a 50 per cent
increase is a direct 50 per cent increase because it’s
on the infrastructure side.  That’s in general terms. 
However, when you have iced waters, it becomes
another complicating issue.  Additionally, when
you’re in Prince Edward Island and you have an
aquaculture and a fishery issue with so many issues
there and as a developer, you consider the troubles
that you have erecting a wind turbine in a potato field
or an industrial site or in an urban area with minimal
environmental impact, no developer is going to think
about doing it offshore, particularly in Canada where
we have such a land base and it’s just not
economically feasible today.  

Richard Brown (L):    I was just thinking the yard for
the fixed link is still there.  And those the pair bases
that they used there are perfect bases for a windmill.

Bill Drost:    But it all comes down to economics in
reality.  And when you have a project that’s
speculative right now, then to consider that you’re
going to take a very expensive approach to that
installation, it’s not going to work.

Richard Brown (L):    So who did the ones in
Denmark and Helsinki?

Bill Drost:    Well first of all, the ones off
Copenhagen, their electrical rates are nearly double
what ours are.  And secondly, their waters don’t ice
and they don’t have the land base that we do.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. McKenna.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    With all the setbacks
that are in the Regulations right now, are you
indicating that there’s really very few sites that we
have left to be able to put up wind turbines now?
Where the wind energy might be (Indistinct)

Bill Drost:    I would suggest that it’s very difficult to
find sites today that you can use commercial grade
wind power machinery because of the height of the
machinery and because of our setbacks are tied to
the height, not tied to the real environmental or social
issues of wind turbines but tied strictly to the height.
That that is not a very good way of determining
setback requirements.  The issue it becomes, and
again we’re sympathetic to regulators is that they
know how to run a measuring tape and it’s pretty
black and white.  Thou shalt have your turbines so
far away from that guy’s house.  From a practical
point, that doesn’t work so well and from an
environmental point of view, it doesn’t necessarily
work so well as well.

So what I’m encouraging, government is to consider
alternate approaches and first of all, divide the siting
of turbines into three different classes and then focus
on the bigger ones differently than you do with the
smaller turbines.  But I went through an exercise
where I randomly picked a property map out of
Prince Edward Island and I said I’m going to put a
Vestas V80 on it, that’s the next one below the V90
which is the workhorse of the industry today on
commercial sized wind farms.  And I said I took my
marker and I shaded in all the property lines and I
said, okay if I only owned this one parcel, what would
be the probability of me being able to put up that
land?  

Now in reality, if you’re a large landowner and you
own multiple parcels that are connected together,
you have a greater probability of success than
somebody who owns only one parcel.  Prince
Edward Island, I’m told has the largest, the most
miles of road per capita in the country and so you
take the provincial roads, you take the narrow strips
of farmland that started out as big pieces of farmland
and they got divided as sons and daughters inherited
a piece of land and of course, they got road access
and they got water access on both ends.  So guess
what?  They got narrow strips of land that are owned
by multiple owners now and that becomes very
difficult to develop and unnecessary to have that
regulation to develop.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Ms. MacDonald.
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Helen MacDonald (PC):    Yes, Bill, I also enjoyed
your presentation very much.  We talked about our
land as in our potato fields or whatever.  We’ve
talked about offshore but we haven’t mentioned the
Islands off our Island and I’m thinking of Holman’s
Island and places like that.  How would that work?

Bill Drost:    It could work and it could be certainly
an opportunity.  There are some issues there too.  I
was involved in looking at some islands in Malpeque
Bay, for example, and the issue became is the
waters weren’t deep enough in order to get the
machinery in, the ships that are required to carry the
turbines to do the erection.  Of course, you need big
cranes and you need big ships and so on, and when
you’re dealing with relatively shallow waters.
Holman’s Island, you talk about, you do I believe
certainly in Summerside harbour have better access
to deeper waters, so that maybe is not an issue.
Certainly a submarine cable would be required and
there would be a cost associated with it.  But that’s a
very interesting perspective and generally any place
in Prince Edward Island that you get close to the
water, particularly in the Summerside and Malpeque
Bay area is a good wind resource.  

Helen MacDonald (PC):    Great, thank you.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Any other
questions?  I have one final question, Mr. Drost
before you go?  Going back to the hearings on
developing a renewable strategy, renewable energy
strategy for Prince Edward Island, I moderated those
hearings and I was interested in your remarks in your
presentation.  Some meetings were indeed poorly
attended.  Others were well attended.  But it was an
open invitation to anyone on Prince Edward Island to
come forward and discuss their vision for renewable
energy on Prince Edward Island, not just wind
turbine generation.  But I’m wondering where was
the private sector then?  What is the potential today
of private sector wind energy development on Prince
Edward Island?  Are they lining up at the door for
these regulatory changes?

Bill Drost:    This is a chicken and egg scenario.
There is no private sector.  This is not environment
for private sector so it’s hard for them to speak.
Wind power, as an industry itself, is emerging in
Canada.  We have under 400 megawatts of power
total in Canada.  You know, it’s like one-eighth of
what the United States has.  So we don’t have this
capacity and I’m proposing that government should
help spur things on a little bit by creating an

environment and creating opportunity for the private
sector.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Is it not true that
there is one private sector developer, potential
developer, I’m referring to the Irving’s here, that have
in their possession a wind regime map of Prince
Edward Island that would make anything that the
government is about to try to put together look like
kindergarten?

Bill Drost:    The Irving’s do have a wind map that
they’ve presented publicly.  It’s public information.
The map itself isn’t public information but they’ve
presented at their public meetings.  I wouldn’t
characterize it as being better data necessarily than
what the province is developing.  Theirs was based
on scientific analysis by True Wind Solutions out of
Albany, New York that have a great deal of expertise
in this area.  

However, their on-the-ground monitoring stations
were localized to the Charlottetown Airport, to the
Atlantic Wind Test site, and three of their own wind
turbine sites in the New Annan/Kensington/
Malpeque areas.  And as you go away from those
towers and there was also one at East Point, a tower
as well--so as you go away from those areas, the
quality of the data that they’ve produced becomes
lower quality and it’s only a prospecting map and it’s
not conclusive.   You have to, after you produce a
prospecting map, it’s just like doing seismic work for
oil, you got to go and look for the oil afterwards.  In a
prospecting map, you have to go look for the wind
and do some detail measurements where you think
it might be.  

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     But they certainly
had enough of a wind in that regime to propose the
idea of, I think, it was 40 wind turbines in the
Malpeque area?

Bill Drost:    In the Malpeque. . .

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     They had
confidence enough in that.

Bill Drost:    Exactly, but again their wind mapping
was–the detailed wind mapping that was highly
accurate was localized to the Malpeque/Kensington
areas.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Mr. Drost, if there’s
no further questions, I want to thank you very much
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for a most interesting presentation.

Bill Drost:    I thank you very much for your
attention.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     We appreciate it.
We’re going to take a short break from this
committee for about the next half hour.  How’s that?
We’ll be back around a little after 1:00 o’clock.
Alright.  Motion for adjournment?  No, for recessing.

I do want to mention that Minister Gillan has been
called away briefly.  He will be gone for maybe a half
hour or so.  We’re hoping that he will be rejoining us
later this afternoon but his absence is completely
unavoidable.

Part V - Southeast Environmental Association &
PEI Climate Change Hub: David Boyce

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     We are going to
continue this afternoon.  Our next presenter was to
have been Ms. Sharon Labchuk of the Earth Action
group.  However, she’s not available at the moment
and so we’re going to go to our next presenter and
when Ms. Labchuck does show up, we’ll just slot her
in as the next presenter.   So without further ado,
committee, I want to present to you Mr. David Boyce
and he is here representing the Southeast
Environmental Association and the PEI Climate
Change Hub.  Good afternoon, Mr. Boyce.  

David Boyce: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Wayne Collins (PC) (Chair):     Sir, one of the things
we’re trying to do is to hopefully have our
presentations a total of 30 minutes is what we’re
aiming for and that will be presentation and an
opportunity for some question and answer session
as well.  So it’s all yours, Sir.

David Boyce:   Okay, I’ve got a few slides but some
of them I’ll be able to flip through quickly.  Thank you
for the opportunity to present.  My employer is the
Southeast Environmental Association.  I’ll be
describing our relationship with the PEI Climate
Change Hub as I go through my presentation today.
But to basically just go over a bit about what I want
to talk about, being from the Southeast
Environmental Association, our focus is of course the
southeast corner of the province.  So a few of the
things that I will speak to have to deal with that area
of the province.  But hopefully, trying to balance that
talk with some of the things that I see for the rest of

the province as well.  And at the end of the talk, I’ll
wrap that up with some elements of the PEI Climate
Change Hub.  

This is a little graphic, we changed around the
provincial logo a little bit just to suit our needs but
hopefully, they’ll develop into something.  Now I don’t
proclaim to be an expert on climate change.  I don’t
know who among us may be.  But my experience
over the last few years in doing this job, we’ve
conducted energy efficiency, water conservation and
coastal erosion projects since 96.  We’ve been
operating the PEI Climate Change Hub since 2002.
I personally have been part of the Environmental
Farm Plan Committee since 1996.  The only NGO
member of the Atlantic Coastal Zone Information
Steering Committee and for those who aren’t familiar
with it, in your draft, Climate Change Strategy, you
have a reference to that organization as someone
that should be partner with.  

The organization is made up of a lot of
representatives and it is a good information sharing
network.  It helps to avoid duplication and get a lot of
things done.  And also up until recently, I’ve been the
only PEI representative on the Canadian Climate
Impacts and Adaptation Research Network which, as
it suggests, is research focused on climate change
issues.  I say until recently, that’s when Erin
Swansburg was hired and she’s also now a
participating member on that group.

Some of the things that I did want to cover to
reemphasize but won’t be dwelling on in my
presentation is certainly the issue of public transit.
But one of the things especially you, Mr. Chairman,
who also deals with the Social Development
Committee, needs to look at things like the co-
benefits of public transportation, certainly from the
standpoint of mobilizing our workforce.  You know,
people who live in one community and the
employment opportunities are in another community
but have a lack of transportation.  It addresses many,
many issues of economic development in our
community beyond the simple cost of saving
greenhouse gases.

Renewable energy - we of course, support
renewable energy projects, getting away from our
dependence on oil and other oil based products.
The cooperation of many parties is certainly
necessary as mentioned in your strategy.  That’s
ideal in every case.  Certainly, between all of the
sectors in our society, all levels of government,
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municipal, provincial, federal, NGOs, academics, and
of course, our average everyday citizens.  

One of the topics I won’t be covering is agriculture,
although it’s incredibly important to this province.
But I personally feel that a lot of it is being addressed
in the Enhanced Environmental Farm Plan product
that is out and each farmer gets a chance to assess
their own environmental risk and what’s going on, on
their property.  Specific sections have been brought
out in the new workbook that’s just coming out now
to address a lot of the actions that were buried in
other sections related to soil and crop and nutrient
management and bring that more to the forefront in
a climate change context.  So I feel that is being
addressed.

That doesn’t show up very well up there.  Is there
any way to correct the colours on that a bit?  Mostly
what I wanted to address in this particular slide is the
issue of coastal sensitivity and getting a look at most
of Canada, you see it’s all in green which means
there’s a low sensitivity.  But when you look at areas
like the Arctic up around the Beaufort Sea and the
Atlantic region, you start to see a lot more yellow and
red.  Our coastlines are a lot more vulnerable.  

So zooming in on the area, you can easily see that
PEI, in particular, is mostly in red and what isn’t is in
yellow.  Now this is a broad stroke approach.  It’s a
map put together by the federal government through
the Geological Survey of Canada and the map isn’t
incredibly detailed.  In the work that they’ve done in
the Charlottetown and North Shore study, they’ve
taken this map down further on a very local level and
looked at areas that were sensitive and areas that
were less sensitive.  But the strict point here is that
our shoreline is incredibly vulnerable and it’s one of
the points that I want to play upon here that coastal
zones are always changing.

This is another map from the Geological Survey of
Canada that takes a look at about 9,000 years ago,
7,000 B.C. and it basically demonstrates that PEI
right on through to the Magdalen’s was all
connected.  You can’t see it very well on this
particular picture.  But the whole area right on
through to the Northumberland Strait right out
through the southern gulf, the St. Lawrence out to
the Magdalen areas was all land mass, low grassy
area, all connected.  So over time, sea levels have
not only been changing, but there’s been a net effect
going on as well from the time of the retreat of the
glaciers, we’ve experienced crustal rebound and now

crustal subsidence which means the land is settling
back down.  So you contrast that with sea level rise,
we get a doubling effect happening and most people
aren’t aware of that.  Different parts of the country
are still in rebound.  Other parts in subsidence.  We
happen to be on the lower end of the stick going
downward again.  

So here’s some of the mapping that was done as
part of a North Shore Study and this  happens to be
Pigot’s Point up near Savage Harbour and what
they’ve done is plot the changes in the coastline over
time and coastlines are dynamic.  They will change
over time.  That’s inevitable.  But the thing we have
to take a look at is what processes are we involved
in that’s effecting that.

What they’ve done is taken an 1935 map,  implotted
all the coastline changes up to 1990 and there’s
some interesting points within that when you start to
take a look at various time sequences and from 1968
to 81 you see a retreat of nine metres which works
out to 1.4 metres per year, per annum.  And then
between ‘81 and ‘90 you get 29 metres, which is 3.2
metres per annum.  That’s 10 feet a year of shoreline
that’s retreating backwards.  

Now pointing out a couple of items, you take a look
at where the yellow arrow is at that particular
structure right here and this is a look at its coastline
that now exists and then you’ve actually got
historically a cottage right here that’s dissected by
that red line and just to take you through a time
sequence of slides on that you’ll see this picture from
‘74 and again I’ve highlighted those two particular
points.   You not only see a cottage that exists here
but structures that are even out farther. 

And then . . . these don’t show up very well on this
particular LCD . . . but you still have a coastline there
and both structures in place in ‘81 because the
coastline has now retreated very close to this
particular cottage.  Then in 2000 you’re now missing
both of those upper cottages and,  as we showed
you before,  the shoreline’s right at that lower
cottage.  And this is from November 2000 in which
we had a second storm surge.  We had a storm
surge in January which caused a lot of flooding in
Charlottetown.  We had one at the tail end of
October that same year.  These were deemed to be
one in 50 year and one in 100 year storms which we
had two of them in one year.  And of course you’ve
got other things like the old well from one of those
earlier cottages that’s now well out into the beach.
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So the lesson that we can take from this that there’s
some processes that are happening naturally and
being sped up naturally because of climate change
but the overriding issue is that our beaches, we look
at them from a tourism standpoint, and certainly from
a tourism standpoint they are incredibly valuable.
But along with that,  sediment is necessary to built
beaches and enable them to maintain a position
against rising sea levels and changing environmental
conditions.  They’re our  protection against what lies
out beyond it.  And they will shift a bit from time to
time but essentially they are a dynamic process that
has some degree of stability to it.

Now in January of 2004 we had another smaller
storm surge that didn’t cause a whole lot of flooding
but this happens to be an area near Poverty Beach
just outside of Murray River and what you can’t see
just beyond here that the waves are covering is an
old wharf structure and you’re getting waves that are
coming right over the shore line and this area, we’ve
studied it a fair bit, and as such . . .  I’ll get into my
point in just a moment . . . just to think about
beaches for a moment . . . most beaches you find
are in a crescent area.  If you think of the shore line
kind of like this.  You’ve got two points of land
usually with a block, the nice little U-shaped area in
between is the nice sandy beach typically.  Now if
you do something to the sand on that beach,  as in
remove it, the sand to replace the beach comes from
just offshore, the near shore area right here.  Now
when that moves in to replace it something has to
replace that and where does it come from?  Those
two points of land out at the tip. So it starts eroding
those harder and faster.  What you have is
essentially a sediment budget.  Once you take
something out of the equation it’s got to replace it
from elsewhere.  So sediment is only a renewable
resource if there’s a continued or accelerated erosion
of the bedrock and glacial deposits.  So we can
speed up the erosion of our coastline by simply
removing sediment. 

And in this particular case of Poverty Beach you can
see a 1964 photo where it’s a long sand spit and the
point I showed you is Irving’s Cape out here.
Overlaid with that is 1985, where you can see a
breakup of the sand spit.  And by the way, the
Poverty Beach area was declared a provincial
natural area in ‘95 I believe.  So this whole area is
protected by the Natural Areas Protection Act, noted
for its sand dune structure.  And then you can see in
2000 it’s still broken up.  Then in 2001 you’re getting
another breach occurring here.   Now there’s a lot of

processes going on and we had a study take place
on this because during some of this time frame you
had a building of a wharf structure here which will
cause sediment to build up in behind it and build this
shoreline out and not replenish this area.  And then,
of course,  in 2003 this whole section here is now
gone.  So you’re getting a complete breakup of that
whole coastal feature and it’s lost, it’s gone.

Now, when you looked at that earlier January picture,
the waves washing over, there’s one thing that was
noticeably missing.  January on PEI, there should be
some shore fast ice.  That’s our protection in the
winter time against heavy winter storms and the
battering effect that that would have because a lot of
this loss is occurring because of that lack of  winter
sea ice.  There wasn’t a speck of sea ice at that point
in time and actually in that last winter we only got a
little bit of ice into February.  It lasted about four
weeks and then it was gone again.  So remember
the winter and fall storms that you’d normally get
weren’t buffered in the same way they normally are.

But at the same point in time up along that shore
we’ve also been removing sand.  Now, you don’t get
it removed right down on the beach front itself.  It’s
usually a little more in back of the dune system. But
this is a permitted process under provincial
regulation.  You can go get a permit from the
provincial Department of Environment to extract
sand.  Now traditionally it’s been used for aggregate
in construction.  Now if you asked any engineer
they’ll tell you that’s it’s incredibly poor sand because
if you have a cement or mortar mix that has a
specification to it this won’t meet it because you
need something with a sharper edge.  So that sand
that we use for a lot of construction purposes actually
gets trucked in from off Island. 
 
However, since 1975 in this particular are there’s
been 131,650 cubic metres of sediment and as you
can see that translates into a beach 50 metres wide,
five metres thick and 525 metres long.  So that’s a lot
of sediment gone just from the simple removing of
sand.  And if you’re removing any more than I think,
was it 10 cubic metres, you need a permit for it and
this is on the government’s website right now.  Now
however along Poverty Beach, as a result of this
study, a number of those operations are no longer
being issued permits.  But it still goes on.  This is
down along the south shore in Gascoigne Cove and
areas like that where sand is still being harvested off
beaches.  So in other words what mother nature has
put there as a buffering effect against coastal erosion
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and all these issues we face, we’re removing it.
We’re being very counterproductive.  So that long
winded-drawn out is my first point, is that we need to
alter/eliminate these processes and these permitting
area’s policies that allow maladaptive practices.  It’s
very counter intuitive that we’re going to take away
the shoreline, it’s already eroding,  and we’re going
to haul it out faster.  It doesn’t seem right.  And this
sand, we can get better sand for the construction
purposes from elsewhere.  Besides, we’re ruining a
few nice beaches, grabbing the nice buildup of sand
from them.

This, you probably saw a bit in Erin Swansburg’s
presentation, this is a flooding map of the
Charlottetown area as part of that study that was
done about three or four years ago after the 2000
flooding events that we had.  Primarily it was the
January one that drove the need for this study.  You
can see the areas based upon various scenarios of
intrusion and sea level rise and storm surge and how
much of the city would get flooded. And as such you
can start to equate that into infrastructure loss.  But
the problem is that particular study covered
Charlottetown and a small section of the north shore.
The thing that we need is to do more digital elevation
models of our coastline.  How many other
communities are vulnerable?  We saw that map as
being so red.  Most of our communities lie on the
coastline.  I know in our own community of Montague
you’ve got a lot of infrastructure down at the
waterfront that’s potential to have flooding.  If you go
to other areas like Panmure Island, it’s got a low
lying causeway that connects all those residents
back to the mainland.  Would it take much of a storm
surge or any flooding even to completely isolate
them?

There’s one example in the Annapolis Valley in
around Digby where they did the digital evaluation
model and found out the area where the fire
department was, most of their emergency
responders, in a flooding even such as this would
wind up on an island. They were cut off.  So just in
simple EMO planning taught them they had to move
half their gear to other locations.  We don’t have this
information. We have very little of it. So we need to
know what other parts of our communities, whether
it be water infrastructure, sewage infrastructure,
roads, housing, all these things, what will be affected
in the foreseeable future anyway?

So on a broader context - climate change research.
Beyond the Charlottetown-North Shore Study, there

really hasn’t been a whole lot done on PEI.  We’ve
been doing a fair bit on renewable energy,  which is
really good.  But what’s our impacts and adaptations
that we need to take as result of what changes we
feel will occur or should occur as a result of the
modelling that has been done in sea level rise and
other changes in temperature and precipitation.
Most of the research that’s been done has been
done by institutions outside of PEI and that’s not to
knock UPEI or any of the other education institutions
that we have.  It’s just that’s where the expertise
comes from.  From people doing oceanography work
at Dalhousie and various other schools.  And as
such, unless there’s a driving need like the flooding
in Charlottetown  to make this work happen,  most of
it usually gets done in other areas and typically
closer to where the education institution is.  So one
of the things we need to do is sort of drive a research
agenda a little bit better.  

And in speaking with folks from Environment
Canada,  that the number of personnel they have
dedicated over from their weather offices to issues
like climate change,  you’ve got four of five in New
Brunswick and Newfoundland and about eight in
Nova Scotia and the amount of person years
dedicated to PEI right now is half.  Half a person. So
one guy in New Brunswick, out of the four or five
they have there, is dedicated to look at issues on
PEI.  That’s from the federal side.  And there’s a
whole host of issues that we could or should be
looking at.  So simply point number three is to
promote and support more climate change research
to take place on PEI because of our different
geography and our different needs that we have.

Dams - these are a couple pictures of Knox’s Dam in
Montague and what we call the Maritime Electric
Dam, probably it’s more commonly known as the
Valleyfield Pond because it used to be owned by
Maritime Electric  and no longer.  Both had power
generating stations at them.  That was initially how
all of PEI got its power whether it was directly into
mills or indirectly through power generation.  And
actually one of the first under sea power cables ran
from Lower Montague to Georgetown.  But that’s
historical.  I mean 1991 data shows us that PEI was
the only one surveyed that had no hydroelectric
power.  Every other province and territory at least
had some.  So in the span of a couple of generations
it all went.  

In terms of the Green Power Vision Strategy which
was put out by, I can’t think of the name of the group
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in Ontario, this just recently came out,  but looking at
trying to get more of Canada to produce green
power, the third most popular item that’s on that list
is small hydro.  And we’re not talking about things
like, you know, the Churchill Falls project which will
never take place on PEI because we don’t have the
degree of water flow.  But we’re talking about small
hydro, which both of these old dams would be a
small hydro project.  And you even have community
groups that are interested.  The group in Murray
River, for example, this is the Old Mill site, the
building in the centre, that they’re looking to convert
what was an old mill into an electrical generation
project.  And I think in the paper this summer we saw
another interest from, I think the Scales Pond group,
to do likewise. 

But the thing is with your provincial energy strategy
everything else is mentioned from hydrogen,
biomass, wind.  Not a mention of low head hydro.
It’s completely discounted.  And I’m not sure that’s
because the scale of it doesn’t seem to be high
enough .  But it talks about community wind farms
and other sort of linked smaller scale projects but this
is totally left off the map.  It’s where we came from.
Why can’t we go back there?  A lot of people will say
environmental effects.  But the thing is all these
dams are there.  Okay, so fish passage has already
been addressed in many of these cases.  The
thermal impact, which means that if you dam up a
body of water you’re going to heat it up so what’s its
temperature impact on the stream and the fish
population.  Well, that’s already there and it’s already
occurring.  So that’s already accounted for.  It’s not
like you’re creating new dams.  You’re simply just
harnessing the energy coming out of these dams.
So my suggestion is to add that back into the mix.  It
may not be a large amount of energy but I think in
this particular game we’re looking at a fact that
everything is going to be something.  And where they
talk about wind power there’s going to be days when
the wind does not blow.  I don’t know of any days on
PEI where the water stops flowing.

Again coming back to, Mr. Chairman and your social
development hat on your other committee, affordable
housing.  The province has looked at affordable
housing I know for a section of our population and
certainly looking at the federal government for
support and funding of that.  But if you take a look at
this housing that gets paid for through various social
income support and other programs we should also
be making sure that those things that we’re
constructing are already energy efficient, are already

up to a standard so that once you get past the initial
capital cost, the cost of maintaining and heating
these properties are not yet another impact that we
have to account for.  

And just looking at a quote from a couple of years
ago in Ontario that they’re looking at half the cost to
heat and maintain these homes by building them up
to a higher energy standard.  And that’s the ongoing
cost that we would all have to face as sort of a social
cost.  So certainly we want to take a look at that if we
have social and affordable housing projects that they
are energy smart to being with.  There is a standard.
And that you might even want to take a look at costs
that are being paid through social services already
because I know there are an awful lot of oil bills that
get paid through the social welfare role.  And
whether or not we’re paying it towards inefficient
houses,  would the money go better towards, say an
energy audit to start with and reduce the costs over
time.  Something to be examined for sure.

Now the issue of social marketing - social marketing
has an entirely different connotation to regular
marketing.  And the fact is what we’re trying to do is
alter a behaviour, not a preference.  And what I
mean by that is when you go to a car dealership
they’re not trying to get you to drive a car.  They’re
simply trying to sell you a different type of car.  You
are already predisposed to want to have a car.  Now
to flip that around a little bit, I have a cloth bag over
there which a lot of people probably have one, that
are generally intended for shopping.  You know, to
replace going to get a plastic bag or something like
that.  Just a show of hands, how many people have
cloth bags?  How many people use them for
shopping?  Okay, it’s not that you’re not good
environmental stewards but what social marketing
teaches us is that there are other issues at play.  And
by simply marketing to say, hey, you should have a
cloth bag or here, have a cloth bag isn’t the answer
because you haven’t set forth to identify the other
issues at play which are barriers and benefits.  You
know, with the issue of cloth bags, are you putting
them in the car to take them to the store or are they
still sitting on the counter at home?   And when you
get them in the car are you remembering to take
them in the store? 

You know there are  simple little things and stuff like
prompts and reminders are a good way to do that.
So when you pull into a gas station and you see a
little sign that says “Have you checked your tire
pressure?”, you know that’s a prompt.  And by the
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issue of checking tire pressure has its all other sets
of  barriers.  Do you have a tire gauge?  Do you
know how to use it?  What is your proper tire
pressure?  You know, simply telling people that you
have improperly inflated tires and it’s costing you
money and gas is one thing but you haven’t
addressed the whole other host of issues.  So don’t
confuse simple education and information with social
marketing techniques.  And what we’re trying to do
here is change people’s behaviour.  We’re getting
them to ride share.  We’re getting them to not idle
their cars.  There’s a whole host of things that you
want to do to change people’s behaviour and by
simply telling them don’t do that or you’ll save money
by doing something isn’t going to get you there
because there are thousands of studies and there’s
actually a website.  The author is a professor from
UNB, and I could leave a copy of this book with the
committee if you want, has all these case studies on
his website about all these people running energy
efficiency programs throughout the States,
throughout Canada and various parts of the world,
and how they’ve actually gone and given people
products and find out later that five to 10 percent of
them have used them even when they’re given the
products for energy efficiency.  So you can spend an
awful lot of money and it won’t get you anywhere if
you don’t know where you’re looking.

Getting over to the PEI Climate Change Hub, just to
give you an idea of where it comes from, the Hub
itself is not a legal entity.  It’s not its own little group.
It’s simply a combination of the Southeast
Environment Association with PEI Eco-net.  The
office is just down the street here, 126 Richmond.
Since government only likes to contract with one
body we happen to the fiscal agent, PEI Eco-net
plays host to it just down the street here.  We have
an advisory committee which helps direct our work.
Don back here has been a part of it, Erin Swansburg,
of course, and a whole host of federal, provincial and
various community players have been part of it as
well.  Our target audiences, and I know Ms. Bertram
you had addressed the whole topic of youth at the
last meeting with Erin, that is one of our areas,
municipalities, youth and NGOs.  One thing to note
as well we have a “Living for the Earth” workshop for
youth that’s taking place later in November.  And as
such we not only help to try and educate, we ran a
workshop with Dr. Doug MacKenzie,  more on social
marketing,  trying to help build capacity realizing that
as a Hub we’re not going to do all the climate change
awareness in every community.  We have to build
the capacity of others to help work in their local

communities as well.  We also work to be a clearing
house of climate change information for PEI
specifically. 

Now as was mentioned in the provincial strategy
from three years ago,  that in terms of educational
awareness the province wanted to take a centralized
approach, which we think is actually a smart idea.
Because if you’ve got people in New Brunswick
preaching one message, people in Quebec
preaching another message and PEI preaching
another message,  there’s already enough confusion
around the topic of climate change so that if we have
sort of a centralized message and I don’t really want
to say it’s a federal message but it’s more of a
common consistent message across all the
groups–and there is a Hub in every province right
now with the exception of Ontario–that they’re all
receiving the same information.

One of the things that we find a challenge is to make
sure that provincial plans utilize the Hub more
effectively to avoid and eliminate duplication.  Now in
sitting down and talking with Don Jardine and Erin
Swansburg, what plans there are in her daily life as
the Climate Change Co-ordinator, there are a
number of things that we as a Hub have been doing
or had intended to do.  And it’s good that we’re
getting together to talk about these things but make
sure that there isn’t that duplication of effort, so that
we each can get on to do these things and go
further.  

The other challenge that we face, of course, is a
financial one.  Now, as a Hub we have access to up
to $220,000 over the next two  years.  Now the catch
to that is that it has to be cash matched by non-
federal sources of $120,000 and in kind matched by
about $40,000 and one of the things that we’ve
grappled with for the current year is that we
budgeted about $123,537, half of that coming from
the feds, and broke that out across various areas
which include PEI Department of Environment, EDA
was another section that we were looking at, the PEI
Energy Corp., EMO.  Even student bursaries.  By
having students in they can get tuition credits which
counts again as an in kind towards everything.  Our
own selves, Southeast Environmental Association,
the Health Caucus which is another NGO, Maritime
Electric, other corporate monies which we’ve done,
is written proposals to places like Shell
Environmental Fund and so on.  And then even the
Advisory Committee, their in kind time and
contribution contributing towards it. 
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The worse problem is right now, the reality is that
we’ve had to scale back the budget quite a bit and
one of the areas that we’ve looked at is that even in
requesting funding from someone,  say like Maritime
Electric,  that they’ve been unable to come through
with a contribution.  Now I’m not picking on them but
that’s just one example of how it ripples back through
the budget.  Because we can’t lever non-federal
money we also lose the hit in federal money.  See
we miss 50 cents of our budget, the feds have to
take the other 50 cents back out and we’re short a
dollar.

The second thing is in terms of EDA.  We had taken
a look at getting more staff to help get out and
spread the message a little more far and wide than
just our offices in Charlottetown and take it to various
parts of the province.  We’ve been having trouble
trying to get to the western extremes of the province
and deal with all the various communities who  need
to have some outreach done. But in getting scaled
back from EDA money that too has had a further
impact on the budget.  I understand why the whole
EDA program has been scaled back because you
don’t want provincial money employing people in
competition with the private sector.  But the ripple
effect on an NGO group such as ours that leverages
federal money means that we can’t access the same
amount of dollars that is available to us to try to do
this work.  So it’s a net effect on us and that’s no
easier way to say it than that.  If we miss the non-
federal dollars we miss out on the federal dollars.

So as I mentioned we have the potential for $220,00
in federal funding over two years, $60,000 a year for
a total of 120 goes towards the operation of the Hub
itself and then in terms of the other $100,000 which
is going to be marketing money for demand side
reduction programming which we’re soon to launch
into.  We’re hopefully going to get an announcement
from the federal government on that in the next
couple of weeks.  So again, in order to get to that
point we need to have the matching funds.  So
provincial support for the Hub will allow us achieve a
higher level of federal fund leveraging for climate
change educational outreach and that’s it.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   David, I thank you very
much for your presentation and I want to open it up
now for questions from the committee members with
the proviso of course that we do have other
presentations this afternoon and I would ask you to
keep your questions and perhaps answers as well as
brief as possible.  Are there any questions from

committee members to Mr. Boyce regarding his
presentation on the work of the Southeast
Environmental  Association and the PEI Climate
Change Hub?  Ms. Bertram.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   When you spoke about the
dams on PEI, I know in our own district we’re been
faced with,  Breadalbane has a dam and Hunter
River has a dam and they’re having difficulties trying
to get those projects support.  How would you
approach it or how should we approach communities
in terms of, like they are under private ownership,
those two dams.  They are looking to reinstate those.
How would you?

David Boyce:   Well, everyone’s going to have to be
handled on a case by case basis.  When you’re
dealing with private landowners you’ve got a totally
unique situation where you have one party to deal
with.  The one I spoke about in Murray River, that’s
more of a publically owned dam.  And are you talking
about reinstating those dams versus them already
being let out?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Well, the one in Breadalbane
certainly and Hunter River the same.

David Boyce:   Well, then you run another host of
regulatory issues with DFO and provincial
Department of Environment to try and look at
affecting fish passage again.  Once a dam’s gone
out you’re got ten times the work to try and put it
back in.  I’m not talking about the financial
construction costs but certainly the regulatory issues
involved with it.  What I was talking about is ones
that already exist, that are there now.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Knox’s Dam was one that
was publicly owned.

David Boyce:   And it still has the dam structure
there and actually you can still see a lot of the
concrete support areas that used to house a lot of
the power production.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Again, David, I thank
you very much for your presentation today.  We
appreciate it very much.

David Boyce:   I have copies of the Power Point
Presentation, the social marketing book and I’ve also
got a VHS tape on Climate Change which was put
out by Science North in conjunction with the federal
government.  Very entertaining.  Rick Mercier
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narrates it.  It’s hosted by cartoon characters all done
as sheep talking about climate change and how you
humans have affected it.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   We’ll definitely have to
put it on as “must see” viewing  for our deliberations.
We’ll have to get a VCR in here.

David Boyce:   Thank you.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Thank you.  Now we
welcome back to the table, I just want to
acknowledge for the record, the return midway
through that presentation of member Gillan.  Good to
have you back, Sir.   And I want to move along now
to our next presenter of the afternoon.  Ms. Labchuk
hasn’t arrived yet has she?  No.  Okay.  So in that
case I’d like to call to the table Mr. Bingham, Ken
Bingham, representing the Malpeque Federal Riding
NDP Association.  Is that correct?  A few minutes to
set up, you go right ahead,  take your time, let me
know when you’re ready.

Part VI :  Malpeque Federal Riding NDP
Association - Ken Bingham

Ken Bingham: We’re ready to go.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   All right, the floor is
yours.   And I would remind you again we’re trying for
a total of 30 minutes of presentation and question
and answer to accommodate all our presenters
today.  So the floor is yours.

Ken Bingham:   Okay, Mr. Chair and members of
the committee, I am pleased to present on behalf of
the Malpeque NDP Riding Association our
presentation to your special committee on climate
change.  I’d like to preface this with an article that
perhaps your researchers could go into a little more
detail.  It was an article from the Guardian Weekly
dated August 13th of this year and midway through
the article they’re talking, they mention  Steven Lewis
was one of the city of London’s most thoughtful
analysts.  Of course they mean the financial district
of London, the city.  They talked that, puts it this way
when they’re talking about oil and energy . . .  that
the kind of economic growth rates to which policy
makers and the oil consuming countries are
committed appear to be generating growth in the
demand for oil well above the underlying rate of
growth of supply.  Higher prices should certainly act
as a spur to the development of exploitable oil
resources but it is not at all evident where the large

oil fields will be found to replace the supplies from
the US, the Middle East and the North Sea, which all
appear to be past their production peaks.  Lewis
draws the obvious conclusions from this analysis.
First,  that the west should be embarking on a
serious, rather than cosmetic attempt at energy
conservation.  Second, those who hold out the
prospect of a glittering medium term future for the
global economy are perhaps not in full possession of
the facts.   So I’ll leave that with your researchers to
gather some more of that information.

Our presentation has two elements to it.  And I
followed a couple of the presentations to you earlier
and there is much theory and many suggestions to it
but I think being politicians you’re more pragmatic.
First of all you have to have an idea of what the plan
is going to be and how you’re going to pay for it.  And
we’d like to perhaps address some of that concern
that you’re going to have at some point down the
road.  The Malpeque NDP Federal Riding
Association suggests in this presentation that in
order for the province of Prince Edward Island to be
able to make adjustments to the potential
consequences of climate change it is necessary for
the province to undertake significant  measures
towards greater energy self sufficiency that is based
on the renewable, local energy generating potentials
in the province.  This involves significant capital
investment on the part of the province.  To achieve
this end our presentation limits its scope to pointing
out the two areas necessary, the two necessary
conditions for facilitating the achievement of the
objective.  We then present some of our wish list that
might become a consequence of such a project.

There is no part of our modern industrial economy
that is not affected by the use of fossil fuels.  And I
look right in front of me now.  I know that there’ll be
lots of presentations about generating electricity that
are presented to you.  But if we just think of the
insulating materials that are around the cords on the
microphone system in the room here we start to get
a little more of a widespread understanding of how in
love we are with all of the ways that petroleum
affects and makes our life and our material lives so
convenient.  And a rise in prices and supply
uncertainties can affect almost every material aspect
of our daily living and doing business.  The cost and
security of supply of fossil fuels, namely natural gas
and petroleum,  is becoming an energy crunch.  And
I do have some references here but I think almost on
a daily basis now in business sections of papers and
at times in other parts of the major papers this issue
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is coming up.  It seems to be one of the issues of the
day and the media and with politicians and with
business as you may see.

In the 1940s we’d see that it took the energy of one
barrel of oil to find a 100 barrels of oil.  By 2000,  one
barrel of oil was finding 10 barrels of oil in the energy
input.  Today the energy from one barrel of oil is
finding about 10 barrels and in the 1940's a North
American farmer applied about one calorie of oil
input to produce over two calories of food output.  By
2000,  for many products that we use or buy, that
purchases food it’s almost a reverse.  Let’s say 10
calories of food or of oil input an produce one calorie
of food energy. It’s unsustainable.  

The sources of oil are increasingly coming from
remote areas of the world for more politically
unstable countries or from more costly methods of
extract.  And when we’re thinking of, say Fort
McMurray, which is one of our great hopes for the
future, the lifting costs on that oil, I guess the
estimate is between 10 to $25.00 a barrel and when
you compare that to,  say Middle Eastern crude oil
where the lifting costs are between $3 and $6.00 a
barrel we can see the direction that we’re going.
That our petroleum products  are going to become
more expensive, significantly more so.  And the
sources of the energy, the countries that they’re
coming from, we are experiencing more political
instability in those regions and also the ways of
accessing the oil are more unstable.

So these are some of the factors from outside of the
province that are influencing the cost of energy in
PEI and influencing the economic health of Island
families, communities, business and government
programs.  Because you have to factor that most of
this type of this imported energy that we pay for at
rising costs,  the vast majority of the price that we
pay leaves the province.  So we have a type of a tax
or claw away of our economic vitality that is not
staying in circulation in the province by paying these
higher costs.  So I think this is a factor that you’re
probably facing in your meetings and when you see
your reports in the near future.

Shifting away from fossil fuel dependence towards
greater energy self sufficiency is becoming a matter
of self preservation for the province we conclude.
One immediate consequence of not taking action on
the energy crunch is the acceleration in the flight of
money from circulation in the province.  Money that
would have paid for local goods and services here

ends up in the hands of out of province entities which
buy their goods and services and create their jobs
elsewhere.  If our province’s economy is further
weakened by rising energy prices the province will
be less able to positively deal with any effects from
climate change through its ability to finance,
undertake actions.  

We argue that a large investment must be made by
the province towards greater energy self sufficiency
which we call a GESS.   And the first step in GESS,
and I think that you’re getting a part of the
information from various groups today, and I think
that there’s probably being projects undertaken by
government and  committees, is that you have to . .
. we feel that there needs to be a thorough analysis
of the entire program or problem that we face in the
province, especially on energy self sufficiency.  And
this would employ the use of the technocratic
expertise to be able to prioritize the action a
government will take.  I think everybody has some
very fine ideas but unless all of these are brought
together we feel that there are a devil of over a
thousand details in implementing a concrete strategy
for the province because everybody has their
priorities.  So that is a challenge, you know.  But we
need to have that type of analytic study before we
really would take any action with a significant
investment.

The next step is how you’re going to pay for it and
I’ve spent a little time here.  The sourcing of the
investment capital is premised first of all that the
federal government needs to have its place in the
plan.  And first of all we would, and I guess it’s a
responsibility of all politicians on Prince Edward
Island, all politicians to be involved in that matter with
their various sources of influence.  The federal
government has recently sold the people of
Canada’s share in Petro Canada.  And the proceeds,
depending on the sourcing in the paper, is anywhere
from between two and a half and $3.1 billion.  PEI’s
share of that, if we had a fair share of that, would be
between $110 and $150 million.  I think that we need
to be working on a claim on that share, especially for
making sure that that money just doesn’t go into the
federal government’s revenues but it becomes as our
effort regarding Kyoto and our own challenges with
our energy security in the province.

A second part of this would involve in attaining what
we can, as our fair share of the Petro Canada’s
share sale,  would be accessing the Canada Pension
Plan Investment Board’s equity unit.  The minister of
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health and social services would appreciate this, that
as the Canada Pension Plan can invest $90 million
in cigarette companies, in a passive investment, it
could at least consider an investment of equivalent to
what we can get from our  Petro Canada share,
would be even then still less than two-tenths of one
per cent of their equity component of their portfolio.

I then turn to the provincial government and have the
members consider an equity share to be put into
such a fund from the Island’s Master Trust, that is the
public pension plans.  I know that a significant
portion of the equity portfolio is now at this time
currently invested in foreign equities, in what we call
passive investments and shares of companies, in
foreign mutual funds.  And I think if we start to look
with a representative being what the Quebec pension
funds have done with the Quebec government, they
made significant equity investments in their own
economy over the past number of years to positive
results.  And to say suggest, say a half interest to
what one of the government aspects was doing in
this capital formation would pay off.  So we’re looking
at perhaps an investment slightly under 10 per cent
of the current capital value, I think it’s a little over
$700 million in the Master Trust.   And then, of
course, the province has a fairly significant credit
rating despite the warnings we’ve had from our bond
analysts.  We could at today’s low interest rates
perhaps match what the Master Trust had and this
would give you a formation of capital for a
representative total if we looked at that example, a
little math here, let’s say you were able to negotiate
about $125 million out of Petro Can and the Canada
Pension Equity, $125 million transfer over, over time
the Island Master Trust, $62.5 million and a bond
issue by the province.  

Of course not all this is going to happen at once.
You have to do the analysis first but you’d have time
to amass whatever capital.  And for this I guess we’d
be insuring that over time by these investments we
feel that there’d be a longer period of money
circulation in the province and we feel that this is
important in generating economic activity. We would
see that this contributes to the sustainability of the
Island economy as we get more, say over our own
energy self sufficiency.  GESS would also lead to
higher levels of long term full time employment in
the province and GESS would also help us to match
may of our Kyoto commitments.

For example, the  wind generating facility in western
PEI is a representative example  of what an

investment in GESS would do for us.  With each
increase in the cost of oil the energy generated from
our windmill project increases in value and in its
payback to the Island economy and to our energy
security.  I always think of it like this.  You’re not only
saving a dollar that isn’t leaving the province.  You’re
also not having to chase a dollar to come back into
the province.  So the investments you’re going to be
amassing from whatever pool of capital you can put
together are going to have a payback over time.  It’s
going to be money that’s going to be generating
activity in the province.  

Some of our wish list from GESS, from implementing
such a program would be , one thing we think that
you need to accelerate your wind generating
capacity so that you can undergo negotiations with
our neighbours, especially in New Brunswick and
that.  I don’t know whether it’s going to be net back
programs.  I know that’s a rather complicated issue
but it’s about $1.2 million per megawatt with 200
megawatts of generating capacity.  You’d be looking
at about a $240 million investment.  I don’t know if
you’d have the full efficiency from that but being as,
read in the paper yesterday Quebec is putting a
billion dollar investment into wind generating
capacity in Gaspe Bay.  It seems to be the way we
need to be going.  Not that we’re going to have the
energy security, you know, complete security from
that.  

We would be able to, in our wish list there would be
a province wide public transit system.  This has a
number of arguments to it, one being that it meets
our Kyoto commitment.  But I tell you,  I know a
number of people who are newcomers.  I’ve known
one young man from  Krotia, I’ve know people from
Ethiopia, I know people who are here from
Afghanistan, from Cuba. And they find it ridiculous
that where they came from they had public transit
and we don’t.  I think that we really need to take a
serious look at that especially with the rising energy
costs in the provinces. 

I think that a CESS program, what I understand from
certain experts, are the cheapest investment we can
make is in a containment, curtailment and
conservation strategy for PEI and I just had actually
this quote was in the 26th edition of the Globe and
Mail, Wall Street Journal, that Northeast Utilities
which provides electricity in Connecticut, is studying
strategies developed by Fisor Limited and General
Electric Company, which are preparing global plans
to reduce emissions in energy costs.   So there are
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plans already afoot in the private sector that we
might be able to access and with a CESS program,
with these types of strategies with retrofitting,
containment and incentives for people when they’re,
say buying a new stove or fridge and that we can
make incentives out of that.  We can contain our
energy cost and our demand.  I think part of CESS
would help to contain the demand because that’s
where the biggest stress on the government and our
economy is coming and that’s probably  a very
difficult issue politically because it means changing
our economic model from one that is a growth
oriented model.  You know, I don’t think that we can
expect to see three per cent economic growth per
year in our electricity demand and government be
able to cope with meeting that demand.  And that’s
a difficult thing to face and some people are going to
have to face, be told they’re going to have to face
that.   So we’re going to have to get,  any expansion
in economic activity is going to have to come with
inefficiencies. I think probably you could get maybe
about 10 to 15 per cent of that easily.  After that it
gets pretty difficult.

And I think that you’d have to have, after some of
what I’ve heard–I think we will hear more of it–that
you might have to set up some type of an institute,
like I call it the GESS Institute, say with
accommodation with UPEI and Holland College
where you would undertake the research and
development and education programs to facilitate a
sustainable renewable energy generation capability
in the province and all of the other aspects that you’d
have to have.

And in conclusion,  the issues of climate change and
creating greater energy self sufficiency are as
complex to understanding as is the complex
versatility of the products that come from petroleum.
And it’s kind of spoiled us because we live in a
charmed world from what we can do with petroleum.
And to confront potential climate change issues, to
attempt strategies leading to a greater energy self
sufficiency is and will be expensive but then this only
recognizes the true cost of what we have long taken
for granted as a given–that energy that replaces our
own labour can be had on the cheap.  

The law of conservation of energy suggests that
energy cannot be created nor destroyed, only
transformed from one potential to another.  Energy is
a priceless gift to us from nature.  It is not
inexpensive.  This presentation is about keeping
more of our energy homegrown should we continue

to do little or nothing on these issues, especially
GESS, then there will be less energy to deal with the
future challenges for us from climate change.  And I
mean, by less energy I mean economic power to
deal with these things.

Our ancestors of 100 years ago thought of a horse
and buggy as a relatively convenient mode of
transport.  Our parents and we consider the
automobile in the same way.  Our youngsters can
think it possible to fly planes and maybe travel in
outer space.  It’s quite possible that by doing nothing
their grandchildren will consider a horse and buggy
as a convenient mode of transport.  Thank you very
much for your consideration.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Thank you very much,
Mr. Bingham.  And we do have about nine or 10
minutes available in our presentation period for some
questions and answers from our committee members
and I will be taking a list here at the Chair so would
any committee like to begin?  Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Ken, this morning we heard
a presentation on wind energy that said that the
government would benefit greatly if we had more
private investment in wind energy and if we created
infrastructure.  What would be your approach to that?
How would you respond to that?

Ken Bingham:   The least expensive electrical
generation and electrical prices in the country are
produced by publicly generated electricity.  That’s my
answer to that.  And private investment, if it’s going
to stay in the province and it’s going to circulate here
but it isn’t.   And our problem is this outpost type of
situation we have and our economy is drained by our
importation of energy.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, one of the suggestions
was if we allowed small installations, that individual
farmers, or not farmers, people, could own their own
wind generation systems.

Ken Bingham:   As in a net back.  I think in some
places the individuals will have a solar - I understand
this from a solar perspective - that you generate
energy and when you’re producing more than you
can use you net it  back.  That’s doing the principle
though of keeping that resource within the province.
That’s a different type of private than say Enron
coming in here and setting up.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Any further questions
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from committee members?  Well, Mr. Bingham, I
thank you very much for your presentation today.  I
see Ms. Labchuk has not arrived as yet I don’t
believe.  And so we’re going to move on to our next
presenter, representatives of the Public Transit
Coalition.  We’ll give you a couple of minutes to clear
down there.

(5 minute break) 

Part VII:  Public Transit Coalition - Lennie
MacPherson, Olive Bryenton 

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Our time is just coming
up on 2:30 and the next presentation to the
committee will be from the Public Transit Coalition
and I want to remind our presenters that we’re trying
to have about a total of about 30 minutes
presentation and question and answer combined if
that’s possible, that would be good.  And we
welcome Lennie MacPherson and Olive Bryenton to
the table and the floor belongs to you.  Go ahead.

Lennie MacPherson: Thanks Wayne.  My name is
Lennie MacPherson and I am a member of the
Public Transit Coalition and my friend Olive is as
well.  Our coalition is a completely volunteer coalition
for the last four years but just recently we got a grant
to hire a full time researcher and that’s me.  That
serves a number of purposes.  Even though many
people think there’s enough with the research, just
go ahead and implement public transit, there does
need to be some kind of organization so that
everybody’s on the same page.  So that’s kind of my
role.  I’m doing research but I’m also doing public
outreach and certainly all of our many volunteers are
working hard as well.  

We formed officially about four years ago when
several groups of kind of the same intent got
together and decided that something had to be done
and we had to have a formalized public transit
system, one that actually stays and is sustainable
and is practicable.  And so for years we functioned
as a volunteer group and perhaps with, I don’t know,
because of or just parallelling with recent interest and
media buzz we’ve grown considerably.  We have 25
member organizations and each of those
organizations represents the views of hundreds of
people, certainly easily.  So it’s quite diverse. You’ll
notice in the package the membership list.  There’s
active living groups, there’s groups with the
environment as their main concern.  There’s seniors
groups, groups representing disabled people,

newcomers, students.  So it’s a very nice cross
section of our population we feel.

So thanks for allowing us to come and present our
views and these meetings are obviously very
important but also a nice image thing as well.  But
we hope that some concrete action can come out of
these types of presentations.  We base a lot of our
information around the Entra Study, a study that was
done two years ago by a consultant firm.  It was
commissioned by the city and we’ve reviewed it quite
exhaustively and it’s very practicable.  It’s a very
sensible implementation of a system.  There’s a few
minor details that we would not quite agree with but
the basic elements of the report are quite
reasonable.  So we base a lot of our pushing and a
lot of our lobbying of government on the findings of
the Entra Report.  And of course the report found
that Charlottetown needed public transit.

We’ve partnered with other groups as well other than
just our member groups.  We’re working with Go For
Green, which is a national initiative.  We’re working
with the Island chapter.  We’re working with the
Youth Environmental Network and the Active Living
Alliance and there’s projects that we’ve proposed
with them that should address some of the concerns
that we’re mentioning today. Also because we just
got funding basically we’re looking to improve our
own expertise within our group and not just relying
on what’s coming to us but also being able to form
some of our own theories.  So we also received a
grant so that a member, a representative which also
happens to be me, can go to the annual CUTA  fall
conference and that’s the Canadian Urban Transit
Association.  So we hope to make good contacts and
certainly get heaps of information from that.

So I don’t think it’s too big of a leap, too big of a
statement to say that public transit for Charlottetown
and hopefully all of PEI eventually, to implement
public transit is basically the largest and most
effective and practical and immediate step the Island
could take to address climate change.  It’s obviously,
traffic is a large factor in climate change,  and just
energy production would probably be the number
one.  But of course on the Island we contract out so
immediately locally it’s the obvious most effective
manoeuver we can take is to implement public
transit.  It’s fairly simple, this statement I know, not to
oversimplify it,  I know it really would be that
effective.

So we’re trying to challenge all government to work
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with, not in an adversarial role, but we’re challenging
them to not just listen to our comments and thank us
for them but actually involve us in the process of
implementing a system so have us on committee
meetings, maybe two members in committee
meetings, you know, in municipal and provincial.  I
guess it’s not so much federal but provincial and
municipal.  So we’re seeking membership or
representation on committee groups so we can . . .
well I guess user groups are basically what you’re
working with, user groups.  We represent obviously
the people that you’re representing and we have a
very large cross section and an immediate
connection to your public.

So why not do public transit.  Everybody feels that
the Island is a car culture which is correct because
we’ve let ourselves become that way and that’s fair.
All provinces are called car cultures to a certain
extent but public transit can catch on and the
example I’ll give is Waste Watch.  I wouldn’t say,
before that was initiated I wouldn’t say a lot of
Islanders were into composting  or recycling and
when it was implemented it was a little sloppy at first
but there’s going to be growing pains and that’s fine
but, you know, we’ve come to this point where it’s
just kind of a way of life now.  You know you don’t
think twice and if you do have, I don’t know, maybe
a banana peel and you come to a garbage can you
have that kind of moral decision to make and okay,
I’ll hold it until the compost.   And it’s just a way of life
and that’s only been a very short period since it
started.

Now Waste Watch hopefully was, I should say,
public transit would be implemented a little smoother
than Waste Watch.  I mean it’s come to be a great
program but it had its growing pains but public transit
we just have so many models to draw from.  Other
cities with similar population and similar size that
have successfully started up public transit.  We just
have so much to draw from on that,  that we can
expect, you know, minimal mistakes and not just
expect but, you know, assume that we will have
minimal mistakes in implementing it because we’ve
just done so much studying.  But the one thing that
is inevitable is that it’s not going to catch on right
away.  Three months is  not, you know, it’s not going
to catch on because people aren’t going to sell their
cars in three months.  People aren’t going to sell
their cars in two years.  But eventually over time it
will catch on and that’s where the investment in
money comes.  Because you don’t see an immediate
return in money and in fact you never see a direct

return in money from a public transit system because
it is a public service.  So it’s something that you
invest in for the betterment of your population,  for
the quality of life.  But to speak of money,  your
return comes obviously with health benefits, with
mobility of people, of employment.  Really it does
come back but just not directly the money.  So
economically speaking it’s certainly a viable thing to
do.

Now to get back to climate change -  the facts are
sometimes kind of dry,  I suppose, stats but if you
really sit back and let them kind of grow in your mind
and think on them it becomes a little more common
sense.  So I’ll give you a couple of facts that I have.
Well, a bus load of passengers can take 40 cars off
the road so I think whether you know too much about
emissions, GHGs, I think you can assume there will
be a little bit less pollution coming out the back of
vehicles.  So one bus can immediately take 40 cars
off the road and we wouldn’t be expecting those
large accordion buses that you see in big cities here.
We would be expecting smaller, low floor accessible
buses and so you could take 20 to 30 cars off the
road with each trip of those.  So that’s saving, you
know, a couple hundred tons basically of CO2
production a year and maybe 10 tons of pollution just
by each bus basically.

Now, speaking back to the economic reasons, on an
individual level,  the cost it’s been averaged by CAA
that the average cost of owning a vehicle is $7,000
a year, that’s with depreciation and all other factors.
And that’s not including the operating costs.  So
that’s not including gas and maintenance.  So that’s
pretty immediately a striking figure.  But before I let
Olive speak as a member I will just mention that any
bus system that we implement will immediately
reduce climate change impact, even if it wasn’t top
notch.  Now, I’m not saying that we should settle for
second best.  Even a mediocre bus taking
passengers and just a three bus system of mediocre
buses is going to make a huge impact.  But if we
actually use, not having a system in place, if we use
that to our advantage, you know, we’re not trying to
adjust old buses or replace them.  We are starting
with a clean slate.  

So in a way it’s an advantage that we can be, you
know, essentially a model.  Certainly Charlottetown
and agglomerate, Charlottetown with Stratford and
Cornwall and then eventually the Island, we could be
a real example with a bus system that’s using, at
least fuel efficient buses anyway.  We’re not going to
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get too space aged.  But just good solid new buses
or at least relatively new buses.  Start with four or
five in the city and they’re scooting out to Stratford
and Cornwall some and then eventually connect to
Summerside and Montague and other larger centres.
We could really be a model because we actually
have become a model for Waste Watch, which even
though, like I said even though it started kind of
sloppy once people catch on and it becomes a way
of life it’s really something to applaud.  So I think we
could do the same thing with public transit and I’ll let
Olive speak here and then I’ll wrap it up and we’ll
certainly welcome as many questions as you have.

Olive Bryenton:   Thank you Lennie.  I’m not as
versed in this as Lennie is so I’m going to be reading.
I had to educate myself a little bit about climate
change as well.  So I’m going to give just a little bit of
background and then the reasons why I think we
should have public transportation or why it would be
one of the ways to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.  

Climate change is one of the most serious threats in
our environment, our economies and our lives.  The
atmosphere is like a blanket or green house.
Trapped heat escaping from the earth surface,
carbon dioxide is very effective at trapping heat.  And
we burn more wood, coal, gas, oil than ever before.
We release more carbon dioxide into this blanket.
And at the same time we’re cutting forests and
changing our agricultural lands so that less carbon
dioxide is returned to the soil.  As the earth’s
atmosphere is becoming warmer we expect
temperatures to rise, storms to increase and rain and
snowfall patterns to change.  And we are already
experiencing those weather changes.  

Why do we care?  Climate change will change our
future, our jobs, our local environment, our health
and the way we live.  We will experience more
severe weather, changes in the weather pattern,
health problems like asthma, allergies, bronchitis will
get worse and tropical infections.  I guess we all
want it to be a tropical island, well maybe we will be
but we don’t want the malaria and that would go with
it.  And even our employment opportunities will
change due to the global warming. According to
Canada’s perspective on climate change, in 1999 the
transportation sector is the single most largest
resource of or source of greenhouse emissions in
Canada and I don’t think PEI is any different than the
rest of Canada. And like other places there’s an
increase in vehicles on our highways.

Passenger transportation is responsible for 18 per
cent of Canada’s total greenhouse gas emissions.
And passenger transport also represents 45 per cent
of the greenhouse gas emissions produced by the
average Canadian family.  Motor vehicles are the
single largest source of harmful air emissions that
contribute to human health problems like cancer,
premature death, impaired lung function, shortness
of breath, wheezing, asthma and many bronchial and
respiratory illnesses.  So common sense would tell
us that reducing transportation related greenhouse
gas emissions is clearly central to any effort by
governments, individuals and families to protect our
climate. 

Over the years the Canadian government has
committed to take action to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions,  and I’m sure you’re all very familiar with
those, their 1999 public education and outreach
component down to the 2003 Climate Change Plan
for Canada and the One Time Challenge which was
introduced to explore ways to help Canadians make
environmentally friendly transportation choices and
purchasing decisions.  And another investment
envelope was established to work with provinces and
territories on cost effective emission reduction
initiatives such as buildings and transportation.

It’s now October 2004 and our mode of
transportation has not changed on PEI.  We’re the
only province in Canada without public
transportation.  We do not have a formal transit
system across the province nor do we have public
transportation in our capital city.  And the question
we all need to raise is why.  According to the federal
government climate change web site,  and I’m
quoting Lennie again, is that one bus load of
passengers takes 40 vehicles off the highway.
During rush hour it saves 70,000 litres of fuel and
avoids over 175 tons of emission a year.  That’s a
lot.

So what’s PEI doing?  And I really didn’t know what
PEI was doing either so I had to look to see what
was happening there and I saw in the Curbing
Climate Change first business plan 2000-2003,
under transportation the objectives were, the
objectives to reduce greenhouse gases were more
efficient traffic flow management, more efficient fleet
flow management and sharing of transportation
related weather information.  And those would all be
accomplished by,  and each one was pending
possible funding from Transport Canada.  And I don’t
think we’ve gone very far since 2000.  We certainly
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don’t have any buses on the road. The next steps for
PEI was to continue to investigate efficient
transportation technologies.  

Then we have Canada saying they’re going to do all
these wonderful things like consumer action to
improve vehicle efficiency, increasing looking for
better fuel supplies and increase the use of public
transit. And more efficient movement of goods.  Not
a lot of movement in that area either.  Per person
Canadians are the second highest emitters of
greenhouse gases in the world. In 1995 at least 80
per cent of Canada’s total greenhouse gas emissions
came from burning coal oil and natural gases to
generate electricity and to power our factories,
homes and cars.  Canadians own more than 17
million motor vehicles, enough for one vehicle for
every man, woman and child in Canada.  And I think
PEI could probably match that or be above.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Pardon my interruption,
Olive, but we have about 10 minutes left in your
presentation.

Olive Bryenton:    Yes, I’ll be finished.  Okay and to
improve our situation we must encourage
behavioural change through increased public
awareness, promote changes in driving behaviour,
reduce use of cars in urban areas and deploy
voluntary commercial best practices.  We need to
increase use of more efficient and integrated
transport systems to reduce congestion, improve
traffic flow, encourage the efficient movement of
goods and increase the use of public transit.  We
need to promote increased fuel efficiency and use of
less carbon intensive fuels through improved vehicle
technologies, fuel qualities and the support and
production of alternative fuels.

Having no existing formal transit system on PEI we
are at an advantage in terms of buying and
implementing a more energy efficient system.  I think
we can look around and find out what worked and
what didn’t work and that should be really beneficial
to us.  There is a program through the government of
Canada  I know the provinces and municipalities can
tap into and that would be very helpful in getting a
system going.  Many municipalities are already
taking action on measures to combat greenhouse
gas emissions and I think in every small way that we
do something like that we are benefiting our climate.

We should try to increase the use of public transit
and any alternate approaches to passenger

transportation.  And it should be part of a sustainable
urban planning.  Regarding modern infrastructure
and a new strategy for a safe efficient and
environmentally responsible transportation system
we should place a greater emphasis on public transit
and existing and future infrastructure building.  And
this can be done in conjunction with municipalities
and their efforts to establish supportive
transportation.

And we’re not saying that one size fits all.  We’re
saying that within our communities across this
province there are innovative ways of creating public
transportation.  We need to have our major centres
with a proper system in place and let the other ones
feed into that system.  Vehicles are the largest single
source of greenhouse gases and I think we really do
need to do something about it.  As one of the facts
say driving a car is the single most polluting thing
that we do and a typical car emits five tons of carbon
dioxide in one year.  Thank you.

Lennie MacPherson:   I’ll just wrap it up quickly.  I’ll
be one minute.  I hope you like your facts because I
have another couple for you.  While it’s kind of clear
that the province hasn’t ever really had a clear vision
of our transportation infrastructure and here come
my facts, PEI currently has the most paved highway
per capita than any province, which seems a little
odd for an agricultural province.  Also has the most
highway fatalities per capita per year.  So those are
pretty immediate facts that we need to address.  So
clearly we need more of a vision for transportation.
So meetings like this are nice to have but they’re
only effective and worthwhile if you come away with
some kind of concrete goal from the meeting.  So I
guess our request or our challenge is that the
provincial government conducts a study or at least
acknowledges the ENTRA study but conducts a
study of its own and implements a plan for the future
of, you know, our future of transportation and
certainly addressing public transit as the most
immediate concern.

So, you know, it addresses climate change quite
obviously but it’s one of those things where you can
address many things at one time.  They’re
addressing climate change, you stimulate the
economy, you make a safer community and most
importantly,  as far as this meeting goes,  you have
huge environmental benefits.  So again, we offer
ourselves to any committee that you are hosting
meetings.  We have, you know, resources and
certainly we represent a huge cross section of the
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population and we certainly have the enthusiasm and
we’ll be able put the effort in.  So thanks for hosting
us and any questions are welcome.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Thank you very much,
Lennie.  And thank you, Olive, very much and we
have about five minutes of so for questions and Mr.
Gillan we’ll start with  you.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC): Thanks folks.
Good presentation.  I’m not  debating any of the
facts.  One could, we could have a good discussion
on it.  However, let me zero in on one area–ridership.
What is in the minds of, not only you folks but the
riding public–you mentioned the love affair we have
with cars–that would change them to embrace this?
We’ve tried this a couple of times in the past and I
look at the senior ridership numbers now which I
don’t really think are all that good.  What is going to
prompt us to get into the busing?

Lennie MacPherson:   Well, it has to be marketed.
It can’t be a secretive thing which the last few
systems have been. We just had a meeting with the
city today with Deputy Mayor MacFadyen and he
hinted that they’re moving forward for public transit
and they’re maybe working with Trius again and
Trius tried it last time I believe and it didn’t work and
they’re also running Via, the senior’s bus, neither of
which really have a clearly posted schedule or a well
followed schedule.  So I think there has to be a lot
more effort in marketing, definitely and a little bit
more patience, more than three months.  But
certainly it’s marketing and making it visible, having
the infrastructure, having bus stations so it’s visible,
waiting stations,  having maps and signage and
having it an effective, on-time system.

Olive Bryenton:    Okay, I would like to respond to
that as well.  I think aging population is one thing
that’s going to ensure more ridership.  At the moment
we’re forcing seniors to be driving when many times
they really shouldn’t be driving but they don’t have a
choice.  Students are another source of ridership.
Examples - on the campus they continue to build
buildings and take away parking spaces.  So how are
people going to get out there?  What are they going
to do when they get out there if they have to take a
car out?  The cost of  gasoline, the cost of
maintaining a vehicle, the insurance.  It’s getting to
be beyond many people’s means.  And a lot of
people have two cars.  Our own family we have two
cars.  If I could leave my car in North River and hop
on a bus to come into Charlottetown I’d be only too

happy to do that.  But I can’t do that right now.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   I would hope
that as we go forward,  and I think we’re going to
have a system,  that the statistic that is on the front
page there won’t be in the future that it’s the only
province in Canada that doesn’t have a public transit
system because the people won’t get on the buses.
I hope not.

Olive Bryenton:    And that’s not true because no
matter where you go people in transportation say the
same thing.  People are married to their cars.  But
they’re not that married that they couldn’t give them
up if they had a good alternative.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Mr. Arsenault?

Wilfred Arsenault (PC):   Thank you, Mr. Chair.
First just a couple of points and I’ll be as brief as I
can.  First of all I notice that there’s a tremendous
amount of traffic that takes place on Route Two and
especially I guess the high concentration would be
between the two cities.  Now, it’s interesting, a few
years ago the price of gasoline was a lot cheaper
than it is today but yet the traffic count continues to
augment.  

Another comment I want to make is very interesting
how much money government spends on busing but
yet there’s so many students that take cars to school.
It’s interesting.

Olive Bryenton:    Can I just respond to that?

Wilfred Arsenault (PC):   Sure.

Olive Bryenton:    I think we are forcing our students
in this province to buy those old clunker cars that
cost them the earth to maintain because when they
buy them they’re just getting someone else’s
problem.  I think most people have gone through
that.  And because we don’t have an alternative
here.  So I think if we did have an alternative we’d
see less students wanting to use cars because it’s
costing them so much to get their education they
really can’t afford a car.  And they could also live a
little bit farther away from the core which would make
their renting much cheaper.  Right now they can’t.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC):   Thank you.  The point that
I want to make is I think there’s a tremendous
amount of work that could be done to encourage car
pooling.  And is there any suggestions on how
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government could be addressing this situation?

Olive Bryenton:    I think one of the studies,  I think
David did,  found that anyone who was going from
Charlottetown outside of town to work car pooled.
But when they were coming into Charlottetown they
were coming one person to a vehicle and it was often
because they had children they had to run out and
pick up and take somewhere and that sort of thing
because there was no other way to get their children
there.  So sometimes that creates a difficulty
because we have to transport children as well.  So I
think that’s one of the concerns and one of the
problems.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Ms. MacDonald and
then Ms. Bertram.

Helen MacDonald (PC):   Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I
enjoyed your presentation very much.  At one time
provincial employees had an Enersave bus that used
to come from Summerside to Charlottetown.  I never
see that bus any more.  Is it in existence?  If not, I
wonder why not.

Olive Bryenton:    I don’t think it’s . . .  Is it still
there? .

Unidentified Member: One.

Helen MacDonald (PC):   There’s one.  From
where?  Goes from where.

Unidentified Member:   Kensington.

Helen MacDonald (PC):   Kensington.

Richard Brown (L):   And there’s one from Souris.

Lennie MacPherson:   I don’t think the Souris one
runs any more does it?

Helen MacDonald (PC):   I wonder if it’s not being
used because people were not using it or was there
another reason for stopping it?

Unidentified Voice: One of the drivers works in our
office,(indistinct), he still drives the Enerpool van
every day.

Helen MacDonald (PC):   Does he?

Lennie MacPherson:   It’s not that well advertised in

that it’s not advertised.

Olive Bryenton:    Yes, in order to use something
you have to know it exists.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Ms. Bertram?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I’d just like to pick up that
point because the Enersave bus, I took when I went
to university because my next door neighbour took it
and it was full and I think it’s still full.  I see lots of
heads in it when they drop her off.  But I’m looking at
your study or the study that was done and did they
look into not just having buses but also having vans?

Lennie MacPherson:   Yes.

Olive Bryenton:    The Infra Study, you mean?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Yes.

Olive Bryenton:    Yes, they talked about 20 seater
buses but they also talked about having feeder
vehicles bringing people into a central area which
was responding to the outer areas of Charlottetown.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I live on Route 2 and I just
feel that the city needs a bus system and a
consistent scheduling.  When I lived in Halifax I took
the bus, it was bus number seven and it was always
there and it took me to university and it was great.
And I think that’s what happened perhaps.  It wasn’t
so successful the last time when it was started on
PEI in Charlottetown.  But I think for maybe
commuters coming from Summerside to
Charlottetown I think perhaps the van system might
work.  You know, just having that one van and that’s
all that’s going right now.  I think that could be
improved.

Olive Bryenton:    Well, I think we have to be
innovative and each community doesn’t need the
same thing.  In Charlottetown and in Summerside we
need a proper transportation system where people
can get back and forth to work to whatever they need
to do.  But the smaller communities can use a van.
They’ve been very innovative in some other parts of
the world so I guess we could be too.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Well I remember I was in
Nicaragua here four years ago.  It was a completely
under developed country and here they are on the
roof of the bus, riding on the roof of the bus.
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Olive Bryenton:    We couldn’t do that in Canada.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   They were hanging out of
every place.  But anyway hopefully people won’t
have to do that here.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown (L):   Thank you, Olive.  First of all
I don’t think we need another study into transit.  I
think we need it.  I was around in the days when we
tried it in the City of Charlottetown but at that time
when we tried various systems in transit,  I
remember the time we initiated the UPEI, Grafton
Street or University Avenue bus for the university
students.  Tough time with it.  Back then the biggest
problem at that time was all the little municipalities.
We had Parkdale, Sherwood and we couldn’t get
together as a group to agree on funding arrangement
of a transit system.  I think with amalgamation
hopefully that has gone by the wayside.  I
understand Cornwall and maybe Stratford’s looking
at joining in on it. 

Olive Bryenton:    They’re looking at it but, you
know, I think we have to focus here and if it’s
successful they can still feed into it.  

Richard Brown (L):   I agree with you that maybe
it’s time for leadership to say, you know, let’s do this.
I know in the past we tried it.  It was a six month trial
period. It just never got . . .

Olive Bryenton:    Well there was no infrastructure.
You have to have infrastructure.  You have to know
where the bus is going to be, when it’s going to be
there and that’s the best kept secret in Canada.

Richard Brown (L):   I notice Stuart Energy has
been awarded a project through the federal
government and part of that study is to set up
hydrogen stations and one of the hydrogen stations
they want to set up is in Charlottetown.  But it’s going
to be conditional on a shuttle bus available.  So I
think one of the things that this committee should do
is to work with Stuart and if we’re really into
hydrogen is maybe commit to one of these buses,
you know, and put it into the pool of the transit
system.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   We’ll certainly put that
down for our deliberations and discussions, Mr.
Brown.  I thank you very much and I thank our
presenters today from the Public Transit Coalition.

We do appreciate your attendance here at our
committee meetings.  And as we try to stay on time
here and we will be presenting next the folks from
BBEMA I do want to mention to committee members
that Ms. Labchuk was called out of province today
and had to leave and was unable to be with us.  So
we have received word from her.  She does send her
regrets today.

One other thought here when somebody was talking
about car pooling and that and I’ve often wondered
because every Wednesday morning I can never find
a parking spot down around the government parking
lot and you see people going there, one car, one
person, one car, one person.  And I’m sure if they
ever put up a little pay toll booth going in there you
wouldn’t see quite as many cars and you’d see a lot
more car pooling from Cornwall and Stratford and
everywhere else.  Just a thought.  Are we ready with
our presentation from BBEMA ?  Okay, we’ll give you
a couple of minutes and we’ll give people an
opportunity to stretch their legs then.

(Short Break)

Part VIII:  Bedeque Bay Environmental
Management Association - Brenda Penak, Leslie
Hartling

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Our committee is back
in session now, our presenters are ready and
prepared and I’ll allow them the opportunity to
introduce themselves but we do know they are from
BBEMA, the Bedeque Bay Environmental
Management Association and again I preface this
presentation by saying that we try to encompass the
presentation and the question and answer all within
the 30 minute time period. So the floor now belongs
to you.

Brenda Penak: Thank you MLAs, provincial staff,
guests and the public.  We thank the special
committee on climate change for the opportunity to
address you.  Good afternoon, my name is Brenda
Penak and I’m the Executive Director for BBEMA
and myself and Leslie Hartling, the BBEMA Project
coordinator will be presenting our organization’s
opinions and concerns and direction we think the
province should take on the issue of climate change.

Firstly I thought I’d give you a little bit of background
to put our comments in context.  Just a little bit about
our organization and our history.  The Bedeque Bay
Environmental Management Association, formally
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known as BBEMA is a not for profit, incorporated
charitable organization that’s been in existence since
1992.  We’re part of this network, our family called
ACAP, the Atlantic Coastal Action Program, which I
know some of you are aware of and this was
originally established by Environment Canada under
the old Green Plan.  We now have a variety of
funding partners including the provincial government
that   help us on various projects and activities.  Our
board of directors is from a wide variety of sectors
including farming, fishing, environment conservation
and public at large.

The Bedeque Bay territory, as you can see here, is
a watershed based area or a drainage base in the
Bedeque Bay which includes the Dunk, Wilmot,
Bradshaw rivers and the areas that drain those and
coastal areas as far as Union Corner in Miscouche
and includes the city of Summerside because that is
the terminus of our watershed.  But we do work
outside of that area and conduct a number of
projects beyond that geographic area.  Our mission
is basically to provide opportunities for the citizens of
the Bedeque Bay Watershed to help conserve and
enhance their watershed through planning, education
projects and partnerships.

On the broader look at things our vision is
sustainable development so that the environment
can be conserved, the cultural of our area is
preserved and economic growth is indigenous to the
community.  So it’s trying to balance the environment
with other issues such as economics and community.
The priority areas for BBEMA at this stage are water
quality, both surface water and ground water, soil
erosion, wildlife habitats, education and awareness,
capacity building and of course climate change,
which is actually a new one for our organization.

BBEMA’s no stranger to climate change actually and
we’ve done a number of projects, some of them
you’d probably be familiar with, we have worked with
a number of departments - green home visits, green
business planning, nutrient management planning in
the farming area, the Enviro Club concept I’ll mention
a bit later, a new project Energy Busters and the One
Ton Challenge.  BBEMA is one of the 37
communities across Canada that will be
implementing the One Ton Challenge as a pilot in the
city of Summerside.  So we’re quite excited about
that.  And the PEI Plant Watch, which is an Island
wide monitoring program.

I’m sure you’ve heard through many of the

presentations before us that PEI will be one of the
most impacted provinces due to climate change.  It’s
probably has the potential to supercede any other
environmental issue on Prince Edward Island.
However, the fact that the concept of climate change
is quite complex and it’s not always readily
demonstrable  makes climate change sometimes a
nebulous concept for the public.  A more aware
public on the issue is part of the battle.  And just
recently that has been addressed with some
assistance through the PEI Climate Change Hub. 

So we’ll be talking here about concerns and our
recommendations so you’ll see the slides will be
presented that way.  So here we go with encouraging
citizen action.  Reducing greenhouse gases for the
average person is not an easy sell because the
bottom line is we have to change our behaviour and
I’m sure everyone knows how easy that is.  So being
well acquainted with implementing social marketing
is a way to address this.  Social marketing is
basically a way one identifies barriers to changing
behaviour and utilizes some techniques such as
prompts or commitments, incentives and framing
your message properly.  So we recommend that
government staff attend workshops on social
marketing and learn how to deliver more effective
programs

And this is a big one - government leadership.  If
government expects the public to make efforts in
reducing their impact on climate change then it’s
imperative that all levels of government there’s
leadership shown.  And these include things such as
committing significant resources both financial and
human; setting time lines and acting diligently on the
implementation of new policy initiatives and this
includes regulation, legislation, incentive programs,
cooperative research and monitoring, development
of alternative energy and demonstration of it as well
so the public knows about it and understands it
better; cooperative development of  of energy
conservation programs for all government staff
including MLAs; investing in  digital hybrid vehicles
for the government fleet when you need to replace
your vehicles and having staff in fleet vehicles go
through regular emission clinics.

I’m going to turn this over to Leslie now, my partner
in crime here.

Leslie Hartling:    We do recognize that the
government has contributed resources to the issue
of climate change.  For example, the wind test site in
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North Cape and the district heating system in
Charlottetown we do consider to be highly
commendable initiatives.  However, we feel that
given the broad scope of the problem there needs to
be more resources to address the issue of climate
change.  One way to go about doing this is to foster
partnerships with NGOs.  Community groups can be
very effective partners in projects that need to reach
the public.  We can conduct programs very cost
effectively.  However we can’t actually do it for free.
So this is why we need to partner together.  BBEMA
has partnered successfully with government in the
past and we do encourage and welcome future
partnerships.

For example, just to give you some ideas,  within the
BBEMA organization we do have what is known as
the Maple Plains Agro-Environmental demonstration
site.  This is a site that’s used as an educational tool
for farmers, members of the public, school groups,
etc. We feel this will provide a good opportunity for
the installation and demonstration of wind power or
solar power and other alternative forms  of energy.
BBEMA is also involved with citizen monitoring
programs.  In particular there’s the Plant Watch
Monitoring Program.  Plant Watch requires
volunteers to monitor the blooming rates of specific
plant species and this is used to track and monitor
the effects of climate change by scientists.  So to
extract the most information from this plant watch
program, long term information is required.
Therefore we hope to continue to coordinate this
program in the future and we welcome future
government support in order to help us recruit,
educate and motivate volunteers for this program.

Related programs which government could support
include the Sky Watch Program and this is sort of a
meteorological monitoring program which BBEMA
has implemented with school groups in the past.  As
well there’s a program called Ice Watch which
volunteers also track the dates in and out of various
bays in coastal communities and this is also to
monitor the effects of climate change.  Also,  as
Brenda mentioned there’s the One Ton Community
Challenge which we’ve just been awarded funding
for.  This will assist citizens in the Summerside and
surrounding communities to reduce their greenhouse
gas emissions by one ton. And this pilot has the
potential to reach a large number of people through
various programs and campaigns that we’ll be doing.

In selected schools what we’ll be doing is a
campaign called Energy Busters.  We’ll be providing

students with energy and water conserving material
and educating them on this issue of climate change.
In the community at large we hope to work on
campaigns such as anti-idling, tire inflation clinics,
etc.  And we appreciate the interest that has been
shown to us thus far by the climate change
coordinator in the Department of Environment,
Energy and Agriculture and we appreciate any
further human, financial or other resources from
government.

Now, as you’d just heard a lot from the last
presentation we also are very concerned about
vehicle emissions because they are one of the
largest contributors to green house gases.  We
recognize that public transportation has been difficult
to implement but we also support public
transportation within the cities.  We feel this is a very
worthwhile initiative.  However, another part of this is
that it’s important to also ensure that the vehicles on
the roads are well maintained to avoid extra outputs
of green house gas emissions.  Vehicles should
have to meet particular emission standards within a
particular time frame so this will require some
vehicles to undergo maintenance to do this.  We
recognize that there are people living on fixed
incomes who require their vehicles to get to work.
They have no other alternative.  Even if there were
public transportation they would still require this.
However we would support that they maintain their
vehicles and if there would have to some sort of
government subsidy program to help them do this
that would be a good idea.

In addition government support could be required at
some NGOs public campaigns, for example, like I
mentioned our anti-idling and tire inflation
campaigns.  Support staff from the government could
help but as well other resources such as providing a
hybrid vehicle for display.

Another issue is that of green power.  Based on the
fact that there were members of the public on PEI
that have converted to green power by paying extra
money for kilowatt hour for their electricity we feel
there is a definite potential for people to convert to
alternative energy.  However there needs to be
further incentives for people to actually make this
conversion.  If information about the most effective
green power systems was readily available and
promoted by government along with some sort of
incentive or compensation for conversion this would
make it much more attractive to people of the public.
So we feel both the provincial, federal and municipal
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governments need to work cooperatively to make
this feasible.

Another idea is to have green power demonstration
site where members of the public can actually see
green power in action and this is something BBEMA
is very interested in and we would welcome
partnership or support from government.  We also
recommend that government explore the potential to
encourage PEI companies to produce and distribute
alternative energy systems so that we have local
suppliers.  For example, in Denmark the company
that produces wood turbines called Vesta, they’ve
been very successful world wide so it’d be great to
see something like that on PEI.

Another issue related to power is that people may
generate their own power with renewable energy
systems but currently there’s no provision for
individuals to sell it back to the power company when
their energy is in surplus.  We feel there should be
some provision made and agreement reached with
Maritime Electric to allow for this sort of net metering
system where people who have produced green
power to credit it back to the power company.  I’ll
turn it to Brenda again.

Brenda Penak:   Home energy use is the area I’m
looking at here and 20 per cent of all energy used in
Canada is in the home so reducing things such as
space heating, cooling, lighting, appliances and
heating water would be really effective in reducing
green house gases.  Several communities groups,
including BBEMA have been involved in energy
audits as such and right now there’s a private
individual, a company that implements the
EnerGuide Program on Prince Edward Island and we
think it’s really important that the provincial
government also promotes that program because it’s
a way we can reduce green house gases in homes
or one of the ways.  

We think there should be some major cooperation
with the federal government to offer incentives and
rebates for retrofits.  Our own office,  we try and
practice what we preach so we were able to receive
a grant from the Shell Environmental Fund that
allowed us to do a number of retrofits in our office
and some of those were more expensive obviously
like replacing doors and others were less expensive.
Energy efficiency information should be readily
available to new home buyers and builders.  This
might be done through real estate agents, etc.  And
setting standards for new building energy efficiency

is also something we’d like to see.

Industry is another big user of energy and also a
producer of green house gases.  And the provincial
government, Island Waste Management Corporation
and Environment Canada and BBEMA in 2002
actually worked with a number of companies on
Prince Edward Island towards establishing a new
initiative, a fairly new initiative that’s been working in
Quebec called the Enviro Club.  This is a program
that helps small and medium sized businesses
basically improve productivity, promote efficiency
and prevent pollution.  And this would include
greenhouse gases.  On PEI we wanted to engage
about 15 to 25 companies to help them through
interactive workshops, diagnostic assessments and
the development of made to measure technical
pollution prevention measures or environmental
management systems.  We identified some very
good projects with 12 companies or so but for the
most part in order to engage in the full Enviro Club
they were not able to do that because of funding.  So
we’re hoping that government may go back and look
at this again and see what can be done because I
think there could be lots of progress there.

Agriculture and climate change - BBEMA is
intimately involved with the agricultural sector and
we see that GHGs are being produced by agriculture
and we would really like to encourage the
government to continue encouraging management
planning on all farms and working cooperatively,
particularly with the Environmental Farm Planning
Committee and the Conservation Clubs, East and
West, as well as federally funded GHG or
Greenhouse Gas Emissions mitigation program.
There’s great potential again at the Maple Plains
project for this.  At that particular farm we are
implementing nutrient management plans, we have
nutrient management fact sheets and we have
various signs and interpretations so when people do
come to the farm they learn a little bit about what
nutrient management planning is.  Leslie?

Leslie Hartling:     As I had mentioned earlier we do
believe that the energy from Waste District heating
system that currently operates in Charlottetown is a
very commendable initiative.  However it’s also
important to recognize that no further sites have
been established.  So we recommend that
government expand this concept to other
communities since these type of systems not only
reduce our dependency on fossil fuels but provide a
local economic benefit.  Also explore the possibility
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of utilizing different sources of biomass such as
straw.  And we feel the provincial government should
collaborate with the federal and possibly municipal
governments to make these feasible as a pilot
project.

Another concern is that from a workforce perspective
there are few technicians that maintain, build and
troubleshoot alternative energy systems on PEI.
One example is that the individual who services GO
thermo pumps is located in Southeast New
Brunswick.  So we feel that PEI really needs to have
technical support people living and working out of the
Island that can readily maintain alternative energy
systems.  What we feel is that we need to
incorporate this into our education system training
people here on the Island. We feel that the province
in cooperation with industry, federal government and
possible Holland College,  might consider forming a
trades or training program that deals with building
and maintaining renewable energy sources, solar
wind, geothermal district heating, etc. as well as
incorporating green architecture into this.  Again,
piloting demonstration products to provide a viewing
of these operating systems in a practical setting with
various partners.  As we’ve mentioned we’re very
interested in this type of thing.  It would be a means
of getting the average citizen aware and interested in
learning about these things.

Tree planting can be an excellent means of reducing
carbon dioxide because trees act as carbon dioxide
sinks.  We feel the native tree and shrub planting
program should certainly be continued and expanded
especially it can be important around building and
homes. Trees can help buildings retain heat in the
winter while providing cooling through shading in the
summer.  Also along with helping to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions trees have additional
benefits and government should promote these as
well.  For example, in riparian zones trees provide
bio-diversity, uptake nutrients and reduce runoff.

Regarding reducing waste and using recycled
products, 100 per cent post consumer paper, the
most environmentally friendly form of paper,  is not
commonly used.  So we feel government should
endorse and promote this type of paper.  Another
issue related to this is to explore the potential for
creation and use of non-tree paper.  For PEI farmers
to supply agricultural products for non-tree paper
production. This would not only provide an economic
benefit but help to diversify the crops that are on the
Island.  And I’ll give it to Brenda again.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Leslie and Brenda,
pardon my interruption but there’s about 10 minutes
remaining in the presentation.

Brenda Penak:   It’s just a few slides.  We’re going
to get through there real quick.  Just as an
information,  approximately 92,000 pounds of waste
can result as when you demolish a house.  This
creates a bunch of waste that is often burned
creating greenhouse gases.  Recently BBEMA was
asked to provide information to the subcommittee of
the Ministers Advisory Committee for the
Environment, similar to this consultation I guess, and
we submitted some ideas about C & D.  We’d like to
see potentially a website for, say buy, sell and trade
of used construction materials.  Establishing of  a
depot - actually in Halifax there is a type of depot
called Renovator’s Resource Warehouse.  It’s for
recycling old construction materials for people
interested in purchasing items with character.  We’d
like to attract, encourage and provide . . . we’d like to
see the attraction, encouragement and provision of
incentives for the establishment of companies too,
that actually develop products with recycled content.
So there could be economic benefits by looking at
things in this way.

Public recognition - positive acknowledgement for
individuals, agencies, groups and companies who
are addressing the issue of climate change is
important.  And it also sets an example, it provides
information to the public.  And so something like that,
a special recognition award that would be set up
would be a very useful we believe.

We’d like to thank the committee for hearing our
points and also we realize that the provincial
government, no government alone, nobody alone
can combat climate change by themselves so we
encourage partnerships.  And we thank you for that
and just a summary of our recommendations.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   I thank you Brenda, I
thank you Leslie very much for your report today,
your presentation.  And we do have a good 10
minutes here available for a question and answer
session so I’ll start taking a list of questioners from
our committee members.  Anyone wish to begin?  If
not, I will.   I was interested to hear you talk about
Sky Watch, Ice Watch and Plant Watch.  I was
wondering how long these programs have been in
effect on Prince Edward Island.  Are there any
results or any trends developing, anything you can
report on that?



54

Leslie Hartling:     I could speak to that.  I act as the
provincial coordinator for the Plant Watch program.
We do have a few years data.  I wasn’t there when
we started.

Brenda Penak:   Maybe just two.

Leslie Hartling:     Yes, they’re sort of maybe two
and one year where it sort of was getting up and
running.  So there’s not that much data so far on the
Plant Watch. But we’re getting schools involved and
they often give us great information.  So we’re really
hoping to expand this program so we can get some
long term data and see any trends.  Right now you
can’t really see from a couple of years.

Brenda Penak:   Can I mention of something, in
Halifax or in Nova Scotia they’ve got historical
records, people have kept diaries.  Some grannies
and grandpas have kept diaries in books and we’re
trying to find those people on PEI.  There’s got to be
somebody out there that has record.  In that way we
could actually look at, you know they usually do a
diary of dates and times of blooming of plants around
their homestead and we’re wondering if that exists
we could make some comparisons.  Right now we’ve
got no historical data.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Another question, I’m
sorry, go ahead Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, first of all your
presentation was well presented. 

Brenda Penak:   Thank you.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   This Enviro Club, what were
you trying to do with the companies that you related
to?  Was this an energy saving . . .?

Brenda Penak:   It was pollution prevention, energy
savings.  So saving, water saving, energy,
preventing pollution.  Looking at innovative ways of
a company handling an issue where they identify the
key, I guess gap or an environmental problem. And
we had very minimal funds through federal and
provincial governments to address that.  We had a
small contract basically.  But it did go in and make a
pre-assessment, if you would, to see what some of
those issues were in the companies and identified
areas that they could take under to combat climate
change or energy efficiency or water problems or
pollution prevention.  But a number of the companies
would need significant resources to do that.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   To correct the problems.

Brenda Penak:   Yes.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Yes, Ms. Bertram?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I just want to comment .
Thank you for your presentation.  One of the last
slides was about the C & D debris sites and
businesses that are using sustainable practices and
I think you’re the first one to mention that today in
terms of sustainable practices for businesses.  And
I don’t know, have you read the book The Natural
Step to Business?  It’s a great book, isn’t it?

Brenda Penak:   Yes, that whole process is really
amazing.  

Carolyn Bertram (L):   It’s really (indistinct) .  So
that’s what I thought it was, really reflective of that
whole mind set.   Good.

Brenda Penak:   Thank you.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Well, if there are no
further questions I want to thank you both very much
for your presentation today on behalf of BBEMA .
Always a pleasure to hear from your association. 

Brenda Penak:   Thanks very much.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Now we have our next
presenters upcoming, representatives of the Town of
Cornwall.  Will you be requiring any special slide
presentations or anything of that nature or just a
strictly oral presentations?

Peter Meggs: I’m afraid not.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   All right.  That’s good.
Now we do have a couple of committee members
who may have to depart shortly, at around 4:00
o’clock but rest assured,  I would say to our
presenters here,  that transcripts of our
presentations, word for word, are made and I’m sure
the committee members will be catching up with
anything that they’ve missed by way of that
transcript.  So without further ado I do want to
introduce Peter Meggs, representing the Town of
Cornwall and also is it, not Kevin MacCarville, is it?

Micheal Zinck: Micheal Zinck.
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Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Michael Zinck. And
you’re both councillors out there are you?

Peter Meggs: Yes.

 Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:    All right.  We’re trying
to keep ourselves to about 30 minutes total
presentation time and that includes question and
answer period as well.  So Mr. Meggs, without further
ado the floor belongs to you and your colleague.

Part IX:  Town of Cornwall, Councillors Peter
Meggs & Micheal Zinck

Peter Meggs: Actually you’re in for a treat because
you were worried about 30 minutes or more, we’re a
lot shorter than that.  I do have hard copies of our
presentation. I guess what I’ll do is I’ll just pass them
around the table and just wait a second so
everybody has one.  So, Mr. Chair, and members of
the committee I’d first of all like to thank you very
much for the opportunity to address this special
committee today on the important issue of climate
change strategy for Prince Edward Island.  I notice
that previous presenters included the Sierra Club
and the Public Transit Coalition.  So, you know,
you’re going to hear a few things from us that you’ve
probably heard already today and that’s fine.  We’ll
keep our presentation brief.  Councillor Micheal Zinck
and I co-authored this submission with the blessing
and input of other councillors on Cornwall Town
Council, as well as the Mayor of course and town
staff. 

And we’d like to begin our presentation by
acknowledging, first of all the A- grade received by
this province on the 12th annual Real Report Card of
the Sierra Club of Canada.  I’m sure the Sierra Club
discussed that when they were in earlier.  The Sierra
Club particularly noted the progress made by the
province in the field of wind energy.  Now, we find
this progress commendable but if we focus on the
minus designation that PEI received we begin to look
for ways to improve even further and one reason
given for the minus is the lack of action on
transportation quote, unquote.  We feel that the
provincial government  has been very active lately in
federal-provincial negotiations aimed at including
Highway 2 in Canada’s national highway system.  In
contrast leadership by the provincial government in
the area of public transportation has been lacking we
feel and PEI remains the only Canadian province
without any significant public transit system.

Now an editorial in the Guardian,  this past summer
I believe it,  was called for the inevitability I suppose
of public transit on the Island, that its day will come.
And the editorial stated that “neither the municipal,
provincial or federal governments have backed up
their applause for public transit with hard cash. And
as a result they’ve disappointed the lobby groups
that have been anxious to get the buses rolling”. 
Now it is our contention that a public transit system
for a municipal region the size of Charlottetown and
area is achievable.  The town of Cornwall as a
member of the Regional Transit Committee is
working in partnership with the city of Charlottetown
and the town of Stratford to accomplish the goal of a
regional public transportation system for the Capital
area.  

Public transit can be an important component of a
healthy environment and the provincial government
must be a key player in its implementation.  The
objective of reducing the number of fossil fuel
burning vehicles on Island roads must be a
cornerstone of any government policy.  Islanders
must be given alternatives to the use of private
vehicles.  Alternatives which would alleviate traffic
congestion and parking concerns,  result in fewer
road repair costs and realize savings which could be
redirected to other budgetary concerns.   We
propose that a share of provincial gasoline tax
revenues be set aside in a reserve fund intended
exclusively for public transit initiatives.  The
provincial government increase the tax on gasoline
by 3 cents a litre in this years budget submission in
order to address the provincial deficit.  And we’d
suggest that public transit priorities are deserving of
a share of overall gas tax revenues.

On a different note the town of Cornwall is also
committed to the improvement of watershed and
green space areas within its boundaries.  And the
town urges the provincial government to increase its
support to community groups working to improve
waterways and wetland areas.  Within Cornwall
efforts by the town and residents to improve the
Hyde Creek area are a prime example of this.  Our
community calls on the provincial government to
provide the appropriate expertise and financial
support to local stakeholders who can contribute to
the improvement of the existing ecosystems of the
province.

So again, our thanks for this opportunity to address
the committee.  In closing it should be noted that one
of the consequences of global warming is the rise of



56

sea levels, a consequence which would most
negatively impact two areas of Canada, one being
the Beaufort Sea and one being Prince Edward
Island.  Climate change coordinator Erin Swansburg
made the point before this committee that PEI is
particularly sensitive to climate change and the
committee chair, Mr. Collins himself, has affirmed the
need for this province to do its part to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.  Governments at all
levels must devise climate change strategies which
seek to alleviate the effects of global warming and
the inauguration of a public transit system and
initiatives which address wetland and river course
preservation must be two key factors in any viable
provincial climate change strategy.

So again, Councillor Zinck and I and on behalf of
Cornwall Town Council would like to thank the
committee for the opportunity to make our
presentation.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Councillor Meggs and
Council Zinck, thank you very much for your
presentation today.  I’m happy to say we have ample
opportunity for some questions and answers here
today.  And I know the issue of public transit has
come up several times today and I have no doubt
that many of our committee members would have
questions that are related to that.  And maybe if I
could get the ball rolling on that issue for just a
moment.  Can you update this committee from the
perspective of the town of Cornwall where you stand
right now?  How deeply involved are you in
discussions with your counterparts Charlottetown
and Stratford,  in the development of a public transit
regional system?

Peter Meggs: Well Councillor Zinck and I are, the
Mayor asked us to be the liaison people on the
Transit Committee which involves Charlottetown and
Stratford and there have been a couple of meetings
so far, most recently in the summer time we met with
our four MPs and most recently the town of Cornwall
met with Mr. George Brookins from Trius Tours just
to do a little planning on how exactly we can move
the whole process along.  Councillor Zinck might
want to add to my comments but I wouldn’t say we’re
rolling too quickly but we are trying to make progress
on getting the process moving.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   And I’m taking question
lists here from committee members.  Anyone like to
continue this line of questioning or any other
question areas?  Mr. MacAleer?

Wes MacAleer (PC):   I’m just wondering  if you
could elaborate.  Has there been any studies done in
Cornwall as to who the clientele would be and where
would they be going?  I mean what is the best
scenario that we could predict?  Are they going to go
to the Shaw Building, are they going to go to the
mall?  There’s different levels of service and what I’m
wondering is have we identified the most lucrative
aspect of this so that we can get the thing started
which is the big problem?  Because everybody
wants, you know, an Island wide transportation
system which is very expensive,  and if you started
in the most populated areas and the most lucrative
routes may get this thing off the ground and therefore
at least initiate it.  So I’m wondering have you
identified that?

Peter Meggs: Right.  I guess I might start by saying
maybe lucrative isn’t the right word because we
know that with public transit we’re not into a money
making situation.  We know that at best you’re in a
break even situation, probably not.  There’s going to
be some subsidization involved to make it a viable
situation.  In terms of the town itself, studies are, I
guess it’s safe to say that studies are forthcoming.
A questionnaire is forthcoming in fact.  But
Charlottetown is going to be going through that
process first.  There was the Entra  Study that was
commissioned by the city of Charlottetown to provide
information on what the best way to go in terms of
public transit was and there were scenarios in that
study that included Cornwall and Stratford.  The way
we would like to see things evolve, of course I guess
we’re going to have to wait a little bit, perhaps that’s
not the right term but we want Charlottetown to take
the lead on this being the larger municipality and for
us to be able to piggyback onto whatever system
Charlottetown devises.  

Most simply if there is a system that was envisioned
by the Entra Report that has fixed routes going to,
say from the Confederation Court Mall out to Ellis
Brothers on the one hand and out to the
Charlottetown Mall on the other hand,  then the most
logical first step I suppose would be for us to run a
complimentary route that went from perhaps the
Cornwall Plaza out to Charlottetown Mall.  So
Councillor Zinck and I have sat down and we’ve
looked at different possibilities and we’ve shared our
possibilities with Mr. Brookins and with the Mayor
and so forth.  So that’s where we’re at right now.  I
think we want to . . . I agree with you that the Island
wide transit system is a ambitious vision and it’s a
vision I think that’s going to be realized someday but
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we do want to start with what we can realize in the
Charlottetown area.  And once the fixed routes are in
place in Charlottetown then it’s time for Cornwall to
get on board with that and I don’t know if Mike wants
to add anything to that.

Micheal Zinck: Just,  agreeing with Peter, the
discussions we had recently with Mr. Bookins are
leading to the very question - how do you identify,
who would possibly use the system, where they
would come from and where they would be going
and that is going, that work is yet to be done for the
city but I assume something will be forthcoming fairly
soon.  Once that work is finished we have asked for
a copy of it and we will then do a follow up piece of
work very similar to what the city is going to do to
establish the, to set the questions and find out the
answers for the town of Cornwall - who would use
the system, when would they use it, where would
they go, what would they be willing to pay for it?
Because we do, again, we’re not going to make
money.  

The question is how much of an operating subsidy
will the town have to put into the system each year to
keep it running. And then when you get to the point
of asking the residents, okay, for this level of service
to meet what you say you want are you prepared to
pay the operating subsidy because of the impact it’s
going to have on your taxes?  Assuming all else is
equal, not assuming any green money nor money
from the province nor from the federal government
nor anywhere else,  because you can only count on
what you actually get,  and I think it would be clear
that we would go to the people with what we have in
hand and say this is the cost of operating the system.

But on the same token we invest money into
programs such as recreation where we know they
have quite a high fuel cost but we determine that not
to be a cost but investment in our children and our
youth.  Therefore, in the same manner, are we
making an investment in our environment by
spending X amount of dollars on a public
transportation system. One of the key issues I think
for government will be you’re going to have to find a
way to make the cost of taking that alternate
transportation , and that means generally the second
or third  vehicle in the house,  higher than the cost of
getting involved in the public transportation system.
That will be, I think, your difficult issue.  I’m reaching
the point with two teenagers and we’re looking,
talking about a second vehicle.  If there was a bus
service travelling along the Trans Canada Highway

and I could simply say to them go up to the stop and
take the bus if you want to go to the mall and it was
there I would get them to do that.  But if it’s not there
or it’s so inconvenient that they would basically never
use it then you’re into buying the second car.  

So your difficulty, I see, will be at that point of you put
that system together and people are still buying the
second car and taking all those second trips.  You
haven’t saved the gas, you haven’t saved the wear
and tear on the road.  You essentially haven’t saved
anything but now you’ve added another cost or
another taxpayers costs that’s not being fully utilized.
And that is why in the proposal we talk about
redirecting some of the gasoline tax or adding
additional to the gasoline tax because you have to
make the cost of getting that second car and making
those trips in that second vehicle essentially cost
prohibitive so they turn around and look at the public
transit and say, instead of getting the car, go take the
bus.  And that’s, I think, your difficulty you’ll be into.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Well Councillors, if
there are no further questions . . . yes, Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown (L):   Well so the federal
government is proposing to cost share or reallocate
some of the gas tax it collects and it’s in negotiations
right now with the Canadian Federation of
Municipalities.  So is the town of Cornwall willing to
forego some of that gas tax rebate in order to
publicly fund a transit system?  If the feds came up
and said, okay, right now I guess it’s going to be
anywhere between 22 to $24 million will be returned
to the province of PEI or not to the province, to the
municipalities.  There’s a constitutional issue there.
The provinces are the parents of the municipalities
and therefore they should get the money and
redistribute it out.  I’ll argue that point later on.  But if
it comes that the feds say okay, here$25 million for
PEI, it’s to be divvied up to the gas using
municipalities, Charlottetown should be allocated this
much, Cornwall should be allocated, Stratford.  Is
your municipality willing to say, well take a portion of
that or take our money and put it into transit.

Peter Meggs: Well, I hope it doesn’t have to be an
either/or proposition.  There should be funds for
infrastructure and funds for transit and you shouldn’t
have to forego, you know, needed infrastructure,
repairs and so on for the sake of finally having public
transit on the Island. So I hope we aren’t given that
sort of an ultimatum.
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Richard Brown (L):   No. No.  I guess if there’s two
components.  (Indistinct)of that federal although it’s
coming.  But if there’s two components of that federal
issue, you know, the transit system and the public
infrastructure you’re willing to give up, you know,
your share into it, join it.

Micheal Zinck: And that’s certainly a discussion
council would have to make and so would each
council that might receive the revenue.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   And you could say at
this point it’s hypothetical.

Richard Brown (L):   No, it’s coming.   Because we
didn’t think equalization was coming but we’re
getting $800 million over ten years.

Peter Meggs: But to answer your question we are
committed, the Town of Cornwall is committed to the
idea of public transit. We are of the mind that this is
something whose time has come and how we move
this ahead, whether we do it in piecemeal fashion or
however we’re going to do it I think there are a lot of
people who are tired of the delays that have been
happening in the past few years and are just anxious
for civic leaders to show a little bit of leadership on
this and to get the process moving.  

So the questionnaire is a good idea because it will
give us a better idea of just exactly where we can go
with the whole idea.  We don’t want anymore studies
or anything like that, you know, we think we’ve got a
firm fix on how the system could be set up but we
need to know that there is going to be a demand for
public transit and everybody’s going to have to show
a lot of patience in this too because it’s not
something where we’re going to have buses just
packed to the rafters right from the first day.  This is
something Islanders are going to have to get used to
so we’re going to have to give this a good breaking
in period.

Richard Brown (L):   And I guess I agree.  We are
geographically, Stratford, Cornwall and
Charlottetown, it’s  basically the same size as
Fredericton.  Like there is a model there that can be
looked at and their cost of  benefit and their own
analysis can be done.  I don’t think we need any
more studies into it either.  Studies are just a
mechanism of delay and you know, we’re saying let’s
study this again.  Well, there are hundreds of
municipalities across the country that are the same
size as our three municipalities . . .

Peter Meggs: Or smaller. Smaller municipalities
than Charlottetown that have public transit.

Richard Brown (L):   That’s all I can say.  And I
think we have seen a lot of those municipalities
throughout Canada.  Would be yes, we have a public
transit system because our provincial government
helped out. And that’s what I think this committee
should recommend.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   All right.  Thank you
very much, Mr. Meggs and Mr. Zinck .  I appreciate
your appearance here today.

Peter Meggs: Thanks very much for allowing us to
present.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   I’ve certainly learned a
great deal here today.  It’s been a long day I know.
We’ve had nine full presentations.  We do have one
other item on our agenda and that is the discussion
of next steps.  Now, first of all Ms. Labchuk was
unable to be with us today.  She was to make a short
presentation I understand.  Should we . . . 

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):   She’s going
to submit in writing.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   She will submit in
writing.  Very good.  I’ve been assured she will
submit something in writing to us for our
deliberations.  Now, when next should we get
together and hopefully at that time we’ll be joined by
our Climate Change Coordinator, Ms. Swansburg.
Any suggestions from committee members of an
appropriate time to gather?  Get your date books out.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   Why don’t we
tidy up where we want to end up.  Do you want to
make a report on a certain date, ie. the Legislature?

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Good point.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, do we want to call
anyone else?

Richard Brown (L):   I do but they won’t let me,  the
House Leader.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   The House Leader, what?  I
just asked whether or not there was anyone else that
we wanted to . . .
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Richard Brown (L):   Well, you shot me down on
Maritime Electric.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   No, I don’t think it’s a
question of shooting you down.  The question is do
we want to have the group of people that they
represent, which is industrial users, that’s all.  I mean
if you’re going to single out one company I’d say
forget it.  But if you’re going to call in a bunch of
industrial users.  What about the 12 companies that
were in this Enviro Club?  Do you want to talk to
them to see what . . .

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Can I just add to what you’re
saying.  At the last meeting I mentioned about the
high schools.  I mentioned to someone over the last
couple of weeks since our last meeting and Bluefield,
they were very interested but they didn’t see it in the
paper and they had . . . I guess Colonel Gray has a
group also . . .  and I really feel that we should be
having these groups come in before we make any
reports.  They echoed the comment it’s so important
that the voice of youth is heard.  I know it was in the
newspaper but there are a lot of students and
teachers and school that wouldn’t see it in the
newspaper.  And I think every highschool on PEI,
there’s not that many, should be notified, we pick a
day and if there’s any that say they  want to come in,
they do.  If there isn’t then we forget about it.  But
having youth input, I really think we should.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   All right.  We’ll consider
that as a motion then in terms of an invitation to the
high schools.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I don’t know if that’s what
you were speaking about.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Would that be okay,
Ms. Bertram?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Mr. (Indistinct) is that his last
name,  that was here.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   If we consider that as
a motion of an invitation to all Island high school
representatives to come forward?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I’m not sure if the junior
highs have any.  I would think more high schools
would be, if any.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   That’s where the
Enviro Clubs are.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Because isn’t Darcy’s, he’s
the head of . . . 

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   Yes.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I think that’s a great idea.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Do you want to do
that?  Very well.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Contact every high school on PEI
and ask them if they’d like to make a presentation.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   So that motion from
Ms. Bertram, all those in favour say yes.  

Committee Members: Yea.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Contrary nay?  Motion
passed.  Invitation will be extended.  If you want to
pick a date for that as well.  What would be an
adequate lead time for the high school students.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Until the House opens I’m
available any Thursday.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Any Thursday.  All
right.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Can we go after kids are out
of  school, at 3:30ish?

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, that’s the 4th and the
11th.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Well, the 11th is not a
good day.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Then there’s the 18th.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   The 4th or the 18th of
November.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):   On
Thursday, the 4th there is a Community Affairs and
Economic Development Standing Committee
meeting already set for that afternoon.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   So much for that.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   The 18th of November.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   We’d have to meet on a
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Monday then. Because once we’re in the House . . .

Jim Bagnall (PC): If we can get a couple more
meetings before we go into the House it would be
better if we can any way, shape or form.  Because
once we get into the House we’re really busy.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Well, Monday
mornings are, at least I know for me, they’re office
hours, district office hours.  But the afternoons . . . 

Carolyn Bertram (L):   How about an evening
meeting?  Like I think that would be . . . like high
schools don’t want to miss their . . . well I don’t think
they should . . . miss their class time.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   An evening meeting.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Yes.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   What night would you
suggest?

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   We should give
them 10 days to two weeks to prepare.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Exactly.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   So that would at least
start on November 15th, is a Monday.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Maybe we want to wait until after
the new year to finish off this thing.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, it’s either November 1st

. . .

Jim Bagnall (PC): We can do a little interim report
and then finish after.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   November 15th.  Did you say
that?

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   That’s a Monday,
Monday evening November 15th.  Now, again this is
presuming that the high schools will respond
positively and say that they want.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Well, if they don’t, they don’t.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Why don’t we ask them what time
they’d like to present.  Because maybe the school
will make available time for them to come in in a day.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   What about November 8th,
guys.  The 15th is too . . .

Jim Bagnall (PC): I can’t see them not coming.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   But then you’re looking
at getting coordination from nine Island high schools.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I think, Chester is a teacher
too, I think as a teacher,  just pick a day, pick the
time and they can come.   And two weeks, Chester,
you said two weeks.  I think two weeks is plenty of
time.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Monday, November
15th, evening.  7:00 p.m.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Why don’t we go in the afternoon.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   We just talked about
taking them out of school then.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I don’t think they should miss
school.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   And that even
gets into busing for some of them.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   We have two teachers
on the committee.  We’re not going to haul them out
of class.

Richard Brown (L):   We’re not going to beat them.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I think a couple of hours,
7:00 to 9:00 I think would . . . 

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Monday, November
15th 7:00 p.m.  Climate Change Committee meets
with as many high school student representatives as
wish to come forward.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):   I have a
question.  When I send the invitation to the high
schools, is it to their club or is to . . . if they don’t
have a club is it to any teacher, to any classroom?

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   The best thing
to do is to get a contact if you possibly can.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Call each high school and
ask.
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Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   Find out which
teacher is working with either the Science or the
Environment Club.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Well, we know with Bluefield
it’s Darcy Flynn is Bluefield.  Mr. Gillan’s son-in-law.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Of course you will
mention to them that marvellous website you
developed and all our links.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):   What kind
of a presentation are we asking for.  Just what
they’re doing on this issue.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   Just give our
perimeters to them that we gave to the others and
they will know exactly.  The Charlottetown Rural High
contact is Rob Redmond.  Colonel Gray, they do
have a club there this year but I don’t know who
would be the contact.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Why wouldn’t we just contact the
principal.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   Because it gets
left on the desk.

Jim Bagnall (PC): And ask him if he . . . 

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   You wanted an
answer.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Left on the desk.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   For Montague
that might be the best way is to send it off to the
Principal.  Because, again I’m not sure if anybody is
doing anything in environment directly.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Ron Diamond would be the one
in Montague.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   And could we at this
time have the committee’s approval here, I found
today that everyone’s presentation went right almost
to the mark of 30 minutes some of them, right on the
mark.  Is there anyway we could encourage them to
keep their presentation to 15 minutes?  Would it be
impolite to ask that?  So that we would at least then
have 15 minutes of discourse with them in terms of
question and answer which I find sometimes far
more enlightening than the actual presentation itself.

Richard Brown (L):   Mr. Chairman, you did a good
job today. Keep it up.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, I don’t know.

Jim Bagnall (PC): If you do that Wayne, 15 minutes,
is not giving them much time. And if anybody has
decent presentation and  we want to ask them a
question we’re going to take them well over the time
limit ourselves.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Okay, we’ll stay to the
same format as today?

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Chances are you’re not go
have every high school, I don’t think.

Jim Bagnall (PC): And not only that we don’t want
to leave an impression that we got them in here and
we want to rush them out the door either.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   And the
changes are that the kids won’t be as free to ad-lib,
they will want to read, as some of these people did
too.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   I don’t think you can do it in
less than 30 minutes.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Very well then.  Is
there any other business?  Any other that the
committee members would like to bring up?

Jim Bagnall (PC): We still haven’t made a decision
what we’re going to do with these large industrial
companies or whether we’re going to have Irving’s in
or whether we’re going to have Maritime Electric in.
At the time Richard brought it up at the last meeting
but we said we would deal with these first before we
decided what we were going to do in the future.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   And we’ve done that.
And now we’ve also made special (indistinct) schools
on the Island.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Maybe what we should do is do
the students first and then decide whether want to do
these others after.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   I don’t think we
can by-pass the industries.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I don’t think we should.  If we’re
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going to do this right we should have everybody in
here.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, if you look at the size of
the province, the industrial complex has to be a part
of the solution.  So whether we get to talk to them or
not, that’s where the  (indistinct)

Jim Bagnall (PC): That’s why I was saying earlier I
don’t think we should cut off this committee really
quick.  I think that maybe what we should be doing is
maybe meeting with the students, getting that done
before we go into the House, bring an interim report
into the House.  Tell them that we are still prepared
and after the first of the year when things have
slowed down a little bit bring in, have a few more
meetings to finish off and do a good job on this rather
than rushing the report.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   We want to know what
some of these major companies on Prince Edward
Island are thinking on the issue of climate change as
it relates to their operations and their service to
Islanders.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   And if it includes Maritime
Electric, fine.  But don’t single them out as the only
guys in town.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Cavendish . . McCains.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes, four or five major . . . I don’t
think there’s too many.  I think Erin can probably tell
us the six top, you know, companies on the Island.
And she said the last time I was talking with her that
there was only seven or eight major companies on
PEI that would fall into some of these categories.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   So let’s get her advice on
who we should maybe contact, yes.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   All right.  Very good.
Is that agreeable to committee members?

Jim Bagnall (PC): I wonder while we’re doing that
should we do something, a followup on these ones
that we saw today before we continue into the next
phase, before we forget about what all these
presentations said to us.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Good point.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   What were you thinking?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Like maybe some kind of, you
know, . .. 

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Synopsis maybe?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes, of what . . . maybe Marian
can kind of put together something on the
presentations that we saw today.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):   A spread
sheet with recommendations from each presentation.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes.  And then we can decide
how we’re going to . . . 

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   Get the thematic
areas because like the city transit, you know, that’s
one that kept jumping up again and again.  There’s
a bunch of thematic  areas.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I think we should review that
before it gets lost in the next part of what we’re going
to do.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   Well, that could be part of the
next meeting.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   And, Jim, this would be
something that would be sort of behind closed doors
because this would be like a preliminary deliberation.
We’re just talking catching our breath and catching
up of all this nine presentations today.  So that we
can have something on the record of how we felt.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Also have the written
presentation that will be coming in.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   So if we have only one high
school that’s prepared to meet we’re still going to
have this 15th of November.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   I think we should.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Or we can come to them.
One of the other.  Why don’t we go to them?  We
could go their high school.  Might be kind of neat.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   But I mean if you have 10.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   Well, no, we’d have it here.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   I think the better
experience for the student would be to come to the
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Coles Building.

Carolyn Bertram (L):   I think so too.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   I had a couple of
groups in here before and that’s a pretty neat
experience.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So do we meet again before the
15th again to go over these other presentations or
not?

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   I don’t think so.  I think
it’s going to take time for Erin to get up to speed on
this because she’s on holiday this week and we’re
asking her to assist us and maybe by her reading of
the transcript she could come up with some of the
themes that she’s seeing there and it might be nice
to get this pair of, sort of an arm’s length view of it so
that she could probably zero in on the themes that
came up over the nine presentations and give us
something on that meeting date further down the
road that we could sit down and have a nice
discussion sometime post November 15th.  Are we
agreed on that.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   We are.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   We would entertain a
motion for adjournment then.

Honourable Chester Gillan (PC):   So moved.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   So moved by Minister
Gillan.  All those in favour say yea.

Committee Members:   Yea.

Wayne Collins (PC) Chair:   Contrary nay?
Adjourned. 




