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|. Introduction
A. Purpose of Report

This report examines the aesthetic impacts of the peabGgorgia Community Wind
Project as part of the Public Service Board's revievhefdroject under 30 V.S.A. 8§
248b)(1)(5). The Project is located in the towns of Milton &elorgia in Chittenden
and Franklin Counties. The Department of Public Seniié&S|) serves as the public
advocate in the review of utility cases. When experisiot available within the
Department, DPS hires independent contractors to providei¢atheview of
proposed projects. The firm of Jean Vissering Landséagigtecture has been
contracted to provide assistance in assessing the aesthgdicts of the Georgia
Community Wind Project.

The report analyzes how the project may affect tbaisaesources of the site and
surrounding area within a 10 mile radius. The focus®fdsessment will be on
views from public roads, recreation areas, villages,caltdral sites. Impacts to
private residences and camps are discussed generally.

The methodology used in the aesthetic impact assesgmmertally follows the
Quechee Analysis which is outlined below. The report esduates visual impact
assessment provided by the petitioner’s expert witnedsding the methodology
and conclusions, the extent to which photographs adequepeisent the scenic
resources within the surrounding area, and the accurdabg efewshed analysis and
simulation photographs provided by the petitioner. A sepatiatvshed map and
simulations are provided in this report in order to 1) yghe accuracy of the
petitioner’'s work; and 2) provide simulations from additiovialvpoints.

B. Author’'s Background and Qualifications

See Appendix 4 (Exhibit DPS-JV-5) for Jean Vissering’suRes Below is a brief
summary.

Jean Visseringis principal landscape architect with Jean Visseringlseape
Architecture in Montpelier, Vermont. Her educationatkground includes both
undergraduate and graduate degrees in landscape architectupradtiee
focuses on visual impact assessment, visual resourcermageommunity
planning and design, and residential design.

Visual assessment and scenic resource planning projectdartwbusing
subdivisions, ski areas, transmission lines, and camuation towers, and have
often been on behalf of Towns, Regional Planning Cosians and citizen
organizations. She became involved in wind energy igau2302 when she
helped facilitate discussions with numerous stakeholdersrimont in a series of
meeting sponsored by the Vermont Public Service Departn&re.wrotaVind
Energy and Vermont’s Scenic Landscap#ining areas of consensus regarding



the design and siting of wind energy projects in Verntawailable on line at the
Vermont PSD website). She also authored a chaptkeiretently published
Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projelsysthe National Research
Council of the National Academies. She has spoken drth#ncountry on the
issue, and has provided informal and formal assessmergsveral wind projects
including the Deerfield Wind project in southern Vermontehalf of PPM, the
Redington/Black Nubble Wind Project in Maine on behalf ofAppalachian
Trail Conservancy, and the Kibby Wind Project on beblfransCanada. She
has also worked on behalf of Towns and Regional Planrmmgn@ssions to
provide independent evaluations of proposed wind projecttoagisure a
thorough review. She worked with the Town of Londondang the Bennington
County Regional Planning Commission in independent reviewsoposed wind
projects on Glebe Mountain and Little Equinox.

From 1982 until 1997 she taught at the University of Vermontighiefy both
undergraduate and graduate courses in visual resource planningafendssign
and park and recreation design. Prior to that and begimmibg7i6, she worked
with the Vermont Department of Forests, Parks andd?¢ion as a park planner,
state lands planner, and reviewed projects for aesihgi@cts under Vermont’s
Land Use Law known as Act 250.

The author subcontracted with Stone Environmentalténprovide viewshed
analysis maps, and with Saratoga Associates in Syradiys® provide an
evaluation of the petitioner’s simulations and to tFesadditional simulation
photographs. Richard Letty of KM Chng reviewed the pestienoise
assessment.

C. Aesthetic Assessment Methodology

In assessing projects for a Certificate of Public G&erRG), the Public Service Board
weighs the impacts of a proposed project against thefiteit provides to the citizens of
Vermont. Criterion 8 includes the following statemehiak is used as the basis for
evaluating aesthetic impacts:

Will not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of
the area, aesthetics, historic sites or rare and irreplaceable natuess.

In order to make this determination, the Board uses dnaian process known
as the Quechee Analysis. The process begins by deflrengxisting aesthetic
resources and characteristics of the area affecteseri@s of questions is posed
in order to first determine if the impacts will be achee These questions are as
follows:

1) What is the nature of the project’s surroundings? Is the projdat to
located in an urban, suburban, village, rural or recreational resort ar&dRat
land uses presently exist? What is the topography like? What struiettise in



the area? What vegetation is prevalent? Does the area have particelac sc
values?

2) Is the project’s design compatible with its surroundings’hds t
architectural style of the buildings compatible with other buildingbéarea?
Is the scale of the project appropriate to its surroundings? Is Hes of the
structures proposed for the site consistent with land use and densésnpan
the vicinity?

3) Are the colors and materials selected for the project seitimiolthe
context within which the project will be located?

4) Where can the project be seen from? Will the project theein
viewer’s foreground, middleground or background? Is the viewer likehe
stationary so that the view is of long duration, or will the vielemoving
quickly by the site so that the length of the view is short?

5) What is the project’s impact on open space in the area? Will it
maintain existing open space, or will it contribute to a loss of epece?

Second, the Quechee Analysis determines whether or nadaeyse aesthetic
impacts would rise to the level of “undue adverse impacichis is determined by
the following tests (impacts may be considered “unduahyf one of the three
conditions appli):

1) The project violates a clear written community standard intended to
preserve the aesthetics or scenic, natural beauty of the area. tandarsls
may for example, be set forth in the local or regional plan, admpted in the
creation of an historic design district, or be incorporated into a mpaiabr
State scenic road designation.

2) The project offends the sensibilities of the average pers@ndt
enough that the Board may prefer to see a different design or stgaliiderent
type of land use, but that the project , when viewed as a wholerisive or
shocking, because it is out of character with its surroundings, offisignily
diminishes the scenic qualities of the area.

3) The applicant has failed to take generally available mitigating steps
which a reasonable person would take to improve the harmony of the proposed
project with its surroundings. Such steps may include selectiorsasbésisive
colors and building materials, implementation of a landscaping plan, seiewt
a less obtrusive building site with the project area, or reducticdhefnass or
density of a project. If there are reasonable alternatives availabthe
applicant that would mitigate the adverse impact of the project, faiturake
advantage of those alternatives may, in some circumstances, renderanndue
otherwise acceptable project.

This assessment also uses visual assessment princigpdes wsher methodologies
including those outlined in the 2007 report of the Nationad&eny Research
Council, Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy ProjectSome of the basic

! In a ruling the Board determined that a finding of “unddeerse aesthetic impact” may be ameliorated if
significant societal benefit would result from thejpob (Docket 6860 1/28/05 p.80).

2 A clear written community standard is one which asisiee a particular area (e.g. a part of a town, or a
stretch of road), the resources to be protected and thieemia which protection should be provided.
General statements about the value of rural chardeteot constitute a clear written community standard.



principles for evaluation follow. Each of these mistconsidered in combination.
Projects are unlikely to have undue adverse impactsgingglause they can be seen
or because one or two of the issues below exist. Rai@ous concerns tend to
occur when many of the issues below exist and areusgmiesulting in a highly
prominent project that degrades numerous identified scesaurces.

= Documented Significance of Scenic Resources
= Scenic Quality of Viewpoints

= Viewer Expectations

= Uniqueness of the Scenic Resource

= Duration of View

=  Proximity to the Project

The visual assessment is based upon extensive field inyevbok including visiting
significant public use and recreation areas (e.g., puldds,dakes and ponds,
recreation sites, and village centers) and documenting \@adsheir visual
characteristics using photographs and written notes.foths of field work was on
areas within 5 miles of the proposed project due to th¢ively small size of the
project (3-5 turbines), but areas with important scersousces beyond this distance
were also inventoried.

| attended the PSB Site Visit on July 30, and read #restript of the public hearing
at Georgia Elementary School on June 9, 2009. Simulatiers prepared both for
purposes of verifying the accuracy of the petitioner’s satmuhs and to illustrate
other viewing locations as follows (see Appendix 3/ExHIFS-IV-4):

= Arrowhead Mountain Lake Overlook (Route 7), Milton (fieation of
petitioner’s simulation using petitioner’s original photagfn)

= Route 2 Causeway over Lake Champlain (verification)

= Route 104A near Lamoille River Pullout, Georgia

= Georgia Mountain Road, Georgia

10-MILE STUDY AREA

—

The focus of our analysis was an area roughly 10 milesding around the proposed projed
In general at 10 miles away turbines appear very small anchiig occupy a very small
portion of the view. It is within 10 miles that visual ingpggof wind energy projects have g
greater potential to be significant. Some more distezwing locations are also noted due {o

their high public use and potential viewer sensitivity legelsh as Grand Isle State Park.




Regional, Site and Project Characteristics

A. Character of the Site and Region

Georgia Mountain is one of many hills and small moustarccurring along the
western fringes of the Green Mountains and the eastiga of the Champlain
Valley. Notable landforms in the study area are Atread Mountain, Cobble Hill,
Cushman Hill and St. Albans Hill. Georgia Mountain is bighest in elevation at
1,437 feet and is within the Towns of Georgia and Milt&rtelecommunications
tower is located on the southeast end of the ridgesaaldaut 120 feet high. Fairfax
and Westford lie just to the east of Georgia Mountaifi.he study area extends to St.
Albans on the North and to Lake Champlain on the wekidimg portions of Grand
Isle and North Hero. Portions of Colchester, Essexddhill, Cambridge and
Fletcher are also within the 10-mile radius study dvsatyisibility of the project
would be extremely limited in these towns.

The visual character of the area is varied. The tetesds to be flat to rolling in the
western portions around Lake Champlain and much hilligreeast. Open
meadows are common throughout the area and permit \osvesd the Green
Mountains and occasionally to Lake Champlain and theoAdack Mountains in
western areas.

The proximity of Burlington and 1-89 has resulted in considér growth over the
past decade patrticularly in Milton. Despite extensasdential, commercial and
industrial growth however, portions of Milton remain ruratharacter with active
farming. Increased residential growth is evident througtieuregion but most other
areas remain generally rural in character. Georgihadsacterized by numerous open
fields with commercial and industrial development fodusear 1-89 (Exit18) and the
Husky Corporation. Fairfax and Westford are more ruggéermin but
considerable agricultural land remains especially in &airf Colchester is more
heavily and densely developed as it lies just outsideeoBurlington metropolitan
area. Grand Isle and South Hero are oriented towaldatteewith several State
Parks and development often related to recreation androur

Important scenic and recreational focal points withendahea include Arrowhead
Mountain Lake, the Lamoille River, Colchester Pond, aakiel Champlain.



Georgia
Mountain

Georgia
Mountain

Figure 1. Arrowhead Mountain Reservoir

Georgia
Mountain

Figure 2: Lake Champlain Causeway Figure 3: Arrowhead Mountain

B. Project Description

The Georgia Community Wind Project would consist of 3-5it@d(1.5-2.5MW)
extending from northwest to southeast for a distaneppifoximately % mile. The
exact turbine model has not been selected, but wouldhyeexbladed turbine with
an off-white color. The turbines will be between 230-328 Fegh at the nacelle (70-
90 meters) and up between 353 and 443 feet high at the tip eSblégproximately
3 hazard lights (red L-864 nighttime strobe light) argcgrated to be located on the
nacelle of turbines at the ends and middle of the string.

An existing access road to the telecommunications towéhe south side of the
ridge would provide access the turbines via Tedd Road off stfdfd Road. A total
of 2.2 miles of upgraded and new roadway would be requireact@ss to the
turbines. Access roads would be 17 feet wide and sumatsr85 feet wide
(reduced to 20 feet after construction). Collectorsli(®4.5kV) along the summit
would be buried then run south and west to North Road wheyewill connect with
an existing CVPS 34.5kV sub-transmission line near the Hug&gtion Molding
facility. Poles are likely to be about 34-40 feet in heigClearing along the collector
line would be 25 feet wide. No substation would be requirethaftenance



building will be located near where the new road lealveskisting road to the
communication tower.

[Il.  Visibility of the Proposed Project and Views Characterstics

In assessing visual impacts, the Quechee Analysis ask® e project can be seen
from. Visibility does not mean that undue adverse ingawciuld occur, but the
characteristics of the views will be important to cdesi In this section we will focus on
the relatively objective assessment of visibility, whihe degree to which the project
could potentially degrade those views will be addressed ingkiesection.

The proposed project would be visible from many areasitiimaut the region due to the
frequent occurrence of open meadows. It should be noaéthiere are also many areas
throughout the study area from which the project wouldoeotisible, though this is
likely to be true of any wind project proposed in VermolNtte that distances indicated
are approximate and refer to the distance between tiwpmiet and the nearest turbine.

Following is a list of the roadways and recreatiorssitem which the project would be
visible.

Viewshed Analysis
The viewshed in Appendix 1 (Exhibit DPS-JV-2) illustratesagrof potential
visibility. The assumed turbine heights used were arativeeight of 405 feet
(123 meters). This height represents an average foatieus turbine sizes
proposed. Field assessment is necessary to deterrtuiad \asibility since trees
and structures may interfere with visibility.




A. Interstate-89

Visibility of the project from 1-89 would be limited tofaw glimpses. Visibility is
primarily at interchanges at which foreground developngealso seen. The project
is also briefly visible where the highway crosses tamaille River. None of the
views are highly scenic. Both Arrowhead Mountain and CoHbleppear more

prominent along 1-89 as they are both closer to the viewemore distinct in form
than Georgia Mountain.

Figure 4: View of Georgia Mountain from 1-89 at Lamoille River

B. State Roadways
The project would be visible from Routes 7, 2, 104, 104Aa88,15.

= Route 7

Heading north on Route 7, the project becomes vigiiskesouth of Cozy Corners
(4.4 miles away) (see petitioners simulation JLZ-3wyeint #5) and is seen
intermittently beyond dense foreground commercial andeesial development for
just over a mile. The road dips into Milton village with views up to the dam at the
base of Arrowhead Mountain reservoir. This impresdinecture dominates the view
but further north Georgia Mountain is seen fairly cambiusly along the lower lake.
There is a pullout providing an overlook (see petitionensilgtion JLZ-3, Viewpoint
#4, and our simulation Exhibit X, A2). Continuing noRbute 7 runs along a narrow
section of the Reservoir that could be considered tbééamoille River. There are



scenic views looking across the river to Georgia Mountaatoge proximity (about 2
milesy’. Approaching Exit 18 there is again concentrated highwayreonial
development, over which the project is viewed headinghsoNbrth of Exit 18, the
project would be primarily viewed heading south on Route 2 |dindscape
becomes fairly open and there is a sequence of scenis kigading south from
Georgia Center (3.3- 4.8 miles away). The Green Minstae seen in the distance
with Georgia Mountain in the middleground at about 3.2 naileay. The project
may be glimpsed heading south from St. Albans but it woultbb@rominent due to
the distance away, and the greater prominence of faredroills. Views to the
Adirondacks in New York are seen to the west soutbtoAlbans.

Figr 6. Route enteingCozy Corner fom south, Milton (4.4 miIe) -

% No photographs were taken along this stretch as thereossafe stopping places along this busy but
narrow stretch of Route 7.
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Figure 7a and b. Route 7 south of Georgia Center: Georgia Mountain is seen over open fields with the Green
Mountains beyond (left, 3.7 miles). Near I-89 development increases and the Husky Plant is seen (right, 3.2 miles).

= Route 2

The project would be visible from the causeway over IGRamplain between South
Hero and Sandbar State Park. Pullouts are providedtarsiaes of the causeway for
travelers to enjoy the view. The mountain is viewed-20 miles away in a nearly
panoramic setting with numerous mountains and hills. At®ndack Mountains
seen to the southwest are a more dramatic featunehbehills to the east which
include the project site. Only one other view may be pesalong Route 2 just west
of the intersection with 1-89.

/ Georgia Mountain

Figure 8. Route 2 View from Causeway over Lake Champlain near Sand Bar State Park
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Route 104

Georgia Mountain is viewed frequently along Route 104 in &amhd at relatively
close distances. Entering Fairfax village from thetlséhe project ridge is viewed
across open agricultural fields near the intersectioin Route 128, then
intermittently from this point to the Lamoille Riverossing. At the north end of
Fairfax village up to the intersection of Route 104A tleeenumerous views of the
project across foreground meadows. The project would Imeagedout 2.5 miles
away. Georgia Mountain is also seen along Route 104 sédorth Fairfax
beginning around King Road heading south to Route 104A. Along ofubls road
Georgia Mountain is seen behind Cushman Hill but it besam&e prominent near
Bailey Road. The project ridge is also briefly visibfeRoute 104 just west of
Cambridge near North Cambridge Road. The Lamoille Rsvan important focal
point in this area.

Georgia Mountain

Figure 10a and b. Views along Route 104 heading south from North Fairfax. Left at 4.5 miles, Georgia
Mountain is seen behind Cushman Hill, while near Bailey Road (right) it is seen to the southwest (3.8 miles)
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2 \ S
Figure 11. Georgia Mountain is seen ahead on Route Figure 12. The Lamoille River runs alongside Route
104 west of Cambridge (5.2 miles away). 104 at this point.

=  Route 104A

Route 104A connects Routes 7 and 104. It runs along theillaRwer and the
northern shore of Arrowhead Mountain Lake. The prajelcfe would be visible for
extended distances along open meadows west of Route 10wte dre also views

to the Green Mountains to the east from some locati®hg project ridge is seen at
relatively close range (1.3 miles) near a riversidessarea (see Appendix 3/Exhibit
DPS-JV-4, simulation B1), and its western end from thewhead Mountain Lake
Boat Access Area.

-

=

- Figureﬁ 13. VieW to Green Mountains Alohg Ro

u.t-e iO4A
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Figure 14. Pan View of the Lamoille River with Georgia Mountain (left peak) from fishing access area (1.3 miles).

= Route 128
The project ridge is glimpsed very briefly in Essex headmgh from which it is

seen at a considerable distance (9-10 miles away) prblect ridge would be most
visible approaching the intersection with Route 104 justrsof Fairfax village.

Figure 15. Route 128 near intersection of Route 104 in Fairfax (2.9 miles)
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C. Local Roadways

Not all local roadways were inventoried but the followiisg provides a sense of
visibility along roads where open meadows provide a greatential for visibility of
the project. Milton and Fairfax have the highest padéfor visibility along local
roads due to the presence of numerous open fields amua flating terrain. There
are also several view points in Georgia but at grehséances.

Milton

= North Road Dense residential development at the south end ahNRwad
overlooks a large farm to the east with Georgia Mourtialmnd. Husky
Corporation is located further north, and views contmiu8eorgia Mountain
from more rural residential areas north of Husky.

= East RoadThere are numerous intermittent views of Georgia Maiaralong this
road. The landscape is rural with increasing developoiese to Westford Road

= Middle Road Middle Road runs just west and almost parallel to Rasid but
vegetation and terrain make the project ridge less gisitath glimpses from
several areas.

= Westford RoadViews of Georgia Mountain are limited to the westend near
North Road. There are a number of residential subdihsdocated along
Westford Road along private roads.

= Hobbs RoadThe Milton Town offices are located along this roddhe project
would be seen beyond dense foreground development typide Qfozy Corner
area of Milton.

= Roads West of Route Brief glimpses of Georgia Mountain can be seengibn
number of roads in this part of Milton including Murray, bihard, Lake, Everest,
Caderact, and Paul Mears Roads. Visibility of the ptagvery limited in
southwest Milton.
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Figure 16. Views from North Road to Georgia Mountain (1.9 miles)

Figure 17. Resiental developent (left) west of Figure 18 he Husky Plant (right) is located further
North Road faces Georgia Mountain. north along North Road.
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Figure 19. Westford Road at Hunting Ridge Lane, Milton looking toward Georgia Mountain (2.1 miles)

Ay

Figure 20. Gergia Mountain viewed along East Road in Milton (2.8 miles) '
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Figure 21. Lake and Hubbard Roads, Milton with Arrowhead Mountain in foreground (left, 4.5 miles)

Figure 22. Cdeact Rad, Milton (6.4 miles)
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Georgia

The most proximate views in Georgia are along Georgiaritdon Road. A large
dairy farm owned by the Wimble Brothers is in close protyi (.7 mile) with open
meadows extending up to the slopes of Georgia MountdiereTare also views
along Silver Lake and Skunk Hill Roads to Georgia Mount§lifest of 1-89 most
views extend about a half mile along Sand Hill Roadssscopen meadows
associated with a large dairy farm (a 115kV transmissm@nckosses the foreground
in this view). Views of limited duration occur along RksiMiddle, Pattee, and
Sandy Beech Roads.

Fiure . Grgi Mnin Roa, Geri '
Views from the Wimble Brothers dairy farm are seen at approximately .7 mile.

Figure 24 a and b. Georgia Mountain is seen ahead on Silver Lake Road in Georgia (left, 1.6 miles away) but to the east
(right) are dramatic views of the Green Mountains
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Georgia Mountain

Cobble Hill

igure 25. Sand Hill oad, Milton ( 5.2 miles)
Cobble Hill is a significant focal point in many views in the surrounding area.

Fairfax

The project will be visible along some secondary roadk as Sam Webb, Buck
Hollow, Huntville, and McNall Roads. Views illustratetiewhere along Route 104

will be similar to the views from these roads but alightly greater distance.
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Westford

Views of Georgia Mountain in Westford are limited andsthoof short duration.
There would be views at relatively close range alongtiddesRoad, King Hill Road
and to some extent along Mountain Road (primarily visiteen a few residences).

Figure 27. Westford Road Milton Road (1.9 miles)

ing Hill) Road ( (2.7 miles)
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Colchester

Views from Colchester are extremely limited with apble glimpse along
Farnsworth Road.

JE—

Georgia Mountain

Figure 30. Intersection of Middle and Farnsworth Roads, Colchester ( 6.8 miles)

D. Lakes, Ponds, and Recreation Areas

The project would be visible from portions of Lake Ch&mpin Colchester, South
Hero, Grand Isle and St. Albans. State Parks on Lake@lhan from which the project
would be visible include Kill Kare and Burton Island. lalso likely to be visible from
Grand Isle State Park just beyond the 10-mile viewshed liforeground trees in these
State Parks would limit most views within the Parks. FBurton Island views to the
project site are seen primarily from the marina. Mubker views are toward the
Adirondack Mountains. A wind project across the lakBew York is also visible (at a
considerable distance). The Georgia Wind Project maysiide from the beach at Sand
Bar State Park during low water levels. All views frbake Champlain would be 9-10
miles away. (See photograph on page 10 and PET —-JLZ-3 ViawjfoRoute 2
Causeway and PET 1-51 Supplemental Burton Island State Park)
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The project would also be visible from nearly all oféwhead Mountain Lake including
the Access Area off Route 104A. It is possible but unlikelye visible from very
limited stretches of the Lamoille River, but would beables from an informal fishing
access area along Route 104A (see Appendix 3/Exhibit DPS-SWhdlation A2).

There may be some visibility from Colchester Pond batdistance of about 9 miles
away.

The project may also be glimpsed from portions of@hamplain Valley Bikeway, but is
unlikely to be a prominent feature within views.

Figure 31. Arrowhead Mountain Lake Boat Access Area (1.4 miles) -

E. Village Centers

The project ridge would be seen intermittently fromfdd’s village centers including
the Municipal Offices and Library located on Hobbs Roaat @ozy Corners as well as
from the High School and Elementary Schools. Itha#le cases foreground buildings
and trees reduce the overall dominance of Georgia Mountdia historic village center
of Milton is in a dip in the road and views will be nmral until the village outskirts
around Arrowhead Mountain Lake and north near WestforahNimd East Roads.

Fairfax village is tightly knit with foreground buildings@trees obscuring views are
likely from many areas including around Bellows Academy, faom the nearby Park
and playground in relative close proximity (about 3 mileayg.
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Views are possible but unlikely from the village center&ebrgia, Westford, and
Colchester. The project would be visible from the GeoRgiblic Library but this is not
located in a village center.

Figure 3. View of Georgia Montain from Milton Municipal Offices and Library (3.8 miles)

Figure 33. View of Georgia Mountain from Milton High School (3.3 miles)
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Figure 34. View of Georgia Mountain from Bellows Academy in Fairfax (3.1 miles)

F. Historic Sites

Historic sites were not specifically inventoried or cdesed in this assessment. The
project is not known to be visible from any historic siter which views of Georgia
Mountain are critical to the experience or interpretadf the resource.

G. Private Residences and Camps

The proximity of the project site to the Burlington meuflitan area as well as to
Interstate 89 results in a relatively densely devel@ped and a greater potential for
project visibility from residences. Residential aredth the greatest proximity and
potential for viewing the project are located along and pedions of Route 7, Westford
Road, North Road, Georgia Mountain Road, Fairfax village, Route 104 in Fairfax.
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V. Adverse Aesthetic Impacts

The characteristics of the surrounding area, the ctaistics of the project and the
potential visibility of the proposed project have beerulised in detail above. To
summarize, the project would consist of 3-5 wind turbinék am overall height of 388-
443 feet located along the ridge of Georgia Mountain indtwas of Milton and Georgia.
The surrounding area is fairly densely developed in patidmMilton, but elsewhere is
largely rural in character. The project would have lichkesibility from [-89, but would
be visible from portions of State Routes 2, 7, 104, 104A128dn the surrounding area
as well as from a number of local roads. It would lsébieé from Lake Champlain and
Burton Island State Park at distances of 9-10 miles away.

Wind projects will inevitably be visible from numerous lbeas including recreation
areas such as rivers, lakes, ponds and hiking traildetBrmining whether or not the
views of the project would have “adverse visual impac¢ts’ mecessary to examine a
number of factors which affect the degree of prominemcedegree of contrast of a
particular wind project. Some factors relate to cttarsstics of the site and
surroundings, while others have to do with charactesistiche project itself. In
determining the degree of impact, it is very unlikely that @ane of the factors described
below would result in a determination of undue advergmaats. However if there are
significant issues with multiple factors, especi#iigse involving very sensitive viewing
areas, there may be reasons for concern.

A. Factors Relating to the Site and Surrounding Area

. Focal Point/Scenic Quality
Relative scenic quality can be systematically assedseckeptional views
constitute a valuable resource and can be negatively ietbagtinappropriately
designed or sited development. Some measures of scehig god their
relationship to viewpoints within the study are discussdovin Much of the
study area can be considered to have moderate to high scatity, though only
a few have exceptional scenic quality.

Focal Point Strong and compelling focal points often enhance scenic
quality. These tend to be elements that contrasttiin surroundings
and are often used as landmarks. In some cases, d&aimomay appear
as a focal point simply because it is seen in ismatiWithin the project
study area both Cobble Hill and Arrowhead Mountain aresnd@stinctive
in form, while Georgia Mountain, although taller is gamin form to
other surrounding hills.

Another question is whether the proposed project migitadie views of
other important focal points in the surrounding area.nded above these
include Lake Champlain, Arrowhead Mountain Lake, the Ldm&lver,
and in some locations views toward the Green Mountalfrem Lake
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Champlain the project occupies a small part of panoramiesvaand the
Adirondack Mountains seen to the west are far morendish form. The
project will be a notable feature seen in views on aadral Arrowhead
Mountain Lake where it will be viewed in close proximitihe project
will also be seen in several instances in conjunckitin the Lamoille
River. In views heading south on 104 A the project wdttee
prominently in what is now a dramatic view of the riv@ihe project
would be seen in only one brief location adjacent tdGreen Mountains
along Route 7 in Georgia. In most instances the GviEemtains would
be seen in the opposite direction and would not beatega

Visual Diversity In general, landscapes with greater visual diversity in
terms of topography, vegetation, water features or ratérops tend to be
more scenic than those that are less diverse. Mdsé gtudy area is
sufficiently diverse to result in landscapes of modetathigh scenic
quality, but the views toward the project ridge do nottasthe level of
spectacular scenery. By contrast, views to the Gvimmtains from
some areas in Fairfax, and to the Adirondacks from IGik@mplain can
be considered exceptional views, but these would be rfiestseen
facing away from the proposed project.

Increasing Scenic Quality >

Intactness In the built landscape, development and other charages c
erode natural and cultural patterns and detract from sqanigty by
increasing visual clutter. The project ridge was previodsiyeloped with
a communications tower. The tower is relatively lovelevation and is
not highly prominent. The addition of 3-5 turbines willdsanore
development on a ridgeline that has already been @ltersome extent,
but should not result in visual clutter since the remeptttern of white
turbines will appear separate and distinct. Trees alengdge are likely
to appear intact with no obvious disturbance at ground, lex@licing the
apparent degree of degradation of the natural features aidhntain
ridge.

Unigueness of Resourc&eorgia Mountain appears as one of the larger
landforms in the area and is identified as “noteworthythe Georgia
Municipal Plan. From a few viewpoints it appears asibst prominent
mountain. But from most vantage points, it is seeongsof many hills
and mountains within the view.
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. Viewing Distance/Proximity
Proximity to a wind project can affect its relative@prinence in views. Generally
views within %2 mile are considered to be foreground viemgare locations
where details can be perceived such as leaves on tveddleground views
which extend from %2 mile to 5 miles away are vieww/lmch vegetative and land
use patterns are visible, and in clear weather condigeen individual trees can
be identified. Background views are those over 5 miley @mvarhich details
become less clear and landforms begin to take orightdolor? As one moves
away from a wind project, it will generally appear snradled occupy a smaller
part of the overall view.

There are no public viewpoints within a ¥2 mile of the psmabproject. The
closest views of the project from public areas are akay Georgia Mountain
Road (see DPS-JV-3-B2b). This road is not a heavilgt usete by the public,
but for a few property owners the project would be visdtbleery close
proximity. Seen from this distance the project ridge rielatively prominent
landform. Views within 3 miles include Arrowhead Mounthake, Fairfax
village and outskirts along Route 104, Route 104 A, and th&idstsf Milton
village to the east along North Road and East Road. t®tneir relative
proximity the project will appear more prominent from thaseas.

. Viewer Expectations
Certain landscapes are valued for particular aesthqigriences such as being
surrounded by a natural landscape with little or no evidehbaman alteration,
seeing a dramatic scenic view, or providing a unique exanhplewtural
landscape that retains historic settlement patteffa. example, motorized craft
are restricted on some water bodies for the exprassmeof providing a natural
setting. Some trails and parks were protected expresspydviding a particular
experience. Most landscapes, however, are part ivindking landscape” and
there is a general expectation that it will change awntl’e incorporating new
development and technologies.

Within the study area no documentation has been fouhavthad indicate that
viewing a wind project would interfere with particular expeaces or values
associated with the land. Georgia Mountain itself leenlmeveloped with a
communications tower and the mountain itself is useckegionally for ATVs
and snowmobiles. There are no Wilderness Areas, nai@as or identified
scenic overlooks within close proximity to the mountaifiews from Lake
Champlain include numerous human-made elements.

. View Duration
Some views are seen as quick glimpses while driving alsogdway or hiking a
trail, others are seen for a more extended durationervitiere are extended

* These viewing distances were developed by the U.r8sFService and serve as a general guide for
understanding the visual characteristics of landscapesoandlterations may affect them.
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views especially from significant scenic areas visuglaots may be exacerbated.
Examples include hiking trails with views extending overropeeky ridges with
highly scenic distant views; or where there are numedoaamented highly
scenic and sensitive viewpoints throughout a region. Ogecudiural meadows
in the area provide a number of locations where viend te be extended over
distances of over a mile such as along Route 104. Hawehe project ridge is
generally not viewed directly ahead and is not an impoftecal point within the
views.

. Number of Users
Areas that receive large numbers of users may be @vadiagnore sensitive since
more people are likely to view the proposed project. Argiisneave been made
on both sides of this question: where there are few peagaments are made
that “no one will see it” but conversely, that theahas “remote” values. By
contrast where many people are located one can arguéeéhawould be
numerous viewers, or that the project is appropriatelgted in an already
developed area. Unless there is documented evidenceetimaiteness” is a
valued resource in the surrounding area, or that throngsagfle are coming to
view the project ridge or its immediate surroundings fsdenic value, the
factor of numbers of users may not be particularlkgvaht.

. Documentation of Scenic or Recreational Importance
When there is public documentation of particular scenrecreational resources,
especially in local, regional or state planning documénisan indication of
broad public consensus of the value of a particular resourhis issue is
addressed in more detail in the next section under “QamiygnStandard”. The
only documentation found was in the Georgia Municipal Rlaith identifies
Georgia Mountain as a “noteworthy” resource. No otherrg#ae evidence is
provided. While references to Arrowhead Mountain Lake, #radille River
and Lake Champlain are common, few or no referenc€gtwgia Mountain
were found in available literature or on web sites.

. Impacts on Open Space

Except for occasional ATV use the summit of Georgiaulain has not been
publically accessible. While the appearance of an undeseladgeline will be
altered resulting in some impacts to perceptions of spane, from public
vantage points the turbines are likely to appear to be rdioge an undisturbed
forest since the roads and clearings should not bdevisibsite.

B. Factors Relating to Project Characteristics
The design and visual characteristics of a proposedcpica® exacerbate or mitigate

visual impacts. The following factors need to be evallidbut must be examined
also in terms of the context in which they are viewsdlescribed above.
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Project Scale
The height of turbines makes them very visible elemanthe landscape.

Despite their large size however, it is often diffido tell just how high they are.
In assessing scale the relevant factor is how theyaappéhe context of their
surroundings and whether or not their size overwhelms tgathaf the mountain
on which they are located. Georgia Mountain is reddyigmall compared with
other mountains that have been considered for similagqisoj Therefore, the
turbines will appear proportionally larger on Georgia Maum especially if the
larger 2.5MW turbines are used. Nevertheless, the oveeslb of the turbines
would not overwhelm the visual prominence of the mounta@ifi Moreover, a
maximum of 4 of the larger turbines could be used, thus sgitize “horizontal
scale” of the project (see below).

Number of Turbines within the View
The relatively small number of turbines proposed wouldlrés a small
“horizontal scale,” so that the project would occupyratéd overall area in most
views. From a few vantage points Georgia Mountain ap@esaasmore dominant
feature. These would include portions of Arrowhead Mouritake, and some
sections of Georgia Mountain Road, North Road, Easti Reaute 104A and
from some areas within Fairfax village including the BgoAcademy.

Visual Clutter
One of the reasons many people find wind energy prog¢ttsctive is because
the repetition of like objects creates a sense of @@rsimplicity that minimizes
discord. A well designed project will ensure that othé&astructure such as
roads, power lines, storage areas and substations eemeadrfrom view from
important viewing areas. This provides a sense thatuthaés are rising above
an intact forested landscape. In general this woutdugefor the Georgia
Mountain Community Wind Project despite the presence efating
communications tower. This tower is relatively snaatl is located at the far end
of the ridge so that it will appear to be a separatesgmdficantly less dominant
visual element.

Color
The white color of wind turbines is preferred by the Fedgeabnautics
Administration (FAA) to facilitate visibility to air@ft. Daytime lighting is not
required if turbines are white. This color may also mak®lwurbines more
visually appealing as it is a clean and cheerful coldrerahan the industrial gray
of most communications towers for example. Both wahité gray work equally
well against clouds and are equally likely to be silhouetteitain lighting

conditions.

Movement
The rotation of the blades may tend to draw attentdarbines but the very slow
rotational speed is not overly distracting and is comsaiby many to be part of
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the visual appeal of wind turbines. When they are movinglttkes reinforce
the connection to the ridgeline by making the wind olsder Studies show they
are viewed as more attractive when in motion thanmveti.

. Lighting
Approximately three red strobe lights are likely to éguired by FAA. For those
who find wind turbines generally attractive, lighting oftemains one of the
most intrusive characteristics. Except for navigatiights on Lake Champlain,
no other similar red strobe lights are known to exishéstudy area.
Nevertheless, there is a sufficient amount of devetpiwithin the surrounding
area that lights in general are likely to be a commmehfeequently observed
occurrence. At night lights are seen in isoladod not as part of a larger
landscape context. The lights are designed to be visildeplanes but not to
light up the surrounding area so they do not contribus&yaylow. There are no
known remote camping areas in close proximity to the prréem which night
lighting could degrade the experience of a natural setfingm campsites on
Lake Champlain at distances of 10 miles or more,igiitsl would be visible but
difficult to see. There may also be impactsasidents who may have outdoor
use areas with views oriented to the project site. nlimber of instances where
this might occur is not known.

. Noise(See Noise Assessment Report, Exhibit DPS-RL-1)

Noise can affect the character of an area arfterefore an aesthetic as well as
health consideration. Noise analysis reports ghatvnoise levels will not
exceed recommended day and night time levels. Howéveipassible that the
turbines will be audible during certain atmospheric conastioThis is likely to be
an infrequent occurrence, especially at distances githaterl mile away, but
may be noticeable to some people.

. Shadow Flicker
Shadow flicker is seldom problematic at our latitudes beéyphalf mile away
Studies appear to indicate that there would be no efbéstisadow flicker on any
residences in the area.

C. Conclusions Regarding Adverse Aesthetic Impacts

The proposed Georgia Mountain Community Wind Projecthaille adverse
aesthetic impacts. The project would be seen from raumsareas including
locations in relatively close proximity. Many of thegews are very scenic and
include other local focal points such as Arrowhead Manrtake, the Lamoille
River and Lake Champlain. Georgia Mountain itself isancg¢gionally important
focal point but it is a notable feature in many viewsth@ugh relatively small in size
(number of turbines) the project will contrast in folcojor, texture and scale with

®> National Research Council of the National Acadentiesjronmental Impacts of Wind Energy Projects,
Chapter 4, p. 160.



31

similar land uses in the surrounding area. lIts ridgetination will make it
particularly prominent.

While it is true that many people will find the projectuatly appealing, it is the
author’s belief that that the evaluation of aesthiepacts should not be made on
whether or not people find wind turbines beautiful or notesehopinions will vary
from person to person. Rather, the determination dimiimade on the
characteristics of the site and surrounding landscaf®e extent to which the project
ridge is a valuable scenic resource, the extent to wheproject would interfere
with identifiable and/or documented scenic resourceseistinrounding area, and the
extent to which it would dominate views are more relegamistions.

V. Undue Adverse Aesthetic Impacts

The question to be addressed below is whether the adwgraets described above
would extend to “undue adverse aesthetic impacts”. Thehl@aeknalysis employs
three tests discussed in detail below (see the Inttioauior the full text of the three
tests).

A. Would the Project Violate Clear Written Community Standard?
A clear written community standard is a statement apmgar publically adopted
planning and/or zoning documents which identifies specifiha@stor scenic
resources to be protected and providing adequate guidance topgeseloncerning
the manner in which they should be protected. The prajecld be located in the
Towns of Milton and Georgia and the plans of those Tawns provide the primary
guidance. The Towns of Fairfax and Westford are atetdwns in relative close
proximity. Their planning documents cannot determine wlratldvbe acceptable
development in a neighboring town, but no statements feeind pertaining to views
to Georgia Mountain or to aesthetic impacts of wind enprgjects. Therefore there
would be no undue adverse impact related to the locag@mma planning
recommendations or requirements.

» Milton Comprehensive Plan (April 12, 2008)

The Plan begins with a general Vision Statement (Chdptatroduction to the Plan:
Vision Statement and Goals, Resource Use and Proteptges 3-4) as follows:

Emphasis is placed on preservation of Milton’s scenic ridgelines and water
resources including the Lamoille River and Lake Champlain watershed and
wetlands.

The proposed project would be located in a “Forestry/@wasion/Scenic Ridgeline
District”, and within the “East Milton Planning Area”.h& ridges along the eastern
edge of the town including Georgia Mountain, Cobble Hill Ancbwhead Mountain
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are included in the Forestry/Conservation/Scenic Ridgé&lisgict. The plan states
that the delineation is based on topography and thatahem@reas within these
districts that “may not include sensitive areas”, drad these should be considered
“transitional areas” suitable for conditional usgsi¢al occurring within the
Agricultural/Rural Residential District. The Plan mens a “windshield survey” of
scenic resources but the results are not part of tinedPlandorsed by the Planning
Commission (Chapter 7, Resource Use and Protectiothé&&sResources, Page
75). Although the District title implies that Georgialhtain has scenic value, no
guidance is provided as to the factors that contribuits 8zenic character or how the
resource should be managed

On page 97, the Plan describes the goals for the EasnMittea as follows:

The area has the highest potential for resource utilization and the highest
concentration of resources in need of protection.

This section continues by noting the importance of afjuice as the primary resource
use in this area. Goals include encouraging agricultuesl as well as low density
residential development that enhances the charactkee afrea.

The Plan’s Energy section (page 30) specifically mentopstential wind project on
Georgia Mountain, but makes no other statements. Tbeglf goals do not address
wind energy referring only to energy efficiency and titans

» Georgia Comprehensive Municipal Plan (September 2006)

In Section Il the Plan describes the existing conditioithe community and
identifies goals and objectives, with Section L focugsingscenic resources within the
Town that are “noteworthy features” (pages 25-26):

= Goodrich Hill, Georgia Mountain, St. Albans Hill, and Bradley Hill. Tdes
forested slopes are prominent features, whose scenic quality aretdobje
degradation by development or cover change.

= Lake Champlain Viewshed. The views from and the views to tharaketh
important.

= |-89 Viewshed. The interstate may be considered a scenic corridor.

= Route 7 Viewshed. Particularly from Georgia Center north, this Wietvplays a
key role in peoples' perception of the town.

= Areas adjacent to Arrowhead Mountain Lake and Lamoille River.

= Georgia Plains and the Lowlands Areas. The area between Middle Road/Cline
Road and Route 7, transvergsdt] by Mill River, Polly Hubbard, Reynolds,
Pattee Hill, and Georgia Plains Roads contains a characteristic and hastori
Champlain Valley landscape.

= River and Stream Beds. These are also part of the visual landscape thekil
are protected through state and federal legislation, they are nevesdheles
vulnerable to physical and thus visual alteration.
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Georgia Mountain is specifically mentioned as one of fmoteworthy” landforms.
However, the Plan provides no specific reasons facigsic value or guidance as to
how it should be protected from degradation. Therefbrg cannot be considered a
clear written community standard. Neverthelessaukhbe noted that the project
would be visible from many of the areas identified in @eos Plan including
Arrowhead Mountain Lake, the environs of the Lamoille Revad from many of the
roads identified.

Discussion of wind energy within the Plan is minimahwonly one brief mention
(page 52) as follows:

We should begin to look more seriously at alternative energy sourcesrfor
future needs. Emphasis should be placed on renewable energy sources such as
wood, methane, ethanol, wind, solar, and hydro.

Regional Plans

* Chittenden County Regional Plan

The project is located in a Rural Planning Area. Thesasaare “intended to be
places that preserve Vermont'’s traditional rural chiardc The policies are general
and do not constitute a Community Standard:

= Promote the use of land for recreation, conservation, agriculturecsiture,
and other resource-extraction industries through private activities, @idotid
management, and the designation of natural areas.

= Be developed in accordance with local plans and bylaws and cooperative efforts
among government agencies, nonprofit organizations, and landowners to retain
the character of Vermont's traditional rural landscape and ensure ecosystem
health.

= Encourage residential development to be small-scale and to cluster dricgmal
SO0 as to aggregate areas of open space.

= Not provide the same level of services as the other Planning Ametesad
providing most local services for Rural Planning Area residents and agmealilt
businesses in nearby Village Planning Areas, while other needs wikteym
uses in the Metropolitan Planning Areas or Enterprise Planning Areas.

= Have a lower priority for public sewer and water infrastructureestments and
programs.

* Northwest Regional Plan

The Plan opens with the followingsion Statement Page i):
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Continued improvements in the quality of the region’s natural and built envératnm
including improved air and water quality and the protection of the region’s most
important natural, cultural and scenic features.

In Chapter 3, Natural and Cultural Environment Resourcesgizeldlountain is
noted on page 3.2 as one of the three most prominentittin the Green Mountain
foothills.

On page 3.22-3.23 in discussing Scenic Resources, the Plan @potiggation of

the Vermont Agency of Natural Resourcésrmont’s Scenic Landscapes: A Guide
for Growth and ProtectiolfVANR 1991) noting several types of scenic landscape
types including Ridgelines, hilltops and peaks, for which theviing
recommendation is madelocate new development down-slope - provide screening
to prevent visual dominance of the landscape.

Scenic and Aesthetic Goals and Policies are outlinguhges 3.26-3.27. These
include recommendations for lighting and high elevationcstires.

Scenic And Aesthetic Resources Goals:

3.14 To preserve significant scenic and aesthetic resources of tla rfegithe benefit of
current and future generations.

3.15 To encourage land uses that enhance the image of a working, sustainably managed,
natural resource based economy balanced with settled towns and wildlands.

Palicies:

3.32 Support the use of donations or purchase of scenic easements by puyblater
groups.

3.33 Support local efforts to designate important scenic areas or casridor

3.34 Encourage efforts to improve sites that have an existing strucgegeor development
that diminishes the scenic view.

3.35 Encourage the scale, siting, design and management of new developmenh to be
keeping with the character of the landscape and the area’s built environment.

3.36 Discourage development along prominent ridgelines and hilltops.

3.37 Encourage developments to use vegetative and landscaping screens totheluce
visual impact.

3.38 Encourage the use of incentives for preservation of scenis & scenic corridors.
3.39 Exterior lighting should employ technologies and designs that minigtizéehving the
site, particularly by down shielding lights, arranging them so that #neynot directly visible
from nearby roads, residences or distant vantage points, and limiting tdeoreadditional
exterior lighting.

3.40 Creative methods of arranging lighting to reduce overall foot candtgwove true
color rendering and provide for even lighting which minimizes overly bagkas, or “hot
spots”, are encouraged.

3.41 Discourage development that will significantly increase the degréight pollution”,
which is understood to mean lighting that illuminates the night sky.

3.42 Discourage exterior lighting on prominent physical features and landscapes that
adversely impacts the nighttime landscape.

3.43 Telecommunications towers and other prominent high-elevation strudtordd s
minimize their impact on scenic resources by reducing theiosiloeation so that exterior
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lighting is not required, by seeking opportunities for co-location, and threbgfce of site,
shape and color of the structure that reduces the visual impact ofibhlpment.

None of the Policies are mandatory but two deserve fudiseussion as they address
prominent ridgelines. 3.36 discourages development along promidgelines.
Georgia Mountain is noted as a prominent ridgeline iougisions of Natural and
Cultural Resources (page 3.2) but it is not specificallgtinged in discussions of
aesthetics and the policy is not mandatory. The grajeald not contribute to light
pollution (Policy 3.41) as the hazard lighting is intendetld seen but not to light up
surrounding areas. The light intensity is relatidely. With regard to 3.43, the
project’s horizontal scale is relatively small thoutghvertical scale will require
hazard lighting. This will result in adverse impaatsscenic resources but the
project is co-located with an existing communicationgetoand is within an area
where night lighting is relatively common.

Chapter 6 addresses Energy and wind energy in particujgages 6.4 - 6.5. The
benefits and potential for wind energy are noted aloni the following caution
concerning the potential for aesthetic impacts. No spaefiommendations are
made.

While the benefits of wind power are substantial, the location diytgitaled wind
energy turbines and associated facilities can adversely interféinesegnic, natural, and
historic resources. Much like other power generation facilitiesatiatind generation
sites are appropriate to every setting. Although currently elitic commercially viable
wind generation sites, ridgelines are the more visible portionseoRegion’s landscape
and aesthetically valued by many. Both the Vermont Environmental BoatHeaRdblic
Service Board have identified upland areas and ridgelines as having parycular
sensitive landscapes. The region and individual municipalities shouldstadérthe
Section 248 review process, so that in the case a proposed comrpssat, the local
community will have maximum participation for a positive outcome.

. Would The Project Offend the Sensibilities of the Averag®erson?

Although the project would have adverse aesthetic imp@etsuld not offend the
sensibilities of the average person. Georgia Mounsanot distinctive in form or a
focal point in views. It is generally seen as onsexeral hills and mountains within
most contexts. From most vantage points the lapésisarural in character, and
although often very scenic, it is a landscape thatasacterized by a mixture of
cultural and natural features, and often the use of r@blewatural resources plays a
role in the existing landscape. The project is reddyigmall in breadth and would
not overwhelm the visual presence of Georgia Mount&ime mountain itself as well
as other scenic resources will continue to contributbed@haracter of the area.
Some individual property owners will be more adversdigcaéd, particularly in
situations where Georgia Mountain is a prominent featienged from indoor or
outdoor living spaces and seen in relative proximity. hNigne hazard lights could
also be more disturbing in these instances. The masficamnt visual impacts will
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affect some property owners along Georgia Mountain Realtuatrated in DPS-JV-
4 (B2b). But for the “average person” living in or tranglthrough the surrounding
towns, the project will be a noticeable element butildmot significantly degrade
the experience of the scenic landscape.

C. Has The Applicant Failed to Take Adequate Mitigating Steps?

Siting is critical to mitigation of wind energy projecta. poorly sited project may not
be able to be adequately mitigated through design and niicrgt&chniques.
Georgia Mountain provides a reasonable setting for theuBsthe project proposed.
Design features which may influence the relativehatst impacts of a project may
include:

Turbine Selectionmost turbine designs and colors are relatively aimil
Modern turbines have been able to increase power outgutiti¥e increase in
overall size of the turbines. This means that thrdewr2-2.5MW turbines
could produce the same or more power than five 1.5MW turbifbs difference
in overall size of the turbines would be difficult to pEve and the larger turbines
would result in few numbers.

. Access and Summit Road Desidim examining proposed grading plans, it
does not appear that the project would result in any @&fvsstbility of turbine
pads, roadways or fill slopes.

. Collector Line Siting and DesigiThe proposed pole size and clearing width
are relatively small and any significant visibilityuslikely. However, there
could be some minimal visibility of the line clearingiad portions of North
Road.

. Substation and Switchyard Siting and Screeniitge size of the project will

not require a substation and a very small switchinditiaevill be installed near

the Husky Plant and should be relatively unobtrusive.

. Siting and Design of Storage Areas and other Support 8tescT hese
appear to be well sited for minimal off-site visibility.
. Recreational Access to Sitié is presumed that current ATV access will

continue on the site, although it is possible that ilv@equire some rerouting.

VI. Conclusions

The proposed Georgia Community Wind Project would resdtirerse aesthetic
impacts but would not result in undue adverse aesthet@ctsp

The project would introduce new and contrasting structloesy the ridgeline of a
notable geographic feature in the area. The project weulcequently viewed
throughout the area, often across scenic foregroundgetticluding the Lamoille River,
Arrowhead Mountain Lake and scenic farmlands. It wowdd &k visible from a
relatively large area of Lake Champlain though at aidersble distance of 9-10 miles.
The project site is not a distinct landform or stromgpd point within the surrounding
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area and would occupy a small part of most views whiclhiggcimany other hills and
mountains. There are no viewing areas within the suriogradea identified as scenic
viewpoints or features, or those for which an entingliural or intact landscape is
documented as a critical resource.

VII. Evaluation of the Petitioner’s Aesthetic Impact Assssment

Landworks provided written Aesthetic Assessment and mappirtbdgroposed project
on behalf of the Petitioner and Vermont EnvironmeR&dearch Associates (VERA)
provided simulated photographs. The conclusions drawn bywaks as represented
by David Raphael are, in my opinion, sound. The report adésehe key components
of the Quechee Analysis and provides adequate illustratpgost materials including a
Viewshed Map, Cultural Resources Map, View from the Rdag and photographs
illustrating viewpoints within the surrounding area. Theege however a few issues in
the descriptions of the visual character of the surroundeeyand in the factors used in
drawing conclusions. These are outlined below.

o Eight pages of the report are devoted to general studiesliegaublic
opinion regarding wind power in Vermont and worldwide. Putyighion
is an important consideration especially since utiligles wind turbines
are new to the Vermont landscape and are very diffeéneform and
location compared with most traditional developmente @pinions of
affected parties are also appropriately considered byubkcFService
Board as it relates to a particular project. But in priagaa professional
visual impact assessment the focus should be on theupeart
characteristics of the site, the surroundings andhheacteristics of the
particular project as it relates to this context.

o Considerable emphasis is placed in the Report on teatext commercial
and industrial development within the surrounding aretleltime and
acknowledgement is made to the numerous scenic areassandces that
occur within the project surroundings. Arrowhead Mountaike is
viewed primarily as a “hydroelectric project” and “industfaldscape”
(pages 6, 15, 17, 26, 32, 33, and 36) and its scenic valuestare n
discussed. The Lamoille River is never mentioned aneBurton Island
and Kill Kare State Parks. The scenic rural charadt&eorgia and
Fairfax both of which are in relatively close proxiynio the project are
given little attention. See for example the “Samgbf Photos of the
Project Environs” (pages 19-23) which do not illustrate arthef
numerous scenic views toward the project ridge. Simitamlpage 261§
the Project Compatible with its Surrounding®) mention is made of
scenic views toward the project ridge.

Generally a visual assessment methodology begins byfidegt
the scenic resources within an area as well as visiaibits/e sites. It is
the purpose of the assessment to examine the extehidb te proposed
project may affect existing scenic resources. The pressffugh and
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even exceptional scenic quality in an area does not theaa wind
project would be inappropriate. But these views must beiidehand
the relevant characteristics of the views discussed eoximity, duration
of view, uniqueness, etc.).

Similarly the visibility of Georgia Mountain and hendée fproject is
downplayed in the report (although well represented oV ige from the

Road Map). Compared with settings where wind projects baen
proposed to date (Sheffield and Deerfield) this area hay oj@en
agricultural fields which permit views of fairly long duratialong some
public roads. Here again, visibility does not necessardgn undue
adverse impacts, but visibility needs to be clearly dsmdisis well as the
manner in which the project is seen in those views.

Views from residences are not typically analyzed taitlen Visual
Assessment Reports which emphasize the public landscape. B
assumptions can be made and discussed about the ldetifiwisibility
from residences. Here again, the fact that theldoeiViews from
residences should not be interpreted as problematic, meedbto be
acknowledged.

Discussion of climate relative to aesthetic impagisrelevant (see pages
27, 34 and 51) in my opinion. A wind energy project isry genny area
with few cloudy days is unlikely to have greater impactstdube lack of
clouds (e.g. Colorado). Indeed, one can argue that teenue of cloudy
days only makes the views on clear days all the moualktd. | believe
we need to stop using the weather argument and focus oistiad
characteristics of the site and project.

The “clustering effect” is mentioned on pages 33, 34, 3538k a
mitigating property. | am unaware of any evidence that peopl
turbines viewed behind one another as any more pleasinghthan
horizontal array. In fact, this characteristic identified as a negative
attribute in a hearing in Maine.

Table 3 (page 40) Matrix of Viewpoints from Public Investtsemithin
the 10-Mile Radius does not mention either Burton IslangilbKare
State Parks.

Appendix 2 contains numerous photographs of the surrounddag &r
believe these misrepresent the visual character aiathieext by
overemphasizing the extent to which development occiihgwiews
rather than illustrating the scenic resources which @xihe area. Mr.

Raphael seems to include power lines, signs, trees aedhatitt elements
are in nearly every photo. While this is a topic of ptéédebate, |
believe it is the purpose of a visual assessment toseqréhe scenic
resources in the best light and by contrast to exathm&orse case
scenario with a project. Photographs because thestititend to over-
emphasize foreground clutter.

Evaluation of Petitioner’s Simulations and Viewshede Petitioner’s
simulation at Arrowhead Mountain Lake (PET.JLZ-3 Viewyig#4) was
duplicated in order to verify its accuracy. Both were tbtmaccurately
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represent the proposed project with 1.5MW turbines (see DFPH- We
also requested a version from the Petitioner illusigahe maximum
turbine size (2.5 MW) and a simulation from Burton Islabtaté&Park.
Both were provided (see PET.1-50 and PET.1-51 Supplemental).
The viewpoints selected by the petitioner represent a i@nge
distances and angles of view and include several comngatityering
places such as Georgia Public Library and BFA High Scinoéirfax.
They under-represent, in my opinion, the scenic resewftthe area and
focus too heavily on developed locations rather than thbseenthe
natural landscape predominates and which can be considenade high
scenic quality. In particular Viewpoint #5 from Routdldstrates one of
the least scenic stretches of Route 7 in the study dréaimportant to
use simulations to illustrate impacts to the most sameias within an area
as these represent the areas which could potentialli/the greatest
concern.
We found the viewshed analysis and other maps preparee pgtitioner
to be accurate and useful. It is generally typical inalismpact
assessments to identify and illustrate all viewpointstarindicate
specific viewpoints on maps.



