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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Over the past few months I have studied opposition to wind power developments 

in New England, specifically focusing on a case study of opposition to Green Mountain 

Power (GMP)’s Kingdom Community Wind (KCW) project in the Northeast Kingdom 

town of Lowell, Vermont. In many ways, I became interested in this topic and specific 

project by chance. I spent the previous summer working in the External Affairs 

department of ISO-New England, the organization that oversees the regional electrical 

grid and “keeps the light on.” Through this experience I gained a macroscopic 

understanding of regional electrical energy policy issues and system requirements as well 

as a thorough overview of how the New England grid accommodates developments in 

energy technology.  I spent a significant portion of my time in External Affairs working 

on materials related to renewable energy adoption and state plans. I even had the 

opportunity to tour Berkshire Wind, a 10-turbine, 15 megawatt (MW) wind farm in 

Hancock, MA. The following fall, I gained even more insights into the future of regional 

renewable energy. Working alongside ISO engineers in the System Planning department, 

I helped research and compile data for forecasts of the impact of small-scale renewable 

energy.  

One Monday in late July I stumbled across the impetus for this topic. Late on the 

previous Friday, July 26, the Governor of Vermont, Peter Shumlin, sent a letter to the 

ISO criticizing its curtailment—or removal from the grid in order to accommodate other 

energy providers— of the Kingdom Community Wind (KCW) farm, a 21-turbine, 63 

MW facility, in Lowell, Vermont.  Officially this announcement, made me responsible 

for tracking news stories and statements made about the project. Somewhat unofficially, 
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the letter sent me off on an examination of the project and led me into a story of 

formidable local opposition to KCW that started with project development, carried 

through completion, and lingered through its frequent curtailment.  

At first, I was skeptical of opposition to the project. While my experience dealing 

with the Shumlin letter and understanding of transmission requirements helped me 

understand many of wind energy’s shortcomings, I generally held an optimistic view of 

the technology. Having heard information from industry experts and followed the slow 

development of wind projects across the region, I tended to view opposition to wind 

projects as pure obstructionism. I saw local opposition to “green” developments as a 

myopic unwillingness to bear the sacrifices needed to adopt energy policies that would 

have positive regional, national, and even international effects.  

Returning back to Amherst in the fall I sought to examine this case from a more 

academic perspective. I was interested in the  “social gap” between general wind power 

acceptance and particular localized opposition.1 Specifically, I wondered why there was 

such frequent opposition to wind project in the largely, pro-wind “Green” Mountain state. 

However, through examination of the Lowell Mountain group and understanding of wind 

development opposition in the North East, my understanding of the nature of opposition 

to wind energy has developed and changed. Instead of solely wondering why groups like 

the Lowell Mountain Occupiers oppose the projects my focus has shifted to trying to 

                                                           
1Bell, Derek, Tim Gray, and Claire Haggett. “The ‘Social Gap’ in Wind Farm Siting 

Decisions: Explanations and Policy Responses.” Environmental Politics 14, no. 4 

(August 2005): 460–477. 
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understand what their efforts have meant and could mean for the development of an 

improved local, state, regional, and national energy future. 

I am far from the first person to explore the “social gap” between general wind 

power acceptance and particular localized opposition and question why intense local 

opposition arises despite general support for wind energy. My initial reading of social 

science scholarship on wind development patterns across the United States and in 

Europe, many of which are dominated by the Cape Wind/Palm Springs narrative, 

reconfirmed these views. While opposition to wind development was not usually 

classified as unbridled NIMBY-ism, it generally reflected the tendency of local 

community to avoid shouldering the burden of larger social needs. A “democratic deficit” 

results from locals’ unwillingness to embrace the benefits and burdens of impacting 

climate change.2 

However, examining the protests on Lowell Mountain I did not find a group of 

green “free-riders”3 who supported wind developments, but not on their ridgelines. 

Instead, I found a non-unique case in which a local coalition of opposition arose from 

people who truly believed that the development would negatively impact their 

community’s social, cultural, and economic health, local environment, Vermont’s energy 

goals, and impede the steps needed to reduce harmful carbon emissions. Their arguments 

were not NIMBY-ism covered up or misguided nationally centered opposition, but 

organic, locally formed opposition to an imminent harm.  

                                                           
2 Phadke, Roopali. “Steel Forests or Smoke Stacks: The Politics of Visualisation in the 

Cape Wind Controversy.” Environmental Politics 19, no. 1 (February 2010): 1–20., 4. 

 
3 Wolsink, Maarten. “Wind Power and the NIMBY-myth: Institutional Capacity and the 

Limited Significance of Public Support.” Renewable Energy 21 (2000): 49–64., 52.  
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While popular press and industry narratives do not totally vilify opponents, 

popular media, and “big green” utility information is “unreflectively pro-wind.” 

Technology scholar Mhairi Aitken finds that these entities express an “uncritical faith” in 

wind technology, assume that opposition to wind energy is “deviant” behavior, ignorant 

or misinformed, lacks proper information and education, and would support 

developments if they only trusted regulators and utilities. 4  Indeed, while many 

proponents pay-lip service to engagement with opponents suggesting, “personal 

motivations must be honestly examined and acknowledged before productive dialogue 

can occur,” the bulk of their writing and political strategies belie any commitment to two-

way conversation.5 Arguing the opponents reconsider their personal motives, proponents 

seemingly neglect to study their own.  Examining Lowell Mountain, I found a similar 

situation in which outside observers ignored and discredited the voices of local 

knowledge and opinion.  

  The intent of this project is not to criticize or champion wind 

development. Unlike the bulk of writing on the larger issue, I mean not to convince 

readers of wind’s burgeoning benefits or condemn the technology as unfit for the Eastern 

United States. By necessity, however, I will explore this anti/pro binary in order to 

understand how this dialogue informs the ways in which all those charged with defining 

the region’s energy future—citizens, policy makers, regulators, and corporations—work 

to address present and future challenges. Indeed, I intend to question the nature of 

                                                           
4 Aitken, Mhairi. “Why We Still Don’t Understand the Social Aspects of Wind Power: A 

Critique of Key Assumptions Within the Literature.” Energy Policy 38 (2010): 1834–

1841., 1836-40. 

 
5 Holtz, Susan. “Redirecting Anti-Wind Energy.” Alternatives Journal 39, no. 5 (October 

2013): 44–47., 46.  
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opposition to wind energy in Vermont in order to understand what’s being left out of this 

conversation and how it impacts democratic nature of policy making. In studying 

opposition to wind energy though this case, I sought to understand why opposition groups 

formed, how they coalesced, what collections of issues mattered most to them, and what 

actions they undertook in order to examine their (potential) contributions to this 

conversation and the effects of systematic organization to stymie, discredit, and silence 

their points of view.  

Further, I sought to understand why the actions of locally organized groups in 

Vermont are branded as selfish NIMBY-ism and how these largely spurious ties discredit 

the different points-of-view and information opponents can bring to the discussion. 

Specifically, I examine how large, media-grabbing cases like the Cape Wind project 

unduly influence public, academic, and industry perception of opposition to wind 

development and constrain the topic to a largely discredited, NIMBY-like framework. 

Moreover, this essay explores how these factors contribute to a dominant mindset in 

which opponents/residents must be convinced of wind’s benefits and made to trust 

developers or are at best marginalized and at worst totally discredited. 6  

In order to gather the information needed for my project and to understand many 

people’s passionate involvement—on both sides— with wind development I spoke to an 

assortment of activists, local officials, and community members. Without these 

interviews, this essay would be toothlessly impersonal; it would be largely incapable of 

probing beyond the flat rhetoric of press releases, new clippings, and blog posts or 

                                                           
6 Aitken, Mhairi. “Why We Still Don’t Understand the Social Aspects of Wind Power: A 

Critique of Key Assumptions Within the Literature.” Energy Policy 38 (2010): 1834–

1841. 
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questioning the proscriptive assertions of existent industry materials. The experience of 

these conversations—whether tucked in the cozy Craftsbury General Store, in full view 

of the 21 turbines, on the Lowell Mountain ridgeline, or over the phone from the comfort 

of Amherst, MA— reconfirms to the importance of allowing community members to 

freely offer their points of view. 

As public planning expert, Gwen Miller, asserts, “to say that renewable energy, in 

its various manifestations, is sustainable, requires it to be sustainable in the political and 

social realm, and requires fair, inclusive, intensive public comment.”7 For renewable 

energy to live up to its democratic (and even patriotic) promise requires it to consider 

local opinion and the challenges of local opposition. Opposition to the Lowell Mountain 

development and campaigns across the state of Vermont, provide excellent opportunities 

to explore the potential impact and contributions similar local groups can have and to 

study the harms that can result from ignoring civil dissent.  

Chapter 1 : Arguments for and Against Wind Power 

Why Wind? Why Now? 

Well before the days of Don Quixote, humans have erected windmills in attempts 

to harness the wind. After all, at its core wind energy is a fairly intuitive technology. It 

seeks to capture the energy present in naturally blowing wind in order to provide the 

energy needed to do work.  Presently, wind technology is going through the type of large-

                                                           
7 Miller, Gwen M. “Wind Power, Public Power: Evaluating Public Participation in New 

England Land-Based Wind Development.” Masters Thesis, University of Massachusetts -

- Amherst, 2013. 

http://scholarworks.umass.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2226&context=theses. 
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scale industrial development seen in other energy sectors. As the problems of coal, oil, 

and other fossil and carbon emitting fuels grow more apparent and as nuclear remains a 

largely untrusted energy source, “renewable” energy sources like wind power have grown 

in popularity.   

 Indeed, while wind energy proponents are working to make their technology 

price competitive (and eventually the lowest-cost fuel in a classic economic model) the 

technology holds the extra promise of helping to solve major environmental dilemmas. 

Renewables, especially wind, are seen as a way to help protect the environment and 

maintain a safe, diversified energy portfolio.8 Proponents view wind power as a part of 

the solution to reconcile the growing demand for energy with energy security needs and 

emission reduction targets.9 

Industry proponents largely stress two main, interrelated areas in which wind 

power promotes overall environmental health. Wind power is seen as a way to combat 

global climate change and to lessen dependence on “dirty” fuel sources.   As wind power 

itself (but not the grid to which it is connected) releases no carbon emissions or other 

green house gasses, adoption of the technology is seen as a way to dramatically reduce 

carbon output and curb the growth of global climate change. Furthermore, wind energy 

(like other renewables such as solar and geothermal) largely does not rely on natural 

resources whose extraction and use have deleterious environmental effects. Use of wind, 

proponents claim, will reduce use of shale gas, coal, oil, nuclear energy and other energy 

                                                           
8 Sautter, John A., James Landis, and Michael H. Dworkin. “The Energy Trilemma in the 

Green Mountain State: An Analysis of Vermont’s Energy Challenges and Policy 

Options.” Vermont Journal of Environmental Law 10 (2009). 

 
9 Bidwell, David. “The Role of Values in Public Beliefs and Attitudes Towards 

Commercial Wind Energy.” Energy Policy 58, no. 1 (2013): 189–199., 189. 
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sources whose extraction, use, and containment can lead to environmental contamination, 

public health impacts, resource conflicts, and other harms.  

Moreover, proponents argue, the rise of wind technology helps maintain a diverse 

energy portfolio. Maintaining diversity not only allows for reduction of the use of dirty 

and conflict producing fuels, but also helps to check against overuse of one particular fuel 

source. A diverse energy portfolio helps guard against temporary as well as long-range 

shortages that could challenge grid reliability, economic security, and public safety.  

Indeed, proponents often couch their support in terms of contributing to the global good 

or patriotically assisting a national imperative.  

If overdramatically, wind energy proponents present the technology as an 

important resource to develop moving forward.  Successful adoption of wind, proponents 

suggest, will allow economic growth while addressing pressing environmental and public 

health harms. Moreover, proponents urge quick adoption lest other energy developers and 

nations will reap the (inevitable) benefits. Although admitting to ways in which wind 

development has lagged and world governments and the energy industry has not done 

enough to promote the technology, wind energy proponents still confidently assert that 

wind is an essential technology of the future and failure to develop support and 

infrastructure will have lasting negative impacts.   

Many technology experts and industry proponents assert that because the United 

States needs to transition away from an overreliance on fossil fuels, successful, 

widespread adoption of renewable energy is a patriotic imperative. Becoming a more 
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renewable friendly nation is essential in order to maintain competitiveness moving 

forward and should be treated as a “vital national priority.”10 

Why not? 

However much proponents assert that wind technology could have an immediate 

positive impact on the American energy portfolio there are some serious drawbacks to the 

technology and other significant barriers to its growth. From an economic point of view, 

wind technology continues to be expensive and reliant on government subsidies. While 

proponents assert that increased research and development will bring costs down, it 

remains unclear how much and how soon. And further, heavier public investment in wind 

energy would cause reallocation of government resources that could have unduly 

negative effects on other sectors.  

 Yet, even if a sufficient solution could make large-scale development economical 

in the United States there still are major technological gaps that prevent the resource from 

becoming a primary energy producer. Wind is intermittent and thereby unreliable 

resource; it is not always producing the same amount of electricity and cannot always be 

successfully incorporated onto the electric grid. Until energy storage becomes a reliable 

and widespread technology, wind will have to be an ancillary energy provider. Currently, 

it cannot be the backbone of our electrical grid.  Further, there are major transmission 

problems with large-scale wind. These projects are typically sited far away from end 

users and require expensive transmission upgrades in order to reach areas of high 

                                                           
10 Askland, Andrew. “Breaking Up Is Hard to Do: American Exceptionalism and the 

Transition to a Renewable Energy Future.” Notre Dame Journal of Law, Ethics, and 

Public Policy 27, no. 1 (2013): 105–129., 125-129.  
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demand.11 In the United States, the areas of highest wind potential are located offshore 

and in the middle of the country.12 For wind to power the nation technological 

development and social and political support would have to team to overhaul current 

transmission systems.  

Domestic Wind Technology Development 

In the United States, large investments in wind energy technology began in 

earnest in the 1980s, but have failed to achieve sustained growth. Despite the aggressive 

research promised by Congress in the Wind Energy System’s Act of 1980, compared to 

Europe domestic development lagged in the United Sates. Throughout the late 80s, 90s, 

and into the twenty-first century, technology developed first and faster in Europe and the 

continent remains a world leader in the technology’s development and integration.  While 

development in the United States stagnated, difference in political support, environmental 

movement organization, and fuel sources allowed Germany, Denmark, and Spain became 

world leaders in wind development technology.   By the end of 2012 European Union 

countries had an installed capacity106,040 MW of wind energy, a figure that represents 

11% of the power mix.13  Indeed in contrast to the technology’s dramatic continental 

                                                           
11 Heintzelman, Martin D., and Carrie M. Tuttle. “Values in the Wind: A Hedonic 

Analysis of Wind Power Facilities.” Land Economics 88, no. 3 (August 2012): 571–588., 

571-572.  

 
12 U.S. Department of Energy: Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy. “New England 

Wind Forum.” Wind Program, n.d. 

http://www.windpoweringamerica.gov/newengland/projects.asp. 

 
13 European Wind Energy Association. Wind in Power: 2012 European Statistics, 

February 2013. 

http://www.ewea.org/fileadmin/files/library/publications/statistics/Wind_in_power_annu

al_statistics_2012.pdf. 
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growth in the 90s, in the United States installed capacity rose only to 1,611,000 MW in 

1997 from 1,485,000 MW in 1990.14 Today approximately 3% of the United States’ 

energy comes from wind technology, a marker that EU countries eclipsed in 2000.15 

Still, domestic wind technology has grown dramatically in recent years. Today 

approximately 3% of  the United States’ energy comes from wind technology. Wind 

development has grown from producing merely 11,197,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of 

electricity in 2003, to producing 140,882,000 MWh in 2012. Indeed, state rebates and the 

federal renewable energy production tax credit (PTC) and renewable investment tax 

credit (ITC) incentivized much of this growth in technology. However, packaged with 

other recovery stimuli, the ITC is set to expire in 2014.  Today most states have 

renewable portfolio standards (RPS) or renewable goals that further incentivize 

renewable development, but it remains unclear what development patterns will be 

without ITC support.16  

Barriers to Growth 

Yet, despite its impressive growth, many industry experts assert that wind has not 

reached its potential in the United States. Nor, has the technology developed evenly 

worldwide in ways that could radically expand its scope.17 Wind power advocates have 

                                                           
14Vasi, Ion Bogdan. Winds of Change. New York: Oxford University Press, 2011., 86-89. 

 
15 European Wind Energy Association. Wind in Power: 2012 European Statistics, 

February 2013. 

http://www.ewea.org/fileadmin/files/library/publications/statistics/Wind_in_power_annu

al_statistics_2012.pdf. 

 
16 U.S. Energy Information Administration. Renewable & Alternative Fuels. Washington, 

D.C.: U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2014. http://www.eia.gov/renewable. 

 
17 Vasi, Ion Bogdan. Winds of Change. New York: Oxford University Press, 2011., 4. 
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long argued that the technology “could—and should—produce a significant portion of 

electricity worldwide” and cite the United States as a prime example of failure to fully 

develop the technology. 18 While about 3% of the United States’ total electrical energy 

comes from wind power, this represents less than one-third of national potential 

capacity.19 Moreover, wind development is unevenly spread across the United States. 

While this largely relates to wind speed differentials that exist across states it also reflects 

differences in state policies and incentive programs.20  

Proponents cite various barriers that prevent the industry’s growth in the United 

States. Generally, supporters classify roadblocks in two main groups: technological limits 

and social responses. Technological limits include design and material limitations, grid 

infrastructure, and capacity differentials. These technological limits relate to the 

technology’s ability to compete in the energy marketplace and provide an inexpensive, 

reliable electric energy source.  With increased research and development, better 

incentive structures, and time, proponents assert that wind technology will be able to 

adapt to and overcome most technological barriers. (Indeed, proponents are especially 

interested in the new frontiers available with the onset of improved energy storage 

systems). 

But more, as wind energy scholar Ion Bogdon Vasi argues “the success of the 

wind energy industry does not depend solely on technological or market design 

                                                           
18 Vasi, Ion Bogdan. Winds of Change. New York: Oxford University Press, 2011., 25. 

 
19 Askland, Andrew. “Breaking Up Is Hard to Do: American Exceptionalism and the 

Transition to a Renewable Energy Future.” Notre Dame Journal of Law, Ethics, and 

Public Policy 27, no. 1 (2013): 105–129., 117.  

 
20 U.S. Energy Information Administration. Renewable & Alternative Fuels. Washington, 

D.C.: U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2014. http://www.eia.gov/renewable. 
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innovations; it also depends on the way in which societies respond to these innovations.” 

21  In other words, “people are creating the problems, not technology.”22 Therefore, in 

order for wind development to become more diffuse and reach its potential the industry 

must overcome non-technological barriers by shaping and fostering adoption of favorable 

public policies, leading “green” cultural and organizational change, and effecting the 

norms that govern the energy industry.23 Indeed, proponents argue that these social 

barriers need to be navigated in order to successfully overcome technological limitations.  

Yet, however challenging these barriers may be, proponents tend to express them 

as challenges that can improve global development, instead of crippling the industry. 

Generally, wind technology experts and industry proponents express an unrelenting, 

“uncritical faith” in the industry’s ability to not only overcome technological barriers and 

become a major electricity source, but also have an overwhelmingly positive impact on 

the grid.24 Only a few academic critics have challenged industry and wind scholarship’s 

“unreflectively pro-wind” nature and expose the way in which commitment to spreading 

wind power undermines its central goals and does not allow for a critical study of the 

technology’s problems.25 Examination of opposition to wind energy will explore the 

                                                           
21 Vasi, Ion Bogdan. Winds of Change. New York: Oxford University Press, 2011., 11-

12. 

 
22 Pasqualetti, Martin J. “Social Barriers to Renewable Energy Landscapes.” The 

Geographical Review 100, no. 2 (April 2011): 201–223.,  202.  

 
23 Vasi, Ion Bogdan. Winds of Change. New York: Oxford University Press, 2011., 11-

12. 

 
24 Aitken, Mhairi. “Why We Still Don’t Understand the Social Aspects of Wind Power: A 

Critique of Key Assumptions Within the Literature.” Energy Policy 38 (2010): 1834–

1841., 1838.  

 
25Ibid., 1840.  
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ways in which viewing wind technology through a critical lens can question the 

industry’s assumptions. Moreover, examination of opposition challenges wind’s ability to 

contribute to meaningful change in environmental action.    

 

Contextualizing Opposition to Wind Energy: National versus Local  

Opposition to wind energy is present on both the national stage and at the local 

level. However, despite the similar distain local and national opposition receives from the 

wind industry, the two are very different—reflecting disparate interest groups, economic 

sectors, coalitions, and expressions of values. Generally, at the national level, supporters 

of wind energy development can be characterized as environmentally focused, climate 

change conscious, and left of center.  The more Democratic the state the more likely it is 

to have renewable incenting energy plans and support wind technology development.  

Conversely, national opponents of wind energy tend to be less environmentally focused 

and more conservative.26 At the local level these generalizations break down. While local 

opponents are typically linked by their concern for the environment, their coalitions join 

different local people with (occasionally) converse views. Local opposition groups can 

reflect ways in which the current American political spectrum “doesn’t have an adequate 

range” to explore how groups can form and “how people could live together.”27 Further, 

there seem to be few links between national and international wind power opposition 

groups and locally focused organizations (as might be expected from their structural and 

                                                           
26 Thompson, Trevor, Jennifer Benz, Joseph S. Broz, Matthew Kozey, Jennifer Agiesta, 

and Dennis Junis. Energy Issues: How the Public Understands and Acts. The University 

of Chicago: The Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research, June 2012. 

http://www.apnorc.org/PDFs/Energy/AP-NORC-Energy-Report.pdf. 

 
27 Morse, Anne. Interview with Anne Morse, November 17, 2013. 
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organizational differences).28 National organizations are largely dissociated from the 

local groups whose particular concerns and coalition forming strategies this essay will 

explore in depth.  

National Opposition 

National opposition to wind power is seen as more facts and policy based 

(influenced by the challenges outlined in chapter 2), while local opposition is depicted as 

unduly influenced by personal factors. The current model of national opposition casts 

nationally based anti-wind campaigns as wholly anti-environment. Most wind energy 

scholarship asserts that the technology will reduce carbon emissions and paints national 

wind opponents as either denying or consciously ignoring climate change.  Anti-wind 

groups are seen as myopic and unwilling to sacrifice for a better energy future. While 

these same types of accusations are sometimes laid against local opposition, proponents 

charge larger groups with a more systematic denial of wind’s benefit and assert these 

organizations support of the status quo for personal gain. 

Wind power proponents’ actions to debunk the reasons behind national opposition 

often occlude the valid points national opponents make. And at the national stage, 

opponents are depicted as supporters of the current energy system. In the narrative 

proponents spin, wind energy is a little emerging green David that must fight off a big 

industry (coal/oil/gas) Goliath. In this story Goliath is willing to use any tactic in order to 

cripple the competitive emerging renewable sector and preserve its control over the 

                                                           
28 Pitkin, William IV. “Wind Energy Opposition in Vermont: Perspectives on the State’s 

Energy Future.” Bachelor of Arts Degree in Environmental Analysis, Pomona College, 

2013. http://scholarship.claremont.edu/pomona_theses/78., 30.  

 



  

 

16 

 

energy sector.29 Giants in the fossil fuel industry, like the Koch brothers (incidentally 

major opponents to the Cape Wind project) “don’t let the facts get in their way” and will 

promote bogus studies and push for legislation friendly to their interests.30 Moreover, the 

access and resources of large energy corporations allow them to play dual strategies 

working both to discredit the need for more environmentally benign solutions while also 

making a cover of investing in green and renewable technologies. And as siting and 

permitting plays such an important role in the development of any energy infrastructure 

project, the connections and relationships held by bigger fossil fuel organizations can 

further work to hinder development.31 

Opponents are also aided by the ways in which transitioning from the status quo 

in energy to a system less reliant on fossil fuels is both technologically, economically, 

and socially difficult. While experts and reports often cite the technological struggles of 

changes in the electricity system, arguably “ a larger part of the explanation lies with a 

pervasive failure to acknowledge the inevitability of adopting renewable sources for 

future energy needs” which is “rooted in how the transition to renewable energy is 

framed.” Fossil fuels powered the massive industrial growth in the United States and 

                                                           
29 Oreskes, Naomi, and Erik M Conway. Merchants of Doubt. New York: Bloomsbury, 

2010., 169-170.  

 
30 Negin, Elliott. “Koch Brothers Fund Bogus Studies to Kill Renewable Energy.” 

Renewable Energy World, December 7, 2012. 

 
31 Kimmell, Kenneth. “The Cape Wind Offshore Wind Energy Project: A Case Study Of 

The Difficult Transition to Renewable Energy.” Golden Gate University Environmental 

Law Journal 5 (October 1, 2011): 197-226., 199-204.  
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currently allow for large-scale production in the developing world.32 Wind proponents 

must (at least partially) challenge status quo consumption allowed by massive use of 

fossil fuels and the lifestyle it allows.33 Wind and other renewable energy technologies 

must work against the tradition of fossil fuels and a “deification” of the progress allowed 

by past energy policies. They must also assuage fears that reducing consumption betrays 

America’s position as a world leader.34 Large-scale adoption of wind energy technology 

would force American society to admit that there is (and has long been) a problem with 

its energy backbone.  

At the national level, opposition to wind power is largely seen as an obscure 

corporate entity working on behalf of the energy status quo. Materials come from 

industry research and conservative leaning think tanks, like the American Legislative 

Exchange Council (ALEC) and the Heartland Institute, not from organizations 

specifically dedicated to stopping the proliferation of wind energy technology.35 National 

organizations are not magnified collections of local groups, and are largely disconnected 

to local activity.36 Indeed, there seems to be one organization, the National Wind Watch, 

                                                           
32 Askland, Andrew. “Breaking Up Is Hard to Do: American Exceptionalism and the 

Transition to a Renewable Energy Future.” Notre Dame Journal of Law, Ethics, and 

Public Policy 27, no. 1 (2013): 105–129., 105.  

 
33 Brown, Peter G., and Geoffrey Garver. Right Relationship: Building a Whole Earth 

Economy. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc., 2009., xi.  

 
34 Askland, Andrew. “Breaking Up Is Hard to Do: American Exceptionalism and the 

Transition to a Renewable Energy Future.” Notre Dame Journal of Law, Ethics, and 

Public Policy 27, no. 1 (2013): 105–129. 

  
35 Negin, Elliott. “Koch Brothers Fund Bogus Studies to Kill Renewable Energy.” 

Renewable Energy World, December 7, 2012. 

 
36 Holtz, Susan. “Redirecting Anti-Wind Energy.” Alternatives Journal 39, no. 5 

(October 2013): 44–47., 47.  
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which serves as a public forum against industrial wind. However, this group does not 

have a large national following, mainly expresses its beliefs through scathing Twitter 

posts, and seems to have little clout in the environmental community and connections to 

regional, state, and local opposition groups.37 

Moreover, national opposition to wind is less puzzling—and much easier for 

proponents to discredit— than local objections. National opponents of wind, or so the 

scholarship suggests, are rooted in reason—however duplicitous or self-serving. 

Although working against the formidable forces of national-level opponents’ 

connections, political clout, experience and deep pockets, wind proponents can point to 

their opposition’s clear bias. Wind proponents can point to problems with national 

journalistic coverage of and general education about environmental issues in order to 

make a compelling case that with more clarity, and better information more people would 

at least support the reasons behind the need for wind energy development, if not the 

technology itself.3839 Unlike local opposition, which are oftentimes a “green on green 

conflicts”, in which opponents and proponents argue over the best solutions to combat 

climate change (and other environmental problems), at the national level the debate 

largely falls into an argument over the need to change or maintain the energy status quo.40  
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Limited Characterizations of Local Opposition 

While still carrying over the criticisms pointed at national opposition to wind 

power, proponents and experts are more perplexed by the nature of local opposition to 

wind power developments.  Unlike national opposition, the most salient examples of 

local opposition of wind power tend to reflect a problematic “social gap” in which 

people’s overarching support of wind technology fails to translate into acceptance of 

local wind developments. Indeed, proponents and experts are most perplexed by cases in 

which opposition emerges in “green” states like Vermont and Massachusetts where a 

majority of the population supports wind energy.  

Overwhelmingly, wind expert and industry information crafts a dialogue in which 

local opponents approve of wind as a concept, but do not abide projects in their own 

backyard. Instead of examining ways in which the “social gap” between support for wind 

technology and opposition to local projects can show problems in the way the issue is 

viewed, industry members and experts generally search for ways to explain and change 

local resistance. Generally, experts and industry members do not consider the helpful 

ways in which opposition to local projects can point to implementation and siting 

problems or demonstrate the generally poor quality of polling on renewable energy 

topics.41 

While some experts seek consideration past the “canned,” simplistic dismissal of 

NIMBY-ism as just a selfish, myopic response,42 the majority of experts’ opinions and 
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industry information—even that challenging the NIMBY-dialogue per se— presents local 

opponents as either un/under-informed,  “deviant,” or simply self-serving.43 This body of 

work confidently asserts that opposition can be corrected or circumvented, fundamentally 

treating opposition as a total nuisance and not a source of improving information. 

Moreover, the current model casts local anti-wind as unwittingly or misguidedly anti-

environmental and less altruistic than development supporters.44 Admitting that locals 

will bear the burden of the negative externalities of wind power, current thought explores 

ways in which these effects can be mitigated or locals can be convinced of their 

necessity. Applying the ideas of game theory, experts point to ways in which opposition 

represents “selfish parochialism” in which locals oppose a project in their own area and 

free ride on green energy elsewhere.45 Current writings cast wind energy opponents as 

opposing developments only because they and their local community would be impacted, 

although there is inadequate polling to prove that local opponents are indeed supporters 

of wind energy outside of their backyards.46  

In order to explain this “social gap” experts generally suggest that local opponents 

are unwilling to see past site-specific problems towards larger goals; they do not consider 

ways in which local problems undermine those same larger targets. Such a dismissive 
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attitude is reflected in the ways in which industry materials and experts’ opinions explain 

opposition to wind development. Generally, these materials dismiss local opposition as 

NIMBY-like behavior related to a curious reversal of an environmental justice problem.  

This model portrays local opponents as relatively politically, socially, and, culturally 

powerful American citizens (within their communities at least) who disprove of having to 

experience the costs of electricity generation that are typically felt only by lower income 

and lower status communities. It totally neglects circumstances (like that of the Lowell 

Mountain project) in which wind developments are built on the top of comparatively poor 

communities. Wind opposition “literature is underpinned by a number of key 

assumptions which feed into one another and ultimately restrict the research which is 

conducted and the findings that are reached.” These assumptions presume that the 

majority of the public supports wind power, opposition to wind power is therefore 

deviant, opponents are ignorant or misinformed, the reason for understanding opposition 

is to overcome it, and that opposition will fade as green energy providers gain community 

trust.47 

Moreover, the ways in which experts and proponents classify and view wind 

energy opposition further minimizes potential consideration of opponents’ arguments and 

points of view. Indeed, instead of responding to the particularized nature of claims of 

local opposition most wind opposition scholarship and industry materials categorize 

opposition in a “canned” manner. These materials generally lump together 

geographically, socioeconomically, and culturally disparate opposition groups of all 

sizes; they do not consider these groups’ profound differences in motive, tactics, and 

constituency. As examination of groups like the Lowell Mountain Occupiers and Alliance 
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for Nantucket Sound demonstrates, all opposition groups do not form for the same 

reasons and do not campaign against the same problems.  

 Further, in lumping together opposition groups, expert opinions and industry 

materials tend to present a narrative in which opponents share similar, dubious reasons 

for opposing wind projects. Rehashing these areas of complaints helps to maintain wind 

proponents altruistic, environmental, and even patriotic high ground.  

 Indeed, these materials focus on reasons for opposition that are not shared by all groups 

and have been the most discredited by the environmental and scientific community—

namely impacts to the view shed, impacts on affluent communities and high value 

properties, and untested, unsubstantiated or irrational environmental and public health 

claims.   

 Perhaps the most written about of these areas of complaint is wind turbine’s 

impact on the view shed. Discussion of this subject is seemingly unavoidable as wind 

turbines have “a copious and unavoidable presence” and  “produce the most blatant 

landscape changes of any renewable energy resource.”48 Largely, work focusing on this 

area of opposition centers on a debate over the validity of personal attachment to land. 

While the writing generally does not totally discredit the value and relationships that 

people and communities have with their views, it suggests that these are often 

overvalued. They assert that most areas find that their views are more special than others 

and that this is only actually true in a limited number of places. For example South 

Dakota might have strong wind potential, but no one would consider putting turbines on 

top of Mount Rushmore. Similarly, most industry and expert material does not consider 
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ways in which economic, social, and historical impacts of ridgeline development differ 

between communities and instead offers ways in which developers can overcome these 

barriers in order to provide a greater public good. Moreover, these materials generally 

focus on examples of opposition based on views that are atypical such as Palm Springs, 

California and Cape Cod, Massachusetts.49  And study of view impact is totally divorced 

from any discussion of environmental impact and the way in which turbines can 

symbolize economic and environmental harms to specific communities.5051 

Instead, a large segment of wind energy information focuses on ways in which 

wind’s visual impact can be harnessed for educational purposes.   For example, Martin 

Pasqualetti, a noted wind energy technology expert writes, “No matter how much we do 

to reduce the impact of wind turbines on landscapes, nothing can render them invisible. 

The most sensible remaining step, then, is to embrace the wind’s visibility not as a 

problem, but as an asset.” Instead of shrouding where electricity comes from, 

communities should use wind turbines as “reminders that the conveniences that we enjoy 

and the lifestyles we lead have attendant costs, costs that are unwise to hide and foolish to 

forget.” 52 Such an outlook rushes past opposition views suggesting that wind turbines 

have adverse environmental and energy efficiency impact; it asserts the image of a 

turbine must have a wholly positive association.  
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Additionally, most wind energy opposition information criticizes opposition 

groups as relatively privileged communities unwilling to make the sacrifices needed to 

maintain energy consuming lifestyles while reducing environmental impacts. Almost 

reversing energy production’s environmental justice question, the majority of scholarship 

describes affluent, upper and middle class communities as unwilling to patriotically, pay 

the social and community costs of using a “public resource.”53 Moreover, the scholarship 

presents a view in which the split over wind is not really one within the environmental 

movement, but shows the potential divides that can occur when people with political 

clout become involved in regionally and nationally important local issues.54 However, 

such a description does not fairly describe all opposition groups and largely results from 

study of peculiar high-profile cases like Cape Wind and Palm Springs, where wealthy, 

politically connected opponents worked against wind developments.   

Indeed, wind experts present a view in which these opposition groups are willing 

to (like national opponents) to cast doubt and mask true concerns with convenient 

excuses. One of these faux-complaints is “wind turbine syndrome.” Coined by a medical 

doctor, Nina Pierpont, “wind turbine syndrome” asserts that infrasound, low frequencies 

from nearby wind turbines causes a constant feeling of vibration in those afflicted. This 

unproven and un-provable affliction lacks peer review and has been criticized by 

reputable scientists, yet remains an “annoying problem” for the wind industry and for 
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opponents seeking to put across valid sound complaints.55 Further, focus on spurious 

claims gives too much overall credit to groups who rely on spurious environmental 

claims, thereby discrediting in advance groups with well-documented and specific local 

environmental concerns.  

However popularly applied, this narrative does not characterize all wind 

opposition organizations. Instead, it cherry-picks details from differently motivated, 

organized, and comprised organizations in order to portray all wind opponents as myopic, 

anti-environmental, and personally motivated. While adaptable in order to castigate all 

wind opposition groups, this narrative inflexibly lobs charges against all wind opposition 

groups. Moreover, this story line largely responds to criticisms that are found in more 

high profile cases. And it correctly assuming that few people will care to examine its 

applicability to smaller scale cases like the Lowell Mountain project or other resistance 

groups in Northern New England. Indeed, this narrative’s ability to accurately depict 

attention-getting examples of opposition saga allows this explanation to remain dominant 

in expert and industry discourse and underscores the problem with popular fixation with 

projects like Cape Wind.  

Chapter 2 : The Problem with Cape Wind 

In 2001 Jim Gordon proposed an off shore wind project that could radically 

impact American electricity production—both in source and siting—and lead the way 

towards a totally different energy future. Energy Management Inc (EMI), a successful 
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Boston-based energy corporation founded by Gordon in 1975, proposed building the first 

American, large-scale off-shore wind development in the Nantucket Sound.  

When (or if) built Cape Wind will be the largest wind development in the United 

States.  Located in federal waters five miles away from the South Shore of Cape Cod, the 

project is slated to consist of 130-plus 440-foot turbines. The wind farm would have a 

capacity of at least 468 MW and would be able to power over 200,000 homes.  Sited very 

near a distinct seasonal energy load, Cape Wind would provide enough energy to power 

more than three-fourths of the Cape, Nantucket, and Martha’s Vineyard’s energy needs.56 

Inefficient, increasingly unreliable, and environmentally deleterious coal and oil 

resources—conveniently sited in less affluent areas— currently supply most of the Cape 

and Islands’ electricity. When in operation, the project could not only ensure a seasonally 

compatible supply of energy to the area, but could reduce its greenhouse gas emissions 

by about 730,000 tons per year.5758  

Prior to construction, Cape Wind needed to go through a comprehensive review 

process of state and local permitting, environmental review, and leasing procedure. As 

the project will be located off-shore in federal waters (a first in the United States) 

permitting for Cape Wind required approval from several local, state, and federal 

agencies.  It took Gordon and EMI twelve years to “[acquire] the full array of 
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government permits and sign-offs—a byzantine process involving dozens of sometimes 

overlapping, often contradictory agencies, hundreds of officials and thousands of pages 

of impact statements.”  And Gordon and EMI completed that process in 2011.59  Since 

finalizing its permits the project has had to achieve a federal commercial offshore wind 

license, agree to a power purchase agreement (PPA) with a utility company, undergo 

state PPA approval, and now must work to finalize its financing.60 However, in addition 

to these permits and licenses, Cape Wind has also faced more than a dozen lawsuits 

regarding impacts to commercial fishing, whale and bird migrations, airplane and 

shipping traffic, and purportedly sacred Native American sites.61 

Yet, while the project was proposed more than ten years ago and proponents make 

a strong case “no one had come up with any science-based reason the project shouldn’t 

be built,” Cape Wind is still creeping towards construction. 62 The project may have 

received its final requisite federal permit in 2011 and may have won opposition lawsuits, 

but opponents continue to use petition and litigation to delay construction.  Indeed, 

during the course of the research required for this essay several different twists have 

impacted the project’s potential completion.  From its inception through to permitting, 
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Cape Wind’s development has been blocked by political clout of the residents of the 

South Shore of Cape Cod. Efforts organized by wealthy and influential individuals, 

through the shell organization the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound, were able to stall 

the project’s permitting for more than 10 years and mount a massive media campaign 

against the project.63 Specifically, Oxbow oil and coal billionaire, William I. Koch  has 

made some of the largest and most public efforts to oppose the project and support the 

Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound.64 Because of Koch and the Alliance’s efforts Cape 

Wind has been stalled despite positive reviews from the Army Corps of Engineers and 

major environmental organizations, support from the Massachusetts State legislature and 

environmental boards, and majority support of area residents. 

For wind energy proponents the Cape Wind saga not only reveals major problems 

with national permitting processes, but also shows the ways in which powerful, 

personally motivated individuals can stop renewable energy developments. In a larger 

environmental-political context Cape Wind matters because it could be the largest 

offshore project in the world, dramatically reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and become 

a symbol of US resolve to address climate change. 65 Yet, whether or not the project is 

completed it has already impacted the way in which opposition wind groups are viewed 
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and treated in the United States; it has set a precedent in the way all of American wind 

opposition groups are treated by the industry, wind experts, and the popular media. Cape 

Wind has proven to be more than “an interesting challenge for environmental policy 

scholars;”66 it has established the lenses of public perception through which policy 

makers and scholars, environmentalists, and the wider public view wind opposition.  

Far from a quiet, local story “Cape Wind has become a symbol in the national 

debate over climate change,” and “the project itself has become a test of wills between 

Gordon and Koch, two 1 percenters with radically different views of the country’s energy 

future.”67 Although representing a particular struggle between two exceptionally wealthy 

and politically connected organizations, the story of Cape Wind has come to be seen as 

an example of all opposition to renewable energy projects.  While Cape Wind’s 

opposition strategies are in many ways just a continuation of the legacy of opposition to a 

wind development in affluent communities (like that of Palm Springs, California in the 

late 70s and early 80s), they have shaped popular media, industry, and wind experts’ 

explanation for the motivation behind all anti-wind campaigns.68  

The Cape Wind saga largely corroborates and has helped to firmly establish the 

popular narrative of wind power opposition. The story is one in which the oil and coal 

industry opposes the development of wind power. It is one in which myopic, locally 
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focused individuals (who might support addressing climate change in theory) oppose any 

development in their backyards despite the project’s potential public good. It is a case in 

which visual impact is a chief concern and one in which spurious complaints are used to 

challenge the project. Moreover, it is one in which opponents defy democratic procedures 

and attempt to gain undue leverage in the permitting and legislative process for personal 

gains.  

The South Shore’s Industry Connections 

Although it might go a bit too far to suggest that recipients of industry money see 

the Cape as “a place to escape the savages of the very Industrial age that made them 

rich,” there is clearly more than just dramatic irony in fossil fuel barons opposing the 

installation of wind turbines, visible in the faint distance.69 After all, many of the fortunes 

that support the South Shore’s largest estates came from the conventional energy 

industry, most prominently those of the Koch and Mellon families. Moreover, many of 

the strongest opponents and largest donors to Cape Wind opposition seem to be directly 

motivated by the harm that renewable energy could do to their businesses. The 

Conservation Law Foundation describes the “battle” over Cape Wind as one “where 

powerful, entrenched dirty energy interests have pitted themselves against emerging 

clean energy.”70 “Dirty energy” executives, including Doug Yearly and Bill Koch, have 
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filled the coffers of the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound. Koch is the most prominent 

example of such opposition having donated more than $5 million.71 

One of the most interesting plotlines in the story of Cape Wind’s development is 

the first-name, but still oppositional, relationship between Jim Gordon and William Koch. 

Both are “one percenters” who have made successful careers starting companies in the 

energy sector. In fact, Gordon approached Koch about the project (looking for support) 

before permits were ever filed. However, Gordon and Koch have totally different views 

not only about building the specific Cape Wind project, but also of how to address the 

region and nation’s energy future.72 Their stark opposition serves as a neat lens through 

which support for and opposition to wind energy can be viewed. And their enmity, points 

to the ways in which investment in renewable projects not only diverts profits from fossil 

fuel producers, but also questions the viability of allowing profits from activities that 

have proven global negative environmental impact.  

Koch may be motivated by other factors, but his opposition flows directly from a 

desire to thwart any threats to the energy industries in which he is heavily invested. No 

stranger to environmental litigation and legislation, Koch has spent millions to beat back 

environmental regulations and millions more to support candidates “who understand how 

foolhardy alternative energy is.” Koch has donated to the campaigns of both Democrats 

and Republicans who support policies that benefit Oxbow. In 2014, Koch supported 

many such Republican congressional candidates who sought re-election to the House. 
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Whether or not Koch personally believes in climate change, his business choices and 

actions in support of particular think tanks and political candidates show a disregard for 

the dangers of continued increase in CO2 emissions. Indeed, Koch seems to see the 

environmental movement as not a different way forward, but, asserting that the  

“environmentalists are after me,” a direct challenge to his own financial security. 73 While 

no other energy baron on the Cape has shown matching levels of opposition, Koch is not 

alone in opposing the project for business reasons. Others invested in the energy industry 

have supported the Alliance’s efforts.  

In contrast, Jim Gordon’s investments of over $70 million since 2011 speak to a 

fundamentally different view on how to benefit from energy production in the future. 

74To be sure, Gordon the creator of an energy management firm seeks to make a profit 

through the production of electricity. Yet, with Cape Wind Gordon seeks to do so in 

progressive methods that respond to new ways to manufacture electricity without using 

fossil fuels—ways Koch views as a direct business threat. Gordon sees Cape Wind as 

capable of helping to diversify the American energy mix with sources that will do less to 

degrade the environment. While seeking to run a profitable wind farm, Gordon has 

asserted a need to protect the “environment” over corporate profits and has cast his 

personal motivations in sharp contrast to those of Koch.75 In fact Gordon has told Koch 
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that his actions reflect the dangerous “biblical irony” of ignoring climate change and 

profiting from its major sources. 76  

Technicalities aside, Gordon’s actions reflect a willingness to attempt reform and 

reduce the environmental impact of electrical energy production. Although perhaps too 

extreme Wendy William and Robert Whitcomb’s description of Gordon’s “big idea” as 

“bold, breathtaking, even brash, just the sort of project that used to be associated with 

American entrepreneurship” contrasted against his opponents’ “little, if any, sense of 

national or global responsibility” outlines the divided responses to Cape Wind.77 Whether 

or not Cape Wind does go on to provide cheep, reliable electricity and carbon reductions 

to the Cape and Islands, opposition to the project still demonstrates the ways in which the 

fossil fuel industry will resist alternative change in order to maintain a profitable status 

quo. 

Not in My (Waterfront) Backyard 

Aside from hostility stemming directly from the fossil fuel energy sector, the 

majority of resistance to the project rested not in opposition against wind and other 

renewable energy sources, but against the project’s siting. Chosen by Gordon’s group due 

to its high wind potential and proximity to the end-users, Cape Wind would stand 5 miles 

off the Cape’s South Shore in Nantucket Sound, the body of water that separates the 

mainland from Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard, in “a devil’s triangle of entrenched, 
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often inherited, wealth.”78 Reflecting a “social gap” and a “democratic deficit” a majority 

of area residents support renewable energy developments and wind energy. A 2011 poll, 

around which Massachusetts politicians have crafted policy, found that 86% of Bay 

Staters wanted to see more reliance on wind power and that over 60% would pay more 

for renewable sources like wind.79 However, the project was delayed for over a decade by 

a dedicated corps of individuals who were concerned about its particular impact on the 

Cape—a slight, faint alteration of South Shore views and an impact on sailing 

opportunities. Ironically many of these individuals, most famously a large segment of the 

Kennedy family, publically supported improved environmental policies and wind energy 

investment seemingly anywhere but in Nantucket Sound.  Their opposition was not 

against offshore wind energy per se, but against any development in their backyard.80  

Cape Wind would stand in the backyard of the arm’s most affluent community, a 

collection of homes and private beaches on the South Shore overlooking Horseshoe Shoal 

and surrounding Osterville. This community has been home to some of the largest names 

in American industry, politics, and society including the Kennedy, Koch, Mellon, and Du 

Pont families. Alongside a high concentration of wealth, the Hyannis-Osterville area is 

home to a disproportionate chunk of national and regional political clout. Of the 200 to 
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300 people who “run” the Cape, many are also major players in national politics.81 The 

Kennedy family’s famous compound is located on the South Shore and prominent family 

members—most notably the late Senator Ted Kennedy and Robert F. Kennedy, Jr.—

worked both openly and covertly to oppose the project, although they supported 

renewable energy developments elsewhere.  

 Further, the constituency of those opposing the project demonstrates the stark 

socioeconomic divides across the Cape. Since the turn of the twentieth century, Cape Cod 

has been a popular vacation destination. While most of the Cape is accessible to middle-

income families for vacations, the area around Hyannis and Osterville has developed into 

an exclusive private playground for the extremely wealthy. In contrast to the large, public 

beaches that line the north shore, the South Shore has developed into a largely private 

collection of beachfront estates.82  There are even deeper cultural and economic divides 

between the super wealthy who summer on the South Shore and the Cape’s year round 

residents. Indeed, while South Shore residents continued to oppose Cape Wind and 

support the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound, year round residents in less affluent 

areas strongly supported the project. Year round residents saw the project as a way to 

provide cheaper, cleaner energy to a community that received most of its power from an 

aging, spill-prone, and dangerous oil-fired facility out of the sightline of South Shore 

properties.83 

 However, although EMI and Gordon anticipated there would be some push-back 

to development in the Nantucket sound, they “never imagined the scope of resources that 
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would be called into play as the Cape Cod power elite closed ranks or how quickly they 

would close ranks.”84 Primarily concerned with the projects invasion of an elite quasi-

private holding and its impacts on recreational life, opponents of the project organized to 

discredit its environmental credits and use their social, political, and economic clout to 

“delay, delay, delay” until EMI and all future developers would leave the Sound alone. 85 

Dots off the Sound Shore: Problem’s with Cape Wind’s Visual Impact 

Before the Cape Wing controversy became a major local consideration, Bill Koch 

told Gordon “Jim, I’m going to do my own visual simulation and if I don’t like the way 

these things look, I’m going to fight you tooth and nail.”86 This early meeting speaks to 

Koch and many other opponents’ central motivation for action taken against Cape 

Wind—its potential visual encroachment on high value properties. While expected ot be 

only faintly visible off the shore—on the clearest of days—, the windmills threatened the 

exclusivity of South Shore holdings by subtly infringing on an otherwise untouchable 

area.  

Opposition on the basis of views is one of the best-documented and studied 

sources of resistance to wind power technology. In this sense, reaction against Cape 

Wind should come as no surprise. Why wouldn’t wealthy Cape Codders oppose 

potentially negative changes to their view-shed? However, view-impact is also the area of 

resistance that renewable policy experts most quickly dismiss as selfish localism and 
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NIMBY-like behavior that should not curtail larger scale wind investments.87 Most 

proponents of wind power feel that aesthetics are a moot, even ridiculous, point; asserting 

that fixation on the impact to the view shed can only discredit opposition groups whose 

motivations are myopically focused and socially irresponsible. For proponents, turbines 

in Nantucket Sound will be “beautiful in a different way” and will serve as symbols of 

technological development, movement away from fossil fuels, environmental justice, and 

a chance for a new phase in American energy policy. Laura Tino, a renewable energy 

policy expert, encapsulates this mentality writing: 

“I cannot imagine that these small structures could be more offensive than oil rigs 

or coal mines or nuclear power plants. Certainly, they are much more pleasant to 

view than the body of a soldier who has died for oil, or the body of a miner who 

has died of lung cancer, or the fried body of anyone who has died from a nuclear 

accident… If I were to stand on the shore of our ocean and see a patch of 

windmills way off in the distance, tiny white specks, I would feel a surge of pride 

that, even in America today, we can make progress.”88 

Yet, while such prose tugs on the pro-environmental heartstrings, making such a 

comparison is thoroughly misleading. While a large segment of wind energy rhetoric 

speaks to the substitution of dirty “smokestacks” with glistening “steel” windmill 

“forests,” such a vision presents a false dichotomy.  It neglects the ways in which nuclear 
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reactors, coalmines, and oil refineries are not in affluent neighborhoods to begin with. 

While some Cape Codders might have purchased their estates through investment in 

these sectors, certainly not all are so intertwined. Moreover, valuing aesthetics for 

aesthetics sake may be undesirable to some, but it is far from reprehensible. After all, 

property owners have the fundamental right to protect their assets and area residents 

should be allowed to advocate their points-of-view. Cape Wind’s challenge— one found 

in almost all public infrastructure projects—is to balance the rights of all community 

residents with overall public need.  

However, the Cape Wind case is less ambiguous than its opponents assert. Clear 

day projections and estimates of the installations show that the windmills would appear 

like toothpicks in the distance from the closest point and the impacts would be even 

smaller on the Islands. Moreover, most accepted projections suggest that installation 

would have minimal impact on total tourism and property values, only impacting those 

who value a totally undisturbed view and who sail recreationally in the Sound.  While 

estimates from Alliance and Koch supported think tanks suggest that the visual impact 

will result in nearly $1.35 billion losses in property values and a reduction of tourist 

spending somewhere between $57 to $123 million, these numbers are highly inflated and 

do not represent the evidence presented in examination of other off-shore projects. 

Outside of the United States, there have been documented cases of offshore wind 

developments lowering property values. 89  However, the most recent research conducted 

by the Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory on behalf of the United 

States department of Energy suggests that the property value effect of wind turbines is 
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likely to be small for residences located more than a mile from the project.  More 

specifically, this report and its predecessor find no significant impacts from impact to the 

view shed.90  

That the Alliance and other Cape Wind opponents are unable to provide 

substantive data proving that view impacts will negatively affect property values is far 

from their central concern. In the case of Cape Wind, views stand in for control of an 

area. When (or indeed if) houses overlooking the Horseshoe Shoal have to look at wind 

turbine toothpicks in the distance it will be an admission (at least to some) of the area’s 

inability to maintain its private exclusivity—a characteristic based on privileged access to 

pristine views and recreation, access to other affluent communities, and the ability to live 

in and profit from industrialization without experiencing its necessary drawbacks.91 To 

others it will simply be an inconvenience impacting cherished vacation property.  

While resistance to Cape Wind is not the only example of wind opposition rooted 

in visual impacts, the case is set aside by how dominant that issue has become. Indeed, 

impact to the view shed (and all that it symbolizes and portends) is the central issue from 

which other reasons for opposition extend. Primarily concerned with visual and control 

issues, the Alliance and other opponents to Cape Wind tactically use other conventional 

points of focus for wind opponents in order to bolster their argument against the 
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project—seemingly not because they are especially concerned with the turbines 

environmental and recreational impacts. Further, these complimentary areas of complaint 

are largely unsubstantiated and work to discredit the legitimate claims held by wind 

opposition groups elsewhere. the Cape Wind saga represents a unique case in which 

privileged individuals use their resources and connections to control the dissemination of 

misinformation, organize shell groups to oppose the project, and create legal and political 

roadblocks to preserve symbolic views.  

Overblown Environmental, Fishing and Recreational Concerns 

In order to present Cape Wind as dangerous for public waters, project opponents 

portrayed the project as environmentally unsound, negatively impacting the area’s fishing 

industry, and impeding popular recreation. Project opponents asserted that the wind 

turbines would impact bird and marine life posing an environmental and commercial 

impact to the area. The Alliance’s environmental, commercial, and recreational strategy 

rested on not checking science, but rather on cultivating doubt through the politics of 

(mis)information.  

 While the turbines’ impact on Nantucket Sound’s wildlife and the Cape and 

Islands’ fishing industries are valid concerns, the Alliance was not interested in the hard 

numbers and data these studies suggested. Presenting the turbines as “Cusinarts” of the 

air and water was much easier than proving actual environmental impact with facts and 

figures. While project opponents attempted to gain sympathy for their cause “by 

complaining about harm to environmental icons like whales and seals and birds, there 

existed next to no data about which species visited Horseshoe Shoal, or about how the 
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Shoal was used by these species.”92 In contrast, Gordon and EMI continually solicited 

outside examination and monitoring. A conclusive 2013 report from Mass Audubon 

synthesizes the findings of US Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, and 

Army Corps of Engineers as well as independent scientific research. It asserts that Cape 

Wind “will not pose an ecologically significant threat to the birds and associated marine 

habit.”93 Further, the Army Corps of Engineers’ Final Environmental Impact Statement 

finds that constructing and operating Cape Wind will lead to “negligible to minor” 

impacts on commercial and recreational fishing and only “minor” impacts on 

recreation.94 Despite a preponderance of evidence to the contrary, the Alliance continues 

to craft “myths” that assert that Cape Wind will have significant, environmental, 

recreational, and commercial impacts.95  

Mythologizing the Sacred Sound 

In addition to cultivating doubt about Cape Wind’s environmental impact, project 

opponents projected Cape Cod and the Nantucket Sound as a national treasure—one 

deserving of special protection from industrial encroachment. In contrast with their 
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support for both offshore and onshore wind development elsewhere, Robert F. Kennedy 

Jr. and his uncle Ted, the late senior Senator from Massachusetts, opposed the project.96 

Beginning in 2002, RFK Jr. joined with iconic American newsman Walter Cronkite to 

make a strong case against Cape Wind for a CNN special. While they discussed 

environmental concerns, their argument pressed upon the need to preserve Nantucket 

Sound as a special American treasure. Speaking out before most environmental impact 

studies had been completed, RFK and Cronkite, neglected to fully disclose how the areas 

would be damaged and failed to speak to the ways in which Cape Cod was a community 

of over 300,000 residents—not a national park. 97   Moreover, as RFK sails through 

Nantucket Sound on his yacht and proclaims the area a national treasure, he neglects to 

mention the ways in which most Americans have limited access to that type of recreation 

off of Horseshoe Shoal.98  Indeed, the Alliance neglected to speak about how some of its 

largest supporters backed efforts to essentially privatize the Cape’s South Shore, while 

the North Shore is preserved in the form of the very public, National Seashore. 

Opponent’s efforts to cast the area as an untouched national treasure rested largely on a 

desire to maintain its exclusivity and not to actively serve the wider public good.  
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 Powerful Tactics 

Explaining his support for Cape Wind, Theodore Roosevelt IV—perhaps 

posturing himself as a “class-traitor” like his Presidential forbearer—insisted  “we have a 

gorgeous piece of land” that will overlook the turbines, but “this is a very small price to 

pay to begin the important steps in getting this country’s energy independence and 

addressing the question of global warming, which I think is arguably the most important 

environmental question we’ll ever face.” Whether or not Roosevelt’s perspective is one 

that his neighbors should share, he was largely alone among his neighbors and peers in 

supporting the project. 99 While most polling from the end of the 2000s suggests strong 

support for Cape Wind among Baystaters (69% in favor; 20% against) and Cape Codders 

(57% in favor; 41% against) and gains in support for the project over the decade, the 

Alliance to Preserve Cape Cod and other wealthy and politically connected opponents 

have been able to delay the project well beyond conventional permitting lags.100101 Yet 

through their control of regional media, ability to support a functioning shell group, and 

political resources the South Shore’s elite were able to “delay, delay, delay” Cape 

Wind.102   
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Project opponents were able to use their control of local media outlets in order to 

publically oppose Cape Wind. Owned by Peter Meyer, a prominent member of the 

prestigious Osterville Men’s Club, The Cape Cod Times worked to publically discredit 

Cape Wind.103 Starting in January of 2002 The Cape Cod Times began to publish anti-

wind farm editorials. However, the paper’s disapproval did not remain on the editorial 

page as the paper published articles critical of Gordon and the project in other sections.  

Investigating Cape Wind, New York Times Magazine reporter, Elinor Burkett, found that 

the paper’s board projected an unfair bias against the development. In contrast to the 

“reasonable stuff that you would expect from professionals” found in The Boston Globe, 

“The Cape Cod times was whipping people up and telling people they should be 

hysterical” concerning Cape Wind.104 Additionally, in response to Burkett’s story, Mark 

Jurkowitz, a Boston Globe media critic, examined The Cape Cod Times. Jurkowitz found 

that bias from The Cape Cod Times’ editorial section repeatedly crossed over into the 

paper’s body violating journalistic ethics.105 While the paper’s influence had helped to 

ferment initial resistance to Cape Wind, public exposure of The Cape Cod Times’ 

missteps was a “major turning point” for public opinion on the project. To many the news 

demonstrated ways in which Cape Cod elites were willing to frame the project—not to 

truthfully inform the public, but curry public disapproval.106  
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Similarly, although self-posturing as a benign, organic community interest group 

the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound represents a concentration of elites who oppose 

Cape Wind and aim to delay the project in despite greater public support.  While the 

Alliance has collaborated with local Native American tribes and regional groups, the bulk 

of opposition to Cape Wind has come from elite Cape Codders, not concerned locals. 

Indeed, many “environmental organizations,” “tourism & business organizations,” and 

“civic and recreation” groups associated with the Alliance, are historically conservative 

organizations run by the Cape’s elite. Nor is the Alliance itself a small, locally 

coordinated, volunteer based group. Rather, it is a relatively large non-profit organization 

that maintains several well-paid paid staffers. Since 2001 the Alliance raised close to $10 

million dollars, taking in nearly $2.1 million in 2012.107 Far from a popular team of 

volunteers working to better the community, the Alliance is a complexly funded 

organization that uses its political and economic clout to delay Cape Wind’s 

preconstruction requirements. Moreover, although the Alliance paints itself as a popular 

locally based group, its membership and tactics work to mystify the problem and 

litigiously and politically delay the project.  As former board of directors head, Douglas 

Yearly, admitted, “there is a sensitivity about being too public” among the organization’s 

members and supporters. Rallies held by the Alliance are often attended by paid staffers, 

rather than the groups’ backers.108 

The Alliance and other opponents have successfully delayed Cape Wind for more 

than a decade. However, these delays do not stem from popular opposition to the project. 
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Instead, the Alliance, its members, and other key opponents have used their wealth and 

political connections to delay the project. Unlike typical local opposition groups, Cape 

Wind has the resources to easily pay the legal and operational fees required to gain access 

to permitting processes and file litigation to stall Cape Wind’s activities.  Further, 

opponents have used their political heft to stall the project, often in non-publicized ways. 

For example, Virginia Senator John Warner helped to delay the Army Corps of Engineers 

review process as a favor to avid opponent Bunny Mellon.109 More publically, in 2004 

the Alliance and its allies fought, but ultimately failed, to replace wind friendly State 

Representative Matt Patrick, a Democrat, with the anti-wind Republican Larry Wheatly. 

Showing Cape Wind’s opponents’ relentless willingness the election became one of the 

most expensive State House battles in Massachusetts’s history and dragged out into a 

post-election legal battle. Indeed, anti-wind former Governor Mitt Romney refused to 

swear in Patrick until August 27, 2005, several months after the customary date.110 Yet, 

despite this action (and perhaps partially because of it) opinion has become increasingly 

favorable to Cape Wind and key state, federal, and independent organizations have 

positively reviewed the project plans. However, the Alliance continues to press five 

lawsuits against Cape Wind and will indefinitely oppose the project with its heavy hand 

of resources.  

A Unique Opposition 

Cape Wind represents a particular story of powerful, privileged opposition to an 

untested type of off-offshore development that should not be applied to all examples of 
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wind opposition. Still, despite the way in which this particular case represents 

unprecedented circumstances, the Cape Wind saga has popularly elided into representing 

a majority of wind opposition cases in the popular media as well as most 

environmentalist and energy circles. Indeed, Cape Wind has gained national attention and 

study for the very reasons that make it incomparable to other examples of wind 

opposition—its big name, deep-pocketed, and high-powered backers and novel 

technology. 

Cape Wind is a unique case that fails as a study for a national resistance model 

because of its location in the Nantucket Sound, mere miles off the South Shore and in the 

middle of one of the largest concentrations of wealth and political power in the United 

States. Like very few other places in the United States the South Shore of the Cape is a 

largely private community of the economic, social, and political elite. It is a rare place 

where the typically frustrated aristocracy has been able to craft a private enclave and has 

had the resources to maintain its exclusivity. In this sense the Cape Wind saga shows not 

just NIMBY-like behavior, but the desire and means with which to preserve a private 

refuge. Specifically, the opposition to Cape Wind is one in which opponents are 

motivated to spend considerable time and resources over issues of perceived 

encroachment and aesthetic changes.  Moreover, it is a special case in which so many 

opponents have a significant financial interest in protecting the fossil fuel industry. 

Similarly, Cape Wind differs from other opposition projects in the way in which 

opponents supported its core opposition group, the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound. 

Unlike the groups formed to fight other projects, the Alliance is not a grass-roots, 

volunteer based organization, but rather behaves more like a well-funded shell company 
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to push forward many, expensive delay tactics. In the Cape Wind saga, the opposition’s 

atypically powerful constituency has separated its tactics and resources from most other 

opposition groups rendering the story a poor model for study of wind resistance groups.  

Additionally, there are several major ways in which the Cape Wind project differs 

from other existent and pending wind projects in the United States. First, the project 

would be the first major American offshore development as opposed to the thousands of 

existent onshore facilities. There are significant differences between offshore and onshore 

systems in terms of production capabilities, transmission challenges, and environmental, 

economic, and social impacts. Offshore projects differ dramatically in size, wind 

capacity, and transmission infrastructure from onshore New England wind farms. While 

there is relatively low-wind potential inland, there are more consistent, higher potential 

resources offshore. Offshore systems have the advantage of being sited several miles 

away from human environments. Moreover, onshore systems face the challenge of 

transmission from areas of high wind potential to load centers. Cape Wind like other 

offshore developments could provide electricity to high need areas. As the majority of 

wind development and thereby wind opposition has been onshore and much smaller in 

scale, Cape Wind cannot adequately reflect the technological considerations that inform 

local opposition to wind power elsewhere. 111112 

Still, the fact remains that Cape Wind remains the popular case study for local 

opposition to wind energy despite such comparison’s deep flaws and inability to 
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represent most other local opposition groups. Problematically, the Cape Wind case 

reaffirms industry and expert discourse on the nature of local opposition and helps to 

craft a view in which most opposition to wind technology stems from NIMBY-like, 

environmentally unfriendly motives. In the coming chapters, analysis of reaction to 

smaller scale projects elsewhere will challenge the veracity of modeling and studying 

most wind energy opposition through the tinted Cape Wind lens.  

Chapter 3 : Another Look at Local Opposition, Ridgeline Development in Vermont 

Aptly nicknamed “the Green Mountain State,” Vermont is one of the most 

environmentally conscious and progressive states in the nation. Moreover, like their New 

England neighbors, a majority of Vermonters support taking action to mitigate global 

climate change and approximately 70% support increased development of wind 

energy.113 However, several instances of local opposition to industrial scale wind 

development challenge the narrative of total support for renewables in the Green 

Mountain State.  And the resistance movement—spearheaded by the Lowell Mountain 

Occupiers—to Green Mountain Power’s Kingdom Community Wind (KCW) farm in 

Lowell, VT serves as a particularly useful example of small-scale resistance in Vermont.  

The small scale, grassroots efforts, like KCW resistance, found in Vermont differ 

dramatically in constituency, organization, tactics, motivation, and goals from Cape Wind 

opponents. Indeed, calling local opposition in Vermont a “democratic deficit” or “social 

gap” failure unfairly paints the activity as NIMBY-like behavior and belies the way in 
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which opposition is one part of a larger, systematic search for environmentally beneficial 

solutions. Unlike the Cape Wind saga in which convenient complimentary issues support 

a nucleus of private preservation, opposition in Vermont centers around a search for the 

most equitable and fair way for Vermonters to have a positive impact on global climate 

change. This line of questioning probes not only the divide between big coal, oil, and gas 

and the environmental movement, but also rifts among “big green” corporations and 

organizations and local communities. Understanding local opposition in Vermont 

requires seriously reconsidering the motivations of state energy plans and “green” 

corporations and their relationship to local communities. And studying opposition in 

Vermont as opposed to on the Cape requires earnestly unpacking the promises of wind 

energy to small, largely rural communities as well as the challenges of healthfully 

integrating renewable technologies onto an electric grid with a carbon backbone. These 

small scale, but potent resistance efforts raise puzzling questions about the relationship 

between vocal support for environmental action and meaningful action and shake the 

accepted narrative(s) of local opposition to wind energy.   

The State of Vermont’s Wind  

Unlike Cape Wind’s case of unprecedented development, industrial wind turbines 

have been turning in Vermont since 1997. Currently a little less than 6% of Vermont’s 

electricity generation comes from wind energy. And while there are countless small-

scale, distributed generation wind turbines, most of the measurable wind input come from 

large farms. As spring 2014, Vermont is home to four industrial scale wind farms that 
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have a combined 120 MW installed capacity. 114115Currently, Vermont’s wind farms 

could provide enough energy to meet about a tenth of the state’s electricity demand.116 

While these totals may seem paltry, compared to its New England neighbors (especially 

New Hampshire and Maine) Vermont produces significantly more power from wind 

resources.   

Green Mountain State’s Support for Wind 

Writing for the Vermont Journal of Environmental Law before KCW’s 

installation, John Sautter, James Landis, and Michael Dworkin pose a “straightforward” 

question for Vermont: “how will the state continue to supply its citizens with low-cost, 

reliable electricity, but also maintain its high air quality standards and low greenhouse 

gas contributions?”117 To answer this “energy trilemma” many in Vermont have looked 

to the wind as a potentially low-cost, diversifying, and non-carbon emitting fuel source. 

The case for industrial scale wind development is rather straightforward and 

almost uniformly embraced by Vermont’s executive and legislative branches, major 

electricity corporations, and large environmental groups. Supporters champion wind 
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technology, as a non-polluting energy source that would allow Vermont to produce 

domestic renewable energy and potentially lower future green energy rates. Moreover, 

supporters seek to fashion Vermont as a national leader in renewable energy 

developments. Proponents believe that while industrial wind has some negative impacts, 

installations in Vermont have the potential to help fight climate change, by reducing 

carbon emissions and setting precedents for other states.118  

As one energy policy expert suggested in 2009 “unless all layers of Vermont’s 

government work together to meet renewable energy goals,” namely massive increases in 

utility scale wind, “including the Governor, Legislature, administrative agencies, 

conservation groups, and the citizens, Vermont’s renewable energy goals will simply 

become “dust in the wind.”119 Five years later, it seems that the majority of Vermont’s 

state house leaders, conservation groups, and bureaus have supported a push towards 

incorporating more in-state commercial scale wind. Moreover, these leaders are not 

merely advancing a personal pro-wind agenda, but reflect the views of a state in which 

more than 70% of residents support wind power.120 While Vermont state officials, energy 

corporations, and big environmental groups pro-wind policies speak towards a 

commitment to increase wind power, it does not address whether or not those changes are 
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compatible with Vermont’s existent energy infrastructures and regional policies. Further, 

it neglects to question whether or not utility scale wind is a positive policy for the state as 

a whole and for the communities and ecosystems directly affected by the turbines.  

Practical Challenges in the Green Mountain State 

While Governor Shumlin asserts that Vermont should serve as a national wind-

leader and erect turbines “as fast as we can build them, it remains unclear whether or not 

such policy is appropriate for the state.121 Atypically small and rural Vermont deviates 

from national trends of energy use and sourcing.122 Notably, most of Vermont’s energy 

use consists of oil and gas for heating and transportation.123 Electricity makes up only 4% 

of Vermont’s total energy use, well below the national average, and the state ranks 48th in 

electric energy production.124125 Also, different from many other states Vermont currently 

receives most of its electric energy from domestic nuclear and imported hydro power.126  
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In 2012 53% of the state’s electricity came from Vermont Yankee and 26% was imported 

from Hydro-Quebec, percentages more than 3 and 6 times the regional average 

respectively.127 These sources of energy have helped Vermont maintain a relatively small 

carbon footprint. While electric energy is a major source of national carbon emissions, 

they represent less than 1% of Vermont’s carbon output.128 However, the state’s energy 

profile will change significantly in December of 2014 when Vermont Yankee begins shut 

down, taking away more than half of the state’s carbon-neutral electricity supply.  

In addition, however much leadership Vermont policymakers would like to take, 

Vermont is not as well suited for renewable development as other states. The only 

landlocked New England state, Vermont lacks the possibility of developing offshore 

wind farms. Offshore wind farms can not only be larger (with less direct environmental 

impact) than onshore facilities, but they also can have a larger capacity per turbine as 

wind speeds are higher off-, than onshore. At 80 m off the surface, wind speeds are 

largely around 4.0 m/s with some patches of 7 m/s in Vermont. In contrast, wind speeds 

are between 8.5 and 10.5 m/s off the New England coast. Compared to the plains states 

where on-shore wind turbine development is more widespread, Vermont has 

comparatively less wind potential. These states have wind speeds between 6.0 and 10.5 

m/s, nearly double those found in Vermont.129 Further, sited far away from load sites, 
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existent wind plants face problems smoothly transmitting electricity to the grid.130131 

However, despite these relative challenges, wind proponents in Vermont suggest that 

Vermont’s ridgelines can serve as sites of meaningful renewable energy and as symbols 

of the Green Mountain state’s commitment to “green” energy progress. Despite the 

mixed results of the state’s first industrial scale wind farms, since the late 2000s, 

Vermont’s energy policies have vigorously advocated for increased domestic investment 

in wind energy. 

Vermont’s Energy Profile and Policies 

Fulfilling Shumlin’s first-year energy reform priority, multiple state agencies in 

Vermont launched the Comprehensive Energy Plan (CEP) in 2011. While the plan is 

similar to many other states in its emphasis on fostering economic security and 

independence, protecting the environment, and driving in-state job creation through 

increases in renewable energy development, the CEP sets higher goals than any other 

state. The plan boldly seeks to obtain 90% of Vermont’s energy from renewable sources 

by 2050.132 And while Vermont’s CEP also plans to address energy from transportation 

and heating, the plan’s emphasis remains on electrical energy. In conjunction, the 

Sustainable Priced Energy Enterprise Development (SPEED) program passed by the 

Vermont legislature in 2005 requires that specific percentages of statewide retail electric 
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sales must be fulfilled by renewable energy sources. SPEED dictates that starting in 

2017, 55% of each retail electric utility’s annual sales must come from renewable 

resources. This requirement will increase by 4% every third year until 2032, when 75% 

of sales must come from renewables.133 Guided by the CEP and SPEED programs, 

Vermont’s executive agencies have supported expanding renewable resources and have 

looked favorably on wind energy developments.  

However, while Vermont positions itself as a “green” leader, differences in its 

energy policies make it difficult for the state to coordinate with its region. Unlike 29 

other states and all of its New England neighbors, Vermont does not have a Renewable 

Portfolio Standards (RPS). The RPS program allows energy producers to trade credits in 

order to offset carbon emitting sources with renewables. Under its current terms, the 

SPEED program allows renewable energy to contribute towards Vermont’s totals even 

when the REC is traded out of state. This aspect of SPEED is highly problematic as REC 

trading through the program’s loopholes directly reduces the amount of renewable energy 

actually produced in New England.134 As a consequence of this disjuncture, renewable 

energy produced in Vermont may not reduce carbon emissions, but instead may provide a 

bureaucratic cover for a gas or oil fired facility in a neighboring state.  

The problems with SPEED and CEP not only point towards ways in which 

Vermont’s energy plans fail to lead neighboring states, but question why Vermont needs 

large scale investment renewable electrical energy at all. After all, it is deceptive for 
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Vermont to claim status as a “green” state working towards addressing global climate 

change when the renewable electricity it produces both counts domestically and 

authorizes the running of a gas generator elsewhere. Additionally, focus on electric 

energy and increasing big wind projects, speaks to a need to “green wash” the state’s 

image, rather than address less glamorous issue of reducing emissions from home heating 

or the trickier problem of relying on energy from a carbon emitting grid.135 Indeed, the 

sentiment that Vermont’s leaders in politics and the “big” environmental community is 

not just a small flaw, but is a central thread that questions the need for industrial scale 

wind in Vermont. 

Placing Local Opposition in Context 

 Remarkably, local opposition to wind energy development in Vermont seizes 

upon problems found in the state’s energy policy—and not just in ways simply working 

against its wholehearted support for wind power. Local opponents’ vocal, substantive 

critiques of state policy speaks to the way that their charges are designed to mitigate 

harms and not simply to promote personal interests. Different from the NIMBY type of 

opposition typified in industry materials and seen in the case of Cape Wind, small-scale 

opposition to wind energy combines factors evident in a critical view of the technology’s 

potential (overarching dissatisfaction with state energy policy, wind’s adaptability to 

Vermont’s ridgelines, and environmental impact) with local concerns. Moreover, these 

cases of local opposition extend past a rational and locally rooted opposition to energy 

policy and point to the ways in which involvement in local policy issues can work to 

engage community members and not just serve as a venue protect private interests.  
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 In many ways the opposition that formed against the Kingdom Community Wind 

(KCW) project in Lowell encapsulates the ethos, methods, constituency and effects of 

local wind opposition in Vermont. Upon examination the KCW story forms a sharp 

contrast with the type of opposition seen in Cape Wind and challenges the narrative of 

wind opposition as NIMBY-like, socially hazardous behavior. The following case study 

of local opposition against KCW seeks to demonstrate how the project serves as a 

microcosm (and also a springboard) for opposition in Vermont, a counter to the standard 

resistance story, and a chance to explore the non-wind impacts of sustained community 

engagement.  

 

What’s the Fuss with the Kingdom Community Wind Project?: Background on 

Kingdom Community Wind 

The largest of Vermont’s four industrial scale wind developments, Kingdom 

Community Wind (KCW) farm spreads across nearly three miles of ridgeline on Lowell 

Mountain in the Northeast Kingdom. From its inception, KCW has been a source of 

community tension over the presence of such a large development and has sparked 

community investigation into the impact of industrial scale wind turbines in small rural 

communities. Moreover, “no study of wind opposition in Vermont would be complete 

without an analysis of the Kingdom Community Wind project…it has been a lightening 

rod of controversy and…it has come to be something of a rallying cry among wind 

opponents statewide.”136 

                                                           

       136 Pitkin, William IV. “Wind Energy Opposition in Vermont: Perspectives on the State’s 

Energy Future.” Bachelor of Arts Degree in Environmental Analysis, Pomona College, 

2013. http://scholarship.claremont.edu/pomona_theses/78., 48.  

 

http://scholarship.claremont.edu/pomona_theses/78


  

 

59 

 

After all, the contrast between KCW and its surrounding community is quite 

stark. KCW, the state’s largest wind farm, sits a top a rural area that consists of largely 

agricultural land and forests. KCW’s host town, Lowell, is similar to many other towns in 

the area. Lowell has a small population of about 738 residents and its major, traditional, 

economic drivers are dairy farming and forestry. Peculiarly, the Northeast Kingdom, 

Vermont’s most rural, least populated, and least economically prosperous region (and one 

that does not have a large electricity demand) is home to two industrial scale wind 

projects, KCW and Sheffield, with a combined capacity of over 100 MW.  As with all of 

Vermont’s industrial scale wind farms, KCW spans a mountain ridgeline—where wind 

resources are the most abundant. Additionally, like the other wind farms, for sake of 

permitting convenience, the project is located and sited within one town (Lowell). Still, 

KCW impacts the surrounding towns of Westfield, Eden, Albany, Irsaburg, and 

Craftsbury.  (See Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3.)  

Operational since 2012, KCW consists of 21 400-plus foot turbines with a 

combined capacity of 63 MW. Built and operated by Green Mountain Power (GMP), 

Vermont’s largest utility, in partnership with the Vermont Electric Coop (VEC), KCW 

was designed in line with Vermont’s energy plan and the demands of the utilities’ 

consumers to produce “lowest cost new renewable energy” for domestic consumption.137 

As GMP representative Robert Dostis explained, KCW aimed to meet three “promises” 

to Vermont customers: first to meet state goals, second to provide power “from a 
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resource that our customers have asked for,” and three to provide cost effective electricity 

to Vermont ratepayers.138 

Kingdom Community Wind Permitting, Protesting, and Construction Timeline 

Development on KCW began in the late 2000s when the owner of the 

development site approached GMP about the possibility of developing an industrial scale 

wind farm on the property. After that initial contact, GMP worked independently to 

assess whether or not the site was appropriate for wind development and subsequently to 

determine the project’s size, cost, wind resources, and environmental impacts.  

Following its assessments, GMP presented a proposal to the town of Lowell to 

develop between 16 to 24 wind turbine project within its borders in 2009 and a 

referendum vote was slated for March 2010 for the town to approve the project. As a part 

of the proposal GMP promised to compensate the town over and above what it would 

owe in property taxes. The project would be a major windfall for Lowell taxpayers. In 

total GMP would pay up to $535,000 per year to Lowell—a figure representing more 

than a third of the town’s tax burden and annual budget.139 Additionally, GMP reached 

out to the surrounding towns, although not as generously, to convince abutters about the 

benefits of wind power and this project. After hearing feedback from the surrounding 

community, GMP created a good neighbor fund in which “five towns” (Albany, 
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Craftsbury, Eden, Irasburg, and Westfield) would “get to share in economic benefit 

dollars” from the project.140 

As GMP President Mary Powell asserted at a town meeting in November 2009  

“it is truly important that we work very closely with the community and we’ve made it 

clear from the start of this project that if the town of Lowell doesn’t want us here, we 

won’t be here.”141 Both needing to gain a majority approval to obtain the select board 

approval needed to move forward with the project and wanting the support of the 

community in order to preempt future opposition GMP undertook a comprehensive 

outreach strategy. Directed by Dostis, this strategy aimed to “educate the people of the 

town” in order to “correct a lot of misinformation about the company and about wind” 

and to “most importantly…build a level of trust with the people in town.” To accomplish 

its goals GMP organized public forums, meetings in local homes, and door-to-door 

canvasses, sent out town-wide mailers, and purchased radio ads. GMP even hired a local 

couple, Andy and Gert Tetrault, with deep roots in the community to hold informational 

house parties about the project and inform the developers about any “misinformation” 

spreading through the town.142  

However, many who opposed the project found that GMP’s tactics were 

misleading.  Vocal opponents and other area residents felt that GMP was using its large 

resource coffers to overwhelm the town with its point of view and was not working to 
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create enough balance of information. Stronger critics accused GMP of spreading 

misinformation in the town, suggesting through agents like the Tetraults that “the lights 

would go out” in the area if Lowell did not approve the project and that the town’s budget 

would not be able to function without the KCW payments. Others felt that though GMP’s 

compensation was a necessary and normal part of permitting, it amounted to a cash bribe 

from a large corporation to a small, poor town unable to make another choice.143144 

Indeed, while the debate over the proposal became a highly contentious issue in Lowell, 

there was little organized resistance before the vote and certainly no structure visible or 

well organized enough to adequately campaign against GMP. Many who came to oppose 

the project felt that the vote would not have passed if the community had organized in 

time and had been properly informed about the potential negative effects of wind 

installation at this scale. Nevertheless, in March 2010 the Town of Lowell approved 

KCW’s development by a significant margin, 342 to 144, which GMP touted as a sign of 

community “trust” and a local commitment to renewable energy.145  

After receiving approval from the Town of Lowell, GMP filed the requisite state 

permits in order to begin construction on KCW. GMP filed a permit with Vermont’s 

Public Service Board (PSB) in May of 2010 for a Certificate of Public Good (CPG) for 

the wind farm and the transmission upgrades and installation needed to support the 
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project as well as the water permits required by the state’s Agency of Natural Resources 

(ANR).  

However, unlike the referendum in Lowell, GMP faced organized petitions from 

opponents during the state permitting process. And in August and September of 2010 the 

abutting towns of Craftsbury and Albany, affected individuals, and  local environmental 

groups were granted intervener status in the project’s CPG permitting claiming that KCW 

would cause harm to the surrounding communities. Similarly, these groups worked to 

present materials before ANR in order to prove the project’s potentially deleterious 

effects on the area’s watershed.  Most of the opposition stemmed from a local 

organization, the Lowell Mountains Group and from joint actions of the abutting towns, 

not from Vermont’s major environmental organizations. Such intervention was costly and 

time consuming making opposing the project in front of the state boards a difficult 

undertaking for the towns and local groups. Indeed, merely filing objections and serving 

as an intervener entailed hundreds of thousands of dollars of legal fees and took the time 

and energy of several highly informed and educated interested parties. Opponents felt 

that while the process was not totally undemocratic, it was significantly tilted—even 

“greased”— in favor of large corporations who have larger resources and streamlined 

access to government permitting.146 After all, “you’ve got to pay for the lawyer, hire 

witnesses,” one opponent commented, and corporations have comparatively “bottomless 

pockets and we don’t.”147  However much effort many of the opponents put into 

permitting challenges many felt that unfortunately their efforts—however much they 

                                                           
146 Smith, Annette. Interview with Annette Smith, VCE, November 20, 2013. 

 
147 Morse, Anne. Interview with Anne Morse, November 17, 2013. 

 



  

 

64 

 

reflected a better environmental, economic, and social path— were largely in vain.148 

These petitioners were upset, but unsurprised when the PSB concluded that KCW “will 

promote the general good of the state” and issued a CPG for the project in May of 

2011.149 Following suit, ANR approved all five of KCW’s water permits in August 2011.   

Once KCW received all its necessary permits, GMP sought to begin construction 

in the fall of 2011. While GMP had anticipated some lingering delays, it did not foresee 

the level of “well organized, very effective” opposition the project would face post 

permitting. Nor did it expect to be stalled due to property line and other legal disputes 

with its neighbors.150 However, a growing organized resistance grew around Lowell 

Mountain. Perhaps unfortunately for GMP, their first construction actions, building 

access roads and clear-cutting and blasting—activities that visually ran counter to the 

project’s “green” intentions. Moreover, in order to safely blast on the top of Lowell 

Mountain, GMP needed to mark affected areas and establish its boundaries with adjacent 

property. GMP’s orange tape line and blasting notice rekindled a surveying dispute with 

the neighboring Nelsons and tied issues of land rights and corporate overreach more 

strongly into opponents’ conception of the project. Indeed the “bright orange tape line 
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might strike you as a dividing line of sorts” separating GMP from “those damn fools in 

the Northeast Kingdom,” but it also should be seen as a unifying point on the mountain 

that served as a central point around which local opponents with a diverse set of 

motivations—property rights, environmental impact, economic viability, and social 

justice, e.g.—could find common ground climbing to the summit of Lowell Mountain.151 

Lowell Mountain itself was able to serve as such an accessible symbol for 

opponents because of Don and Shirley Nelson, two “old school” Vermont landowners, 

who felt that GMP was impinging on their property rights. 152  Initially, as GMP was 

consolidating plans to build KCW, it approached the Nelsons to acquire part or all of 

their property. While the Nelsons had been looking for a buyer for their land, they were 

unable to strike a deal with GMP as they felt that allowing such development would run 

counter to the land stewardship practices they had inherited from their forbearers and 

hoped to pass down to their grandchildren. Don Nelson made it clear that “I don’t support 

mountaintop removal, whether it’s for wind or coal.”153The Nelsons asserted that 

industrial scale wind would “destroy [their] way of life” and “the character of the state 

we’ve worked so hard for” by irrevocably impacting the region’s special ecology, 

relationship to the land, and tourism revenue.154  
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Accordingly, the Nelsons were supportive of actions that peacefully opposed 

KCW’s construction. The Nelsons, who had never posted their land allowing hunters and 

hikers alike to access their quintessential Vermont property for recreation, allowed 

students from Sterling College and other area wind opponents to access the land and see 

the area that GMP was going to blast flat. And in early October 2011 as GMP prepared to 

begin blasting, students and opponents who became known as the Lowell Mountain 

Occupiers—a group independent from, but friendly with the Nelsons, established a 

campsite near the disputed western property line. As Annette Smith, a campsite 

participant and the director of Vermonters for a Clean Environment (VCE), explained 

GMP’s set backs were less that those established by precedent and ISO requirements; 

even if GMP had the right to blast it did not have the right, Anne and other Occupiers 

contended, to prevent the Nelsons from simply using their property without taking due 

process in the courts. Smith went out and spent “$87 on four tents and no trespassing 

signs, then Sterling college students built a campsite, a nice platform with a big [Vermont 

State] flag” to send the message to GMP that they better keep the blasting debris “on your 

side of the line.”155  

GMP soon realized the difficulties that Occupiers’ land use would pose to their 

project. On October 11, 2011 GMP’s Mary Powell made a personal call to the Nelsons 

notifying the couple that her company would purchase the couple’s nearly 600 acres for 

$1.25 million dollars. That very afternoon, GMP returned with a “stick” of a counter 

offer, a letter from GMP’s attorney stating the company would sue the Nelsons if they 

continued to allow their guests to access land in the blasting zone. Needless to say, the 
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framing of this offer did not appeal the Nelsons. As Don framed the deal: “I can take one 

and a quarter million and run, or be fined a million bucks. That’s a good way to handle a 

Vermont farmer on his retirement.”156 Shortly after, the Nelsons punted back a counter 

offer nearly double that of GMP’s initial price. GMP rejected that largely facetious offer 

and filed a civil suit against the Nelsons to stop “inviting and assisting persons to occupy 

their land adjoining the project to create a safety risk that will halt construction blasting 

on GMP’s land essential to the timely completion of the project.” Orleans County Court 

found GMP’s suit convincing and summarily signed a temporary restraining order against 

the Nelsons, preventing them and their guests from being present within 1,000 feet of 

their property line between October 17 and 26, 2011 during blasting times. GMP was 

required to give at least two hours notice of blasting times at date. 157  

Instead of threatening the Nelsons and deterring the Lowell Mountain Occupiers, 

the uneasy speediness with which the Court sided with GMP spurred further opposition 

to KCW. Although the Nelsons did post notice of GMP’s suit—letting visitors know of 

the circumstances of the property line and blasting, the family did not discourage or 

disallow open access to their property—up to the disputed boundary. Throughout the rest 

of the fall—coinciding simultaneously with, but unrelated to Occupy Wall Street— the 

Lowell Mountain Occupiers continued to maintain a campsite at the blasting base.158 

While the Lowell Mountains Group continued to work against the project in state appeal 

boards and related groups helped defray the Nelsons legal fees, the Mountain Occupiers 
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group rose to the opposition forefront working to spread public awareness about the 

project and translate awareness into action taken to protest development. Armed with this 

highly dedicated core group of diverse individuals, the Lowell Mountain Occupiers group 

was able to gain public attention and transform the project into a statewide case. Even 

though most group members understood that their actions probably did not stand much of 

a chance of stopping the turbines’ eventual erection they still worked tirelessly to prevent 

the KCW project and others proposed around the state.  

Seeking to raise public awareness about the project and the threats it exposed to 

Vermont’s environmental, social, and political health, the Mountain Occupiers used a 

wide range of strategies to gain attention and spread concrete knowledge. While the 

group did utilize many conventional community awareness techniques and fundraisers 

holding yard sales, chicken bakes, protesting at civic events and buildings and 

distributing fliers and bumper stickers,  they also took less orthodox action.  For example, 

just before KCW erected towers in August of 2012, the Mountain Occupiers held a 

“funeral for the mountain” at the summit on the Nelsons property and  a few months 

afterwards the group presented a “Certificate of Public Harm” to Governor Shumlin.159160  

Before this, in the fall of 2011, the group began regular “Mountaintop Open Houses” (a 

program that the group has continued to the present day). Seeking to spread hands-on 

knowledge and appreciation for the value of the local environment and the damages 

posed by KWC, these open houses allow visitors to hike through the Nelsons property up 

to a summit of Lowell Mountain. 

                                                           
159 Lowellmountainnews. “Funeral for the Mountain.” Mountain Talk, August 9, 2012. 

http://lowellmountainsnews.wordpress.com/2012/08/09/funeral-for-the-mountain/. 

 
160 Ibid. 

 



  

 

69 

 

 Further, some Occupiers engaged in civil disobedience. Such undertakings 

demonstrated their commitment to the project and exposed the ways in which the 

development’s process threatened Vermont’s environmental health and “the profound 

extent to which the laws and regulations that are supposed to protect us from corporate 

domination of decision making in Vermont had been entirely co-opted.”161 Most of the 

civil disobedience centered around the campsite on top of Lowell Mountain and was 

further motivated by GMP’s continued legal action against the Nelsons and their property 

rights—especially the utility’s contention that the Nelsons should be fined for civil 

contempt of court for continuing to allow open access to their property.  On November 

16, 2011, Trevor Ring and David Martorana, two students from Sterling College were the 

first Mountain Occupiers arrested, albeit accidentally—for while the group wanted 

students to participate in civil disobedience, they did not want its young members to be 

stigmatized by a criminal record.162 

 Soon afterward, the first planned civil disobedience arrests took place; the Lowell 

Mountain Six (Ron Holland of Irasburg, Anne Morse of Craftsbury, Suzanna Jones of 

Walden, Ryan Gillard of Plainfield, David Rodgers of East Craftsbury, and Eric Wallace-

Senft of West Woodbury) were arrested on December 5, 2011 for trespassing on GMP’s 

property. The Lowell Six were eventually convicted in court and sentenced to either a 

$250 fine or 25 hours of community service, not too heavy a price to publically assert, as 

Holland vocalized, “that the Lowell project represents a bad choice, and a false choice, 
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for our state.”163 Moreover, the Mountain Occupiers were motivated, rather than deterred, 

by the first wave of arrests. And the Lowell Six asserted “We wish to make it clear that 

the court’s decision will not sway us from our fundamental commitment: to help 

Vermont develop a cogent, effective energy policy that protects its landscape and citizens 

from corporate or government bullying.”164 

After the Lowell Six’s arrests caught local media attention, spread local 

awareness, and further aggravated GMP, the Mountain Occupiers continued and 

expanded their civil disobedience efforts. While their on-mountain efforts were stymied 

during the long Vermont winter, they continued to demonstrate throughout the North East 

Kingdom and the rest of the state. As KCW pushed closer to construction, the group 

worked to stall completion and spread even more awareness about the project’s flaws. On 

Monday, July, 16 2012 the Mountain Occupiers organized a hundred-plus protester 

blockade of Vermont Route 100 to block one of KCW’s delivery trucks. Although the 

protesters had not intended to close the highway, they effectively stopped the truck from 

delivering the parts for a few hours and were able to demonstrate to GMP that the people 

of the North East Kingdom were not going to be easily “bulldozed” over—even if the 

group cleared out at the request of Vermont State Troopers.165166 Then, as the project 
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continued towards completion, the Mountain Occupiers blocked more direct construction 

activity. On August 7, 2012 nearly fifty protesters blockaded the crane path on Lowell 

Mountain, stopping a few hours of construction and calling the State police—and more 

public focus. As a result another six protesters  (Raymond Micklon of Craftsbury 

Common, William Roddy of Irasburg, Dennis Liddy of Westfield, Keith Ballek of 

Sheffield, Meredith Jones of Irasburg, and Carol Irons of Albany) planned and succeeded 

in having themselves peacefully arrested in front of a crowd of supporters.167 

Still despite opponents’ best actions—both in front of Vermont boards and town 

committees and on the streets and mountain of the North East Kingdom—GMP was able 

to complete the project. By the end of 2012, the project began generating electricity. 

GMP hopes that the plant will be able to produce approximately 186,000 MWH, about 

enough electricity to power 24,000 homes, per annum for the next twenty-five years.168 

However, while exact data on KCW’s production is classified, the plant is known to be 

underperforming and unable to connect successfully to the grid. In late July 2013, 

Governor Shumlin wrote a letter to the regional system operator, ISO New England, 

criticizing its curtailment of power from KCW during a time of peak heat and demand in 

New England. Shumlin charged the ISO with disregarding his state’s “clear preference 
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for renewable resources” and stated he “would have preferred that the local renewable 

energy produced by this utility-owned resource had been used” during high demand.169 

ISO-NE, the region’s resource neutral system operator, responded that “while the region 

has a great potential for large-scale renewable energy resources, many of these resources 

(primarily wind) are choosing to interconnect to weak areas of the New England system.” 

The ISO cited KCW as a prime example of interconnection failure in a remote region and 

asserted that the project needed to install upgrades to mitigate its connection problems.170  

However severe, problems of this nature will in no way impact KCW’s place on 

Lowell Mountain; the turbines will still stand for years to come. In this vein, however 

much protesters dislike the project, they generally do not think disassembly is a rational 

option. But, they do hope that the project’s interconnection and production problems will 

help strengthen the case against ridgeline wind development in Vermont. Moving 

forward, the Lowell Mountain Occupiers and all those who actively opposed KCW’s 

development hope that the project will serve as a warning for other communities about 

the problems of industrial scale wind, the impacts of corporate influence, and the need to 

educate the public and organize early in order to avoid similar situations.  

Certainly many of KCW’s opponents have hung up their metaphorical bullhorns, 

but a core group dedicated too much time, energy, and emotion and developed too strong 

of connection to the cause and its community to retire from an increasingly statewide 
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concern. These opponents seek to take the lessons gleaned from Lowell Mountain and 

apply them elsewhere—to Vermont’s debate over ridgeline developments as well as to 

other environmental health and justice questions.   

However, “bittersweet” the Lowell Mountain case was for the protesters—

however much the project affected and will impact surrounding social, economic, and 

environmental structures—it has provided experiences in organizing that the protesters 

hope will empower other communities.171 The case of the Lowell Mountain resistance 

calls for major reassessment of the way in which local input can and should shape green 

energy infrastructure (and other environmentally impactful) developments as well as a 

modified understanding of the very nature of the protesters who chose to stand against the 

wind. Examination this case suggests that the standard narrative of the NIMBY-like local 

opposition cannot be broadly applied to all communities and circumstances. And it 

questions whether or not this discourse can adequately describe various forms, 

foundations, and contributions of local opposition. 

Chapter 4 : Who Protested? And Why? An In-Depth Look at Opposition Against 

the Kingdom Community Wind Project 

 

Knowing the extent and nature of support for ridgeline wind development in 

Vermont—generally and particularly—is essential to understand the significance of 

opposition to the KCW project. For however much resistance might have dominated the 

headlines of local papers and even leveraged editorial inclusion by The New York Times, 

it is important to remember that the opponents were clearly a “small number of people, a 
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minority.”172 After all, at the state level most Vermonters support wind development and 

have elected local and statewide officials with platforms calling for increased investment 

in wind power. Vermont is one of the most liberal states in the nation and accordingly its 

residents are willing to experiment with investments in “green” energy infrastructure. Or 

in sharper terms, “Vermonters tend to be pro-wind because Vermonters tend to be 

liberals. Liberals favor wind power because they think more wind power will mean less 

fossil fuel burning, and therefore less global warming.”173 As a result Vermont has a very 

unusual energy portfolio and its leaders have explicitly called for their state to be a 

national leader in adaptive renewable and energy efficient technology. Similarly, most 

statewide environmental organizations and prominent activists like Bill McKibbon 

supported development of in-state wind facilities.174175 Still, Vermonters remain hyper-

conscious of the scenic and cultural impact that commercial scale development can have 

on a valuable landscape and actively seek to address concerns of visual impact in relation 

to project development—rather than simply marginalizing the effect of changes to a long-

protected scenery. These projects must be framed within a discourse of impact to 

Vermont’s treasured rural and forest character.176177At the state level, overwhelming 
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support for wind technology allowed (and continues to promote) support for wind 

developments in line with overarching policy goals.  

Indeed, most resistance to development comes from the local communities that 

most directly interact with developers and the development. The Northeast Kingdom, “a 

particularly rural, poorer, and traditionally agricultural area in Vermont’s northeast corner 

has been home to a disproportionate share of wind energy proposals, and has been the 

state’s most vocal region in opposing wind energy.”178 This is unsurprising; obviously 

those that are most directly impacted by wind development are going to produce the most 

vociferous protest. And yet, although polling has not been conducted in the region 

specifically, it does not seem that most residents of the North East Kingdom are averse to 

industrial scale wind developments. Although the area is more rural, more traditional, and 

more highly influenced by long-standing political conditions, it does not differ 

dramatically in its cultural practices and its politics from the rest of the state. 

Observations from utility experts and opponents alike suggest that the area’s opinions on 

wind power are generally similar to other Vermonters.179 Moreover, it seems that (at least 

initially) most opposition in the North East Kingdom stemmed from residents displeasure 
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with “the seemingly opaque decision-making process and the perceived tokenism of the 

stakeholder and public process,” not an intrinsic resistance to wind power.180 

Similarly, while opposition was strident and well organized in Lowell and 

surrounding towns it appears that (at least initially) most residents supported the KCW 

project and did not oppose an industrial scale wind development in their own backyard. 

(Whether or not the public was misled by GMP and state officials or essentially bribed by 

the developers is a separate topic.) In the town of Lowell, albeit after an intense campaign 

by GMP, the vote in favor of the project passed by a 75% majority. And GMP officials 

maintain that not only did the town vote in favor of the project, but that the corporation 

was able to develop a rapport with the community—“we developed a relationship with a 

lot of people there and they did trust us” and, presumably, also ridgeline wind 

technology. Similarly, while opposition did arise from surrounding towns (occasionally 

from elected officials), these communities were not seats of unanimous opposition to 

wind energy.181 

 In Craftsbury, Albany, Eden, Westfield and Irasberg, as in Lowell and like the 

rest of the state, the majority tacitly supported industrial scale wind developments. The 

debate over whether or not to support KCW did cause significant, divisive tension within 

communities— for example “someone threatened to kill me once in another store” 

outspoken opponent Ira Powsner admitted—that were in many ways unprepared for the 
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“divisive nature” of questions of bid development.182183 Yet, however much of a 

lightening-rod issue development became and however much it intruded into the every-

day life of these Vermonters, it was not one that spurred every proponent or opponent 

into direct action. For most, the area democratic processes and legal rules— however 

“opaque”—decided the project’s fate and summoned as Tocqueville would have 

predicted an end to debate. 184185 Summarily, most proponents had no need to actively 

support the development after it passed the Lowell referendum. Aside from a few 

supportive lawn signs or the occasional local editorial, their work ended with the 

project’s approval.  

Who stood against wind on Lowell Mountain? 

In contrast to the way in which proponents could tacitly support the project, 

KCW’s opponents could not remain quiet. Standing against the wind (especially outside 

of Lowell) required exercising more than regular civic expression(i.e. voting); opposing 

KCW required active participation. Indeed, as the KCW debate moved past its only 

popular up-down vote and became a question for state boards and courts to decide, work 

of opposing the project solidified into a mix of raising public awareness and education, 
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convincing impacted locals to become involved, and maintaining legal and procedural 

petitions.  Moreover, opponents kept themselves centered with the catchphrase “we may 

lose the mountain, but we will not fail towards the larger statewide implications”—

knowing that resisting the project was not about finding success in one particular case, 

but in setting precedents for other Vermonters to follow.186 Complicating the nature of 

local opposition was the relationship between grassroots groups and the abutting towns 

that filed as interveners in the project. However, this overlap was not organizationally 

problematic as much of the pressure for opposition in adjoining communities was 

influenced and led by a few major players.  

Largely led by Steve Wright, a retired state environmental official and educator, 

the first organized protest groups the Lowell Mountains Group and the Ridgeprotectors 

served as entities though which opponents could raise funds and take procedural action 

against the development. These organizations also served as “a fundraising legal structure 

that allowed resistance to happen.”187 In conjunction with the Lowell Mountains Groups 

and in addition to even more local efforts to stop development pre-vote, the Lowell 

Mountain Occupiers formed a “hands on” structure through which concerned locals could 

learn about and take action against industrial scale wind. Starting in the fall of 2011, as a 

result of concerned opponents “meeting, talking, and just strategizing” the Lowell 

Mountain Occupiers evolved from a small group of activists eager to camp on the 

Nelsons land to a more expansive web of locals seeking to stop KCW and similar 

projects. 188 Further, both groups partnered with statewide organizations to gain access to 
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more expansive volunteer networks, resource pools, and logistical support. A “coalition 

of those groups working along the Lowell issue” formed and the Lowell Mountains 

Groups and Mountain Occupiers partnered closely with Energize Vermont (EV) and 

Vermonters for a Clean Environment (VCE). The opposition also overlapped with the 

Peak Keepers, an “ad hoc” collection of regional scientists, teachers, and advocates 

conserned with protecting Vermont’s mountains from ridgeline development.189190191  

In order to accomplish such an effective, sophisticated grassroots campaign 

against the development the opponents relied on knowledgeable and active leaders. 

Fortunately, for those opposed to KCW many highly motivated, knowledgeable activists 

could be found in the sleepy North East Kingdom towns. The major players in the 

opposition were not perfectly aligned on the political spectrum (if more progressive 

largely by virtue of geographic distribution), nor were they motivated by a exactly the 

same concerns. These individuals were not local “crazies,” but were respected, 

established members of the local community who, remarkably, are also incredibly 

knowledgeable and accomplished. As Pat Sagui, one active opponent, explained GMP 

and state boards were unpleasantly surprised “when we could pull the PhDs out the 

woodwork.” Further, these leaders combined knowledge in their field with mature 

leadership experience.  The opposition leaders were “not a 20-something VPIRGer[s],” 

but had years of experience navigating complex environmental, political, and social 
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issues and organizing successful grassroots movements.192 The intersection of these 

various experts, organizers, and leaders helped drive the opponents forward, forge 

connections with likeminded organizations, strengthen particular reasons for opposition. . 

The Lowell Mountain Opposition: Who’s Who 

“The MVP for sure,” Steve Wright, an ecologist from Craftsbury who has devoted 

himself to educating his fellow Vermonters about the importance of protecting and 

promoting healthy environments, led and coordinated the bulk of the resistance to 

KCW.193  The Georgia-born Wright has lived in the North East Kingdom (off and on, 

mostly on)  since 1968 when he moved north to accept a teaching position at what was 

then Sterling School. Ending his tenure as President of Sterling, Wright spent nearly 25 

years at institution and helped it transition from a small boy’s boarding school to a small, 

environmentally focused liberal arts college. Wright worked for the U.S. Forest Service 

as a Wilderness Manager in Idaho’s Nez Perce National Forest and the National Wildlife 

Federation where he developed and implemented climate change education programs—a 

passion he would rekindle with the Lowell opposition—and has also worked closely for 

the environmental non-profit community.  Further, Wright has significant experience 

working for Vermont’s environmental agencies, serving for four years in the mid-80s as 

Vermont Commissioner of Fish and Wildlife and spending seven years, starting in 1990, 

on the State Environmental Board. Although not a native Vermonter (a distinction that is 

still significant in the region), Wright still “became a relatively active member of the 
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community,” bringing the trained eye of a biologist to local government offices and 

agencies “in the context of trying to help people understand natural systems…how not to 

screw it up.” Unsurprisingly then, Wright’s opposition to the Lowell project stems from 

its violation of a valuable, largely undamaged ecosystem, in the name of combatting 

climate change. 194  

Upon retirement in 2009, Wright intended to split his time between interesting 

community and personal projects. However, less than a year later the Lowell project 

consumed most of Wright’s attention— especially after Craftsbury’s Select Board and 

Conservation Commission asked him to review the project’s impacts and subsequently 

lead the town’s “relatively aggressive approach to opposing the project.” “Jumping off,” 

from his work for Craftsbury, Wright became an active leader against the project, 

supporting and organizing the Lowell Mountains Group, attending and organizing formal 

petitions, and reaching out as a teacher to educate members of the community about the 

project’s potentially deleterious environmental impacts. 195 An experienced teacher, 

environmental leader, organizer, and inter/intra-government worker, Wright was able to 

successfully cohere a diverse body of opponents and combine forces with a larger 

network of environmentally focused Vermonters. However, Wright found that the 

majority of “big green” environmental groups and state office holders were dogmatically 

supportive of ridgeline wind developments and unwilling to consider the negative 

impacts that such projects could have on the community and ecosystem of a place like 

Lowell Mountain. Yet while Wright was certainly hurt by the “painful” abandonment of 
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Vermont’s “big greens”—including many close friends, he become more closely 

(re)connected with his community and college and was able to help develop an network 

in which concerned residents, many of whom were not likely to connect with standard 

environmental organizations, could voice their concerns about big wind’s impact on their 

local community. 196 

Complementing Wright’s work and bridging the Mountain Occupiers’ connection 

with a larger network of wind opponents, Annette Smith of Vermonter’s for a Clean 

Environment (VCE) took a leading role in opposition to KCW. Like Wright, Smith has 

extensive experience working within the environmental community. Smith helped found 

VCE in 1999 to help a Vermont community fight a natural gas pipeline. She expected 

work on the pipeline issue “for two months and then get my life back.” Instead for the 

last 14 years she and VCE have worked at the “interface between industry and residential 

areas” promoting non-invasive, non-exploitative, environmentally friendly developments 

and opposing projects that stand in the way of those goals. VCE, Smith explained, works 

as an advocacy group for Vermont communities seeking to be able to participate fairly 

and effectively in complex environmental and infrastructural procedures. Smith and VCE 

became involved in the campaign against KCW in November 2009 after attending 

GMP’s public meeting. Smith felt that the information presented by GMP and its agents 

was misleading in the town of Lowell and all but absent in the surrounding towns that 

would also be significantly impacted by development. Moreover, Smith was offended by 

the “stunning speed” at which the “greased” Vermont state boards approved KCW and 

“watched in amazement as every national agency rolled over for this project” without due 
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consideration of serious environmental impacts. Additionally, the disregard for proper 

procedural setbacks and due process shocked Smith and moved her to take a more 

personal and people based approach to leading the resistance against KCW; she began to 

help facilitate the bridge between formal, procedural action against KCW and the civil 

resistance outside of traditional legal channels.   

At a cost of just $87, Smith bought the four tents that started the opponents’ 

“occupied site” and “turned into something way bigger than anyone imagined.” Smith 

helped to set up the Mountain Talk blog and helped establish a network through which 

opponents on the ground could communicate with supporters in their community and 

throughout Vermont. Moreover, although Smith felt that the opposition’s efforts were 

(regrettably) too little, too late to save Lowell Mountain, they would be able to help 

establish a network to help other communities facing similar problems. For Smith, VCE, 

and others opposing ridgeline wind throughout Vermont, KCW does not represent the 

end of resistance, but rather an opportunity to understand and better oppose forces for 

development.197  

A seemingly less likely figure to be so intensely involved in the fight against 

KCW, Robert “Ron” Parr Holland, an emergency room physician, contributed 

significantly to the opposition movement. Another longtime resident—though non-

native—of the North East Kingdom, Holland has long been involved in activities to 

promote the health and strength of the community.198 Before his work on the wind issue, 
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Holland successfully fought for the installation of a dialysis clinic in nearby Newport. In 

cases like the Newport clinic and KCW, Holland sees “justice in this case as a 

quantitative metric.”199 Fortunately for the area’s dialysis patients and wind opponents, in 

addition to his training as a physician Holland has a Masters in Health Policy from 

Harvard University and knowledge of regulatory processes, public policy metrics, and 

cost benefit analysis. After, learning about KCW’s shaky claim of cost-effectiveness, 

Holland conducted a cost benefit analysis. His cost benefit analysis demonstrated that the 

KCW project was not “cost-effective,” but rather would have Vermonters pay at least 

$140 million more than necessary to reduce the same amount carbon emissions than 

through other conventional policy options.200 Joining forces with Steve Wright, Holland 

worked to get “party status” to testify on the cost effectiveness of the project before the 

Public Service Board. 

 In addition to his work in the technical and procedural aspects, Holland became 

active in other aspects of the resistance to KCW. His experience working with intractable 

government boards cemented a belief that “the current structures are totally incapable of 

dealing with” big issues like climate change and that “the only rational response is 

creative civil disobedience.” In an “incredible learning process” Holland came to 

understand a broader environmental point of view that combined public and 

environmental wellbeing, social justice concerns, and underlying respect for special 
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ecological areas like the mountain.201 Holland participated in and helped organize 

outreach events on the mountain and was arrested alongside the other members of the 

Lowell Six to publically protest KCW and the state and developer’s missteps.202 Like 

most other opponents, Holland saw his efforts as part of a larger effort against poor 

environmental and social decision making that would continue on after, but could be 

helped by the Mountain Occupiers’ experience. Nearly a summer after KCW came 

online, Holland helped the Occupiers organize the Rendezvous on his farm. The event 

brought together a diverse range of groups seeking to address environmental and social 

justice questions and develop understanding of effective opposition and civil 

disobedience strategies.203 

Like Holland, Pat Sagui contributed to both the procedural and the organizational 

efforts of the Lowell mountain resistance. Another highly involved, long-term outsider—

even if at one time married into family with extensive roots in the community—, Sagui 

moved to the North East Kingdom as a young woman because of the region’s bountiful 

watershed and appealing lifestyle. While raising her son, Sagui “found [she] had a knack 

for writing grants” and became involved with community preservation work. 

Additionally, since 1994 Sagui has served four terms as Westfield’s town-moderator 

where she developed a knack for understanding procedural rules and abating conflict. 

Motivated “first,” by “the social economic justice then it just became everything,” Sagui 
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became involved in the resistance against KCW and worked with Wright to prepare the 

resistance’s legal and procedural filings, a “brutal” process in which the group had to 

read, comprehend, and reply to lengthy documents in a short timeframe, and coordinate 

with surrounding towns. Sagui became so involved with the KCW issue that she took 

significant time from work and a twenty-five percent pay cut to spend more time on 

opposition activities. And although Sagui was disheartened by the way in which the 

larger environmental community turned away from this protest, she relished the 

opportunity to help “reframe” the question and participate in activist work with her son 

and daughter-in-law.204 

Another figure from Sterling College, Anne Morse, a middle-aged outdoor 

education faculty member, became involved in the Lowell project when friends, 

including her officemate, Perry Thomas, and neighbor, Steve Wright, raised concerns 

about its environmental and social impacts. A 14-year North East Kingdom resident and 

fixture of the Sterling College local “subculture,” she helped coordinate the relationship 

between her college students, foster opponents’ connection to the land, and teach and 

implement civil disobedience activities. While Morse understood that by the fall of 2011, 

it was too late to really do anything else but educate and raise awareness about the 

problems associated with this model of industrial scale wind development, she knew it 

was still crucial to continue to educate community members and arm them with tools to 

effect positive social change. Self-described as “way left of center on the political 

spectrum,” Morse’s involvement in the project sought to help facilitate conversations 

about how to make solutions happen locally through “functioning dialogue” and to 
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question the top-down macroscopically blinded decisions made by multinational 

corporations (like GMP’s parent company GazMetro) and mainstream politicians. 

Further, directly leading outreach and education about the project and effective ways to 

protest, Morse worked to make opposition a “hands on” experience that was relatable, 

tangible, and accessible to members of the community. Experienced in civil dissent, 

Morse helped to coordinate the Lowell Mountain Occupiers’ civil disobedience activities 

and to orchestrate their symbolic arrests. 205Morse served as “a brave leader in this whole 

thing, helping younger and older activists” work together successfully.206  

Yet another, but much younger, Sterling College-affiliated participant, Ira 

Pownser helped to channel the energy of young people into the community in a positive 

way. Originally from Ira, VT, Powsner first gained experience opposing industrial scale 

wind developments in his hometown in 2008. Working alongside his mother, brothers, 

and neighbors, a young Powsner contributed to a resistance movement that successfully 

prevented the development of an industrial scale wind project similar to KCW. After 

moving to the North East Kingdom to attend Sterling College in 2010, Powsner began 

helping Wright and Farley Brown, another professor at Sterling College, resist KCW’s 

development. Having gained experience working on fair housing issues in low-income 

neighborhoods in New York City before coming to Sterling, Posner “started to see the 

social justice issues [with KCW] right away,” citing this development as another case 

where corporate interests “do what they wanted in towns with less money.” Powsner 

combined his passion for the project’s social justice impacts with a concern about its 

environmental impacts. He devoted his energy to working with protests groups like the 
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Mountain Occupiers and Energize Vermont to spread knowledge about the project’s 

impacts and wage an effective grassroots campaign making he “packed every hearing 

with people” and could round up enough volunteers for public protests. Powsner helped 

employ civil disobedience tactics and was even arrested alongside his brother Jacob at 

one protest; the local general store summarily named a sandwich after his exploits (see 

Figure 4 and 5).  

These sketches feature the most active participants and leaders. Many more 

participated in opposition to the project and took up leadership roles within the 

opposition. For example, there were many besides Ira who helped rally the Sterling 

student body against these developments. These leaders speak to the general diverse and 

democratic character of those who opposed the project. Of course, many of the most 

active leaders were experts in areas plainly related to the project. The experience and 

education— it was certainly helpful to “pull the PhDs out the woodwork”—of many of 

the opposition leaders lent the project credibility, organization, and administrative know-

how. 207 

 At the same time, many participants came from all levels of experience and 

“walks of life”—rich and poor, highly educated and high school educated, Republican 

and Democrat to stand against KCW.208 While it is difficult to obtain a solid measure of 

how many in the community—and from which towns—actively opposed the project and 

how large the Mountain Occupiers’ roll call was, it is clear that the opposition was not 

just a tiny fraction of myopically focused, NIMBY “crazies,” but had a solid base in 
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personal and community concerns. These individuals widened the protest’s scope, 

validated its roots in local concern, and brought the power of collective action. The 

synthesis of strong leadership and broad (if only a minority) concern that allowed the 

opposition to have such a significant impact on the way in which Vermont energy 

planners and corporations attend to the voices of local opponents. While KCW’s 

developers, may have “bulldozed” over the opponents and erected their towers, this 

model of resistance will change the way in which policy makers, developers, and scholars 

will have to consider the paradigm of local resistance to wind energy and (if applied 

earlier) how communities, especially those in rural Vermont, can react to ridgeline 

development proposals. 

Major Reasons for Opposition to KCW 

Further, the major reasons that spurred both the most active and most peripheral 

opponents into action were not outside imports found on flyers from environmental 

groups, but were directly related to local knowledge of and concen about the environment 

and community cohesion and mores. And crucially, the opponents’ criticisms centered 

around an understanding that the KCW project was poorly designed and would not be an 

effective way for Vermont to combat climate change and provide low-cost reliable 

electricity to its ratepayers. While certainly strongly influenced by their leaders’ areas of 

concern and specialty, these chief concerns spoke to larger points of contention that often 

could be best articulated through the language of a former head of Fish and Wildlife, 

public health policy expert, or trained civil disobedience educator. Certain opponents 

obviously were most strongly motivated and initially brought to action by pointed 

compelling causes. Throughout the opposition these individuals would most actively 
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educate about and advocate because of these concerns. Still, as the opposition movement 

grew opponents gained understanding of the intersection and importance of the driving 

concerns of their neighbors. The experience of protesting was a quick education for many 

in the significant and particular impact of project’s KCW on the natural and human 

surroundings and infrastructures. Just like the divergent pool of individuals, their 

motivations linked together to reflect a locally concerned picture of how best to respect 

the safety of the human and natural community surrounding Lowell Mountain.  

Environmental Impacts 

Although quite expansive, the opponents’ environmental concerns with KCW can 

roughly be split in two camps—its direct, hyper-local impacts and its connection to the 

larger, problematic fossil fuel grid and global climate change. The immediate concerns, 

pressing to ecologists and recreationists alike, are most closely linked to the dangers of 

construction and operation of towers in a previously undeveloped area. They include the 

project’s expected impact on the local watershed, ecology and wildlife and focus on the 

localized, irreparable damage KCW has or will cause. At the macro level, the opponents 

claimed that the project actually did very little to combat climate change, was not 

responsive to local energy needs, and only worked to further entrench the New England 

region’s reliance on fossil fuels.  

Obviously, KCW’s opponents, rural Vermonters with strong connections to the 

land around them, were concerned about the project’s significant environmental impact 

on and around Lowell Mountain. After all, KCW placed 21 turbines on a span of 3.1miles 

of previously undeveloped mountain. In order to build and later maintain the turbines, 

GMP needed to blast flat the span of the project and construct access roads up to the 
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summit. During the construction process, GMP used more than 700,000 pounds of 

explosives, more than Vermont’s usual yearly total.209 

 Reacting similarly to many other opponents, when Wright learned the extent of 

KCW’s plans his “jaw dropped” and he thought, “that’s not right, we can’t do that. That’s 

too much destruction of a system born 450 million years ago, last glaciated 13,500 years 

ago. We can’t carry out a third alteration of this system.”210Like other opponents, Wright 

was immediately struck by the scale of changes and felt that such action on the ridgelines 

was wanton and would have direct, permanent impacts on the area. As Will Staats, a 

wildlife biologist working with the Peak Keepers suggested, “one can only truly 

comprehend the scale of disturbance by first visiting an undisturbed mountain ecosystem 

and then being present for all phases of construction from design to the finished 

operation.”211 

At the forefront of many opponents’ construction based concerns was the impact 

that project would have on the area’s watershed.  In fact, a young Pat Sagui, moved to the 

North East Kingdom because of its strong water resources and the project’s projected 

hydrological impact redoubled her conviction to fight against the development.212  

Wright, an expert in local hydrology, explained “water filtration is so important to culture 
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and society here.” Water is essential to local farmers—of organic greens, livestock, and 

timber alike—, recreationalists, tourism service providers, and nearly every landowner.  

In addition to the impact that the project will cause on local small streams and conduits 

that have shaped the area’s forests and farms, Lowell Mountain is located between two 

major regional rivers. To the west flows the Missisquoi a major tributary of Lake 

Champlain. And, on the east runs the Black River, a major tributary of Lake 

Memphrepgog on the Canadian border. KCW’s construction has caused altered flows off 

of the east face of Lowell Mountain impacting both major rivers and local stream 

formation and posing a serious problem with flooding and property damage.213 

Relatedly, opponents assert that KCW’s construction and operation might have a 

significant impact on the area’s wildlife. Wind farm’s impacts on the surrounding 

wildlife are often difficult to cogently frame and adequately represent. As in the case of 

Cape Wind, it is easy to claim—and likely to be correct— that construction and 

maintenance will cause more disruption than inaction. However, KCW’s opponents point 

to the more impactful and irreversible changes that can occur when previously 

undeveloped ecologies are fundamentally altered. Pointing to the importance of keeping 

ecosystems intact, the opponents are concerned with the way that massive construction 

and reshaping of the mountain will affect wildlife in the immediate and surrounding area.  

First, opponents point out, construction fundamentally alters wildlife’s 

relationship to the area. Such action degrades “security habitat” and threatens long term 

population vitality by threatening biological and reproductive successes across species 

and impacting density, diversity, and community structure between remaining fauna. 

Building KCW, they argued, fragmented a ridgeline that serves as a travel corridor for 
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many species, especially bear, moose, and deer, throughout New England and into 

Canada.214  

Further, opponents contend, KCW specifically and disproportionately impacts 

certain species, including many bird and bat species that are both local and migrate 

certain species, including many bird and bat species that are both local and migrate 

through the area. Although wind opponents are frequently lampooned for their concern 

with turbines’ impacts on bird and bat communities, such a concern was a valid, if minor, 

concern for those opposing KCW. Wind turbines’ spinning blades as well as through 

decompression effects, opponents pointed out, have been known to kill the species birds 

and bats found in the North East Kingdom.215216 KCW’s opponents are especially 

concerned with what has and could be lost due to ridgeline development and see the 

potential loss of species variety as a tangible symbol of the project’s wanton disregard for 

the local environment.   

Moreover, opponents questioned the idea that the environmental changes that 

KCW’s turbines would bring “greener,” cleaner energy to Vermont and help the state 

serve a leader in the global fight against climate change. Unsurprisingly, those who 

opposed the project were very much concerned with the impacts of global climate 
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change. Several major opponents, most notably Steve Wright, have spent many years of 

their professional careers educating about the impacts of global warming and excessive 

carbon output. However, they assert that ridgeline wind development in Vermont is not 

an easy way to quickly ameliorate the global problem. Instead, KCW’s tie-in to the fossil 

fuel grid bolsters the other major environmental complaint. Instead of advocating for one 

side of an either or problem—either small communities in Vermont make sacrifices or 

the world will face massive climate change—the opponents point to the way in which 

such thinking is a false dichotomy. Unlike Cape Wind’s opponents, KCW’s resisters do 

not claim that the local harms outweigh the regional gains. Instead, they assert that the 

project will both cause irreparable harm to the regional environment and will not 

significantly reduce Vermont’s carbon output. This line of criticism challenges GMP’s 

and the state’s claim to serve as national environmental leaders through ridgeline wind 

development.  

First, opponents pointed to the way in which the project itself is likely not to be 

carbon neutral or an effective way for the state to lower its carbon emissions.  Opponents 

found that the project violates an essential mantra of their relationship to the environment 

around them—“rule number one do no harm.”217 The construction process required 

significant amounts of fossil fuels to blast the ridgeline and carry parts up the mountain. 

Although many construction details are opaque and “we have no idea how much fossil 

fuels were used,” Annette Smith figures that GMP used “a shocking quantity” to build 
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KCW. Similarly, it remains unclear how long and at what output rates the development 

would have to run in order to make up for the impact of construction.218  

Similarly, opponents argue that the project does not provide a good model for the 

state of Vermont to combat climate change. Opponents claim that the project does not 

address the specific ways in which Vermonters—especially the rural folk of the North 

East Kingdom—use energy and could reduce consumption. The project’s opponents want 

to see a radical reduction in the amount of carbon that American consumers—rural 

Vermonter’s included—pump into the atmosphere.219 However, they, as articulated by 

Wright, argue that that KCW “is not an effective climate change response.” Addressing 

climate change requires “reducing carbon emissions at their source” and as only four 

percent of Vermont’s carbon emissions come from electric energy the project does not 

make headway towards reducing the state of Vermont’s contributions to global climate 

change.220 

Worse, more than simply mis-targeting better areas for carbon reduction, 

opponents assert the project is not an effective way for Vermonters to meaningfully 

reduce emissions stemming from electricity use. Again, it is important to remember that 

Vermont’s current, albeit changing, electric energy profile is atypical of its region and the 

nation at large. Hyper-conscious of technical details, Ron Holland’s cost-benefit analysis 

demonstrates that project is not the most effective way for Vermont to reduce its carbon 

emissions. Working with Dr. Ben Luce, a physicist and renewable technologies expert 
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from Lyndon State College, Holland found that KCW will cost more to reduce carbon 

emissions than could be obtained through more sensible Renewable Portfolio Standards 

trading and investment in other forms of renewables. As Holland and Luce reason “given 

the relatively low wind resources in Vermont, the high construction costs necessitated by 

building on ridgelines rather than on flat windy plains, and the adverse weather 

conditions leading to turbine heating loads, icing related shutdowns, and other factors that 

further limit the capacity factor, industrial scale wind projects are not a cost effective 

renewable energy resource for Vermont.”221  

More fundamentally, the protesters questioned the type of lifestyle and interaction 

with the planet that KCW supports. Beyond KCW’s technical limitations and cost-benefit 

flaws are the problem with the facility’s interconnection with a fossil fuel backed grid. 

While the project itself is painted as green, the opponents suggest that it is important to 

consider the type of electricity system it ties into and supports—one in which natural gas 

and coal-fired plants produce a bulk of the electrical energy and where carbon-costly-in-

construction wind turbines are erected to apply a green patina to electricity use. 

Characterizing the motivation behind the opponents continued fight against ridgeline 

development, Anne Morse explained that the big utilities and government agencies keep 

“persuading a whole lot of people that Vermont is so green…but it’s a lie” and “that’s 

why we keep doing these Open Houses.”222  

In contrast to GMP and the state’s energy plans, the opponents argue, to use 

Wright’s words, that instead of policy makers accommodating for aggrandized resource 
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use they must “find a way to live on this planet without screwing it up.” Or less sharply 

worded, Wright articulated that the opponents’ sought to promote a “fundamental 

grounding” of public understanding that “a healthy, functional, intact ecosystem 

landscape will better resist creeping climate change than an ecosystem that’s altered and 

damaged.” Instead of promoting more and more wind, Wright and other opponents hope 

to question the actual impact of building more renewable solutions and destroying 

otherwise valuable natural environments to do so.223A medical doctor by training, 

Holland makes the comparison of America’s reliance on a carbon backed electrical grid 

to that of a drug addict.224  

Yet, while the opponents are highly critical of the state’s current energy policy 

most still remain hopeful that communities in aggregate can change the way in which 

they relate to the natural world around them.  Heavily influenced by Peter Brown and 

Geoffrey Garver’s Right Relationship: Building a Whole Earth Economy (Brown even 

came to speak the opponents’ Rendezvous), many opponents feel that “the way that 

people provide for themselves is in growing conflict with the integrity of Earth’s 

ecological and social systems” largely due to a “lethal failure of imagination” on the part 

of policy makers and individual, consuming citizens.225 While some suggest more radical, 

even revolutionary, action than others, generally the opponents support changing the way 

in which people consume and produce energy at the local level in concert with new 

knowledge of environmental systems and traditional values of land stewardship. And if 
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more power from electric energy is indeed needed in the North East Kingdom opponents 

suggest developing more appropriate alternatives like small-scale solar energy.  

Social Justice Concerns 

Social justice concerns of siting and sourcing energy are related to the way in 

which many of the opponents framed the way forward for Vermont’s energy policy. 

While many industry and policy experts see ridgeline wind development as a cut and 

dried environmental concern, socially focused conditions and articulated concerns of 

locals belie such a simplified point of view.   Many of the opponents were initially 

motivated to join the opposition because of the project’s social implications. For Pat 

Sagui, a protestor without a strong science background, “first, it was the social economic 

justice then it became everything.”226  Similarly, even others with a stronger initial grasp 

of KCW’s environmental impact, like then Sterling student Ira Powsner, were drawn to 

the project because of its stark social implications.227  

For those standing against KCW, the development’s negative social implications 

were clear. Opponents saw a project being built in one of the poorest areas of Vermont 

that would not specifically and directly address regional energy needs. Moreover, the 

opponents felt that instead of serving the needs of or reasonably hearing the concerns of 

their North East Kingdom constituents, the Vermont state government pushed forward its 

wind focused energy plan. Opponents felt that the project’s siting and permitting process 

displayed a flagrant disregard for democratic accessibility and transparency. And further, 

that state government, especially members of the Executive branch, privileged corporate 
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interests (read money) over the concerns of less economically and politically powerful 

Vermonters. 

Summing up KCW’s opponents views on state and developer’s choice to build in 

towns like Lowell, Powsner asserts that, “they do what they wanted in towns with less 

money.”228 And Powsner and other opponents are not surprised that the map of ridgeline 

wind development proposals in Vermont essentially overlaps with the state’s most 

impoverished areas. Instead, they see corporate interests directly exploiting the economic 

conditions and essentially paying poor towns to source “green” power to the rest of New 

England, even when a significant group of locals vocalize “we’re not going to divide up 

our landscape for the people of West Hartford.”  

Moreover, opponents were critical of the “bloodletting” tactics developers used to 

persuade Lowell residents to vote for the project. 229 Having seen this model (or “same 

very old depressing story”) employed by other energy corporations elsewhere in 

Vermont, Smith was horrified to see GMP “come in and run rip-shod over a whole 

community.”230 Before any contrary voice could seriously get off the ground, opponents 

contend, GMP was able to paint a one-sided portrait of the project’s impacts and “sell” a 

deal to Lowell in which the town could relieve a large portion of its tax burden by signing 

on to the project. GMP’s promises placed many of the town’s residents in a difficult 

position: abandon the project and lose a major tax relief. Similarly, opponents point out 

that although KCW was to be built on Lowell’s border, it would have regional effects. 
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GMP largely ignored the surrounding towns and assumed these hamlets would be unable 

to organize and prevent development.  Moreover, opponents felt that the developers were 

at best not concerned with (and at worst hoping to engineer) the enmity and divisiveness 

that such a project would cause inside of towns and across the regional community.231232 

Put sharply, in the words of Anne Morse, “towns are deliberately being divided and I 

think the environmental community is deliberately being divided.” 233  

Relatedly, opponents felt that the state permitting and approval process heavily 

favored GMP’s interests and did not adequately allow Vermont’s citizens to participate in 

regional decision-making. Fortunately for the opposition, many of its leading members 

had extensive experience working in state and local government and agencies and 

submitting procedural forms. However, despite their experience opponents still felt that 

the process was still tremendously inaccessible for the organized opponent group and 

would have likely been impossible for a group without such a rare confluence of 

experience and ability to afford the time, money, and effort needed to participate. 

Overwhelmingly, the opponents felt that such inaccessibility spoke to the government’s 

lack of concern over whether or not every day citizens could effectively express their 

views and knowledge. 

First, petitioning the project required extensive amounts of time and resources. 

Opponents described having to read, process, and respond to fifty-plus page, technically 

dense documents almost overnight. While for a few hundred thousand dollars the 
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opponents were able to hire a lawyer to represent their interests, they did not have the 

resources to employ a whole legal staff and to immediately and solely respond to changes 

in the project’s status. As Morse puts it, GMP and other developers have “bottomless 

pockets and we don’t.”234 Just as GMP was able to pump resources—employees and 

dollars—into Lowell before the referendum vote, so too were they able to spend much 

more during the permitting and siting process to help secure rulings in KCW’s favor. 

While the opponents do not totally mean to suggest that corporations and individuals do 

not have the right to use their resources to promote their interests, they do assert that the 

government offices should work to provide more opportunities for less economically and 

politically powerful people and groups to represent their concerns. 

Yet, past their concerns about the “brutal” nature of permitting and siting, 

opponents felt that the state government gave special favor to corporate interests like 

those of GMP over most of its citizens.235 Certainly embodying the “Occupy” spirit of 

their name sharing economic activists, KCW’s opponents felt that corporate interests had 

captured much of Vermont’s environmental policy and politics. Summing up this point of 

view Smith finds that  “corporations (sic) taking over the government and nobody’s 

looking out for the people” and “whatever the wind companies want that’s what 

happens.” Beyond, their concern with general corporate favoritism, the opponents could 

point to specific ways in which the wheels of government were “greased” for KCW. 236 

Opponents pointed to the close connection between Governor Shumlin and major 
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campaign contributor Mary Powell as a major motivator behind the state’s new energy 

plan and streamlined processes that promote wind development. Informed by his 

extensive insight in state environmental policy and politics, Steve Wright noted that “the 

Governor is basically feeding his friends in the energy department arena.”237 While 

Shumlin and other state officials assert that they are promoting wind energy to respond to 

citizens’ desires for more environmentally friendly energy, the opponents point to the 

way in which these polices “march in lockstep” with campaign donor’s wishes.238  

Opponents suggest that in the energy area Vermont’s leaders have stopped 

serving as either the delegates or trustees of the people and instead represent “green-

washed” corporate power. Those who initially opposed the project for environmental 

reasons and those who became interested in the project due to its social justice questions 

ended up sharing the sentiment that the “process was clearly skewed to favor the 

corporate interests…while putting on the whole show that it was accessible.”239 Indeed, 

before permitting and siting was completed many opponents felt that it was too late to do 

anything else but educate and raise awareness. Many opponents held no illusions that 

they could stop the project and their faith in state government eroded during the process. 

However, they still largely understood that by organizing against the project they could 

help educate Vermonters about the harm the state’s bias had caused and begin to establish 

the organizational structures and courses of action that other groups could use to fight 

similar projects in the future. 
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Respect for Property Rights and the Land 

Related to their concerns about KCW’s social justice implications, opponents felt 

that the developer’s presentation and construction of the project demonstrated 

fundamental disregard for the region’s longstanding traditions of valuing and stewarding 

land. Just as GMP had “bulldozed” over Lowell in their actions to “buy” the town’s 

election, so, opponents contend, did the corporation act to quickly buy out or push out 

KCW’s abutters without forethought for the damage the project would inflict on other 

neighbors.240 Similarly, GMP’s persistent litigious actions during construction as well as 

their failure to comply with standard operational agreements about noise levels during 

operation speak to a break with the region’s traditional neighborly practices.241 Combined 

with GMP’s environmental and social justice problems, its lack of proper respect for 

neighboring property owners speaks, from the opponents’ point of view, to an overall 

disregard for the value of land shared across this North East Kingdom community. 

A drive around Lowell Mountain in Eden, Lowell, and Albany conveys the 

persistent distain that a large part of KCW’s neighbors have for the project and its 

developer. Well after the turbines have been erected, many of the closest properties bear 

lawn signs reading “Green Mountain Power Destroyed this Home” and even still “Save 

the Lowell Mountain Range.” These signs far outnumber the sparse “We [Heart] Wind” 

on a few properties close to the center of Lowell. Further, the subheading on the “GMP” 

lawn signs indicate each sign-bearing owner sees himself as “A Sacrificial Property 

Owner” “ if not totally passive, powerless victim.The persistence of these signs speaks to 
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the enmity that developed between neighbors—a good deal of multigenerational 

Vermonters— over GMP’s reduction of their property value, ability to use and recreate 

on their land, and sustained callous treatment and litigious action—especially that 

between GMP and the Nelsons. (See Figures 6, Figure 7, and Figure 8.) 

These signs are reminders that land was “destroyed” and “sacrific[ed]” for the 

project. More than just proving that at least a few dozen homes opposed the project (an 

observation that on its own could corroborate NIMBY-like behavior), these signs 

demonstrate how opponents’ resistance to KCW was rooted in the land—and its 

interrelation to Vermonters—around the mountain. While few of the early and most 

active opponents were directly involved in the operational work against KCW (in some 

cases for legal reasons), they show how the opponents’ voices served and represented the 

views and interests of Albany’s abutting farmers, Irasburg’s ratepayers, and Craftsbury’s 

concerned citizens alike. And perhaps most importantly, the feelings embedded in these 

signs demonstrate the prevalence of the sentiment that KCW does not represent good 

stewardship of the land and disregards the esteem in which community members value 

the land and the mountain.242243 

Similarly, these signs are a productive way in which to address how the turbines’ 

aesthetic impact informed resistance to development. Juxtaposed against clearly visible 

blades, these signs show how people, farms, and businesses must now operate in KCW’s 

shadow. Throughout their fight to prevent KCW, opponents were cognizant of the stigma 
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of wind opponents as overly concerned with view impact and were careful to avoid 

making aesthetics a central tenant of their opposition platform. A focus on aesthetics 

only, Anne Morse explained, was an “easy way” for proponents to “invalidate” their 

efforts. Still, Morse felt that GMP, certain state officials, and elements of the popular 

press “tagged [the Mountain Occupiers] as we don’t like the view anymore,” when 

“please,” she asserted, “we’re trying to save the earth.” Instead, Morse confessed “I hate 

looking at them because I hate what they stand for”—blatant disrespect for the value of 

the North East Kingdom’s land and people.244Although most opponents and neighbors 

felt that the turbines would have major negative effects on the region’s character and 

tourism based economy, because they had so many other substantive areas to oppose the 

development, the opponents were able to shift away from the stigmatized aesthetics 

argument. 245246 

Indeed, that opponents were able to largely remove themselves from the aesthetics 

issue speaks to the way in which their efforts were rooted in a particular conception of 

respect and personal value for the land—not in a NIMBY-like effort to put the turbines 

anywhere but Lowell Mountain’s ridgeline.247To the opponents KCW’s visual impact is 

just another example of the way in which GMP failed to consider the area’s relationship 

to the land—despite their purported desire to work alongside the community.  
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Fundamentally, aversion to the aesthetics issue speaks to the way in which 

opponents represented and worked from a specific sort of locally focused—not phobic—

environmentalism. The opponents stood against ridgeline development in their 

community, not solely because the towers would stand above their homes; but more so 

because the development represented what they perceived as a fundamental violation 

about the way that responsible citizens and corporate entities should treat the 

environment (both micro- and macroscopically) and other Vermonters.  

Connecting Motives to Action: Opponents Stand Against KCW 

Although ultimately unable to stop KCW, the project’s opponents were still able 

to make a principled stand the project and contribute to a larger movement against 

ridgeline wind developments in small, rural Vermont communities. Their actions and 

organization has worked to (if only partially) refocus the debate over ridgeline wind 

development in Vermont and increase the outreach resources available to similar groups 

of opponents. Moreover, their actions and networking expressed a commitment to 

education and environmental and social stewardship—rather than simply stopping the 

project at all costs. For even though many of the opponents understood that their efforts 

were unlikely to prevent KCW, they knew that their actions were not undertaken in 

vain.248 While they may have lost the battle over KCW, opponents felt that their 

participation benefitted themselves, their community, and their state.  

The opponents’ dogged commitment clearly manifested in their Sisyphean 

struggle against KCW in state offices. Although cognizant that the state’s gears were 

“greased” against their interests, their continued efforts to present rational arguments in 
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court, dutifully go through the procedural motions, and “pack” hearings spoke to their 

willingness to validate their claims and gain redress in sanctioned channels.249 250 

Opponents’ respect for state government may have significantly eroded during the 

process. However, opponents did not want to be “ashamed to be a Vermonter” or even 

jokingly question “man am I in New Jersey?”251 Instead, they organized several orderly 

protests outside of public offices and to public officials. Their efforts to stop KCW 

through orthodox channels spoke to a confidence in the veracity of their claims and their 

ability to convince objective Vermonters of the project’s interconnected flaws.  

Moreover, the Lowell Mountain Occupiers did not only work to educate about 

KCW’s flaws and the ways in which state government ineffectually considered their 

interests, but also took active and direct stance against what they considered unjust 

rulings and uninformed policy. Simply setting up the campsite on the Nelsons property 

stood as an act of defiance of GMP’s “right” to blast—albeit with due warning—on their 

neighbor’s land. Armed with civil disobedience training from Anne Morse, the group 

organized orderly arrests in order to showcase the problems with state enforcement of 

poorly founded policy. Although sometimes packed with ardent demonstrators (and even 

occasional theatrical assistance from the Bread and Puppet troupe), opponents aimed and 

achieved rational and regulated civil disobedience—seeking to reason with, not shock, 

their fellow Vermonters.252 
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In addition to their procedurally based and civil disobedience efforts to stop 

KCW, the opponents worked to more accessibly demonstrate the project’s flaws to a 

wider subset of Vermonters. Through their regular “Mountaintop Open House” hikes up 

Lowell Mountain, the Occupiers were able to directly integrate their respectful 

relationship with the land into more factually based explanations of the project’s 

problems and the state’s anemic response to their concerns. As Steve Wright rationalized 

“we lost at almost every turn, but where we did not lose is educating the people of 

Vermont.”253 Sparingly posting the trail up to the summit campsite on the Nelsons land 

with factual information about the project’s harms as well as standard environmentalist 

mantras, the Occupiers were able to connect their concerns with the land around them. 

Such an interconnection is apparent, although perhaps less poignant, in the rest of the 

Occupier’s educational outreach.  Although many felt that the system was fixed against 

this project and that even their best efforts would not stop construction, they understood 

how important their education and organizational efforts could be to creating better 

knowledge, better networks, and better chances to defeat similar projects elsewhere in the 

future.(See Figure 9.) 

Opponents After Development 

One might assume that the start of electric generation on KCW would have served 

as a crucial breaking point in this case, after which the project’s opponents could pack up 

their lawn-signs and placards and move on (and away from) the resistance work. 

However, there was no clean break or total stoppage of oppositional organization after 

the turbines became operational. Certainly, resistance efforts have lessened in intensity 
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and attendance and the most active members have had the chance to start to pick up their 

lives again (or in Pat Sagui’s case attack a gnarly crop of weeds that grew out of control) 

and assess the ways in which their “bittersweet” involvement had impacted their personal 

and professional lives.254255 Once KCW was physically—not just formally—a fait 

accompli, the opponents were able to step back from a schedule of impending deadlines, 

but they did not, especially the major players, back away from association with the 

project or its aims. Instead, having earlier recognized that there was little they could do to 

stop KCW, it was easier for opponents to see their actions and potent, symbolic stands for 

the vision of responsible environmental action they supported and against ridgeline 

development. Moreover, because of their emphasis on awareness, education, and 

networking, the opponents were able to better understand the KCW fight as one 

“sacrificial” part of a larger movement towards reframing a statewide conversation about 

Vermont’s role as a meaningful environmental leader.  

All this is not to suggest that losing the mountain was not painful. Opponents are 

reminded of their loss on a daily basis, as they see turbines turn out their kitchen 

windows or drive past the full ridgeline on their way to work. Neighbors suffer from the 

sound of nearby blades and must continue to work with GMP and state boards to 

ameliorate the conditions. Professors and students at Sterling College who once shared 

the experience of an annual ridgeline educational hike have lost their learning lab. 

Trained hydrologists see changes in stream flow down the slopes of the mountains. Many 

see how the towns and communities remain divided. Some have lost friendships with 
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neighbors others with formerly longstanding colleagues. While glad to have stood against 

KCW, having tried to stop the development opponents feel the damages the project has 

caused more acutely.  

Still, after all this, most are still decidedly glad to have participated in—and 

continue to contribute to—opposition to ridgeline wind development in North East 

Kingdom communities. In a time when many of the opponents had become increasingly 

skeptical of the America’s and Vermont’s political climate, fighting against the project 

gave them the chance to participate in meaningful civic action. Opponents could hoist the 

Vermont state flag, sing the state song, and proclaim that others must respect their rights 

as fellow citizens. The project gave them the opportunity to assess their values, gather 

with likeminded individuals across a spectrum of backgrounds, and work together 

towards a larger goal. The fight against KCW gave opponents the chance to form “the 

best friendships” and in some cases share the experience with loved ones.256257 Instead of 

standing helplessly by, the opponents were able to take a stand, together, and speak up for 

local interests in front of their fellow citizens.   

Chapter 5 : Conclusion 

Energy experts and policy makers anticipate meaningful growth in domestic wind 

energy production over the next thirty years. 258 Wind energy is projected to continue to 

“dominate” growth in the field of large-scale renewables—especially in states with 
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favorable incentive programs like Vermont and Massachusetts.259 Simply put, more wind 

turbines will be built in the United States. However, as cases of ridgeline farms in 

Vermont and offshore building near the Cape demonstrate there is no simple way to 

predict community reaction to wind developments. Instead, these examples portend that 

that with the growth of wind power there will be more cases of local resistance as the 

promise of this new technology meets the challenges of successful implementation.  

This essay is far from the first to explore local opposition to wind energy 

developments. Policy makers and experts have recognized that communities may support 

developing wind power in principle, but not always in practice. Labeling this reoccurring 

response a “social gap,” experts tend to explain that even populations who support wind 

technology development are likely to oppose building turbines in their own backyards. 

And while many experts hesitate to call this behavior full-blown NIMBYism, they 

generally conclude that local opposition is not based on rational objections, but rather 

aesthetically centered NIMBY-like aversion. Experts generally present a narrative in 

which local opponents myopically seek to preserve the status quo in their hometowns 

without due consideration of the benefits wind power could bring to their community, 

state, country, and world. And perhaps most problematically, industry and expert 

consensus asserts that the only reason to study local opposition is to overcome it—not to 

develop more compatible practices and technologies.260 
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These experts and policy makers have looked to the case of Cape Wind to help 

cement this NIMBY-like narrative. Doing so, they confirm a picture of localized 

resistance as stemming from the aesthetic concerns of a privileged minority, unwilling to 

sacrifice for the common good. An extremely high profile case of a radically different 

type of wind farm, Cape Wind has been wind power opposition’s cause célèbre; it has 

garnered he attention of major media outlets and has been discussed in the nation’s 

highest political circles. While it makes sense that experts and policy makers would 

respond to such high profile opposition, it is misleading to characterize all opposition to 

wind energy after this wholly atypical case and unwise to guide policy after this unique 

example. Instead, it is important to consider the ways in which a project like Cape Wind 

is an outlier and does not represent the uniform view of all those who oppose wind 

developments in their communities. 

 Instead studying the Cape Wind saga in contrast with resistance to KCW on 

Lowell Mountain in Vermont exposes the way in which local opposition to wind 

developments can stem from different concerns, organize differently, and manifest in 

totally divergent paths. In both cases the visible end goal may seem to have been the 

same—preventing the construction of wind turbines—, but the reasons that provoked 

resistance and means of execution were radically different. A case like KCW challenges 

the accepted view of local opposition to wind power. It debunks the myths canonized by 

acceptance of the Cape Wing narrative—most saliently that all opposition is 

environmentally ignorant, myopic NIMBY-like behavior of socially, politically, and 

economically privileged elites. Instead, KCW presents a case where opposition could 
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come from environmentally conscious, well-reasoned, locally informed concerns for a 

particular area.  

Moreover, examining KCW provides an excellent example of how local 

knowledge informs local acceptance of infrastructure developments like large-scale wind. 

Whether or not the Northeast Kingdom and the state of Vermont would be better off 

without ridgeline development, it is important to appreciate why and how KCW’s 

opponents organized against the project. It is important to study how, why, and where 

local opposition rises in order to understand problems associated with wind energy 

development—not merely how to merely beat back resistance. Whether rooted in major 

technological deficiencies, siting incompatibilities, or procedural flaws found at the 

macro- or micro level, local insights could be useful in finding ways to successfully 

implement better energy developments and policies. 

However tempting it may be to defer to experts in the electric industry or policy 

makers in state capitals, it is important to recognize that local opponents have firsthand 

knowledge of area needs, responses, and conditions. A case like KCW (and other 

examples of organized resistance against ridgeline development in Vermont) 

demonstrates that local communities may well be enriched with expert knowledge and 

technical capacity. Yet, even if these areas cannot “pull the PhDs out the woodwork,” it is 

important to consider the capabilities of intensely motivated individuals. Assuming that 

local opposition stems from ignorance (willful or not), takes a pessimistic view of 

community capabilities and asserts that individuals outside of the government or industry 

are inherently less able to advocate for the public good. Instead of codifying procedural, 
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legal, and technical roadblocks to outside input government officials, policy makers, and 

industry representatives should work to foster meaningful, accessible lay-participation.  

Major infrastructure developments, like KCW and Cape Wind, impact whole 

communities. Overarching policies like energy bills and individual projects like wind 

farms alike are designed to serve the common good. Instead of assuming local opposition 

is rooted in the myopic NIMBY-ism of individuals unwilling to sacrifice for common 

benefit, it is important to consider how such resistance can reflect selfless devotion to 

community preservation and can speak to underlying problems with otherwise accepted 

policies and practices.  Questioning the efficacy of public projects and policies should not 

be discouraged, but rather harnessed and used to promote smarter solutions.  
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Appendix 

 

Figure 1 

 
Kingdom Community Wind Project, seen from Albany, VT.  
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Figure 2 

 
Kingdom Community Wind Project turbines on the summit of Lowell Mountain. 

 

 

 

Figure 3 

 
Turbines from Lowell, VT. 
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Figure 4 

 

 

 
Craftsbury General Store, Craftsbury, VT. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 

 
“Ira’s Jailbird Chipotle Chicken Wrap.” Menu offering at Craftsbury General Store. 

 

Figure 6 
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Lawn sign in Lowell, VT. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 
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Posted sign in Lowell, VT. 

 

Figure 8 

 
Pro-wind lawn sign in Lowell, VT. 
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Figure 9 

 

 
Sign posted on the trail to the Lowell Mountain Occupiers’ camp on Don and Shirley Nelsons land. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


