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Good	  morning,	  thanks	  very	  much	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  speak	  about	  some	  clinical	  
observations	  regarding	  the	  health	  impacts	  of	  living	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  large	  wind	  
turbines.	  	  
	  
My	  name	  is	  Sandy	  Reider	  ……	  since	  graduation	  from	  Harvard	  Medical	  School	  in	  1971	  I	  have	  
practiced	  more	  or	  less	  continuously	  in	  VT	  in	  various	  capacities,	  most	  recently	  for	  the	  past	  
17	  years	  in	  a	  primary	  care	  setting	  in	  Lyndonville.	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  brief	  time	  I	  have,	  I’d	  simply	  like	  to	  share	  some	  of	  my	  clinical	  observations	  and	  
impressions	  regarding	  the	  health	  impacts	  related	  to	  living	  near	  these	  turbines	  and	  leave	  a	  
review	  of	  the	  available	  science	  to	  others	  (parenthetically,	  I	  am	  delighted	  you	  will	  be	  
hearing	  from	  Stephen	  Ambrose	  because	  it	  was	  his	  on	  site	  Falmouth,	  MA	  study	  that	  I	  
selected	  to	  pass	  on	  to	  Commissioner	  Chen	  when	  he	  came	  to	  speak	  in	  Newark	  this	  past	  
summer).	  	  
	  
At	  this	  point	  I	  have	  seen	  6	  persons	  in	  my	  office	  with	  symptoms	  that	  seem	  to	  stem	  from	  
these	  turbines,	  but	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  clarity	  and	  brevity,	  I	  will	  describe	  just	  one	  case	  in	  detail	  
…	  keeping	  in	  mind	  that	  the	  symptoms	  described	  by	  all	  those	  I	  have	  seen	  are	  quite	  similar	  
and	  characteristic	  of	  what	  has	  become	  known,	  somewhat	  euphemistically,	  as	  Wind	  Turbine	  
Syndrome.	  	  
	  
This	  was	  my	  first	  patient	  who	  turned	  out	  to	  suffer	  from	  this	  syndrome,	  and	  I	  must	  say	  that	  
it	  took	  a	  few	  months	  for	  us	  to	  connect	  the	  dots.	  	  He	  was	  a	  healthy	  33	  yo	  man	  who	  I	  had	  
treated	  for	  several	  years	  and	  knew	  quite	  well.	  He	  had	  no	  preexisting	  medical	  problems,	  
took	  no	  prescription	  meds,	  was	  happily	  married	  (no	  children),	  and	  had	  lived	  in	  his	  home	  
for	  several	  years	  before	  a	  single	  NPS	  162	  foot	  wind	  turbine	  was	  installed	  in	  the	  late	  autumn	  
of	  2011,	  approximately	  1800	  feet	  from	  his	  residence.	  At	  the	  time	  of	  installation	  he	  paid	  no	  
attention	  at	  all	  to	  the	  turbine	  and	  had	  no	  particular	  feelings	  about	  it	  one	  way	  or	  the	  other,	  
aesthetic	  or	  otherwise.	  	  
	  
About	  3	  weeks	  after	  the	  installation	  he	  began	  to	  experience	  quite	  severe	  insomnia,	  
something	  he	  had	  never	  dealt	  with	  before,	  and	  he	  had	  no	  clue	  why.	  He	  worked	  at	  home	  and	  
spent	  most	  of	  his	  days	  as	  well	  as	  all	  nights	  there,	  unlike	  his	  wife	  who	  worked	  in	  Newport	  
and	  was	  gone	  most	  days.	  He	  complained	  of	  abrupt	  waking	  30-‐40	  times	  a	  night,	  like	  a	  startle	  
reflex,	  associated	  with	  some	  anxiety.	  As	  a	  result	  he	  was	  almost	  never	  able	  to	  fall	  into	  a	  deep	  
restful	  sleep,	  very	  distressing	  for	  someone	  used	  to	  sleeping	  soundly	  for	  10-‐11	  hours	  every	  
night.	  	  
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Additionally	  he	  developed	  a	  kind	  of	  pressure	  headache,	  ringing	  in	  his	  ears,	  and	  slight	  
dizziness.	  These	  symptoms	  weren’t	  constant	  but	  varied	  from	  day	  to	  day	  (eventually	  
discovered	  to	  be	  related	  to	  wind	  speed	  and	  direction).	  His	  ability	  to	  concentrate	  diminished	  
and	  it	  became	  difficult	  to	  get	  his	  work	  as	  a	  financial	  advisor	  done,	  as	  well	  as	  feeling	  irritable	  
and	  somewhat	  depressed.	  	  
	  
On	  his	  3rd	  visit	  over	  6-‐8	  weeks	  during	  the	  spring	  of	  2012,	  he	  quite	  emphatically	  declared	  
that	  he	  was	  experiencing	  something	  called	  WTS.	  At	  the	  time	  I	  inwardly	  rolled	  my	  eyes,	  but	  
after	  conducting	  some	  research,	  I	  decided	  it	  might	  just	  be	  possible.	  To	  test	  this	  hypothesis,	  
he	  and	  his	  wife	  went	  on	  a	  3	  week	  vacation,	  and	  within	  1-‐2	  days	  of	  being	  away	  from	  home,	  
ALL	  his	  symptoms	  resolved.	  On	  return,	  the	  same	  distressing	  sensations	  gradually	  returned.	  
This	  amelioration	  when	  away	  was	  confirmed	  dozens	  of	  times	  …	  	  he	  became	  aware	  that	  
when	  the	  wind	  was	  coming	  out	  of	  the	  north	  or	  northwest	  he	  was	  particularly	  affected,	  and	  
so	  arranged	  to	  sleep	  at	  a	  friend’s	  house	  on	  those	  nights	  ….	  Generally	  he	  spent	  3-‐4	  nights	  
away	  from	  home	  throughout	  the	  spring	  and	  summer	  of	  2012,	  and	  on	  those	  nights	  felt	  and	  
slept	  well.	  	  	  
	  
Interestingly,	  at	  no	  time	  at	  home	  did	  he	  actually	  hear	  any	  noise	  …	  his	  distress	  was	  likely	  the	  
reflection	  of	  very	  low	  frequency	  sound/vibration,	  sound	  below	  the	  audible	  range.	  In	  trying	  
to	  compare	  this	  to	  something	  in	  my	  own	  experience,	  the	  closest	  image	  that	  comes	  to	  mind	  
is	  that	  of	  a	  teenager	  driving	  around	  in	  the	  spring	  with	  those	  big	  bass	  speakers	  in	  the	  trunk	  
of	  his	  car	  ….	  a	  rhythmic	  thumping	  that	  can	  be	  sensed,	  and	  felt,	  from	  over	  a	  block	  away,	  
while	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  higher	  frequency	  musical	  tones	  cannot	  be	  heard	  at	  all.	  	  
	  
Most	  patients	  have	  complained	  about	  audible	  noise	  as	  well	  as	  a	  rhythmic	  flickering	  shadow	  
as	  the	  turbine	  blade	  crosses	  the	  sun,	  also	  the	  rhythmic	  flashing	  glare	  from	  the	  reflection	  of	  
the	  sun	  on	  the	  blades	  (such	  flickering	  lights	  are	  known	  in	  the	  medical	  literature	  to	  
precipitate	  seizures	  in	  susceptible	  individuals	  ),	  and	  these	  are	  of	  course	  significant,	  but	  I	  
have	  chosen	  to	  describe	  this	  case	  because	  so	  little	  attention	  has	  been	  given	  to	  inaudible	  low	  
frequency	  vibration.	  	  My	  patient	  was	  fortunate,	  he	  and	  his	  wife	  were	  able	  to	  afford	  to	  
abandon	  their	  home,	  and	  they	  are	  now	  living	  happily	  far	  from	  any	  wind	  turbine	  and	  feeling	  
quite	  well.	  	  
	  
As	  I	  said,	  I	  have	  seen	  5	  other	  individuals	  with	  similar	  syndromes,	  and	  it	  easy	  to	  imagine	  
how	  this	  state	  could	  easily	  presage	  more	  chronic	  illness	  ….	  depression,	  anxiety,	  high	  blood	  
pressure,	  chronic	  headaches,	  the	  list	  goes	  on	  …	  and	  all	  the	  pharmaceutical	  drugs	  that	  these	  
maladies	  might	  eventually	  necessitate.	  	  I	  would	  be	  concerned	  for	  those	  whose	  nervous	  
systems	  are	  sensitive	  and	  vulnerable	  ….	  infants	  and	  small	  children,	  children	  with	  ADHD	  or	  
autism	  spectrum	  syndromes,	  and	  constitutionally	  nervous	  adults.	  I	  know	  you	  will	  hear	  
stories	  this	  morning	  from	  Vermonters	  who	  have	  already	  been	  directly	  impacted.	  	  	  
	  
The	  old	  saw	  that	  a	  doctor’s	  best	  teacher	  is	  his	  patient	  is	  true	  and	  obviously	  applicable	  here.	  	  	  
From	  a	  purely	  clinical	  perspective	  I	  believe	  the	  acoustic	  trauma	  produced	  by	  large	  wind	  
turbines	  is	  real	  and	  significant,	  and	  that	  this	  makes	  the	  siting	  of	  these	  turbines	  especially	  
critical.	  	  
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Keep	  in	  mind	  that	  the	  turbine	  affecting	  the	  person	  I	  described	  previously	  is	  only	  160	  feet	  
high,	  whereas	  the	  turbines	  already	  spinning	  in	  Lowell	  and	  Sheffield	  are	  about	  450	  feet	  high,	  
and	  those	  proposed	  for	  the	  Newark/Brighton/Ferdinand	  project	  are	  close	  to	  500	  feet.	  I	  
note	  that	  a	  minimal	  setback	  of	  1	  mile	  from	  the	  nearest	  residence	  is	  specified	  in	  S.30	  ,	  but	  
due	  to	  the	  great	  variety	  of	  atmospheric	  conditions	  and	  geography	  in	  VT,	  who	  knows	  if	  even	  
this	  is	  adequate?	  	  	  
	  
Also,	  I	  was	  surprised	  that	  in	  the	  bill	  there	  is	  no	  specific	  mention	  of	  effects	  on	  health,	  though	  
“quality	  of	  life”	  comes	  close.	  These	  health	  effects	  are	  more	  than	  nuisances,	  a	  term	  used	  in	  
much	  of	  the	  literature	  to	  characterize	  the	  symptoms.	  A	  nuisance	  might	  be	  something	  like	  
black	  flies	  buzzing	  around	  your	  head,	  whereas	  these	  vibratory	  and	  acoustic	  effects	  are	  
something	  else	  altogether,	  and	  describing	  them	  a	  nuisances	  seems	  a	  disservice	  and	  
demeaning	  to	  those	  who	  experience	  them.	  What	  about	  “chronic	  vestibulo-‐acoustic	  trauma	  
syndrome”	  …	  we	  certainly	  need	  better	  science,	  and	  more	  study	  is	  needed.	  	  
	  
I	  believe	  these	  health	  impacts	  should	  be	  specifically	  cited	  in	  the	  bill,	  with	  a	  recommend-‐
ation	  directing	  the	  VT	  Department	  of	  Health	  to	  adopt	  a	  more	  direct,	  proactive	  role	  in	  the	  
public	  health	  issues	  raised	  by	  these	  huge	  turbines.	  	  
	  
I	  fully	  support	  the	  three	  year	  moratorium	  on	  all	  industrial	  wind	  development	  as	  outlined	  in	  
the	  current	  bill,	  in	  order	  to	  try	  to	  understand	  more	  clearly	  the	  sacrifices	  we	  are	  asking	  of	  
our	  citizens	  and	  of	  the	  complex	  ecology	  of	  our	  sensitive	  and	  beautiful	  ridgelines.	  
	  
Thank	  you.	  
	  
Sandy	  Reider	  MD	  
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My name is Stephen Ambrose and I support the proposed three-year moratorium on 
wind energy generating plants. 
 
I am a Board Certified Member of the Institute of Noise Control Engineering and a Full 
Member of the Acoustical Society of America.  I have over 35 years’ experience working 
in acoustics, environmental sound, and industrial noise control.  My career started with 
Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation in Boston Massachusetts.   I was responsible 
for quieting large electric power stations to coexist as a good acoustic neighbor.  I am 
currently an independent consultant practicing near Portland, Maine.  I coauthored the 
Bruce McPherson Infrasound and Low Frequency Noise Study for Falmouth, 
Massachusetts, followed by a number of peer-reviewed papers and articles about wind 
turbine noise and adverse public health impacts. 
 
For my career, I have stressed the importance for clients to reduce their noise levels 
sufficient not to cause an adverse public response.  People have a negative reaction 
when the noise increase approaches 5 dB, which represents sporadic complaints.  
Noise control engineer’s work are judged acceptable when there are no noise 
complaints.  Wind turbine siting documents should not use an urban nighttime noise 
level of 45 dBA as a design goal.  This level is too loud for rural environments that have 
nighttime sound levels in the low 20s and high teens.     
 
There should be no wind turbine complaints about noise with today’s knowledge and 
instrument capabilities.  I have never investigated a noise problem where the public has 
been so vocal about ruined lives and home abandonment.  Why are neighbors 
complaining about industrial wind turbines?  Why are regulatory agencies unable to 
protect public health and wellbeing?  I will answer both of these questions. 
 
A career long friend and fellow acoustician, Robert Rand and I decided to investigate 
wind turbine complaints.  We are committed to our profession “Canons of Ethics”; Hold 
paramount the safety, health and welfare of the public.  These are similar to those held 
by Professional Engineers and Health Professionals.  Our first visit to a wind turbine site 
quickly revealed why neighbors were complaining.  Wind turbines sound awful.  Beyond 
1000-ft the higher frequencies are no longer audible.  Blade rotations cause the noise 
levels to fluctuate loudly with an unnatural sound character.  Pedersen & Waye 
research shows that wind turbine sounds are more objectionable than noise produced 
by traffic, trains and planes. 
 
Many wind turbine neighbors are going to describe how their lives have been ruined by 
audible noise and infrasound produced by wind turbines.  I encourage each committee 
member to believe the wind turbine neighbors’ testimonials.  I have measured wind 
turbine noise levels at impacted neighbors’ homes during moderate to strong wind 
speeds.  Wind turbines are the only noise source where one is invited by newly met 
strangers to live in their house, sleep in their beds and have them leave to sleep 
elsewhere.  It was a surprise to experience the debilitating effects described by Dr. Nina 
Pierpont’s research, “Wind Turbine Syndrome”.  I felt miserable with a headache, 
nausea, loss of cognitive ability, sleep interference and interruption.  When I left the 
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area all symptoms went away.  It needs to be understood that not everyone is affected 
by wind turbines.  I view my experiences as an effective peer-review investigation of 
wind turbine neighbors’ complaints. 
 
Regulatory boards are now unable to protect public health and wellbeing because the 
wind turbine industry has substituted their own measurement and assessment 
procedures through international committees.  The wind turbine acoustic standards 
differ dramatically from other noise sources.  Wind turbines are evaluated using A-
weighted sound levels by removing all low frequency and infrasound from consideration.  
A-weighting lowers infrasound levels by 50 dB at 20 Hz and 70 dB at 10 Hz.  This 
promotes false statements that wind turbines do not produce infrasound.  I have 
measured infrasound using a sound level meter and a microbarograph. I have 
experienced the adverse health effects caused by infrasound.  Again, I felt miserable 
with a headache, nausea, loss of cognitive ability, sleep interference and interruption.  I 
felt better when only a few miles away from the wind turbines influence. 
 
I would like to add a cautionary comment about the Public Service Board justification for 
granting the Certificate of Public Good (pg. 100).  I quote the second sentence first: ‘The 
Petitioners have demonstrated wind turbines are not likely to emit audible or perceivable 
infrasound’.  This is a very weak statement to justify the first sentence.  'We conclude 
that the noise monitoring plan need not include monitoring for infrasound, sound levels 
below 20 Hz”.  My professional opinion is the Public Service Board has been very 
cleverly, ‘misled’, or may be the better word is ‘duped’. 
 
Industrial wind turbines have proven to be a public health hazard in too many 
communities in Maine, Massachusetts and Vermont.  People choose to live in a pristine 
natural environment.  Wind turbines expose neighbors to excessive noise and adverse 
health impacts. 
 
I recommend that anyone who thinks wind turbines are good acoustic neighbors to do 
what I did.  Go to a wind turbine site, live as a neighbor, and sleep in their bed when the 
wind blows strong.  I do not want to do that again.  The very nice house used in the 
infrasound study is available, because the owners have abandoned their dream house 
and cashed in their retirement to find another place to live. 
 
I conclude with this; neighbors are better acoustic analyzers than any instrument made 
today.   I respect their judgment.   Thank you for your time and consideration.  I will be 
happy to answer any questions.   
 
 
 
Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE, Bd.Cert. 
Acoustics, Environmental Sound and Industrial Noise 
SE Ambrose '& Associates      Tel/Fax: 207.892.6691 
15 Great Falls Road                  Mobile: 207.653.9099 
Windham, ME 04062      email: seaa@myfairpoint.net 
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My name is Shirley Nelson, and I live in Lowell, Vermont. 
 
My husband Don grew up on our farm which is nestled against the Lowell 
Mountains. I grew up in Craftsbury with the Lowell Mountains in our view 
shed. 
 
Don worked for the State of Vermont in the Highway Department in several 
divisions which included Right of Way and Survey as a party chief.  
 
In 1968 Don’s father was ready to retire so we made a change and bought 
the family farm. We have four children that grew up and learned to work 
hard, be good stewards of the land and value the land. Over time we bought 
the rest of the acreage from his father along with another abutting parcel, 
cleared 75 acres, built 3 fish ponds, made trails through the woods and 
picked a lot of stones. We made improvements to the barn and house and 
had the buildings added to the State Historical Records. 
  
We decided early on that we wouldn’t post our land but would share it with 
hunters, hikers, bikers, horseback riders, campers, skiers, the snowmobile 
club and others. We hosted an outside wedding and had receptions and 
reunions there and several of our grandchildren were baptized there. Our 
children brought friends home from college to learn about farm life and the 
beauty of the mountains - both the seen and the hidden beauty that is not so 
obvious – the Mystique of the Mountains. 
 
 Everything we earned went back into our property to make it better. Our 
goal was to retire and enjoy the place we had put so much work into – or if a 
person with the right values of stewardship and desire to enjoy the quiet, 
private setting that we had came along, we could sell and  move on to some 
other quiet, peaceful location. 
 
I’D LIKE TO TELL YOU WHY WE DO NEED A MORITORIUM! 
 

• Our home is about 4500 ft. from the turbines of the LOWELL project 
on the east side of the mountains and our property borders the project 
for 1½ miles. The cabin we built with our grandchildren for the whole 
family to use is about 1,900 feet from the turbines. We have two 



ponds in the same field that we, our family and others have always 
enjoyed for swimming, camping and fishing. 

 
• Our property had the third highest taxes in Lowell for many years. We 

paid our taxes every year knowing that it was for the home and 
property that we had worked on to make it a place that we, our family 
and friends, cross country skiers, Sterling College classes, campers, 
hikers, leaf peepers, horseback riders, hunters and the snowmobilers 
could enjoy, relax and get away from the stress of everyday life. Now 
our property of (600 +/-) acres, is worth much less and our home is no 
longer desirable. Many of our neighbors have been dealt the same 
situation. It feels like everything we have all worked for is thrown 
away. 

 
• Many things we have been saying about the effects these projects 

might have on us, our friends and neighbors have in fact happened 
and are still happening. 

 
• This project has driven away the hunters, the Sterling College winter 

survival course and campers. One of our daughters and her family had 
to leave on Thanksgiving Day because of the effects of the noise. Of 
our guests that day– some felt no effects, two developed migraines 
(one felt nauseous), some were feeling pressure in their ears and some 
with ears ringing. We had to close an open window to lower the sound 
level. 

 
• The governor refused to come to meet with us and our neighbors on 

the east side of the mountains saying he had already been to Lowell. 
He went to the town office, far removed from the project, and met 
with the Select Board chair instead. 

 
• This has all been served to us on a tarnished platter  along with 

threats, bullying, etc. which includes – to name a few : 
 
              *A faulty survey was done to change the range line to obtain  

       property that was wanted for a wind project. 
 

              *GMP took us to court and gave us a Temporary Restraining  
                   Order, to keep us and anyone else off 180 acres of our land. We  



                    firmly believe in property rights but where have ours gone? 
 
              *A proposed farm sale to a young couple saying that they wanted to 
                 buy the  farm was set up through the VLT but financed by GMP 
                 and the landowner leasing the wind project site to  
                 GMP. Only an eleventh hour admission of these facts by VLT 
                 opened up what was really going on, although we had felt toward  
                 the end that we were  being set up.  It was revealed the CEO of 
                 GMP was also the chair of the directors of VLT. 
                
                 
 
          *While trying to get some help for a noise situation that was 

         unacceptable on a November weekend – both to us and to MANY 
         neighbors – I called Geoff Commons  and was told, 'this is my 
         Saturday ….you can call the DPS office and leave a message'. 
         Prior to this project we and the people of this area also had 
         Saturdays, weekends and holidays to enjoy, too! 
 
 
      *The wildlife has been driven away from the area and what wildlife is 
         left is only out at night - we have had two game cameras out for 
         many years and had many pictures of the wildlife each day. This 
         year, day after day, there were no pictures. Others in the area have 
         reported the same results. 

 
            *The newest issue is the effects of the noise on families living close 
              to the project and the surrounding areas and towns, where the noise 
              travels in the mountainous terrain. The good neighbor payments to 
              Lowell and to surrounding towns cannot replace what is being taken 
              from the families that had been able to live in and enjoy their homes 
              and now find they are unable to sleep at night with windows closed.  
              What will happen in the spring, summer and fall? 
 

*The Public Service Board set sound levels at 45 decibels for noise 
outside of a house and 35 decibels inside the house. In my Noise 
Diary among the things that I have mentioned are the readings that I 
have taken on some occasions. They have been as high as 49 db 
outside the house and 44 db in our guest bedroom. These are above 
the allowed sound levels but I have found that even at the levels that 



they do allow it is just much too loud. In a rural setting residents and 
guests expect things to be quiet. I often experience headaches, 
ringing in my ears and tightness like a band around my head. When 
the noise goes on and on I find myself becoming irritable like you 
would with a faucet dripping. These are things that I didn’t 
experience before. There should also be testing required for low 
frequency sound .  

 
            *Homeowners living around these existing projects have been tossed  

         Head first into the role of the guinea pigs as the health impacts of  
         The noise from ridgeline development is being experienced for the  
         first time in Vermont. 

• The present wind facilities have only proven that the noise levels are 
way too high and the presence of infrasound really needs to be 
addressed. The state has a glut of power at this point and the grid 
cannot handle the ups and downs created by large scale wind power 
facilities. 

• I’ve been keeping a log to show what we have been living with in 
terms of noise and the effects it has on us. This doesn’t even speak for 
our neighbors who have been bothered as much or more than we have.  

•  Please pass the three year moratorium to stop any more 
ridgeline development until the true effects of this policy has been 
studied, understood, and disclosed, and our communities healed. 
We were asked to only report complaints to GMP through their 
public relations person. I don’t feel comfortable doing this 
because of their lawsuit and the way they have treated everyone 
involved. Many people haven’t complained publicly because they 
have lost all confidence in GMP and other developers, the 
Governor, the PSB, the PSD, the ANR and the legislature. A 
moratorium would be a start to bring back the feeling of 
community that has been shattered by these developers 
throughout the state. I’m beginning to understand the concept of 
water boarding. 

 
 
Shirley Nelson 



PO Box 192 
Albany, Vt. 05820 
 
Tel.  802-755-6119 
Email:   ds-nelson@peoplepc.com 
 
(Resident of the Town of Lowell) 

 
 



Testimony	  of	  Luann	  Therrien	  	   	   	   January	  31,	  2013	  
Senate	  Natural	  Resources	  and	  Energy	  Committee	  
	  
	  
My	  name	  is	  Luann	  Therrien	  and	  I	  live	  in	  Sheffield	  with	  my	  husband	  Steve	  and	  our	  two	  
children.	  
	  
Have	  no	  idea	  what	  we	  have	  done	  or	  who	  we've	  done	  it	  to	  to	  deserve	  what	  we	  are	  being	  put	  
through.	  
	  
We	  consider	  ourselves	  to	  be	  hearty	  people.	  Living	  off	  grid	  and	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  no	  where	  is	  
not	  easy	  but	  we	  love	  where	  we	  live.	  
	  
We	  have	  lived	  at	  our	  home	  in	  Sheffield,	  for	  almost	  17	  years.	  	  The	  land	  has	  been	  in	  my	  
husbands	  family	  since	  the	  70's.	  Since	  Nov.	  2011,	  our	  new	  neighbors	  are	  16	  turbines	  that	  
line	  the	  ridge	  behind	  our	  home.	  
	  
Before	  the	  turbines	  were	  built,	  we	  felt	  we	  did	  not	  know	  enough	  about	  Industrial	  Wind	  to	  
have	  an	  informed	  opinion.	  We	  did	  not	  oppose	  them	  being	  built.	  We	  did	  not	  oppose	  the	  
many	  inconveniences	  during	  construction	  that	  comes	  with	  a	  project	  this	  size.	  	  We	  did	  not	  
oppose	  the	  project,	  not	  until	  it	  was	  up	  and	  running	  and	  creating	  noise.	  	  Creating	  noise	  that	  
unlike	  what	  the	  wind	  developers	  will	  try	  and	  make	  you	  believe-‐	  IS	  distinguishable	  above	  
natural	  sounds.	  I	  have	  never	  heard	  anything	  in	  nature	  make	  a	  repetitive	  whoosh	  whoosh	  
whoosh	  sound	  for	  up	  to	  five	  days	  straight.	  And	  the	  only	  thing	  I	  have	  heard	  sound	  like	  a	  jet	  
flying	  overhead,	  except	  for	  these	  wind	  turbines,	  is	  a	  jet	  flying	  overhead.	  This	  has	  now	  been	  
going	  on	  for	  over	  a	  year.	  
	  
To	  have	  no	  one	  believe	  or	  understand	  just	  what	  we	  are	  going	  through	  is	  like	  being	  
constantly	  beat	  down.	  Having	  people	  say	  we	  are	  making	  it	  up	  or	  worse	  yet	  putting	  the	  
blame	  on	  having	  children.	  	  	  Until	  you	  live	  with	  what	  we	  are	  dealing	  with	  you	  can	  not	  
understand	  what	  it	  is	  like	  to	  walk	  in	  our	  shoes.	  People	  have	  openly	  scoffed	  at	  us	  because	  
they	  paid	  a	  visit	  to	  a	  project	  and	  think	  they	  have	  the	  slightest	  clue	  what	  it	  is	  like	  to	  live	  day	  
after	  day,	  month	  after	  month	  beside	  a	  project.	  One	  person	  had	  the	  nerve	  to	  say	  they	  had	  
visited	  a	  project	  and	  the	  noise	  was	  no	  worse	  than	  their	  dishwasher.	  Well,	  I	  guarantee	  if	  
your	  dishwasher	  was	  to	  run	  day	  and	  night	  you'd	  shut	  it	  off	  before	  five	  days	  were	  done.	  
	  
It	  has	  been	  said	  that	  with	  all	  power	  comes	  sacrifice	  and	  problems.	  The	  problem	  is,	  my	  
family	  and	  other	  families	  are	  the	  sacrifice.	  
	  
In	  order	  to	  stop	  the	  continuing	  damage	  to	  our	  health	  and	  sanity	  we	  will	  have	  to	  sacrifice	  
the	  land	  where	  we	  have	  lived,	  loved	  and	  planned	  to	  spend	  the	  rest	  of	  our	  lives.	  But	  when	  it	  
comes	  to	  sacrificing	  our	  dreams	  or	  ourselves	  there	  really	  is	  no	  choice.	  We	  may	  have	  no	  
choice	  but	  to	  sell	  out	  for	  whatever	  we	  can	  get	  just	  so	  we	  can	  move.	  Not	  only	  will	  we	  have	  to	  
give	  up	  the	  land	  that	  we	  love	  but	  also	  at	  a	  reduced	  price.	  
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The	  noise	  for	  us	  is	  at	  its	  worst	  when	  the	  wind	  is	  coming	  from	  the	  South/SouthEast.	  When	  
we	  are	  not	  getting	  the	  worst	  of	  it,	  other	  families	  are.	  The	  prospect	  of	  more	  storm	  systems	  
blowing	  up	  the	  coast	  is	  about	  as	  frustrating	  as	  the	  noise	  itself.	  	  Know	  it's	  coming	  and	  not	  a	  
thing	  we	  can	  do	  about	  it.	  
	  
My	  husband	  is	  feeling	  desperate	  because	  there	  is	  nothing	  he	  can	  do	  to	  protect	  his	  family.	  
I've	  been	  feeling	  more	  agitated	  and	  working	  on	  unreasonable.	  Not	  a	  good	  combination	  with	  
two	  little	  ones.	  
	  
Since	  November	  both	  my	  husband	  and	  myself	  have	  been	  prescribed	  antidepressants.	  I	  
honestly	  had	  no	  idea	  just	  how	  bad	  I	  had	  gotten	  because	  it	  came	  on	  gradually.	  About	  a	  
month	  ago	  my	  son	  said	  something	  that	  made	  me	  laugh	  out	  loud.	  It	  was	  then	  the	  realization	  
hit	  me	  that	  I	  had	  not	  done	  that	  in	  a	  long	  time	  and	  have	  not	  done	  much	  since,	  even	  with	  an	  
increase	  in	  my	  medication.	  I	  used	  to	  laugh	  all	  the	  time,	  dance	  with	  my	  children	  and	  make	  
up	  silly	  songs.	  	  I	  want	  to	  do	  these	  things	  again.	  
	  
I	  have	  a	  constant	  ringing	  in	  my	  ears	  that	  can	  be	  very	  distracting.	  
	  
My	  husband	  has	  been	  feeling	  so	  bad	  that	  he	  is	  currently	  unable	  to	  work,	  his	  doctor	  has	  
pulled	  him	  from	  his	  job.	  It's	  impossible	  to	  work	  when	  you	  cannot	  concentrate	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  
sleep,	  a	  constant	  pulsing	  in	  your	  head	  like	  a	  painless	  migraine	  and	  have	  the	  constant	  feeling	  
of	  a	  head	  rush	  no	  matter	  what	  you	  are	  doing.	  He	  wakes	  up	  startled	  during	  the	  night	  in	  a	  
panic	  state	  and	  can	  not	  go	  back	  to	  sleep.	  
	  
Both	  of	  us	  have	  a	  lack	  of	  concentration.	  Many	  days	  we	  have	  this	  odd	  pressure	  in	  our	  heads.	  
Can	  feel	  the	  pressure	  in	  our	  foreheads,	  cheeks	  even	  in	  the	  front	  teeth	  with	  a	  feeling	  of	  
pressure	  as	  if	  something	  is	  pressing	  on	  the	  bridge	  of	  the	  nose.	  
	  
We	  know	  if	  we	  do	  not	  feel	  well,	  our	  children	  do	  not	  feel	  well.	  They	  cannot	  tell	  us	  verbally,	  
but	  they	  do	  in	  other	  ways.	  We	  see	  a	  noticeable	  change	  in	  our	  son's	  behavior.	  He	  goes	  from	  
being	  a	  normally	  active	  3	  year	  old	  with	  an	  attitude	  problem	  to	  an	  unreasonable	  
uncontrollable	  active	  3	  year	  old	  with	  an	  attitude	  problem,	  that	  doesn't	  end	  because	  he	  goes	  
to	  sleep.	  Most	  nights	  both	  of	  our	  children	  have	  restless	  nights	  and	  both	  regularly	  cry	  out	  in	  
their	  sleep.	  We	  are	  getting	  so	  tired	  of	  feeling	  like	  hell	  everyday.	  We	  feel	  as	  bad	  when	  we	  get	  
up	  as	  when	  we	  go	  to	  bed.	  
	  
Frustrating	  isn’t	  even	  the	  right	  word	  to	  described	  how	  it	  feels	  to	  get	  up	  in	  the	  morning	  
already	  feeling	  tired,	  angry	  and	  agitated.	  
	  
Our	  children	  deserve	  better.	  We	  deserve	  better.	  
	  
We	  went	  through	  hell	  to	  have	  our	  children.	  It	  certainly	  was	  not	  my	  choice	  to	  have	  our	  first	  
child	  at	  40.	  We	  went	  through	  loss	  (one	  at	  five	  months	  along),	  tests,	  and	  operations.	  On	  our	  
fifth	  try	  we	  had	  a	  healthy	  boy,	  and	  we	  now	  have	  a	  one	  year	  old	  baby	  girl.	  	  And	  instead	  of	  the	  
joy	  of	  raising	  our	  babies,	  there	  is	  a	  feeling	  of	  being	  helpless	  and	  hopeless.	  
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Helpless	  to	  protect	  our	  children	  from	  the	  Industrial	  Wind	  Project	  that	  has	  been	  built	  behind	  
our	  home.	  Unable	  to	  protect	  them	  from	  the	  constant	  noise,	  annoyance	  and	  sleepless	  nights	  
with	  all	  the	  side	  effects	  that	  go	  along	  with	  it.	  
	  
Now,	  most	  people	  would	  advise	  us	  to	  move	  as	  our	  Dr.	  has	  done.	  We	  would	  gladly	  move,	  if	  
we	  had	  the	  money.	  But	  as	  most	  people	  in	  this	  area,	  we	  aren't	  even	  close	  to	  even	  being	  
considered	  middle	  class.	  Know	  very	  few	  who	  are.	  
	  
We	  have	  contacted	  First	  Wind.	  Their	  only	  worry	  is	  that	  they	  are	  in	  compliance,	  and	  cannot	  
set	  precedent	  by	  giving	  a	  homeowner	  money.	  We	  told	  them	  we	  would	  need	  $100,000	  to	  
$150,000	  to	  move	  a	  doublewide	  home	  (low	  end)	  onto	  a	  lot	  in	  Derby.	  	  They	  say	  they	  are	  in	  
compliance	  and	  everything	  is	  fine.	  
	  
Some	  pro	  wind	  experts	  say	  1/2	  to	  3/4	  of	  a	  mile	  is	  too	  close,	  other	  studies	  say	  1.5	  miles	  is	  
too	  close.	  	  The	  16	  turbines	  are	  all	  from	  just	  under	  3/4	  of	  a	  mile	  to	  just	  under	  2	  miles	  from	  
our	  home.	  So	  almost	  all	  16	  are	  too	  close	  for	  some	  studies.	  The	  human	  factor	  of	  living	  with	  
the	  constant	  annoyance	  of	  these	  machines	  does	  not	  matter	  to	  the	  wind	  companies.	  
	  
There	  really	  needs	  to	  be	  regulation	  put	  in	  place	  for	  when	  an	  Industrial	  Wind	  Project	  is	  built.	  
For	  starters,	  not	  letting	  the	  fox	  guard	  the	  hen	  house.	  Currently	  the	  wind	  companies	  are	  
allowed	  to	  hire	  their	  own	  sound	  monitoring	  company	  and	  oversee	  the	  whole	  process.	  This	  
should	  be	  overseen	  by	  an	  unbiased,	  independent	  group	  that	  has	  nothing	  to	  gain	  or	  lose	  
from	  the	  results,	  with	  the	  funding	  coming	  from	  the	  wind	  companies.	  
	  
More	  regulation;	  it	  should	  be	  automatic	  that	  any	  homes	  within	  X	  distance	  from	  a	  project,	  
the	  wind	  company	  should	  have	  to	  make	  things	  right	  with	  the	  homeowner.	  Nothing	  like	  this	  
exists	  now,	  everything	  is	  in	  favor	  of	  the	  wind	  companies.	  
	  
The	  current	  way	  this	  is	  done	  is	  unfair	  to	  the	  home	  owner.	  Your	  option	  is	  to	  place	  a	  
complaint	  with	  the	  wind	  company	  to	  only	  be	  told	  they	  are	  in	  compliance,	  and	  to	  keep	  a	  
daily	  noise	  log.	  To	  what	  end?	  Good	  question.	  
	  
So	  what	  are	  the	  real	  options?	  Sell?	  Move?	  Suffer	  for	  others’	  gain	  and	  agenda?	  
	  
Why	  should	  people	  have	  to	  sell	  or	  abandon	  their	  homes?	  
	  
Please,	  I	  ask	  on	  behalf	  of	  every	  family	  that	  lives	  near	  or	  will	  live	  near	  a	  wind	  project	  to	  give	  
this	  matter	  some	  much	  needed	  attention.	  	  Please	  pass	  a	  three	  year	  moratorium	  into	  law.	  
	  
I	  thank	  you	  very	  much	  for	  your	  time.	  
	  
Luann	  Therrien	  	   	   	   	   	  
Sheffield,	  Vermont	  	  



Hello, my name is Erica Berl and I live on Georgia Mountain Rd in Georgia.  
First of all, for the record, I would like to say that I am neither a climate change denier 
nor completely against wind energy. But, I believe that it is critical that wind turbines are 
sited in the most appropriate places, and that the ridgelines of Vermont are far from being 
appropriate. 
 
 I am someone who recently moved to Vermont, so I have a little bit of the outsider’s 
perspective. Before moving to Vermont, I lived in the Boston area and I visited the state 
frequently. What I loved about Vermont was its natural beauty. Especially the mountains. 
When my husband and I decided to move here, part of the motivation was to live in the 
country -a place where we could have a bit of land, a beautiful view and peace and quiet. 
We thought we had found the perfect place on Georgia Mountain. It was a very peaceful 
and quiet site. We thought we did our due diligence by researching the zoning regulations 
before we bought our property. We were reassured by what we learned. Georgia 
Mountain  is zoned recreational which means that that any future subdivisions have to be 
bigger than 20 acres and nothing over 35 feet can be built. Sounds very appealing, 
doesn’t it? We thought so. We were prepared for the potential that a dairy farm at the top 
of the hill might be sold and broken up into several properties. What we never conceived 
of is that a project that required blasting off the top of the mountain and erecting towers 
400 ft high would be allowed to be built in an area that the town had already designated 
as worth preserving. We feel very betrayed by both the town of Georgia and the State of 
Vermont. This is not what we signed up for.  
 
 
The project on Georgia Mountain has only been in operation for about a month so we are 
still in the process of assessing whether the noise is going to be disruptive, but I’m not 
optimistic and I’ll tell you why. While it’s true that sometimes the turbines are very quiet, 
there are other times when they are quite audible. Now it’s winter and we have good 
windows so we don’t usually hear the turbines in our house. But, I can often hear them 
quite clearly when I’m outside – even when I have ear muffs on and a hooded jacket -  
and the sound can vary from a steady  to a pulsating hum. What concerns me is that 
during the warmer months, we like to keep the windows open all night – we don’t have 
central air, like many Vermonters and it’s the only way to cool down the house. Our 
bedroom is in the front of our house which faces the turbines. I am very worried that the 
noise will disrupt our sleep, which would really affect the quality of our lives. 
 
I want to get back to the point I made earlier…it is naturally very quiet on the mountain. 
What’s been really surprising is that my neighbors have actually measured the loudness 
of the sound produced by the turbines. They’ve taken the measurements at a few of the 
houses on the road. At their loudest, the turbines have not exceeded the 45 dB limit set by 
the Public Service Board.  Yet, at times,  they seem to be quite loud to us. I think what 
the standard set by the PSB doesn’t take into consideration is how quiet it is naturally on 
the mountain. And I think this is a flaw in their standard. The sound of the turbines can 
really stand out – and it’s not a natural sound. To be honest, at times it sounds as if we are 
living next to a factory that hums 24 hours a day.  This is not a noise I expected to have to 
hear on a rural mountain. 



I am also concerned that this project is going to affect our property value – in fact I’m 
pretty sure it will and we are almost definitely going to grieve our taxes. First of all, we 
already know that this project adversely affected the value of the dairy farm at the top of 
our hill. The farm had been for sale for a few years – the farmers were hoping to retire – 
but they had to drop their price significantly to sell. As soon as prospective buyers found 
out about the project, they passed on the property – and it is a beautiful property 
otherwise. I know that if we were looking to buy again, we would pass up any property 
that was underneath an industrial wind development. There are a lot of other properties to 
choose from in the area – ones that still have unspoiled views and are not in the shadow 
of such an intrusive project.  
 
I heard one of the legislators on the radio saying that they had seen many cell towers on 
ridgelines up and down VT so wind turbines would not further adversely affect our 
vistas. I’d like to invite you all to visit Georgia Mountain. We have both a cell tower and 
the turbines – there is no comparison. Compared to the turbines, the cell tower is 
miniscule. Not to mention that in 7 years of living on the mountain, I’ve never heard a 
peep out of the cell tower. 
 
As I said at the beginning, I am not against wind energy – but siting is everything. To me 
it makes sense to have to wind projects on the plains of Texas where there is steady wind 
and the natural beauty of the area is not the state’s most valuable resource. I think 
Vermont is making a huge mistake and undervaluing its relatively unspoiled landscape. 
The gains we will make in clean energy production are minimal, but what we could lose 
by ruining our best resource – our natural beauty -  is potentially devastating.  I urge you 
to support the moratorium.  



Our situation in Windham is pretty easy to understand.  Windham got 
a close look at industrial wind development in 2005, when a 
developer proposed a 27 turbine project on a ridgeline to the west of 
town. We got busy and did our homework and decided for a long list 
of reasons that we were going to write a town plan that excluded 
industrial wind turbines from the list of appropriate land uses in the 
forested resource lands of  our town.   The plan was written with the 
best advice we could get from professional planners and our town 
attorney.  Our voters and property owners supported the plan 
overwhelmingly.   
 
When we were told last spring that Iberdrola was going to apply for a 
cpg to put meteorological towers on a land parcel to the east of town, 
we clearly felt we owed it to our property owners to invoke the town 
plan and argue that the permit should be denied because in the 
developer’s own words, their intention was to gather data in support 
of a large wind project – a clearly prohibited land use.  We went 
through the 246 process and the Department of Public Service 
attorneys thought our plan was so clear and unambiguous they said it 
should be considered dispositive.  They went further and said to the 
public service board that the Met tower application should be denied.  
The public service board read all of our filings and all of Iberdrola’s 
filings and the department’s opinion and they granted the cpg 
because, the application filing, they said, met the criteria of Section 
246.  They further said that the law as written left them no discretion 
to decide otherwise regardless of the town plan.  Now, instead of 
invoking our town plan against temporary met towers as a precursor 
to an industrial scale project, we will have to find the resources to 
fight a much larger battle against opponents with no local interests 
and no regard at all for the wishes of our community and very deep 
pockets.  In fact they have already stated their intention, in a footnote 
to one of their filings, to try to change our town plan and to change 
the town’s elected leadership if necessary. 
 
I’d like to say a word or two about Town Plans and what they mean or 
should mean.  Looked at in the simplest terms, a well written town 
plan is a social contract among the members of a community.  The 
purpose of the plan is to set out an agreed-upon vision for the town’s 
future development within the context of the town’s history, setting 
and its community values. That vision is set out as clearly and 



unambiguously as language will permit so that no single member of 
the community can distort, destroy or dominate the interpretation or 
execution of that shared vision through inappropriate land uses. 
 
In this situation Windham is faced with an absentee landowner who 
owns contiguous acreage equal to 25 % of the town’s land area.  
They have teamed with the largest international developer of wind 
generation projects and declared their intention to turn that acreage 
into a generating plant in order to improve the income from their land 
holdings due to a downward cycle in the timber products industry.  
 
We know the landowner and developer will be aided and abetted by 
the states regulatory process simply because the project qualifies as 
“renewable energy”. 
 
 
EPA says Vermont produces electricity with the lowest emissions of 
green house gases in the country at a rate of 2 pounds per megawatt 
hour.  The average of the other states is almost 1300 pounds per 
megawatt hour.  The next lowest state average is Idaho with 222 
pounds per megawatt hour. The point is that Vermont already leads 
the country in carbon free electrical generation.   

But here’s the other side of the coin.  We also lead the country in the 
percentage of our carbon footprint that comes from both 
transportation and home heating.  Emissions from home heating as a 
percentage of total emissions in Vermont is 22%   -   which is higher 
than any other state and three times the national average. C02 from 
transportation in Vermont is 59% of our carbon output.  Also higher 
than any other state – including California which produces 58% of 
their C02 from transportation.  We have already done our work to 
clean up electric generation. We’ve been doing it for decades.  Our 
opportunity to make a difference now lies in the two areas where we  
lead the nation in emissions.   

In view of these basic facts and the apparent inadequacy of our 
present regulations to lead to well reasoned decisions we badly need 
the time this moratorium would provide to make sure we are asking 
and answering the right questions about the future of energy in 
Vermont.   



I would like to close my remarks with a very partial list of essential 
questions that are being ignored in our rush to build industrial scale 
wind in Vermont.  Answers are available, but we need time to gather 
the information, learn from the experience of others and guide our 
regulators to a fact-based framework of public policy.  Our present 
system for permitting these projects was designed for a different era 
in the electrical power industry.  We need time to set the system right 
and give our regulators the tools they need to insure that the 
permitting process does, indeed, serve the public good rather than 
the economic interests of a very few.  

- How good must a ridgeline wind resource be to make it worth 
the kinds of massive destruction necessary to erect 450 foot 
turbines in mountainous terrain? 

- What are the real health effects of inaudible sound waves, 
pressure pulses and shadow flicker on humans in homes and 
schools within 2 miles of  industrial scale turbinesa? 

- What is the real effect on property values for residences near 
these sites?   

- How are the interests of landowners who want to develop big 
wind on their land to be reconciled with adjacent landowners 
who don’t want development of this kind near their property and 
whose values will suffer if it occurs? 

- How are the economic interests of adjacent towns to be 
reconciled when their residents and voters have different goals 
for development and suffer different impacts from it? 

- Is it reasonable to abandon the long practice of permitting new 
electrical generation solely on the basis of need and replace it 
with a policy that says, “If it’s renewable, it’s good; so build it 
now” – even if we don’t need the power ? 

.   
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Testimony to Senate Natural Resources Committee on Why the Grandpa’s Knob Wind Project is 
Still a Threat and Why S-30 and the Moratorium on IW is Necessary 
 
My name is Lisa Wright Garcia and I live in West Rutland, which is one of the four towns 
proposed to be “host towns” to the Grandpa’s Knob Wind Project.  I grew up in the home in 
which I live today.   After living in Boston for 15 years, I moved back home with my husband 
and 3 children in 2001. I embraced coming back home and have invested everything I have into 
my property.  I moved back home to raise my children in the rural lifestyle in which I was raised.   
I have long considered myself an environmentalist, have studied environmental science at UVM 
and have taught for Mass. Audubon.  I have also tried to live the traditional Vermont values of 
good stewardship towards our land taught to me by my grandparents. 
 
My home is adjacent to my mother’s family farm, in a valley in the shadow of the ridgeline 
proposed for this project.  Many members of my family and lifelong friends still live in the 
valley we call Whipple Hollow.  We are land poor all of us, our property is the only equity we 
have.    For the past 12 years since returning to Vermont, I have been a real estate appraiser, 
completing town wide reappraisals as well as private and bank appraisals.  Much as Vermonters 
might argue about a “view tax” when grieving their tax assessments, I know as an appraiser 
beyond a doubt that views and bucolic settings are significant contributors to value for property 
in Vermont. 
 
Steve Eisenberg of Reunion Power recently made statements in the local newspaper that his 
Grandpa’s Knob Wind Project was not finished, but was only on “hiatus”.  We fear that this is 
true because he has 5 years of data on wind measurements, he has completed environmental 
studies, the PTCs were renewed by congress, and because as he said himself “we have friends in 
high places”.  More to the point, there is a system in place in our state government which favors 
developers of energy projects, and there is a powerful political will to support large scale 
renewables at any cost and without adequate scrutiny. 
 
In January of 2012, I first got involved asking questions and then opposing industrial wind in my 
community.   Prior to that, I knew of the proposed IW project for Ira and Clarendon, and while I 
listened to some of my neighbors who were proponents of the project as well as neighbors who 
had serious concerns about the health and noise impacts, and the environmental destruction 
involved with building these turbines, I didn’t get personally involved.  I didn’t think it affected 
me.   That is a big regret I have now, that I didn’t learn more and get involved back then. 
 
I first heard of the proposed project when one of my neighbors mentioned it at the gas station one 
day.  He was quite upset as he is a farmer and had just got word that he would no longer be able 
to use the land adjacent to his farm that he had been leasing because the owner had leased the 
land to the wind developer.   I was alarmed of course and went to our town manager that very 
day and asked about it.  She told me that it looked like that project was not going anywhere 
because the ANR had stated that there were “adverse impacts that could not be mitigated”.    
 
So I went home reassured, surely if our own ANR has stated that this is a bad idea that would 
adversely impact the environment, then the project will never happen.  A few short weeks later 
another neighbor came to me and shared concerns that this project was well under way and asked 
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if I would help to share awareness about the issue and get people to talk about this at town 
meeting.  So we did just that and it became very clear at town meeting that the town manager and 
at least some of the select board members had already had extensive conversations with the 
developer and were being solicited to support this project in our town. 
 
I wrote letters to the local newspapers about the negative impacts that would result from this 
project.  Within days, I received multiple phone calls, as well as e-mails, from the developer 
asking if we could meet privately to talk about the project.   I told him that I really had nothing to 
say to him that I wouldn’t be completely comfortable saying in public, and that further, I felt I 
was speaking for my whole family and community.  Selective invitations were also sent to area 
landowners, potential neighbors of the project, and to residents who had spoken out about the 
project to attend private meetings with the developer.  I wondered then, and I ask you now, if this 
project is so much in the “public good”, why are the meetings so secretive?   
 
The proposed Grandpa’s Knob project threatens our quality of life, our health, our property 
values which are the only investments most of us have, and it threatens the state of Vermont and 
everything that Vermont means.  Allowing this project to happen means losing control of our 
local towns’ ability to determine the type of development we want in our towns. 
 
We educated our townspeople and worked the democratic process in our four towns since that 
day in January when I was made aware of this threat.   Many, many hours of time have been 
spent on this issue, by town residents, Select board members, planning commissioners, and 
others – all scrambling to understand the impacts to our town from someone else’s idea.   
Revolutionary War re-enactors presented the historical significance of the pristine Hubbardton 
Battlefield site and why it is so important to keep that site intact and unmarred by development 
on the also historic Pittsford Ridge.  The Rutland County Audubon Society and the Lake 
Bomoseen Association have both voted to oppose the project.  The Select Boards of all four 
towns have voted to oppose this project.  All four towns have amended their town plans 
prohibiting ridgeline industrial wind.   And the town of Hubbardton has held a town vote which 
in a landslide voted to oppose industrial wind.  What additional tools do our small towns and 
middle-class townspeople have to tell this developer “no”, your project is not welcome in our 
town?  Yet the current Section 248 system would allow the PSB to place little or no weight on 
these local decisions.  
 
The developer is still here, trying to get new leases to replace the landowners who have gotten 
out of their leases as they have decided that this deal wasn’t what it was purported to be by the 
developer.   He is still here, because the system is such that he could still apply for a CPG, he 
could still cash in on the PTCs, and the system or his “friends in high places” could allow him to 
proceed with this project in spite of the solid opposition from our towns. 
 
The opposition to this project is still here as well, but many of us fear that the political climate is 
such that this project will be allowed to happen in spite of our efforts.    Over the past year, we 
have all learned a great deal about the Section 248 process and what that will mean for us if the 
developer files for a CPG.   We know that we will only have notice of 45 days before he files for 
the CPG, and we know what we will have to fight very hard for “intervenor status” to even have 
a voice in these hearings.   We know that we have a snowballs chance in hell of winning if it gets 
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to that point.   We know that we will fight this project all the way if we have to, and we worry 
about the emotional toll that battle alone will have on many of us, never mind the toll that 
actually living with turbines will have if they are built.   It is very hard to fully enjoy our 
beautiful little valley when I look up at the ridgeline and think about what will be if the project is 
to happen.  It is very hard to plan for the future of your property, planting trees and maintaining 
that forested landscape, when you aren’t sure you will want to live there if this project is to 
happen. 
 
From the beginning there has been an overwhelming pattern of disrespect for the people and 
other life that would be impacted by this project on the part of the developer. This disrespect has 
been allowed and encouraged by the system created by Section 248 which allows electrical 
energy generation facilities to go around the local and state processes that would normally 
regulate industrial development of this scale. Under the Section 248 process, the people who will 
be directly impacted by this project are barely relevant in the consideration of whether this 
project will cause undue adverse impact.  The process is so overwhelming, time consuming, and 
costly that the average citizen is likely to give up at some point.  Perhaps that is what the 
developer is waiting for with his “hiatus”.   
 
We know from other states that there is solid data on property value loss in the area around 
turbines. But we don't yet have specific data for Vermont, nor will we have it for several years. 
And yet again we are "building them as fast as we can".  In terms of the state process, we haven't 
even considered this impact, and yet again we could learn from other places in the country that 
have required a "Property Value Guarantee" of IW developers.  The current Section 248 process 
does not protect Vermont homeowners who might see a significant loss in their property value as 
a result of these projects.  In fact, the current process doesn’t even acknowledge that this is an 
impact. 
 
This is why we need a moratorium on industrial wind.    We need to use that time to reform  
the process for approving large scale energy projects.  We need the moratorium and reforms 
proposed in S-30.  The processes we have in place are working for the developers, they are not 
adequately protecting and serving Vermonters.   The processes in place are not adequately or 
objectively analyzing the potential impacts of these projects.   We need to make sure that 
Vermonters are treated justly and fairly in this process.  We need to make sure that communities 
can say NO to these projects.  We need to make sure that any project we undertake will truly 
deliver more “public good” than it will "undue adverse impacts" to our neighbors, our 
neighborhood and our environment.  
 
Lisa Wright Garcia 
Resident of West Rutland, landowner in West Rutland and Pittsford 
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Testimony	  on	  Industrial	  Wind	  Power	  in	  Vermont	  
	  
Steven	  B.	  Young,	  Ph.	  D.	  
	  
	   My	  academic	  specialty	  for	  over	  forty	  years	  has	  been	  research	  on	  long-‐term	  
climate	  change	  and	  its	  effects	  of	  ecosystems.	  I	  have	  also	  been	  deeply	  involved	  in	  
evaluating	  the	  special	  features	  of	  wilderness	  areas	  in	  northern	  regions,	  including,	  
especially,	  Alaska,	  Siberia,	  and	  Mongolia.	  I	  founded	  the	  Center	  for	  Northern	  Studies	  
in	  Wolcott	  in	  1971,	  and	  was	  on	  the	  Middlebury	  College	  faculty	  for	  many	  years	  as	  the	  
Director	  of	  the	  Northern	  Studies	  Program	  at	  the	  College.	  I	  have	  degrees	  from	  
Middlebury,	  the	  University	  of	  Alaska,	  and	  Harvard	  University.	  
	   I	  am	  not	  necessarily	  an	  opponent	  of	  Industrial	  Wind	  Power	  in	  Vermont,	  if	  
and	  when	  it	  should	  prove	  to	  live	  up	  to	  the	  claims	  made	  for	  it.	  I	  am,	  however,	  a	  
skeptic.	  While	  Big	  Wind	  has	  pockets	  deep	  enough	  to	  hire	  lobbyists,	  PR	  people	  and	  
lawyers	  such	  that	  they	  can	  overwhelm	  thoughtful	  opposition,	  the	  case	  has	  not	  been	  
made	  to	  my	  satisfaction	  that	  Industrial	  Wind	  is	  a	  viable	  component	  of	  a	  responsible	  
energy	  policy	  for	  Vermont.	  Since	  there	  are	  several	  major	  wind	  projects	  already	  in	  
operation,	  there	  is	  ample	  opportunity	  to	  evaluate	  their	  contributions,	  as	  well	  as	  
their	  costs,	  in	  the	  next	  few	  years.	  	  
	   There	  is	  no	  question	  that	  there	  are	  enormous	  costs	  associated	  with	  Industrial	  
Wind	  development.	  We	  are	  not	  merely	  installing	  wind	  turbines;	  we	  are	  destroying	  
mountain	  ranges.	  The	  damage	  is	  physical,	  in	  terms	  of	  geological	  and	  hydrologic	  
effects.	  It	  is	  biological,	  in	  that	  it	  destroys	  critical	  habitat	  and	  migration	  routes,	  and	  it	  
is	  esthetic	  and	  cultural,	  not	  least	  in	  that	  it	  has	  caused	  deep	  divisions	  in	  the	  
environmental	  community—divisions	  that	  play	  directly	  into	  the	  hands	  of	  corporate	  
interests	  whose	  roots	  lie	  outside	  Vermont.	  
	   Over	  a	  generation	  ago,	  the	  conservation	  community	  applauded	  Act	  250	  and	  
its	  commitment	  to	  protect	  areas	  that	  lie	  above	  the	  2,500	  foot	  elevation	  level.	  The	  
main	  developer	  and	  supporter	  of	  this	  concept,	  Dr.	  Hub	  Vogelmann,	  made	  a	  strong	  
pitch	  that	  the	  lower	  limit	  should	  be	  2,000	  feet.	  There	  is	  good	  reason	  for	  his	  
suggestion.	  The	  peaks	  and	  ridges	  of	  our	  lesser	  mountain	  ranges	  are	  the	  most	  
pristine	  environments	  and	  ecosystems	  in	  Vermont.	  They	  are	  too	  low	  to	  have	  been	  
built	  up	  for	  ski	  areas	  and	  too	  far	  off	  the	  beaten	  path	  to	  support	  major	  hiking	  trail	  
systems.	  They	  are	  too	  high	  and	  cold,	  and	  have	  too	  little	  soil,	  ever	  to	  have	  supported	  
agriculture,	  and	  they	  are	  generally	  too	  precipitous	  and	  the	  trees	  to	  small	  to	  have	  
been	  heavily	  logged.	  	  
	   These	  areas	  support	  the	  most	  extensive	  boreal	  forest	  ecosystems	  in	  the	  state.	  
They	  are	  critical	  for	  species	  such	  as	  lynx	  and	  pine	  marten,	  which	  are	  repopulating	  
Vermont	  after	  a	  long	  absence.	  The	  ridges	  sustain	  air	  currents	  that	  make	  them	  
critical	  for	  the	  migration	  of	  many	  birds,	  especially	  hawks	  and	  eagles.	  The	  effect	  of	  
wind	  turbines	  on	  these	  flight	  patterns,	  and	  bird	  mortality,	  are	  not	  yet	  known.	  
	   In	  the	  event	  that	  Industrial	  wind	  power	  does	  not	  live	  up	  to	  expectations—
and	  these	  ‘expectations’	  are	  really	  projections	  made	  by	  corporations	  which	  stand	  to	  
gain	  from	  the	  towers,	  and,	  most	  especially,	  by	  subsidies	  and	  tax	  advantages—we	  do	  



not	  know	  what	  will	  happen	  to	  the	  installations	  and	  their	  support	  network.	  Will	  they	  
be	  abandoned?	  What	  sort	  of	  decommissioning	  and	  mitigation	  process	  will	  come	  to	  
bear?	  Can	  these	  installations	  survive	  a	  major	  ice	  storm,	  such	  as	  the	  one	  that	  
wreaked	  havoc	  on	  Hydro	  Quebec	  a	  few	  years	  ago?	  Even	  if	  the	  turbines	  do	  succeed,	  
they	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  supplanted	  by	  new	  technology	  within	  a	  generation	  or	  so.	  But	  
the	  damage	  done	  to	  the	  mountains	  will	  persist	  for	  millennia,	  probably	  until	  the	  next	  
Ice	  Age.	  Is	  this	  acceptable?	  
	   It	  may	  be	  that	  the	  already	  existing	  wind	  developments	  will	  prove,	  within	  a	  
few	  years,	  to	  live	  up	  to	  their	  projections	  and	  become	  a	  significant,	  if	  relatively	  minor	  
contributor	  to	  the	  reducing	  the	  carbon	  footprint	  of	  Vermont.	  In	  that	  case,	  they	  
would	  be,	  at	  the	  most,	  a	  symbolic	  contribution	  by	  Vermont	  to	  the	  global	  warming	  
crisis.	  If	  we	  really	  want	  to	  reduce	  our	  carbon	  footprint,	  we	  should	  consider	  
approaches	  such	  as	  a	  gas-‐guzzler	  tax,	  a	  miles	  traveled	  fee,	  and	  a	  stronger	  push	  for	  
efficient	  home	  heating.	  These,	  and	  other	  approaches	  toward	  energy	  conservation,	  
would,	  we	  know,	  work.	  
	   Finally,	  it	  seems	  to	  be	  ironic	  that	  the	  people	  who	  are	  dead	  set	  against	  
‘fracking,’	  who	  are	  supporting	  the	  removal	  of	  power	  dams	  so	  that	  the	  streams	  can	  
‘flow	  free,’	  and	  who	  would	  be	  appalled	  a	  the	  destruction	  of	  any	  wetlands,	  would	  be	  
the	  same	  people	  who	  are	  advocating	  the	  permanent	  destruction	  of	  our	  most	  
compelling	  wild	  lands	  and	  our	  most	  critical	  and	  pristine	  ecosystems,	  our	  mountain	  
ridges.	  	  
	   There	  are	  currently	  four	  major	  industrial	  wind	  developments	  in	  Vermont.	  
This	  is	  enough	  to	  allow	  an	  evaluation	  of	  the	  real	  potential	  of	  wind	  development	  in	  
our	  state,	  especially	  if	  the	  developers	  are	  truly	  transparent	  and	  willing	  to	  allow	  
outside	  researchers	  and	  evaluators	  free	  access	  to	  the	  projects.	  A	  moratorium	  may	  be	  
disadvantageous	  to	  the	  wind	  industry,	  but	  it	  is	  the	  only	  responsible	  pathway	  toward	  
well-‐considered	  decisions	  on	  the	  fate	  of	  our	  remaining	  unspoiled	  ridgelines.	  	  
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Honorable Chairperson Hartwell and members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to 
provide this testimony related to stormwater management for high-elevation alternative energy systems.  
My name is Andres Torizzo.  I am a stormwater hydrologist and Principal of Watershed Consulting 
Associates in Waitsfield, VT.  My firm specializes in modeling, designing, and permitting stormwater 
management systems.  I have conducted water quality research and designed stormwater systems in high 
elevation watersheds. I have also closely reviewed stormwater designs and permit applications for the 
Sheffield Wind, Kingdom Community Wind, and Deerfield Wind Expansion projects. 

High elevation areas of Vermont include numerous seemingly insignificant seeps, where groundwater 
oozes from the subsurface and begins to concentrate to form discrete stream channels.  These headwater 
streams and wetland areas are the birthplace of our surface water resources.  They constitute the greatest 
percentage of total stream length in an undisturbed river system, but are also mostly unmapped.  They are 
vitally important for providing clean and cold water, habitat, and flood control; however, they can only 
provide such services if they are protected from disturbance.  Headwater streams offer the greatest 
opportunity for interaction between water and land; and it is with this interaction that numerous 
biological, chemical, and physical processes are constantly occurring to clean stormwater runoff.  These 
are the processes which are responsible for maintaining water quality downstream.  With continued 
development in Vermont and our nation, conversion of undeveloped pervious surfaces to impervious, and 
the potential impact to the hydrological water balance from climate change, protection of these headwater 
resources is a very wise investment for a sustainable future. 

Stormwater management has evolved rapidly in the past decade.  We now know the best way to keep 
pollution out of our surface waters and to preserve stream hydrology is to control the overall volume of 
stormwater being generated on a developed site, by designing sites to replicate natural conditions.  
Current State stormwater regulation was not developed on this premise.  The Watershed Hydrology 
Protection Credit developed after the Statewide Manual in 2011, did introduce certain site design 
requirements that, if implemented correctly, could help to mitigate stormwater volume and preserve 
hydrology after development, including limitations on impervious surface and stream buffer 
requirements.  However, the Credit is also seriously flawed by allowing the use of level spreading devices 
for water quality management on excessively steep slopes, up to 30%, which is contrary to level spreader 
research and regulation in other jurisdictions across the nation.  None of the industrial wind turbine 
projects I have reviewed, which include Sheffield, Lowell, and Deerfield, can meet the Credit, given that 
they create too much impervious surface and do not continually maintain stream buffers.  Still, as in the 



	  

	  

case of Lowell, the project was permitted to rely on just one component of Credit as the primary means of 
runoff control, level spreaders, while failing to meet the most critical aspects of the Credit, the 
preservation of buffers and minimization of impervious area.  In my opinion this strategy is not 
sufficiently protective and will ultimately fail.  Preserving high elevation hydrology cannot be successful 
by playing defense; the approach must be holistic and include minimizing the project footprint as the 
primary consideration.  

In general terms, projects must be required to adapt to the site, rather than the site adapting to the project.  
Lowell, Sheffield, and Deerfield will result in the creation of 69 acres of new impervious surface, not 
considering the acres of newly exposed bedrock surfaces.  This is more than six Williston Wal-Mart 
facilities combined.  I ask the developers, is there a way to eliminate or substantially reduce the need for 
the massive road and turbine pad infrastructure, which will remain in place forever, but will be 
infrequently utilized aside from during project construction?    

More comprehensive and effective high elevation stormwater regulation must be developed to build off of 
the positive aspects of the Watershed Hydrology Protection Credit.  This new regulation should provide 
requirements for the installation of stormwater structures specifically designed to return surface runoff to 
shallow groundwater.  The regulation should be based on a runoff volume reduction approach, and 
compliance should be measured by evaluating if a project successfully controls overall stormwater 
volume generated.  If a project fails to meet all aspects of the regulation, including site design elements 
such as reduction of impervious surface and preservation of stream buffers, the project should not be 
permitted, period.  Monitoring, before and after development, is an absolutely key component to a 
successful strategy.  A procedure for monitoring must be part of this new regulation, one that meets 
specific, scientifically-based standards that evaluate hydrology, geomorphology, water quality, and 
biology.  This monitoring plan must allow for the testing of stream health on the project site, where the 
small headwater areas are located and at the points of discharge, not just at locations thousands of feet and 
a mile or more downstream of the project sites where the impacts of the development may not be as 
pronounced or not yet occurring. 

Projects must also be designed, and compliance must be measured, using standard, accepted practices.  I 
remain very concerned about the under estimation of runoff generated from the projects I have reviewed.  
Many acres of roads have been constructed to service the Lowell and Sheffield projects. Shortly after 
construction, these roadways have compacted to form an impervious surface akin to pavement. These 
surfaces are not pervious to allow for the penetration of precipitation and reduction of runoff. Modeling 
runoff from the site, both prior to and following construction, is a required practice to design the 
stormwater system and gauge compliance with the standards.  If these road surfaces are not represented as 
impervious surfaces in the runoff model, the treatment system designed will be undersized, and 
compliance with stormwater management standards will not be achieved.  This will lead to degradation of 
water resources.  This is precisely the scenario at the Lowell project.  Using the accepted values for gravel 
road surfaces in the runoff model, there is predicted to be about 20% more runoff from the site as 
compared to model used to design and permit the Lowell stormwater system.  I have repeatedly expressed 
my concerns to ANR on this issue but have been disregarded.  If as predicted, precipitation events 
intensify with the onset of climate change, the inaccurate modeling of runoff from these projects will 
result in even more water quality impact, and downstream flooding impacts as well.   



	  

	  

I have reviewed biological data collected by ANR within the receiving waters of the Sheffield project 
following construction, and also read the press release issued by the project developer stating that this 
report demonstrates the Sheffield project has not impacted water resources.  I truly wish we could come to 
such definitive conclusions based on relatively modest efforts.  In fact, while this dataset may support that 
biology remains intact at these particular sampling stations, one unfortunately cannot conclude that water 
resources have not been impacted, and will not be impacted in the future by this project.  These sampling 
locations are located approximately 1-2 miles downstream of the project.  Conditions in the headwater 
areas, just downstream and adjacent the project site, may be vastly different.  Also, it may be years before 
the discharge of excessive stormwater volume works to de stabilize the receiving waters and impact 
downstream water quality.   

A three year moratorium on high elevation wind development makes sense from a stormwater 
management perspective, given the current situation in Vermont.  This time will allow us to evaluate the 
performance of the stormwater systems at Sheffield and Lowell, as well as the stream response.   The 
moratorium would allow opportunity for a re assessment of the Watershed Protection Hydrology Credit, 
and the development of smarter and more protective strategies that follow the global trend in stormwater 
management – runoff reduction.  

 

 

 



In	  response	  to	  an	  application	  by	  Seneca	  Mountain	  Wind	  corporation	  for	  up	  to	  25	  500’	  wind	  
turbines	  in	  our	  viewshed,	  the	  Brighton	  Selectboard	  and	  Brighton	  Planning	  Commission	  have	  
taken	  the	  position	  espoused	  by	  the	  majority	  of	  Brighton	  voters	  and	  taxpayers—no	  large	  
industrial	  wind	  towers	  in	  Brighton.	  	  	  	   

Brighton	  thus	  joins	  the	  neighboring	  towns	  of	  Newark,	  Westmore	  and	  Charleston,	  all	  three	  
regional	  newspapers,	  most	  of	  our	  NEK	  legislators,	  	  the	  regional	  planning	  commission,	  and	  local	  
conservation	  groups,	  in	  asking	  for	  a	  moratorium	  on	  the	  continued	  construction	  destruction	  on	  
Vermont’s	  precious	  environment.	   

Brighton	  has	  invested	  heavily	  in	  the	  tourist	  economy,	  based	  on	  advice	  from	  the	  state	  of	  
Vermont	  to	  develop	  that	  resource.	  	  Brighton’s	  and	  Vermont’s	  scenic	  beauty	  is	  fundamentally	  
incompatible	  with	  the	  construction	  of	  500’	  tall	  wind	  turbines	  dominating	  the	  view.	  	  You	  do	  not	  
see	  pictures	  of	  wind	  turbines	  on	  any	  mountain	  ridges	  displayed	  prominently	  on	  the	  website	  of	  
Vermont’s	  Tourism	  and	  Recreation	  Department	  website.	   

Brighton	  feels	  that	  the	  erection	  of	  500’	  tall	  turbines	  in	  what	  journalist	  Paul	  Lefebvre	  calls	  the	  
“Upper	  Kingdom”	  would	  be	  very	  visibly	  out	  of	  character	  with	  the	  surroundings	  of	  this	  most	  
pristine	  area	  in	  Vemont.	  	  If	  25	  500’	  tall	  structures	  are	  not	  out	  of	  character	  with	  our	  
surroundings,	  I’m	  not	  sure	  what	  would	  be.	  	  There	  is	  no	  such	  thing	  as	  mitigating	  the	  impact	  of	  
500’	  tall	  industrial	  towers—they	  will	  dominate	  everything.	  	  To	  pretend	  that	  they	  aren’t	  there	  or	  
that	  they	  are	  nice	  looking	  is	  like	  dressing	  them	  in	  the	  Emperor’s	  new	  clothes. 

The	  real	  question	  is	  whether	  the	  benefit	  is	  indeed	  a	  societal	  benefit,	  as	  the	  PSB	  puts	  it.	  The	  PSB	  
appears	  to	  have	  taken	  the	  circular	  position	  that	  wind	  projects	  are	  in	  the	  public	  good,	  because	  
they’re	  to	  the	  good	  of	  the	  public.	  	  But	  there	  is	  a	  growing	  body	  of	  evidence	  that	  suggests	  that	  
the	  benefit	  may	  not	  outweigh	  the	  cost.	  	  Much	  of	  the	  evidence	  in	  favor	  of	  industrial	  wind	  comes	  
from	  those	  who	  stand	  to	  profit	  the	  most.	  We	  need	  an	  objective	  analysis	  of	  the	  true	  impact	  on	  
property	  values,	  tourism,	  wildlife,	  etc.	  	  	  We	  should	  not	  be	  forced	  to	  give	  bat	  killing	  permits	  after	  
the	  fact	  because	  it’s	  too	  late	  to	  do	  anything	  about	  it	  anyway.	  	  We	  need	  to	  get	  away	  from	  the	  
proposition	  that	  the	  town	  that	  hosts	  the	  turbines	  gets	  more	  of	  a	  say	  in	  the	  process	  than	  all	  the	  
surrounding	  towns	  that	  often	  get	  a	  better	  view	  .	  	  At	  this	  large	  a	  scale,	  the	  impact	  is	  definitely	  
regional.	  	  The	  PSB	  would	  have	  us	  believe	  that	  beyond	  a	  few	  miles,	  the	  turbines	  have	  little	  visual	  
impact,	  but	  the	  fact	  is	  that	  one	  can	  see	  all	  the	  Lowell	  turbines	  easily	  from	  E.	  Charleston	  25	  miles	  
away. 

We	  support	  renewable	  energy,	  in	  appropriate	  places.	  	  We	  believe	  there	  is	  a	  crisis	  in	  global	  
warming	  that	  must	  be	  addressed,	  but	  Vermont	  ridgelines	  and	  their	  wildlife	  deserve	  a	  better	  
fate	  than	  being	  ripped	  up	  to	  satisfy	  a	  well-‐intentioned	  goal	  that	  is	  more	  political	  than	  it	  is	  
practical. 

We	  environmentalists	  have	  all	  looked	  at	  West	  Virginia	  with	  disdain	  because	  of	  the	  destruction	  
of	  their	  mountaintops	  mining	  coal.	  	  While	  the	  destruction	  here	  for	  turbines	  is	  not	  as	  vast	  as	  that	  
in	  WV,	  it	  does	  give	  you	  some	  insight	  into	  the	  thinking	  that	  allowed	  that	  destruction	  to	  occur.	  
Our	  need	  for	  energy,	  hoggish	  though	  it	  may	  be,	  continues	  to	  trump	  the	  environment.	  	  	  I	  never	  
thought	  it	  would	  be	  the	  environmentalists	  who	  paved	  paradise.	   
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My name is Annette Smith.  I live in Danby.  I am Executive Director of Vermonters for a 
Clean Environment, a statewide environmental advocacy organization founded in 1999 to 
deal with a large natural gas power plant and pipeline project proposed for Rutland and 
Bennington Counties. 
 
In our 14 years, VCE has worked with Vermonters on a variety of issues including quarries, 
gravel pits, landfills, large farms, groundwater protection, safe drinking water, mercury 
pollution, and the health effects of chemicals and new technologies being introduced into 
our society.  Often our work involves the interface between industrial development and 
residential neighborhoods, and we often deal with what I will call a regulatory orphan, 
environmental health. 
 
We began working on utility scale wind turbine issues four years ago when in April 2009 
one of our members came across a website for a wind project calling itself Vermont 
Community Wind Farm, except nobody in the community knew anything about it.  We have 
since worked with citizens around all the proposed and developed wind sites in Vermont to 
assist people in understanding the facts, advise them on how to participate in the 
regulatory process, and attempt to hold the corporations developing the sites accountable 
for their actions. 
 
When we first became involved in this issue, we asked the wind developer to please do it 
differently, and engage in a collaborative community-based stakeholder process.  He, and 
four other wind developers of whom we have since asked the same question, have refused 
to work with Vermont communities.  Hundreds of Vermonters are now being sacrificed to 
this technology, without developers ever engaging in meaningful negotiations with the 
people they are most directly affecting. 
 
We support taking a time out on more utility scale wind development until we have a 
better understanding of the social and environmental costs.   After four years of intense 
involvement in wind turbine issues in Vermont, we have seen enough to know that this is 
not that complicated.  Wind turbines are simply an inappropriate technology to put near 
where people live and in our most sensitive environments that are critical for adapting to 
climate change.    
 
We understand that others need to learn about the issues and what is happening in these 
rural communities targeted by big wind developers before joining us in that conclusion.  
For now, we think the three year moratorium proposed by this legislation is an appropriate 
and necessary response, and we thank you for finally providing this opportunity to provide 
facts and information so that informed decisions can be made. 
 
Utility scale wind turbines are being promoted as critical to respond to 1) climate change, 
and as a way to 2) show we are doing our part and send a message, 3) reduce greenhouse 
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gas emissions, 4) reduce our reliance on fossil fuels and 5) move to a clean energy 
economy.  Some people suggest that mountaintop wind turbines are a necessary response 
to mountaintop coal removal, deep water oil drilling, natural gas fracking, and aging 
nuclear power plants. 
 
We have been amazed by the willingness of well-intentioned Vermonters to accept those 
claims on their face, without looking critically at whether or not this technology can 
achieve those goals.   
 
1. Climate change.  We have watched as undisclosed quantities of fossil fuels have been 
used to build roads and platforms on our mountains for three big wind sites.  Intact 
ecosystems that wildlife experts say are critical for climate change adaptation have been 
fragmented and destroyed.  Class A1 headwater streams have been filled, and groundwater 
has been turned into surface water, which will increase stormwater runoff and result in 
degradation of the aquifer and water quality over time.  The natural systems on our 
mountains perform important functions that are necessary for climate change adaptation, 
but their values have not been considered or quantified.  Right now, we do not have a 
permitting and regulatory system that values these resources or their importance in 
addressing climate change. 
 
2. Doing our part and sending a message.  There is no question that these big machines 
are symbolic of an attempt to do something.  The question is, are they doing what 
proponents claim?  Right now, we do not know.  But sending a message is not an excuse for 
destroying the environment and ruining people’s lives.  Couldn’t the message be that 
Vermont is a leader in protecting communities and finding community-based ways to 
respond to climate change?  Why allow developers to determine the message for us?   
 
3. Reducing greenhouse gases. Before we accept that claim, we need to understand how 
the wind energy is being integrated into the grid, and whether or not our New England grid 
is able to utilize wind energy to reduce GHG emissions.  We have asked ISO-New England 
for evidence that the 767 MW of big wind energy on the New England grid is reducing GHG 
emissions.  We are still waiting for the information, and we suggest you ask them, too.  
Right now, we do not know whether the $2 billion worth of investment made in big wind in 
New England is reducing or increasing GHG emissions.    

As can be seen in the Wednesday’s VPR story, the VEC newsletter about Lowell wind 
and the Colebrook Chronicle article about the Coos County NH wind project, there are 
stability issues in the grid that are undermining the value of wind energy and lowering 
productions rates far below developers’ estimates.  

These inefficiencies in the grid do not apply to other renewable resources like hydro 
and to some extent solar.  And we should keep in mind that testimony in this committee 
last year was that there is at least 10 years’ worth of excess capacity on the grid.  It only 
takes 8 months to build a ridgeline wind project.  Right now, we do not need more 
electricity. 

Additionally, we do not have a total life cycle cost for ridgeline wind turbine 
construction, so that is a blank that needs to be filled in.  
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4. Reducing fossil fuel consumption.  Bill McKibben told this legislature Wednesday that 
“every spin of the blade reduces fossil fuel consumption somewhere.”  I have been unable 
to find evidence to support that statement, or the claim that for every 1 MW of wind energy 
created, 1 MW of fossil fuels is offset.  About 50 % of the electricity used by the New 
England grid comes from natural gas, and, like gas or not, that natural gas electricity has 
nearly eliminated the use of coal and oil for electricity generation.  Coal plants get called up 
when it is very cold and the price of gas is high because of heating needs.  But otherwise 
coal use is declining in the New England grid, and as is oil.   

 
Wind in the New England grid interacts primarily with gas generators.   According to the 
President of the most efficient natural gas plant in the New England system with whom I 
spoke last week, that plant is inefficient when it ramps up and down in response to 
generation from wind projects.  Fuel consumption is not necessarily reduced, and 
emissions may actually increase when the gas plants ramp down in response to the wind 
energy.   No New England gas generator has installed a flexible gas generator such as is 
being marketed by GE to enable the gas plant to respond efficiently to wind energy.  It is 
probably most accurate to say that at this time we do not know whether wind energy is 
reducing fossil fuel consumption in the New England grid.  But we do know that in the New 
England grid, renewables are often displacing renewables because if biomass, hydro and 
wind are all on one transmission line with limited capacity, ISO-Ne curtails the plant that is 
easiest to shut off -- wind. 
 If Bill McKibben can present some facts to support his claim, I welcome that.  I have 
been looking for four years. 
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5. Moving to a clean energy economy.  VCE has been a supporter of solar, passenger rail, 
and reducing our carbon footprint for years.  We support reducing our reliance on fossil 
fuels and moving to a renewable energy future.  But we also support doing so based on an 
evaluation of the options and recognition that not every technology is right for Vermont.  
First, we must recognize that over-population is our planet’s biggest environmental 
problem, something most environmental and climate change activists fail to mention.  And 
we must reduce consumption.  Personally I have an extremely low carbon footprint, living 
off grid with solar for hot water and electricity for more than 20 years.  I also insulated my 
house and replaced windows.  I understand what is possible and look forward to seeing 
more Vermonters, especially our leaders, invest, as I have, in our renewable energy future. 
Utility scale wind makes a lot of claims and promises which do not hold up when looked 
into further.  Right now, we need to take time to figure out what is true and what is not. 
 
One of the more ludicrous claims is that wind opponents are supporting fossil fuel 
extraction, especially mountaintop coal removal.  Not true.  First, very little coal is burned 
now in New England for electricity.  Second, the United States is the 4th largest coal 
exporter in the world, exporting 118 million tons of coal last year alone, including to China 
which imported 4 million tons of US coal last year.  West Virginia coal is good for making 
steel, which is the primary component in wind towers, along with rare earth minerals.  If 
we follow the coal trade, we may learn that more American mountaintop coal is used to 
build wind towers in China than is consumed to produce electricity in the New England 
grid.  Right now, we do not know. 
 
Some of what we do know now, though, is deeply troubling and evidence for the need for 
this time out from further wind development. 
 
We know that the regulatory process is doing an inadequate review of the issues, and that 
there is no system in place to respond to problems after the fact.  
 

 We watched as the Agency of Natural Resources responded to comments filed by 
water experts hired by citizens who noted that nine headwater streams would be 
filled on the Lowell mountains.  The ANR response was that they disagreed that 
headwater streams would be filled.  We then got reports during construction and 
saw photos with captions of headwater streams being “taken” (i.e. filled) for the 
project. 

 
 The Lowell stormwater permits were appealed during construction, yet the project 

is built and the PSB has not issued a decision.   
 

 Only in New England do we blast to build roads and sites for wind turbines.  Iowa, 
Illinois, Pennsylvania, New York and other states where big wind turbines are 
designed for do not require blasting.   We reviewed the blasting plan for Sheffield 
and found that the PSB did not require disclosure of blasting compounds, total 
blasts or pounds per delay, all typically required in Act 250 for quarry blasting.   

 
 In Lowell, the PSB required the MSDS sheets for the blasting compounds, but no 

disclosure of total amount of explosives used on the mountain.  A conservative 
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estimate is more than one million pounds of Ammonium Nitrate Fuel Oil (ANFO) 
was used on the Lowell mountains, perhaps more.  For every million pounds of 
explosives, 9000 gallons of fuel oil is used, injected into the mountain, into the 
groundwater.   

 
 In the Georgia Mountain case, neighbors reported flyrock thrown onto their 

property in June 2012.  A group of neighbors wrote a plea to the PSB in July seeking 
immediate relief from the blasting,.  The PSB took more than a month to respond, 
during which time wind developer Martha Staskus, who is also chair of the board of 
Renewable Energy Vermont, repeatedly told the media and the PSB that no flyrock 
was being thrown.   

 
In the absence of any response from the regulator, neighbors tried to protect their 
property by putting up tents, only to be sued by the wind developer to keep them off 
1000 feet of their own land, without compensation, just as happened with the 
Nelsons in Lowell.  After the neighbors hired a lawyer the lawsuit was dropped.   
The PSB took action but only after the blasting was complete, and gave the wind 
developer a “cost of doing business” fine.  The neighbors entered into a confidential 
monetary settlement because of the flyrock, which the Department of Pubic Safety 
confirmed had occurred and was a hazard to public safety. 

 
 We listened to credible noise experts hired by towns and citizen groups tell the PSB 

that the sound levels that they were setting of 45 dBA were too high, and were at a 
level where studies show that people’s health is known to be harmed.  We watched 
as Ken Kaliski, the noise expert for most of the wind developers in Vermont, told the 
PSB that infrasound is not an issue, while experts hired by intervenors told the PSB 
that infrasound is a serious issue.  And then we saw the PSB listen only to the wind 
developer’s expert, and set a standard at which we are now seeing that people’s 
health is being harmed.   

 
 There is no agency set up to deal with health complaints that result from turbine 

noise.  Our Health Commissioner has said in public he does not believe there are any 
health issues associated with wind turbine noise.  Citizens have been reporting 
complaints to the Public Service Department for months, going into a black hole.  
For two years, we have been asking the PSD to come up with a plan to address the 
noise and health complaints.  There is no plan. 

 
The message we are now sending is that wind developers can bulldoze, lie, cheat, steal and 
destroy with the complicity and support of the state. 
 
Your legislation is a good start in addressing the injustices we have witnessed.  We have 
some suggestions for additions: 
 

 A serious investigation into the noise issues must be undertaken at all three project 
areas.  No further development should be allowed unless and until we understand 
how to protect Vermonters from the serious health effects of these huge machines. 
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 The legislation relies heavily on the Agency of Natural Resources to develop 
information, but that is not an agency that has earned the public’s trust where wind 
development is concerned, and the issues go beyond the ANR’s mission.  We 
recommend revising that section to require a collaborative investigation that 
includes the PSD and VDH and looks at all the issues that are surfacing, including 
water, wildlife, blasting, human health, and wind integration into the ISO-NE grid. 

 
We have so many unanswered questions, but we do know one thing.  Too many 
Vermonters are being terribly damaged by utility scale wind turbines.  Nobody is looking 
out for their interests.  This legislation is the beginning of changing that.   
 
We look forward to offering further comments on the proposed change from the PSB 
Section 248 process to the Act 250 process, a move we support but we think will need time 
ensure the process works efficiently for both developers and our communities – another 
critical reason why a three year “time out” is necessary.   
 
Last year, this committee allowed 15 minutes of testimony from three highly qualified 
experts on the impacts from ridgeline wind projects, without even the opportunity for 
questions from the committee members.  For three years the House Natural Resources and 
Energy Committee has kept a siting and setback bill on the wall, bottling up legislation that 
could have helped inform the issues Vermonters are experiencing.  We have waited three 
years to be heard by this legislature, and it will take three years to evaluate all the issues 
associated with big wind technology.  We are thankful that this legislation will provide the 
time necessary to enable the facts to come out so Vermont can build its renewable energy 
future in a way we can live with. 
 
Annette Smith, Executive Director 
Vermonters for a Clean Environment 
789 Baker Brook Road 
Danby, VT  05739 
(802) 446-2094  
www.vce.org 
vce@vce.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.vce.org/
mailto:vce@vce.org
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VCE comments on permitting process to the energy siting policy commission, 
November 13, 2012 
http://vermontersforacleanenvironment.files.wordpress.com/2012/11/vce_comments_en
ergysitingcommission_111312.pdf 
 
 
VCE Presentation to VT Energy Siting Policy Commission, January 11, 2013 
Power Point: http://www.vce.org/VCE_Presentation_11113.pptx  
Audio:  http://vce.org/VCE_EnergySitingCommission_011113.mp3 
Video:  https://vimeo.com/57294940 
 
 

Cost of installed New England big wind generation 
 

 

# of 
turbines 

        Nameplate Capacity MW  
            <30% capacity factor 

Installed Cost              
      (millions) 

 Maine 235                            463.3       1028.43 
 New Hampshire   65                            163          390 
 Vermont   41                            113          319 
 Mass   19                              28.5          154.7 
 TOTAL New England 360                            767.8 MW      $2000 
  

  
$160 million to build 63 MW on Lowell would  

 insulate and weatherize 50,000 homes (30% fuel savings) 
 buy thermal solar for 53,000 homes (40% fuel reduction) 

 
http://theenergycollective.com/jemillerep/178096/expanded-wind-and-solar-power-increase-

need-natural-gas 

Why Expanded Alternative Energy Increases the Need for Natural Gas 

 

 

http://vermontersforacleanenvironment.files.wordpress.com/2012/11/vce_comments_energysitingcommission_111312.pdf
http://vermontersforacleanenvironment.files.wordpress.com/2012/11/vce_comments_energysitingcommission_111312.pdf
http://www.vce.org/VCE_Presentation_11113.pptx
http://vce.org/VCE_EnergySitingCommission_011113.mp3
https://vimeo.com/57294940
http://theenergycollective.com/jemillerep/178096/expanded-wind-and-solar-power-increase-need-natural-gas
http://theenergycollective.com/jemillerep/178096/expanded-wind-and-solar-power-increase-need-natural-gas
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http://www.vpr.net/news_detail/97331/grid-constraints-mean-less-power-output-from-wind/ 
 

Grid Constraints Mean Less Power Output From Wind Projects 

Wednesday, 01/30/13 5:50pm, John Dillon 
 

A utility official says that some big wind projects in the region are not performing as planned due to 

constraints on the transmission grid. 

 

The news came as Vermont lawmakers focused on both climate change and a moratorium on new 

wind development. 

 

The Vermont Electric Cooperative buys electricity from two Northeast Kingdom wind projects. And 

co-op CEO David Hallquist said the production from the turbines has been below expectations. He 

cited the example of the 16 turbine project in Sheffield, which went on line in late 2011. 

 

"We take about half the output of Sheffield," he said. "Our estimates are that for 2012 Sheffield 

produced at about a 23 percent capacity factor versus a planned 32 percent."   

 

Capacity factor means what a power project is expected to generate over the course of a year, 

versus its highest maximum possible output. Very few generators operate at a 100 percent capacity 

factor. Projects powered by wind, because the wind doesn't blow all the time, usually have capacity 

factors in the 30 to 35 percent range. 

 

Hallquist appeared before the Senate Natural Resources Committee as the panel discussed a three 

year moratorium on ridgeline wind projects. 

 

Hallquist said that transmission constraints have lowered the output of large-scale northern New 

England wind generators. These include the Sheffield turbines, Green Mountain Power's Lowell 

wind project, and a wind development in Dixfield Notch, NH. 

 

The operator of the New England electric grid, called ISO New England, has told these wind projects 

that they can't put electricity on to the network because it would de-stabilize the grid. 

 

The problem is the electricity network gets out of synch if the turbines produce more power than is 

being used at any one time. 

 

So ISO issues an order to ramp back power. It's called curtailment. 

 

"We are seeing those interconnect issues with other wind projects. As we've seen the Dixville 

project in New Hampshire was curtailed about 50 percent," Hallquist said. "And we've seen 

curtailments at Sheffield as well. These ISO curtailments are definitely impacting the numbers." 

 

Hallquist said about half of the reduction in the expected output from the Sheffield project is 

also due to ISO's curtailment orders. 

 

 

http://www.vpr.net/news_detail/97331/grid-constraints-mean-less-power-output-from-wind/
http://www.vpr.net/bio/25/
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Utilities say ISO makes frequent adjustments to these orders. Robert Dostis of Green Mountain 

Power said that earlier this week ISO limited the Lowell project to 15 megawatts. But that was not a 

problem because that's all the project could generate at the time. 

 

"A little later on, the curtailment was increased to 30 megawatts. Wind speeds had increased so we 

were producing 30 megawatts so again it was a good match," he said. "We weren't losing any 

power. Then wind speed picked up more. We were still at 30 megawatts but we could have 

produced 45 megawatts. That's the point when we call ISO New England to see if we can up the 

curtailment." 

 

Dostis said ISO does sometimes make adjustments and allows the utility to produce more power. 

But Dostis said the big improvement will come by the end of 2013 when Green Mountain Power 

installs a device on the grid that will better balance the power produced with the load demand in 

the region. The device, called a synchronous condenser, will cost about $10.5 million. 

 

Hallquist of Vermont Electric Coop said the device should improve the transmission issues, but he's 

not sure it will completely solve the problem. 
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