
Mark Whitworth 

1224 East Hill Rd 

Newark, VT 05871 

 

 

Ms. Susan Hudson, Clerk 

Vermont Public Service Board 

Drawer 20 

112 State Street 

Montpelier, VT 05620-2701 

 

September 24, 2012 

 

Subject: Docket #7867—Seneca Mountain Wind LLC’s MET Towers Application 

 

Dear Ms. Hudson: 

 

As a newly-identified adjoiner, on August 24, 2012 I received a notification of Seneca Mountain Wind 

LLC’s application to construct MET towers in Newark, Ferdinand, and Brighton. I request intervenor 

status in the matter of Seneca Mountain Wind LLC’s petition for a Certificate of Public Good. 

I object to SMW’s proposed project and request that the Board deny SMW a Certificate of Public Good 

because the proposed project fails to meet a number of Section 248 criteria: 

1. It interferes with the orderly development of the region 

2. It does not result in an economic benefit to the state and its residents 

3. It will have an undue adverse effect on the scenic and natural beauty of the area, on a rare and 

irreplaceable natural area 

4. It will significantly imperil necessary wildlife habitat  

5. It will unreasonably endanger public and quasi-public investment in neighboring conservation 

lands. 

Orderly Development 

Section 248’s “orderly development” criterion requires that consideration be given to the 

recommendations of municipal and regional planning commissions. Municipal and regional planning 

commissions both recommend against SMW’s project. 

The Northeastern Vermont Development Association is the Northeast Kingdom’s regional planning 

commission. Its Board of Directors is made up of the region’s community, business, and political leaders. 

On June 28, 2012, the NVDA’s Board of Directors voted 39 to 3 in favor of a moratorium on the 

development of new industrial wind energy projects.  
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The reason for the moratorium is to provide the NVDA with an opportunity to study the energy needs of 

the region1, the range of appropriate energy alternatives, and the likely environmental, economic, and 

health impact of the construction and operation of industrial wind turbines in the region. 

Members of the NVDA’s Board are concerned that a large volume of conflicting information is being 

circulated about the benefits and negative impacts of industrial wind turbines. The NVDA wishes to 

conduct its own, independent studies of the issue. 

I urge the Board to honor the NVDA’s moratorium and provide the NVDA with the time it needs to 

carry out its research by denying SMW a Certificate of Public Good. 

SMW’s project clearly runs counter to the recommendations of the Newark Planning Commission. The 

project did not conform to the Newark Town Plan of December 7, 2011 and it does not conform to the 

Newark Town Plan of September 17, 2012.2 Newark strengthened its town plan, in part, because SMW 

mischaracterized it. SMW claimed that the Newark Town Plan supported their project. It will no longer 

bepossible for SMW to make that mistake. 

SMW’s MET tower construction project runs afoul of the Newark Town Plan because the plan contains 

provisions against: 

 Commercial or industrial structures that exceed 125 feet in height3 

 Commercial or industrial development at elevations greater than 1700 feet4 

 Development that has a negative impact on the town’s important scenic, wildlife, and 

recreational areas5 

(The Newark Town Plan also has a provision that declares explicitly that industrial wind turbines are 

inappropriate in the town.) 

I urge the Board to give the Newark Town Plan the consideration that Vermont law requires, respect 

the wishes of the people of Newark (who voted 3-to-1 in favor of the town plan), and deny SMW a 

Certificate of Public Good. 

 

                                                             
1
 It is interesting to note that according to the NVDA’s draft energy plan, in 2013 the Kingdom will produce over 

30% more electricity than it will use. The report also states that a number of generating plants in the NEK and on 
its border are operating substantially below capacity. 
2
 The new town plan was approved unanimously by the Selectboard on September 17, 2012 following a special 

town meeting at which citizens supported the new town plan by a vote of 169 to 59. 
3 SMW’s MET towers are either 197 feet in height or 200 feet in height, depending on which page of their 
application you are reading. 
4 The Hawk Rock MET tower site has an elevation of 1880 feet 
5 The Newark Town Plan lists places that have scenic, wildlife, and recreational importance to the town. Hawk Rock 
is among them. 



 Docket #7867  

Whitworth  3 September 24, 2012 

No Economic Benefit 

SMW’s project will have a negative impact upon the region’s economy.  

The NVDA’s regional plan recognizes the importance of tourism to the region, recognizes the 
importance of the region’s scenic beauty in driving tourism, and warns against the loss of scenic 
resources and rural character. The plan notes that “much of the tourism industry relies on the healthy 
and scenic environment to remain viable.” 6 
 
SMW’s MET towers will diminish the scenic resources and rural character in a part of the region that is 

especially dependent on tourism, vacationers, and owners of vacation homes. Tourists and vacationers 

will not travel to the Northeast Kingdom if we permit the area to be industrialized. 

The NVDA’s plan also notes the importance that the Northeast Kingdom’s scenic resources on property 

values. 7  

SMW’s project proposal is already having a negative impact on the local economy and property values. 

In his May 10, 2012 letter to the Board, Charles Santo described the negative effect that the mere 

prospect of industrial wind turbines was having on his business. The impact on his business has a ripple 

effect that is affecting local tradesmen and merchants.  

Mr. Santo is not the only businessman to suffer effects from SMW. Local real estate professionals also 

report that SMW is having a negative impact on property sales and property values. Realtors are 

required to disclose the fact that developers have applied for a CPG to construct MET towers in the area 

and that plans are being formulated for a massive installation of industrial wind turbines. Prospective 

buyers quickly lose interest in the area when they learn of SMW’s plans to industrialize it. One 

professional noted that calls for real estate had fallen by half in areas affected by turbines. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that residents threatened by MET towers and wind turbines are reluctant 

to undertake home improvement and renovation projects. Indeed, I myself have abandoned plans to 

carry out home improvements because of SMW’s project proposal. 

I spoke to Kurt Kielisch, a forensic appraiser. One of his specialties is “stigmatized properties.” He 

conducted a study of the value of properties in the vicinity of three industrial wind energy complexes in 

Wisconsin.  His study included a qualitative component (a realtor survey) and a qualitative component 

(an analysis of real estate sales). 8 

 

                                                             
6 NVDA REGIONAL PLAN FOR THE NORTHEAST KINGDOM, VOLUME II: REGIONAL ANALYSIS, p. 100  
7 Ibid., p. 75 
8 http://wiwindinfo.net/impacts/Kielisch%20-%20Wind%20+%20Property%20Value.pdf 
 

http://wiwindinfo.net/impacts/Kielisch%20-%20Wind%20+%20Property%20Value.pdf
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The survey showed that wind turbines depress the value of undeveloped as well as improved properties. 

The quantitative analysis corroborated the survey results.  

 

Proximity was a key factor: the closer the turbines, the greater the loss in value. The Wisconsin turbines 

are located in an area of rolling hills that range in height from 40 to 100 feet. Mr. Kielisch suggested that 

the depressive impact of turbines in Vermont would be felt at far greater distances, because in Vermont 

developers target ridges that dominate the landscape. 

Mr. Kielisch’s explanation of why turbines depress property values is simple: 

 Perception drives value 

 Viewsheds influence perception 

 Negative viewsheds influence perception negatively 

 Industrial turbines that can be seen for miles, that are moving, that make noise, that blink all 

night long are negative viewshed influences in a rural landscape 

 Therefore, in Vermont, turbines will drive property values down 

He went on to ask, “ If wind turbines are a positive influence to property value, then why do you never 

see them listed in an MLS or Realtor property description?” 

Mr. Kielisch explained that in the marketplace, perceptions are real. For example, it doesn’t matter if 

“wind turbine syndrome” is a real phenomenon that affects the health of nearby residents. It is 

discussed in the media, people become concerned about it, and it has a real effect on the real estate 

market, driving property values down in the vicinity of turbines and in the areas that are threatened by 

future turbine construction. 

The Vermont Public Service Board, itself, has recognized that turbines are likely to have a negative 

impact upon neighboring property values: the Board included a condition in GMP’s Lowell CPG that 

requires GMP to compensate adjoiners who can no longer develop their land due to proximity to 

turbines. 

What does this have to do with MET towers?  

Here again, perception creates reality in the marketplace. The market believes that where MET towers 

are constructed, turbines are sure to follow. Therefore the presence of MET towers will devalue 

neighboring properties. According to local realtors, SMW’s plan to construct MET towers has already 

devalued neighboring properties.  

Border (600')
Close Proximity 

(1,000')

Near Proximity 

(1/2 Mile)

Undeveloped Land Value Loss 43% 36% 29%

Improved Property Value Loss 39% 33% 24%

Proximity to Turbines
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SMW’s proposal has negatively impacted the region’s economy, MET tower construction will cause 

further negative impacts. I urge the Board to deny SMW’s application. 

Scenic and Natural Beauty of the Area; Rare and Irreplaceable Natural Area 

Route 114 is one of the prettiest roads in our part of Vermont. It is the main route that vacationers and 

tourists take to travel between the Interstate and Island Pond (as well as other points in the northeast 

corner of the Kingdom). For many visitors it provides the first real taste of the Northeast Kingdom.  

The ridges are undeveloped, pristine. Visitors appreciate the care that the residents have taken of the 

land. It rubs off on them—they realize that it’s a special place. They start to love the land, the wildlife, 

and our part of Vermont too. More than one person has told me that driving Route 114 between East 

Burke and Island Pond was what made them decide to move to the Kingdom.  

Visitors aren’t the only ones to enjoy the drive—residents enjoy it too. 

The road meanders alongside the East Branch of the Passumpsic River, crossing it and its tributaries now 

again. As you drive north in Newark, the river is slow. You are in a lowland—one of the road’s “moose 

alleys.”  Off to the left, you can see Packer Mountain, the Hawk Rock cliffs, and Walker Mountain. The 

Senecas form a crescent on the right. 

You start to climb and you cross the Newark-Brighton line. You reach the height of land that separates 

the Connecticut River watershed from the part of the Kingdom “where the rivers flow north.”  

The lowlands are the first to show color in the fall—alders and swamp maples. The color starts to come 

down from the ridge tops too. The reds and yellows meet halfway up the ridges—the last week , or so, 

of September. These are also the first places to show new green in the spring—the brown-greens of the 

cedars, the red-greens of the maples, and the yellow-greens of the alders and poplars.  

These are the places where you have to slow down to watch for moose on the road at dawn and dusk.  

People who know the road might pull over to try to catch a glimpse of the falcons that nest on Hawk 

Rock. People who don’t know about the falcons will still look over to Hawk Rock. They say that you can 

see seven faces that the wind, rain, snow, and ice have etched on it. Some people call Hawk Rock 

“Vermont’s Old Man of the Mountain.”  

You’ll be able to see all four of SMW’s MET towers from here— cabled to the ground by dozens of guy 

wires—for five years. There are no other commercial or industrial structures in view. The towers will be 

out of place—they will be so shocking and offensive, that they may be all you can see. The Hawk Rock 

MET tower will stick up over 150 feet over the forest canopy—right above the Hawk Rock cliffs.  

In addition to being visible from Route 114, the MET towers will be visible from many of Newark’s scenic 

roads including Newark Street, Maple Ridge Road, and Kinney Hill Road. The Newark Town Plan 

recognizes the importance of each of these roads as valuable scenic resources. 
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Hawk Rock, itself, is a rare and irreplaceable natural area. The Newark Town Plan recognizes the special 

value that the town places on Hawk Rock for its importance as a scenic and wildlife resource. 

The Newark Town Plan’s vision statement says: 

Newark is a rural town with a beautiful natural setting. Woodlands, open fields, hills, 

scenic vistas, clean water and air, and clean streams and pristine ponds make Newark a 

unique and pleasant community to visit and live in. The environment is clean and 

healthy.  

It is these characteristics which the Town of Newark intends to protect and preserve. 

The MET towers will disturb Newark’s beautiful natural setting, disrupt its scenic vistas, and significantly 

diminish the scenic qualities that are a major driver of the region’s vacation and tourism economy. The 

MET towers clearly violate community standards, as expressed by the Newark Town Plan. Their height 

and their location on undeveloped ridges will clearly be shocking and offensive both to residents and to 

the visitors who come to the Northeast Kingdom to find peace, tranquility, and natural beauty. 

We have ample evidence that SMW’s MET towers will offend the sensibilities of the average person: 

1. Over three hundred Newark voters and landowners objected to the towers by signing the 

petition that Newark Neighbors United submitted to the Board. 

2. A vast majority of those who spoke at the PSB hearing in Newark objected to the MET towers. 

3. At the Newark PSB hearing, Senator Joe Benning asked how many people objected to the 

aesthetics of the MET towers. A vast majority of those in attendance stood. 

4. At a special town meeting, an overwhelming, 169-to-59 majority of Newark voters supported 

the Planning Commission’s amendments to the town plan. The nearly three-to-one vote 

affirmed the importance of the town’s scenic resources and affirmed the Planning Commission’s 

opposition to industrial structures of heights greater than 125 feet. 

Furthermore, SMW has proposed no mitigating actions, because none can be taken:  the undue adverse 

impact of the MET towers cannot be mitigated.  

The loss of the scenic value of Newark’s highlands and the scenic Route 114 corridor dwarf the societal 

benefits of the MET towers. The MET towers themselves provide absolutely no benefit to society—they 

are eyesores.  

Moreover, the industrial wind turbines that they portend will provide no benefit to society: 

 The Northeast Kingdom produces more electricity than it uses 

 There are generating facilities in the region and on the region’s borders that are underutilized. 

 These underutilized generation facilities do not produce greenhouse gases 

 According to VELCO, the region’s transmission infrastructure cannot support another utility-

scale generation facility 
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SMW’s proposed MET towers will have an undue adverse aesthetic impact that cannot be mitigated. 

The MET towers provide no benefit to society. The Board should deny SMW’s application. 

Imperil Necessary Wildlife Habitat 

The Seneca Mountains and Hogback Mountain (Walker Mountain, Hawk Rock, and Packer Mountain) 

are part of the largest undeveloped tract of land in Vermont.  The sites at which SMW proposes to 

construct its MET towers are among the tract’s most ecologically sensitive areas. 

In addition to the peregrine falcons that nest on Hawk Rock, the area is home to species that the state 

has classified as vulnerable, imperiled, and critically imperiled such as ospreys, loons, bald eagles, pine 

martens (American martens), Canada lynx, and Bicknell’s thrush. 

The construction, maintenance, and eventual removal of SMW’s MET towers will be disruptive to these 

species and will degrade their habitat. 

The five-year presence of SMW’s MET towers will be disruptive to these species and will degrade their 

habitat. The towers and their guy wires will be hazardous to the ospreys, loons, eagles, and falcons.  

Margaret Fowle, author of Vermont’s Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan, has recommended that towers be 

placed no closer than ¼ mille to falcon nest sites and that guyed towers not be used.  

SMW’s proposed Hawk Rock tower will violate these recommendations. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes the collision threat posed to birds by towers of various 

types. The Service has offered these guidelines9  to its field offices around the country:  

 Site towers away from wetlands; areas with a known high incidence of fog, mist, and low cloud 

ceilings; and habitats supporting threatened or endangered species.  

 Locate guyed towers away from known raptor and waterbird concentration areas and daily 

movement routes, and away from major diurnal migratory bird movement routes and stopover 

sites.  

 Avoid siting towers in or near known bird concentration; known bird migration or daily 

movement flyways; and areas known to be used habitually by significant numbers of breeding, 

feeding, or roosting birds.  

Bird concentration areas include traditional migratory flight corridors (e.g., ridges, shorelines, 

river valleys); rookeries and other bird breeding areas; stopover, staging, or resting areas (e.g., 

land bounding large bodies of water, wetlands, forests, and natural grasslands); wildlife 

preserves (e.g., National Wildlife Refuges; State Parks, Forests, Wildlife Management Areas, and 

Natural Areas; private sanctuaries); and seasonal flight paths (e.g., between feeding and nesting 

or roosting areas). 

                                                             
9
 http://www.fws.gov/northeast/njfieldoffice/pdf/celltower.pdf 
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The SMW project violates each of the Service’s guidelines. In particular: 

1. There are wetlands in the vicinity the MET tower sites. 

2. The sites regularly experience fog, mist, and low cloud ceilings. 

3. The sites support RTE species. 

4. The sites are near known raptor concentration areas. 

5. The sites are on ridgelines. 

6. The sites are on seasonal flight paths. 

7. The sites are near breeding areas. 

8. The sites are near state parks, state forests, wildlife management areas, and private sanctuaries. 

SMW’s MET towers will imperil wildlife and necessary wildlife habitat. I urge the Board to deny SMW 

a Certificate of Public Good. 

Endangerment of  Public Investment in Conservation Lands 

SMW’s proposed project is bordered on the north, east, and south by the Champion Lands, Vermont’s 

largest conservation project. The 

project has placed 132,000 acres into 

conservation. The project required 

substantial public and private 

investment and resulted from the 

efforts many public and private 

agencies and organizations including: 

 the Conservation Fund 

 the US Fish and Wildlife Service 

 the Vermont Land Trust 

 the Vermont Housing and 

Conservation Board 

 the Vermont Agency of Natural 

Resources 

 The Nature Conservancy of 

Vermont 

According to the Vermont Land Trust: 

The Champion property contains nearly 
90 percent of the Nulhegan River 
watershed, 30 miles of the Nulhegan 
River and its major tributaries, 11 miles 
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of Paul Stream, and three miles of Moose River. 

The property encompasses the complete shoreline of 15 lakes and ponds. There are 26 Natural Heritage 
Sites with endangered, threatened and rare species and/or communities. 

The Nulhegan Basin and Yellow Bogs on Champion lands have some of the richest natural diversity in 
Vermont. 

The basin and its watershed support 16 rare or exemplary natural communities, provide one of the most 
important breeding habitats for migratory songbirds in the Northeast, and furnish a home to the only 
viable Vermont population of the threatened spruce grouse. 

The area is also home to two rare mammal species: the rock vole and southern bog lemming, and a wide 
range of large mammals including moose, deer, black bear, and bobcat and other northern native 
species.  

The conservation and public access easements on this land provide perpetual public access for traditional 
uses such as hunting, trapping, fishing, horseback riding, bird watching, hiking, bicycling, snowmobiling, 
cross-country skiing, and snowshoeing. 10 

The SMW project is also bordered by conservation lands owned by the towns of Newark and Brighton 

and is neighbor to Brighton State Park and the Bald Hill Wildlife Management Area.  

The attached map shows the location of SMW’s project properties, within the light outline, in relation to 

nearby conservation lands. 

SMW’s proposed industrialization of these properties will jeopardize the public’s substantial investment 

of money and energy in these conserved lands. 

SMW’s industrialization will pose a direct threat to the wildlife and wildlife habitat in the conserved 

lands. 

SMW’s industrialization will diminish the recreational and tourism value of the conserved lands. 

I urge the Board to deny SMW’s application to industrialize this unspoiled piece of the Northeast 

Kingdom. 

  

                                                             
10

 Vermont Land Trust, http://www.vlt.org/land-weve-conserved/champion 
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SMW’s proposes to carry out the wrong project in the wrong place. Their project fails to meet Vermont’s 

statutory requirements.  

Moreover, SMW’s application materials are of exceptionally poor quality: they are incomplete, contain 

contradictions, and are replete with errors.  

SMW has a record of failure and incompetence that should disqualify them from receiving a Certificate 

of Public Good. 

I urge the Board to dismiss SMW’s application. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Mark Whitworth 
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The  


