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Summary: 

Mr. Parsons’ testimony summarizes his evaluation of the impacts of the proposed Hawk Rock 
meteorological tower (“MET tower”) on rare, threatened, or endangered (“RTE”) non-avian animal 
species and black bear food sources; and his evaluation of the impacts of the proposed Bull 
Mountain and Brighton MET towers on black bear food sources.  He concludes that the proposed 
Hawk Rock MET tower will not have an undue adverse impact on RTE non-avian animal species or 
on any black bear food sources that would constitute necessary wildlife habitat; and also concludes 
that the Bull Mountain and Brighton MET towers will not have an undue adverse impact on black 
bear food sources that would constitute necessary wildlife habitat.  
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_____________________________________________ 
 
Q. What is your name, occupation, and business address? 1 

Response:  My name is Jeffrey Parsons.  I am a wildlife biologist and ecologist. I am an 2 

owner and managing partner of Arrowwood Environmental (“AE”), a firm that provides 3 

environmental services, including ecological assessments, mapping, wetland and wildlife 4 

assessments and stream fluvial geomorphic evaluations.  Our primary office is located at 950 5 

Bert White Road, Huntington, Vermont, 05462.   6 

 7 

Q. Please describe your qualifications and experience. 8 

Response:  I attended Michigan State University for 4 years majoring in Wildlife Biology.  I 9 

received a BS in Zoological Anthropology from the University of Michigan, and an MS in 10 

Natural Resources Planning from the University of Vermont (“UVM”).  I have worked 11 

professionally in Vermont on wildlife, wetlands, and overall water issues for over 24 years.  12 

My clients include the State of Vermont, UVM, many Vermont municipalities and 13 

environmental groups, and a wide variety of business clients, among others.  I teach 14 

wetlands ecology, conservation biology and other courses at Sterling College, and in the past 15 

at UVM, Vermont Law School, and Johnson State College.  For a full range of my 16 

experiences and qualifications please refer to my resume, Exhibit SMW-JP-1. 17 

 18 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Public Service Board or in other 19 

administrative or judicial proceedings? 20 

Response: Yes.  I testified on wildlife issues in the Deerfield Wind project in 2007-2008 21 

(Docket #7250).  I also testified in support of the East Mountain Wind project in 2005 22 
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(Docket #6911) and the Georgia Wind project in 2009 (Docket #7508).  I have also testified 1 

on wildlife and wetlands issues in Act 250 hearings, the Environmental Board and Courts, 2 

and various local and state boards. 3 

 4 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 5 

Response:  I was hired by Seneca Mountain Wind, LLC to examine and assess the impacts of 6 

the proposed MET tower project on wildlife, including bears and non-avian RTE animal 7 

species.  It is my understanding that the Public Service Board Hearing Officer limited the 8 

scope of the issues in this proceeding to the possibly adverse effect of the Hawk Rock MET 9 

tower installation on black bear food sources and peregrine falcon habitat; the Hawk Rock 10 

MET tower installation on RTE species or natural communities; the Bull Mountain MET 11 

tower installation on black bear food sources; and the Brighton MET tower installation on 12 

black bear food sources.   13 

My testimony will summarize the procedures that I engaged in to assess the Hawk 14 

Rock, Brighton, and Bull Mountain MET tower sites in terms of the presence/absence of 15 

black bear food sources, as well as the presence/absence of non-avian RTE animal species at 16 

the Hawk Rock MET tower site.  I will also present conclusions regarding what impact, if 17 

any, the Hawk Rock, Brighton, and Bull Mountain MET towers will have on any black bear 18 

food sources that would constitute necessary wildlife habitat, and I will also present a 19 

conclusion addressing what impact, if any, the Hawk Rock MET tower will have on non-20 

avian RTE animal species. 21 
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Q. The Hearing Officer has identified RTE species at the Hawk Rock MET tower site 1 

as among the issues to be addressed in the evidentiary hearing in these proceedings.   2 

Please summarize your assessment of the potential project impacts on non-avian 3 

RTE animal species at the Hawk Rock MET tower site. 4 

 Response:  I first conducted a desktop remote review of the Hawk Rock MET tower site, 5 

including a review of the State of Vermont digital databases for the presence of rare, 6 

threatened, and endangered species, wetlands and vernal pools, and regulated wildlife 7 

habitats such as deer wintering and black bear habitats.  Within the actual footprint of the 8 

proposed MET tower site there were no records of RTE species, wetlands or vernal pools, 9 

or regulated wildlife habitats such as black bear or deer habitats in the available digital 10 

databases. 11 

  After my desktop review of the Hawk Rock MET tower site, I conducted field visits 12 

to the Hawk Rock MET site and areas nearby (within approximately 500’ of the footprint of 13 

the proposed MET tower) on January 5, 2012 to assess the site and areas nearby for the 14 

presence of bear-scarred beech and other wildlife habitats.  On March 14, 2012, I made a 15 

similar visit to the site and nearby areas to assess winter deer use of the surrounding area.  16 

And on June 12, 2012, I made a similar visit to the site and nearby areas to assess and 17 

quantify bear use of nearby beech stands.  On July 17, 2012, I visited the site as part of the 18 

PSB site visit.  19 

  While AE was completing the more general environmental assessment of the Hawk 20 

Rock area, we identified the presence of some bear-scarred beech trees within a few hundred 21 

feet of the proposed Hawk Rock MET tower site.   22 
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Q. Please describe any non-avian RTE animal species or signs of non-avian RTE 1 

animal species at or near the Hawk Rock MET tower site. 2 

 Response:  There were no RTE species or signs of RTE animal species present within the 3 

footprint of the Hawk Rock MET tower site.  The existing forest cover at the site consists of 4 

an early succession and relatively open northern hardwood forest.  There are few if any 5 

mature or older trees within the footprint of the proposed MET tower site.  The site has no 6 

unique or distinct structural or biological characteristics that may indicate the presence of 7 

RTE animal species.  When conducting more general wildlife habitat assessments, the 8 

presence of specialized habitat features such as ledges, caves, grasslands, or exposed high 9 

elevation rocky soil is cause for closer inspection and the possible identification of habitats 10 

frequented by RTE animal species.  There were no such habitat elements or features 11 

indicative of possible RTE species or the presence of their habitats within the Hawk Rock 12 

MET tower site footprint.  13 

 14 

Q. Did you find habitat for any non-avian RTE animal species at or near the Hawk 15 

Rock MET tower site? 16 

 Response:  There were no habitats located at or near (within approximately 500’ of the 17 

footprint of the proposed MET tower) the proposed Hawk Rock MET site that exhibited 18 

any sign of use by non-avian RTE species.  I wish to again reiterate that there were no 19 

specialized habitats present or habitats that are indicative of those preferred or generally 20 
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occupied by any non-avian RTE animal species in the area surrounding the proposed Hawk 1 

Rock MET tower site. 2 

 3 

Q. Based on your assessment, do you believe that the installation or operation of the 4 

Hawk Rock MET tower will result in any undue adverse impacts, whether direct or 5 

indirect, on non-avian RTE animal species or non-avian RTE animal habitat? 6 

 Response:  No, I do not.  Both field investigations and remote desktop reviews of the site 7 

revealed that there is neither the habitat to support non-avian RTE animal species nor signs 8 

of the presence of any RTE animal species at or near (within 500’ of the footprint of the 9 

proposed MET tower) the proposed site.  10 

 11 

Q. The Hearing Officer has identified the possibly adverse effect of the Hawk Rock 12 

MET tower on black bear food sources as among the issues to be addressed in the 13 

evidentiary hearing in these proceedings.  What is your understanding of the types of 14 

black bear food sources in Vermont that require assessment and that are protected 15 

under Section 248 (and by reference, Act 250)? 16 

Response:  “Necessary wildlife habitat” for black bear in Vermont, as that term is used in 17 

Act 250 and incorporated into Section 248, consists of 2 distinct types of food sources: (1) 18 

fall mast tree crops such as beechnuts from American beech trees and acorns from oak trees; 19 

and, (2) wetlands with specific species compositions which black bears often utilize during 20 

spring (and sometimes summer months).  In the case of the proposed Hawk Rock MET 21 
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tower site, the habitat type at issue is bear-scarred beech trees potentially utilized by bears 1 

primarily during the fall months. 2 

 3 

Q. Please describe your assessment of black bear food sources at or near the Hawk 4 

Rock MET tower site. 5 

 Response:  I initially investigated the Hawk Rock MET tower site knowing that AE 6 

personnel had previously identified some bear scarred beech (“BSB”) trees in the area while 7 

conducting a more general biological assessment of the area.  So after investigating the 8 

proposed MET tower footprint and finding no mature beech trees and no bear scarred 9 

beech trees within the MET tower footprint, I conducted a search of the broader area, which 10 

included the area to the east and northeast of the tower site, which AE had previously 11 

identified as containing bear-scarred beech trees.  The number and approximate bear 12 

utilization of the bear-scarred beech was quantified (57 BSB), and the boundary of the beech 13 

stand was identified and mapped as shown in AE’s Environmental Assessment Report 14 

(prefiled Exhibit SMW-JS-2, Attachment C1).  The closest bear-scarred beech tree within 15 

this stand is approximately 120-130’ to the east of any proposed clearing for the MET tower. 16 

  In addition, during the natural resources evaluation which took place in the summer 17 

of 2012, AE personnel conducted systematic searches for black bear habitat features within 18 

pre-defined 400’ x 400’ square grid cell transects in the vicinity of the Haw Rock MET site, 19 

and along linear transects extending 1/4 mile from the MET site.  If bear habitat features 20 

were observed, we conducted more intensive investigation of the area to map and quantify 21 
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the extent and use of the habitat by black bears.  Through this methodology we confirmed 1 

my initial finding—that the closest bear-scarred beech tree within the beech stand located 2 

closest to the proposed Hawk Rock MET tower is approximately 120-130’ to the east of any 3 

proposed clearing for the MET tower. 4 

 5 

Q.  What is your understanding of bear-related seasonal restrictions, if any, that SMW 6 

has agreed to concerning the installation or maintenance of the proposed Hawk 7 

Rock MET tower? 8 

 Response:  It is my understanding that after consulting with ANR, SMW has agreed to 9 

restrict installation of the Hawk Rock MET tower outside of the September 1 – November 10 

30 time period to coincide with the bear fall feeding season.  In addition, maintenance 11 

activities allowed within the same time periods are greatly limited and restricted.  Details of 12 

these restrictions are included in the prefiled testimony of John Soininen.  13 

 14 

Q. Based on your evaluation, will there be any direct impact on food sources for black 15 

bears that constitute necessary wildlife habitat, as a result of the Hawk Rock MET 16 

tower? 17 

  Response:  No, the project will have no direct impacts on food sources for black bears that 18 

constitute necessary wildlife habitat.  As stated, there is no necessary wildlife habitat for 19 

black bears within the footprint of the proposed MET tower site.    20 
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Q. Based on your evaluation, will there be any indirect impact on bear food sources that 1 

constitute necessary wildlife habitat, as a result of the Hawk Rock MET tower? 2 

  Response:  No.  It is my professional opinion that, given the seasonal restrictions that SMW 3 

has agreed to abide by at the proposed Hawk Rock MET tower site, there will be no indirect 4 

impact on necessary wildlife habitat for black bear.  By indirect impact, I am referring to the 5 

potential for bears to avoid use of a feeding area due to the presence of the MET tower or 6 

to persons installing or maintaining it.   7 

 8 

Q. The Hearing Officer has identified the possibly adverse effect of the Bull Mountain 9 

MET tower on black bear food sources as among the issues to be addressed in these 10 

proceedings.  Please summarize your assessment of the potential impacts on black 11 

bear food sources at the Bull Mountain MET tower site. 12 

 Response:  I first conducted a desktop remote review of the Bull Mountain MET tower site, 13 

including a review of the State of Vermont digital databases for the presence of black bear 14 

habitats.  I conducted a field visit to the Bull Mountain MET tower site on October 20, 15 

2011.  16 

  AE has conducted environmental assessment work at and around the Bull Mountain 17 

MET sites as a component of a larger natural resources evaluation for a potential wind 18 

project.  AE biologists, including myself, have been in the vicinity of the proposed MET site 19 

on numerous other occasions during 2011 and 2012 while assessing the area at and around 20 

the Bull Mountain MET site and traveling to and from work areas elsewhere on the 21 
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property.  During the natural resources evaluation, AE personnel conducted systematic 1 

searches for black bear habitat features within pre-defined 400’ x 400’ square grid cell 2 

transects in the vicinity of the MET site, and along linear transects extending 1/4 mile from 3 

the MET site.  If bear habitat features were observed, I conducted more intensive 4 

investigation of the area to map and quantify the extent and use of the habitat by black 5 

bears.  Through this methodology the Bull Mountain beech stand—located south of the Bull 6 

Mountain MET site—was identified.  See AE’s Environmental Assessment Report (prefiled 7 

Exhibit SMW-JS-2, Attachment C1). 8 

Q. Did you identify any bear scarred beech or other necessary habitat for black bears at 9 

or near the Bull Mountain MET tower site? 10 

 Response:  There were no bear-scarred beech trees located within the footprint of the 11 

proposed Bull Mountain MET tower site.  An arm of the Bull Mountain beech stand extends 12 

north to a point about 170’ south of the edge of the clearing necessary for the installation of 13 

the proposed MET tower.  The actual proposed MET tower will be located approximately 14 

350’ west of the boundary of the beech stand at Bull Mountain.  The proposed Bull 15 

Mountain MET tower site is located primarily in an area already cleared at the junction of 2 16 

gravel-surfaced forestry truck roads.  The small amount of forest clearing required for the 17 

MET tower occurs in a young, dense northern hardwood forest near the boundary (but 18 

outside of) of the Bull Mountain beech stand.  19 

 20 
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Q.  What is your understanding of bear-related seasonal restrictions, if any, that SMW 1 

has agreed to concerning the installation or maintenance of the proposed Bull 2 

Mountain MET tower? 3 

 Response:  My understanding is that it is the same seasonal restrictions related to black bears 4 

would apply at the Bull Mountain MET site as those mentioned previously in my testimony 5 

for the Hawk Rock site.   6 

 7 

Q. Based on your evaluation, will there be any direct impact on black bear food sources 8 

that constitute necessary wildlife habitat, as a result of the Bull Mountain MET 9 

tower? 10 

  Response:  No.  There are no food sources that constitute necessary wildlife habitat for 11 

black bear within the footprint of the proposed Bull Mountain MET tower site.  Therefore 12 

there will be no direct impact on food sources for bear.  13 

 14 

Q. Based on your evaluation, will there be any indirect impact on black bear food 15 

sources that constitute necessary wildlife habitat, as a result of the Bull Mountain 16 

MET tower? 17 

  Response:  No.  In my professional opinion, given the seasonal restrictions agreed to by 18 

SMW, there will be no indirect impact on food sources that constitute necessary wildlife 19 

habitat for black bear. 20 
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Q.  The Hearing Officer has identified the possibly adverse effect of the Brighton MET 1 

tower on black bear food sources as among the issues to be addressed in these 2 

proceedings.  Please summarize your assessment of the potential impacts on black 3 

bear food sources due to the Brighton MET tower site. 4 

Response:  I first conducted a desktop remote review of the Brighton MET tower site, 5 

reviewing the State of Vermont digital databases for the presence of black bear habitats.  I 6 

conducted a field visit to the Brighton MET tower site on August 31, 2011.  Work was 7 

conducted at and around the Brighton MET site as a component of AE’s larger natural 8 

resources evaluation.  AE biologists, including myself, have been in the vicinity of the 9 

proposed MET site on numerous other occasions during 2011 and 2012 while assessing the 10 

area at and around the Bull Mountain MET site and traveling to and from work areas 11 

elsewhere on the property.  AE personnel conducted systematic searches for black bear 12 

habitat features within pre-defined approximately 400’ x 400’ square search areas in the 13 

vicinity of the MET site, and along linear transects extending 1/4 mile from the MET site.  14 

If bear habitat features were observed, I conducted more intensive investigation of the area 15 

to map and quantify the extent and use of the habitat by black bears.  16 

No beech or oak stands were found in the vicinity (within ¼ mile) of the proposed 17 

Brighton MET tower site.  18 

  19 

Q. Did you identify any bear scarred beech or other necessary habitat for black bears at 20 

or near the Brighton MET tower site? 21 
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 Response:  No. There is no bear-scarred beech at or near the Brighton MET tower site. 1 

There is a very small wetland within the footprint of the existing former MET tower 2 

clearing. The wetland is approximately 1/10 acre in size.   Based on my professional 3 

experience and standards typically utilized by Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife, this 4 

wetland is too small to be considered necessary wildlife habitat for black bear.  Wetlands that 5 

are protected in Vermont as necessary wildlife habitat for black bears are those that are 6 

greater than an acre in size. 7 

 8 

Q.  What is your understanding of bear-related seasonal restrictions, if any, that SMW 9 

has agreed to concerning the installation or maintenance of the proposed Brighton 10 

MET tower? 11 

 Response:  I understand that ANR is not seeking seasonal restrictions for the installation or 12 

maintenance at the Brighton MET tower site.  Mr. John Austin (Vermont Department of 13 

Fish and Wildlife, Wildlife Biologist) confirmed my assessment regarding the lack of bear 14 

habitat at the Brighton MET tower site during a field visit on July 30, 2012. 15 

 16 

Q. Based on your evaluation, will there be any direct or indirect impact on black bear 17 

food sources that constitute necessary wildlife habitat, as a result of the Brighton 18 

MET tower? 19 

  Response:  No, there is no black bear necessary wildlife habitat within the footprint, or in 20 

the vicinity, of the proposed Brighton MET tower site. 21 
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Q. In light of your previous responses, will there be any undue adverse impact on black 1 

bear food sources that constitute necessary wildlife habitat, as a result of the 2 

installation or operation/maintenance of the proposed Hawk Rock, Bull Mountain, 3 

or Brighton MET towers? 4 

  Response:  No. 5 

 6 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony at this time? 7 

 Response:  Yes, it does. 8 

 9 

 10 

4843-0211-5345, v. 12 11 


