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On behalf of Champlain Wind, LLC, David Raphael of LandWorks is submitting this
pre-filed direct testimony in support of the Bowers Wind Project (“Project”).
I.

QUALIFICATIONS AND BACKGROUND
My name is David Raphael and I am a Professional Landscape Architect and Planner and

owner of LandWorks, as well as a Lecturer in the School of Natural Resources at the University
of Vermont. I began my career as a landscape architect and planner working for the State of
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management. Since 1986 I have been the Principal
and owner of LandWorks, a multidisciplinary planning, design and communications firm based
in Middlebury, Vermont. LandWorks serves both public and private sector clients in Vermont
and the Northeast. Our areas of expertise include visual, aesthetic and environmental assessment,
site and master planning, graphic communications and GIS mapping, permit planning,
participatory and community planning, downtown revitalization, open space and conservation
planning, zoning ordinance and design review development, landscape architecture and
environmental design. At LandWorks we have worked as advocates for communities, appellants,
the State of Vermont and private corporations. I personally have presented and served as an
expert witness before most of the District Commissions in Vermont and the Environmental
Board, as well as the Public Service Board.
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LandWorks has extensive experience with regard to visual impact assessments (VIA’s)
and the design and installation of utility facilities and structures. We have been a consultant in
this capacity for the Vermont Department of Public Service. We have evaluated the aesthetic
and environmental impact of transmission lines and corridors (throughout the state of Vermont
and New Hampshire); transmission structures (throughout the state of Vermont and the PV20
line removal along the Route 2 causeway in Milton/South Hero); proposed telecommunication
facilities and windpower turbines (Searsburg and Kingdom Community Wind projects developed
by Green Mountain Power Corp and multiple other wind projects in the states of Vermont,
Maine and Massachusetts). I have provided VIA’s for a number of utility scale wind power
projects including the Sheffield Wind Farm and the Georgia Mountain Community Wind
projects in Vermont, which have received Certificates of Public Good from the Board, as well as
the Rollins Wind and Oakfield Wind projects in Maine, which were permitted by the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection. I have served as a member of the Design Issues Study
Committee appointed by the Secretary of the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, an
initiative which clarified the application of the Quechee Analysis for aesthetics and which
resulted in the publication of Vermont’s Scenic Landscapes: A Guide for Growth and Protection.
In addition we have prepared zoning ordinances and Management Plans based on scenery
preservation and environmental protection guidelines (such as the Town of Stowe Ridgeline and
Hillside Overlay District, and the award winning Lake George Upland Protection Program
Manual), prepared scenic highway corridor studies (Interstate 91 in Brattleboro, The Molly Stark
Byway Management Plan and the Route 100B Scenic Byway Management Plan) and authored a
study and state policy which was adopted for permit review of the night lighting of ski areas
(Agency of Natural Resources).
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Additionally, I have been a delegate to the Addison County Regional Planning
Commission and continue as chairman of my town’s Design Review Board and Planning
Commission, a position I have held for over 20 years. Attached as Exhibit A is my resume.
II.

INVOLVEMENT WITH THE BOWERS WIND PROJECT
I was responsible for field evaluation, site photography, and preparation of the visual

impact assessment (VIA) for the Bowers Wind Project. The VIA was based on a review of the
Bowers Wind Application, including the civil design plans. In addition, the VIA reflects
extensive fieldwork conducted on June 5, July 16, and July 17, 2010. We visited all areas with
state or national significance that would have potential views of the Project to observe the
Project site and determine its relative visibility. We visited the study area by automobile,
motorboat, and on foot in 2010 and again in 2011. Fieldwork was limited to lands that were
open to the public; no attempt was made to investigate potential impacts on individual private
properties. In addition to the field work, we have conducted research and analysis related to
nature and extent of the use the resource and viewer expectations. This analysis relied on a host
of diverse sources, including survey information, interviews with local guides, business owners,
and selectboard members, background polling, studies, guide books, publications, online media,
anecdotal sources, as well as general field observations, that, coupled with our years of
experience in assessing recreational resources, and in participating personally in recreation in
Maine, inform and support our conclusions in the VIA.
I also oversaw the preparation of viewshed analysis and computer-generated models of
the Project by members of my staff. A detailed description of the process used to prepare the
photosimulations and other computer mapping is included in Section 2.3 of the VIA.
This testimony provides a summary of the VIA provided in Exhibit 18 of the application
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submitted to LURC by Champlain Wind for the Bowers Wind Project (“the Application”), as
supplemented by responses to agency review comments prepared by the Portland Research
Group and LandWorks and filed with the Commission on May 27, 2011.
III.

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
The VIA was prepared in accordance with the scenic impact assessment requirements of

the Wind Energy Act (found at 35-A M.R.S.A.§ 3452, et seq.). As a result of our work, both in
the VIA and as reflected in the supplemental materials provided to the Commission, we have
concluded that the proposed Project conforms with the provisions of the Act, is well sited and
designed and would not have an unreasonable adverse effect on the scenic values and existing
uses related to the scenic character of the area, or on uses of or views from scenic resources of
state or national significance.
There is one National Historic Register site, Springfield Congregational Church, but the
Project is not visible from this location. There are 13 great ponds identified within the Project
viewshed having outstanding or significant scenic quality: 4 lakes will have potential visibility of
the Project within 3 miles; 4 lakes will have potential visibility of the Project within 3-8 miles; 3
lakes will have potential visibility of the Project, but the nearest visible turbine is beyond 8-miles
for each lake; and, 2 lakes will have no visibility of the Project due to intervening topography.
Although the Project area is valued for its landscape qualities and recreational resources
and is appealing to those who live in and travel to the area, these resources do not possess unique
and highly sensitive qualities that preclude the addition of an array of wind turbines within their
viewshed. This is not a pristine landscape, and has long been a working landscape that has been
used and developed for its recreational, timber and water resources. It is a similar landscape to
other nearby areas and lake-region landscapes elsewhere in Maine. Landscapes that are very
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scenic or outstanding and as a result more sensitive to visual change, usually have prominent
distinctions between landforms, such as a flat open field in combination with a steeply rising
mountain, or have unique focal points and distinct, memorable profiles. Those types of features
are not present here and, as a result, the landscape in the Project area is generally able to
accommodate the presence of turbine without fundamentally changing the scenery or adversely
impacting recreational uses of the lake resources.
In addition, there is a growing body of evidence that the presence of wind turbines in the
viewshed of the types of resources present here will not unreasonably adversely impact either
scenic quality or, importantly, the continued use and enjoyment of those resources. This
evidence includes intercept surveys conducted in Maine, a survey of users of lake where there is
significant visibility of the Stetson project, studies done in New England and elsewhere on the
impact of wind turbines on tourism in the area, public polling, and more anecdotal information
gathered from people who live, work and recreate in the Project area.
IV.

EVALUATION OF VISUAL IMPACTS

A.

Project Description and Context of the Area
The Project will be located in Penobscot County and Washington County and includes up

to 27 wind turbines with a hub height of 80 meters (130.5 m to the tip), associated access roads, a
34.5-kilovolt (kV) electrical collector system, an electrical collection substation, an Operations
and Maintenance (O&M) building, and up to four permanent 80-meter meteorological (met)
towers. Some of the turbines and met towers would be lit at night per FAA requirements.
The Project will be constructed on three ridges in the project area: Bowers Mountain and
an unnamed ridge to the south (“South Peak”) in Carroll Plantation, and Dill Hill in Kossuth
Township. Access roads will connect each turbine location and will provide construction and

5

maintenance access from Route 6. The electrical collector line will connect each turbine location
and will then travel north for approximately 5 miles towards a proposed substation located
adjacent to Line 56.
The proposed Project is part of five hills ranging in elevation from 750 to 1120 feet above
sea level and consisting of moderately steep to gentle sloping sides. The relief as viewed from
lakes in the area is not dramatic or unique. All of these rolling hills are located directly south of
Route 6 and cross the town boundary from Carroll to Kossuth.
Much of the land in the study area is privately owned and has been heavily harvested,
showing evidence of extensive historic and recent forest management activity. There are also a
number of publicly and privately conserved lands in the 8-mile study area, which includes nearly
39,000 acres of the Sunrise Conservation Easement, and the 890-acre lot owned by the Bureau of
Parks and Lands (BPL) situated between Keg and Duck Lakes. The Sunrise Conservation
Easement is part of a larger conservation effort to support the continued use of the area as a
working forestry, to conserve and enhance wildlife habitat, to maintain an undeveloped
shoreline, and to protect historic public recreation. The BPL land is managed primarily for
forestry and wildlife related uses.
This region of Maine is most notably known for its very low population, undeveloped
areas, and vast woodlands used primarily for forestry related uses. Most of the residential
development, predominantly characterized by seasonal camps, is scattered along Route 6 and
along the many miles of shoreline in the 8-mile study area. All of the region’s major
employment centers, like Lincoln, are relatively far. The immediate area around the Project site
is used locally but is not a significant destination area for tourism. Thus, most of the commercial
and retail activity is found outside the study area.
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The West Grand Lake/Grand Lake Stream area is located approximately 17 miles from
the Project and is famous for its fishing, boating and bird watching. The recreational and guiding
activities based out of that area extend predominantly to West Grand Lake and the immediate
vicinity. It is also a hub of commercial forestry, and millions of surrounding acres are in active
forest management. For more than 100 years, these uses have existed in concert with one
another. Outdoor recreation and commercial forestry are not mutually exclusive pursuits, and
the network of land management roads constructed by timber companies is used by thousands of
hunters, fishers, boaters, wildlife watchers and other outdoor enthusiasts. Similarly, and as our
experience and investigation here has shown, the presence of turbines in the viewshed of the
lakes in the Project area and the continued recreation and use and enjoyment of those lakes are
not mutually exclusive pursuits.
B.

Scenic Resources of State or National Significance and Applicable Review Criteria
As part of our work on this Project, LandWorks identified all scenic resources of state or

national significance located within eight miles of any Project element, irrespective of whether
there was visibility of the Project from that resource. Each of those resources is identified in
Table 1 below and an assessment for each lake is provided in Section C. Detailed descriptions
and evaluations for each resource are also provided in the VIA.
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Table 1. Summary of Resources of State or National Significance Within 8 Miles of Any
Project Element
Distance
to
Nearest
Visible
Turbine1

# of
Turbines
Visible
within 8
Miles1
(27 total)

State (O)

2.16 mi.

0-27

State (S)

2.6 mi.

0-25

State (S)

2.7 mi.

0-18

State (S)

2.99 mi.

0-23

State (S)

3.3 mi.

0-26

State (S)
State (S)
State (S)

3.78 mi.
5.1 mi.
6.34 mi.

0-18
0-13
0-22

State (O)

NA5

NA5

Status
[Significant
(S),
Outstanding
(O)]

Town

GREAT PONDS
Within 3 miles of the Project
Pleasant Lake3 (2.42 sq. mi.)
Shaw Lake4 (0.39 sq. mi.)
Duck Lake (0.41 sq. mi.)
Junior Lake2 (6.25 sq. mi.)

T6 R1
NBPP
T6 R1
NBPP
Lakeville
T5 R1
NBPP

Within 3-8 miles of the Project

Keg Lake (0.58 sq. mi.)
Bottle Lake (0.40 sq. mi.)
Sysladobsis Lake (1.08 sq. mi.)
West Musquash Lake (2.05 sq.
mi.)

T6 R1
NBPP
Lakeville
Lakeville
Lakeville
T6 R1
NBPP

Lombard Lake (0.43 sq. mi.)

Lakeville

State (O)

None
Visible

0

Norway Lake (0.19 sq. mi.)

T5 R1
NBPP

State (S)

NA5

NA5

Scraggly Lake (2.56 sq. mi.)

Upper Sysladobsis Lake (1.62
Lakeville
State (S)
sq. mi.)
Horseshoe Lake (0.206 sq. mi.)
Lakeville
State (S)
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
Town
Springfield Congregational
Springfield
Church
1

None
Visible
NA5

0
NA5

Project Visibility
None

Based on Exhibit 4: Viewshed Map (topography and vegetation/from the hub)
An insignificant portion of the lake is within the 3-mile radius - only about 350 feet from the
northern shoreline.
3
About 1/3 of the lake is within the 3-mile radius.
4
A little over 1/3 of the lake is within the 3-mile radius.
2
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NA=Not Applicable since nearest visible turbine is beyond 8 miles
There are no other scenic resources of state or national significance within eight miles of

any Project element, including the following: national natural landmarks; national or state parks;
segments of rivers or streams identified as having unique or outstanding scenic attributes in the
Maine Rivers Study; scenic viewpoints located on state public reserved land or on a trail that is
used exclusively for pedestrian use that the Department of Conservation has designated by rule;
scenic turnouts constructed by the Department of Transportation on a public road designated as a
scenic highway; or scenic viewpoints located in coastal areas ranked as having state or national
significance.
Additionally, as reflected in Table 1, only eight of the fourteen resources of state or
national significance have visibility of any Project element located within eight miles. A
complete discussion of the Project’s visibility on those eight lake resources is provided in the
VIA as supplemented by our May 27, 2011 Response to Review Comments, and is summarized
in Section D below.
The Project is subject to the six evaluation criteria set forth by the Maine Wind Energy
Act, which determines whether an expedited wind energy development significantly
compromises views from a scenic resource of state or national significance such that the
development has unreasonable adverse effects on the scenic character or existing uses related to
scenic character of the resource. While these are accepted criteria, the Act does not specifically
delineate how a VIA is to be conducted, nor does it specify what tools to use. Aesthetic experts
generally agree on these evaluation methods and categories, but we believe it is important to
understand that a comprehensive VIA is more than just the sum of its parts. Thus, we have
addressed the six criteria outlined in the Act, but have also included useful concepts and accepted
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elements for evaluation among landscape professionals to provide an additional layer by which
to 1) understand the value (or significance) of the resource, 2) understand Project visibility and,
3) effect on public use and enjoyment, as described below. We believe these additional
categories are useful, informative and add more understanding to the assessment of impacts.
These criteria are outlined below and inform our findings and conclusions regarding the
significance of Project visibility on these resources.
1.

Significance of the Resource

The Wind Energy Act requires the review agency to consider the significance of the
potentially affected resource, the existing character of the surrounding area, and the expectations
of the typical viewer. 35-A M.R.S.A. § 3452(3)(A-C). The following considerations provide
information that assists the review agency in doing so.
Significance/uniqueness. This category assesses the overall significance of the resource
based on its unique, distinctive or exceptional character. If a resource is a one of kind scenic
environment, with a corresponding opportunity for the user/viewer to experience a unique
experience that cannot be readily experienced elsewhere, then it will rank higher for significance
and uniqueness. Lakes with highly scenic attributes and unique scenic traits are more sensitive
to change and development.
Character. This category includes information on the overall landscape character of the
resource and its environs. Character includes the physical geography, the visual qualities of the
area as well as the land uses present in the landscape. It is a description and understanding of the
existing conditions and landscape type, including the development that is present or likely to
continue. The character of the surrounding area helps to inform our understanding of the scenic
qualities and sensitivity of the landscape to change. The physical geography also affects the
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ability of the landscape to “visually absorb” or accommodate the development without
significantly altering the quality or character of the resource.
Level of Use. This category includes information on the number and types of users of the
resource. As discussed in Section C, quantitative data is limited, but there are a number of
studies that coupled with our more informal mean of collecting information have informed our
conclusions on the level and types of use of the resources in question. A cautionary note is
necessary, however, in evaluating the significance of the level of use of a resource. For example,
it might be assumed that high use is an indication of high scenic value (people are more attracted
to it than other similar resources) and that an adverse visual impact on such a resource is more
significant because affects a higher number of individuals. That is not always the case. For
example, resources that afford easy access may be located in more developed areas and the users
may not expect an undeveloped landscape. Similarly, although a scenic resource that receives
low public use might suggest that an adverse impact is less significant because few people will
be affected, that is also not necessarily the case. For example, there are some resources that
receive low public use because they are in remote locations that are difficult to access. Some of
those resources have high scenic value in part due to their remote location and therefore it cannot
be assumed that low use necessarily means that an adverse impact is less significant. Instead, the
significance of the resource and the basis for the relative use levels must be considered in
drawing any conclusions about the significance of the use levels. It should be noted that LURC
defines "remote ponds" as Management Class 6 lakes that are "inaccessible, undeveloped lakes
with coldwater fisheries," but none of the lakes in the Study Area have this designation.
Viewer expectations. This is a more difficult category to assess insofar as every
individual has a different perspective, purpose and expectation that he or she may bring to the
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experience of the resource. One key consideration in this regard is the predominant types of
recreational use of the resources considered, which are primarily lakes and ponds. Each user
group has different expectations although some of those expectations may be shared among user
groups. Additionally, it is difficult to obtain quantitative data on user expectations and, as a
result, it requires qualitative judgment informed by objective information and survey results,
professional experience, observations and field work, as well as more anecdotal and informal
information from users. The sources relied on to evaluate user expectations are discussed more
fully in Section C.
2.

Project Visibility

The Wind Energy Act also requires the agency to consider the extent and scope of Project
visibility on scenic resources of state or national significance. 35-A M.R.S.A. § 3452(3)(F). The
following factors assist in understanding and evaluating Project visibility.
Proximity/Distance Zones. The closer the project is to the resource, the greater the
potential exists for visual impacts. Aesthetic experts agree that the visual impact of wind turbines
diminishes over distance, and the Act has established that turbines visible beyond 8-miles are
deemed insignificant. LandWorks’ use of proximity and distance is directly related to perceived
impact and therefore we consider it to be a valuable tool for evaluating scope, scale and effect.
The presence of the wind turbines, for example, in a “background zone” when seen from a
particular vantage point, diminishes its perceived impact. The distance zones used for the
Bowers Wind Project are discussed in more detail in Section 2.4 of the VIA.
Extent and Nature of Visibility. This category accounts for the number of turbines visible
and the extent of that visibility - factoring in how much of the individual structures and rotors are
visible. The greater the number of turbines visible, and the greater extent of the each turbine that
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is visible, results in a higher impact and correlating ranking.
Duration of View. This evaluation is based on whether a user of the resource or viewer
will have an extended and involuntary view of a project (high impact) or if the duration of view
is limited either by the extent of visibility from the resource or if there are other views and
locations which the viewer can experience the resource from with minimal or no visibility of the
project.
Visual Absorption. Visual absorption is an established criterion among experts for
evaluating visual impact and addresses the ability of the landscape to accommodate
development. It is part of our holistic approach to understanding the potential for a landscape to
accommodate change and the degree to which the qualities of that landscape or perception of that
landscape are affected by the presence of turbines. Our experience in the field indicates that this
concept is particularly compelling when actually viewing landscapes that will have wind turbines
in view. For example, the turbine arrays may be close, but they still may not dominate the 360degree view and instead may occupy only a small portion of the view. Other elements within that
view, which attract the eye and views in other directions, may diminish the overall effect of
turbine visibility. The concept of visual absorption helps us understand the significance of
visibility and goes beyond simply the number of turbines visible from a particular location.
3.

Impact to Use and Enjoyment

The Wind Energy Act also requires the review agency to ascertain the extent to which
visibility of the Project has an impact on the user’s ability to enjoy and fully experience the
resource. 35-A M.R.S.A. § 3452(3)(E). This analysis is informed by both the significance of
the resource as well as visibility of the turbines from the resource. Additionally, a number of
factors can affect use and enjoyment, including the viewer’s attitude towards wind, the type of
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activity the viewer is engaged in, and whether there are options for experiencing the resource
without viewing the Project if the user considers visibility of the Project undesirable. As with
user expectations, this is a more difficult category on which to obtain objective data and requires
the exercise of qualitative judgments informed by user surveys, experience with existing
projects, and other sources of anecdotal information. The sources relied on for this
determination are discussed more fully in Section C.
C.

Public Use, User Expectations and Impact on Continued Use and Enjoyment
As Dr. Palmer acknowledges in his review of this and other wind power projects in

Maine, it is difficult to obtain data on the public’s use of scenic resources of state or national
significance. Likewise, assessing user expectations and evaluating the effect of project visibility
on the public’s continued use and enjoyment of such resources can be challenging and requires
qualitative as well as quantitative judgments. As discussed below, we have relied on a number
of different sources that collectively inform our analysis of these issues. Importantly, several
consistent themes have emerged that indicate visibility of the Bowers Project will not have an
unreasonable adverse effect on the scenic character or the existing uses related to scenic
character.
1.

Public Use

Our assessment of public use of the scenic resources of state or national significance
located within the Project area is based on the following: field observations, which provide
important indicators of public use; evidence or lack thereof of tourism related facilities and
infrastructure (i.e. no signs to indicate where or how to get to these lakes); informal interviews of
individuals who live, work or recreate in the area; the results of a telephone survey and a
snowmobile survey conducted by the Portland Research Group (discussed below); the results of
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surveys conducted on recreational use and resource analysis in the Baskahegan watershed
(discussed below); guide books and on-line sources describing recreational opportunities and
uses in the region; State publications including the Maine State Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan 2009-2014 (SCORP) and the MDIFW Fishing Guide; and other area recreational
reports. These sources collectively demonstrate the following;
•
•
•

2.

Overall these lakes experience relatively low use by the public, particularly in
comparison to other higher use lakes in the region such as Baskahegan or West
Grand Lakes.
The principal use of the lakes in the study area is for fishing, primarily on
motorized boats.
The majority of users are local to (i.e. have second homes or camps) or live in the
area. This is especially true for lakes that have some camp development but are
otherwise difficult to access, such as Keg Lake.
User Expectations and Impact of Turbine Visibility on Continued Use and
Enjoyment

As with evaluation of public use, we have relied on a diversity of data sources that
collectively allow us to make informed conclusions on user expectations and the impact of
Project visibility on the continued use and enjoyment of scenic resources within the study area.
These sources include informal interviews with individuals who live, work or recreate in the
Project area; research based on guide books, web sites, state publications and other sources of
data on recreational opportunities in the area; evaluation of background polling on wind power;
surveys relating to wind power projects in Maine and New England; as well as more general
recreational studies. A list of the sources relied on is included as Exhibit B.
In addition to the sources identified above, we have relied upon our extensive
professional experience in order to make reasonable assumptions in terms of use and viewer
expectations. LandWorks has been involved with the aesthetic assessment of wind energy
development for over 15 years, beginning with our review, on behalf of the Vermont Department
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of Public Service, of the Searsburg Wind Farm in Searsburg, Vermont, the first utility-scale wind
energy development in New England. We have been involved in 10 different utility-scale or netmetered wind energy projects, several of which are in operation today. We have been involved
in evaluating aesthetic impacts of wind and solar energy, biomass facilities, nuclear power and
major transmission facilities throughout northern New England. From these experiences and the
corresponding evolution of the technical means by which to conduct such analyses, we have
learned that visual and aesthetic impact evaluation is an inexact science. Our ability to assess
visual and aesthetic impacts, while relying heavily on technical methodologies such as visual
simulations and viewshed mapping using GIS technologies, also requires the distinct capability
to synthesize the technical analyses and data with a broader understanding of the project’s
context, it’s fit within the physical and cultural geography of the region, and its consistency
overall with the intent of the governing legislation. Our experience has led us to a qualitative
approach to determining overall scenic impact to the resource. This qualitative approach draws
heavily on our field experience and observations, all of which have informed our understanding
of how the viewer engages in recreation on lakes and what they typically do and expect to see or
experience.
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a.

Unique Scenic Features

In our overall analysis, LandWorks concluded that while the Project area is indeed valued
for its landscape qualities and recreational resources and is appealing to those who live in and
travel to the area, these resources and characteristics do not offer unique and highly sensitive
qualities that preclude the addition of an array of wind turbines within the view of users on
portions of the lakes. This is not a pristine landscape, and has long been a working landscape
that has been used and developed for its recreational, timber and water resources. It is a similar
landscape to other nearby areas and lake-region landscapes elsewhere in Maine. Landscapes that
are very scenic or outstanding usually have prominent distinctions between landforms, such as a
flat open field in combination with a steeply rising mountain, or have unique focal points and
distinct, memorable profiles. The striking view of Mount Katahdin from the Penadumcook
Lakes is a good example of this (see accompanying photo). It is such iconic landscapes that are
more sensitive to changes in the viewshed, but those features are not present here. As discussed
in connection with absorption, the landscape in the Project area is generally able to accommodate
the presence of turbines without fundamentally changing the scenery or adversely impacting
recreational uses of the lake
resources.
b.

User Surveys

A number of wind power
projects in Maine have utilized
intercept surveys to evaluate
public use, user expectations, and
impact of project visibility on use
Mount Katahdin as seen from the Penadumcook Lakes.
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and enjoyment of scenic resources. Although there are limitations to the intercept and other
forms of surveys, they provide information on recreational uses and user expectations that, when
synthesized with other data, helps inform our evaluation of the review criteria under the Wind
Energy Act. 1 Portland Research Group, a professional market research firm, conducted two
studies specific to the Project area. The first study was a telephone survey of users of outdoor
resources in Maine. The purpose of the study was to measure awareness and use of the lake
resources in the Project area, and to understand both user expectations and the potential impact
of turbine visibility on those users. Key findings from this survey include:
 The Study Area is not well known as a tourist or recreational destination. More than
one-third of respondents (37%) are not aware of any of the lakes in the Study Area. Out of
all the individuals asked, only five percent use at least one of the eight lakes mentioned
from the Study Area more than just rarely.
 The primary recreational use in this region is fishing. Two-fifths (42%) of those who
use the Study Area reported fishing as the outdoor activity they most frequently
participate in, followed distantly by hiking (19%), camping (10%) and canoeing or
kayaking (10%);
 Users are likely to return if a wind farm were in view. Over two-thirds of the
respondents (68%) were either more likely to return or would be unaffected by seeing a
wind farm;
 Users could go elsewhere if the view of a wind farm affected them. Most respondents
(84%) indicated that they could go elsewhere in Maine to participate in their outdoor
activity of choice; three quarters (73%) of respondents for whom seeing wind farms would
have a negative impact indicated that they could go elsewhere.
The second study was an intercept survey of snowmobilers who attended a ride-in at the
Stetson Mountain project. That study also sought to evaluate awareness and use of the lake
resources in the Project area. Findings from this survey are very similar to the telephone survey
and include:
1

Surveys often times are self-selecting because only people with an interest in responding do so.
Additionally, due to typically limited samplings, the results may not statistically significant or necessarily
reflective of broader trends. With that cautionary note, we believe the surveys done for this Project and
others provide helpful insights.
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•

The primary recreational use in the region is fishing. Two-thirds of respondents
(66%) indicated that fishing is their most frequent outdoor activity in the Study
Area, followed by ATV riding (59%), and motor boating (52%)

•

Wind power in Maine is highly supported. Almost three-quarters of respondents
(72%) support the development of commercial-scale wind energy in Maine. Onequarter (25%) is neutrally disposed to it; none of those interviewed indicated a
negative disposition.

•

Overall a wind farm in view would not negatively impact users enjoyment of
the resource. One-half (50%) indicated that seeing a wind farm would have a
positive effect on their overall enjoyment, while only 5% indicated that this would
have a negative effect.

•

Users would be likely to return if a wind farm were in view. One-half (50%)
indicated that seeing a wind farm would make them more likely to return to the
region, while less than one-tenth (8%;) would make them less likely to return.

In addition to these two surveys specific to the Project area, there have been a number of
user surveys at other wind power project sites in Maine, including the Redington Project, the
Spruce Mountain Project, the Bull Hill Project and the Highland Project. The key themes that
emerge from these user surveys include the following:
•

Visibility of wind projects is viewed as positive or neutral by the majority of
respondents.

•

Visibility of wind projects overall does not have a negative impact on recreational
users’ enjoyment of the resource.

•

Visibility of wind turbines does not seem to greatly affect recreational users’
likelihood to return.

•

Visibility of other forms of human activity, such as ski trails and facilities, second
home development, power lines, clear cuts, and other industrial facilities from
scenic / recreational areas is considered much less desirable than views of wind
projects.

The results of these user surveys are consistent with surveys conducted at projects outside
of Maine. The literature and evidence with regard to the impact of wind energy projects on
tourism also substantiates the conclusion that the visibility of such projects does not adversely
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impact visitor’s enjoyment or willingness to return to the resources or attractions of the area. For
example, Todd Comen, Associate Professor of Hospitality and Tourism Management at Johnson
State College in Johnson, Vermont, and Managing Director of the Institute for Integrated Rural
Tourism, conducted intercept surveys of tourists in the vicinity of the Searsburg Wind Project.
He found that after the project was built in Southern Vermont, a major tourism destination in
New England, 100% of the visitors interviewed “said that the wind farm did not deter them from
visiting specific attractions in the area. 100% also said that additional wind towers would not
deter them from visiting the Southern Vermont Region in the future.” 2 Additionally he
interviewed the owners of 5 local businesses in the hospitality industry. “All of those interviewed
observed no negative impact on their business and in fact were proud that the wind farm was
located in their region of Vermont.” 3
Although Dr. Palmer suggests that reliance on professional judgment to synthesis the data
to evaluate overall scenic impact is misplaced, I respectfully disagree. Some degree of deductive
reasoning and expert experience is not only valid and useful in evaluating the individual review
criteria under the Wind Energy Act, but is necessary in reaching overall conclusions. These
issues do not lend themselves solely to a quantitative or objective analysis. For example, not
only is it challenging, but it may be impossible to obtain statistically significant data through the
user intercept surveys preferred by Dr. Palmer. Indeed, the results of any such survey provide
only a snapshot of data that may not give the complete picture of use and viewer expectations
through all seasons, and we must be cautious about overstating the significance of the results of
such surveys. Nonetheless surveys, when combined with other information, provide a basis on
2

Prefiled Direct Testimony of Todd Commen on Behalf of the East Haven Windfarm, November
17, 2003, State of Vermont Public Service Board. Docket #7192, page 26.
3
Prefiled Direct Testimony of Todd Commen on Behalf of the East Haven Windfarm, November
17, 2003, State of Vermont Public Service Board. Docket #7192, page 23.
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which to draw meaningful and substantiated conclusions.
c.

The Stetson Experience

Finally, the presence of existing projects in the Maine landscape also provides an
opportunity to understand the impact of wind turbines on use and enjoyment of lakes and other
resources. Attached as Exhibit C are photographs of wind turbines visible from various scenic
and recreational locations. For many people, visibility of turbines is compatible with the
continued use and enjoyment of the resource. Indeed, a recent study entitled “Baskahegan
Stream Watershed Recreation Use & Resource Analysis,” conducted in the Summer of 2010 by
Andrea Ednie, Ph.D. of the University of Maine at Machias (and Chad Everett, a student at
UMM and John Daigle, Ph.D. at the University of Maine) (the “Baskahegan Study”) provides
evidence that visibility of turbines on a lake that receives relatively high recreational use has not
had any impact, let alone an adverse impact, on the public’s continued use and enjoyment of that
lake. A copy of the Baskahegan Study is attached as Exhibit D. The purpose of the Baskahegan
Study was to evaluate recreation use patterns and site conditions around the Baskahegan
watershed area, including Baskahegan Lake, which is 7,145 acres in size and is described as the
“defining feature of the landscape.” Baskahegan Study at 1. At its closest distance, the lake is
approximately 5.1 miles from the existing Stetson Mountain Project and there are expansive
views of the turbines from the lake. Attached as Exhibit E is the simulation of visibility of the
project from the boat launch, at a distance of approximately 8.9 miles.
Although the Baskehagen Study did not evaluate visibility of the Stetson Project on
recreational uses (indeed the study did not address wind power or the Stetson Project in any
manner), it nonetheless provides useful information that contributes to our understanding of the
significance of turbine visibility on recreational uses in the region. The goal of the Baskahegan
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Study was to obtain and present accurate information that would serve as a foundation for
informed decisionmaking for the planning and management of the area’s resources and
recreational opportunities. Baskahegan Study at 1. The study utilized four different methods for
gathering data: a visitor survey that included 24 days between May 30 and September 5, 2010;
observations of groups on Baskahegan Lake on 16 days; vehicle counts at the Brookton and
Danforth boat launches; and in-depth interviews with persons identified as frequent and longterm visitors to the watershed. The study identified several conclusions resulting from the
recreational use monitoring, including the following:
•

The primary users of the Baskahegan Lake are people who fish; the fishing on the
lake is excellent and affords great opportunities for children learning how to fish.

•

The lakes and streams also provide a special place for family groups to enjoy the
scenery, the quietness, and the opportunity to camp.

•

The undeveloped shorelines, recreational access, and wild character of the resource
are important to visitors and should be protected.

•

Items that required improvement related to infrastructure (parking, outhouse facilities,
and boat launching improvements or changes).

Baskahegan Study at 16. What is particularly telling, however, is that not a single person
interviewed mentioned the presence of the turbines in the viewshed. This was so surprising
that we followed up with the principal author, Professor Ednie (Phone interview conducted by
Neil Kiely May 15, 2011). She noted that while there were no specific questions regarding the
wind project in the survey or interviews, she was equally surprised that no one referenced
turbines in any of the responses. She assumes that people just did not attach any significance to
them. By contrast she confirmed that residential development seems to be perceived much more
negatively.
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The fact that the presence of the wind project did not emerge as an issue affecting use and
enjoyment on Baskahegan Lake suggests that users of the lakes within the Bowers project area
(who are most likely to be of the same demographic makeup with the same proclivities towards
recreation activities) are likely to continue recreating on those lakes after the construction of the
Project and will not find the view of the wind turbines to be detrimental to their experience or
create an unreasonable adverse effect on the recreational and scenic resources of the area.
D.

Lake by Lake Assessment

1.

PLEASANT LAKE

Significance
Pleasant Lake is approximately 1,550 acres and situated between 2-5 miles from the
nearest proposed turbine. The shoreline is primarily undeveloped, with a mix of white cedar and
other evergreen trees. The scenery and topography visible from the lake is typical of the region
with low rolling hills and mixed forest cover. It has a pleasant, but not dramatic or unique,
scenic quality. In the Scenic Lakes Character Evaluation, it scored 50, the lowest point score
possible to attain a lake rating of Outstanding. Maine Wilderness Camps, a sporting camp with
RV sites, seven cabins, and some campsites is located on the northeast shore, and also holds a
lease to a campground with 19 sites, which are primarily rented seasonally for individuals to park
their campers, and a boat launch on the southern shore. Evidence of logging is visible on nearby
Bowers Ridge, and aerial photographs indicate logging activity in extensive areas around the
lake, most notably in the vicinity of the Project site. Accessing Pleasant Lake from Amazon
Road, which clearly serves as a major access road for logging, also sets a tone of being in a
working landscape. Pleasant Lake and the surrounding working landscape do not possess
particularly unique visual qualities that would elevate the resource to a high level of visual
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sensitivity.
Based on the results of the PRG survey, this lake is not well-known outside of the local
area. Interviews with Kathy Whitney, former manager of the campground, and the owners of the
Maine Wilderness Camp, confirm that its scenic qualities don’t appear to be the major reason for
attracting visitors. The lake receives a moderate amount of use for the area and is used mostly
by fishermen as well as for camping and paddling. We agree with Dr. Palmer’s review of the
Pleasant Lake, in which he notes, “This lake and the surrounding area are not a well-known
scenic or recreation destination in Maine. While it is not heavily developed, neither is it remote.
This would suggest that the scenic expectations of users would not be high. The most common
activity appears to be fishing perhaps accompanied by boating, followed by paddling, hiking, and
camping. There is some evidence that scenic quality may be less important to people engaged in
fishing or motor boating as compared to those hiking or paddling (Palmer 1999).”
Project Visibility
The views of the turbines are within the middleground zone to background zone. From
the boat launch, the site of Visual Simulation 10, the closest visible turbine will be on Dill Hill
4.5 miles away, and the farthest on Bowers Mountain 6.6 miles away.
Up to 27 turbines, or portions of turbines, may be visible at the southeastern end of the
lake. Due to orientation and intervening vegetation, no views of the Project are expected from
Maine Wilderness Camps. From the boat launch, an intervening ridge blocks a portion of
Bowers Mountain, and only a sliver of Dill Hill is visible above the hills southeast of Dill Hill.
This has the effect of visually reducing the height of many turbines since only small sections of
their towers would be visible. When traveling toward the Project, these turbines would become
more obscured by intervening topography and fewer would be visible when approaching the
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northwestern end of the lake, with no visibility along the northern shoreline. Visual isolation
would also be possible within portions of Dark Cove, which is considered to be the most
desirable section of the lake for paddlers.
Although the turbines are visible throughout much of the lake, we do not feel that they
would be an unduly dominant visual presence. The nearest visible turbine would be 2.16 miles
from the lake, and, as Dr. Palmer notes, under no circumstances would the viewer perceive that
the turbines are “looming” over them, as a result of their distance and the height of the turbines
in relation to the surrounding vegetation and topography. There are two primary viewpoints on
this lake: from Maine Wilderness Camps, where no views are expected, and from the boat launch
on the southern shore, where the nearest visible turbine will be 4.5 miles away. See Exhibit F-1
for visual simulations from these locations.
Given that fishing by boat is the predominant use of the lake, one could argue that the
focus of a fisherman’s attention is on the water itself and the shoreline. A local fishing guide
described fishermen as having ‘tunnel vision’ in this respect, with much less focus on the
surrounding landscape. In addition, the direction of view for fishermen shifts frequently as they
seek out good fishing locations, often in coves and along shorelines, many of which are visually
isolated from the project. From the center of the lake, the view toward the project site takes up
only approximately 15% of the 360-degree panorama, and views toward other hills not affected
by the Project. For example, there are views of Trout Lake ridge to the northeast and a couple of
unnamed peaks between Pleasant Lake and West Musquash Lake (see Exhibit F-1).
The boat launch / camping area has a more fixed view toward the project. However,
many of the campers are set back from the water and have a filtered view through trees. In
addition, camping activities such as cooking, eating and drinking, and conversation are often
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focused inward on the campsite itself. See Exhibit F-1 for a diagram illustrating the angle of
view from this vantage point.
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. As noted in Dr. Palmer’s review of Pleasant Lake, “To date surveys of hikers have
found that proposed grid-scale wind projects in Maine will have a slightly negative effect on
their recreation enjoyment, though it will not significantly affect the likelihood they will return.
One survey investigated the effect on water-based activities. It found that the Bull Hill wind
turbines would have no effect on respondents’ likelihood of returning to Donnell Pond for water
activities such as boating, paddling, swimming or fishing, and it is likely to be similar here
(Robertson and MacBride 2010). Respondents were not asked about its effect on enjoyment. In
addition, fishing is anticipated to be the primary use and Palmer (1999) found that fishing was an
activity where people did not appear to place as high a value on scenic quality as people who
hiked or paddled.”
Due to the vast and open character of the lake, the complex and rolling hills, and the
height proportions of the turbines in relation to the topography, we believe that the landscape is
able to help ‘visually absorb’ the project while maintaining the landscape’s integrity. We agree
with Dr. Palmer’s assessment that the effect on continued use and enjoyment is Low.
Overall Conclusion
Our overall visual impact rating for Pleasant Lake is Medium-High, closer to Medium,
primarily because scenic quality is not generally thought to be central to the types of activities
that are expected to be most common, and as Dr. Palmer concurred, the effect on the public’s
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continued use and enjoyment of the lake is expected to be Low.
2.

SHAW LAKE

Significance
Shaw Lake is approximately 251 acres and located 2.5-3.7 miles from the nearest
proposed turbine. Access to the lake is very difficult and there are no identified boat launches or
public camping areas. Although there is a logging road that passes by the lake to the south, it
appears to be impassable. Shaw Lake can be accessed from Scraggly Lake to the south, less than
1/8 of a mile away, via a canoe or kayak portage over the logging road, which divides the two
lakes, along an unclearly marked, densely wooded streamside path, leading to a debris filled
shallow stream which connects to Shaw Lake upstream. Use of this lake is therefore most likely
limited to adventurous, inveterate paddlers and anglers.
The landscape and topography around this lake is typical of the region with only a few,
low rolling hills visible. Mixed forest characterizes the hillside vegetation, while the
undeveloped shoreline is dominated by evergreen tree species. A relatively horizontal ridge,
visible just above the tree line, defines the majority of the long distance views to the north. Shaw
has a scenic rating of Significant, and we feel that the character of the lake and the surrounding
working landscape do not possess particularly unique visual qualities that would elevate the
resource to a high level of visual sensitivity.
Of all the lakes with visibility within 8 miles of the project, this lake definitely has the
lowest use, and it is likely not known by people outside the local area. Access is very difficult, it
is not connected to any other lakes, and it is very modest in size. There is no boat launch. This
lake’s extremely low level of use means that very few people would even see the wind turbines
from this vantage point. We agree with Dr. Palmer’s assessment in his review of Shaw Lake, in
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which he notes “This lake and the surrounding area are not a well-known scenic or recreation
destination in Maine. While it is not heavily developed, neither is it remote. This would suggest
that the scenic expectations of users would not be high. The most common activity appears to be
fishing perhaps accompanied by boating, followed by paddling, hiking, and camping. There is
some evidence that scenic quality may be less important to people engaged in fishing or motor
boating as compared to those hiking or paddling (Palmer 1999).”
Project Visibility
Up to 25 turbines may be visible from the southern shore of Shaw Lake and the views of
the turbines are within the middleground zone to background zone. The closest visible turbine
will be on Dill Hill 2.6 miles away, and the farthest on Bowers Mountain 6.6 miles away. For as
many as 8 of these turbines, however, only views of blades would be likely. While Dill Hill is
visible from Shaw Lake, the other ridges with proposed turbines are not visible due to the
intervening topography associated with Vinegar Hill and unnamed ridges. As such, the majority
of the visible turbines tend to visually ‘hug the ridgeline,’ thereby lessening their potential visual
impact. Dill Hill has a very flat and indistinct form from this vantage point, while Vinegar Hill
and the peak directly northeast of it appear as the most pronounced hills when looking toward the
Project site. The visual forms of these hills would remain dominant compared to the turbines
visible around them.
Although the turbines are visible throughout much of the lake, we do not feel that they
would be an unduly dominant visual presence. The nearest visible turbine would be 2.6 miles
from the lake. Under no circumstances would the viewer perceive that the turbines are “looming”
over them, as a result of their distance and the height of the turbines in relation to the
surrounding vegetation and topography. Further discussion regarding the visibility of the
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turbines can be found in section 4.1.8 of Section 17 in the Application. See Exhibit F-2 for a
visual simulation from Shaw Lake.
Given that fishing is likely the predominant use of the lake (which is very minimal), one
could argue that the focus of a fisherman’s attention is on the water itself and the shoreline. A
local fishing guide described fishermen as having ‘tunnel vision’ in this respect, with much less
focus on the surrounding landscape. In addition, the direction of view for fishermen shifts
frequently as they seek out good fishing locations, often in coves and along shorelines, many of
which are visually isolated from the project. See Exhibit F-2 for a diagram illustrating the angle
of view from the southern shore. From the northwest cove of Shaw Lake, views of other peaks
unaffected by the project are possible, including Whitney Cove Mountain to the southeast
(Exhibit F-2).
Due to the complex, rolling hills and the height proportions of the turbines in relation to
the topography, we believe that the landscape is able to help ‘visually absorb’ the project while
maintaining the landscape’s integrity.
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. Of all the lakes with visibility within 8 miles of the Project, this lake definitely has the
lowest use, and it is likely not known by people outside the local area. This lake’s extremely low
level of use means that very few people would even see the turbines from vantage points on this
lake. We agree with Dr. Palmer’s assessment that “scenic quality is not thought to be central to
the types of activities that are expected to be common” and we also agree that the “effect on
continued use and enjoyment is Low.”
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Overall Conclusion
The visual impact rating for Shaw Lake is Medium-High, closer to Medium, primarily
because there is a very low level of recreation use and scenic quality is not thought to be central
to the types of activities expected. In addition, as Dr. Palmer concurred, the effect on the
public’s continued use and enjoyment of the lake is expected to be Low.
3.

DUCK LAKE

Significance
Duck Lake is approximately 262 acres and is located 2.5-3.2 miles from the nearest
proposed turbine. A fair amount of camp or home development can be found on this lake, with
approximately 37 structures, the highest density of which is located in the vicinity of the boat
launch along the northern shore. Approximately three-quarters of the shoreline is privately
owned and developed. The remaining quarter, located along the western shore, is designated as
Maine Public Reserved Land, but is interspersed with private residential development. A
communications tower located on Almanac Mountain is also visible above a nearby ridge to the
southwest. Boating, fishing, and paddling are the predominant activities on this lake.
Mixed forest cover and low-lying hills and mountains surround this lake, and the
shoreline is wooded and interspersed with marsh areas. From the southern shoreline, the top of
Bowers Mountain is visible just above the intervening tree lined ridge, but the most prominent
topographic feature from Duck Lake is nearby Getchell Mountain to the north. The eye is also
drawn to more distinct hills within view to the east, including Penobscot Bald Mountain (with
highly visible ridgeline logging) and Junior Mountain. Duck Lake is rated as Significant, but as
Dr. Palmer noted, “It is somewhat surprising that there are no points taken off for Inharmonious
Development, since there are a great number of residences along the shore and many of the older
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ones are not screened by vegetation. Its rating is Low.” We feel that Duck Lake does not possess
particularly unique visual qualities that would elevate the resource to a high level of visual
sensitivity.
Fishing, boating and paddling appear to be the predominant activities on this lake. A
motorboat launch with very limited parking is located at the northwest end of the lake at the end
of Duck Road, providing public access. Kayaks and canoes can also access this lake from Junior
Lake via a narrow stream connection at the southeast end of the lake.
As Dr. Palmer noted in his review of the Duck Lake, “This lake and the surrounding area
are not a well-known scenic or recreation destination in Maine. While it is heavily developed,
one suspects that people come to their camps to get away and be closer to nature. However,
nothing in this assumption suggests that the scenic expectations would be high. The most
common activity appears to be fishing perhaps accompanied by boating, followed by paddling,
hiking, and camping. There is some evidence that scenic quality may be less important to people
engaged in fishing or motor boating as compared to those hiking or paddling (Palmer 1999).”
Project Visibility
Up to 18 turbines may be visible primarily as middleground views, but the majority of
views will be of fewer than 12 turbines, or portions of those turbines. Views of turbines are not
likely at the boat launch. There is no visibility from a third of the lake, and although the nearest
visible turbines are 2.5 miles away, they will not be visually dominant. The six most visible
turbines would take up only a very narrow portion of the overall viewshed; for other visible
turbines, only a blade or portion of a rotor might be visible just above treeline. See Exhibit F-3
for a diagram illustrating the angle of view from the southwestern shore at the visual simulation
location. As users travel towards the Project, fewer turbines would be visible due to intervening

31

shoreline vegetation. Views of other peaks unaffected by the project are possible, including the
prominent Getchell Mountain to the north and Penobscot Bald and Junior Mountain to the east
(see Exhibit F-3.)
Given that fishing by boat is the predominant use of the lake, one could argue that the
focus of a fisherman’s attention is on the water itself and the shoreline. In addition, the direction
of view for fishermen shifts frequently as they seek out good fishing locations. The limited
visibility of the turbines and the visual dominance of the shoreline vegetation and nearby
topography results in a ‘visual absorption’ of the project that helps maintain the landscape’s
integrity.
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. The visible presence of camp and home development along the northern shore serves to
lessen the expectation of scenic quality. We agree with Dr. Palmer’s review of Duck Lake, that
“fishing was an activity where people did not appear to place as high a value on scenic quality as
people who hiked or paddled. It is assumed that the effect on continued use and enjoyment is
Low.”
Overall Conclusion
Our visual impact rating for Duck Lake is Low-Medium, closer to the Low end, primarily
because there is a modest level of recreation use and scenic quality is not thought to be central to
the types of activities expected. In addition, as Dr. Palmer concurred, the effect on the public’s
continued use and enjoyment of the lake is expected to be Low.
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4.

JUNIOR LAKE

Significance
Junior Lake is one of the largest lakes in the 8-mile region at approximately 4,000 acres
and nearly 29 miles of shoreline. There has been significant residential development in recent
years, and there are approximately 87 camps and homes on large lots along the shoreline, many
of which are along the western shore. Private docks, play equipment, and patio furniture can be
seen near the water’s edge in some locations. Evidence of logging on nearby ridges is also
visible.
The character of this lake is not unique, with low hills and mixed forest cover typical of
other lakes in the region. The scenery of the surrounding landscape is generally indistinct,
except for views to the west-northwest, which include Almanac Mountain, Lombard Mountain,
and Dill Ridge. A number of rocky islands in the vicinity of McKinney Point add more visual
interest to the landscape than the hills of the proposed Project. With a lake rating of Significant,
we feel that Junior Lake does not possess particularly unique visual qualities that would elevate
the resource to a high level of visual sensitivity.
Fishing, boating, paddling, swimming and camping are the primary recreational uses of
the lake. Locals tend to fish here, and there is a relatively high amount of recreational boating,
especially when motorboat access is possible from Bottle Lake Stream in late spring early
summer. There are no motorboat launches on the lake although there are three hand-carry boat
launches with limited parking.
As Dr. Palmer noted in his review of the Junior Lake, “This lake and the surrounding area
are not a well-known scenic or recreation destination in Maine. While it is somewhat developed,
one suspects that people come to their camps to get away and be closer to nature. However,
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nothing in this assumption suggests that the scenic expectations would be high. The most
common activity appears to be fishing perhaps accompanied by boating, followed by paddling,
hiking, and camping. There is some evidence that scenic quality may be less important to people
engaged in fishing or motor boating as compared to those hiking or paddling (Palmer 1999).”
Project Visibility
At over 5 miles long, and stretching away from the Project site, the Project’s visibility
differs noticeably depending of the position of the viewer. Up to 23 turbines may be visible from
portions of the lake. The closest visible turbine is at 2.99 miles, while the majority of views will
be beyond 3 miles. The northern half of the lake will have middleground views of up to 13
turbines. The southern half of the lake will have background views of up to 23 turbines.
Because the lake is so large, the landscape has a feeling of expansiveness when viewed
from the water. As such, the landscape is capable of visually absorbing the views of the
proposed Project without undermining its essential visual qualities. See Exhibit F-4 for a visual
simulation from Junior Lake. From the northwest shore of the lake, where the majority of camps
and homes are located, the turbines do not dominate the view due to the relationship between the
number/scale of visible turbines and the topography. The presence of some large shoreline
homes within the viewshed are a visual reminder that that is not a pristine landscape. From the
southern end of the lake, a wide panorama of hills is visible to the north, with Getchell Mountain
and Penobscot Bald Mountain appearing more distinct than the Project ridges. From portions of
the lake, views of the distinct peaks of Lombard Mountain and Almanac Mountain draw the eye
(Exhibit F-4).
Given that fishing by boat is the predominant use of the lake, one could argue that the
focus of a fisherman’s attention is on the water itself and the shoreline. In addition, the direction
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of view for fishermen shifts frequently as they seek out good fishing locations. From the water,
the view toward the project site takes up less than 6% of the 360-degree panorama See Exhibit
F-4 for a diagram illustrating the angle of view from the northwestern end of the lake. In
addition, views toward other hills not affected by the project are possible, including the distinct
forms of Almanac Mountain and Lombard Mountain to the west (see Exhibit F-4.)
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. Although a considerable portion of the lake has potential visibility of the project, there
are a number of areas that provide visual isolation, including the northern and eastern shorelines
and the many islands on this lake. The islands, in fact, represent one of the most striking feature
of the lake while on the water, and the visual appreciation of this foreground feature would be
unaffected by middleground or background views of turbines. The publicly accessible campsite
on McKinney Point would continue to have views of the Big Islands and the distinct landform of
Almanac Mountain, while no turbines would be visible from that vantage point. Other island
campsites are also likely to have limited visibility due to intervening vegetation.
Overall Conclusion
Our visual impact rating for Junior Lake is Medium, primarily because scenic quality is
not generally thought to be central to the types of activities that are expected to be most common,
and as Dr. Palmer concurred, the effect on the public’s continued use and enjoyment of the lake
is expected to be Low.
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5.

SCRAGGLY LAKE

Significance
Scraggly Lake is approximately 1,641 acres and between 3-6 miles from the nearest
proposed turbine. While the lake is only 3.5 miles long, the varied shoreline extends nearly 20
miles through marshy coves and remote islands. The scenery and topography visible from the
lake is typical of the region, with low rolling hills, mixed forest cover, and marshy coves, while
the irregularity of the shoreline and the presence of some small islands does add a level of visual
interest. Evidence of logging is visible on nearby Bowers Ridge, and aerial photographs indicate
logging activity in extensive areas around the lake, most notably in the vicinity of the Project.
Accessing Scraggly Lake from Amazon Road, which clearly serves as a major access road for
logging, also sets a tone of being in a working landscape. With a lake rating of Significant, we
feel that Scraggly Lake and the surrounding working landscape do not possess particularly
unique visual qualities that would elevate the resource to a high level of visual sensitivity.
There is one hand-carry boat launch on the eastern shore, located approximately 9 miles
from Route 6; the access road to the boat launch is very rough and requires a high-clearance, offroad vehicle. Motorboat access is only possible by connecting through Junior Lake. This
passage is shallow and rocky, limiting access to non-motorized boats and smaller motorized
boats with depth gauges. The difficulty in accessing the lake and limited development along the
shoreline creates a feeling of remoteness (but it is not designated as remote by LURC). The lake
sees a moderate amount of fishing, boating, paddling, and camping for the area. Although bass
fishing is particularly good at this lake, paddlers might be more common due to access issues.
According to the results of the PRG survey, this lake is not a well-known lake outside of the
local area.
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We agree with Dr. Palmer’s review of Scraggly Lake, that “This lake and the surrounding
area are not a well-known scenic or recreation destination in Maine. While it is not heavily
developed, neither is it remote. This would suggest that the scenic expectations of users would
not be high. The most common activity appears to be fishing perhaps accompanied by boating,
followed by paddling, hiking, and camping. There is some evidence that scenic quality may be
less important to people engaged in fishing or motor boating as compared to those hiking or
paddling.” Due to the vast and open character of the lake, the complex and rolling hills, and the
height proportions of the turbines in relation to the topography, we believe that the landscape is
able to help ‘visually absorb’ the project while maintaining the landscape’s integrity.
Project Visibility
Up to 26 turbines may be visible, and the views of the turbines are middleground,
approaching background, views. The nearest visible turbine would be 3.3 miles from the lake.
There are direct views of Bowers Mountain from the boat launch, but Dill Hill is not visible,
where approximately 8 turbines are proposed. As such, none of these turbines would be visible
from this vantage point. From the majority of the lake, Penobscot Bald Mountain represents the
tallest and most distinct landform when looking toward the Project, thereby drawing the eye
(Exhibit F-5). Vinegar Hill and the unnamed hill northeast of it completely or partially block
views of some turbines on Bowers Mountain, serving to visually break-up views of the Project.
Shoreline vegetation obscures portions of the turbines on Dill Hill as well, thereby lessening
their visual impact. See Exhibit F-5 for a visual simulation from Scraggly Lake.
Scraggly Lake has a complex shoreline with several coves, many of which would provide
visual isolation from the turbines. The numerous wooded islands would also buffer or block
views of the Project, and the enjoyment of their picturesque qualities would not be undermined.
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Few to no turbines would be visible when approaching the northern shore of the lake due to
intervening topography and vegetation.
Although the turbines are visible throughout much of the lake, we do not feel that they
would be an unduly dominant visual presence. Under no circumstances would the viewer
perceive that the turbines are “looming” over them, as a result of their distance and the height of
the turbines in relation to the surrounding vegetation and topography.
Given that fishing by boat is the predominant use of the lake, one could argue that the
focus of a fisherman’s attention is on the water itself and the shoreline. In addition, the direction
of view for fishermen shifts frequently as they seek out good fishing locations. From the middle
of the lake, the view toward the project site takes up approximately 15% of the 360-degree
panorama, and views toward other hills not affected by the project, such as Whitney Cove
Mountain to the south, are possible. See Exhibit F-5 for a diagram illustrating the angle of view
from Hasty Cove.
Due to the vast and open character of the lake, the complex and rolling hills, and the
height proportions of the turbines in relation to the topography, we believe that the landscape is
able to help ‘visually absorb’ the project while maintaining the landscape’s integrity.
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. As noted in Dr. Palmer’s review of Scraggly Lake, “fishing is anticipated to be the
primary use and Palmer (1999) found that fishing was an activity where people did not appear to
place as high a value on scenic quality as people who hiked or paddled. It is assumed that the
effect on continued use and enjoyment is Low.”
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Overall Conclusion
The visual impact rating for Scraggly Lake is Medium-High, closer to Medium, primarily
because of the moderate to low level of recreational use of this lake, which is surely a factor of
access difficulty, and as Dr. Palmer concurred, the effect on the public’s continued use and
enjoyment of the lake is expected to be Low.
6.

KEG LAKE

Significance
Keg Lake is approximately 371 acres and is located 3.6-5.1 miles from the nearest
proposed turbine. The character of Keg Lake is similar to adjacent Duck Lake, with mixed forest
cover, low-lying hills and less extensive development. With a lake rating of Significant, we feel
that Keg Lake does not possess particularly unique visual qualities that would elevate the
resource to a high level of visual sensitivity. The western cove of the lake has moderately dense
development, with about 15 camps or homes, while the remaining shoreline is largely
undeveloped. There is no public boat access or designated public parking or camping areas; the
lake is primarily used by private camp owners and receives low use overall.
We agree with Dr. Palmer’s assessment of viewer expectations at Keg Lake, in which he
states that, “This lake and the surrounding area are not a well-known scenic or recreation
destination in Maine. While it is somewhat developed, one suspects that people come to their
camps to get away and be closer to nature. However, nothing in this assumption suggests that
the scenic expectations would be high. The most common activity appears to be fishing perhaps
accompanied by boating, followed by paddling, hiking, and camping. There is some evidence
that scenic quality may be less important to people engaged in fishing or motor boating as
compared to those hiking or paddling (Palmer 1999).”
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Project Visibility
Up to 18 turbines might be visible from the western cove of Keg Lake as middleground
and background views. The closest visible turbine is approximately 3.78 miles away. Overall, a
relatively limited percentage of the overall view would include the Project. Depending on the
viewer’s position, Getchell Mountain and/or Penobscot Bald Mountain would remain visually
dominant due to their height and mass. There are a number of areas within the lake without
Project visibility, notably along the northern shore and on the eastern side of the lake.
Due to very limited public access to Keg Lake, the visual impact would be primarily to
owners and visitors of camps and homes along the southern shore. Given that fishing by boat is
the predominant use of the lake, one could argue that the focus of a fisherman’s attention is on
the water itself and the shoreline. In addition, the direction of view for fishermen shifts
frequently as they seek out good fishing locations. From the water, the view toward the project
site takes up less than 5% of the 360-degree panorama. See Exhibit F-6 for a diagram illustrating
the angle of view from the southern end of the lake. In addition, views toward other hills not
affected by the project are possible, including Getchell Mountain to the north and Vinegar Hill
and Penobscot Bald Mountain to the northwest (see Exhibit F-6). See Exhibit F-6 for a visual
simulation from Keg Lake. Due to the fairly expansive character of the lake, the complex and
rolling hills, and the height proportions of the turbines in relation to the topography, we believe
that the landscape is able to help ‘visually absorb’ the project while maintaining the landscape’s
integrity.
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
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the lake. As noted in Dr. Palmer’s review of Keg Lake, “fishing is anticipated to be the primary
use and Palmer (1999) found that fishing was an activity where people did not appear to place as
high a value on scenic quality as people who hiked or paddled.” We agree with his assessment
that the effect on continued use and enjoyment is Low.
Overall Conclusion
Our visual impact rating for Keg Lake is Low-Medium, tending toward Low, primarily
because of the difficulty of access and low level of use by the public.
7.

BOTTLE LAKE

Significance
Bottle Lake is approximately 258 acres and is located 4.7-5.3 miles from the nearest
proposed turbine. It is the most densely developed lake within the Project study area with
roughly 100 camps or homes concentrated around most of the shoreline and experiences some of
the highest use in the study area. Many of the camps are close to the shore with little intervening
tree screening, and are quite visible. Private docks and recreational equipment can be seen near
the water’s edge in several locations. In addition, power lines and a communications tower are
also visible from the lake. Boating, water skiing, paddling, fishing and swimming are the
predominant recreational uses. Although parking is limited at the informal, privately-owned boat
launch, this lake receives a relatively high amount of use, much of which is associated with
motor boats, due to the high density of camp development and the fact that it can be used to
access Junior Lake via Bottle Lake Stream during a portion of the season.
Bottle Lake is rated as Significant, but as Dr. Palmer noted, “It is somewhat surprising
that there are no points taken off for Inharmonious Development, since there are a great number
of residences along the shore and many of the older ones are not screened by vegetation. Its
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rating is Low.” We feel that Bottle Lake does not possess particularly unique visual qualities
that would elevate the resource to a high level of visual sensitivity.
Of particular note is the highly visible and dense shoreline development, which affects
viewer expectations. Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and viewer expectations
do not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and
enjoyment of the lake.
As noted in Dr. Palmer’s review of Bottle Lake, “this is one of the most developed lakes
in LURC’s jurisdiction. While one suspects people come to their camps to get away and be
closer to nature, they must expect to see a shoreline with a large number of residences, many of
which have little or no vegetative screening.”
Project Visibility
Up to 13 turbines may be visible primarily as background views in portions of the
southern part of the lake, where the closest visible turbine is approximately 5.1 miles away. See
Exhibit F-7 for a visual simulation from Bottle Lake. The majority of the lake would have no
visibility of the Project, and there is no visibility from the public boat launch. Motor boating
appears to be dominant public use of this lake, and much of this activity is likely to be traffic
from the boat launch to Bottle Stream to access Junior Lake. There is no visibility of the Project
from within this path of travel. Where there is visibility along the southern shore, boat
orientation is highly variable and only certain vantage points and viewing directions would
include limited views of the Project (Exhibit F-7). From the southern shore of the lake, the view
towards the Project takes up less than 4% of the 180-degree panorama (see Exhibit F-7). Instead
the viewer’s eye would be drawn to distinct hills to the northwest, including Almanac Mountain
with a communications tower clearly visible, and views in the direction of the Project are defined
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by a rather flat and undifferentiated landscape with highly visible homes and power lines along
the northern shore. The limited visibility of the turbines and the visual dominance of the highly
visible and dense shoreline development and nearby topography results in a ‘visual absorption’
of the project that helps maintain the landscape’s integrity.
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. We agree with Dr. Palmer’s review of Bottle Lake that, “there is some evidence that
scenic quality may be less important to people engaged in fishing or motor boating … It is
assumed that the effect on continued use and enjoyment is Low.”
Overall Conclusion
Our visual impact rating for Bottle Lake is Low, primarily because of the highly visible
and dense shoreline development as well as the limited visibility from the majority of the lake.
8.

SYSLADOBSIS LAKE

Significance
Sysladobsis Lake is approximately 5,401 acres, although only the upper 691 acres are
located within 8 miles of the Project. This lake is 5.8-13.6 miles from the nearest proposed
turbine. The area within 8 miles is separated from the southern part of the lake by “The
Narrows” a channel that creates a natural distinction from the majority of the lake that is outside
8 miles. Consistent with the character of the surrounding region, this lake is surrounded by low
hills and mixed forest cover. The lake is narrow and long with a generally rocky shoreline,
interspersed by several sandy beaches. There are several shoals and rocky points, and at least
eight identified islands throughout the lake, adding to the lake’s interest. At the upper end of the
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lake, coves with marshy, weedy shorelines are evident. Within eight miles of the Project, there
are about 52 private camps and homes scattered along the lakeshore, with more concentrated
development on the eastern shore. A private campground is located along the northwestern
shore, but it is unclear if it is still in business. A public boat launch is located adjacent to the
private campground and there is also a hand-carry boat launch at the northeastern shore.
Additional access to this lake is provided by additional boat launches beyond 8 miles. With a
lake rating of Significant, we feel that Sysladobsis Lake does not possess particularly unique
visual qualities that would elevate the resource to a high level of visual sensitivity.
Fishing, boating, and paddling are common recreational uses of this lake. A local fishing
and hunting guide confirmed that this lake receives medium to high frequency of use by anglers
(in boats), notably in the spring during salmon fishing season. As Dr. Palmer noted in his
review of the Sysladobsis Lake, “This lake and the surrounding area are not a well-known scenic
or recreation destination in Maine. While it is not heavily developed, neither is it remote. This
would suggest that the scenic expectations of users would not be high. The most common
activity appears to be fishing perhaps accompanied by boating, followed by paddling, hiking, and
camping. There is some evidence that scenic quality may be less important to people engaged in
fishing or motor boating as compared to those hiking or paddling (Palmer 1999).”
Project Visibility
Up to 22 turbines may be visible as background views, with the closest turbine being over
6 miles away. The majority of the lake is beyond 8 miles. In addition to the northern and eastern
shore, the cove that connects to Upper Sysladobsis Lake would have no visibility, and the large
islands on the lake would buffer or block views as well. Home and camp development along the
eastern shore would be visible when viewing the Project from portions of the lake. Due to the
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distance and angle of view, the most visible turbines would appear relatively clustered and small,
and they would take up a narrow portion of the overall viewshed. Due to the fairly expansive
character of the lake, the complex and rolling hills, and the height proportions of the turbines in
relation to the topography, we believe that the landscape is able to help ‘visually absorb’ the
project while maintaining the landscape’s integrity.
Given that fishing by boat is the predominant use of the lake, one could argue that the
focus of a fisherman’s attention is on the water itself and the shoreline. In addition, the direction
of view for fishermen shifts frequently as they seek out good fishing locations. From the center
of the lake within 8 miles, the view toward the project site takes up less than 4% of the 360degree panorama. See Exhibit F-8 for a diagram illustrating the angle of view from this vantage
point. In addition, views toward other hills not affected by the project are possible, including
Bear Mountain and Almanac Mountain to the northwest (see Exhibit F-8.)
Effect On Public Use And Enjoyment
Our understanding of the nature of the lake’s use and subsequent viewer expectations do
not suggest that the Project would result in a significant negative impact on use and enjoyment of
the lake. As noted in Dr. Palmer’s review of Sysladobsis Lake, “To date surveys of hikers have
found that proposed grid-scale wind projects in Maine will have a slightly negative effect on
their recreation enjoyment, though it will not significantly affect the likelihood they will return.
One survey investigated the effect on water-based activities. It found that the Bull Hill wind
turbines would have no effect on respondents’ likelihood of returning to Donnell Pond for water
activities such as boating, paddling, swimming or fishing, and it is likely to be similar here
(Robertson and MacBride 2010). Respondents were not asked about its effect on enjoyment. In
addition, fishing is anticipated to be the primary use and Palmer (1999) found that fishing was an
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activity where people did not appear to place as high a value on scenic quality as people who
hiked or paddled. It is assumed that the effect on continued use and enjoyment is Low”.
Overall Conclusion
Our visual impact rating for Sysladobsis Lake is Low-Medium, closer to Low, primarily
because the nearest visible turbine is more than six miles from the lake and turbines will
comprise a very narrow angle of the overall viewshed. We concur with Dr. Palmer’s assessment
that the effect on the public’s continued use and enjoyment of the lake is expected to be Low.
E.

Associated Facilities
The majority of the associated facilities will not be visible from resources of State or

National significance. As stated in the VIA, the express collector line, the transmission line, the
O&M building, and the substation are all located on the north side of the Project ridges and will
not be visible from scenic resources. The collector line is lower than the height of the
surrounding trees and would only be potentially visible from relatively close distances where tree
clearings allow views. In addition to the collector line, the only visual impacts from associated
facilities that we anticipate would be from tree clearing and grading associated with the turbine
pads and access roads. We depicted these potential visual impacts of the collector line and tree
clearing and grading associated with the turbine pads and access roads in three visual simulations
(Pleasant Lake Boat Launch, Junior Lake, Duck Lake) that represent a sampling of the full range
of viewing angles and from the various lakes and are located at a range of viewing distances.
Detailed descriptions of the potential visibility of these associated facilities were provided in the
VIA for each of these simulations. A summary of the potential visibility of all associated
facilities from great ponds is shown in Table 2 below.
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Visibility of Associated Facilities from Resources of State or National
Significance
Bowers Wind Project
Visibility Analysis
A summary of resources of state significance within an eight-mile radius is provided in the table below.

Table 2. Visibility of Associated Facilities from Resources of State or National Significance

Great Ponds
Duck Lake
Junior Lake

Pleasant Lake
Shaw Lake

Bottle Lake
Keg Lake

Scraggly Lake

Sysladobsis Lake
Horseshoe Lake
West Musquash
Lake
Norway Lake

Upper
Sysladobsis Lake
Lombard Lake

Nearest
Associated
Facility
Approx. 3.3
miles (road/
clearing)
Approx. 4.4
miles (road/
clearing)
Approx. 3.0
miles (MET)
Approx. 4.3
miles (MET)
Approx. 7.0
miles (MET)
Approx. 5.2
miles (MET)

Approx. 4.3
miles (MET)
Approx. 7.7
miles (MET)

Substation
Visible

O&M
Visible

Access
Roads/Crane
Path
Visible

No

No

Yes (limited)

Yes

No

No

No

Yes (limited)

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No
No
No
No
No

No
No

Yes (limited)
No

No

Yes (limited)

No

No

No

Yes (limited)

MET
Towers
Visible

Express
Collector
Visible

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No

N/A i

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

National
Nearest
Register of
Associated
Substation
O&M
Historic Places
Facility
Visible
Visible
Springfield
Congregational
N/A
N/A
N/A
Church
1
N/A= Not Applicable due to no visibility within 8 miles.
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N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

Access
Roads/Crane
Path
Visible

MET
Towers
Visible

Express
Collector
Visible

N/A

N/A

N/A

Evaluation Matrix
In light of the approach used on other projects before the Commission, we have modified
the matrix on page 40 of the VIA somewhat to facilitate a coordinated review. Although we are
now presenting our findings as a low/medium/high rating instead of a numerical approach, our
conclusions have not changed.
Table 3. Evaluation Matrix
Resource

Significance

Project Visibility

Impact to
Enjoyment

Overall Scenic
Impact

Pleasant Lake

Medium

Medium-High

Low

Medium

Shaw Lake

Medium

Medium-High

Low

Medium

Duck Lake

Low

Low-Medium

Low

Low

Junior Lake

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Scraggly Lake

Medium

Medium-High

Low

Medium

Keg Lake

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Bottle Lake

Low

Low

Low

Low

Sysladobsis Lake

Low-Medium

Low

Low

Low

Horseshoe Lake

NA*

NA*

NA*

NA*

Lombard Lake

NA*

NA*

NA*

NA*

Norway Lake

NA*

NA*

NA*

NA*

Springfield
Congregational
Church

NA*

NA*

NA*

NA*

Upper Sysladobsis
Lake

NA*

NA*

NA*

NA*

West Musquash
Lake

NA*

NA*

NA*

NA*

*NA= Not applicable due to no visibility within 8 miles
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V.

OVERALL CONCLUSION
These lakes are indeed part of the landscape character of the region but are not unique

resources that stand out as one-of-a-kind scenic environments.
The lakes and the experience they provide will not be substantially altered or undermined
by a wind energy development visible at a distance of 2 to 8 miles most often as part of the
background view. The shorelines will remain intact, the waters will still be quiet, the fishery will
not be affected, and it will still attract the avid and recreational fishing enthusiast. This is not to
discount the fact that there will be visual impacts, and that in some instances there will be
significant visibility that changes the view. However, there is a growing body of evidence that
for many people who recreate in Maine, the presence of wind turbines in the viewshed has no
impact on their use and enjoyment of the resource and, in some instances, positively impacts
their experience. Thus, the assumption that visibility of turbines negatively impacts recreational
users is not always true. While some people would prefer not to look at turbines, many people
are indifferent and others find them beautiful. This concept is reflected in the Wind Energy Act,
which specifically states that visibility alone is not a basis for determining there is an
unreasonable adverse impact; rather, the agency must evaluate the extent to which visibility
results in an unreasonable adverse impact on scenic character or existing uses related to scenic
character. That is a much more nuanced inquiry, and for the reasons set forth in the VIA and
here, we do not believe that visibility of the Project will sufficiently impact the scenic character
or use and enjoyment of the resource to warrant a conclusion of unreasonable adverse impact.
In summary, the Project area is not in the remote core of the jurisdiction where
recreational users may have a heightened expectation of a pristine landscape. Instead, it is
located on the edge of the jurisdiction and in an area that the Legislature specifically identified as
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appropriate for wind power. The Project area is generally able to accommodate the presence of
turbines without fundamentally changing the scenery or adversely impacting recreational uses of
the lake resources. This is due in part to the following considerations:
•

The lake resources and surrounding landscapes do not present unique and highly
sensitive qualities that preclude the addition of an array of wind turbines within
the viewshed.

•

While scenic and valued for its recreational qualities, the region is a similar
landscape to other nearby areas and lake-region landscapes elsewhere in Maine.

•

The landscape does not have the prominent distinctions between landforms, such
as a flat open field in combination with a steeply rising mountain, or have unique
focal points and distinct, memorable profiles that are characteristic of iconic
landscapes that are more sensitive to changes in the viewshed.

Additionally, the data cited, the surveys generated, the intercept surveys reviewed, interviews
conducted, and field observations noted all indicate that wind power does not and will not, in this
case, prevent users from returning and enjoying this region and its lakes. Taken together, these
considerations and this broader perspective of wind energy and its potential visual impacts,
support our conclusion that the Bowers Wind Project (and its associated facilities), in accordance
with the evaluation standards of the Maine Wind Energy Act (35-A MRSA Section 3452) will
not result in “an unreasonable adverse effect to the scenic character or existing uses related to the
scenic character of the scenic resource of state or national significance.”

50

Raphael Pre-Filed Direct Testimony Exhibits

Exhibit A:

Raphael Resume

Exhibit B:

List of Resources

Exhibit C:

Photographs of Wind Turbines in Maine

Exhibit D:

Baskahegan Study

Exhibit E:

Photo simulation of Baskahegan Lake

Exhibit F:

Lake-by-Lake Material

3380399_1.DOC

51

LandWorks’ Response to the “Review of the Bowers Wind Project Visual Impact Assessment” by James Palmer

Summary of Sources Evaluated for Criteria E
In order to evaluate the “extent, nature and duration of potentially affected public uses of the
scenic resources … and the potential effect … on the public's continued use and enjoyment”
(Criteria E from the Wind Energy Act), several reference materials were identified and
evaluated. The information collected from these resources yielded similar results that we believe
directly inform and further substantiate our understanding of both public uses and viewer
expectations. Many of these sources were identified in the VIA in section 2.3.4. Additional
information was identified after submission of the VIA; those sources are noted below with an
asterisk.
A. Tour Guide Services
We conducted a general search for guide services that provide trips in the general vicinity of the
project area. The results of this search indicated that fishing and hunting are the primary
activities for which guide services are engaged.
 Sunrise County Canoe Expeditions (www.sunrise-exp.com)
 Wilderness Inquiry (www.wildernessinquiry.org)
 Maine Guides Online (www.maineguides.com)
 Almanac Mountain Outfitters (Springfield, ME)
 Blue Moose Hideaway Guide Service (Lee, ME)
 Grand Lake Stream Guides Association (www.grandlakestreamguides.com)
 Hunting and Fishing Guides – list of members (many in Grand Lake Stream)
 Canoe-Maine (Canoe Trips and Expeditions Statewide) Princeton, ME
B. Guidebooks
Because fishing was identified as one of the primary activities on these lakes, we evaluated
several guidebooks that provided further information about fishing in Maine. This information
provided data to support our own personal and professional understanding of the recreational
resources in these lakes, compared to other locations in Maine.
 AMC River Guide, Maine
 Quiet Water Maine: Canoe and Kayak Guide (Appalachian Mountain Club) by Alex
Wilson and
John Hayes
 Fishing Maine Guide Book by Tom Seymour
 Fishing Maine, 2nd: An Angler's Guide to More than 80 Fresh- and Saltwater Fishing
Spots
 Fisherman's Guide to Maine by Tracewski
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C. Websites
In addition to the specific guidebooks and tour services described above, we also reviewed
several websites that provided further information about potential recreational activities available
in the general vicinity of the project. Although little information was available about specific
activities in specific lakes, the information on these websites was consistent with the findings
from the guide services and guidebooks; fishing and paddling are primary uses for these
relatively inaccessible lakes.
 www.trails.com
 www.goingoutside.com
 www.sunriselocations.com/cathancelake.htm
 www.wildernessinquiry.org/destinations/index.php?dest=juniorlakes
 www.maineguides.com
 www.bluemoosehideaway.com
 www.grandlakestreamguide.com
 www.mainewildernesscamps.com
D. Reports and Fieldwork for the Project Area
 * “Bowers Mountain Wind Project. Outdoor Activities Users Research, Telephone
Survey” Portland Research Group, January 2011.
A summary of the preliminary findings was included in the VIA and the complete
results were subsequently provided to Dr. Palmer for his review.


* “Bowers Mountain Wind Project. Outdoor Activities Users Research, Snowmobiler
Survey” Portland Research Group, February 2011.
This survey was not complete at the time the VIA was submitted. However, the
complete results were provided to Dr. Palmer for his review.



Results of interviews with individuals with knowledge of uses on lakes.
LandWorks conducted multiple telephone interviews with members of the
Selectboard in Lakeville, because they are likely to have information about the
public uses of the five scenic lakes that are within Lakeville. During these
interviews, we inquired about the recreational activities on the lakes, the number
of motor boats and paddlers that were typically seen on each of the lakes, the
principal uses at each of the lakes, and the proportion of tourist to local resident
use for the lakes.
During fieldwork on these lakes, LandWorks also conducted multiple informal
conversations with guides and other individuals on the lakes. Data gathered from
these conversations were consistent with the information gathered during
telephone interviews with selectboard members in Lakeville.
LandWorks also interviewed the author of Quiet Waters Maine, Alex Wilson.

LandWorks’ Response to the “Review of the Bowers Wind Project Visual Impact Assessment” by James Palmer

* In addition, an interview was conducted with the owners of Maine Wilderness
Camps on Pleasant Lake in May 2011.
The findings of these interviews are included in this Appendix.


Fieldwork in May and July 2010 provided information on public’s uses of the lakes.
This information was included in the individual descriptions of each lake in the
VIA Section 4.1.8. In particular, public access at lakes is limited by the type of
boat launch available, and amount of available parking. The primary public
access points for the project are summarized below:
 Bottle Lake has a privately-owned gravel ramp, with multiple No Parking
signs in the vicinity of the ramp.
 Duck Lake has a privately-owned gravel ramp, with limited parking
locations.
 Scraggly Lake has a gravel launch, with limited capability to support a
trailered launch, and limited parking
 Pleasant Lake has a private boat launch at Maine Wilderness Camps for
guests and an informal public gravel launch on the southern side of the
lake.
 Sysladobsis Lake has the only publicly-owned ramp at any of these lakes.
 There are also multiple informal hand-carry boat launch sites on several of
the lakes but these are mostly unmarked and on private land.



1998 Recreation Study and 2008 Relicensing Report conducted by Domtar for the West
Grand
Lake Watershed
This information provides general information about the types of recreational
activities on some of these lakes and includes information about recreational
activities on other lakes not within eight miles of the Project. The information in
this report was used to confirm the research and fieldwork described above.



* Maine Fishing Guide (www.maine.gov/ifw/fishing/fishingGuide.html)
The Maine Fishing Guide was developed by the Fisheries Division of the Maine
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) to assist anglers in
locating Maine's most common sportfish and to help plan for their next outdoor
fishing adventure. This Google Earth application allows anglers to readily locate
principal lake and pond fisheries for coldwater species and bass; as well as the
presence of other warmwater sportfish species identified as principal fisheries or
present. The application also identifies the locations of sporting camps, based on
information provided by the Maine Sporting Camp Association, and identifies
guides and sporting camps that have indicated they take clients to particular lakes.
No guides or sporting camps are listed for Bottle, Duck, Keg, Scraggly, Shaw, or
Pleasant Lakes. One guide is listed for Junior Lake and two guides are listed for
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Sysladobsis Lake. In contrast, multiple guides are listed for other lakes in the area,
including Pug Lake, Junior Bay, West Grand Lake, and Baskahegan Lake.
MDIFW identifies fisheries present in each lake, as shown in Table 1.
Landlocked salmon is present in three lakes while smallmouth bass is likely the
primary attraction in most of the lakes.
Table 1. Fisheries identified by MDIFW (Source: Maine Fishing Guide)
White Landlocked Smallmouth White Yellow
Pickerel Fish
Salmon
bass
Perch Perch
Duck
x
x
x
x
Keg
x
x
x
x
Bottle
x
x
x
x
Junior
x
x
x
x
x
Pleasant
x
x
x
x
Scraggley
x
x
x
x
Shaw
x
x
x
x
Sysladobsis
x
x
x
x
x
x

E. Reports Related to Other Proposed or Existing Wind Projects in Maine and New England
Our review of the various user intercept surveys that have been conducted all point to similar
conclusions – 1) that the view of wind projects are viewed as positive or neutral by the majority
of respondents and 2) that view does not seem to greatly affect their likelihood to return. In
addition, the results of a study at Baskahegan Lake, within 8 miles of the operational Stetson
Wind Project, support these findings.











“Public Acceptance Study of the Searsburg Wind Power Project: Year One PostConstruction,” Clinton Solutions, December 1997.
“Critical Insights on Maine Tracking Survey: Residents’ Views on Politics, the Economy
& Issues
Facing the State of Maine,” Critical Insights, November 2009
“Report to MREA: Highlights of Survey Findings,” Pan Atlantic SMS Group, May 2010
Vermont Department of Public Service website on Vermont’s Energy Future http://www.vermontsenergyfuture.info/Final.
“Bull Hill User Intercept Survey for Blue Sky East,” Market Decisions, October 2010.
* “Little Bigelow User Intercept Survey for Highland Wind,” Portland Research Group,
Summer/Fall 2010.
* “Hikers Study for Highland Wind,” Portland Research Group, August 2010.
* “Mount Blue User Intercept Study for Patriot Renewables,” Market Decisions,
September 2010.
“Spruce Mountain User Intercept Study for Spruce Mountain Wind,” Market Decisions,
May 2010.
* Baskahegan Stream Watershed Recreation Use & Resource Analysis,” Ednie, Andrea,
Everett, C., and Daigle, J., University of Maine, Summer 2010.
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F. Other Reports
The following reports are also referenced in this response or in the original VIA.












Scenic Lakes Character Evaluation in Maine’s Unorganized Towns, Maine State
Planning Office, December 1986.
Maine Wildlands Lake Assessment. Maine Department of Conservation, Land Use
Regulation Commission, 1987.
Maine’s Finest Lakes: Results of the Maine Lakes Study. State Planning Office, Maine
Critical Areas Program, 1989
Maine State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 2009 – 2014.
Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Areas Within the Jurisdiction of the Maine Land Use
Regulation Commission, 2010.
Wind Power in View by Pasqualetti, Gipe, et al., (San Diego: Academic Press, 2002)
Development of Obstruction Lighting Standards for Wind Turbine Farms, James W.
Patterson Jr., (For the Federal Aviation Administration, 2005)
Landscape and Images by John R. Stilgoe (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press,
2005).
The National Forest’s Handbook on Scenery Management
“Visual Screening Potential of Forest Vegetation” in Urban Ecology 4, Robert Brush,
Julius
Fabos, and Dennis Williamson, 1979
Landscape Aesthetics A Handbook for Scenery Management, United States Forest
Service
Agriculture Handbook Number 701, pp. 1-15 - 1-18

Rollins from northern shore of Madagascal Pond, at public beach and boat launch.
From this location, the closest turbine at Rollins is approximately 2.5 miles away. Photo taken by TJDA,
June 6-7, 2011.

Rollins from Upper Pond. From this location, the closest turbine at Rollins is approximately 2.5 miles
away. Photo taken by TJDA, June 6-7, 2011.

Rollins from gazebo in downtown Lincoln. From this location, the closest turbine at Rollins is
approximately 5.5 miles away. Photo taken by TJDA, June 6-7, 2011.

Mars Hill from a road in Mars Hill. Photo taken by TJDA, June 6-7, 2011.

Kibby from Sarampus Falls, near rest area. From this location, the closest turbine at Kibby is
approximately 1.5 miles away. Photo taken by Geoff West, June 6, 2011.

Figure 3b
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Photosimulation 2 from the boat landing on Baskahegan Lake in Brookton. The closest turbine
will be 8.9 miles away.

1. PLEASANT LAKE

Figure 1-1 – Pleasant Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 1-2a - Panorama view of hills to the east on Pleasant Lake.

Figure 1-2b - Panorama view looking northwest towards Project site from the boat launch on southern shore
of Pleasant Lake.

Figure 1-2c - Panorama view looking northwest from the northern end of Pleasant Lake, with Maine
Wilderness Camp at right of photo.

Figure 1-2d - View of Maine Wilderness Camps, a private camp ground with cabins, camping and RV sites
and boat launch on northern shore of Pleasant Lake.

Figure 1-2e - Campground at public boat launch on southern shore of Pleasant Lake.

Figure 1-3a – Pleasant Lake Angle of View from Boat Launch

Figure 1-3b – Pleasant Lake Angle of View from near Maine Wildness Camps

FIGURE 1-4a - Pleasant Lake

Exhibit 10: Visual Simulation from Pleasant Lake Boat Launch, T6 R1 NBPP

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

Simulation Information

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

KOSSUTH TWP

Turbine Information

CARROLL PLT
SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)

NOTES:

Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.

Date and time: 5/5/10; 3:20 pm
Location: Pleasant Lake Boat Launch, T6 R1 NBPP; 45.340˚ N, -67.908˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 324.5’ (98.9 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm

TALMADGE
LAKEVILLE

Distance to nearest visible turbine: 4.6 miles (7.4 km)

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Simulation viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)

Technical Information

Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

2. This simulation depicts visible impacts
from associated facilities (e.g. access roads,
collector line corridor, etc.) and clearing
required to accommodate those facilities.

FIGURE 1-4b - Pleasant Lake

Exhibit 11: Visual Simulation from Pleasant Lake, Near Northern Shore, T6 R1 NBPP
Bowers Wind Project

1/14/11
Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

Simulation Information

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

KOSSUTH TWP

Turbine Information

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)

CARROLL PLT

Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Date and time: 5/5/10; 3:50 pm
Location: Pleasant Lake, less than 300’ from shore of Maine Wilderness Camps; 45.364˚ N, -67.923˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 324.5’ (98.9 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm

TALMADGE
LAKEVILLE

Distance to nearest visible turbine: 3.9 miles (6.3 km)

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Simulation viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)

Technical Information

Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

NOTES:
1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.

2. SHAW LAKE

Figure 2-1 – Shaw Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 2-2a - View looking north towards Project site from south shore of Shaw Lake.

Figure 2-2b - View of stream crossing logging road along southern shore of Shaw Lake (road impassable to
most vehicles due to obstacles/wet areas).

Figure 2-2c –View of Shaw Lake from Logging road along southern shore.

Figure 2-3 – Shaw Lake Angle of View

FIGURE 2-4 - Shaw Lake

Exhibit 13: Visual Simulation from Shaw Lake, T6 R1 NBPP

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

KOSSUTH TWP

Simulation Information
Turbine Information

CARROLL PLT

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)
Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Date and time: 6/17/10; 5:27 pm
Location: Shaw Lake (southern shore), T6 R1 NBPP; 45.339˚ N, -67.958˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 307’ (93.6 m)

TALMADGE
LAKEVILLE

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Technical Information

Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm
Simulation viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)
Distance to nearest visible turbine: 3.5 miles (5.6 km)
Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

NOTES:
1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.

3. DUCK LAKE

Figure 3-1 – Duck Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 3-2a - Panorama view from southern shore of Duck Lake looking north.

Figure 3-2b - Continuation of panorama view from southern shore of Duck Lake looking northeast.

Figure 3-2c - Camp development along southern shore of Duck Lake.

Figure 3-3 – Duck Lake Angle of View

FIGURE 3-4 - Duck Lake

Exhibit 7: Visual Simulation from Duck Lake, Lakeville

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

Simulation Information
KOSSUTH TWP

Turbine Information

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)

CARROLL PLT

Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Date and time: 6/16/10; 10:20 am
Location: Duck Lake (just off southwestern shore), Lakeville; 45.339˚ N, -68.052˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 302.5’ (92.2 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm

TALMADGE
Simulation
LAKEVILLE

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Technical Information

viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)

Distance to nearest visible turbine: 3.1 miles (5.0 km)
Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

NOTES:
1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.
2. This simulation depicts visible impacts
from associated facilities (e.g. access roads,
collector line corridor, etc.) and clearing
required to accommodate those facilities.

4. JUNIOR LAKE

Figure 4-1 – Junior Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 4-2a - Panorama view looking north toward the Project site from the northwest end of Junior Lake.

Figure 4-2b - Panorama view looking toward Almanac Mt. from a public camp site on Junior Lake, centrally
located on the lake east of the Big Islands.

Figure 4-2c - Representative lake house and dock development along the western shoreline of Junior Lake.

Figure 4-3– Junior Lake Angle of View

FIGURE 4-4 - Junior Lake

Exhibit 8: Visual Simulation from Junior Lake, Lakeville

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

Simulation Information
KOSSUTH TWP

Turbine Information

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)

CARROLL PLT

Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Date and time: 5/5/10; 12:22 pm
Location: Junior Lake (northwest portion, approx. 550’ off western shore), Lakeville; 45.316˚ N, -68.031˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 306’ (93.3 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm

TALMADGE
Simulation
LAKEVILLE

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Technical Information

viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)

Distance to nearest visible turbine: 4.4 miles (7.1 km)
Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

NOTES:
1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.
2. This simulation depicts visible impacts
from associated facilities (e.g. access roads,
collector line corridor, etc.) and clearing
required to accommodate those facilities.

5. SCRAGGLY LAKE

Figure 5-1 – Scraggly Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 5-2a - Panorama view looking northwest toward Project site from canoe/small boat launch at
Scraggly Lake.

Figure 5-2b - Panorama view looking northwest on Scraggly Lake toward Project site from Hasty Cove.

Figure 5-2c - View to southwest from cove on Scraggly Lake close to connection to Shaw.

Figure 5-2d - View on Scraggly Lake toward boat launch at Hasty Cove.

Figure 5-2e - View from western edge of Scraggly Lake looking southeast, away from Project site.

Figure 5-3 – Scraggly Lake Angle of View

FIGURE 5-4 - Scraggly Lake

Exhibit 12: Visual Simulation from Scraggly Lake, Pukakon Twp

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

KOSSUTH TWP

Simulation Information
Turbine Information

CARROLL PLT

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)
Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Date and time: 6/17/10; 4:26 pm
Location: Scraggly Lake (southwestern shore of Hasty Cove), T6 R1 NBPP; 45.322˚ N, -67.953˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 304’ (92.7 m)

TALMADGE
LAKEVILLE

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Technical Information

Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm
Simulation viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)
Distance to nearest visible turbine: 4.6 miles (7.4 km)
Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

NOTES:
1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.

6. KEG LAKE

Figure 6-1 – Keg Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 6-2a - Panorama view from western shore of Keg Lake, near western cove looking northeast,
towards Project site.

Figure 6-2b - Panorama view from southern shore of Keg Lake, near western cove looking northeast,
towards Project site.

Figure 6-3 – Keg Lake Angle of View

FIGURE 6-4 - Keg Lake

Exhibit 9: Visual Simulation from Keg Lake, Lakeville

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

Simulation Information
KOSSUTH TWP

Turbine Information

CARROLL PLT
SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)

NOTES:

Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

1. The photographs and field data used for
this simulation were taken by Stantec, and a
compact digital camera was utilized. As such,
the scale and visibility of the turbines depicted
is potentially less accurate and should be
considered ‘approximate’.

Date and time: 12/22/10; 10:30 am
Location: Keg Lake (western cove), Lakeville; 45.318˚ N, -68.060˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 304’ (92.7 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): Unknown

TALMADGE
Simulation
LAKEVILLE

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Technical Information

viewing distance: Approximately 11” (27.9 cm)

Distance to nearest visible turbine: 4.6 miles (7.4 km)
Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

2. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.

7. BOTTLE LAKE

Figure 7-1 – Bottle Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 7-2a - Panorama view looking north toward Project site from the southwest portion of Bottle Lake.

Figure 7-2b - View of the Bottle Lake boat launch.

Figure 7-2c - Panorama view looking to the northwest towards Almanac Mt., away from Project site, with
additional ridgelines surrounding the Bottle Lake.

Figure 7-3 – Bottle Lake Angle of View

FIGURE 7-4 - Bottle Lake

Exhibit 6: Visual Simulation from Bottle Lake, Lakeville

1/14/11

Bowers Wind Project

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

BROOKTON TWP
T8 R3 NBPP
PRENTISS TWP T7 R3 NBPP
WEBSTER PLT

TOPSFIELD

View Location Map

Existing Conditions Photograph

Simulation Information
KOSSUTH TWP

Turbine Information

Model: Siemens SWT-2.3-101
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)

CARROLL PLT

Rotor diameter: 331’-4” (101 m)

SPRINGFIELD

Photograph Information

Date and time: 5/5/10; 9:30 am
Location: Bottle Lake (island in southwest cove of lake), Lakeville; 45.308˚ N, -68.063˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 304’ (92.7 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm

TALMADGE
Simulation
LAKEVILLE

T6 R1 NBPP
PUKAKON TWP

Technical Information

viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)

Distance to nearest visible turbine: 5.3 miles (8.5 km)
Software: ArcGIS 3D Analyst; Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; SketchUp Pro 7; Adobe Photoshop CS5
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

NOTES:
1. This visual simulation is based on GIS data
available at the time from MEGIS and First
Wind. Data is only as accurate as the original
source and is not guaranteed by LandWorks.

8. SYSLADOBSIS LAKE

Figure 8-1 – Sysladobsis Lake Existing Conditions

Figure 8-2a –Panorama view of Sysladobsis Lake from northeast cove (off Forest Harbor drive) looking
northwest, away from Project site.

Figure 8-2b - View of private boathouse from public boat launch at Sysladobsis Lake, looking away from
Project site.

Figure 8-3 – Sysladobsis Lake Angle of View

