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Rollins from Prince Thomas Park.
From this location, the closest turbine at Rollins is approximately 5.4 miles away. Photo taken by TJDA,
June 6-7, 2011.
A visual simulation was prepared for Rollins from the sandy beach just adjacent to this location.

Rollins from shore of Madagascal Pond.
From this location, the closest turbine at Rollins is approximately 2.5 miles away. Note that the rotors
are difficult to discern from this distance. Photo taken by TJDA, June 6-7, 2011.
A visual simulation was prepared for Rollins from approximately this same location.

Rollins from Upper Hot Brook Lake.
From this location, the closest turbine at Rollins is approximately 2.5 miles away. Note that the rotors
are difficult to discern from this distance, despite the silhouette effect present with these light
conditions. 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. Note that even with a
blue sky, the turbines do not stand out in this photo. Photo taken by TJDA, June 6-7, 2011.

Visual simulation FROM MADAGASCAL Pond, BURLINGTON

8/18/08

Rollins Wind Project

Existing Conditions Photograph

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

View Location Map

Simulation Information
Turbine Information

Model: GE 1.5 MW sle 60Hz
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)
Rotor diameter: 252’-11” (77 m)

Photograph Information

Date and time: 7/29/08; 12:40 pm
Location: At Madagascal Pond in Burlington; 45.3060˚ N, 68.3424˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 316’-4” (96.4 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm
Simulation viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)
Distance to nearest visible turbine: 2.5 miles (4.0 km)

Technical Information

Software: Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; Google SketchUp Pro 6; Adobe Photoshop CS3
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

Prepared for Evergreen
Wind Power III, LLC

post-construction view FROM MADAGASCAL Pond, BURLINGTON
Rollins Wind Project

6/17/2011
Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

View Location Map

Project and Photograph Information
Turbine Information

Model: GE 1.5 MW sle 60Hz
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)
Rotor diameter: 252’-11” (77 m)

Photograph Information

Date and time: 6/8/11; 5:04 pm (photo by TJDA)
Location: Madagascal Pond in Burlington; 45˚ 18.3647’ N, 68˚ 20.5555’ W
Camera elevation above sea level: approx. 316’-4” (96.4 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm
Viewing distance: approx. 11” (27.9 cm)
Distance to nearest visible turbine: 2.5 miles (4.0 km)

Technical Information

Prepared for Evergreen
Wind Power III, LLC

Visual simulation FROM Prince Thomas park, LINCOLN

8/18/08

Rollins Wind Project

Existing Conditions Photograph

Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

View Location Map

Simulation Information
Turbine Information

Model: GE 1.5 MW sle 60Hz
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)
Rotor diameter: 252’-11” (77 m)

Photograph Information

Date and time: 7/29/08; 10:45 am
Location: Prince Thomas Park beach on Mattanawcook Pond in Lincoln; 45.3622˚ N, 68.5001˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 233’-11” (71.3 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm
Simulation viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)
Distance to nearest visible turbine: 5.4 miles (8.6 km)

Technical Information

Software: Nemetschek VectorWorks 2008; Google SketchUp Pro 6; Adobe Photoshop CS3
Digital elevation data source: http://www.megis.maine.gov/catalog

Prepared for Evergreen
Wind Power III, LLC

POST CONSTRUCTION PHOTO FROM PRINCE THOMAS PARK, LINCOLN
Rollins Wind Project

6/8/11
Prepared by LandWorks, Middlebury, VT

View Location Map

Project and Photograph Information
Turbine Information

Model: GE 1.5 MW sle 60Hz
Hub height: 262’-6” (80 m)
Rotor diameter: 252’-11” (77 m)

Photograph Information

Date and time: 5/19/11; 2:40 pm
Location: Prince Thomas Park beach on Mattanawcook Pond in Lincoln; 45.3622˚ N, 68.5001˚ W
Camera elevation above sea level: 233’-11” (71.3 m)
Focal length (35mm equivalent): 56mm
Photo viewing distance: 11” (27.9 cm)
Distance to nearest visible turbine: 5.4 miles (8.6 km)

Technical Information

Software: Adobe Photoshop CS3

Prepared for Evergreen
Wind Power III, LLC

STATE OF VERMONT
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Docket No. ___________
Petition of EMDC, LLC d/b/a East Haven Windfarm
for a Certificate of Public Good pursuant to
30 V.S.A. sections 231 and 248, authorizing it to construct
a 6 MW wind electric generation facility, and
associated transmission and interconnection facilities,
in East Haven, Vermont, and operate the same.
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PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
TODD COMEN
ON BEHALF OF EAST HAVEN WINDFARM
November 17, 2003

Summary:
Mr. Comen describes the work that he performed on behalf of East Haven Windfarm
related to the proposed project: (i) a review of studies and other information regarding the
impact of wind projects outside Vermont on tourism and development; (ii) exploratory
research using questionnaires and interviews to assess the reaction of tourists to the
proposed project; and (iii) demand projections for the number of tourists who might visit an
Interpretive Center at the project site. He also presents his conclusions that the project will
provide an economic benefit to the State, and will not unduly interfere with the orderly
development of the region.
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1

Q

Please state your name and occupation.

2

Response: My name is Todd Comen, I am an Associate Professor of Hospitality

3

and Tourism Management at Johnson State College. I am also a private consultant,

4

operating under the business name, The Institute For Integrated Rural Tourism.

5
6

Q

What is the Institute for Integrated Rural Tourism?

7

Response: The Institute For Integrated Rural Tourism is a consulting company that

8

works with rural communities and rural enterprises in the tourism sector. The

9

Institute provides leadership, conducts research, and provides training and education

10

for those interested in successfully weaving tourism into the economic fabric of rural

11

communities. I have clients in Vermont, including the Northeast Kingdom, in

12

Central Europe where I’ve worked with the Institute For Sustainable Communities

13

(based in Vermont), and in Honduras where I’ve worked with Partners of the

14

Americas and the Mayan World Foundation. I am currently working with a client in

15

Cameroon seeking training around low impact ecotourism development.

16
17

Q

Please describe your relevant qualifications and experience.

18

Response: I have been in the tourism and hospitality industry since 1981 when I first

19

developed and managed a country inn on a 140 acre farm in Mendocino County

20

California. I earned a Masters Degree from Cornell University in 1989 with a focus

21

in marketing and quality management. I have worked in operations, planning, and

22

marketing. In Wisconsin I developed and managed a fully integrated agricultural and

23

tourism operation which included two farms totaling 100 acres of fruit and vegetable
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1

production, a regional wholesale operation, a three seasons tourist attraction and

2

three retail outlets.

3

Over the past 7 years I have taught tourism and hospitality management

4

courses at Johnson State College and am now a tenured faculty member. I also

5

taught tourism development and marketing part-time at Champlain College.

6

I have been consulting and providing training for the tourism and hospitality

7

industry for over 15 years. Recent Vermont clients include Smugglers’ Notch

8

Resort, Topnotch at Stowe Resort and Spa, The Northeast Kingdom Travel and

9

Tourism Association, The Vermont Information Services Division, and The

10

Vermont Department of Employment and Training. A copy of my resume is

11

included as Exhibit EHWF-TC-1.

12
13

Q

14

Have you previously testified before the Public Service Board?
Response: No I have not.

15
16

Q

What is the purpose of your testimony?

17

Response: The purpose of my testimony is to summarize the work that I performed

18

on behalf of East Haven Windfarm related to the proposed project: (i) a review of

19

studies and other information regarding the impact of wind projects outside

20

Vermont on tourism and development; (ii) exploratory research using questionnaires

21

and interviews to assess the reaction of tourists to the proposed project; and (iii)

22

demand projections for the number of tourists who might visit an Interpretive

23

Center at the project site. I also present my conclusions that the project will provide
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1

an economic benefit to the State, and will not unduly interfere with the orderly

2

development of the region.

3
4

Q

Before discussing your tourism-related work regarding this project, can you

5

describe the profile of visitors and tourists to the Northeast Kingdom of Vermont?

6

Response: Yes I can. Studies by the University of Vermont, School of Natural

7

Resources’ Vermont Tourism Data Center (VTDC) provide visitor profiles for the

8

State, although not broken down regionally. Relevant demographic information

9

includes the following:1

10

60% of visitors come from the New England and the Mid-Atlantic regions;

11

45% have annual household incomes greater than $50,000;

12

39% have college degrees, with 17% of that group having a post graduate degree;

13

Close to 67% are single and two person households;

14

72% have no children under the age of 18;

15

Households headed by individuals between 55 and 64 years of age are the most

16

likely to visit Vermont;

17

Households headed by individuals between 45 and 54 years of age are also more

18

likely to travel to Vermont;

19

The target group most likely to visit Vermont originates from the suburbs of

20

major metropolitan areas; and

21

Less than 5% of the visitors to Vermont visit the Northeast Kingdom.

Vermont Tourism Facts and Impacts (Vermont Tourism Data Center, University of Vermont, School of
Natural Resources, 2000); 2002 National Survey Of The Vermont Visitor Preliminary Report (Vermont
Tourism Data Center for the Vermont department of Tourism and Marketing).

1

Docket No. _______
Prefiled Direct Testimony of Todd Comen
November 17, 2003
Page 4 of 35

1

Based upon these demographics and other available resources, Vermont

2

tourists are in general well educated, relatively affluent, older and well traveled. They

3

tend to be active rather than passive, enjoying outdoor seasonal recreation. The

4

visitor to Vermont enjoys shopping for specialty products, relaxing at their

5

destination, participating in wildlife viewing, and experiencing the rural towns as well

6

as historical sites and cultural activities.

7

My own research in the Northeast Kingdom during the summer and fall of

8

2003 confirms that Northeast Kingdom visitors have a relatively similar profile to

9

Vermont visitors as a whole. Most originate from the suburbs of major metropolitan

10

areas with 23% originating from the Boston Metropolitan Area alone. My results

11

show that of the 275 survey respondents who answered the age category of the

12

survey, 82% had someone in their party over the age of 40, with 35% of the

13

respondents indicating that someone in their party was between the ages of 50 and

14

65 years old. 18% of the respondents indicated that they had someone in their party

15

between the ages of 23 and 39 years of age, and 45% indicated that they were

16

traveling with children under the age of 17. As with the major studies conducted by

17

UVM for the Vermont Department of Tourism and Marketing, this study shows that

18

visitors to Vermont tend to be older.

19
20

Q.

How do you use demographic and other information to determine what type

21

of tourist experience a visitor to Vermont or NEK is seeking?

22

Response: The Vermont “brand” as commonly characterized by tourism

23

professionals (state, regional, and business officials, for example) is associated with
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1

rural landscapes, scenic beauty, high quality specialty products, picturesque villages,

2

outdoor recreation and the integrity of its historical and cultural sites. Vermont is

3

known for its seasonal outdoor recreational opportunities and the opportunity for

4

visitors to relax and unwind.

5

During the summer and fall of 2003, I conducted a “branding” study for the

6

Northeast Kingdom Travel and Tourism Association. The goal was to gather

7

information on the demographic of the visitor to the Northeast Kingdom, identify

8

the activities they are participating in while in the Northeast Kingdom and

9

understand why they chose to visit the region. Study results indicate that Northeast

10

Kingdom visitors are “soft adventure” types who seek independent outdoor

11

recreational activities in safe, natural settings. Camping is popular among visitors to

12

the Northeast Kingdom during the summer months and by and large, the somewhat

13

older crowd is enjoying nature by hiking, biking and canoeing as well as relaxing at

14

their destination and shopping.

15

Visitors like the quiet and non-commercial feel of the NEK. They choose

16

the NEK for its scenery, its lakes and other nature amenities. More visitors seem to

17

visit historic sites rather than participate in cultural activities. Some come for golf,

18

fishing, and shopping for antiques. Most visitors mention that they shop during

19

their stay and hiking, canoeing, wildlife viewing, bird watching, and mountain biking

20

are the top activities mentioned.
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1

These characteristics are consistent with the Centric-Venturer label described

2

by Stanley Plog in his analysis of the tourism market.2 This market segment has a

3

propensity towards soft adventure, light or moderate physical activity and willingness

4

to take a modicum of risk while on vacation. This market segment continues to

5

grow as the 30 something market segment begins to mature and the baby boomer

6

generation remains active and youthful. It is this segment that will continue to be

7

attracted to the wide variety of multi-sport outdoor recreational opportunities

8

provided by the natural attractions in the Northeast Kingdom.

9
10

Q

Please describe your review of information on projects located outside

11

Vermont regarding the connection between wind farms and tourism.

12

Response: The first step in my assessment of the relationship between wind farms

13

and tourism was to conduct a review of existing information. A search revealed that

14

there is a dearth of academic research and peer reviewed studies on the topic. A

15

review of the literature available on the impacts of wind farms on tourism suggests

16

that most tourists will not be deterred from visiting an area where wind farms are

17

present. Internet websites that highlight wind farms and tourism reveals a trend that

18

brings together wind farm development and tourism rather than drives them apart as

19

two incongruent enterprises. Based upon the materials I reviewed, there was no

20

indication from any of the tourist areas where wind farms have been developed that

21

tourists have been deterred from visiting. On the contrary, visits have increased in

2

Leisure Travel: A Marketing Handbook, Stanley C. Plog (Pearson Prentice Hall Publishing, 2004).
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many areas and the new wind farm attractions have inspired new business

2

development.

3

Scotland Study

4

I reviewed a well-designed study of how visitors to the Scottish countryside

5

respond to existing and prospective wind farms. This ‘qual-quant’ study was

6

conducted for VisitScotland, the national tourism agency for Scotland.3 A principal

7

goal of the study was to conduct consumer research into the views, perceptions and

8

‘thinking’ of visitors regarding wind farms. The authors did not design the study to

9

determine economic impact and did not make any economic projections based on

10

the results of their research. The research team conducted a series of 180 in depth

11

interviews of a wide range of visitors in July of 2002. The interviews were conducted

12

in rural Scotland in the proximity of current and proposed wind farm developments.

13

The subjects were selected according to specific attributes so that a balanced sample

14

of visitors would be well represented. As a result, no single visitor type such as day-

15

trippers or international visitors skewed the results.

16

The authors first established the demographic characteristics of the visitors.

17

Generally, the profile of respondents was relatively old – 61% were 45 years or over,

18

while only 22% were under 35. This tends to reflect the relatively older age profile of

19

the Scottish tourism market. Next, the researchers determined why people choose to

20

visit the target areas in Scotland. Overall, 80% of the respondents indicated that

21

‘beautiful scenery’ was particularly important when they were deciding to visit the

3 Investigation into the Potential Impact of Wind Farms on Tourism in Scotland, Final Report (NFO World
Group, August 30, 2002).
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area. The ‘friendly people’ also emerged as an important element – over 60%

2

mentioned this. Four other reasons were provided by the respondents: good place

3

to get away from it all and relax (51%); interesting history and culture (48%); nature

4

and wildlife (48%); and unspoiled environment (48%),4

5

The Scottish researchers also wanted to know what sorts of facilities or

6

developments in the Scottish countryside detracted from or enhanced the visitor

7

experience.5 Results indicate that there are a wide variety of man-made elements in

8

the landscape which people have come to live with that either enhance or detract

9

from their experience. For example, planted, geometric forestry, mobile phone

10

masts, and electrical pylons were thought to detract more from the visitor experience

11

than wind farms. On the other hand, wind farms were thought to enhance the

12

visitor experience nearly as much as ski slopes and more than chair lifts and

13

gondolas. Funicular railways on mountainsides and trails and tracks, both man-made

14

features were also regarded with mixed feelings from respondents in the study.

15

Two thirds of respondents had seen wind farms elsewhere, outside of

16

Scotland. According to the researchers, visitors from other parts of the UK or from

17

overseas countries of origin were particularly likely to have seen wind farms

18

elsewhere (84% and 75% respectively).

19

One of the key confirmations of the study, according to the authors , “is the

20

emotive nature of the whole issue of wind farm development.” Respondents on

21

both sides of the issue “had fairly strong opinions, one way or another, on the
4

NFO World Group. pp. 18 and 19.

5

NFO World Group, p. 46.
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development of wind farms.” The majority of respondents – over three quarters –

2

were either positive or at least neutral toward wind farm development. At the same

3

time, a significant minority (21%) of visitors held much more negative views towards

4

wind farm development.6

5

The authors reported that a common theme among both the trade and

6

consumers was that wind farms should not be sited in or near designated areas of

7

outstanding scenery such as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (a countrywide

8

designation), National Parks, National Scenic Areas, Sites of Special Scientific

9

Interest, etc. In addition, however, there was a general consensus amongst visitors

10

that, whenever possible, wind turbines should not be located in or near popular

11

tourist areas.7

12

The Scottish researchers concluded that “attitudes towards wind farms tends to be

13

slightly more positive amongst those who have actually seen and experienced them (81%) than

14

amongst those who have not done so (66%).”8 Based on these figures the Scottish

15

researchers determined, “This tends to suggest that a number of the perceived negative

16

associations with wind farms – visual and noise pollution – are seen to be less problematic amongst

17

those respondents who have actually seen them ‘insitu’.”9 In the final analysis, when asked if

18

wind farm development would deter visitors from visiting an area in the future, 70%

19

said that it would make no difference to their travel plans, 26% said that they would

6

NFO World Group, p. 80.

7

NFO World Group, p. 82.

8

NFO World Group, p. 60

9

NFO World Group, p. 81.
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1

be less likely to return in the future, and 1% said that they would be more likely to

2

return.10

3

Tourism Websites

4

Through the Internet, I located a number of domestic and international

5

destinations that highlight wind farms on their tourism promotion web sites. Tourist

6

areas with wind farm developments reviewed for this research included: Prince

7

Edward Island, Canada; Lake Arenal, Costa Rica; Lincoln County, Minnesota; and

8

Palm Springs, California. Each of these destinations is known for its natural beauty

9

and outdoor recreational activities.

10

Prince Edward Island, Canada

11

Prince Edward Island is a natural destination for tens of thousands of

12

tourists each summer season. “A visit to PEI promises a memorable visual experience. The

13

brilliant greens of pasture and forest complement the glowing reds of fields and cliffs all bordered by

14

the ever-changing ocean. Tiny fishing ports, immaculate farm scenes, communities that still revolve

15

around the local general store; this is the stuff of your Prince Edward Island scrapbook.”11

16

Amongst beautiful photographs of ‘sunsets and seascapes’, readers of the visitors

17

guide are encouraged to explore this region that “in many ways remains unchanged .

18

. . Juxtaposed at the tip of the island, eight huge windmills pose in dramatic stance

19

against the sky, generating electricity for islanders.”12

10

NFO World Group, p. 82.

11

PEI Visitors Guide 2003, p. 9

12

PEI Visitors Guide 2003 p. 217.
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1

The North Cape Complex of eight wind towers is located on the

2

northernmost tip of Prince Edward Island. The site is also home to North

3

America’s longest natural rock reef which affords the visitor views of seals along the

4

Black Marsh Nature Trail. The nature trail has interpretive signage related to the

5

area’s history, local fishing and unique ecology. The North Cape Wind Farm

6

produces 3% of Prince Edward Island’s energy. An announcement in the visitor’s

7

guide alerts the would-be tourist that soon visitors will be able to view a new turbines

8

which are “almost twice the size as the original 8 wind mills!”

9

The North Cape Site is also home to a visitor’s complex that includes the

10

Wind and Reef Restaurant and Lounge, a newly expanded interpretive center, and a

11

gift shop. The restaurant gives visitors the chance to dine while enjoying a

12

panoramic view of the ocean and reef, or an “excellent view” of the Atlantic Wind

13

Test Site from the lounge. The newly expanded North Cape Interpretive Center

14

houses a series of state-of-the-art displays dedicated to wind energy and the

15

development of the special technology to harness it. Visitors can also explore the

16

history of the North Cape area including the natural history and the history of

17

various cultural groups that settled in the area. The newly expanded center opened

18

in July 2003, and in its first two months nearly 60,000 people visited the center and

19

gift shop. In the past, 40,000 visited the gift shop between June and October; the

20

increase in numbers has been attributed to the wind farm visitor center. 13 According

21

to Ron Estabrooks, Energy Advisor for the Prince Edward Island Department of

13

Telephone communication with gift shop manager on October 15, 2003.
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1

Development and Technology, “from very rough numbers and observations, the development of

2

wind projects has substantially improved tourist visits to the site. As a bit of a background, this

3

area of the province did not get the tourist visits of the more famous beach areas and other points of

4

interest.”14

5

Lake Arenal, Costa Rica

6

The Costa Rica brand can be summed up in the tagline used in Costa Rica’s

7

international marketing efforts, “No Artificial Ingredients.” Lake Arenal is one of

8

the most beautiful tourist destinations in Costa Rica, according to Martha Honey of

9

the International Ecotourism Society who lived in Costa Rica for ten years. Its rural

10

nature with famous Arenal Volcano towering above the high altitude lake is one of

11

the highlights of a Costa Rican vacation. The Tierras Morenas Wind Farm located at

12

the western end of Lake Arenal consists of 32 wind turbines that are approximately

13

120 feet in height.15 According to Ms. Honey, the wind turbines are visible from

14

lodging establishments and activity sites along the lakeshore. The destination of

15

Lake Arenal is highlighted at www.arenal.net/lake-arenal.htm. “The majestic Lake

16

Arenal near the famous Arenal Volcano is the largest in Costa Rica.” At www.get2-

17

costarica.com/hotels_arenal.htm, travelers receive the following advice:

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Much is happening nowadays around this 32 kilometers long lake. It is one of the most
privileged and safe viewpoints of the outstanding active volcano. Hit by the Trade Winds almost all
year round, this site has become the best destination in Central America for watersport lovers. Safe
swimming, fresh water fishing, windsurfing, kayaking, canoe and boat trips, and water ski, are
some of the best options while gazing at the natural fireworks and beautiful landscape. Other
activities take you away from the water, but not too far. Horses are a common mean of
transportation in the area, because of their ease to go into the wilderness. Tours are normally offered
14

Email communication, October 6, 2003.

15

Website for Tierras Morenas Wind Farm. www.pi.energy.gov/library/ewslcostarica.pdf.
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2
3
4

for a very low price. One of the most interesting ones might be the visit to the aeolian (wind) energy
project of the region or a tour around the foothill of the Arenal Volcano.”
Lincoln County, Minnesota

5

Lincoln County, Minnesota consists of five rural communities including

6

Tyler, Lake Benton, Ivanhoe, Hendricks, and Arco. The website for Lincoln County

7

highlights “hundreds of wind towers [a]top the Buffalo Ridge, reflecting on

8

numerous lakes.” The websites for the towns of Lake Benton and Hendricks feature

9

the wind turbines that dot their landscape. It is obvious that the tourism businesses

10

in these communities have embraced wind energy and believe that visitors will be

11

attracted to the area rather than be deterred from visiting because of the presence of

12

wind farms. A brief picture of two rural communities in Lincoln County is

13

presented below.16

14

Lake Benton, Minnesota

15

The Lake Benton Chamber of Commerce website states that “Lake Benton is

16

proud to be known as the ‘Windpower Capital’ of the American Midwest.”

17

According to the Lincoln County home page, “Lake Benton boasts of downhill skiing and

18

snowmobiling at nearby ‘Hole in the Mountain’ County Park . . . The historic Lake Benton Opera

19

House hosts several dramatic and musical productions. Specialty shops provide ‘things to do’ in this

20

scenic lake area . . . The Buffalo Ridge large wind power project surrounds Lake Benton.”17

21

The 200 wind turbines surrounding Lake Benton are each 257 feet in height.

22

Visitors to the new Heritage and Windpower Learning Center in Lake Benton from

16

Minnesota Department of Tourism, www.exploreminnesota.com/go.cfm/lincolncounty.

17

Lake Benton Website, www.brookings.itctel.com/~lbenton/index.html
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1

July 25 through September 25 numbered 340 in a town of only 700 people. People

2

from around the U.S. and the world visited the center either in small groups or as

3

independent travelers. In 2002 the center hosted 35 tour groups and in 2003 it

4

hosted 37 tour groups. Tour groups consisted of engineers, school children,

5

legislators and other general tourist groups curious about the wind farms.18

6

Hendricks, Minnesota

7

The website for Hendricks, MN (www.hendricksmn.com) features “four

8

season recreation around the interstate lake.” A Norwegian ethnic celebration is

9

scheduled for May 17 and the Buffalo Ridge Two-Cylinder Tractor show is held the

10

first full weekend of June. The website highlights lakes, campgrounds, parks, wildlife

11

and native prairie which all add character to the rural makeup of Lincoln County.

12

According to the same website, Northern Alternative Energy (NAE) is currently

13

constructing a major visitor center south of Hendricks. The center will provide a

14

new tourist and lodging assets to the Hendricks community. The visitor center will

15

house information resources about wind energy and will be open to the general

16

public. The four buildings making up the visitor center will total 11,400 square feet

17

and feature a:

18

•

Great room with wind farm view and interpretive information resources,

19

•

Wind turbine on-site for viewing and touring,

20

•

Interactive wind turbine monitoring, and

21

•

Native prairie landscape.

Email communication with Heather Ulrich, Executive Director Lake Benton Chamber of Commerce and
Convention and Visitors Bureau on August 13, 2003 and October 7, 2003.
18
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2

The Hendricks website also highlights the wind projects in a prominent way: “Just a

3

few miles south of Hendricks you can visit one of Minnesota’s greatest new tourist attractions – the

4

largest ‘wind farm’ in the U.S. Midwest . . . Scores of tall, sleek wind towers rise 200 feet in the

5

sky, with rotors 150 feet in diameter.”

6

Palm Springs, California

7

A large wind tower installation is located five miles north of Palm Springs, a

8

major tourist destination in the Southern California desert. Guided tours of the wind

9

farm installation are provided by Windmill Tours of Palm Springs.19 Tours for

10

individuals cost $23 for adults, $20 for seniors, and $10 for children. Group tours

11

are also available. Tourists ride on a 21 passenger bus to the wind farm. There they

12

are able to view the wind farm and a dismantled wind tower and its interior

13

mechanical systems. The tours are run twice per day, three days a week during the

14

winter months. Each tour lasts 1.5 hours. Step on guides are also available for

15

coaches. Groups that are typically attracted to the tour include engineers, college

16

and other school groups as well as the general public. Brochures of the wind farm

17

operation and tour opportunities are available in all of the major hotels in Palm

18

Springs. Over the years the tour company has averaged in the slow season around

19

200 people per month, and in the busy months around 1,300 people per month, for

20

a total of between 6,000 and 8,000 customers per year.

21

19

Telephone conversation with the owner Windmill Tours of Palm Springs, early October 2003.
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Q.

What conclusions have you drawn regarding wind projects and tourism,

2

based upon the information that you gathered?

3

Response: My review of tourism-based websites and promotional materials indicate

4

that wind farms and tourism are not incompatible. Instead, tourist regions whose

5

primary attractions are nature also highlight wind farms along with lodging,

6

restaurants, canoeing, fishing and hunting, and wildlife viewing, biking, horseback

7

riding, and skiing among others. The results appear to be increased tourism to

8

certain rural destinations due to wind farms. The Scotland study also supports a

9

conclusion that wind farms have not adversely impacted tourism destinations. I have

10

not been able to locate any published studies or credible reports demonstrating that

11

wind farms have a negative effect on tourism.

12

The information I reviewed also suggests that the Vermont “brand” and the

13

demographics of visitors to Vermont and the NEK is similar to the tourist locations

14

discussed above. I believe it is thus fair to conclude that tourists will not be deterred

15

from visiting the NEK, an area of high scenic and natural beauty, if the proposed

16

wind farm were built.

17
18

Q

Please describe the questionnaires and interviews that you have conducted in

19

connection with the proposed project.

20

Response: The focus of my effort was to determine whether the experience in other

21

locales that host wind farms, as described in my prior answers, would apply to visitor

22

perceptions and preferences in Vermont. To determine how visitors to Vermont

23

would respond to the proposed four turbine demonstration project at East Haven,
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three simple questionnaires were administered to a total of 180 people, one

2

questionnaire in the Northeast Kingdom of Vermont to travelers stopping at visitor

3

centers, one questionnaire in Southern Vermont near the Searsburg wind farm, and

4

one questionnaire via email to skiers residing in other states. Each questionnaire was

5

designed to gauge whether a wind farm would deter tourists from visiting an area or

6

skiing in an area. The questionnaires are included in Exhibit EHWF-TC-2. A copy

7

of the photo simulation that accompanied the questionnaire of travelers in the

8

Northeast Kingdom is attached as Exhibit EHWF-TC-3.

9
10

Q

Are tourist questionnaires and interviews common techniques used by you

11

and other professionals in the tourism field?

12

Response: Yes. Employing simple questionnaires and interviews is a user-friendly

13

method to identify patterns and themes in tourist behavior. I have used this method

14

on many occasions here in Vermont and in my international work.

15

The use of structured (undisguised or disguised) questionnaires is common

16

in marketing research.20 This type of data collection process generates reliable data

17

because all respondents are presented with exactly the same questions in wording

18

that is in the same order. Inconsistencies are minimized and respondents are clear

19

on what is being asked of them. Probably the greatest advantages of this type of

20

questionnaire is that it is simple to administer and easy to tabulate and analyze.21

21

Common responses will often emerge. These common responses when classified
20

Marketing Research: Methodological Foundations, Gilbert A. Churchill (5th ed. Dryden Press, 1991, p. 318)

21

Ibid. p. 319.
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and grouped are then used to reveal patterns of interest and underlying motivations.

2

This type of research is useful, cost effective, and reliable when gathering data about

3

consumer travel behavior and travel preferences.

4

For example, in one of the research projects I conducted for a ski resort, we

5

employed a questionnaire designed to identify reasons why visitors who do not own

6

condominiums return to the resort at lower than expected rates. A multifaceted

7

questionnaire was designed consisting of a series of structured questions, some open

8

ended, some with fixed alternatives, as well as questions that were designed as

9

disguised and unstructured which motivated the respondent to project their

10

emotions through the answers to the questions. I have also employed simple

11

questionnaires to determine skier preferences at area ski resorts and to gauge

12

customer satisfaction at Topnotch at Stowe Resort and Spa. I often employ

13

questionnaires to help spur consumers to enter into conversation which in turn gives

14

me an opportunity to probe deeper into the behavior patterns of the respondent.

15
16

Q.

What were the results of your work?

17

Response: A description of each informal survey follows.

18

Northeast Kingdom Questionnaire

19

On the afternoon of Monday, October 6, 2003 a questionnaire was tested at

20

the Lyndon Information Center. The test indicated that visitors would respond

21

honestly and without need for clarification to the questions. Between October 10

22

and October 17, 2003, the questionnaire was administered to 102 visitors at the

23

Waterford and Lyndon Interstate Information Centers on four separate days
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1

(including a Thursday, two Fridays and a Saturday). A test was also run late in the

2

afternoon on Saturday October 11th at the Montpelier Information Center; the

3

results were consistent with those from the Northeast Kingdom (discussed below).

4

Visitors were told that there was a demonstration wind farm development proposed

5

for the region and that their perspective on the development would be helpful.

6

Visitors were then shown a photographic simulation of the proposed wind towers

7

and asked whether the wind farm would deter them from visiting the region or deter

8

them from skiing in the region. Demographic information and visitation rates were

9

requested as part of the questionnaire. The photo simulation was created by Terry

10

Boyle and depicts the 4 turbines on East Mountain as they would appear from

11

Darling Hill in Burke, 7.7 miles away. See Exhibit EHWF-TC-3.

12

Visitors were engaged as they browsed around the visitor center and asked if

13

they were visiting Vermont from out-of-state. If the visitor was traveling from out-

14

of-state, the researcher asked if one person in the party would mind completing a

15

brief survey regarding a proposed wind farm development in the region and that

16

their perspective would be greatly appreciated. If the answer was yes, respondents

17

were given a clipboard with the questionnaire attached and shown the photo

18

simulation which was mounted on a foam board backing. It was explained that the

19

photo simulation was from a distance of 7.7 miles and that this was one of the

20

closest views people would have of the proposed wind farm. If the respondents had

21

clarifying questions regarding the size or placement of the wind turbines answers

22

were given clearly and succinctly. Once the respondent completed the questionnaire

23

they were thanked and wished safe travels.
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Travelers came from around the U.S. and from overseas for the Fall foliage

2

season. U.S. travelers included people from Georgia, Texas, California, Wyoming,

3

Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, Minnesota, New York, Florida,

4

Washington State, Delaware and Michigan. International travelers came from

5

Singapore, Germany, Norway, Canada and Colombia. Nineteen percent of visitors

6

were from Massachusetts, 10% from New Hampshire and 12% from Canada.

7

Thirty-two percent of those interviewed have visited Vermont 10 or more

8

times, 28% have visited 2-4 times, 5 % have visited 5-10 times, and 35% were first

9

time visitors. The average party size was 2 with an average length of stay of 2 nights.

10

The 102 respondents who completed the survey represented 232 travelers. The 102

11

respondents indicated that at least 89 of the 232 people traveling were 45 years of

12

age or older and at least 30 were between the ages 25 and 44 years old. These figures

13

are consistent with numerous studies of the Vermont visitor and mirror the general

14

picture of those travelers surveyed in the VisitScotland study described in the

15

literature review.

16

Visitors had numerous destinations within Vermont including Barton,

17

Newport, Burlington, Stowe, Greensboro, Woodstock, Middlebury, St. Johnsbury

18

and Jay Peak. Some visitors were just passing through Vermont, either sightseeing

19

for the day or driving through to Canada or other points in the U.S.

20

Sixty-three percent of those interviewed have seen a wind farm in the past.

21

Many have seen large wind tower installations in the U.K, Germany, West Texas,

22

Minnesota and other mid-Western States, and California. Some of the visitors have

23

seen wind towers in New Zealand and Prince Edward Island.
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The final two questions focused directly on the proposed wind farm on East

2

Mountain. Question number 6 asked visitors to view the photo simulation and

3

answer the question, “would the presence of these four wind towers deter you from

4

visiting this region of Vermont?” Ninety-five percent of the respondents said that

5

they would not be deterred from visiting the area. Question number 7 asked visitors,

6

“if you are a skier, and if wind towers were present on this ridgeline (shown in the

7

photo simulation), would you be deterred from skiing at a ski mountain located in

8

this region? Sixty-eight percent of the respondents indicated that they ski. Of those

9

respondents who ski, 92% indicated that if wind towers were present on the ridgeline

10

in the photo simulation, they would not be deterred from visiting a ski area within

11

the same region.

12

Skier E-Mail Questionnaire

13

In October 2003, I investigated how skiers would respond to a proposed

14

wind farm. I conducted an Internet search of ski clubs in New England, New York

15

and the Mid-Atlantic States. Email requests to participate in a short email survey

16

were sent to numerous ski clubs. Only two ski clubs were willing to send out a short

17

questionnaire to their members. Those that refused stated privacy as their reason for

18

not accepting the request. The director of the Connecticut Ski Council and the

19

Bucks Mount Ski and Snowboard Club of Pennsylvania agreed to distribute a short

20

email questionnaire to its members with email accounts. I was never told how many

21

members the questionnaire was sent to.

22
23

A total of 58 members from the two clubs responded to the questionnaire.
Each of the respondents ski in Vermont. Results demonstrate that these ski club
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members ski all over Vermont, with a majority of the respondents skiing multiple

2

locations during any given winter. The results were as follows:

3

Do you ski in Vermont?

4
5

100% have recently skied in Vermont.
If yes, where?

6

Responding club members ski all over Vermont, with respondents frequently

7

mentioning skiing at Jay Peak, Okemo, Killington, Mt. Snow, Stratton, Stowe,

8

and Sugarbush ski resorts. Bromley, Pico, Haystack, Ascutney, and Smugglers’

9

Notch were mentioned less frequently.

10

If power generating wind towers were sited in a region of Vermont where you

11

ski, would you be deterred from skiing in that region?

12

Fifty-five of the respondents, or 95%, would not be deterred from skiing at a

13

resort if wind towers were present in the region.

14
15

Southern Vermont Interviews
Given the presence of the Searsburg wind farm within close proximity of one

16

of the busiest tourist destinations in the State, I examined whether visitors to that

17

area had a negative perspective on wind power installations. If visitors in Southern

18

Vermont viewed the Searsburg wind farm negatively, this could suggest that

19

Vermont is different than the non-Vermont locales described above where wind

20

farm developments complement local tourism.

21

On Labor Day weekend 2003, I visited the region around the Searsburg wind

22

farm, and interviewed a number of tourist-related business owners as well as

23

employees in the town offices. I also administered a simple questionnaire to tourists
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in downtown Wilmington and at area attractions. Business owners reported that

2

tourist levels were high for the Labor Day weekend and that weekends during the

3

summer of 2003 had been busy. The area tourist business owners and managers that

4

I spoke with for this exploratory research included:

5

•

Dot’s Restaurant

6

•

Vermont House Hotel, Restaurant, Bakery and Bistro

7

•

Misty Knoll Bed and Breakfast

8

•

The Adams Family Farm

9

•

Mountaineer Inn

10

Dot’s Restaurant was selected as a site for both an owner interview and

11

visitor intercepts because it is the most popular breakfast place in Wilmington. The

12

owner of the Vermont House was selected due to its downtown location and

13

proximity to numerous tourist retail shops. Misty Knoll Bed and Breakfast was

14

selected because it has a view of the Searsburg wind farm from its front porch. The

15

Adams Family Farm was selected because it is known as one of the most popular

16

and best run attractions in Vermont. And the Mountaineer Inn was selected because

17

it is a small enough property that the owners know their customers and are highly

18

regarded for their success in the lodging business.

19

Each of the business owners or managers willingly offered their opinion of

20

the impact of the Searsburg wind farm on tourism-related businesses. All of those

21

interviewed observed no negative impact on their businesses and were in fact proud

22

that the wind farm was located in their region of Vermont. Every business person

23

interviewed had a favorable opinion of the wind farm.
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1

The Misty Knoll Bed and Breakfast is located high on Stowe Hill Rd. in

2

Wilmington and has a commanding view from the front porch of the wind towers

3

which are located on a ridge five miles away. Guests, according to the owner, are

4

curious about the wind towers and find them very interesting. On a clear day the

5

towers stand out on the ridgeline and guests sit on the porch watching them spin in

6

the distance. According to the owner, the presence of the wind farm does not deter

7

repeat visits to the B&B.

8
9

Perhaps the most popular attraction in the area other than the Mt. Snow Ski
Resort is the Adams Family Farm, which hosts thousands of visitors each year.

10

They are open year round and offer guided wagon and sleigh rides up into the hills

11

above the farm yard. The Searsburg wind farm is visible from two points on the

12

farm tour, five or six miles in the distance. During the guided rides, Mr. Adams

13

points out the wind towers. The theme of the guided talk is how farming in

14

Vermont has changed, with each Adams generation having to do something different

15

in order to make a life on the farm. The senior Adams weaves the Searsburg wind

16

farm into his story of change, as it has become a part of the changing Vermont

17

landscape.

18

The owners of Dot’s Restaurant emphasized how much they favored the

19

wind farm. They believed that the downturn in the summer tourism business was

20

due to external factors that impacted tourism and that the presence of the wind farm

21

since 1997 has had no negative impact on their business.

22
23

The owner of the Mountaineer Inn saw no impact on her business from the
wind farm. Although it wasn’t within view from the inn, she would like to offer
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groups staying at her 27 room inn the opportunity to tour the wind farm installation.

2

Prior to 9/11, she would organize tours of the other power generating installations in

3

southern Vermont including the Yankee Nuclear Plant and the GMP hydropower

4

installation. She hoped that in the future she could include the GMP wind farm at

5

Searsburg in an educational tour. Her guests really enjoyed the opportunity to learn

6

while on vacation.

7

Finally, the owner of the Vermont House Hotel, Restaurant, Bakery and

8

Bistro saw no negative impact from the wind farm on her business. She had

9

purchased the businesses over the last couple of years and was continuously

10
11

investing in upgrading her product.
As a footnote to this exploratory research, a recent article in the October 6,

12

2003 Burlington Free Press about the Searsburg wind farm highlighted Innkeeper

13

Adam Grinold, owner of the White House Inn in Wilmington. The White House

14

Inn has a clear view of the Searsburg wind towers at a distance of approximately five

15

miles. Mr. Grinold stated in the article that the wind turbines have “become part of

16

the landscape.”

17

Southern Vermont Questionnaire

18

To get a more direct sense of how visitors viewed the wind farm in

19

Searsburg, I asked a total of 20 visitors at both the Adams Farm and waiting outside

20

of Dots Restaurant in Wilmington for breakfast on Sunday morning to complete a

21

short questionnaire regarding the Searsburg wind farm. See Exhibit EHWF-TC-2.

22

Respondents were asked if they were visiting the area from out-of-state. Those that

23

answered yes were told that I was conducting some exploratory research on the
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impact of the Searsburg wind farm on tourism in the area. They were then asked if

2

they would mind completing a short questionnaire. Respondents were typically in a

3

party of two or traveling as a family with young children. The majority originated

4

from the key sending states of Massachusetts, New York and Connecticut.

5

A third of the respondents knew of the Searsburg Wind farm and 100% of

6

the respondents said that the wind farm did not deter them from visiting specific

7

attractions in the area. 100% also said that additional wind towers would not deter

8

them from visiting the Southern Vermont region in the future. Nearly half of the

9

respondents ski in Vermont and all respondents said that the presence of wind

10

towers at ski resorts or on mountains close to a ski area would not deter them from

11

visiting a particular ski area.

12
13

Q.

In your opinion do the results from your questionnaires and interviews

14

provide an indication of how tourists might react to the East Mountain

15

Demonstration Project?

16

Response: Yes. It is apparent from the 180 respondents that it is very likely tourists

17

would not be deterred from visiting the Northeast Kingdom region of Vermont by

18

this project. I believe that the results of the exploratory studies will hold true during

19

all seasons. Visitor activities and primary destinations may change with the season,

20

but the main reasons for visiting remain consistent.

21

Summer visitors are generally pushed to travel to the Northeast Kingdom

22

from a personal or family need for respite and recreation in a quiet, non-commercial

23

setting. Most visitors during the summer months have an interest in outdoor
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activities such as walking on back roads, biking, hiking, canoeing or kayaking, and

2

wildlife viewing. Summer visitors also tend to spend time relaxing at their

3

destination. Fall visitors mimic much of the summer demographics but may be

4

somewhat older, travel without children, tend to stay for shorter time periods, do

5

more sightseeing from their automobiles as opposed to outdoor activity, and are

6

more apt to travel from great distances to visit Vermont.

7

During the winter, most visitors require active recreation such as alpine or

8

Nordic skiing, snowshoeing, or snowmobiling. They participate in these activities

9

mainly in designated natural areas where scenery is important but intervention by

10

people is important to insure satisfactory recreational experiences.

11

All three of the surveys mentioned above asked visitors questions about

12

skiing behavior. In the first survey of visitors to the Northeast Kingdom, a great

13

majority of those who answered yes to the question of whether they ski stated that

14

the presence of wind towers in the region would not deter them from skiing at a ski

15

area in the same region. In the email survey which only went to alpine skiers, an

16

overwhelming majority would not be deterred by the presence of wind turbines.

17

And in the interviews with tourists in the Wilmington/Searsburg area it was very

18

clear that the wind turbines did not deter people from skiing in the region.

19
20

Q.

What other materials did you review related to whether the project will impact

21

tourism and development in the region?

22

Response: As described below, I reviewed the pre- and post-construction surveys of

23

residents in the Searsburg area, performed in conjunction with the Searsburg wind
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project.22 I also reviewed a property value study which looked at a number of wind

2

farm locales around the country.

3

Pre construction and post construction surveys were administered to 345

4

residents around the Searsburg wind farm which is owned and operated by Green

5

Mountain Power, as part of the Public Acceptance Plan required by the Board under

6

the CPG. The post-construction report concluded that there is increased acceptance

7

of the wind farm following construction. An important finding of the post-

8

construction report concerns the accuracy of photo simulations of the proposed

9

project -- “There is strong support for the truthfulness of these simulations. Nearly

10

half of the respondents judged them to be very accurate, and less than 5 percent

11

indicated they were inaccurate.”23

12

In addition, support for wind power grew in the year and a half between the

13

two surveys. The pre-construction response indicated strong support of the wind

14

farm from only 30% of those surveyed, 36% were moderate supporters and 35%

15

were not supporters. In the post-construction survey, over half of the respondents

16

were strong supporters, 30% were moderate supporters and less than 20 percent

17

were non-supporters. The reports are attached as Exhibits EHWF-TC-4 and -5.

Public Acceptance Study of the Searsburg Wind Power Project: Pre-construction Baseline (James F. Palmer,
July 1996); Public Acceptance Study of the Searsburg Wind Power Project: Year One Post-construction (James
F. Palmer, December 1997).

22

23

Searsburg Post-construction Study, p. 4.
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2

REPP Property Value Study
The Renewable Energy Policy Project (REPP) of Washington, D.C.

3

conducted a study of the impact of wind farm development on property values.24

4

Based on a review of the literature, the study authors selected property within five

5

miles of the wind developments. Although wind turbines may be visible beyond five

6

miles, the authors noted that beyond this distance they do not tend to be highly

7

noticeable, and they have relatively little influence on the landscape’s overall

8

character and quality.

9

In order to ascertain the impact of wind power development on the value of

10

property located within five miles of the wind projects, the study authors gathered

11

records for all property sales within a five mile radius of each wind project and for a

12

comparable community within the same region covering six years and straddling the

13

on-line date of the projects. Ten sites around the U.S. were selected. One of the

14

selected sites was the Searsburg wind farm. For all ten sites combined, more than

15

25,000 records of property sales within a five mile radius and the selected

16

comparable communities were analyzed.

17

Two datasets were selected for analysis in the Searsburg area. The first was

18

of property types sold between 1994 and 1998 prior to the completion of the project.

19

Primary residences and vacation homes, accounting for 1,584 sales, were analyzed.

20

The second dataset contained information on individual property sales from May

21

1998 through October 2002, and accounted for 2,333 sales. Property types from this
24 The Effect of Wind Development on Local Property Values (Renewable Energy Policy Project,
Washington, D.C. 2003). www.solstice.crest.org/wind/index.html.
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1

dataset used in the analysis were primary homes, primary condominiums, vacation

2

condominiums, and camp or vacation homes. The final view shed data set used by

3

the researchers contained 1,055 sales from 1994 to 1998 and 1,733 sales from 1999

4

to 2002, for a total comparison of 2,788 home sales during the period studied.

5

The REPP report made the following central findings:25

6

Monthly average sales prices grew faster within a five mile radius of the projects

7

than in the comparable area, indicating that there is no significant evidence that

8

the presence of wind farms had a negative effect on residential property values.

9

The rate of change in average five mile radius sales prices was 62% greater than

10

the rate of change of the comparable [area] over the study period.

11

The rate of change in average five mile radius sales price after the on-line date

12

increased at 2.6 times the rate of decrease before the on-line date.

13

The rate of change in average five mile radius sales price after the on-line date is

14

18% greater than the rate of change of the comparable area after the on-line date.

15
16

Q.

17

questionnaires and interviews that you conducted, will the proposed project unduly

18

interfere with the orderly development of the Northeast Kingdom region?

In your opinion, based upon all of the information that you reviewed, and the

19

Response: No. It seems that the region is on a path of mixed use development and

20

for good reason. I wouldn’t recommend that any region rely on one single industry

21

for its economic development or economic security. If world conditions continue

25

REPP Report at pp. 40 and 42.
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on the course they have taken over the past two years, and if the state of Vermont

2

and the Northeast Kingdom region effectively promote and deliver a quality

3

experience for visitors, the tourism industry should continue to grow slowly in this

4

region. I believe this because the trend in demand for niche tourism products

5

focused on nature-based and soft adventure travel continues to grow with the steady

6

increase in the number of travelers whose demographics and lifestyle characteristics

7

mirror the centric-venturer and near-venturer travel consumer segments described by

8

Stanley Plog. The Northeast Kingdom region of Vermont has an opportunity along

9

with Vermont in general, to continue to attract this growing market because of its

10

natural beauty, abundant wildlife, quiet backroads, and outdoor recreational

11

opportunities. The head researcher for VisitScotland in an email comment on wind

12

farms and tourism, suggested that this project in particular has the potential to open

13

up additional access to natural areas for visitors who may require ease of access but

14

still possess the desire to experience nature. The Scottish researcher said, “it could

15

also be argued that the access roads to wind farms helps to open up the countryside

16

to visitors who would otherwise find the area inaccessible.”26

17

In conclusion, I think the project and its associated visitor center would not

18

have a negative effect on the tourism sector in the NEK, and in fact have the

19

potential to accelerate the development of that sector.

20

26

Email communication with Brian Hay, Head of Research, VisitScotland, November 3, 2003.
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1

Q

You mentioned the project’s proposed Interpretive Center. In your opinion,

2

how many tourists might be expected to visit a center located at the project site?

3

Response: I have conducted a demand study to estimate the economic impact of the

4

proposed visitor center on the region. Demand projections provide information

5

necessary to complete a preliminary design phase, including criteria such as size of

6

facilities, functional areas of the center, parking needs, staffing needs, and types of

7

interpretive programming that will potentially attract consumers and meet their

8

educational and recreation requirements. It is also important for the community in

9

which this proposed center will be located to understand the potential impacts from

10

visitors of such a development.

11

This visitor’s center could be designed to meet a variety of visitor educational

12

and recreational needs. According to Mathew Rubin’s testimony, no final decisions

13

have been made as to the precise scope of activities at the center, and many factors

14

will play a role in its final design (environmental and traffic issues, cost, etc). With

15

that understanding, the major elements of a visitor’s center could include some or all

16

of the following:

17

•

The story of the cold war era early warning radar system as told through the

18

stories of those who served in installations from deep in the Canadian wilderness

19

on the Pinetree and Dew Lines to those who served in Vermont and across the

20

United States. This component of the center would be one of the measures

21

designed to mitigate for the alteration of this historic resource, which has been

22

determined to be eligible for listing on the national register of historic places.
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•

The story of energy with emphasis on past, present, and future energy

2

production methods. This program will feature the evolution of wind energy,

3

the idea, the technology, and the leaders in the industry.

4

•

The story of the natural history of the Northeast Kingdom. With such

5

tremendous 360 degree views, visitors could be oriented to this rich natural

6

region through topographic educational programs that describe the geologic and

7

living heritage of the region. Provided that environmental issues are adequately

8

addressed, the center could provide interpretation of a high altitude spruce/fir

9

forest (including one of the few examples of old growth spruce in Vermont),

10
11

guided hikes and bird watching, and wildlife viewing.
•

Recreation and education could be combined in hiking and mountain biking

12

programs with emphasis on access during the summer and fall seasons for

13

families. Handicap and elderly accessible trails could be developed so that these

14

visitors who travel especially during the fall foliage season could enjoy a natural

15

experience in Vermont. Observation areas, interpretive signage, and guided

16

walks could be part of the offering.

17

•

18
19
20
21
22
23

Winter recreational access, including snow shoeing, back country skiing and
snowmobiling.

•

Hunting and fishing access to the Champion Lands could be accessed through
the base (cantonment) area of the East Haven Wind Farm visitor system.

Methodology
To predict demand, a number of variables and comparisons are considered.
The following information was collected to inform the demand projections:
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•

2

Number of visitors to existing wind farm developments that have an
operating visitor center;

3

•

Number of visitors utilizing tour operations that guide people to wind farms;

4

•

Numbers of tourists with an interest in wind power;

5

•

Cold war era early warning system attractions and/or information on

6

numbers of people interested in this era in history;

7

•

Number of tourists seeking views from mountain tops in Vermont;

8

•

Number of visitors to the main attractions in the Northeast Kingdom;

9

•

Number of visitors stopping at information centers in the Northeast

10

Kingdom; and

11

•

12

Demand Projections

13

Number of visitors to state parks in the Northeast Kingdom.

After gathering information on the above subjects through primary and

14

secondary research, it is projected that a visitor education recreation center at the

15

proposed East Haven Wind Farm will attract visitors from June through

16

October. Keeping in mind that there are a lot of variables to consider when

17

constructing demand projections, one might expect anywhere from 6,000 to

18

12,000 visitors once the center is fully operating and perhaps up to as many as

19

25,000 visitors once its fair share of the attractions market is captured after

20

several years of operation.

21
22
23
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Q

Have you performed this type of demand projection for other projects?

2

Response: Yes. I have developed or analyzed demand projection for an agricultural

3

tourist attraction, retail shops, restaurants and lodging facilities.

4
5

Q

Is this type of demand projection commonly used in the tourism and

6

marketing fields?

7

Response: Yes, this type of study is common especially when developing new

8

facilities such as a restaurant or hotel. It is more difficult to develop accurate

9

projections for tourist attractions but business level projections must be made in

10

order to assess feasibility of a project.

11
12

Q.

In your opinion, based upon your surveys, literature review, and demand

13

projections, will the proposed project provide an economic benefit to the State?

14

Response: Yes. I believe that this project will attract visitors who otherwise may not

15

have visited this region, and/or keep visitors in the region for a longer period of

16

time. This will provide opportunities for businesses in the region to capture new

17

customers attracted to the visitor center, and/or additional revenues from existing

18

customers.

19
20
21

Q.

Does this conclude your testimony at this time?
Response: Yes it does.
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Abstract: This study proposes to assess and empirically verify possible negative effects from
the construction of wind turbines on the landscape image and tourism potential of affected
areas, using the example of two comparative recreational localities in the Czech Republic:
one with the construction of a wind farm planned and the other with an already existing
farm. The empirical research consisted of two mutually linked parts: a questionnaire survey
and focused, semi-structured interviews. Emphasis was placed on the subjective perception
of the phenomenon by tourists and local business representatives from the sphere of tourism.
The analysis focuses also on the social-geographical factors that shape tourists attitudes to the
wind energy development dilemma. Keywords: wind energy, landscape, perception, Czech
Republic. Ó 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

INTRODUCTION
Growing concern over global climate changes, energy sustainability,
and security has led to increasing interest in developing renewable
energy sources. In this respect, wind energy has become the most
dynamically developing sector. However, development is not as fast
as had been expected in many countries and wind turbines (hereafter WT) projects are at both local and regional levels subject to
considerable social controversy (Breukers & Wolsink, 2007; Van der
Horst, 2007; Wüstenhagen, Wolsink, & Bürer, 2007). Among the
main arguments of opponents recently is, in addition to the potential
impacts of WT on the character of the landscape, also speculation
about their negative effects on tourism in the affected areas, owing
to a suggested loss of attractiveness of the ‘‘visually polluted’’ landscape (Gordon, 2001). Still, there has been a very limited number
of studies (including no examples concerned with East-Central
Bohumil Frantál is a scientific worker at the Institute of Geonics, Czech Academy of
Sciences (Drobneho 28, 60200 Brno, Czech Republic, Email <frantal@geonika.cz>). His
research interests include quality of life, sustainable tourism and landscape perception. Josef
Kunc is a lecturer at the Masaryk University, Brno. His research focuses on the geographical
aspects of tourism; a joint author of several fundamental publications (Atlas of Tourism;
Proposal of New Regionalization of Tourism in the Czech Republic).
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Europe) dealing with the specific issue of tourist perception of the
phenomenon, unlike the surveys of general public opinion of wind
energy development or on the local acceptance of WT projects by
residents.
Wind energy development in the Czech Republic (hereafter CR),
likewise in neighboring Slovakia, has been delayed compared with
most of the European countries, and its realizable wind potential has
by far not yet been utilized. This situation has been caused by specific
political and economical factors (Cetkovský, Frantál & Štekl, 2010).
The recent period may be marked as a new wind energy boom, legislatively supported (with economic subvention) on a national level by the
‘‘Act on the Promotion of the Use of Renewable Sources‘‘ (No. 180/
2005 Coll.) which assumed a share of 8% of electrical energy production gained from renewable sources until 2010. According to new
direction of the European Commission (No.2009/28/ES) the share
of renewable energy sources in total energy consumption should raise
to 20% on average for the whole EU until 2020; the CR expects the
share of about 13%.
Wind energy development has started to effect a fundamental
change in the Czech landscape character, especially its visual image.
Not only objective factors but to a large extent also the subjective views
and preferences of various pressure groups (investors, local and regional political authorities, residents, landscape ecologists, etc.) come into
the decision making game about the WT projects. The spatial distribution of realized projects is characterized by strong regional disparities,
which reflect not only objective wind potential and physical-geographical limits of area but also (and maybe especially) political-institutional
factors (Wolsink, 2000) taking effect in the administration of permitting system. In this respect, the landscape has become a point of contention and negotiation among different ways of seeing, various
interests, value judgments, ideologies, myths, and representations
(Cosgrove, 1998).
The CR is a relatively small-scale, landlocked country. Most of its
area includes neither alpine terrain nor seashore (unlike European
tourism leaders such as Austria, Switzerland, Spain, Croatia, France,
etc.), and is therefore an example of a country where the prerequisites for tourism lie within various types of rural countryside and
where the diversity of the landscape is also determined by its architectural elements, connected with the historical and cultural traditions of
each place (Vystoupil & Kunc, 2009). In many areas where the natural
potential is combined with a typically rural cultural landscape, the
construction of a new dominant feature (not just a WT, but also,
e.g., an observation tower, high-rise building, mobile phone base,
etc.) is a bone of contention (Klapka, 2008). In this respect, the issue
of WT has become a kind of hammer in political battles concerning
landscape planning, regional development, and land-use policy. Furthermore, the opinions of individuals are often presented and mediated as impartial judgments, as for example this statement from the
former Moravian-Silesian Region regional governor (hejtman) (translated from Czech by the authors):

B. Frantál, J. Kunc / Annals of Tourism Research 38 (2011) 499–519

501

Probably the biggest damage the wind turbines cause is in the landscape. If the Jeseniky Mountains and Beskydy Mountains are
protected landscape areas with the dominant function of tourism,
wind energetics could utterly destroy this function (Tošenovský,
2005, p. 2).

Or this similar statement from the Vysočina Region council
authority:
In the event that we turn the Vysočina Region into the wind farm, we
can abandon the idea of tourism development. It is hard to imagine a
tourist who is going to walk, ride on a bicycle, or gather mushrooms,
and finally lodge under the whizzing wind turbines (Bı́lek, 2007, p. 2).

Similar prejudiced statements arise on the political scene—as well as
from the academic sphere—and are mediated in many countries. In regions and locations where tourism is an important source of income
and thus a significant part of the local economy, arguments about
the negative impacts from construction of WT are a delicate issue,
which can significantly influence public opinion and the decision making process on projects. Naturally the extent of resistance and active
counteraction against projects differs across localities, regions, and
countries (Toke, Breukers, & Wolsink, 2008); opposition proceeds primarily from a subjective perception of risk that is, in principle, socially
constructed. Burgess (2002) argues that the media play a key role in
shaping public anxieties towards new objects in the landscape, and
he asserts that policy makers and other men of influence should avoid
a non-scientific precautionary approach in this respect.
Crude construction of WT as new vertical dominants can undoubtedly mean a significant interference with the landscape. In this regard,
it is not necessary to deal with clearly justified restrictions (in most
countries, stated legislatively) on building WT in the most precious
landscapes, that is, national parks and protected landscape areas,
which in the CR cover approximately fifteen percent of total area. However, it is not possible to approach the issue of WT construction a priori
negatively, and thus to yield to groundless speculations and myths
about their negative impact that can prevent their constructions in suitable locations with no conflicts between interests. WT are often considered symbols of clean, dynamic energy, and they can present ‘‘positive
esthetic value, like Hi-Tech product’’ in some landscapes, for example,
segments of visually open cultural landscape, or industrial or postindustrial landscapes (Vorel, 2009).
The authors propose to verify empirically the possible negative effects of the WT construction on the landscape image and tourism potential of concerned areas. Two comparative rural recreational
localities have been chosen as case studies, one with construction of
a wind farm planned and the second with a farm already existing.
The field research consisted of two parts: an on-site questionnaire survey with tourists, and focused, semi-structured interviews with local
business representatives running accommodation and catering
establishments. The aim of the survey was to identify what impact the
presence of WT in the landscape has or may have on the perception
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and experience of tourists, their preference of landscape type for prospective WT installations, and whether there may be any potential
interest in visiting these locations specifically for their WT. The intention of the focused interviews was to map the situation of local entrepreneurs (who can be considered local experts in the given domain)
and their opinions on the effects of WT on tourism and recreation
in the study areas. In contrast with the studies previously undertaken,
the analysis was also targeted on the socio-demographical and geographical factors which shape the individual attitudes of respondents
to the wind energy development dilemma.
THE IMAGE OF WIND TURBINES IN TOURISM LANDSCAPES
Natural potential can be considered the decisive factor in the
location of most tourism and recreation activities, as it is this which
determines both the functional and the spatial distribution in land
use. However natural potential cannot be identified with the overall
potential for tourism since the cultural subsystem—historical,
religious, technical, or military sights; village monument conservation,
vernacular architecture, and other cultural facilities—also play an
important part in the overall potential of the area (Pearce, 1995). In
many current national strategic documents (e.g., The Program of
Rural Development of the CR for 2007–2013; Department of Agriculture, 2007), the assessment and utilization of natural and cultural
heritage through rural tourism is identified as the strongest force function of rural areas. Natural and cultural-historical potential can also be
understood as part of the objective identity of a location, which
includes the physical setting and qualities, activities, and meanings that
create the individuality and distinctive character of a place.
Nevertheless, this identity has its subjective dimension as well: the
images, which are products of subjective perception, beliefs, ideas,
impressions, attitudes, and immediate sensations made according to
personal experiences as well as information gained from other people
or media (Gertner & Kotler, 2004). Analyzing images of a place has a
key role in the strategic planning of development activities and their
realization in contemporary place competition (Gallarza, Saura, &
Garcı́a, 2002; Kotler & Gertner, 2002). As concerns tourism development, the objective potential of an area often does not have to be
the most important factor (Selby & Morgan, 1996). It is rather a matter
of how the whole area is perceived and assessed in its total complexity
by key constituents (e.g., tourists, investors, the media), by its residents,
local authorities, and entrepreneurial subjects—where they see its
strengths and weaknesses, and on which qualities (natural attractions,
historic or architectural sights, cultural or sporting life, etc.) they will
establish strategies for place branding (Anholt, 2006; Freire, 2006).
New anthropogenic elements in the landscape always present controversy, particularly if the area has a rare or unique natural or culturalhistorical potential. There are many studies concerned with the effects
of constructions of diverse character, type, and structure on tourism;
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attitudes are different with respect to the reality of a given location,
environment, or population segment. It is hypothesized that the perceptions of tourists can significantly differ from those of residents. People in environments that are out of the everyday for them perceive and
experience the surrounding world with different eyes, and they want
‘‘to gaze on different landscapes and townscapes that are unusual for
them’’ (Urry, 1990, p. 1). Therefore, objects that residents might often
find irritating could have an attraction to tourists. Attraction to tourists
can be based on any unfamiliar element, depending only on the tourists’ interests and preferences which objects are perceived and experienced as tempting (Leiper, 1990; op. cit. Löytynoja, 2008).
In countries with significant industrial traditions, a variety of technical objects have been revitalized in order to support new forms of tourism (Edwards & Llurdés, 1996). The former industrial complexes (e.g.,
copper mines in Røros, Norway; the Ironbridge Gorge area in the UK;
the Zollverein coal mine industrial complex in Essen, Germany, etc.)
have been placed on the UNESCO heritage list and enjoy the interest
of tourists. On the other hand, a number of objects recently installed in
the landscape, mostly connected with new technologies, have been
negatively perceived by both residents and tourists. Probably the most
criticized constructions are telecommunication facilities (mobile
telephone transmitters or towers). The research by Park, Jorgensen,
Swanwick, and Seman (2008) shows a generally prevailing public
antipathy toward telecommunication facilities located in national parks
in England. In the tourists’ opinion, the negative effects on the landscape character outweighed the socio-economic advantages connected
with the use of the technology. Mobile telephone stations are mostly
perceived as industrial objects counterworking against ‘‘landscaping
of the rural as scenic countryside and disrupt the tourist rural idyll
and authenticity of the heritage industry’s staple of mannered country
life’’ (Law, 2005, p. 1). In recent years also the photovoltaics (or solar
power plants) passed through a dynamic development. But these
objects are not as expanded and conflicting as WT; they used to be
located mostly at plain fields (often at agricultural or industrial zones,
fabric roofs, etc.), they are not visible far and wide and change the
landscape character moderately. Some studies proved even a positive
effect of solar technologies for sustainable tourism development
(Michalena & Tripanagnostopoulos, 2010).
An important evaluative criterion for perceiving the visual effects of
different objects on the landscape are the symbolic associations (positive or negative) attached to them. Thus wind energy may be associated
with such ‘‘higher concepts’’ as global climate change and the like. An
example of such a symbolic dimension of perception is demonstrated
by Devine-Wright (2005, p. 129). The small-scale hydroelectric generating stations in an English national park are perceived very positively
thanks to their association with historic water mills also preserved in
several places around the park. This example shows how innovation
in technology can be perceived positively when it represents continuity
between the past and the modern. Suitable marketing strategies
could lead to a more positive perception of WT if they symbolically
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emphasize a continuity with historic wind mills or symbolize a material
reconnection to the energy we use (Pasqualetti, 2000). Historic wind
mills are today regarded as symbols of a nature-considerate approach
of the past and serve as obvious tourist attractions, whereas modern
WT are often presented as alien structures.
There is prevailing divergence between broadly high rates of support
for a larger-scale utilization of renewable sources (including the wind
energy) as a general idea and the rate of acceptance of WT as real constructions with impacts on a specific landscape. This divergence, which
appears in polls across countries (Devine-Wright, 2005; Krohn &
Damborg, 1999) is often related to so-called NIMBY (Not In My
Backyard) syndrome. The NIMBY theory (Marks & Von Winterfeld,
1984; Thayer & Hansen, 1988) assumes people do not want WT
constructed in their place of their residence but do not mind them
being placed anywhere else. Validity of the NIMBY theory in context
of the wind energy research was impugned by studies of Wolsink
(1994, 2000, 2007), however the concept has not been definitively
falsified. Wolsink detected a multidimensionality of the oppositional behavior and argued (op. cit. Devine-Wright, 2005, p. 131) the
NIMBYism actually ‘‘represented constellation of different attitudinal
positions to both wind energy policy and development‘‘. After all, environmental concerns, landscape contexts, their subjective perception,
and tendencies for the preservation of local identity play a dominant
role in the process of forming opposition to WT.
The reason for the deficit in more complex empirical studies dealing
with impacts of the wind energy development on tourism is of both
subjective and objective character. In many countries where there exist
high levels of public support for renewable energy (e.g., Denmark,
Germany, Austria, etc.), the question of their possible negative influence on tourism is practically not dealt with; on the contrary they
are often effectively used in marketing support for ‘‘green tourism’’
(British Wind Energy Association, 2006). Objective reasons relate to
the difficulties of research validity—in other words, to the difficulty
(or even impossibility) of measuring the direct effects of the construction of WT on tourism, a complex sector where a great number of
partial factors (e.g., the social situation within the country, the value
of the local currency, extended options of traveling abroad, the
changing prices of fuels, seasonal variations of weather, fashion trends,
etc.) act upon one another and develop relatively independently of the
construction of WT in a given location.
One possible research method is an indirect measurement of the effects of WT via questionnaires or interviews with tourists or the general
public and via inquiries with business subjects in the sphere of tourism
and affiliated services, as well as with representatives of local government, and so on, to assess preferences and tendencies toward changing
current behavior. Such kinds of polls were executed for the British
Wind Energy Association in Scotland (MORI Scotland, 2002) and for
the Wales Tourist Board (NFO World Group, 2003). The general
results can be summarized as follows: most tourists perceive WT neutrally or even positively, and the presence of WT has no effect on their
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decision about visiting a given location. WT and tourism are also partially dealt with by Hauer (2003), who examines the effects of wind
energy development on the economic position of disadvantaged
peripheral regions through the case of the Waldviertel region in
Austria. The most recent study of Dalton, Lockington, and Baldock
(2008) surveys tourist attitudes to use of the photovoltaic and wind
facilities in Australian hotels; proving a prevailing positive support
for renewable energy and a willingness of tourists to pay some extra
money for ‘‘environmentally friendly accommodation’’. Still, there is
a lack of deeper social-geographical analyses of the issue in the context
of different national, regional, and cultural landscapes.
There can never be 100% support from local communities for wind
energy projects; on the other hand, they do represent a possible financial benefit for municipalities, which can then be used for the development of the location’s infrastructure and its promotion (including the
tourism development). Real cases from different countries show that
WT can attract a large number of tourists and together with suitable
marketing promotion can contribute to better place brand and development of new forms of tourism (‘‘green tourism’’ or so-called ‘‘turbine
bagging’’) in peripheral rural localities (BWEA, 2006). Many WT
projects include ab initio plans for their use as ecological educational
centers (e.g., Lamma Islands, Honk Kong), as observation towers
(e.g., Lichtenegg, Austria; Swaffham, Great Britain; Zoetermeer,
Netherlands) or as nature trails (e.g., Kotka, Finland), with the aim of
fully utilizing their tourist potential. For some municipalities, WT have
become icons which go toward creating their place brand. This kind of
projects may be the first step in the process of embracing wind energy
visibility not as a problem but as an asset in contemporary place
competition.
Study Areas
Two comparative rural areas were chosen for the purpose of this
study, similar as far as their natural conditions and the landscape character are concerned (Figure 1). These areas can be regarded as typical
(not only in the CR) representatives of areas suitable for WT construction: they are located in less populated, upland, or piedmont areas with
proper wind potential and without any special nature or landscape protection status. At the same time, they are the areas with significant tourism potential and recreational function. The first study area (hereafter
SA1) is the surroundings of the Slezska Harta dam and reservoir in the
Moravian-Silesian region (as a location where the construction of WT
has been considered). The second one (SA2) is the vicinity of the Krystofovy Hamry municipality in Krusne Hory Mountains, located on the
Czech-German borderland (as a locality where a large wind farm has
been in operation for a few years).
The Slezska Harta dam and lake is not only a fresh water reservoir
but also a popular recreational area with significant natural potential
(typical for summer activities as camping, cycling, hiking, bathing
and fishing). The whole area is located in the natural area of the Nizky
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Figure 1. Map of the Czech Republic with Two Study Areas

Jesenik Mountains, which is not particularly protected on a large scale:
there are no legal restrictions resulting from status as a protected landscape area. The related area is composed of five small municipalities;
the cadastre of one of the municipalities was identified by developers
as a suitable candidate for the construction of five WT. The plan for
the construction of a wind farm was received with enthusiasm both
by local authorities (for potential economical benefits) and was accepted by residents (with more than two thirds of the inhabitants
expressing support in the public inquiry; the overall return was
80%). However, the project has been perceived negatively by some representatives at the regional level (in the Moravian-Silesian regional
authority). For them the project is in conflict with plans for tourism
development, owing to a suggested loss in the attractiveness of the
landscape, and so the regional authority blocked the project.
The comparative area of the Krusne Hory Mountains represents on
the one hand a tourist district with super-regional significance for both
summer and winter recreation, and on the other a location with the
highest installed capacity of wind energy in the CR (thanks to its outstanding wind potential and the absence of limiting factors from natural protection). The wind farm of Krystofovy Hamry is located in the
central part of the mountain area (installation altitude is over 800
a.s.l.) near the Prisecnice reservoir. At the present it is the largest wind
farm in a country, consisting of 21 turbines with the output of 2 MW
each. The whole region is characterized by the legacy of coal-mining
industry in the foothills, by relatively more positive attitudes of local
and regional political authorities towards the wind energy (probably
for the reasons of seeing the ‘‘good practices’’ of wind energy exploitation on the German part of border), and by dynamically improving
the environment quality and tourism development during last twenty
years.
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Research Methods and Hypotheses
In the course of July and August 2008, field research was carried out.
This research consisted firstly of a standardized questionnaire survey of
tourists in the study areas completed via on-site interviewing by trained
interviewers and secondly of focused, semi-structured interviews made
by the authors themselves with representatives of local business subjects from the sphere of tourism (specifically accommodation and
catering establishments). The sample comprised together 229 respondents: 156 tourists and 73 entrepreneurs, with approximately half coming from each area.
The tourists were selected for questionnaire interviewing by
semi-quota sampling in proportion to their basic demographic
characteristics (gender, age, place of residence). The aim was to
include approximately equally gender representation, a complete age
spectrum, and respondents from a variety of regions. The aspect of
respondents’ education was not a priori controlled since the previous
studies (e.g., Frantál & Kučera, 2009) proved the education does not
have a significant effect on opinion differences. The strongest age
demographic in the sample was the category of 30–39 year olds
(25%) and the weakest was the category of 19 and younger (5%);
the other age categories (20–29, 40–49, 50–59, and 60 and older) comprised approximately 17% each. The youngest (up to 19 years) and
oldest (older than 60) age categories were underrepresented in the
sample as against the basic population. In practice, representatives of
all thirteen Czech regions were involved in the survey, even if not proportionally according to total population of regions. The quantitative
data were analyzed using the SPSS statistical program, including
descriptive statistics and correlation analysis.
The sample of business subjects (running accommodation and catering establishments) comprised representatives of all existing establishments in the municipalities located within the study areas; in the
course of the research undertaking, these subjects had to be actually
engaged in business. Practically the sample consisted generally of
males; only two female subjects were interviewed. On one hand, we regard the entrepreneurs as local experts on the tourism issue and as local residents with a potential NIMBY attitude towards WT in the area of
their residence on the other hand. The aim of the interviews, which
lasted 20 minutes on average, was to investigate via qualitative methods
the flip side of the tourist perspective upon WT, which is the entrepreneurs’ point of view, including the economic and social-cultural contexts that influence the local business environment, and also the
actual residentś point of view.
The hypotheses that drive this study were defined as follows:
H1. WT are perceived more positively in contrast to other industrial and
infrastructural constructions and facilities;
H2. most tourists do not regard the presence of WT in recreational landscapes as negative for their experience;
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H3. tourists’ perception of landscape image and the sense of attractiveness differ that of local residents;
H4. socio-demographic characteristics, psychographic (travel behavior
and preferences) and geographical (place of residence) variables have
an influence on perceptions of the phenomenon.

Survey of Tourists
Travel behavior: Survey respondents in the sample can be divided into
five groups: the first group (almost 15%) of tourists were traveling on
their own, almost 15% as a pair or couple, a smaller third as families
with children, and another third in groups of friends/fellows, while
one in ten respondents came in a package tour. In both study areas, a
majority of the people (more than two thirds) questioned was not visiting the location for the first time. Actually every fifth person visited the
area regularly and considered the location a ‘‘familiar place’’. Almost
half of those questioned were tourists who had gone out on a one-day
trip to the locations (i.e., they did not stay overnight); the second group
(approximately 10%) stayed in the area between one and three nights;
and the third group (40%) spent more than four nights in the area. As
concerns the one-day trippers (regarded as excursionists in established
terminology), only 40% of them were regional residents, and the rest
were from other regions. Just 10% of one-day trippers were in the area
for the first time and other 10% for the second time; 80% of them visited the area already several times; hence they know the area very well.
Both the study areas are typical for frequent one-day trips (actually as
most of the localities in the CR because of its small-area and good traffic
accessibility), so it was natural to include the excursionists into the sample. It was also purposeful to include the segment of regional residents
touring in order to analyze the influence of spatial variables on perceptions. In practice, only respondents who have had personal experience
with WT in the area were included in the sample in SA2.
Destination choice: In both researched areas the respondents selected,
out of fifteen given options, attractive landscape and scenery as the
most important factor of their destination choice. This preference
implies that these subjects should be sensitive towards objectionable
interferences of WT on the landscape character. Among other aspects
which were emphasized as considerably important were interesting
history and sights, the number of tourist (nature) trails and cycling
routes, a wide selection of activities, hospitable people, and facilities
for sport. Aspects which proved the least important were good traffic
accessibility, need for cultural events and festivities, and the availability
of virgin (meaning untouched by human activity) nature. Minimal
differences in these preferences between the respondents in both study
areas can be regarded as statistically insignificant; therefore the results
were merged into one table (see Table 1).
Perception of industrial objects: One question asked concerned to what
degree different objects of human activity dissuade tourists from

B. Frantál, J. Kunc / Annals of Tourism Research 38 (2011) 499–519

509

Table 1. Importance of Destination Attributes
Attribute

Rank

Attractive landscape and surrounding scenery
Interesting history and sights
The choice of tourist trails and cycling routes
Hospitable people
Wide spectrum of options of what to do and to see
Options of sport self-realization
(. . .)
Good traffic accessibility
The offer of cultural events and festivities
Virgin (wild) nature without traces of human activity
(N = 156)

1
2
3
4
5
6
(. . .)
13
14
15

Relative importance [%]
85
55
35
29
28
25
–
11
11
8

visiting a certain location. As the most disturbing elements in both
areas were voted industrial buildings, mines and the remains of mining
operations, mobile phone masts, and electrical poles and wires
(Figure 2). Again there minor differences of perceptions appeared
respecting the area sub-samples (except the perception of mining activities); therefore the results were merged for both areas. It is interesting
to clarify that mines and relicts of mining were also experienced positively by one in ten respondents. This tenth was represented mainly by
tourists in the SA2, wide areas of whose foothills have been afflicted by
long-term opencast coal-mining. This result demonstrates how a phenomenon which the residents find extremely irritating can exercise a
certain attraction on a specific sort of tourist (mainly middle-aged
males coming from non-industrial regions). Generally, on a fifth of
the respondents, the WT also did not make a good impression; on

negative

neither

positive

industrial buildings
mines and remains of mining
mobile operator masts
electricity poles and wires
farming estates
wind power turbines
cabelways and tows on mounteside
dams and hydraulic structures
observation towers on mountain ridges
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 2. Relative Impacts of Anthropogenic Objects in Landscape on Tourist
Experience
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the other hand a fifth of the respondents also expressed the opinion
that WT acted positively in the landscape (in contrast to other forms
of industrial facilities, mining activities, or coal-fired power plants)
and represented a symbol of ‘‘clean energy’’. However, there significant differences were evident in attitudes according to geographical
variables (place of residence), which will be analyzed below.
Future visits: According to most respondents (90%) the prospective
construction of WT in the SA1 would have no impact on their future
visits to the area (i.e., they would return irrespective of WT), and in
their view the presence of WT in the location would have no significant
effect on tourism and recreation development. Similarly in the SA2,
the majority (95%) stated that the presence of WT in the locality
had no impact on their present and future visits. In other words, we
can say that the presence of WT was shown to have only a minor effect
on the attractiveness of the location and on the tourist destinationchoice. A minority even expressed their belief that the presence of
WT could have a positive impact, meaning an increase in the number
of tourists. Only 6% of the respondents in the SA1 and 4% in the SA2
saw the construction of WT as having a real negative effect. According
to these the main reason would be damage to the landscape character,
the WT being perceived as disturbing features. This group of people
stands opposed to wind energy development in the CR in general.
WT versus tourism: Table 2 presents the assessment of answers to more
specific questions related to the problem. The data were again merged
for both study areas because the differences between them were statistically insignificant (varying between 3% and 5%). We can sum up that
although a quarter of people view the WT as affecting the landscape
character and a third are skeptical of their use in promoting tourism,
in spite of this a clear majority (84%) confirm that these objects would
not influence their potential visits to the concerned areas. Only 6% of
the respondents stated clearly that they would rather not visit locations
where WT were installed; on the other hand, two thirds welcomed the
Table 2. Relative Frequencies of Responses to the WT Dilemma Statements
Statement/response [%]
WT as a renewable energy source
contribute positively to the protection
of the environment
WT significantly affect the landscape
character
If I knew that there are WT in a location,
I would rather not visit the location
I would be interested in visiting the WT
as long as there would be an
information (excursion) centre
WT can be effectively used to support
the tourism development
(N = 156)

Agreed

Hesitant

Disagreed

69

13

18

27

5

68

6

10

84

65

8

27

35

30

35
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presence of WT as they would become places of interest for them. Generally, more than two thirds of respondents believed that the use of WT
as a ‘‘clean’’ renewable source contributes positively to the protection
of the environment.
Positioning wind turbines: The question of what kind of landscape is
suitable for prospective WT construction is perhaps the most controversial aspect of the ongoing debate. A majority (60%) prefer a larger
number of smaller wind farms (consisting of 3–5 turbines) located in a
number of different places to one large wind park with 80–100 turbines
in one ‘‘sacrificed’’ area (an option preferred by only 10%). As
expected, already used agricultural areas are preferred (70%) to
untouched virgin nature areas (5%). And (surprisingly) highland areas
are preferred (58%) to lowlands and plain fields (12%). This preference for construction in highland areas seems to be opposed to the
preference for development in agricultural landscapes mentioned
hereinbefore as well as to the assertions of some expert landscape character assessment studies, which presuppose a restriction on the WT
construction precisely on knolls and ridges due to their contamination
of the ‘‘visual horizon’’ and visibility from great distances (Cetkovský &
Nováková, 2009).
Perception divergences: Via the correlation analysis method, it was
tested whether there a relation exists between the perception and attitudes and selected socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, their travel behavior and preferences. It was proved that there
are no statistically significant differences in perception and attitudes
as far as the gender (apart from a slightly larger percentage of females
with neutral or indecisive attitudes) and even the education level of
respondents were concerned. The younger age groups (18–29 and
30–39 years old) tended to support WT more often than did the older
ones (but only up to 60 years; the oldest group was again more tolerant
or simply indolent). More critical were those visiting on their own or
with coeval friends (most commonly groups of middle-aged or older
males). The pairs and families with children were more tolerant or they
focused their attention on destination attributes other than WT.
Whereas the first-time visitors were more likely (by two thirds) to be
neutral in their perception of WT presence in the SA1, the repeat or
periodical visitors had a more pronounced attitude (approximately a
third were positive, another third were negative, and only one third remained neutral). Thus it is hypothesized to clarify own opinion takes
some time over one visit. Thus a typical opponent would appear to
be an individual aged 40–59 years, most commonly a male, traveling
alone or with fellows, just for a one- or two-day trip, visiting regularly
the same ‘‘familiar’’ places. The local or regional residents as tourists
were also more likely to oppose WT in the areas where spending a
holiday.
Geographical variables: A spatial factor plays a significant role in the
process of attitude formation in two different ways. Figure 3 illustrates
how the rate of acceptance of WT declines according to the rate of
interference into the personal space of respondents. The first spatial
aspect represents the acceptance of wind energy development as a
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Acceptance of WT [%]

local resident

100

non-resident

90

non-resident
(industrial areas)

80
70
60
50
40
In general

During holiday

In my backyard

Figure 3. Relationship Between Acceptance of WT and Respondents Domicile

general idea; the second one stands for the acceptance of WT sited in
tourist or recreational landscapes (i.e., potential holiday spots); and
the third aspect is the acceptance of WT being potentially constructed
right in the vicinity of respondents’ residence. Analyzed thusly, the factor of respondents’ residence (or one can say ‘‘regionality’’) proves to
be of a doubly considerable importance. Respondents from the sample
were post factum sorted into three categories: (a) local or regional residents, living permanently in the contiguous localities but not directly
in the immediate vicinity/visibility of WT; (b) non-residents with a permanent abode outside of the region, coming mostly from large cities
such as Prague, Plzeň, Pardubice, Kromeřı́ž, Karlovy Vary, etc. from various regions; and (c) non-residents living in environmentally affected
localities (here represented by the (ex-)mining, heavy, and/or chemical industry areas in the Ostrava region, Mostecko region, the cities of
Chomutov, Litvinov, etc.).
The local/regional residents were more likely to oppose WT than
the ones living outside the region. Wolsink (2000, p. 57) identified
in his study four different forms of resistance towards the wind energy
contexts that could explain the divergence between the support of
wind energy as a general idea and local opposition, from which the
‘‘classical NIMBY’’, ‘‘anti-process’’ and ‘‘anti-project’’ attitude seem
to act here as well. Moreover, we found the people from environmentally affected areas showed a higher rate of acceptance with respect to
all three spatial aspects mentioned above. The Pearson’s correlation
coefficient (R) equals 0,64 (general aspect); 0,43 (holiday aspect);
0,79 (backyard aspect); the correlation is significant at the 0,01 level.
In additional, open-ended questions concerning the factors motivating
support for wind energy, the respondents from environmentally affected regions mostly mentioned the environmental argument—the
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preference of WT as a clean source over coal-fired power plants. In this
connection, there was many times mentioned as an outstanding example, the visual or symbolical contrast in real constructions in the landscape, between ‘‘clean’’ wind turbines and ‘‘polluting’’ coal-fired
power plants. These findings agree with the results from similar studies
from the UK cited by Van der Horst (2007, p. 2709) which show a relationship between the industrial character of a location and the local
people’s perception of environmental risk as well as their positive attitude towards alternative technologies.
Local Entrepreneurs Interviewed
In every area where tourism is to some extent developed, accommodation facilities make up the most important segment of infrastructure;
they are often referred to as the basic infrastructure of tourism. This is
also why we consider information from the owners of accommodation
and catering facilities to be of great significance. They can be regarded
at once as local experts on the tourism issue and local residents with
potential NIMBY attitude towards WT in their residence. In interviews
we tried to identify and pick out both these points of view. The main
findings from our interviews can be summed up (see Table 3) and
interpret as follows: First, potential construction of WT can have a certain (may be perceived negative as well as positive) impact on the landscape character as reported by the respondents. Second, approximately
a quarter of entrepreneurs (as an average for both study areas) oppose
WT presence in their residence’s vicinity. In this respect they assessed
WT from the perspective of local residents who currently live in the
location with WT and view them permanently (in case of the SA2) or
who are proposed to live with them in near future (in case of the
SA1). Third, regardless of their personal attitude as local residents,
they suppose the presence of WT should have no significant impact
on further development nor lead the decline of tourism in the areas
concerned. Generally, only one in ten suspected the construction of
WT would have a negative impact on future tourism expansion in
the area, while on the contrary another one in ten assumed the presence of WT in the locality could have a positive influence on tourism
development. Comparing the study areas, the entrepreneurs in the
SA2 had more pronounced personal attitudes, while there the neutral
or I-do-not-care attitudes were more frequent in the SA1. At the same
Table 3. Attitudes of Local Entrepreneurs to WT
Study area

Aspect/attitude [%]

Slezská Harta (SA1) Personal attitude to WT
Supposed impact of WT on local tourism
Krušné Hory (SA2) Personal attitude to WT
Supposed impact of WT on local tourism
(N = 73)

Positive Neither Negative
17
8
11
4

71
87
59
84

12
5
30
12
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time the respondents in the SA1 were more likely to support the proposed wind energy development in their area.
According to the entrepreneurś estimation most of the current clientele in the study areas consists of Czechs; however, in the case of SA2
tourists from Germany and the Netherlands also represent a very
important source of income for the local economy (being a richer buying power than Czechs). Further, half of all customers who were spending a longer time (around week or more) in the locality were the
‘‘current buyers’’ returning regularly every year in the same season.
The entrepreneurs supposed that an absolute majority of tourists do
not mind the presence of WT in the localities and there are different
decisive factors of local destination choice. The most frequent foreigners (i.e., Germans and Dutchmen) are even more familiar with WT
constructions than Czechs as experienced by respondents. In their
opinion, the factors which actually affect local tourism development
are the quality of services, hospitality, and (for foreign tourists) the currency exchange rate between the Euro and the Czech crown, rather
than the WT presence in landscape. As the most serious handicaps
on prospective development they see in both areas the insufficient
infrastructure network and accompanying services (i.e., a lack of multifunctional facilities for tourists’ enjoyment), as well as weak cooperation and partnership among the state administration, regional and
local government, business subjects, and commercial agencies that is
fundamental for realizing the promotion of rural regions. In this respect, the entrepreneurs as well as the local political authorities expected wind energy development in the SA1 as a possible way how to
gain economical profit and to invest in infrastructural development
and marketing promotion. Other specific information concerning
the local business environment were identified during the interviews,
however they are not significant for this study.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The principal aim of this study was to empirically assess the relative
impact of WT on the landscape image and tourism potential of
affected areas, as perceived by tourists and local entrepreneurs. The
survey findings indicate that construction of WT in suitably selected
locations may have only a minor or negligible negative impact on
touristś perception and experience of landscape, and their destination choice. To the contrary, WT could be used to support development of new forms of tourism with the support of proper marketing
promotion. Generally, WT are not perceived to be as disturbing as
such other industrial or infrastructural constructions as factories,
mines, or telecommunications (cf. Park et al., 2008) and electrical pylons—the first hypothesis (H1) was verified. Although for an absolute
majority of tourists, the attractiveness of local nature and scenery is
the most important aspect in their choice of destination, and accordingly they are sensitive of unfavorable interferences into the landscape, only a minimum number (6%) of tourists offered a strict
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opinion against visiting locations with WT. The hypothesis (H2) that
most tourists (i.e., more than three quarters) do not regard the
presence of WT in landscapes as negative for their experience was
also confirmed. According to a majority of tourists (over 90%) the
presence of WT in an area does not influence their destination
choice. On the contrary, it seems that in many regions, particularly
in East-Central Europe, WT are still a relatively new phenomenon
which tourists may be quite interested in; almost two thirds of respondents expressed an interest in visiting WT as long as there would be
an information centre.
The above mentioned findings are in contrast to statements of political authorities in many regions, arguing about definite impacts of
wind energy development on local tourism. It would be interesting
to confront these arguments and our survey findings with some objective evidence. A recent study of Frantál and Kunc (2010) analyzed a
correlation between the spatial distribution of implemented and rejected WT projects and selected locality variables (these included
e.g., the affiliation of project location to district/region, proximity to
the nearest protected landscape area or national park, natural attractiveness of the area, and district’s tourist function). It was revealed that
the administrative affiliation have the strongest influence on the fact
whether WT will or will not be built. There is no statistically significant
relationship between the implementation of projects and the proximity
of a location to national park or protected landscape area. And paradoxically WT were more often constructed in districts of more attractive nature and with higher tourism potential. These findings
demonstrate how the decision-making process is rather than being
an issue of objective assessment an object of subjective attitudes and
political decrees of local/regional authorities. It seems the negative
WT impacts on landscape are often used just expediently because
the ‘‘environmental arguments’’ are more persuasive in battles with
opponents (cf. Bosley & Bosley, 1988).
Anyway, WT stand to be the most ambivalent modern industrial
objects, they are perceived both negatively and positively by certain
population segments. The survey confirmed the hypothesis (H4) that
some socio-demographic characteristics, travel behavior and personal
preferences of tourists, and the geographical variables (i.e., their place
of residence) have an influence on the divergences of perceptions of
the phenomenon. This study proved a prevailing trend in the divergence between a broadly high rate of support for a larger-scale utilization of renewable sources (including the expansion of wind energy) as
a general idea, and the rate of acceptance of WT as real constructions
affecting a specific landscape (be it a ‘‘holiday place’’ or a ‘‘homeplace’’). Our findings contribute to the NIMBY-theory polemics
(Hubbard, 2006; Wolsink, 2006) by adding the significant information
that there exists a middle spatial dimension between the global acceptance of WT (as a general idea) and the local acceptance of WT (in the
backyard); it is the ‘‘tourist acceptance’’ of WT (in tourist areas). This
finding is a verification of our hypothesis (H3) that tourists’ perception
of landscape image and the sense of attractiveness differ that of local
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residents. In addition to quantitative surveys, there is a need for more
in-depth qualitative research to better understand the process of the
construction of individual attitudes and to explain the divergence between positive general attitudes and actual oppositional behavior.
The study definitely contains certain methodological limitations. As
concerns the selection of our sample of tourists, this survey cannot be
regarded as representing the general public opinion but as a case-study
dealing specifically with the segment of tourists, who (i) prefer the
nature-related tourism and active recreation, (ii) visit the rural recreational areas that are typical for the current wind energy development.
Nevertheless, the survey findings have a predicative value and we can
deduce certain generally true verdicts from them—even in respect to
almost unambiguous results that were validated by the information
gained from in-depth interviews with local entrepreneurs. They reported two different points of view upon the wind energy development:
(i) as local residents they oppose the construction of WT in their vicinity to a certain degree; (ii) as local experts on the tourism issue they
confirm that different factors (not WT) actually affect local tourism
development.
The wind energy development, no more than other energy sectors,
has brought about some negatively perceived impacts on the landscape
and the familiar life of local residents (Frantál & Kučera, 2009). The
high visibility of WT itself is generally regarded as its most serious misconduct; consequently, an ideal area does not exist, only more or less
acceptable areas do. On the other hand, unlike traditional energetic
industry, WT do not produce any waste, and are temporary constructions, being relatively easy to remove from the sites and recycle after
their operating time has passed. They have pros and cons, and it is difficult, perhaps impossible, for people not to project their own subjective preferences into assessing a balance between the local impacts
on the landscape and environment and the profits for local community, and the supply for global climate changes. For developers and
planners a relevant consideration should be that people living in areas
that are in some way environmentally stricken (e.g., by mining activities, smokestacks, or the chemical industry) are those more likely to
support the building up of new and alternative energy facilities such
as WT. Generally, WT can be perceived and presented both negatively—which is still often the case in political dictums and in the media, not only in the CR—as constructions which could frighten away all
prospective tourists from the given area and positively as (a) a complement to the surrounding landscape, a new architectural element creating new dimension and value; (b) objects extending the selection of
activities for tourists who are interested in modern technologies, with
WT as technical monuments becoming destinations for educational
excursions; (c) constructions bringing to municipalities direct financial profits which can then be used either in the form of investments
in infrastructure or to promote tourism in the location (information
boards, nature trails, cycling routes, support of cultural or sport activities, media promotion).
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Cetkovský, S., Frantál, B., & Štekl, J. (2010). Veˇtrná energie v Cˇeske´ republice: hodnocenı´
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Klapka, P. (2008). Krkonoše a udržitelný turismus. Krkonosˇe a Jizerske´ hory, 3, 24–25.
Kotler, P., & Gertner, D. (2002). Country as brand, product, and beyond: A place
marketing and brand management perspective. Journal of Brand Management,
9(4/5), 249–261.
Krohn, S., & Damborg, S. (1999). On public attitudes towards wind power.
Renewable Energy, 16(1), 954–960.
Law, A. (2005). The social geometry of mobile telephony. Razo´n y Palabra, 9(42).
Leiper, N. (1990). Tourist attraction systems. Annals of Tourism Research, 17(3),
367–384.
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