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RE: DE 4889 — Champlain Wind, LLC — Bowers Mountain

We provide the following rebuttal to the pre-filestimony of Matt Kearns, Neil Kiely and
Geoff West on behalf of Champlain Wind, LLC, in tgove-referenced matter.

1. Scenic impacts, including adequacy of efforts to @ and minimize these impacts.
(Section 8, Page 11.)

The applicant asserts:
“There are a number of lakes in the region and altgh the Project will be visible form
these lakes, as discussed in detail in LandWodstirhony, the visibility on these lakes
will not have an unreasonable adverse impact orstemic character or uses related to
scenic character of those lakes.”

As set forth in PPDLW's prefiled testimony (see RFDtestimony of Gurall, Lawrence), and
contrary to the applicant’s conclusion, there wileed be an unreasonable adverse impact on
the scenic character or uses related to the scharacter of those lakes, which are classified by
the state of Maine as scenic resources with stdeegignificance.

The table below lists the lakes that LURC ratebaagng ‘statewide scenic significance’ in the
Downeast Lakes watershed.

HIGHLY RATED LAKES IN THE
DOWNEAST LAKES WATERSHED

Resource
Lake Class
Big Lake 1A
Junior Lake 1B
Pleasant Lake 1A
Pocumcus Lake 1A
Scraggly Lake 1B
Sysladobsis Lake 1A
Upper Sysladobsis Lake 1B
West Grand Lake 1A
West Musquash Lake 1A



2. Table | — Key Siting Considerations — page 13
The subheading Cultural Resources states,

“Only one type of scenic resource — Great Pondé witenic quality — are located within
8 miles of turbines and will have visibility of tReoject. Four will have visibility within
three miles and four will have visibility within8miles. These lakes are located within a
working forested landscape, none of these lakesiaigpie when compared with other
similar lakes in the region or in Maine, and in alstances the turbines will not
unreasonably impact existing uses”.

As stated in PPDLW's testimony (Gurall, Lawrencag)lakes rated by LURC as having scenic
resources of statewide significance lie within eigliles of the project area: Pleasant Lake,
Scraggly Lake, Junior Lake, West Musquash Lake,dro8ysladobsis, and West Grand Lake.
The traditional recreational activities on these¢aemsand forests have co-existed with the

logging industry for more than a century, and owtimgnodern forestry practices, the existence
of logging activity has not compromised its wildess character. The applicant’s argument leads
us to believe that only old-growth forests are Wwauteserving. Finally, the statement that none
of these lakes are unique ignores the high ratiag hold from LURC, and the fact that they are
connected as part of a distinct chain of lakesvaaigrways to form part of the Downeast Lakes
watershed, which is in turn part of the greateiC3bix watershed, both highly-valued resources.

The scenic views from these lakes will be signifibacompromised by the proposed turbines
and their flashing red strobe lights at night. Thpact of the views will greatly alter the
traditional recreational uses of these lakes aad/ittwer expectations of tourists who come to
the area for a wilderness camping, fishing, hunéind remote wilderness paddling experience.

Further, the survey conducted by Market Decision®¢tober, 2010 for First Wind, related to
the Bull Hill project, shows that 47% of visitos Donnell Pond would be disappointed by the
construction of wind turbines in that scenic vieaghand 14% would be less likely to return.
This refutes the applicant’s testimony that théitues will not unreasonably impact existing
uses.

3. V. Tangible Benefits; Economic Benefits p. 15-16

The applicant’s testimony focuses on the projeetegloyment and spending associated with the
construction of the proposed project. Howeveniisfto account for the damage to the
traditional recreational economy of the Downeadtdsawatershed, made up of approximately a
dozen sporting camps and dozens of Maine Guidesacitlary businesses. The Project area
itself has few retail and service businesses tlilabenefit from the increased spending during
the construction phase.

PPDLW'’s prefiled testimony (Campbell) asserts thatrecreational economy of the Downeast
Lakes watershed, because of the nature of itsteleris extremely vulnerable to any
degradation of its scenic resources and that tioieqt will cause real job loss and business
closings. In short, it will destroy, rather thaeate economic value for the region in the long run.



Rebuttal of Roger Milliken, Jr.’s Testimony

While we recognize and respect Mr. Milliken’s calp@ition to forestry issues and land
conservation, the bulk of Mr. Milliken’s testimorepnsists of unsupported statements of his
personal opinion and personal opinion is not evdde®ome of his testimony does not apply to
the Bowers Mountain decision and some of it adé®gssues that, right or wrong, have been
dealt with statutorily in the Wind Act and is théne irrelevant to this hearing. For example:

Page 3!l was appalled to witness first-hand how, driveyndur pursuit of cheap energy, miners
are literally reducing to rubble the oldest moumiin the U.S.”

His reaction to seeing a mining operation in Wesgjiiia may belong in a discussion about the
benefits of renewable energy but it is of no vatudeciding whether to permit the Bowers Wind
Project.

Page 6‘When | think about the largest impacts on my reti@nal experience in Maine during
thefishing season, it has been weather like that wes leeen experiencing this month--days of
heat, humidity and high haze. We did not havedie=t of thick, hazy air like this when | was a
boy.”

The purpose of this hearing is not to debate glataaming.

On page 7, Mr. Milliken staté¥ ou have heard my views. But | am here to tell gt | am not
alone”. To show that others agree with him he then refsre the Baskahegan Stream
Watershed Recreation Use & Resource Analysis. aétesiThat report was funded by the
Forest Society of Maine” He neglects to mention that significant fundimas also provided by
the Washington County TIF and the Stetson Mourftaind both of which are funded by First
wind.

The intent of the study was to understand quanfityse and use patterns and the general
experience of visitors to the Baskahegan area (Bagehe report). The protocol made use of a
visitor survey and visitor interviews. The resulfidata provides valuable information to guide
future management of the Baskahegan Watershed. \owdr. Milliken takes it further and
suggests that this data has universal value wheotm&udes thatwe are far more adaptable
creatures than we give ourselves creditféte also uses the data to conclude thatthe

impact on the experience of those fishing in thet\@eand viewshed will be no differénBoth
conclusions are unfounded as they do not follownftbe data.

The surveys and interviews were conducted only #fte Stetson turbines were in place. The
response set therefore consisted only of peoplehaldadecided to continue to recreate at
Baskahegan Lake despite the presence of the tgtbihe population of the survey is therefore
self-selected and their responses are of no valpeadicting the opinions or attitudes of the
general population or those who fish the Downea&ek Region.. Just because everyone
surveyed had adapted to the turbines does not eneagonehas adapted. There may be just as
many people who refused to accept the turbinetonger visit the area but weren’t surveyed.



Finally, we would like to point out that on pag#/8. Milliken is of the opinion thatto talk of
wind turbines destroying mountaintops is hyperbpiet Mr. Milliken engages in extreme
hyperbole of his own opage 8 when he safis the change to my view a worthy tradeoff... fovde
soldiers dying?”

Rebuttal of Testimony of Cameron Wake, Expert Witness for Conservation Law
Foundation

Although Mr. Cameron Wake makes a case for glolzahving in New England, nothing in his
testimony is relevant to LURC’s decision proces#4889. Whether we agree with him or
not, the issues he discusses have been decidbé Bjaine Legislature. His discussion
contributes nothing to the decision at hand.

Rebuttal of Testimony of Abigail Krich, Expert Witn ess for Conservation Law Foundation

Ms. Krich’s testimony does not contribute to LUR@&cision criteria in the Bowers Mountain
matter. Performing a word search of her testimoryfaund the word “Bowers” in her testimony
showed the only time it was mentioned was in tthe of her testimony.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Gurall

President, Partnership for the
Preservation of the Downeast
Lakes Watershed



