
 

 

Issue 5 
Winter, 2016 

 Industrial-scale Wind: 

Practicalities, Policies,  

and Politics 

RECAP 
Iberdrola Renewables is a subsidi-
ary of Avangrid, a new US-based 
company formed by the Spanish 
utility giant Iberdrola.  Iberdrola 
Renewables is studying place-
ment of  twenty-eight 3.45 mega-
watt wind turbines in the 5000-
acre Stiles Brook Forest, owned 
by Meadowsend Timberlands 
Ltd.  Twenty would be in Wind-
ham and eight in Grafton.  
 
Each turbine would need about 3 
acres of concrete and other imper-
meable surfaces including access 
roads, would weigh 400 tons, and 
would be some 500 feet tall.  
 
The company may be considering 
even larger turbines and newer 
models that would not have been 
field-tested in conditions similar 
to the ones in the Stiles Brook 
Forest and surrounding area.  
 
The stated plan would mean that 
some 103 homes would lie be-
tween .5 mile and 1 mile of at least 
one turbine.   

Most people in Windham and Grafton would like to be part 
of an effort to stop climate change.  The wind turbine is a pow-
erful symbol for those of us who feel that everything must be done 
now to stem the use of fossil fuels and the consequent build-up of 
CO2 in the atmosphere.  
  
Here, we take a practical look at industrial-scale wind turbines to 
examine the question of whether wind turbines in Windham and 
Grafton will help fight climate change. We ask how Vermont stacks 
up with rest of the country as a place for industrial-scale wind energy 
and we compare the Stiles Brook Forest with wind installation sites 
in the Midwest.  We examine our state’s renewable energy policy, 
and the political climate that brought it about and in which it grows 
increasingly unpopular.   
 
As strong supporters of renewable energy, we offer a brief discussion 
of the most promising way forward for Vermont: community-scale 
solar.  We also recognize the growing movement, of which we are 
part, to reject top-down decision making about renewable energy 
siting in Vermont communities. We describe the movement’s main 
thrust.  We report on recent events, including local testimony before 
the Vermont legislature, and a petition from Grafton second-home 
owners.  
 
We show web addresses of our sources of information. We offer this 
document for download at our website, graftonwindhamwind.org.  
The pdf contains our sources as “live links” for those who want to 
know more. 

Grafton Woodlands Group, Inc. presents: 
 

Health Effects of Wind Turbine Noise 
 

Friday, February 19, 2016 *  6:30 p.m. * Homestead Room, Grafton Inn 
 

Speaker: Sandy Reider, MD, 
 General practitioner, primary care physician, Lyndonville, VT 

  
Dr. Reider, who graduated from Harvard Medical School in 1971, testified on January 31, 
2013 before the Vermont Senate Natural Resources and Energy Committee, stating, "I be-
lieve the acoustic trauma caused by large wind turbines is real and significant." 
 

Discussion and Refreshments 
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The question of wind resource 
The National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) has calculated the wind resource for each state in the US. 
Their results show the country roughly divided in thirds, with an immense wind resource in the middle, a moderate 
resource in the west, and a small wind resource in the east.   
 
Wind turbines are already in place in many areas of the country.  The picture below highlights the difference in tur-
bine output among regions, according to “capacity factor,” which is a measure of how well turbines perform.  The 
New England median (half of values fall above, half below) yearly output is the lowest of the seven regions. 
 

Vermont’s ridgeline wind resource is not adequate to the task of making a dent in climate change. Narrowing 
the focus to Vermont, our state ranks 27th among states in size of wind resource. Texas ranks number 1, with the 
next six positions held by mid-western states. The average size of the wind resource among the top 10 states is 281 
times the size of Vermont’s wind resource.  (NREL)  Ridgeline wind tends to be intermittent and gusty, further re-
ducing its usefulness for wind turbines: In fact: 
 
One thousand miles of ridgeline would be needed to produce 15% of electricity used in New York and New 
England  
 For the purpose of this calculation, we assume that just 15% of northeast electricity is produced with wind 

power.  For New York and New England, 15% is about 37,500,000 megawatt hours per year. (Note: this is only 
5% of the total energy consumption of the region.) 

 Using wind energy to produce this 15% would require at least 15,000 megawatts of wind generation, using tur-
bine output of between 25% and 30% of capacity (a very optimistic estimate) and the number of hours in a year. 

 If we assume that each mile of ridgeline can accommodate 15 megawatts (that is, 4-5 turbines of the size pro-
posed for the Stiles Brook Forest), then:  

 To produce 15,000 megawatts at 15 megawatts per mile would require 1000 miles of ridgeline. This figure does 
not take into consideration access roads, turbine bases, power line corridors, etc.   

 
The 1000-mile figure represents 6.4 times the entire length of Vermont, which is 156 miles long from Canada to 
Massachusetts.   (Computation courtesy of Dr. Ben Luce) 

Practicalities: Wind turbines on Vermont’s ridgelines  

are not a practical solution to the problem of climate change  

http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy12osti/51946.pdf
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Practicalities: The Stiles Brook Forest is not a good location 

 for an industrial wind installation    

Proximity to buildings  
The proposed Stiles Brook Forest project would be unprecedented in its close proximity to buildings (including the 
Windham Town Hall and the Windham Elementary School).  Ninety-four homes in Windham and nine in Grafton 
would be between one-half mile and one mile of at least one turbine.  Over 50% of Windham homes would be within 1.5 
miles. No other wind installation in New England comes close to this level of proximity.  Proximity issues, such as 
sound, have not been studied with the new taller turbines proposed for the Stiles Brook Forest.  
 
In the Great Plains excellent wind resources are in unpopulated  areas. An interesting effort to document this may be 
found at: The Windham-Grafton location is, by comparison, densely settled, and for this reason alone would be a very 
poor location.  
 

Environmental effects. 
In Newsletter 3 we dealt extensively with adverse environmental effects, based on topographical information about our 
area. We raise an additional question here: Iberdrola would be required to install storm-water management systems.  
How would these systems be maintained after decommissioning of this project?  Even with extensive efforts to recreate 
former conditions, the site would still be dramatically altered by massive blasting, impermeable surfacing, and defor-
estation required for the initial installation.  The downstream effects could become even worse once the site is no longer 
being actively maintained.  
 
An advantage of turbine installations in generally flat regions such as the Plains states, is that necessary impermeable 
surfacing does not create water run-off problems of the same magnitude as those in hilly or mountainous sites.  With 
regard to these issues, the Windham-Grafton ridgeline seems a very poor location. 
 

Why do it? 
Vermont does not need ridgeline wind to meet renewable energy goals. Vermont power companies have said they won’t 
buy wind-generated power in the foreseeable future.  Meanwhile, Vermont could meet its own renewable energy goal of 
90% renewable energy sources by 2050, using approximately 7.2% of its farmland for solar generation.  At double the 
current efficiency of solar, the figure would be 3.6%.  (Computation courtesy of Dr. Ben Luce.) 

Why spend millions to install wind turbines in a marginal site such as the Stiles Brook Forest? 
  Single landowner.  The Stiles Brook Forest is different from many other potential sites in Vermont by virtue of being 
owned by a single, non-resident landowner.  In most other potential sites, developers must negotiate contracts with 
several different landowners, some of whom do not want turbines on their land.   
  Money. 
 Tax credits.  The federal production tax credit (PTC) is an inflation-adjusted tax credit that is currently $23/

megawatt hour for the first 10 years of generation. The PTC will be gradually phased down, although not discontin-
ued, over the next three years. Tax credits, which are paid for by US taxpayers, are an important feature of wind 
energy development.  In 2014 Warren Buffet explained how he reduces his company’s tax rate: “For example, on 
wind energy, we get a tax credit if we build a lot of wind farms.  That’s the only reason to build them. They don’t 
make sense without the tax credit.”    

  Renewable energy certificates (RECs).  Purchasers of renewable energy pay the developer for RECs. probably about the 
same amount as the PTC.  This payment is in addition to the agreed-on price for the power, which is probably in 
the range of $60/megawatt hour.  Here is A good discussion of RECs. 

 Bottom line: $25 million annually for Iberdrola from the Stiles Brook Forest.  Multiply the annual output projected 
by Iberdrola, which is 233,333 megawatts, by 106 (sale price $60, plus PTC $23, plus REC $23) and round up.  

https://handlemanpost.wordpress.com/2015/06/13/great-plains-wind-not-disruptive-to-residents/
http://www.graftonwindhamwind.org
http://www.sevendaysvt.com/vermont/power-struggle-vermont-utilities-don’t-want-new-wind-energy/Content?oid=2933555
http://www.sevendaysvt.com/vermont/power-struggle-vermont-utilities-don’t-want-new-wind-energy/Content?oid=2933555
http://www.sevendaysvt.com/vermont/power-struggle-vermont-utilities-don’t-want-new-wind-energy/Content?oid=2933555
https://www.wind-watch.org/news/2014/05/20/warren-buffet-doesnt-need-a-wind-energy-tax-break/
http://www.solaflect.com/faq-what-are-renewable-energy-certificates/
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Problems with RESET, Vermont’s state energy policy  
 
Windham and Grafton are among many communities in Vermont blindsided by the speed and magni-
tude of the encroachment of the renewable energy industry. Vermont’s  tiny “carbon footprint” means 
Vermonters already use clean electricity and profit from a decade of energy-conservation efforts.  Given 
that Vermont’s total carbon emissions remain the lowest of the 50 states, that our state is also near the 
bottom of the list of per capita carbon emissions by state, and that only .002% of our carbon emissions 
come from electric power generation, it is reasonable to ask why our communities are targets of often 
unwelcome attentions from renewable energy developers.  
  
According to Ben Luce, PhD (Lyndon State College professor of physics and sustainability studies and  
renewable energy advocate) who spoke recently in Windham and Grafton: to stop climate change “we 
have to move quickly, but the urgency actually begs for utmost care in all aspects, including making 
scientifically well informed choices about which sources to promote, and implementing those as re-
spectfully as possible to both people and the environment.”  
 
Nonetheless, for several years, state leaders have been encouraging developers’ surging interest in using 
the Vermont countryside for industrial-scale energy projects.  In 2015 the governor signed into law the 
Renewable Energy Standard and Energy Transformation Program(RESET), under which Vermont 
communities are pressured to “do their part” in what many see as a misguided and largely emblematic 
scheme for rapid build-out of industrial scale renewables on priceless farmland and ridgelines. The re-
sult is distress and destruction for communities and environment, and tremendous profits for develop-
ers, many of whom live out of state. 
 
Many Vermonters are rightly uncomfortable with RESET.  We want to stop climate change but also 
realize that the environment and settlement patterns in Vermont are better suited to community-scale 
strategies than to forced participation in a scheme of rapid industrialization.  More on community ef-
forts to have a say in state renewable energy policy is on the next page. 

Policies: Wind turbines in the Stiles Brook Forest 

 do not represent sound policy.  

The role of community-scale solar power 
 

Bill McKibben (Middlebury College professor, author of a dozen books on climate change, and 
considered a foremost environmentalist in the United States) says that climate change will change 
our society as we know it today. As weather becomes more violent and weather disasters more 
common, our present large scale food distribution system and national power grid become more 
vulnerable to disruption.  To survive we must return to smaller, more independent units. 
 
As Dr. Ben Luce has pointed out, flexibility is a key feature of the solar resource in Vermont, which 
is much larger than the wind resource and could meet Vermont’s energy needs more benignly.  
Vermont already has small agricultural communities, and a rational step would be for towns to 
develop community solar power with residents as the beneficiaries.  Energize Vermont  is a statewide 
organization that is tracking towns as they rebel against the state's push for industrial solar opera-
tions and begin developing community-scale solar through a combination of rooftop, backyard, 
and small-scale commercial installations.   
 

http://www3.epa.gov/statelocalclimate/resources/state_energyco2inv.html
http://www.EnergizeVermont.org
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Grafton and Windham represented 

 at January 20 Rally 
 
On January 20, some 15 people from Windham 
and Grafton joined more than 100 protesters at 
the Vermont Statehouse in Montpelier to de-
mand local input in energy siting.  The theme of 
the day came from a 2014 resolution by the town 
of Rutland, the substance of which was “... to form 
a coalition of Vermont communities which will support 
reasonable legislation to restore local community input to 
the regulatory process ....”  This resolution is, as we go 
to print, backed by 93 towns including Windham 
and Grafton, and has galvanized community de-
termination to demand input in energy-siting 
decisions made at the state level. 
 
Currently, energy siting decisions are made by 
the quasi-judicial Vermont Public Service Board 
made up of three people appointed by the gover-
nor.  It has been the practice of the Public Service 
Board to routinely approve applications submit-
ted by developers, regardless of community in-
put.  Concern about having a meaningful say in 
this process is now widespread among Vermont’s 
rural communities. 
 
At this time, energy projects are exempt from 
Vermont’s Act 250 requirements which include 
adherence to town plans. Bills are under consid-
eration in the state legislature to make energy 
development subject to the same requirements as 
other commercial development. (See sidebar) 

Politics: Communities resolve to have a say in renewable energy siting 

The January 20 rally in Montpelier  

 
Section 248 and Act 250 

 
Vermont communities struggling with energy 
siting issues are demanding that renewable ener-
gy siting become part of the Act 250 process, 
instead of the current process, known as Section 
248.   
 
Act 250 was created in the early 1960s to serve 
as the legal framework for planning and control-
ling development and protection of the state’s 
natural resources.  Among other features, the 
law empowers towns to make town plans to 
protect themselves from unwanted or inappro-
priate development. The Act 250 process is de-
signed to be accessible to towns.  
 
Section 248, dating from later in the 1960s, es-
tablished the Department of Public Service and 
the Public Service Board (PSB) to enable electric 
utilities to create necessary infrastructure. It 
abridged the protections in Act 250 by allowing 
the PSB to set aside town plans in the interest of 
the loosely defined “public good.” 
 
While theoretically the PSB must evaluate pro-
jects using the protective criteria of Act 250, it is 
not bound to enforce those criteria. Also, the 
process by which permit applications are argued 
before the PSB is more legalistic and difficult for 
towns to manage than is the Act 250 process.  

http://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/chapter/10/151
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In 2006 Windham had a brief experience with a potential 
wind development on Glebe Mountain, which is to our West. 
After considerable public input and a town-wide poll we 
wrote a new Town Plan which was adopted and approved by 
the Windham Regional Commission (WRC) in 2008. In it, 
with the expert guidance of the WRC and a land use attor-
ney, the town stated a clear prohibition against all but specif-
ic kinds of activities in our Forest Resource Districts. That 
prohibition included meteorological towers as precursor to 
industrial scale wind projects. 
 
In 2012 an absentee landowner from out of state, who owns 
5000 acres between Windham and Grafton, (nearly 25% of 
Windham’s area) partnered with a 60 BB European Corpora-
tion and announced their intention to place met towers on 
their land in anticipation of developing an industrial wind 
installation.  Representatives of both the landowner and the 
developer expressed publicly their indifference to the Town 
Plan, citing the authority of the Public Service Board (PSB). 
 
The application was filed 45 days later and Windham entered 
the PSB process. We stated our objection and cited the Town 
Plan. The correspondence between and among attorneys for 
the developer, the Department of Public Service (DPS) and 
the Town are a matter of record, but eventually the DPS sup-
ported the Windham Town Plan in the strongest language, 
on a variety of grounds, concluding that the Town Plan 
should be considered dispositive and the application for met 
towers should be denied. 
 
The PSB granted the Certificate of Public Good (CPG). (See 
Docket 7905 Order entered 12/20/12.) In doing so they not 
only disregarded the intentions of the town but also the anal-
ysis and opinion of their own Department. 
 
The PSB went further, and in a statement which foreshadows 
some of the recent finger pointing between the PSB and the 
Legislature with regard to siting issues, said this, and I’m 
reading here from their Order: ‘…we note that Section 246 
leaves the Board no discretion to deny approval of a meteoro-
logical tower that meets the applicable criteria. . . .the statute 
requires that the Board approve the project and issue a …
(CPG).”  Let me note that the criteria referred to are, from the 
law, “aesthetics, historic sites; air and water purity, the natu-
ral environment, public health and safety; public investments; 
and the orderly development of the region.” None of these 
criteria is likely to reach the threshold of concern regarding a 
met tower, but the law leaves out any consideration of the 
very purpose for which such a permit is being sought.  In 
their “Comments” in the Order, the PSB says further, and I 
quote again, “In addition, we conclude that concerns regard-
ing the statutory directive contained in Section 246 (b)(1) are 
more appropriately directed to the legislature, rather than to 
the Board the legislature has charged with implementing 
those directives.” 
 

We have been invited here today to talk about our experience 
with the PSB process. I cite this record of our experience as a 
way to illustrate that it is not only Windham and the many 
towns who have signed the Rutland Resolution who feel the 
Legislature should take another look at the role of towns in 
siting decisions. The PSB has said if there is a problem with 
the process, it’s your job to fix it. 
 
It seems necessary to point out that the authors of Section 
248 never contemplated, and never designed their legislation 
to cope with, today’s helter-skelter world of site-driven, spec-
ulative merchant-power development. Neither did 248 antici-
pate renewable energy. In 2008, Section 246 further abridged 
town rights by making approval of things like met tower per-
mits a virtual rubber stamp, even when they were described 
by the applicant as precursor to a type of development pro-
scribed or prohibited by duly created and adopted Town 
Plans. 
 
In closing – whether Montpelier likes it or not, this state can-
not operate without an effective system of town government. 
The real meaning of the kinds of protests and pushback you 
are seeing goes to the heart of our system of government.  
Town Plans are something towns do together. They are as 
much a part of our fabric as Town Meeting, but the difference 
is that Town Meetings come and go. Town Plans represent 
the durable expression of a community’s vision and values 
with respect to how it will use its resources. 
 
My urgent request is that you take the advice of the PSB and 
reconsider the implications of tossing aside the duly adopted 
plans and policies of elected officials and their constituents in 
our 240+ Vermont municipalities. As you do so, consider if 
the Public Good is best served by draping a mantle of unas-
sailable authority on a three-person panel appointed by a 
governor. I would further respectfully request that you in-
struct the PSB, via legislation, that their first responsibility is 
to insure that Vermonters have access to the cleanest, least 
cost, base-load power generated from the least locally de-
structive sources. 
 
None of us here today oppose renewable energy. But we 
strongly oppose the way it is being done and the false claims 
of why it is being done. If this problem is not fixed it could 
jeopardize all or our renewable goals.  Even a cursory exami-
nation of the data from EPA regarding Vermont energy use 
and emissions profile will reveal that we cannot in any way 
affect the course of climate change by what we do here. We 
are simply too small and our emissions too low. There have 
been recent press reports of remarks by state officials that the 
push for renewables is mostly abut jobs and economics.  
 
So if it’s really about business development let’s call it by 
name and manage it like we manage all other development 
involving land use decisions in the state, by putting it under 
Act 250. 

Comments of Mary Boyer, Chair, Town of Windham Selectboard to Vermont Legislature, January 20, 2016 



Friends of Windham  Winter 2016, page 7   

   

 

Grafton Second-home owners demand a say on turbine proposal. 
 

Grafton non-resident tax payers want a say on the turbine proposal and a group of them presented the following 
letter to the Grafton Selectboard on January 18, 2016.  The Selectboard considered this request favorably and de-
cided to look for a way to give the non-resident tax payers a voice in the matter.   

SIGNATORIES OF PETITION January 18, 2016 

 

Allard, Victoria and Hanglin, Joseph 

881 Putnam Forest Road 

Bason, Carol and Robert 

194 Main Street 

Blundon, Melissa and Robert 

1348 Townshend Road 

Boswell, Joanne and Frederic 

169 Main Street 

Case, Brian 

372 Route 121 East 

Ciantra, Nicholas 

451 Stagecoach Road 

Cohen, Ellen and Gintzler, Alan 

182 Eastman Road 

Crawford, Lee and Robert 

3525 Houghtonville Road 

Crowell, Thomas 

3160 Houghtonville Road 

Dowler, Robert 

77 Houghtonville Road 

Evans, John 

1561 Townshend Road 

 

 

 

Evans, Tania and Thomas 

370 Chester Road 

375 Chester Road 

205 Main Street 

Georgiou, Elena 

1528 Townshend Road 

Hadden, Susan 

895 Otis Road 

Hartmann, Jud 

6 Main Street 

Haeffner, Mimi and Peter 

3332 Houghtonville Road 

Hefter, Rebecca and Mark 

351 Ledge Road 

Holyoak, Laurence and James 

94 Houghtonville Road 

Humes, Cori and Brian 

16 Main Street 

Kahle, Irma and David 

577 Ledge Road 

Kraics, Michelle and Don 

128 Townshend Road 

Lawlor, Susan 

3258 Houghtonville Road 
 

Libbey, Meredith and Richard 

3378 Houghtonville Road 

Pacun, Carol and Norman 

688 Townshend Road 

Parmelee, Arlene and David 

3502 Houghtonville Road 

Pollio, Elizabeth and Joseph Jr. 

Middletown Road 

Rowley, Judith and Philip 

43 Route 121 East 

Ruegger, Rebecca and Philip 

202 Dam Road 

Soyster, Filomena and Thomas 

54 Main Street 

Spett, Dana and Steven 

3180 Townshend Road 

van der Made, Elizabeth and Pieter 

757 Cabell Road 

Vogel, Adelene 

916 Townshend Road 

Wolfe, Kevin and Smith, Clarence 

12 Route 121 East 

Woodman, Barbara and Charles 

673 Route 121 East 

Yuspeh, Janet and Alan 

469 Middletown Road 



 

 

To view this newsletter as a pdf, please go to our website, Graftonwindhamwind.org. 

 

Friends of Windham:  Inquiries can be sent to Friends of Windham, Box 297, Londonderry, Vermont 05148; or by email to 

friendsofwindham@gmail.com.  We also welcome contributions, which are tax deductible, to our 501(c)(3) organization.  

Checks should be made to Glebe Mountain Group/Friends of Windham, and sent to our Londonderry address. 

 

Friends of Windham is a non-profit organization dedicated to fostering rational discussion of renewable energy ideas 

and proposals. We use readily available software tools and data to help Windham property owners make informed 

judgments about industrial wind siting and potential environmental, health, and financial consequences.  We support 

wind, solar, and other alternative energy sources in suitable environments.  We raise the question of whether the moun-

tain ridges between Windham and Grafton are an appropriate place for an industrial wind project. We believe the is-

sues cannot be reduced to subjective feelings or personal aesthetics, although we respect these feelings and concerns 

as they arise in our communities. 

 

If you agree with our principles, please email us that you want to join the Friends of Windham, which includes: Bill Dunkel, 

David Crittenden, Ginny Crittenden, Donn Welton, Frank Seawright, Imme Maurath, Steve Maurath, Jerry Dyke, Nancy 

Dyke, John Hoover, Sally Hoover, Marcia Clinton, David Cherry, Nancy Tips, Chris Fisher, Daniel Reilly, Jenny Reilly, 

Maureen Bell, Vance Bell, Jo-jo Chlebogiannis, Dottie Bartel, Clyde Bartel, Fran Plumer, George Sulzner, Bob Bingham, 

Ken Mazer, Kristen Giarrusso, Roy Giarrusso, Lynn Russell  

 

Grafton neighbors: please contact Grafton Woodlands Group, Inc., P.O. Box 52, Grafton, Vermont 05146; tel. 802-843-

3113; email: graftonwoodlands@vermontel.net; website: Graftonwindhamwind.org; Facebook.com/Grafton-Woodlands

-Group. Our office at 205 Main Street, Grafton (across from the Library) is open Monday through Friday from 10 a.m. to 4 

p.m. 

Front page drawing: Steve Maurath 


