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INTRODUCTION

Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Environmental Services, Engineering
and Surveying, P.C. (EDR) was retained by Marble River, LLC to prepare a Visual Impact
Assessment (VIA) for the proposed Marble River Wind Farm (the project) in the Towns of Clinton
and Ellenburg, New York. The purpose of this VIA is to: 1) describe the appearance of the visible
components of the proposed project, 2) define the visual character of the project study area, 3)
inventory and evaluate existing visual resources and viewer groups within the study area, 4)
evaluate potential project visibility, 5) identify key views for visual impact assessment, and 6) assess
the visual impacts associated with the proposed action. This VIA was prepared under the direct
guidance of a registered landscape architect experienced in the preparation of visual impact
assessments. It is also consistent with the policies, procedures, and guidelines contained in
established visual impact assessment methodologies (see Literature Cited/References section).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Site

The proposed project area includes approximately 19,310 acres of leased private land in the Towns
of Clinton and Ellenburg in Clinton County, New York. The site is in the vicinity of the Hamlet of
Churubusco, and is bordered by County Line Road to the west, West Hill Road to the south, Canaan
Road to the east, and the U.S./Canadian Border to the north (Figure 1). It is approximately 5.1 miles
east of the Village of Chateagay, 1.2 miles northwest of the Hamlet of Ellenburg Center, and 3.2
miles west of the Hamlet of Ellenburg (Ellenburg Corners), as measured to the nearest turbine. The
Adirondack Park boundary ("blue line") lies approximately 1,800 feet south of the nearest proposed
turbine. Land use within the area is dominated by active farms, managed forestland, and single-
family rural residences that generally occur along the road frontage. The central and southern
portions of the project area are characterized by active and reverting agricultural land, while the
northern portion of the site is dominated by undeveloped wetlands and intensively managed (logged)
forestland.

Proposed Project

The proposed project is a 218-megawatt (MW) wind power facility, consisting of approximately 109
2.0-megawatt (MW) wind turbines and associated support facilities. Eighty-nine of these turbines
are proposed for the Town of Clinton, and 20 in the Town of Ellenburg. The proposed substation is
located in the south central portion of the site in a wooded area, approximately 2,500 feet east of
Patnode Road and immediately north of the New York Power Authority (NYPA) transmission line
(Figure 2).

The specific components of the project are outlined below:

Wind Turbines

The type of wind turbine anticipated to be used on the project is the 2.0 MW G-90 turbine

manufactured by Gamesa Eolica. Each turbine consists of three major components; a tubular steel

tower; a three-bladed rotor; and a nacelle. A description of these components is provided below:
Towers: The tubular steel towers are manufactured in multiple sections and assembled on

site. Finished tower height on this project is proposed to be 78 meters (256 feet). The towers
have a base diameter of approximately 13 feet and a top diameter of 7.5 feet and are



installed on an exposed concrete pedestal that connects to a buried concrete foundation.
They are painted white and include no exterior ladders or catwalks.

Nacelle: The tower is topped by the nacelle, which is approximately 10 feet wide, by 12 feet
high, by 31 feet long, and connects with the rotor hub. The nacelle houses all of the turbine’s
mechanical components, including the generator, gearbox, power train, and transformers.
For the purposes of this study it is assumed that the majority of the nacelles (i.e., those along
the project perimeter) will be equipped with aviation warning lights, currently anticipated to be
synchronized flashing red, and operated only at night. It is also assumed that the nacelle will
include no obvious lettering, logo, or other exterior marking.

Rotor: The turbine rotor on this project is proposed to be 90 meters (295 feet) in diameter.
the rotor consists of three 44 meter (144 foot) long composite blades that are pitched, or
rotated along their axis, to operate with the greatest efficiency in varying wind conditions.
The blades are white in color, and connect to the nacelle at the rotor hub.

With the rotor blade oriented straight up, each turbine is assumed to have a maximum height of
approximately 410 feet (125 meters), including the concrete pedestal and any site grading. A
computer model illustrating the appearance of the proposed turbine is shown in Appendix A.

Electrical System

Two distinct components make up the project's electrical system; the collector system and the
substation facility. The collector system collects the power from each wind turbine and directs it to
the substation where it is transformed (stepped-up) and connected to the regional power grid.
These components are described below:

Collector System: The individual turbines will be connected to each other and to the project
substation by a system of underground electric cables. Within the project site, approximately
55 miles of cable will be installed, generally running parallel to proposed project access
roads and along field edges. Between individual turbine groups, the cable will cross
agricultural fields, forested areas and run within existing public road right-of-way (ROW). For
the purposes of this study, it is assumed that no new overhead lines or above-ground
structures will be required as part of the collector system.

Substation Facility: The turbines will feed electricity into two new 34.5 kV collection stations,
each approximately 136 feet by 173 feet in size. These will connect to a new 267-foot by
690-foot point-of-interconnection station immediately north of the NYPA 230 kV transmission
line ROW, approximately 2,500 feet east of Patnode Road in the Town of Clinton. The new
substation facility will be located in a forested area, approximately 3,000 feet from the
nearest residence. The stations will be surrounded by a chain link fence and will include
transformers, breakers, towers, cable carriers, and related structures. A control house and
parking area will be built between the two collector stations, and accessed by a new gravel
access road. Because of its location in a forested area, its modest height, and its distance
from potential viewers, the substation facility should not be a visually significant component
of the project, and therefore was not evaluated as part of this VIA.

Service Roads

Approximately 41 miles of new or improved access roads will provide construction and maintenance
access to the wind turbines. The finished roads will be gravel surfaced and approximately 20 feet
wide. Wherever possible existing public roads, unimproved forest roads, and farm lanes will be
utilized (and upgraded as necessary) to provide turbine access.



The layout of proposed project components on the site is illustrated in Figure 2.

EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER

Based on established visual assessment methodology (NYSDEC, not dated) the visual study area
for the project was defined as the area within a 5-mile radius of each of the proposed turbines, and
includes 155 square miles in Clinton County, 40 square miles in Franklin County, and 65 square
miles in the Province of Quebec, Canada. This visual study area is illustrated in Figure 3.

Physiographic/Visual Setting

Landform and Vegetation

The visual study area straddles three physiographic regions of New York State; the Champlain
Transition, Western Adirondacks Transition, and the Western Adirondack Foothills (Reschke, 1990).
A steep slope runs along the U.S./Canadian border, and transitions to an elevated, rolling plateau in
the central portion of the study area, which then rises in elevation along the rolling foothills of the
Adirondacks to the south. Areas north of the border are characterized by the level to gently rolling
topography of the St. Lawrence Valley. Elevations within the study area range from approximately
1,215 to 2,705 feet above sea level.

Vegetation within the study area is a roughly 50:50 mix of open fields and forest. Open fields,
including active and inactive cropland, pasture, successional old fields and herbaceous wetlands
(marshes and wet meadows) occur primarily in the central portion of the study area. Forest
vegetation is a mix of deciduous trees (northern hardwoods and aspen) and conifers (balsam fir,
white cedar, and white pine). In the central portion of the study area, mature trees are typically found
in hedgerows, woodlots, and wooded wetlands. A large area of intensively managed (logged) forest,
interspersed with marshes and wooded swamps is found in the northeast portion of the study area,
adjacent to the U.S./Canadian border. Vegetation in this area is dominated by regenerating saplings
and pole-sized trees generally less than 40 feet in height. However, conditions range from active
clear cuts to successional stands approaching maturity. Common tree species include gray birch,
big-toothed aspen, and red maple. The Adirondack Park occurs in the southern portion of the study
area, and also includes significant areas of forestland. However, the vast majority of this land (with
the exception of Moon Pond State Forest and some small parcels of Forest Preserve land) is in
private ownership. Public road access in the more heavily forested portions of the study area is
limited. The most northerly portion of the study area extends into Quebec, Canada, in the
southwestern portion of the Montérégie Region. A well-defined, primarily wooded slope extends
east-west across the study area just north of the border. The slope terminates to the north in the St.
Lawrence Valley, which is characterized by more open agricultural areas. Vegetation is similar to
that seen on the U.S. side of the border, although large apple farms are located along the base of
the ridge in the Canadian portion of the study area.

Land Use

Land use within the study area is a combination of agricultural land, rural residences, and large
areas of undeveloped forest and wetland. Forestland includes protected Forest Preserve lands as
well as intensively managed private timberlands. Dairy farming is the primary agricultural land use,
with maple sugar, apple production, lumber and wood products also constituting important
agricultural industries. Higher density residential and commercial development occurs along portions
of U.S. Route 11 and State Route 190. The Village of Chateaugay (just outside the 5-mile radius
study area) and the Hamlets of Churubusco, Ellenburg, Ellenburg Center, and Ellenburg Depot (and
the areas immediately surrounding them) also have a much higher concentration of residential and



commercial uses. The Village of Chateaugay has a well-defined central business district with
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The hamlets are relatively small, well-defined components of
the rural/agricultural landscape and typically occur at the intersections of major travel routes. Outside
of the village and hamlet areas, commercial/institutional uses within the study area include
correctional facilities, and small roadside business such as diners, convenience stores, and
automobile/farm machinery dealerships. Land use in the Canadian portion of the study area includes
forestland, apple orchards, residential estates, rural villages, and crop and dairy farms. This area is
known as the Montérégie Region, and is part of the “Le Circuit du Paysan” tourism circuit, which
promotes the past and present rural and agricultural life of the region. The circuit takes travelers to
multiple hamlets and villages within the study area, including the Hamlets of Rockburn, Franklin,
Havelock and Village of Saint Antoine-Abbé. These villages are well-defined nodes of residential and
commercial land use within the rural/agricultural landscape. Tourist-related businesses in this area
are focused on the apple industry, local artisans, horse breeders, and associated restaurants and
inns.

Water Features

Water features within the visual study area include several water bodies (lakes, ponds, rivers,
streams, and wetlands) that are important features of the landscape. The most significant water
bodies include the Chateaugay River, Lower Chateaugay Lake, the North Branch of the Great Chazy
River, and Lake Roxanne. The visual significance of these water bodies is limited due to their
location at the periphery of the study area, on private land, and/or within forested settings. Other
water features include the expansive beaver marshes, bogs, and wooded wetlands that occur in the
northern U.S. portion of the study area. These wetlands, although often remote and not publicly
accessible, are important components of the visual landscape and offer character-defining views in
some locations. There are no major water features within the Canadian portion of the study area.

Landscape Similarity Zones
Within the visual study area, three distinct landscape similarity zones (LSZ) were defined. Examples
of these zones are illustrated in Figure 4. The general landscape character of these zones, along

with their use and potential views to the proposed project are described below.

Zone 1. Rural /Agricultural Zone

This zone occurs primarily in the west-central U.S and Canadian portions of the visual study area. It
is characterized by open agricultural land with widely dispersed farms and rural residences along a
network of rural roads. Active agricultural fields (corn, hay, pasture, and in Canada, apple orchards)
bounded by hedgerows and scattered woodlots dominate the landscape. Land form within this zone
consists primarily of level to gently rolling plateaus and valleys, but also includes a sloping ridge
along the U.S./Canadian border and more rolling terrain at the base of the Adirondack foothills to the
south. The Canadian valley condition extends to the Saint Lawrence River, allowing long-distance
views across the agricultural landscape to the City of Montreal. Long-distance, panoramic views are
also available from elevated portions of Star Road (Route 190) and other roads in the south central
portion of this zone. Views typically include a patchwork of fields and woodlots, punctuated by
houses, barns, and silos. Livestock and working farm equipment are often seen in the fields. Views
in this zone also occasionally include roadside commercial development and communication towers.
Examples of this landscape occur throughout the visual study area, especially outside the hamlets of
Churubusco and Ellenburg Depot, and around the Canadian Villages of Havelock and Franklin. Due
to the abundance of open fields, foreground (<0.5 mile), mid-ground (0.5-3.0 miles), and background
(>3.5 miles) views of the proposed project will be available from many areas within the
rural/agricultural zone.



Zone 2. Village/Hamlet Zone

This zone includes the larger hamlets and villages in both the U.S. and Canadian portions of the
study area. This zone is characterized by moderate to high-density residential and (limited)
commercial development. Vegetation and landform may contribute to visual character in this zone,
but buildings (typically 1-3 stories tall) and other man-made features dominate the landscape. These
features can be highly variable in their size, architectural style, and arrangement. However, they are
typically arranged along an organized street pattern that tends to screen outward views and focus
views along the streets or crossroads. In some areas, street and yard trees also help to enclose and
screen views within this zone. However, at the periphery of this zone, and in most of the smaller
hamlets, outward views to the greater landscape are available. Examples of this zone include the
U.S. Village of Chataeugay and Hamlets of Churubusco and Ellenburg, and the Canadian Hamlet of
Franklin and Village of Saint Antione-Abbé.

Zone 3. Forestland Zone

Forestland is another major Landscape Similarity Zone within the visual study area. It is
characterized by the dominance of native forest vegetation (mixed deciduous and coniferous tree
species) in various stages of regeneration/maturity. The forestland zone occurs primarily in the
northeastern and southern portions of the U.S. study area. It includes upland forest, as well as
forested wetlands, beaver marshes and ponds. This zone is made up primarily of private forest land,
much of which has been logged and is currently dominated by young saplings and pole-sized trees
(primarily gray birch, big-toothed aspen, and red maple). This zone also includes woodlots scattered
throughout the central portion the study area, and a wooded slope that runs along the U.S./Canadian
border. Views in the forestland zone are typically limited due to the screening provided by overstory
trees. Views are generally restricted to areas where small clearings, wetlands, ponds, and road cuts
provide breaks in the tree canopy. Where long distance views are available, they are typically of
short duration, limited distance, and/or framed by trees. Land use in this zone includes forestry, low-
density residential, and recreational use (hunting, snowmobiling, etc.). Prime examples of this zone
include large tracts of managed forestland northeast of the hamlet of Churubusco in the Town of
Clinton, and Adirondack Park lands in the Town of Ellenburg. These forested areas include private
lands with limited public access, as well as public Forest Preserve lands.

Viewer/User Groups

Three categories of viewer/user groups were identified within the visual study area. These include
the following:

Local Residents

Local residents include those who live and work within the study area. They generally view the
landscape from their yards, homes, local roads, and places of employment. Residents are
concentrated in the villages and hamlets, but occur throughout the study area (although minimally in
the forested northeastern and southern portions). Except when involved in local travel, these
viewers are likely to be stationary, and have frequent or prolonged views of the landscape. Local
residents may view the landscape from ground level or from the upper floors/stories of homes and
buildings. Residents’ sensitivity to visual quality is variable, and may be tempered by the aesthetic
character/setting of their neighborhood or work place. For example, residents with a view of existing
commercial facilities may be less sensitive to landscape changes than those with a view of open
farmland or undisturbed forest. It is assumed, however, that all residents are familiar with the local
landscape and may be very sensitive to changes in particular views that are important to them.



Commuters/Through-Travelers

Commuters and travelers passing through the area view the landscape from motor vehicles on their
way to work or other destinations. This group is concentrated on the major roads that traverse the
study area, including U.S. Route 11 and Canadian Highway 202. Commuters and through-travelers
are typically moving, have a relatively narrow field of view, and are destination oriented. For the
most part, a driver's attention is focused on the road and traffic conditions, but they do have the
opportunity to observe roadside scenery. Certain sections of Route 190, which are elevated and
bordered by agricultural fields, offer drivers expansive views to the St. Lawrence Valley to the north,
and the Adirondacks to the south. Travelers along other roads within the study area will generally
have more limited views due to the flat terrain and abundance of roadside trees. Passengers in
moving vehicles will have greater opportunities for prolonged off-road views than will drivers, and
accordingly, may have greater perception of changes in the visual environment than drivers.

Tourists/Vacationers

Tourists and vacationers come to the area for the purpose of experiencing its cultural, scenic, or
recreational resources. These viewers include hikers, hunters, fishermen and sight-seers involved in
passive or active outdoor recreation activities. They may view the landscape on their way to a
destination or from the destination itself. Some, such as weekend and seasonal home owners, may
spend extended time in the area. Tourists' and vacationers' sensitivity to visual quality and
landscape character will be variable (depending on their reason for visiting the area), although this
group is generally considered to have relatively high sensitivity to aesthetic quality and landscape
character. This group may be passing through the study area on various local roads, including the
Military Trail Scenic Byway, and the Circuit du Paysan in Canada. This group will also view the
landscape from public land and other recreational destinations both in and adjacent to the study
area. However, the forested character of most public and private recreation areas generally limits
long-distance visibility from these sites.

Visually Sensitive Resources

The visual study area includes several sites that the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) Visual Policy (DEP-00-2) considers scenic resources of statewide
significance (NYSDEC, 2000). These include the following:

Sites listed on the National or State Reqgister of Historic Places:

The study area includes only one site that is currently listed on the State and National Register of
Historic Places (NYSOPRHP Website). This site is the Adirondack Forest Preserve in the Town of
Ellenburg. Approximately 31,000 acres of the Park fall within the 5-mile radius visual study area.
The Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey conducted for the project (Heaton, 2006) also concluded
that there are no structures or properties eligible for listing on the State or National Register within 5
miles of the project area. However, this survey indicated that local historians have identified the
Immaculate Heart of Mary Catholic Church, the former school house, and town hall in Churubusco
as locally significant structures.

State Parks: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA (Adirondack Park discussed below)

Urban Cultural Parks: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA




State Forest Preserve:

The central and eastern portion of the study area includes several areas of state Forest Preserve
land located outside of the Adirondack Park. These isolated parcels are located in the Towns of
Clinton and Mooers, and do not include any recreational or public access features.

National Wildlife Refuges: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

State Wildlife Management Areas: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

National Natural Landmarks: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

National Park System Lands: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

A 12.3 mile segment of the Salmon River in the Town of Belmont is the nearest river included within
the NYS Wild, Scenic and Recreational River System (ECL Title 27, Article 15). This Recreational
river is approximately 15 miles from the nearest proposed turbine.

Designated Scenic Roads/Byways:

1. Military Trail Scenic Byway — This 84-mile stretch of State Route 37 and U.S. Route 11,
connects Massena and Rouses Point along the historic military route used to transport
troops and equipment along the Canadian border, between the Saint Lawrence River and
Lake Champlain.

2. Le Circuit du Paysan — This 194-km (121-mile) scenic roadway traverses the southwestern
portion of the Montérégie Region, in the Province of Quebec, Canada between the Richelieu
River and Lake Saint-Francis. Multiple provincial routes and roadways make up the circuit,
including Provincial Routes 15, 202, 209, 221, and Ch. De la Riv. Chateauguay N., Ch. De
Covey Hill, and Ch. De la Riv.-Des-Anglais.

Designated Scenic Sites/Overlooks: SEE BELOW (Under Adirondack Park Lands and Scenic
Vistas)

State or Federal Designated Trails:

The study area does not include any state or federal designated trails. The two nearest trails within
the Adirondack Park include the following:

1. Lyon Mountain Trail — Approximately 6 miles south of the study area boundary. The 2.5-mile
hiking trail is located on private property, but is available for use by the public. The trail
begins at the Chazy Lake parking area and terminates at the Lyon Mountain lookout tower.
This trail accommodates both hiking and snowshoeing activities.

2. DeBar Game Management Area Trail and Beaver Valley Trail — Approximately 15 miles
southwest of the study area boundary. Approximately 13 miles of hiking trails occur within
the DeBar Mountain Wild Forest area, beginning at the State Route 26 parking area and
terminating at the DeBar Mountain Trail junction. These multi-use trails allow hiking, biking,
horseback riding, snowshoeing, cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling.



Adirondack Park Lands and Scenic Vistas:

1. Approximately 31,000 acres of the visual study area falls within the Adirondack Park "blue
line" in Clinton and Franklin County. Although within the Park, the vast majority of this land
is in private ownership and not available for use by the public. The only public lands within
this area are isolated parcels (included within the Debar Mountain Wild Forest) and Moon
Pond State Forest. The Adirondack Park State Land Master Plan (APA, 2001) identifies a
"potential" Adirondack Park scenic pull-off on County Route 54, near the Hamlet of Harrigan
in the Town of Ellenburg. Other designated scenic vistas occur in valley areas near Owls
Head and Lyon Mountain, over 11 miles from the nearest proposed turbine. The nearest
open mountain top view is from the Lyon Mountain lookout tower (almost 12 miles from the
nearest proposed turbine).

2. Adirondack Park Travel Corridors. These corridors are identified in the Adirondack Park
State Land Master Plan (APA, 2001), and include the major travel corridors and principal
segments of the local highway network that contribute to the visual integrity of the Park.
Within the study area, these include:

e State Route 190 — The Adirondack Park State Land Master Plan includes a reference to
approximately 8-miles of State Route 190, from the northern park boundary line to State
Route 374, as being an Adirondack Park travel corridor. However, map review indicates
that only approximately 1,500 feet of State Route 190 occur within the park boundary
near the Hamlet of Brainardsville.

e State Route 374 — Approximately 27-miles from the northern park boundary to
Dannemora. Approximately 4.5 miles of this corridor occur within the visual study area.

State Nature and Historic Preserve Areas: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

Palisades Park Land: NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

Bond Act Properties (Exceptional Scenic Beauty, Open Space): NONE IN THE STUDY AREA

The Gulf State Unique Area (see below) was purchased utilizing 1972 Environmental Quality Bond
Act funds due to its unique geology and wetlands (B. Barnard pers. comm.).

Beyond the scenic resources of statewide significance listed above, the visual study area also
includes areas that are regionally or locally significant/sensitive. These include local parks and
recreation facilities, public open space, population centers, and heavily used transportation corridors.
The most significant of these are listed below:

State Forests and Unique Areas:

Along with the Forest Preserve lands described above, the study area also includes the Gulf State
Unique Area (Flat Rock Gulf). This 627-acre NYSDEC property is located in the Town of Mooers
(Clinton County), adjacent to the U.S./Canadian Border, off Rock Road. It includes a 2.6 mile hiking
trail that extends through hardwood forest, pine barrens, and marshland to the Gulf. The Gulf is a
rocky chasm with waterfalls that fall several hundred feet into the gulf. An additional hiking trail
extends beyond the Gulf to the U.S./Canadian border, which is marked by a granite pillar. Hiking and
cross-country skiing are the primary recreational activities that occur in this area.



Parks and Recreational Areas

The study area includes several additional park and recreational areas, including the following:

Lake Roxanne — Town of Ellenburg

North Branch Great Chazy River — Town of Ellenburg

Blue Haven Campsite — Town of Ellenburg

Ranch Side Park — Town of Ellenburg

Chateaugay Fish Hatchery — Town of Chateaugay (Franklin County)
Lower Chateaugay Lake — Town of Bellmont (Franklin County)

High Falls Park in the Town of Chateaugay (Franklin County) is located on the Chateaugay River,
south of the Village of Chateaugay, just west of the study area boundary.

Areas of Intensive Land Use

Several settlements within the study area are considered visually sensitive due to the concentration
of residential development in these areas and intensity of land use they receive. These include the
following:

Hamlet of Churubusco

Hamlet of Ellenburg

Hamlet of Ellenburg Center

Hamlet of Ellenburg Depot

Village of Chateaugay (Franklin County)

Hamlet of Brainardsville (Franklin County)
Hamlet of Rockburn (Quebec Province, Canada)
Hamlet of Franklin (Quebec Province, Canada)
Hamlet of Covey Hill (Quebec Province, Canada)
Hamlet of Havelock (Quebec Province, Canada)
Village of Saint-Antoine-Abbé (Quebec Province, Canada)

Transportation Corridors

The visual study area includes several highways that could be considered visually sensitive due to
the number of drivers that travel these roads on a daily basis. According to the New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) website, 2004 traffic counts indicate the following average
annual daily traffic on these roads:

e US Route 11 from State Route 374 in the Village of Chateaugay through the Hamlets of
Ellenberg and Ellenburg Depot, to Plank Road (County Road 8), averaged 21,600 vehicles
per day.

e State Route 189 from the U.S./Canadian Border through the Hamlet of Churubusco to the
junction of US Highway 11, northwest of the Town of Ellenburg, averaged 360 vehicles per
day.

e State Route 190 from Plank Road (County Route 8) through the Hamlet of Ellenburg to the
Clinton and Franklin County Line, to State Route 374 outside the Hamlet of Brainardsville,
averaged 8,100 vehicles per day.



e State Route 374 from the U.S./Canadian Border through the Village of Chateaugay and
junction of U.S. Route 11, to the Hamlet of Brainardsville, along Lower Chateaugay Lake to
the Town of Bellmont at the Clinton and Franklin County Line, averaged 4,360 vehicles per
day.

The locations of visually sensitive resources within the 5-mile radius study area are illustrated in
Figure 5.

VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) procedures used for this study are consistent with
methodologies developed by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
(1980), U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Forest Service (1974), the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (1981), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Smardon, et
al., 1988) and the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (not dated). The specific
techniques used to assess potential project visibility and visual impacts are described in the
following section.

Project Visibility

An analysis of project visibility was undertaken to identify those locations within the study area where
there is potential for the proposed wind turbines to be seen from ground-level vantage points. This
analysis included identifying potentially visible areas on viewshed maps, preparing technical cross
sections, and verifying visibility in the field. The methodology employed for each of these
assessment techniques is described below.

Viewshed Analysis

Viewshed maps for the study area were prepared using USGS digital elevation model (DEM) data
(7.5-minute series) and the ArcView Spatial Analyst® computer program. Two 5-mile radius
viewsheds were mapped, one to illustrate “worst case” daytime visibility (based on a maximum blade
tip height of 410 feet above existing grade) and the other to illustrate potential visibility of turbine
lights (based upon the nacelle height of 260 feet above existing grade). The viewshed analysis was
based upon the location of 109 proposed turbines, as shown in Figure 2. The ArcView program
defines the viewshed (using topography only) by reading every cell of the DEM data and assigning a
value based upon visibility from observation points throughout the 5-mile study area. The resulting
viewshed maps define the maximum area from which the completed facility could potentially be seen
within the study area during both daytime and nighttime hours (ignoring the screening effects of
existing vegetation and structures). Because the screening provided by vegetation and structures is
not considered in this analysis, the viewsheds represent a "worst case" assessment of potential
project visibility. In addition, because characteristics of the proposed turbines that influence visibility
(color, narrow profile, distance from viewer, etc.) are not taken consideration, even where these
screening features are lacking, being within the viewshed does not necessarily equate to actual
project visibility.

To evaluate potential long distance visibility a 10-mile radius viewshed map was also prepared. To
determine potential visibility from sensitive sites within the Adirondack Park, the viewshed distance
was extended to 15 miles within the blue line, and the areas of potential visibility line were mapped
and quantified. The methodology employed on these viewshed analyses was the same as
described above.

10



Cross Section Analysis

To illustrate the screening effect of vegetation within the study area, four representative line-of-sight
cross sections (each approximately 6-7 miles long) were cut through the study area. Cross section
locations were chosen so as to include visually sensitive areas (e.g., villages, historic sites, parks,
and water bodies) and various roads and local landmarks. The cross sections are based on forest
vegetation and topography as mapped on the 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle maps and digital aerial
photographs. For the purposes of this analysis, a uniform 40-foot tree height was assumed. A 10
fold vertical exaggeration was used to increase the accuracy of the analysis.

Field Verification

Actual visibility of the proposed project was evaluated in the field on October 21, 2005. Four 15-foot
by 6-foot helium-filled balloons were tethered at the approximate location of proposed turbines 11,
58, 91, and 122, and raised to a height of approximately 410 feet above the existing grade, thus
approximating the maximum finished elevation of the turbine blade tip when oriented straight up (i.e.,
at the 12 o'clock position). The purpose of this exercise was to provide a locational and scale
reference for verification of turbine visibility and to obtain photographs for the subsequent
development of visual simulations. Clear skies and bright sunshine resulted in good visibility, and
calm winds resulted in relatively stationary balloon heights, throughout the day.

While the balloons were in the sky, three field crews drove public roads and visited public vantage
points within the 5-mile radius (260 square mile) study area to document points from which the
balloons could or could not be seen. Photos were taken from 195 representative viewpoints within
the study area. Balloon visibility was documented at each viewpoint with photos and field notes. All
photos were obtained using Nikon (D100 and D70) or Canon (350D and 20D) digital SLR cameras.
All cameras utilized a focal length between 28 and 35 mm (equivalent to between 45 and 55 mm on
a 35 mm film camera). This focal length most closely approximates normal human eyesight relative
to scale. Viewpoint locations were determined using hand-held global positioning system (GPS)
units and high resolution aerial photographs (digital ortho quarter quadrangles). The time and
location of each photo were documented on all electronic equipment (cameras, GPS units, etc.) and
noted on field maps and data sheets (see Appendix B and C).

To evaluate long distance visibility from the Adirondack Park, a single EDR staff member hiked in to
the Lyon Mountain lookout tower on February 8, 2006. This site is the nearest publicly accessible
mountain top that offers open views toward the proposed project site. Weather on the day of the
field visit was a mix of sun and clouds, but lake-effect snow squalls obscured views toward the
project site. Visibility from Lyon Mountain was documented with photos, field notes, and GPS
coordinates, as described above. Photos from this site are included at the end of the photo log (see
Appendix B).

Project Visual Impact

Beyond evaluating potential project visibility, the VIA also examined the visual impact of the
proposed wind turbines on the aesthetic resources and viewers within the visual study area. This
assessment involved creating computer models of the proposed turbine and turbine layout, selecting
representative viewpoints within the study area, and preparing computer assisted visual simulations
of the proposed project. These simulations were then evaluated by an in-house panel of landscape
architects to determine the type and extent of visual impact resulting from project construction.
Details of the visual impact assessment procedures are described below.
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Viewpoint Selection

From the photo documentation conducted during field verification, EDR selected a total of 10
viewpoints for development of visual simulations. These viewpoints were selected to illustrate
typical views of the proposed project that will be available to representative viewer/user groups from
major landscape similarity zones and sensitive sites within the study area. The selected viewpoints
also include a variety of viewer distances and lighting conditions to illustrate the range of visual
change that will occur with the project in place. No viewpoints that required viewing the turbines
through tree branches were selected, thus minimizing potential concerns regarding the need to
conduct this study during the "leaves-off* season. It is worth noting that in EDR's experience, any
advantage of documenting project visibility during the leaves-off season is off-set by the higher
aesthetic quality of viewpoints documented during the growing season. Location of the selected
viewpoints is indicated in Figure 8. Locational details and the criteria for selection of each simulation
viewpoint are described below:

Viewpoint 3 - View from Moore Road near the State Route 190 (Star Road) intersection in
the Town of Ellenburg, looking north. Elevated view of the rural/agricultural
LSZ in the southern portion of the study area, that will allow unobstructed
views of the proposed project.

Viewpoint 8 - View from Gagnier Road near the Patnode Road intersection in the Town of
Clinton, looking south. This location is within the proposed project area and
will allow foreground views of the proposed turbines. It also offers a typical
view of the rural/agricultural LSZ with the Adirondack foothills on the horizon.

Viewpoint 15 - View from State Route 190 (Old Military Turnpike) near the Hamlet of
Ellenburg looking west. Typical view from the edge of a village/hamlet LSZ in
the study area.

Viewpoint 34 - View from Tacey Road near the County Route 54 intersection outside the
Hamlet of Harrigan, looking north. This view is within the rural/agricultural LSZ,
and offers the best view of the proposed project in the vicinity of a potential
scenic pull-off identified by the Adirondack Park Agency (APA). Panoramic
views of Canada to the north and the Adirondack Mountains to the south are
available from this site.

Viewpoint 38 - View from the intersection of Campbell Road and Gagnier Road in the Town of
Clinton, looking northeast. This view is typical of the rural/agricultural LSZ in
the central portion of the study area, where foreground views of the proposed
turbines will be available.

Viewpoint 74 - View from the intersection of State Route 189 and Clinton Mills Road in the
Hamlet of Churubusco, looking southwest. This view is from the hamlet
closest to the proposed project, and is typical of open views that may be
available at the periphery of the village/hamlet LSZ.

Viewpoint 81 - View from Poupore Road near the U.S./Canadian border, looking west. This
represents one of the few open views of the project that will be available in the
forestland LSZ in the northern portion of the U.S. study area.

Viewpoint 165

View from Provincial Route 201 near the Village of St. Antoine-Abbé in Quebec
looking southwest. This view is typical of the village/hamlet LSZ, and
background views from Canada, which feature the strong forested ridge on the
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horizon.

Viewpoint 170 - View from the intersection of Clinton Road and Pollica Road near the Hamlet of
Rockburn, Quebec, looking southeast. This view includes the sloping ridge
along the U.S./Canadian border with agricultural uses nestled into the
forestland LSZ.

Viewpoint 179 - View is from U.S. Highway 11 (Military Trail Scenic Byway) near the State
Route 189 intersection in the Town of Clinton, looking west. This view is from
a heavily traveled highway and designated scenic byway. It includes the type
of frontage development that is typical along area highways, and will have
foreground views of the proposed turbines.

Viewpoints 8, 34, and 74 were also used to illustrate the cumulative visual effect of the Marble River
Wind Farm and the proposed Noble Wind Power Projects. These viewpoints were selected because
they included turbines from both projects, represented different landscape similarity zones within the
study area, and would show the turbines from varying distances and directions.

Visual Simulations

To show anticipated visual changes associated with the proposed project, high-resolution computer-
enhanced image processing was used to create realistic photographic simulations of the completed
project from each of the 10 selected viewpoints. The photographic simulations were developed by
constructing a three-dimensional computer model in 3D StudioMax®, based on turbine specifications
and survey coordinates of the proposed facilities provided by the project developer. For the
purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that all new turbines would be Gamesa Eolica G90
machines. The computer model used in this VIA is shown in Appendix A.

The next step in this process involved utilizing aerial photographs and GPS data collected in the field
to create an AutoCAD 2004® drawing. The two dimensional AutoCAD data was then imported into
3D Studio Max 5.0® and three-dimensional components (cameras, modeled turbines, etc.) were
added. These data were superimposed over photographs from each of the viewpoints, and minor
camera changes (height, roll, precise lens setting) made to align all known reference points within
the view. This process ensures that project elements are shown in proportion, perspective, and
proper relation to the existing landscape elements in the view. Consequently, the alignment,
elevations, dimensions and locations of the proposed turbines will be accurate and true in their
relationship to other landscape elements in the photo.

At this point, a “wire frame” model of the facility and known reference points is shown on each of the
photographs. The proposed exterior color/finish of the turbines was then added to the model and
the appropriate sun angle was simulated based on the specific date, time and location (latitude and
longitude) at which each photo was taken. This information allows the computer to accurately
illustrate highlights, shading and shadows for each individual turbine shown in the view. All
simulations show the turbines with rotors oriented toward the west/southwest, which is generally the
prevailing wind direction in the area. The effects of distance (hazing, bluing, loss of detail) were
added to simulations from Viewpoint 34 to more accurately replicate conditions present at the time
this photo was taken.

Simulations of both the Marble River Wind Farm and the Noble Wind Power Projects were
developed to evaluate the cumulative appearance/visual impact of the two projects. Coordinates for
the proposed Noble turbines, and information on the proposed turbine model and dimensions were
obtained from the Towns' engineers (Conestoga Rovers Associates). These turbines were modeled
and added to the photos from three viewpoints already selected to illustrate the appearance of the
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Marble River project (i.e., Viewpoints 3, 34, and 74). The cumulative simulations were developed in
the same manner described for the Marble River simulations.

Because clear photos of the project site could not be obtained from Lyon Mountain during field
review, a "virtual image" of this view was created by using a digital model of the landscape and
adding the proposed turbines. The terrain model was created by draping (overlaying) 12-inch
resolution color infrared ortho-imagery (aerial photography) over a mesh model generated from the
7.5 minute Digital Elevation Models (DEM's). The DEM's have a grid spacing of 10m. The infrared
ortho-imagery was color corrected to represent the natural color spectrum. Models of the
turbines/turbine layout were added to the view, as described above. Representative vegetation in
the foreground was generated based on the aerial ortho-imagery and ground-level site photos. The
view seen in this rendering represents the scale and extent of visibility of the proposed Marble River
Wind Farm from the existing lookout tower on Lyon Mountain. The view is looking north and the
nearest turbine is approximately 12 miles away. Viewer elevation is approximately 30 feet above
ground level.

Panel Evaluation

An in-house panel of three landscape architects was asked to rate the proposed project in terms of
its contrast with existing components of the landscape. Each of the panel members has experience
on visual impact assessment projects and has visited operating, utility-scale wind power projects in
New York State. Digital color prints (11 x 17-inch) of the before and after photos from each selected
viewpoint were evaluated by the panel. Using a rating form developed by EDR (see Appendix D),
the project's contrast with existing vegetation, landform, land use, water resources, and user activity
was then rated on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5 (strong contrast). For each viewpoint,
these scores were added and averaged to provide an overall contrast rating. Each panel member's
overall score for each viewpoint was then added and averaged to get a final composite rating for
each viewpoint. In addition, rating panel comments on each viewpoint, and on night time photos
from the existing Fenner (New York) Wind Power Project, were used to evaluate the project's
potential visual impact.

VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT RESULTS
Project Visibility

Viewshed analysis (Figure 6) indicates that the proposed project has the potential to be visible in
approximately 90% of the visual study area (disregarding the screening effect of vegetation and
structures). The only areas where potential project visibility is lacking is in the northeastern portion
of the area (primarily in Canada) and in valley areas around the Chateaugay River and Lower
Chateaugay lake. The backside of a few hills and some stream valleys/ravines are also indicated as
being fully screened by topography. Most of the visually sensitive sites in the study area fall within
the project viewshed, including land within the Adirondack Park, Moon Pond State Forest, Lake
Roxanne, the Gulf State Unique Area, all of the U.S. hamlets, and most of the heavily-traveled
roadways (including the Military Trail Scenic Byway). However, the proposed Adirondack Park
scenic overlook on County Route 54, Lower Chateaugay Lake, the Chateaugay River, the Route 374
and Route 190 Adirondack Park Travel Corridors, the Hamlets of Franklin, Havelock and Covey Hill,
Quebec, and portions of the Circuit du Paysan in Canada are indicated as being screened by area
topography. In most areas where potential visibility is indicated, the viewshed analysis suggests that
views to multiple turbines could be available. Areas of potential nighttime visibility cover
approximately 85% of the study area, and generally occur in the same areas where potential
daytime visibility is indicated. Areas of actual visibility will be much more limited than indicated by
the viewshed analysis, due to the light color and slender profile of the turbines (especially the
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blades, which make the top 148 feet of the turbine), the effects of distance, and screening provided
by trees and structures, which are not considered in this analysis.

Extending the viewshed to 10 miles shows a similar pattern of potential visibility, except in the
Adirondack Park to the south/southwest (see discussion below). In general, most of the area
between 5 and 10 miles from the project is indicated as having potential project visibility. This
includes the Villages of Chateaugay, Burke, and Altona. The only areas where visibility will be
blocked by topography alone are the back sides of some hills and steep stream valleys/ravines.

The 15-mile viewshed analysis of the Adirondack Park revealed that potential project visibility
decreases dramatically within the Park (see Figure 6, Sheet 4). This is due to the rugged
topography in this area, which screens views of the proposed project from approximately 75% of the
Park that is within 15 miles of the nearest turbine. Areas where potential visibility is indicated are
concentrated in the Town of Ellenburg and within a corridor along Bradley Pond Road, down to the
Hamlet of Lyon Mountain. Visibility is also indicated on the north-facing slopes and peaks of certain
mountains (e.g., Ellenburg Mountain, Ragged Lake Mountain, Figure Eight Mountain, Soulia
Mountain, Pinnale, West Mountain, and Lyon Mountain). More distant views are largely blocked by
Ellenburg Mountain, Spruce Hill, and Soulia Mountain. Review of 2003 aerial photographs indicate
that almost the entire viewshed within the Park (including the previously mentioned mountain peaks)
is forested. Therefore, actual visibility will be much less than indicated by viewshed mapping.

Cross section analysis (Figure 7) suggests that along selected lines of sight, vegetation and
structures will significantly decrease potential project visibility, when compared to the results of the
viewshed analysis. On average, approximately two thirds of each section shows ground-level views
being screened. The screening effect of topography is illustrated in Sections D-D', which confirms a
lack of visibility from the Adirondack Park scenic overlook, Lower Chateaugay Lake, State Route
374, and most of the land within the Adirondack Park along this line of sight. All of the sections
indicate that woodlots and areas of forest effectively screen significant portions of the study area,
including Moon Pond, the North Branch of the Great Chazy River, and portions of area roadways.
The sections also indicate that buildings will effectively screen ground-level views from portions of
the Hamlets of Churubusco and Ellenburg Center. In regard to visually sensitive sites, the sections
indicate that views of the turbines are likely to be available from portions of the Hamlet of
Churubusco, areas of open land inside the Adirondack Park boundary, many of the heavily-traveled
roads within the study area (including sections of Route 11, 189 and 190), and the upper floors of
some homes in the villages and hamlets.

Field review indicated that actual project visibility (as indicated by visibility of helium-filled balloons
raised at four proposed turbine sites) is likely to be much more limited than suggested by viewshed
mapping and cross section analysis. This is due to the fact that screening provided by buildings and
trees within the study area is more extensive and effective than assumed in the previous analyses.
The result is that certain sites/areas where "potential” visibility was indicated by viewshed and cross
section analysis, were actually well screened from views of the proposed project. Field review
confirmed a lack of visibility from areas in the southeastern portion of the study area along the
Chateaugay River corridor, the far western and eastern portions of the Town of Clinton, and those
portions of the Towns of Chateaugay and Mooers that occur within the study area. It also confirmed
that ground-level views within villages and hamlets were typically blocked by buildings and
street/yard trees. In the rural/agricultural portions of the study area, hedgerows and trees not
indicated on the USGS maps also blocked/interrupted views of the balloons in many areas. Views
were available from several sensitive sites, including portions of Route 11 (Military Trail Scenic
Byway), portions of the Hamlets of Churubusco and Ellenburg Center and portions of several heavily
traveled highways, including Route 189 and Route 190. However, the balloons could not be seen
from areas around Lake Roxanne, Moon Pond State Forest, state Forest Preserve lands, the
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proposed Adirondack Park scenic overlook on Route 54, the two designated Adirondack Park Travel
Corridors, the Hamlets of Ellenburg and Ellenburg Deport, and the Village of Chateaugay.

Field review from the Adirondack Park confirmed that most of the area where viewshed mapping
indicates potential visibility is solidly wooded, and that long-distance views in this area are rare. This
includes the peaks of most of the mountains within 15 miles of the proposed project, including Soulia
Mountain, Ellenburg Mountain, East Mountain, and Pinnacle. This is also true for the trail up Lyon
Mountain. Views along the trail are well screened by trees, with the only open views oriented along
the trail corridor, looking east. At the top of Lyon Mountain, open views are available from some
areas of exposed rock, and from the lookout tower. From the tower, views north toward the project
site are available on clear days, however, the primary view is toward Chazy Lake to the northeast
and the High Peaks and to the south.

Analysis of Existing and Proposed Views

To illustrate anticipated visual changes associated with the proposed project, simulations of the
completed facilities from each of the 10 viewpoints indicated in Figure 8 were used to evaluate
project visibility and appearance. Rating panel review of these images, along with photos of the
existing view, allowed for comparison of the aesthetic character of each view with and without the
proposed project in place. Results of this evaluation are presented below.

Viewpoint 3 (Figure 9)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from Moore Road, near the intersection of State Route 190 (Star Road) in the Town
of Ellenburg, looking north. This viewpoint is approximately 1.3 miles from the nearest turbine that
would be visible in this view. This view typifies the large-scale, open views that are available when
looking north toward Canada from the elevated southern portions of the study area. The road and
open agricultural fields dominate the foreground, while forest vegetation dominates the midground.
These areas contrast in color and texture, but the relatively flat topography of the central plateau
offers little differentiation between the foreground, mid-ground, and background views. The far edge
of the plateau creates a strong horizon line against the sky. Structures and utility poles along Star
Road further emphasize the flatness of the landscape and form a strong horizontal line against the
midground forest vegetation.

Proposed Project

With the proposed project in place a large number of turbines are visible in the midground and
background of the view. Although texture contrast is not significant, the turbines' vertical line and
white color contrast with the green vegetation and horizontal lines that dominate the landscape. The
light color of the sky and the man-made structures in this view lessen contrast somewhat, but the
size of the turbines and their distribution across a broad area of the landscape, result in a significant
perceived change in land use. While the expansiveness of the project will likely be considered an
adverse impact by many viewers, some viewers will perceive the turbines as adding interest to the
view.

Viewpoint 8 (Figure 10)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from Gagnier Road near the intersection of Patnode Road in the Town of Clinton,
looking south. This viewpoint is approximately 0.25 mile from the nearest turbine that would be
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visible in this view. This open, large-scale view illustrates the closeness of the Adirondack
Mountains to the southern portion of the study area. Low grass and a recently harvested agricultural
field dominate the foreground view, while the midground is dominated by rolling, forested hills. The
rough texture, flatness, and brown color of the harvested cropland contrasts with the soft texture,
rolling form, and fall coloration of the background trees. The midground woods line/hedgerow
contains the foreground view and anchors the rise of the Adirondack Mountains in the background.
The background view to the mountains and the lack of visible man-made features give this view a
sense of remoteness.

Proposed Project

The character of this view is significantly changed with the project in place. Turbines in the
foreground present significant scale contrast with the existing vegetation. The two foreground
turbines frame the view, and focus viewer attention on the cluster of midground turbines between
them. The turbines become focal points that dominate the view and draw attention away from the
mountains in the background. While the rural character of the landscape is maintained, the sense of
remoteness is lost. However, the increase complexity of the view and the proximity of the
foreground turbines will be perceived as interesting to some viewers.

Viewpoint 15 (Figure 11)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from State Route 190 (Old Military Turnpike) near the Hamlet of Ellenburg, looking
west. This viewpoint is approximately 3.8 miles from the nearest turbine that would be visible in the
view. It is typical of the rural views available from the periphery of small hamlets and villages found
throughout the study area. The quaint village character of this view is enhanced by the open pasture
with small hedgerows and rubble stonewalls in the foreground view. The road edge and repeating
rows of fence posts and telephone poles parallel to the road lead the view into the hamlet center.
The built structures, including a church and school, are nestled into the existing vegetation, revealing
only glimpses of the upper portions of the buildings, above the trees. The forested background ridge
forms a strong line on the horizon, which blocks more distant views and encourages the viewer to
focus on the hamlet.

Proposed Project

With the proposed project in place the upper portions of turbines can be seen along the entire
background ridge. Although the turbines present significant scale contrast, at this distance, and
under these lighting conditions, they blend well with the sky and do not compete/contrast with the
existing vegetation or landform. The turbines do not significantly alter the perceived land use due to
their background location, partial screening, and the existing visual complexity and man-made
features that characterize the view.

Viewpoint 34 (Fiqure 12)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from Tacey Road near the County Route 54 intersection outside the Hamlet of
Harrigan, looking north. This viewpoint is located very near the Adirondack Park blue line, and
approximately 1.7 miles from the nearest turbine that would be visible in the view. This view is close
to the proposed Adirondack Park scenic overlook on Route 54 (where project visibility is blocked by
West Hill), and typical of the large-scale, long-distance views that are available from open locations
in the southern portion of the study area. These views include the St. Lawrence Valley and the City
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of Montreal to the north. The foreground is dominated by a rural road and active cropland, which
carry the viewer's eye to a deciduous hedgerow in the midground. This hedgerow creates a strong
horizontal line, and defines the edge the midground view. The midground area is characterized by
level topography and forest vegetation, punctuated by occassional agricultural fields and structures.
The edge of the central plateau in the background defines another strong horizontal line, beyond
which, distant landscape features can only be vaguely seen. The uniform elevation and color of the
foreground and midground landscape carry the view outward to the background view of Canada.
This panoramic vista is compromised by the presence of an existing radio tower. The tower's red
and white color and vertical form contrasts with the green and brown colors and horizontal line that
characterize this landscape.

Proposed Project

With the proposed project in place, turbines stretch across the majority of the midground plateau.
The turbines' vertical line and white color are in strong contrast with the existing landscape.
Although more distant turbines that are viewed primarily against the sky create less contrast, the
turbines become the dominant elements in the view. Their dominance and contrast are accentuated
by the wide expanse of the view, the superior (i.e., elevated) viewer position, and the number and
extent of visible turbines. Distant background features, and even the prominent radio antenna,
cannot compete with the turbines for viewer attention.

Viewpoint 38 (Figure 13)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from the intersection of Campbell Road and Gagnier Road in the Town of Clinton,
looking northeast. This viewpoint is approximately 0.5 mile from the nearest turbine that would be
visible in this view. This classic bucolic setting is typical of the rural agricultural landscape found in
the central portion of the study area. The open foreground includes grazed pastureland, livestock,
and barns. These features define and dominate the view. The dense forest vegetation in the
midground creates a strong horizontal line against the sky. It also captures and focuses the viewer's
attention on the foreground objects. There are no background features visible due to the lack of
elevation change and screening provided by the midground trees.

Proposed Project

With the project in place, two turbines are visible in the near midground, with additional turbines or
portions of turbines visible behind them. While the turbines' color is fairly compatible with the sky,
line and scale contrast with existing vegetation and landform (especially by the two nearest turbines)
is striking. Consequently, the two nearby turbines become focal points in the landscape and draw
the viewer's attention away from the foreground features in the view. While the land use is still
perceived as rural/agricultural, the barns, livestock, and other features that define the character of
the existing view, become subordinate to the turbines.

Viewpoint 74 (Figure 14)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from the intersection of State Route 189 and Clinton Mills Road in the Hamlet of
Churubusco, looking southwest. This viewpoint is approximately 1.6 miles from the nearest turbine
that would be visible in the view. Small hamlets similar to this are found throughout the study area,
but the Hamlet of Churubusco is located closest to the proposed turbines. In this view, an open lawn
area with randomly placed historical or cemetery markers in the foreground dominate the view. The
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scale is medium to small, reflecting the residential land use in this area. The residential structure,
outbuildings, and a low hedgerow form an edge in the view before revealing another open lawn area
and road further in the midground. Dense deciduous and evergreen vegetation in the midground
form a strong horizontal line, holding the view, anchoring the built structures, and blocking more
distant background views. The level of topography, road, hedgerow and roof lines of the buildings in
this view all create strong vertical lines in the landscape. Overhead utility lines/poles parallel the
road, but the scale of the adjacent mature trees softens their visual impact.

Proposed Project

With the proposed project in place, several turbines rise above the midground tree line. At this
distance, the turbines do not appear out of scale with the vegetation, and several are significantly
screened behind tree foliage. The turbines' form is compatible with the midground trees, and their
color does not contrast strongly with the sky. Although backlighting increases turbine contrast with
the sky, it minimizes color contrast with the vegetation. The turbines' density and line are also
consistent with other vertical elements in the landscape (utility poles, tree trunks, etc.). There is
some perceived change in land use, but the foreground structures and residential feel remain
dominant.

Viewpoint 81 (Figure 15)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from Poupore Road near the U.S./Canadian border, looking west. This viewpoint is
approximately 0.4 mile from the nearest turbine that would be visible in this view. The remote
character of the northern portion of the study area is well represented in this view. However, the
open, expansive character of the view is somewhat unique in this more heavily forested portion of
the study area. The gravel roadway with parallel grass shoulders and fence posts dominate the
foreground. The roadway is flanked by two distinct landscapes; a successional field and hedgerows
on one side, and an area of grazed pasture land and farm outbuildings on the opposite side.
Screened views of a trailer and two houses can be seen through the trees. The viewer's attention is
directed toward the farm and background forested ridge by the roadway and a series of vertical
elements (fence posts, road-side trees, and utility poles). The rich orange and yellow fall foliage of
the background vegetation contrasts with the deep blue and white of the sky, and forms a strong
horizontal line that prevents any further views into the background.

Proposed Project

With the project in place, several turbines are visible in the near midground. The turbines rise well
above the surrounding treetops, which increases perceived scale, line, and form contrast with the
landscape. However, the turbines are viewed almost entirely against the sky, which minimizes color
contrast. Their white color is also consistent with other manmade features in the view (buildings,
utility poles, fence posts). Although the turbines do not significantly change the composition of the
mixed undeveloped/developed landscape in this view, they do compromise its remote, rural
character.

Viewpoint 165 (Figure 16)

Existing View
This viewpoint is from Provincial Route 201 near the Village of St. Antoine-Abbé in the Province of

Quebec, Canada, looking southwest. This viewpoint is approximately 4.1 miles from the nearest
turbine that would be visible in this view. This view is typical of the lower elevation valley areas
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within the Canadian portion of the study area, which include the forested ridge that runs along the
U.S./Canadian border. In this view, a post and wire fence, and the athletic fields and facilities behind
it, dominate the foreground view. The athletic building and equipment add visual clutter to the view,
while the lights, flag pole and church steeple break the horizon at varying heights. The far midground
view includes a variety of residential and institutional structures. With the exception of the church
steeple, most of the structures are nestled among trees within the village. The even height and
uniform thickness of the forest along the background ridge creates a strong, unbroken line on the
horizon.

Proposed Project

With the proposed project in place, several turbines can be seen extending above the background
ridge. Their varying distance from the viewer results in variable degrees of screening (i.e., full
turbines to just blade tips can be seen). Although the turbines' vertical line contrasts with the
horizontal ridge and breaks the skyline, their narrow profile and light color minimize turbine contrast
and visibility. They also reflect the vertical line of other man-made elements in the view. At this
distance, their color and scale contrast are minimal and they do not significantly alter the
recreational/residential character of the existing view.

Viewpoint 170 (Figure 17)

Existing View

This open, large-scale view is from the intersection of Clinton Road and Pollica Road near the
Hamlet of Rockburn, Quebec, looking southeast. This viewpoint is approximately 2.3 miles from the
nearest turbine that would be visible in this view. Agricultural fields, orchards, and occasional farms
dot the lower slope of the forested ridge that runs along the U.S./Canadian border. The open
foreground field with its gently rolling landform rises to the dark midground vegetation and single
barn, which attracts and holds the viewer’s attention. Textures are generally smooth, and colors
uniform. The field edge and forested ridge define three dominant and district horizontal elements in
the view (the field, ridge, and sky). The wooded ridge blocks long-distance background views, and
illustrates the uniform elevation that occurs along the U.S./Canadian border.

Proposed Project

With the project in place, numerous turbines rise above the wooded ridge to varying degrees
(depending on their distance from the viewer). The turbines' vertical line contrasts with the strong
horizontals in the view, but this contrast is minimized due their light color, slender profile, and the
partial screening provided by trees on the ridge. Although some of the turbines rise well above the
surrounding trees, at this distance, their scale contrast is not significant. The major attributes of the
landscape remain unchanged. Although the turbines add an element of interest, the broad expanse
of the field and ridge (as well as the single barn) are still the dominant features of the view.

Viewpoint 179 (Figure 18)

Existing View

This viewpoint is from U.S. Highway 11 (Military Trail Scenic Byway) near the intersection of State
Route 189 in the Town of Clinton, looking west. This view is approximately 0.3 mile from the nearest
turbine that would be visible in this view. It illustrates the type of residential, agricultural, and small
commercial development that typically occurs along Route 11 and other area highways. The
expansive mowed lawn with scattered shrubs in the foreground makes this former farmstead feel
slightly suburban. The house and outbuildings are a well-organized grouping, however, the utility
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pole with light fixture, and the associated overhead lines bisecting the sky, reduce visual quality.
The view is small-scale and relatively enclosed. The midground hedgerow forms a visual barrier that
blocks views of background features and provides a backdrop to the residential structures. The lack
of elevational change also limits background views and emphasizes the flatness of the topography in
this portion of the study area.

Proposed Project

With the proposed project in place, one turbine rises dramatically behind the house, while a second,
more distant turbine can be seen through the midground tree line near the barn. At this distance, the
near midground turbine appears very large and out of scale with its surroundings. Although the
turbines' white color will generally minimize contrast with the sky, in strongly backlit conditions such
as these, contrast is heighten. The line and form of this turbine are also in strong contrast with the
existing vegetation and landform, although impact is limited by the small number of turbines that can
be seen in this view. The rural residential land use remains dominant, but the closest turbine
becomes a new focal point in the landscape that draws the viewer's eye and appears out of
character in a residential setting.

Cumulative Simulations (Figure 19-21)

Simulations of the Marble River Project and the Noble Projects are shown in Figures 19-21. Each of
these figures compare a simulation of the Marble River Wind Farm with a simulation of both projects
from the same viewpoint. From Viewpoint 8 (Figure 19) and Viewpoint 74 (Figure 21), the
cumulative visual effect of the two projects is not significantly different than the impact of the Marble
River project alone. Although the additional visible turbines suggest a larger project and create
some visual congestion, the overall change is relatively minor. In the case of Viewpoint 34 (Figure
20), the cumulative visual effect of the two projects is much more striking. The turbines are now
closer to the viewer and extend across the full field of view (note that turbines even closer to the
viewer occur immediately outside the limits of the photo). The view is more cluttered, and the
turbines fully dominate the landscape. Land use character is significantly altered (changing from
rural to industrial/utility-oriented), and views to the distant horizon are obscured. This viewpoint, with
is superior viewer position, lack of foreground screening, and relatively flat topography, is
representative of the "worst case" cumulative visual impact the Marble River and Noble projects
would have within the study area.

Lyon Mountain (Figure 22)

The "virtual image" created to simulate the view from the Lyon Mountain lookout tower confirms that
unobstructed views toward the project site will be available. From the tower, the site is unscreened
by vegetation or topography, and under proper weather conditions, views will extend well into
Canada. The proposed project (digitally enhanced [brightened] in this image) will be visible in its
entirety. The turbines extend well above the ground plain features (trees, fields, etc.), but will be
viewed against the backdrop of the ground. This heightens their contrast in line, form, and color.
However, their slender form and the effects of distance will minimize their visibility and visual impact.
Without the digital enhancement utilized on this simulation, and under normal weather conditions
that include atmospheric moisture/background haze, project visibility and visual impact will be
significantly reduced.

Turbines for the proposed Noble wind power projects were also added to the long distance virtual
image from the Lyon Mountain lookout tower, based on turbine locations and specifications provided
by the Towns' engineers. Figure 22 shows how this image would change with both projects in place.
The turbines are denser, extend across a broader expanse of the background, and begin to compete
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with other landscape features for viewer attention. However, from this viewpoint the cumulative
visual impact of both projects is reduced by the effects of distance.

Visual Impact Assessment Rating

An in-house panel of three registered landscape architects (LA) evaluated the visual impact of the
proposed project, as described in the Methodology section of this report. Utilizing 11 x 17-inch
digital color prints of the selected representative viewpoints described above, the rating panel
members evaluated the before and after views, assigning each view a quantitative visual contrast
ratings on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5 (strong contrast). Each panel member’s ratings
were averaged to get an overall score for each viewpoint, and these scores were then compiled as a
composite average for each viewpoint. Copies of the completed rating forms are included in
Appendix D, and the results of this process are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Visual Contrast Rating

Individual Overall Scores®
Viewpoint # LA 1 LA 2 LA 3 Composite
Score
VP 3 2.75 3.5 3.0 3.08
VP 8 1.75 3.25 2.75 2.58
VP 15 1.0 2.75 1.25 1.67
VP 34 3.75 3.25 3.5 3.5
VP 38 3.25 3.25 3.75 3.42
VP 74 1.0 1.75 1.0 1.25
VP 81 2.25 2.75 3.75 2.92
VP 165 1.0 2.5 1.0 15
VP 170 1.75 2.5 1.75 2.0
VP 179 2.5 3.0 4.25 3.25
Average 2.1 2.85 2.6 2.52

On a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5 (strong visual contrast).

As this table indicates, individual contrast ratings ranged from 1.0 (completely compatible) to 4.25
(high visual contrast). Composite scores (i.e., the average of individual rating panel members)
ranged from 1.5 to 3.42, and averaged 2.52. Scores in this range indicate a moderate level of visual
contrast. The lowest contrast ratings (2.0 and under) were received by Viewpoints 15, 74, 165, and
170. Simulations from these viewpoints were characterized by more distant views (1.6 to 4.1 miles),
significant screening by vegetation and/or landform, and the presence of other man-made features in
the view. All of these factors tend to decrease turbine visibility and/or color, line, texture, and scale
contrast with the landscape.

The highest individual and composite contrast ratings were received by Viewpoints 3, 34, 38, 81 and
179. All of these viewpoints received composite ratings close to or above the midpoint (3.0) on the 1
to 5 scale. In the case of Viewpoints 38, 81, and 179, this impact related primarily to the proximity of
the turbines to the viewer (less than 0.5 mile), which heightened the project's contrast with the
landscape in color, line, texture, form, and especially scale. In such views, the turbines become
focal points, and begin to alter the perceived land use in the view. In Viewpoints 3 and 34, although
the turbines are more distant, superior viewer position, level topography, and lack of foreground
screening provide open views of numerous turbines. The size and expansiveness of the project is
evident in such views. In addition, the flatness and rural character of the landscape in these views
enhance project contrast in line, color, texture, form, and scale. This contrast and the expanse of
the project result in a perceived incompatibility with the rural land use evident in these views.
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It is interesting to note that several viewpoints elicited very different reactions from individual rating
panel members. This is reflected in the range of individual scores seen in Table 1. One panel
member (LA 1) generally (but not always) gave the images a lower contrast rating than the other two
panel members. The other two panel members (LA 1 and LA 3) were more consistent in their
scoring, but still reacted differently to individual simulations (see rating forms in Appendix D for
details). This reflects individual variability in perception/acceptance of the turbines. A generally
positive viewer reaction to wind turbines, with some strong individual variability (based on viewer
preference and/or landscape setting), has been observed by EDR on the currently operating wind
power projects in New York State (Madison, Fenner, and Maple Ridge). Similar results have been
documented in public opinion surveys regarding constructed wind power projects in other locations
(Bishop and Proctor, 1994; Gipe, 2003). Based on rating panel results, this reaction will likely also
be seen on the Marble River Wind Farm.

The panel's review of nighttime photos from the Fenner Wind Power Project (Figure 23), indicate
that nighttime visual impact could be significant from certain viewpoints. The contrast of the aviation
warning lights with the night sky will be strong in most dark, rural settings, and their presence
suggests a more commercial/industrial land use. Viewer attention is drawn by the flashing of the
lights, and any positive reaction that wind turbines engender (due to their graceful form, association
with clean energy, etc.) is lost at night. While perhaps not disturbing (or even strongly perceptible)
from roads and other public viewpoints, turbine lighting may be perceived negatively by area
residents who will be able to view these lights from their homes and yards.

Simulations of the Marble River and Noble wind power projects illustrate the potential cumulative
visual effect of these projects. As with the simulations of the Marble River Wind Farm alone, the
visual effect is variable based on proximity to the turbines, the extent of natural screening, and the
number/extent of turbines in the view. In most locations within the study area, only small portions of
either project will be visible. However, in some open elevated settings, such as those along Star
Road in Ellenburg, large portions of both projects will be visible. The visual effect from such
viewpoints will be fairly striking, and night lighting impacts could be significant.

CONCLUSIONS
The VIA for the Marble River Wind Power Project allows the following conclusions to be drawn:

1. Viewshed, mapping, cross section analysis, and field verification indicate that the project has the
potential to be visible from numerous locations within the study area, particularly in higher
elevation, open agricultural areas. Areas generally screened by vegetation, structures, and/or
topography include the forested northeastern and southern portions of the U.S. study area
(including Adirondack Park lands), the northeastern portion of the Canadian study area, most
rivers and streams, and the interior portions of hamlets and villages. Viewshed analysis
suggests that potential long-distance visibility of the project will be limited within the Adirondack
Park due to the screening effect of topography. Where potential visibility is indicated in the Park,
the land is generally heavily forested and far from the project area, thus minimizing actual project
visibility. Review of high resolution aerial photos, and field evaluation, confirmed that this is the
case for most of the mountain peaks within 15 miles of the proposed project. The exception is
Lyon Mountain, where a publicly-accessible lookout tower will offer unobstructed views toward
the project site. Research indicates that significant visual effects of wind power projects are
generally concentrated within 3.5 miles (6 kilometers) of the project site (Eyre, 1995). EDR's
observations on existing wind power projects (Madison, Fenner, and Maple Ridge Wind Power
Projects) indicate that under favorable conditions, views of the wind turbines will be available
from certain viewpoints well over 10 miles from the project site. However, visual impact at these
distances is typically minimal.

23



Some visually sensitive resources and areas of intense land use will be impacted by the project.
These include open areas inside the Adirondack Park blue line, the Military Trail Scenic Byway
(Route 11), State Routes 189 and 190, and portions of the Hamlets of Churubusco and
Ellenburg Center. At other sites, including publicly accessible lands within the Adirondack Park,
areas of Forest Preserve lands outside the Park, Moon Pond, Lake Roxanne, several Canadian
hamlets, the Circuit du Paysan in Canada, the Route 374 and Route 190 Adirondack Park Travel
Corridors, the proposed Adirondack Park scenic overlook on Route 54, Lower Chateaugay Lake,
the Chateaugay River, the Great Chazy River, and most ground-level locations within the
villages and hamlets, the project will either not be visible or will be significantly screened by
foreground vegetation and structures. The project will be visible from some mountain peaks
within the Adirondack Park. However, from these locations, it will be distant enough that visual
impacts should be insignificant.

Simulations of the proposed project, and the in-house panel's visit to existing wind power
projects in New York, indicate that the visibility and visual impact of the wind turbines will be
highly variable, based on landscape setting, extent of natural screening, presence of other man-
made features in the view, viewer sensitivity, and distance of the viewer from the project. The
greatest impact will occur when turbines are close to the viewer, or where the full extent of the
project is visible. However, these two conditions will rarely, if ever, occur simultaneously.
Elevated, long-distance views (e.g., from Adirondack peaks such as Lyon Mountain) that allow
the full project to be seen, will be distant enough (i.e., over 10 miles) that visual impact should be
minor.

Evaluation by the in-house panel of landscape architects indicates that the project's overall
contrast with the visual/aesthetic character of the area will generally be moderate. However,
based on the panel’'s scoring and comments, this may not be the case where turbines are in
proximity to the viewer (i.e., under 0.5 mile), extend across broad expanses of the view, or
appear out of context/character with the landscape. Based on viewer reaction to operating wind
power projects elsewhere, public reaction to the Marble River project is likely to be generally
positive, but highly variable based on proximity to the turbines, the affected landscape, and
personal attitude regarding wind power. As Stanton (1996) notes, although a wind power project
is a man-made facility, what it represents "may be seen as a positive addition” to the landscape.

Based upon review of nighttime photos and observations of existing wind power projects, the
panel felt that the red flashing lights have the potential to create a significant nighttime effect,
especially with a project as large as Marble River. The potential significance of this impact
depends on how many turbines are visible, what other sources of lighting are present in the
view, the extent of screening provided by structures and trees, and nighttime viewer
activity/sensitivity. However, it was felt that night lighting could be distracting and have an
adverse impact on rural residents that currently experience dark nighttime skies. It should be
noted that nighttime visibility/visual impact may be reduced on this project due to 1) new FAA
guidelines that result in fewer aviation warning lights then required on earlier projects, 2) an
abundance of forestland that will significantly screen views to the project, and 3) the
concentration of residences in hamlets and along highways where existing lights already
compromise dark skies and compete for the viewer’'s attention. Panel members also felt that
new FAA guidelines requiring synchronization of the flashing lights would help reduce adverse
visual impact.

Representative simulations of the Marble River and Noble projects together indicate that the
cumulative visual effect is variable based on proximity to the turbines, the extent of natural
screening, and the number/extent of turbines in the view. In most locations within the study
area, only small portions of either project will be visible. However, in some open elevated
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settings large portions of both projects will be visible. The visual effect from such viewpoints will
be fairly striking, and night lighting impacts could be significant.

Mitigation options are limited, given the nature of the project and its siting criteria (tall structures
on high elevation sites). However, in accordance with DEC Program Policy (NYSDEC, 2000),
various mitigation measures were considered. These included the following:

A.

Screening. Due do the height of individual turbines and the geographic extent of the
proposed project, screening with earthen berms, fences, or planted vegetation will generally
not be effective in reducing project visibility or visual impact. However, if adequate natural
screening of the proposed substation site is not preserved, a planting plan should be
developed and implemented to minimize visibility and visual impact associated with this
component of the project.

Relocation. Again, because of the extent of the project, the number of individual turbines,
and the large number of viewpoints from which the project can be seen, turbine relocation
will generally not significantly alter the visual impact of a wind power project.

Camouflage. The white or off-white color of wind turbines generally minimizes contrast with
the sky under most conditions. Consequently it is recommended that this color be utilized on
the Marble River project. More effective camouflage coloration would likely raise aviation
safety concerns, since new FAA guidelines do not require daytime lighting and count on the
white color of the turbines to alert pilots to their presence. The size and movement of the
turbines also prevents more extensive camouflage from being a viable mitigation alternative
(i.e., they cannot be made to look like anything else). Neilson (1996) notes that efforts to
camouflage or hide wind farms generally fail, while Stanton (1996) feels that such efforts are
inappropriate. She believes that wind turbine siting "is about honestly portraying a form in
direct relation to its function and our culture; by compromising this relationship, a negative
image of attempted camouflage can occur.”

Low Profile. A significant reduction in turbine height is not possible without significantly
decreasing power generation. To off-set this decrease, additional turbines would be
necessary. There is not adequate land under lease to accommodate a significant number of
additional turbines, and a higher number of shorter turbines would not necessarily decrease
project visual impact. In fact, several studies have concluded that people tend to prefer
fewer larger turbines to a greater number of smaller ones (Thayer and Freeman, 1987; van
de Wardt and Staats, 1988).The visual impact of the electrical collection system is being
minimized by placing the lines underground rather than on overhead poles.

Downsizing. Reducing the number of turbines could reduce visual impact from certain
viewpoints, but from most locations within the study area, unless this reduction were drastic,
the visual impact of the project would change only marginally. A dramatic reduction in
turbine number (e.g., reduction by 50%) would make the project economically unviable.

Alternate Technologies. Alternate technologies for power generation would have different,
and perhaps more significant, visual impacts than wind power. Alternative utility-scale wind
power technologies, that would significantly reduce visual impacts, do not currently exist.

. Nonspecular Materials. Non-glossy (matte) paints and finishes will be used on the wind

turbines to minimize reflected glare. Galvanized substation components will rapidly weather
to a non-reflective gray color.
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H. Lighting. Turbine lighting will be kept to the minimum allowable by the FAA. New FAA

guidelines (FAA, 2005) do not require daytime lighting, and allow nighttime lighting of
perimeter turbines only, at a maximum spacing of 0.5 mile. Medium or low intensity pulsing
red lights should be used at night, rather than white or red strobes, or steady burning red
lights. Upwardly directed lighting fixtures should be utilized to minimize nighttime visual
impacts on nearby residents. Lighting at the substation should be kept to a minimum, and
should be turned on only as needed, either by switch or motion detector.

Maintenance. The turbines and turbine sites will be maintained to ensure that they are clean,
attractive, and operating efficiently. Research and anecdotal reports indicate that viewers
find wind turbines more appealing when they are operational and the rotors are turning
(Stanton, 1996). In addition, the project developer will establish a decommissioning fund to
ensure that if the project goes out of service and is not repowered/redeveloped, all visible
above-ground components will be removed.

Offsets.  Correction of an existing aesthetic problem within the viewshed is a viable
mitigation strategy for projects that result in significant adverse visual impact. However,
results of this VIA do not suggest that such mitigation measures are warranted for the Marble
River Wind Farm.

In addition to the mitigation measures described above, other measures that will reduce or mitigate
visual impact have been incorporated into the project design. These include the following:

Compliance with all required set-backs from roads and residences.
All turbines will have uniform design, speed, color, height and rotor diameter.
Towers will include no exterior ladders or catwalks.

The project operations and maintenance building (although not yet designed) will reflect the
vernacular architecture of the area (i.e., resemble an agricultural structure).

New road construction will be minimized by utilizing existing town roads, woods roads and
farm lanes whenever possible.

No placement of any advertising devices on the turbines.
A parking/viewing location, with an informational kiosk, will be developed to enhance public

understanding and appreciation of the project Stanton (1996) believes that accessibility to a
wind farm can positively affect how the public perceives the project.
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:_D. %\Mckc:{:{'—
Date;__ | Zﬂ‘]‘/@?

Viewpoint #_ 5

Viewpoint Description:

al dac uwith some &%ecw(-m Nnizown s Flat /%remaun/

uﬁ lwabd widd é binete S stanpl wfz culbivat) {vivbuad wood ls g\
iwe Lo mem4'af: /WM scale ! Cln - mwo/w peen %Lmum Lob amd

%L:z/L Lo ,ﬁwﬁd" B{M.qu {WM L IMOH’. \L@ /wur’fm J@M«Wa ‘é
A jui,@(i 0«}&%\

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments i
Vegetation 4 l'ne , acale, celer tegbure ¢ oo
s ot covpat bl

Land Use linege gm Ak ot mwfdﬁ“’tb le
Coln Bnd tepbune & Lo

g
Land Form s Scale p -f&um ot bt ngwgtm/a e
£

line , Cpdn & feghunn ow (“‘zmmh/slf |
line) Coln,y ﬂéﬁm & it ang Con gl fné/e?

Viewer Activity
.eaam g rid
Water A
Total — > I o
Average Score 2 2

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: s FRATE
Date: 2/ 14/ o5

Viewpoint # 3

Viewpoint Description:
Viewrr Aocos s odm\g roogh - ouaN!& two dokad g p ¢ \N'-ccpe
)b bttt iy gt T et 25 1 cocacud pon 1) T bonzom hic o i
&&«ant"h Srak &N viww iumazgd whd. aézn-/f% %f«@&;ﬁ {
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Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation 4’ Sheony Lot v Y, /Scak. and cder,
Land Use 2 @uh /a%.\'ww 4= S STV, ETIYVVY, g
Land Form 2 Pollts b ond shighF a~Alaflog
rum pedomigod
Viewer Activity N awes olfrdson S\ued b b preswee
4’ Ve corse d" UM_‘# 43: 'f\/t/‘lo“(a& "'\\j.
Water N i
/i
Total )
- 4 J 4 o
Average Score 5
Overall Aesthetic Impact:
P g\o‘&‘a’m
e wda eypoest of -(vhws cr D l&wm A ont@ift Het vicwo- odwaiky
AAKMM s doken e ’\z color CoerS‘f‘ b (8 gt L)/W rost

o T hednes mgw s\r\hﬂa &o\wx mowih the gk | Todore contoost

& not e WSSl prcont e M‘M O\l ™™ 1'\,;6 M;M\c,bmmi formses
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:J?chJﬁgP F ?26 L&Y, E’LA
Date: Dc_;— = BEe. (Y4, 2005

Viewpoint #__ 3

Viewpoint Description:
Scevic VISTA oFf borlive weobep HILLSIDE AGEIEOLTURA o
TG TtE

BEA . Ok ESrILY RELIDENCES AMD BARM
I THE Fowbds Beospas . j?alé:”ﬁ'ﬁé QMDA LA s TE AR Aol VIEIBGGE

M THE BACIE Geberd ity T THE Hopwmem .

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments |
Vegetation VWit THE SCOLE AN TERATWILE OF rprz,g 1ot S Lhm T
3 Fok bcigen ao> Cove T AGT ) TRE DISTART TuRI m;»::fa.w?gg
e, S04 é
H FRRoM AGRICoLToRpL EIELDS T LOOD LAMD
Land Form Tl 1 A Clopd CERIT RIS TirY APPER S AE A
2 IOTERMEDIATE LILEAR BALD BETwEEs bAME & ‘-fﬂ#-
Viewer Activity Tore @ 1ol MAEGaGe AbDs AVOTHER BHEMEMLT OfF
Z IPTEREST MITH 1T CorTameTrs FokH
Water
N A
Total ‘
— Y /2,0
Average Score
2,0

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

Vs Come. B TRATION ApD DSl BTy CoHPL! Pl eras™T

THE VIGTA . Vommidl Colome |5 oo PATIBLE WITH SkEY ol WHILE

CopTRAS Ml TREES, ST BoTior) ADDS PERLSPECTIVE ,
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Marble RiVEI_’ Visual Assessment

Panel Member: B‘ @;Y‘@g[c‘@'{‘é
Date: / @F//,/‘F/ 05

Viewpoint # @

Viewpoint Description:

@Mﬁﬁuﬁé@f 2 m,eiimﬁ”
mﬂ‘#ﬁ_ﬁ%&;ﬁ&? Lo ?fwﬁm br‘m; dafbk

Mzé»% L7 Wﬁi; Aamé__&ym. (2 @ﬁ‘w

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation [ing, ), dui i y,aaz;,féfg
3 Sw&, teu by & Frm_ i mat .
Land Use | /:n e, cz/m, ﬁé;féfm £ m ane, ComgatT fole
Seale.,
Land Form Coln, f“MéMﬁ ¢y&w 727 amapa«*:m .
£ |line scole are hal Y,
Viewer Activity ling ), Cotn, fexbu & dhim 24 Qﬁi}fiﬁwﬁ@
/ Scals 86 it
Water
NA.
Total
— +. o
Average Score ) 93

Overall Aesthetic Impact'
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@:i} bk reas e bindy
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: PAM F@"\L\'b
Date: U/IJ w /05

Viewpoint # 8

Viewpoint Description:
Cmﬁﬁm& / /uﬁgwwed ’/wis(.up{, w chﬁ’% AL A ’{\7/7«\
N wh o~ a(l ook couwse ool ol are

__d:;.w MM«J MR 5 Shosth A Shedues c;"%(&s&, téf).e_«enf"

_MMM Lot i\"t\c-po/zgpu/ﬂ }UQWQ \O«,"ﬂg
—Quﬁo N ocophield MX"\ s Ao %M«MMS wmﬂh‘\m&/
e T b’”"‘(sg \curia < v costeft
ooty (A P S SR !
Vlsual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation y/8 ht, F T Jurbeis  OER all Swwvondy
V%, S, om Dwrbines minwnys ador wtnt?
Land Use Yot Jag. v s ndk dishanbed bud T
B | erbt O.M Cwmzluwﬂq
Land Form \, AL & W twbing s« reswnt
Vi Atvit 3 V‘é J&\A’A}/ﬂ‘ M
iewer Activity 1 ol Nog Ffws
3 m m;\hrs -s\fo&o e Aviwerd, T shrodhmet
Water 9 ] o
tal .
T ~ 4 /2,

Average Score

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

Tl viww st = wis congion doe o e Ao preedk bﬁ e

wm& T hobvet woifuim D sy Ak it~ e
j wid F Lo poritd ok pheost Ry g, ig prorl wod’\q’b
v‘uwu“l'a sene s aow(m""/ ok e b 'Pc\-\— Qe lodemn at
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: TZ:CJ-WI?:.D F 121 w?\/; ELA
Date: Die priner 14, 2o08

Viewpoint # &>

Viewpoint Description:
Céﬁz@ LP VIELS OF AGRICOLTOREE FIELD. 1ectmTLy HR AN ESTED

Comp Figut CoiTH 2 TORRILES VISIBILE 10 THE FokGl RBouLb,
VevERsL T BIPES BEHERGE Ekon THE WeoDED MIDDLE Giownp

MwD BOLL G 4iLLs ARE VISIBLE |[& THE PDieTrr T  [BRACINEROID,

Visual impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments . comparin
Vegetation I CLOSE PROXIVITY APPEAN L®! Tik
geta & E{;E'A;grzufh-WLsor VEGETATION WHLLE |MorE DGTA
TORIBIANES APPE Ml MORE 10> SCILE . .
Land Use Fresence o8 TOLBWES 1 THIS COMCEMTRA TG
3 Doge, MPOT OVERPOWER THE AGRICULLTUzAL SOALE
Land Form Tok Bim@® DISTRIBTIOMm HAS LITTLE 1MPRET _
2 O Tee PoM Aup TEATSE OF THE LAwDSEH FE -
Viewer Activity Tue Line Axb SCALE OB ToklbimEs |# CLBE PROKIRA
2 ADD IBTEREBST « Mane BISTAMT “Tole biES |ioh PERGHES
Water A
Total ,
= 4 /o
Average Score —
Z, +5

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
L[LE:(ME& o THE FOREEROVAID ADD FACILAT 10 T THE VIELD
WHILE MORE DISTRWTY TRRZ RES NILL ADD MoTioas T A

oM WHAT STATIC. XI(STA
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: [, Firwe s:%nfi
Date: }wii"?’i@@

Viewpoint # fﬁ“f

Viewpoint Description:

Eual howlet . Cmicen ‘#mj'zm A/ buill mm with Qs s pramdion g

Qpiattund wie & mﬁmmm@m faudl. Tha hitiapa 1o Liuenil,
Amia/t’ Scale w  rrvellonmn 1 ﬁw@ 4 Mcﬂrmwww%&q q1en d
b@&wﬁ i M#‘E/M i W < /@14; mm P MWWU # “@%4 =0

amedsad o fypen

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments , .
Vegetation . e | Scadl ; Sple Heyfunt ?v@m
/
M coa oati ble
Land Use ,
Q:’WL&;
Land Form / fine ) seale, Qﬂﬁ»{m Ry M?mf
: QXL RS LY Y., i ple.
Viewer Activity [ = B
o SPAT
Water
Total ~ %‘/ Vg
Average Score )
{0

’

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

77//(4 w M/w //,Zf// /ﬂpzzdf on Hhis 2Ll . 7%2. /MMAM&’J g we;é?

i £gek rzemg{ }?ﬁﬂw JZ%M’ M* /%D/?Mé(/ﬁ ?[0

% “f%ﬂ. /WW/%MMA .
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member.___PAUL FPATZ
Date: 1/ ¢fos

Viewpoint # LS

Viewpoint Description:

Sorie of ornvd nbe o e helek tupe A Arsddopmendt
Vits conadeRon ts . fporod olds od niddllegmd atevetnis. Tockegent
© comedied dpscoed boo WAl letDon . Reddside feving al wRik; pdeg

e a st F gt ceggibiNan , Ve Grdves ove dreguler \°¢«b°n,

Size ‘Fﬁt‘m mL color, Vi lmsas ram &S\‘ qahd‘ab

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5-
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation 4 mw.x Coryre i~ V. VWM W g
Land Use 3 R Ay S AP SR ST Y PPN
Wwﬁwmﬁ_ \'\Mleﬁ(’ J(NAQDM
Land Form 9 ~ M‘é’”‘”& ek gt domiount ik
Viewer Activity 2_ Qw»«koe»w\— oK Toresie vl cernudni
; OQQN\\\M
Water
W

Total :

— of T,
Average Score

J 2,75

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
N espdzkion Codood 3s 1oy Cmim-s;\'\‘%_ e A\ Uiteos ‘0«4.»4_1\-# aoRype
ok & e pube oot wxile, e i s comple /«if‘@.@ D
\ Rty ol : : uad_snprck gD horbonid
becpuse M Oliagn, P Uit oukerhion |
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: I-ZJCHH@D F Elb&?i ELA
Date: [ ecEnpER |4, 20085

Viewpoint #_ |5

Viewpoint Description:

\\/lL'-’;L\) ALz BORAL H!&.HWAY TowAhAREs SMALL RURAL
CoMHOMITY . (Sbaziptr LARD ALD SCRUB CpowTit It THE
PorEerow o0 OITH A TYPICAL MIX OF SMALL RESIDEMCES  CHOCH,
ScHeol BEYOLD TUE SCRUB TREE GROWTH. JuopmimEe ARE NISIBLE AlLowe

THE HOoRizOoM.

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation TORRILE COLOR. BEPLICATES SKY COLOR. Ajr Do
] PO _Comp ETE WiTH VEGETATION AT THIYSLALE.
Land Use ToenbE ScaALk: AND Polm AT TS [IBTEALE
2 HAYE ALMOST NO 1HPRCT
Land Form | TonrtimEe AGAVSST THE SKEY AT THIS DS THAXE
Ak ALFOST b YISIBLE o
Viewer Activity ot COPTRAST OBLY THE CHLBLE STIEEPLE WHI
/ RetS ABSVE THE TRES L€ . TormiSE 2caLE AppS IWTRE
Water
NA
Total
by 5.0
Average Score |
/25

Overall Aesthetic impact:
T«t& ORIESER M DISTRIBOTIOMN OFE TLRBIMSES AT THIE COMSIDERARBLE DISTRICE

ACD AP E(EMEPT o6& c»‘rrevzes'rj BOT LY IF Yoo FofwS O THEM DLE T

THEIR. COMPATIBILITY MITH SKY.
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: 0. Prackett
Date:J%//1;/06

Viewpoint #__ 24

Viewpoint Description:
Yiew . s ua with gawa_Larming deudapmw/

wm'mf,ms Line is S{Y?ms/m harizodtol! { Scale js /&ma (ol to Zyr‘cfwﬁ%x

’wf% Liue 4o it S/ ﬁ%ﬂm medivm | Lm0 oo,

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatibie) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments T
Vegetation /,ng / sca/g w/m ?‘ o Bre not Compoatinie
é C/W//‘)[P
Land Use = /,}75 2Cle é% CL#‘“//O@
Land Form £ /me , sm&, ngwd ik
L
Viewer Activity ' Fertnn & 2 Umpd/'?b& Comuoaltible
= /méz ey éé‘%«»‘ ;zt»gj
Water
MNA
Total :
i /5.0
Average Score
° 375

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

Whide & Lnd He view "LAL@%«QQM umindscttng oma Ha wrind machuuy
OutaTs_inlasast | the oy ppanae o wind Coru ia. Cual
JMAW ;w::wf
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: Pl F&LTL
Date: /4 / 05

Viewpoint # 34

Viewpoint Description:
Pregok it coviss oF SIS shorts swssﬁ/op %geeh Bad . Verkear

o e R‘)O{‘} 2ol |$5«AL\7‘6W5 LAQ[ 40 e .NMC«UD\—J D xdat
@L\ﬁ\\i'—

VZoramted  \wredh cdise D #Q‘umgwwﬂ; pedh TC pmiddigpud hdgesecs
ah ok W oadee of I \)&.(JJN.‘ dotat he P vieuws od N hurkze lie

(A \3M07‘3~W, /\t_u@u W wude OPl«mo«J C a2/ R T\Lw*\\\g
Pmer ™ ™ Mﬂ‘d“«m‘“’\ $ o St poled obie G ek s Qonros o

M sceke o e MWM’ Vea bl op %J e Toran .
Visual Impact 2
Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation 4 T fweusrtS Chor&t o Te Uitlas Gt
(EXC (onbrgde—y ) te Scode conh st {8 more ek
Land Use 3 T Mt Pommale e midellesrousd Lﬁ‘%«%
out ~ot M(MSGN\/I dusr e mncd Lo unom -
Land Form e vk Bk Anek o Do Adontt gypgwiing
olptemst e \kml\% \l)} Lt (’/’n‘\\’\w\"ﬂ
Viewer Activity Redohvatuy unde L ooy “1%0_1
%' NoarNag/ wt A el Ar:i U&S U«;(.‘h wid’U‘\'
Water N " ol
~x
Total Sy e
Average Score -
‘:,Jx e p]
Overall Aesthetic Impact:
gt O‘CMWA%U‘\’M

N e exgotl o e M\\«g locaAonl cndt Hhe: Foll  punher p e reaked
QML%@QLM&&E& %¢;?th¢m+k,y&f«\71 Ap ANEA %M
'~ 'l 3 (¥
(hosbr, The edyr F F | MM@&M@%@V
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: EICHAﬂb F Qzu:‘/ QLA

Date: Dec.g-faez. 14, 2e0%

Viewpoint #_ 34

Viewpoint Description:

pMO&AHtc VIEW FRoM HILLSIDE YANTAEE POIRT To HOR 2o,

View ALort RBURAL SEcorbbaiRy RoAf FLOBKED RY AGRICULTORAL

BIELDS WITH SCRLR TREE GRordTH AT THE RPASE CF THE JHibl AMD

HEAVILY TREGD CEMTCY ROLL IR LAME CORCERTRATED WITi4

TORRIXES SEEMIELY EXTENDIAS TO THE HORIZOR.

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component

Contrast

Comments

Vegetation

Mo BimE TEATORE ColbTRABTS, E.evaret VWNTAC

3 POINT AuD FOREGROPID TEEES ACLERTUATE COMT
Land Use TormiE FopM 1S A STLKIMNG COMTRAST |0 (0%
3 OF VISTA. LImiTe OF Toe®)|NE EIELD 1$ VISIBLE.
Land Form VISIBLE LIMITe OF TORBIME FIELD ALELTLATES
H THE CoLTEAST OF VISTA LITH  WITHOUT |Tors ES.
Viewer Activity VIEWER'S ATTEMTION S Dimtory ToWwARD TR
H AS A DISTIRACTION |hs COMTRAST To PARTIAL VISTA WITHE
TR pk
Water
NA
Total
.,;J‘\"‘ '.f."'i / L/‘. f:)
Average Score ——
;’, ‘,:‘:)

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

\k/HtLE The PRESERCE OF TLLRILES IV THe BRLKEROD MO PROVIDE A

SoM & \WHAT tmw;agwmg& Asf’tx:r.

THe Vl‘.a!fabﬁ LIMITS o THE TORRIAE

FELD _ WITH opE APPAP_r:pTw l'?-CMoTL.- Tumsuue
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THE CTHERWISE ULRIFolpm DEASITY,
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:_[o. Br‘ac‘/k@tﬁ
Date: J;c?»li, I+ ‘/ 0F

Viewpoint # ‘%

Viewpoint Descriptlon

Qm:wﬂ(w,d,’ Parns & Cowe év%/rm u‘;’(a«wns@d" Atmniniade He Vo
ﬁo Q\imm;,vmé Lt v;&ﬂﬁLAm MW bM mfw L M’LM@TM WM

!
fﬁ' L ineg w }uaniﬂ scate v m@@,«m. Apde bz XV é-b/mum it

wmmU«M M_%_}_"&%)‘w% megw.%@ww Qi .

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation THs1 & o Gids Sl LWL Caon ;M:k;l@r
4 |line, srole £ Touduis aw mast
Land Use ] “@lw L bt § dom ans. comp uhbk—
&? 7
< |/ing \SCofs. o pt
Land Form | ‘Celr ta Corgootible
: _ 4‘ h‘)eu qﬁ&l@.. ontus & BN Otk mAE
Viewer Activity 2, }C@lm ) MR tag ém&gﬁwﬁ* o cmgoaf/b/e
Ina, Scude ot mets
Water '
Total .
- 13 0
Average Score
J 3,25

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

“ﬁm WWM@ wwg[.aac?ﬁ' o He =cale, ..;wwauu ‘\L‘gx.L /\}Mw
Jine of Hhs moshines nlay Cuati ot
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: __ PAut Feux
Date: e/ \4/75

Viewpoint # 38

Viewpoint Description:
2.0l oa/s'{vda«( MM@!MM o dwes %m_ wes e bothon
YL = BE B uveso . T MM'(W.,J Comciely o Wwoadlet vetbAn,
ad dart cdors . Ne top &MW neets ™ horpenm

e D g\qﬁ,, rpeiats T Aog btf o e v, Ui i

__ Lomson 0 T wo-l&ﬁ'\ﬂbﬁ

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments N
Vegetation 4_ ™ clotegh Tebind sheealy Compr
Seake of T \}%M"" .
Land Use 3 M Q}W SLAgAN MMIM
Land Form 3 Vﬂ&/ﬁd Fopostoglug tempans tlikivetay
Viewer Activity = M adf o cten m,,m P78 \mh\
ol h ~S¥ pppess oe, PRI N\ dicape
Water N (Pr
Total L
A /3, ©
Average Score ' o

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

Nee ccohe & i hrbres 18 e pcddlegnond Chrgtdy - 100K ?%W

& fL& Q@QL& A Méw/n% e ;{zz.e ﬂ:\uh \'h/ 4 Ne ZXA:‘M horip, L@ e
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: EZ_QQHQ@,D F: 1214,.&7'5 ‘ZLA
Date: Dg;gHE;g& l‘*‘(,. 05

Viewpoint # 38

Viewpoint Description:
\/le ACROSE A GRAZIVG FIELRD AT TWO BARMS (olTi

WOODED AREA REYOMD. \lwe TORRIMES OF BPELATIVELY DoOMINAN
SIZE ARE VISIBLE IV CLoSE PoX\MITY To THE BARMAS WITH

SEVERAL ADDITIORAL TORBINES WITIH Muclt LESS IMPOSING
INFLUEGAPCE AT A GREATER DISTAMLCE ERoH THE BARNS,

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments -
Vegetation THE SCALIE OF THE TWO CLOSEST JORBINES
S DWARE THE ADJACEMT TREES
Land Use THe TURRINES FolM CONTRASTS The
2 I RARN STRUCTURES iM CLOSE PROXIMITY.
Land Form THeE SCALE OF THE TWd CLOSEST TURRBIMED
H DOMINATES THE LAMDSCAPS.
Viewer Activity Tol. lB!NE LINES PARTIALLY CONTIRART THE
9 BACMN LINES BOT BIEFLECT ANGOULAR. RCOF LIN|
Water
NA
Total = 15 o
Average Score P
2, Fo

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

hE MobE DISTALT TULBINGS ARE REALOPABLY WeLL COMCEALED
b THE TREES . [HE CLoSBST TORBIMES COMMAND ATTEM Tion)
WHICH DeTRACTS FROM THE PEACEFLL ROBAL SETTING.
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:_ [ Brackeft
Date: IZ;foOB

Viewpoint # ? f

Viewpoint Description:

Eurs| n!we apn«.wft"/f)m wz]% aut MMW\ C‘Mw‘aw mﬁwz

‘wn L Ww&ai‘ QM(M

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation , line, scals, coln m&w 2 féﬁw
L e‘:e)vwm
Land Use /
'vi,j;;v}jvv%
Land Form : MC"‘@% " Mﬁ/'/mef/‘
/ %m/ w%w | >
Viewer Activity ] <
e
Water
M A

Total P

4 O
Average Score ) .o

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

"?“?ﬁg@zg i D ﬁ«ig»m ﬁiiz:M ':mp@d? .

S:\Environmental Standards\Standard Forms\Visual Impact Forms\Marble River Visual Assessment Form.doc



Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:__ PAuL F"A/'\l‘a

Date: - [ 14]0S

4

Viewpoint #

Viewpoint Description:

Slome~ts D -Qare%wunﬁ Arorede "1\,\\7"'“*9 - N Ve Sgorte

Qw\\z(vw& losicts o M-J“M"M ke b(A‘M/\:.& ork (’)!A(“'\ \_r\a,M'MOQ

pIn tenes S - UJOMZ@J ZM@S.MM e ,HQQ_&_&A_&&!_

rood Ao fDrm vnible iy R ‘laJACa.CJ—.

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component

Contrast

Comments

Vegetation

4

Tectoar Scaht blodt welkh cuon addjowef
WM

b

Land Use £} Roresoik e Al smain Jomanik
lahtzwe Spdiot opoh US2

Land Form > ol Umd KON S P adfRe A~
re?te,uk—d S v '\‘\P‘G\H—(

Viewer Activity i Lite o A;i Vo o e gy
Qe ceerte '*(g.("u\,/( UA&‘\RM W'\N““‘

Water =

Total ‘ L,L ‘:7- Z

Average Score ‘

° | 75

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

e s misoA gtk Vonppet inh Pux veieed . M oxdod oF fro pkiis

én,

dopoibon £ P w'w/éqLJ}

S:\Environmental Standards\Standard Forms\Visual Impact Forms\Marble River Visual Assessment Form.doc



Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:ElCHAtlD F EuLEY I EL-A

Date: Decemrer, |4, 2007

Viewpoint #_74

Viewpoint Description:

YIEW ACROSDS MOWED LAWN TOWARR A WELL-IXEPT BEHDM’

DETACHED GARAGE AND SHED, %o:z.:m. MAREERS MRE VISIBLE

IS THE LALON. FPLANKING THE Houe€ AND BEYAMND THE RURAL

SECONDARY BoaD ON THE OPPOSITE SIDE OF THE HovSE

S A

MODER-ATELY VEASDE WOODS WITH SEVERAL TORBINES RISING

ABOVE THE TREE 9.

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component

Contrast

Comments

Vegetation

Tozgmwe PEIGHT 18 [N SCatlE WITH oT
ELEMERTS IClubpl TALER TZEES % UT

VeRTICAL
Aty FoLeE

T o BIME COLOR BLENDS wWird SRY Ak OTIHITY Fol8%

Land Use
i o SEALE WITH OTHER MAN-MADE OB JELTS IM ,vllf'w
Land Form Torzmie® DELSITY FARALLELS THE FerM 2 OTREE,
/ NERTICA L ELEFIEMWTS 40 THE LAMIRRCHFE _
Viewer Activity ToeBING DISTRIBUTION (B COMSISTEROT THE LINE &
, The TREE LIWE MARkeEr BY OLASIOPRL TALLER TREES
Water OTILTY POLt
NA
Total ,
,,«'T" L7L %L 0
Average Score ) O

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

[he TopBInE ScaLE Dos T DleTives MITGATES THE (MPACT To> THAT oF

A UTILITY Bolk. lHe colok BLenDS wiTH THE SgY AND THE TEXTYRE
BEARSE A SIMILARITY TO ThEee BRAMCHIA &, FM_&- DASTAMLT bttt Ak

Al BLT iLVISBELE AND

HAwE Ne IMPAST,
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: [D. Bracke #
Date: /7,/20/05

Viewpoint # &/

Viewpoint Description:
/Zw‘a/ aomcu/z‘ur& on q‘muel roadt. HW:EWI 1S hOTtZOV)fal

=le. /3 madmm. Cio/av“ JE C?ﬁém wﬂ% m@mggﬁ faéffw w/mf

Lo A We,ﬁ%@‘ w@/ﬁ { f%/fw‘e m@ﬁfﬁx@»l@ el 3 Qv‘wz L wwa
_Oflem

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic
impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments . b
Vegetation ; gm& m i «zaym il MWWL‘" le
2’ (WJ é M%’/
Land Use . S cale, Celen cwm’ \JC/W At J*’?"}“f/ e
' % line &?me Qe et |
Land Form ol & depdinre, are él@rhﬁﬂ»’//ﬁ
E} Jihe Aeads & ot apt 4}4[1/
Viewer Activity i - /u"?e Scads, Baton é éMW oz, Cdragearslole
& Yo e aist,
Water
Total ,
o e 4.0
Average Score -
£, 25

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

The sachines in Hin iy s %@eﬁf@%/p. Hea \LMAW
Aeé@\ ai%aé m_@&ﬁ culp ﬂ Hee jﬂmf\ @W% Mg
Lo rvathe m 0ol hintn v’ Vo bty il e 24 M
uﬂx”ﬁqﬁ&\&“@v’l ~
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:___ (- ﬁef%

Date: /2/ 14—/ o5

Viewpoint # . 8{

Viewpoint Description: " o @ e &
Yiee i€ (Rwrded St M etiorns o &oFined oo the %Q}H\d 2ol o ‘
N dbodwe ok eder varaton o he Uegehation n e foresmn A
zop he JeH 20l of e toved (s roagom. T miswt wide. U —

TS oF T r\acwl -~ is &‘\‘L,@i(ak {éLV\AS[a..‘of o Tw N%;Or\ 'S S:(/V.b

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation 2 T '\anﬁ-:hr-g Dok T Tbi Uried
SI’N\;k]\ P . Wj U’A‘oh
Land Use Sz oo e sdadduy
3 M\L\'\KJA/A&%?TQM NJ
Land Form -, Tbina Tilow T YendFoom, ok
unddefl Lot e mpnar 4 Al
Viewer Activity oa Uit yemoart - tdad e Tt
Water Q) /
A
Total o
4 Y,
Average Score 2 a9

Overall Aesthetic Impact: .

st
Oyl _veghuhon nScbordinen Ao the hobives hocuse o varohe
and oughn Htdueh Ccmon dompacts, |t viveo B brdova gl
N o e \k“ﬁ
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:({?lcwﬁau F‘ {ZlLLﬁV; TZLA

Date: Decempern 15, zoo¥

Viewpoint #_5|

Viewpoint Description:

VIEW AloNG A RuRAL ROAD TOLARD A CLuSTEL OB FARZM BolLOiNGS .

I Te ForBemownse T RoAp |5 FLANKED BY A PASTHRE ADUOINING

ThE EA@N% WITH Nm’utam, DNDEE CROLTH AN THE OPPUSTE S\DE. DOTTED W
SUND APPERALS DEMSELY woerst., Yisis

ON RoTH SitEs OF THE EoAD ARZE TUBBIMED [N ClosE PROXIMITY WITH
ADDITIOMA L TLRBIMES BARELY YiSIBLE AT CREATEL. DISTHANME .

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic
impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation THE FoH ARD SeALE OF ToRIGIPES IN CLWSE
H PRORIMITY ARC STRIRWCGLY ONIQOE -
Land Use TorzmiNGs FORMS IN Close PROXIMITY [Do NoT
S APPEAR. Td COMPETE WITH AGRICOLTUAAL ASTIVITH
Land Form THE TERRINE TEXTORZE WTH [T9 AERSDYNAMIC
5 |STYLING STRKINGLY CONTRASTS THE nm%c:,‘,_gtgz- NaTes
Viewer Activity THE TORRING Fokh AT THIS SCALE ST L e
3 ATTRACTIVIE IN ITS SCOLPTORE LIKE ONIGUENESS.
Water
NA
Total <1y 5.
Average Score 3 2

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
\)ﬁe LINE AND Foept 6F THE TopAINES IN CLOSE ProXiMiTY TO THE
RoOAD EXHBIT A SCULPTIRELIKE ATTRACTION.
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:_[D Br‘&@é@f“f
Date:__ / EE:Z 2@/&5’

Viewpoint#__ /455

Viewpoint Description:

L@éwa +hreuel @ &mf@ & A U’@% "4@ Q¥ af"& o Het
bmf‘/} triaacel &Tég 55?;3* wﬁ ‘fwaf’ ledho. i %ﬁéﬁ)%«f‘ Lt
eeideditinl Stuctuso ol a du.m% u?%”&; Y. MM

M* %fwwui e gl MMM W [JMMM ) MMMM

%mﬁ% & m«mﬁ vt CHUN ) waM "«» m@e’m (adt ‘kﬁw {1 (WWM Séf’}
f\«*@«ﬂw yz \{M({@ C"f‘iéftm .ﬁ.e %#!gfﬂg:j (‘,,f‘ ﬁ(qﬁ,{’g‘ u,&g“?/ # éé{ﬁ\} jw j i L/" WW

9 ML
Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments .
Vegetation ] fing ie %ﬁ@ Mpﬁj W@yﬁ whapdy o
ooy Hodp

Land Use / 1 17
Land Form / I %
Viewer Activity / @@,’ é'{fj M@ & a@é@ﬂ
Water
Total Y3 .

- Y < O
Average Score

/o

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

7144@«)@%%0@2@5&%%@%
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: P AuL  £A ’ﬁL
Date: B/ 14/ o5

Viewpoint # 165

Viewpoint Description:
\Jioe AT wi it~ un\()aAr\Lv\V'FONu-J"/ /Mdié¥ﬂ SW/‘OMJ /)4
OhppocferShes 0/1»#@14«&%/ weedland m y /yJM Pw(ml bk

_L&g_@mﬂw_fj?hk wsiho 2 St 44 m»tf‘{ recvegfismad */-u,a
M"ﬂs Jone 747"8 Oé/(,o/:f MM 77/(, Aa/\%_oa e %w‘w /3
"Pifn&d éu woodlpt Vgt M{L .y q%a i Forrim

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation Forbos ARGy cucate vegdeAe
> h sim, pnts ot View,
Land Use b ather e QU‘:M-Q\\ o o gl
E bumrl(fwl b A, "Pkd"vé [ 71“" S Pt
Land Form | Oonys eaeS &V\-,..o-s wm“hw(Mﬁfﬂ- r .
Q Mt% Wzvbh-. "P"J'(’& P~ 7\"‘“",1
Viewer Activity o tbrnild e attiked lemen obole
e fpermn bt mwchmv
Water
N/lr
TOtal g PPN
Average Score -
2,50

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

VYV S SYP I ATY I SW S S VNG . hevowse e s.on al
5 lesc P \ e el

MMM&MMA:&%&__*
ket shosh cloaly col sevnat [igptpole: T color & T Frctes_

blede welt wilh o ados F oot Uogduon
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: i o200 It RLA
Date: DecEMBER. 1S, 2005

Viewpoint#_| 6 5

Viewpoint Description:

ViEw ACRoss AN ATHLETIC FIELD ComPLEx TowARD A Bural
COMMLIITY ., SMALL RESIDENTE -Like STROLTO EES ARE VIS(BLE 1
THE MIDRLIE ClRewtl W(TH A ﬁls_gw_&;-fzwémue ARND ATHLETIC FIalp
LIGHT STANDARDS RISING ABSUE THE Horizow, [N THE FAL DISTHAT

= PROXIMATELY |0 ToRBINED ARE RARELY VIBIBLE AEAINST
THE 6K¥ ABZIE THE HEAVILY TIZEED |HoRI2LOA

Visual impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments '
Vegetation ToRRINE SCALLE AND TexXTuia® AT THE H ra.fzaﬂ b
' Do NoT CoMPETE Sk CONTRA%ST MIDDLE ND VEGETH.
Land Use TorRiNE FORMS AT THS DISTAMCE ARE [BARELY
l VISIBLE [p CoMTRAST TO Closile. MAN-MAPE ELEMELTD.
Land Form THE STRONG LINE OF THE Horlzor |$ INTERRBUPTE b BY
l Tan MoRE DYNAMIC BLEMENTS (LIGHT STANDRRZPS)
Viewer Activity ToBRINES ARE AN INSIGNIFICANT ELEMENT IN (ANDSCA
’ I DuE 1o MINIMAL VISIRILITY
Water
Total _
4 )0
Average Score
/. O

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
‘MiNlMAL CONCENTRATION SE DISTANT TORRIMES CoLPLED WITH SMALL SCALE

AND PALE ColLofl WHEN VIEWED AGAINET THE SKY BRBLEND THE TorRBINES

IDTO THE BACK GROUND,
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:_[ 14 [;%Y“@ mée?[‘{
Date:_ / ;?;/.2:3/&%

Viewpoint # 1 %0

Viewpoint Descrlptlon

Rurakl, e B Sz"mm?%w@ o /ﬁ%@f 1ol 5)‘; cwhat
A&vﬁa—-‘m é}aﬁ—e’ m;w rZLM«é M/{ ‘% «Z%fmm,g/ /;{/,4«&,( >, %5 ”"4,,4 WJ“'@Q qu

AWA?’? ; )LMW o émlf,}ﬂm Lo M )

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation 2 Color £ liw aw Mot Conupatible
Land Use v I e X
2‘ .
Land Form Z I 7 1
Viewer Activity ’ o lp Lo ot Corefo il bl
Water
Total
= 7O
‘| Average Score -
J | 75

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
The moedives pn Yoin i e CMO#/@/Q/ 7@ e gt
U/I%LMJQMJHQMJQ/LQ (/M\[ﬂ/lemlmfa o e ;urwzrm ’
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member;__ P FeaTe—
Date: P/ H/ (%49}

Viewpoint # |70

Viewpoint Description:

Moo vicw ic gioided vbo Hhe hortsdml (agers . The tnmcdiate
"‘Ew & SRl ‘v'y 2 fven IR oty rc|44~\~&1 Srogfn
4”()( T 4:1_7 o he gleae Rl s peitE fuddl le ot Wﬂd\u

\MA/M@" W A M‘\V\‘-QA: IAQA 3433 jle! s ne lﬁé% /h/\.‘S s (L‘\_‘"ﬁ 6‘1
oo bl
W N Foran Farlt a1 *WPP‘LG( b:p' ao o pd ez A O, A’

Vlﬁama"g‘t’“b" o ‘n‘b '@’0“‘\*‘4( whwre Tle oSt V%Mw etk e

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments

Vegetation g M tebis oudtole adeart wagoApion

Land Use M forgead Cugge st sl fagpetive
Sl P VA redadusedey Mc&l@“ﬂ(/’\

Land Form o) Prbeig appees t follocs Wil ornm

Exparve of Plopes (R0 v s [ehity

Viewer Activity % kool
Mevefs Poe vicewo & 7
Water HM—
Total ) '
- /74 /D,

Average Score

o
L

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

uininad paooht bed bpcpnie o pagor obhwbdger £ P ladiaye
_perooin unthogd . Do hocbie Jocadar ok wedd wif e Lok Ao,

)(vﬂaa\mﬂ‘do lo’uJJ b, e Clfecat éékﬂ’h;&f\m ex{rsC L niador—
S: nvnromml\lg::;dan'is(\é’tandard Mual m\l\/ﬁ ble River Visual Agg‘sls’m;rt?‘l:“’grtnﬁ ot M'L\Wf
Obyg el by T~ (pfpran




Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: (ZC.HAFLD F EILEY%ELA
Date: Decemrer, 1S, zeos

Viewpoint#_[70

Viewpoint Description:

ViEw Acoss HILLSIDE PASTORE ToWARD LOWLAND, CPROSING IHILLSIDE AN
HokizoM. | Tee MibpLe GOV D |, A BarM AND CLEARING ARE
NESTLED IN A HEAVILY WEORED HILLSIDE EXTENPING To THE NOT-T00 -~
DISTANT CREST OB THE MILL Ce-mmm@. TweNTY EVENLY DISTRIRUSTED TOEBIN
ArRE NISIiBLE JZSING ARcwe THE TREE LINE FZoM REYONP THE MHILL ceé

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation WHILE THE TOR BINE FokM CoNTRASTS| THE TREE
2 |MA%S THE CMBLL SCALE MINIMIZES [IMPACT.
Land Use THE TREE MABS I BAND BELOW THE Howlzoao
/ [SOLATES THE AGRICOLTORAL USE FRoM TPRIBINE Foki
Land Form ONIEo- 14 TORBINE DIST RIBOTIEN AND COMSISTE
Z OF LINE ABOVE THE HORIZON REPLICATES THE Mok
Viewer Activity THE sTROoRE HERIZON LILE IS INTERROPTED
Z EXCLORIVELY RBY THE ONIGLE TORBING FORMS
Water
NA
Total s 9/ 2o
Average Score
| F<

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
- [\
The ToRBINGS Do NOT APPEAR T INVADE THE AGRICOLT ORAL ENVIROAS

LARGELY DOE To THEIR SHALL SCALE AND THE PERCEPTION THAT THEY
ARE ACZTOALLY |LOCATED ELSEWHERE BEeYOND THE HiCL.
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: 1., @P@GL@YL ‘é
Date: IZ/ZO/OE

Viewpoint # /79

Viewpoint Description:

Close view of a form [bnise & aul seonal out shucdu)
livs o M/\}AAA/QQA 2cals, wmﬁﬂ celn o ?QM#@J&/'&M

¢

with bbue = ul';w Wit _eves whity; Fastua i ouinst ¢ A o
tmedsed, -

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
: ; d . ¢
Vegetation 4 /me, Scaly ) Coten ?W 218 /%m/z’ waﬂméfél/g
Land Use 2 Srple f e Qs ettt ﬂﬁ\mﬁ@i—;‘b/e
Land Form - 14 1y
=t

Viewer Activity . Y " iz 7t 7
Water
Total / .

- i /2,
Average Score e
Overall Aesthetic Impact' nedles

The Seads of Yo maachive fu Hha A A Pas St
et Olferuriae 3 nos 0iHle impoet
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: PA’UJ/ ﬁ‘(@/

Date: P—/ 14 / 05

Viewpoint # (77

Viewpoint Description:
l‘ e J;UPM V‘f:bs)-uf‘ stiion
A@WM{*M {Ow'w rond<

1S ;A«w,riw\mt-t 'V ™ \v—\M N "\—.:c;h o, Dadk adgrs= oflo
APve Toe bealdes, ~omg v

Visual impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic
impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments -
Vegetation Ve phecho 18 Scharfinde o Dol —
J 3 Mo $0 Tawn M con@arion 4 ol e
Land Use <) Rk fogt . Ut plomvecd Wit reae
2rafhet'S on Ceo@rmlhs Ho bk
Land Form \w\&‘ﬁ kug\/\-\* &> il e “\f\bo% S\»ngfs('s
3 Cémwd\mﬁ cut e He ox, lputome
Viewer Activity Scel. I— rege L A BTSN XTI
2 S prore § :
Water :
N/
Total
f /2.0
Average Sco -
age Score 5 &

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
/_){ Lku[zil‘v(& \\f\ 1\—"& a—X*"\'\ \UNsea Lstrf MJOMM /5(4’4(-(4"/'5""?’41\*6 —
s -_is aw ik D Aubive prowce mvuw el Showles Y

gh“\kb‘wu(/s \mkﬁu. N\M—-—ﬁlm #«r}o.\ros weoe i~ N pesloa (lece 3

Ggh thrachuess N)\-Y r (el laglpite 2k mone aﬂ&
S vxronmental Standards\Standard Forms\VlsuaJ\r;)‘a'ct Forms\M#rble River Vlsual Assessment Form.doc ~7

o ld vae g Uter gebo-th o



Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: YZICHA/ZD F EIL&‘-:Y; E-LA

Date: DEC.EM@_&I& 5, coos

Viewpoint # (79

Viewpoint Description:

\/new FRort BORAL HIGHWAY AclRi5e MowE LAWN TO A

WELL MAINTAIMED HOLSE , BARN AMD SEVERAL SMALLER STRULIVRE!
Bevono THE HOLSE, ONE TLRBING IS VISIBLE IN CLosE PROXIMITY,
A SECoND ToRRIME |5 MINIMALLY THEOLGH THE TEEES BEYOND

THE BARMD:.

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic

impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments .
Vegetation Thwe SCALE AND FoLA OF THE CLOGSEE TORRINE
S |Are A SHARP CONTRAST TO EXISTING VEGETAT/H
Land Use T TORBINE ForM 15 WRAMRTIEALLY UDNIiwe AND
S IPPEARS A9 A_SEPARATE IELEMENT NOT ASCIATED Wit ¥
Land Form Tz NG AND DNIQUE TLRRIMNE FORM ol
S CLosesT TORRINE ARE ONPARALLE IN THIS VIE
Viewer Activity ThE MPOBING TEALE AND ARRODYNAMIIC Foim |
H_ lop THE TORRINE CREATES A MAGNETIC|ATTRACTIC
Water
. NA
otal ,
4 | (70
Average Score .
NS

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
\be OvERAL MPACT STEMS EROM THE TORBINES MHEIEHT AND ForM
WHICHH DWARE THE STRULCTURGE S AND CHoMMAND ATTENTIOMN.
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member:_D. ’ESP&C)C@?L:&
Date: I/ /0/05 .

Viewpoint # EVemmjr/ Mﬁz/a/#/ime Fhotos - /’:@maﬂ/ Ny

Viewpoint Description:

ve

Distaut View dcroes Cpen /sndscepe

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic
impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation

Land Use

Land Form

Viewer Activity

Water

Total

Average Score

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
Esrly evmma until c/u%c - H’)@r‘c 1S nﬁq//a/b/a JMDEJCt

c-lu.j o r/ar/c -there s an impact é/eéf not wmﬁr@aﬁ Lrowm

f }; BT 1) wam . Turbines are more Uzé//a/@ at a/ar/c 2ince fé&{ éazuc

FAA //jéfmj aéor near the tye of the Curbine..

S:\Environmental Standards\Standard Forms\Visual Impact Forms\Project Specific VIA Forms\Marble River Visual Assessment Form.doc



PF

£
C pred
Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: ot Fﬂ‘ub
Date: O -12.06

Viewpoint #

Viewpoint Description:

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic
impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation

Land Use

Land Form

Viewer Activity

Water

Total

Average Score

Overall Aesthetic Impact:
e ‘ AR impoed s W b\maM Lignts oot A wisil

p~te topg ) %*wa.\.u T (Mrecydar~ D/,fﬂu'f\ wPJrL:- fmd\M,

g‘gagsi\‘s S 00«'\\:40«& wtha T Oueed (A«SJQOM . 1\,;§~.,,\;,kronu¢l

*~1 gz/séws e pﬂ«c in Comerriion YO Je—h-»\-sh“ e net
W \J-\Suka-x §Spec1ﬁcVIA—Qh°m wbuoﬂ w\z\u—e_*\’u/ U ™ (pam,

S \ nv1ronmcntal Standards\Standa Forms\Visual Impact FOI‘mS\Pl'O_]C Forms\Marble River Visual Assessment Form.doc
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Marble River Visual Assessment

Panel Member: TZ!C,HPH?—D F lZl LEY
Date: JAMumw ZO: 2o b

Viewpoint# Ficore (&

Viewpoint Description:
View oF LIGHTED TORRBIDES ALONG THE HOIZOK ACAINGT THE
SKYI. EXTENDIMNG FroM SORLDOWAD T2 LATE EVEMNING.

Visual Impact

Rate the project’s contrast with existing conditions on a scale of 1 (completely compatible) to 5
(strong contrast). Under comments, explain the reason for rating focusing on the elements of line,
scale, color, texture and form. Then provide your overall assessment of the project’s aesthetic
impact from this viewpoint.

Landscape Component Contrast | Comments
Vegetation

Land Use

Land Form

Viewer Activity

Water

Total

Average Score

Overall Aesthetic Impact:

LigHT LEVEL AT SORMDOWN PEesITS ONLY MINIMaL YIEW OF ToRRWES BOT AL
LL&M&C—._B_oezE% IKE [PTO Eveovipe | ONLY LIGHTS ARE VISIRBLE , APPER//AX
W(TH THE SAME APPROXMATE ICTELSITY AS THe AVERAGE STAE 0 THE
EVEM/IPG SKY,

S:\Environmental Standards\Standard Forms\Visual Impact Forms\Project Specific VIA Forms\Marble River Visual Assessment Form.doc
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Figure 1: Regional Project Location

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York
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Figure 2: Proposed Project Layout Prepared By:

St
NORTH Marble River Wind Farm ‘E“[)‘[QPC

Base Map: USGS 1:24000 Ellenburg Depot, Churbusco, .
Chateaugay, Brainardsville, Ellenburg Center, and TOW”_S of Clinton and Ellenburg
Ellenburg Mountain Quadrangles Clinton County, New York February 2006




D)

Turbine Location

5-Mile Boundary

\

-
Figure 3: Visual Study Area
NORTH Marble River Wind Farm
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Figure 4: Landscape Similarity Zones Prepared By:
Rural/Agricultural Zone

Sheet 1 of 3 EDI]Q/
Marble River Wind Farm "
Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg February 2006

Clinton County, New York




Figure 4: Landscape Similarity Zones Prepared By:
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Figure 4: Landscape Similarity Zones Prepared By:
Forestland Zone
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Figure 5: Visually Sensitive Sites pared By
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Figure 6: Viewshed Analysis pared =y
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Figure 6: Viewshed Analysis
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Figure 8: Viewpoint Locations Prepared By:
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Simulation

Figure 9: Viewpoint 3 Prepared By:
View from Moore Road near the State Route 190 (Star Road) intersection

in the Town of Ellenburg, looking north o
g g EDRZ

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg February 2006
Clinton County, New York
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Figure 10: Viewpoint 8
View from Gagnier Road near the Patnode Road intersection in the
Town of Clinton, looking south

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York
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Figure 11: Viewpoint 15 Prepared By:
View from State Route 190 (Old Military Turnpike) near the Hamlet of

Ellenburg looking west &~ o
g J EDR=

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York February 2006
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Figure 12: Viewpoint 34 Prepared By:
View from Tacey Road near the County Route 54 intersection outside

the Hamlet of Harrington, looking north &~ 5

EDR#
Marble River Wind Farm
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Clinton County, New York February 2006
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Figure 13: Viewpoint 38 Prepared By:
View from the intersection of Campbell Road and Gagnier Road in the

Town of Clinton, looking northeast P -
g EDRZ

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York February 2006
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Figure 14: Viewpoint 74
View from the intersection of State Route 189 and Clinton Mills Road in
the Hamlet of Churubusco, looking southwest

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York
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Figure 15: Viewpoint 81 Prepared By:
View from Poupore Road near the U.S./Canadian Border,

looking west & o
EDRZ
Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York February 2006
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Figure 16: VieWpOint 165 Prepared By:
View from Provincial Route 201 near the Village of St. Antoine-Abbé in

Quebec looking southwest &~ o
EDRZ

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York February 2006
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Figure 17 VieWpOint 170 Prepared By:
View from the intersection of Clinton Road and Pollica Road near the
Hamlet of Rockburn, Quebec, looking southeast /7
EDR-

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York February 2006




Original Image

Simulation

Figure 18: Viewpoint 179 Prepared By:
View is from U.S. Route 11 (Military Trail Scenic Byway) near the State
Route 189 intersection in the Town of Clinton, looking west P o
g EDRZ

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg February 2006
Clinton County, New York




Existing Fenner Wind Power Project Fenner, NY

Figure 19: Representative Evening/Nighttime Photos Prepared By:
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Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
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Actual Photo

“Virtual View”

Figure 19: Virtual View
View from Lyon Mountain Fire Tower

Marble River Wind Farm

Towns of Clinton and Ellenburg
Clinton County, New York
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