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Part 1 - Public Lakes and Ponds

Important Acronyms

RSA 271:20 (New Hampshire Revised Statutes Annotated 271:20) — New
Hampshire law that requires a list of all public waters in the state be established and
maintained, see http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/nhtoc.htm.

Env-Wr 900 (New Hampshire Code of Administrative Rules Chapter Env-Wr 900) —
New Hampshire rules that govern the establishment and maintenance of the list of
public waters, see http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/.

OLPW (Official List of Public Waters) ~ The Official List of Public Waters is the list as
required by RSA 271:20 and Env-Wr 900.

NL (Natural Lake) — NL is a water body that is over 10 acres, naturally occurring,
with no man-made barrier restriction at outlet (e.g., dam, culvert, bridge).

RD (Raised by Damming) — RD is a water body that started out as a NL and a dam
was constructed at the outlet. Because these water bodies were naturally occurring
and over 10 acres to begin with, all RDs on the OLPW are held in the public trust
under RSA 271:20. Although it is most often the case that the installation of a dam
raises the water level of an impoundment, RDs are not necessarily “raised” and
technically speaking could be less than 10 acres after damming (no known
examples). At Lake Winnipesaukee the dam regulates the water level and is
capable of lowering it, however it was well over 10 acres as a naturally occurring
lake. At Lake Ossipee the outlet canal that was dredged when the dam was
constructed and allows the impoundment to be lowered to a depth below the
elevation of the original natural lake, which was also over 10 acres.

Al (Artificial Impoundment) — Al is a water body, regardless of size, that was not
created by nature. Examples include man made ponds or reservoirs. Als are
impoundments that were not NLs to begin with (over 10 acres as a naturally
occurring water body). No water bodies that are listed as Als meet the definition of
state-owned public water in RSA 271:20. Als under 10 acres do not meet the
requirements of the RSAs referenced in the OLPW and, therefore, are not on the
official list. Als over 10 acres may meet some of the RSAs on the list. Examples of
Als include Horace Lake (Weare Reservoir), Lake Deering (Deering Reservoir), and
Lake Francis (Pittsburg).

FlI (Further Investigation) — A notation of Fl associated with a waterbody means that
preliminary research has been done that suggests a change to the designation may
be appropriate; however, the documented justification is incomplete.

NH Official List of Public Waters
Revision Date January 17, 2014
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April 13,2015

§ EXHIBIT
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE SITE EVALUATION COMMITTEE g
é MAE S
RE: Petition for Jurisdiction over a )
renewable facility By Antrim Wind, LLC )

PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD BLOCK AND LORANNE CAREY BLOCK

Q: Please state your names and address.

A: Richard Block and Loranne Carey Block, 63 Loveren Mill Road, Antrim, New Hampshire
03440.

Q: Richard, who is your current employer and what position do you hold?

A: I'work at Franklin Pierce University in Rindge, New Hampshire as Professor of Graphic
Communications, Visual Arts, and Information Technology. I have been at Franklin Pierce
since 1986 and have been teaching visual studies and related fields on the college and uni-
versity level for 45 years. My professional and educational experience is fully listed in my
resumé which is attached as Exhibit RB-1.

Q: Richard, what are your qualifications to speak to the application presently before
the Site Evaluation Committee?

A: T have lived in Antrim since 1988. Our property consists of a house and farm on 242
south sloping acres, directly across from and in full view of Tuttle Hill, less than a mile from
the proposed Wind Turbine site. Over the 27 years we have lived here, I have served on the
Antrim Conservation Commission, The Contoocook and North Branch Rivers Local Advi-
sory Committee, and as a New Hampshire Coverts Cooperator. Since its creation as part of
Antrim’s 1989 revision to the Zoning Ordinance, my wife Loranne and I have been active
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proponents for and supporters of the Rural Conservation District, starting with our success-
ful petition in 1990 to extend the District to the town line across the north side of Route 9.
On two occasions, we were instrumental in fighting off proposals to create a prison in the
North Branch region of Antrim. In 1999, the Society for the Protection of New Hampshire
Forests named us as informal stewards for the Nature Conservancy’s Loveren Mill Cedar
Swamp property and the adjacent Meadowsend Timberland forestry holding because of our
historical, cultural, and environmental concerns for the region.

Since 2013 we have actively opposed the Antrim Wind Energy (“AWE") proposed siting of
an industrial wind facility in the RCD, due to the zoning ordinance’s specific prohibition of
industrial activity and tall structures in this district and the potential negative impact of
such a facility on the greater region. We were the primary appellants in several appeals of
Planning Board and ZBA decisions about Antrim Wind Energy’s applications and were also
the plaintiffs in two Superior Court suits against the Town of Antrim challenging the per-
mitting of the met tower. We were Intervenors in SEC Docket #s 2011-02 and 2012-01. I
served as spokesperson for the North Branch Group of Intervenors in both of those cases.

My professional qualifications include a degree in two- and three-dimensional design as
well as technical theater including modeling and visualization of scenic and architectural
designs. [ also have a Master of Fine Arts from Bard College with a specialization in Inter-
media and computer graphics. For the last 45 years I have taught design, visual studies, and
graphic communications on the college level, including courses involving digital photogra-
phy and computer image manipulation using programs like Photoshop. In the past I have
also worked as an art director and creative director in the advertising industry and as a
cartographer for the State of Massachusetts.

Q: Loranne, what are your qualifications to speak to the application presently before
the Site Evaluation Committee?

A:Thave a degree in Art (SUNY Binghamton, 1971) with a specialization in design and
photography, and additional post-graduate work in photography. I have taught photogra-
phy and additionally worked in the field of outdoor education. For the past 20 years, I have
operated Snow Star Farm, selling a naturally dyed yarn that specializes in a sophisticated
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color palette. I am included on the New Hampshire State Council on the Arts Traditional
Artist Roster for my work in this field.

During the 27 years that I have resided and worked on our property on Loveren Mill Road,
I'have advocated for conservation in this area through zoning amendments and work with
the Nature Conservancy on the Loveren Mill Cedar Swamp property. Additionally, I have
served on the Contoocook and North Branch Rivers Local Advisory Committee and Antrim’s
Open Space Committee as well as being a New Hampshire Coverts Cooperator.

Q: Have you previously testified before this Committee?

A: Yes. We submitted written and oral testimony in both SEC Docket #s 2011-02 and 2012-
01. Additionally Richard was appointed to act as spokesperson for the North Branch Group
of Intervenors in both of those cases, conducting cross-examination and responding to
questioning from Antrim Wind and their attorneys.

Q: What is the purpose of this pre-filed testimony?

A: The purpose of this testimony is to provide the Site Evaluation Committee (“SEC”) with
detailed information about why the proposed application from AWE for a revised industrial
wind facility on the Tuttle Hill/Willard Mountain ridgeline is substantially similar to their
previous application, and thus should not be accepted for jurisdiction by the SEC.

Q: In your estimation, does the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Jack Kenworthy support
his premise?

A: The premise of Mr. Kenworthy’s testimony, and in fact the basis of AWE’s intention to
file a new application and seek SEC jurisdiction, is his claim that the revised plans for their
industrial wind facility are “ultimately, a different project with different impacts” than the
proposal which was denied certification by the SEC in 2013 (SEC Docket #2012-01.) In
examining the revised project details that Mr. Kenworthy has outlined in his Testimony, we



Antrim Wind, LLC

SEC Docket No. 2014-05
Page 4 of 14

April 13,2015

find the changes do not constitute a project that is substantially different.

Mr. Kenworthy characterizes his “most fundamental changes” as the removal of turbine #10
and the “substantial reduction in height of turbine #9.” The removal of turbine #10 does
not significantly change the overall footprint of the project. (See Exhibit RB-2, Composite
Map of Rejected and “New” Projects). When the new project map is overlaid upon the orig-
inal layout map of the 2012 project rejected by the SEC, it is clear that the footprint of the
proposed “different project” is almost identical. Aside from the removal of the short stretch
of access road between turbines #9 and #10, the remainder of the road layout is absolutely
the same.

Mr. Kenworthy claims that they have “significantly redesigned turbine #9 to decrease its
height and reduce its visual impact.” The fact is that the proposed new height for turbine
#9, at 446.2 feet is still 91% of the original proposal. Turbine #9, even with the reduction,
is still over 170 feet taller than the tallest building in the state and still taller than any wind
turbine now in operation in New Hampshire. As the SEC stated in their 2013 decision, “the
proposed turbines are the tallest ever sought to be certificated in this state” [Docket No.
2012-01, Decision and Order Denying Application for Certificate of Site and Facility, April
25,2013 — page 50]. The 42.6-foot reduction in height from the remainder of the turbines
is a mere token, and Mr. Kenworthy’s claim that this will result in “virtually eliminating the
visual presence of the turbine from Willard Pond” is a complete exaggeration.

Mr. Kenworthy indicates that the tower and nacelle, at 261 feet, would “now sit below the
tree line.” This statement is absurd. A 100-foot tree in this part of the world is a very tall
tree; the ridgeline trees are far below that. Even if he is talking about visual perspective
from a distance, Mr. Kenworthy fails to recognize that the spinning blades, the most visually
distracting part of any turbine, will still be totally visible.

The claim that they have reduced the height of the remaining turbines is a gross exaggera-
tion. The change in height from 492 feet to 488.8 feet is a mere reduction of 38 inches, less
than two-thirds of one percent, a factor of only 0.0065. It is not possible to interpret that
“the turbine array has been materially altered” and that it represents “a substantial differ-
ence in the configuration of the proposed facility,” as Mr. Kenworthy concludes. In fact, he
admits "AWE’s new application will retain the many favorable components of the project
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reviewed by the SEC in Docket 2012-01."

Q: Do the proposed changes ameliorate the issues with scale and/or impact on the
region as noted in the SEC’s 2013 decision?

A: In its 2013 decision, the SEC was very clear to note that “The subcommittee finds that the
size of the proposed wind generators, when imposed upon the Tuttle Hill/Willard Mountain
ridgeline would appear out of scale and out of context with the region.” [Docket No.2012-
01, Decision and Order Denying Application for Certificate of Site and Facility, April 25,
2013 — page 50]. A reduction in turbine height of only 38 inches does nothing to alter the
visual impact.

In its decision of May, 2013 on Docket #2012-01, the SEC found that “the size of the pro-
posed wind turbine generators, when imposed upon the Tuttle Hill/Willard Mountain
ridgeline would appear out of scale and out of context with the region” [emphasis added
— see Docket No. 2012-01, Decision and Order Denying Application for Certificate of Site
and Facility, April 25, 2013 — page 50]. The final report is very careful to emphasize that
the SEC’s judgement of adverse aesthetic impact applies to “the surrounding region.” The
specific negative impact it would place on the Willard Pond area is added in only after the
discussion of the “unreasonable adverse impact” on the entire viewshed, yet both Mr. Ken-
worthy and Mr. Raphael only address how their proposed changes will affect Willard Pond,
ignoring the fact that the greater impact on the surrounding region would be substantially
unchanged.

Q: Do you have concerns about the Prefiled Direct Testimony of David Raphael?

A: Mr. Raphael characterizes the proposed changes to AWE's proposal as having “a sub-
stantial effect” on the aesthetic impacts of the project to the surrounding area. What he
has failed to note, however, is that, regardless of the changes to turbines #9 and #10, the
remainder of the installation will have exactly the same visual impact that the original
proposal would have had. From any areas where turbines #9 and #10 would not have been
visible in the original layout, the aesthetic impact of the new configuration will be abso-
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lutely identical. This includes all viewpoints from the north and west. In fact, many of the
photosimulations created by Saratoga Associates would still be valid for the revised propos-
al since they do not even show turbines #9 or #10 and the visual impact of the remainder
of the project would be unchanged. [see Docket #2012-01, Appendices 9A-9D - January 31,
2012: Figures A2-B, A3-B, A4-B, A5-B, A6-B].

The most troubling part of Mr. Raphael’s testimony is the collection of photographic sim-
ulations he includes. The comparison of photosimulation attachment DR-3(b) to DR-3(c)
makes blatantly obvious his methodology to illustrate how the “new” turbine layout will
have an “improved” visual impact. Although the very same base photo was used to illus-
trate here the difference between the 10-turbine and the 9-turbine layouts, in every in-
stance, the image of each of the nine turbines represented on DR-3(b), the proposed 9-tur-
bine layout, has been modified, resulting in less contrast between the turbine and the sky
and the appearance that they would be less visible, similar to the effect of haziness. When
one compares the Bald Mountain simulations, DR-4(b) and DR-4(c), the muting of contrast
is even more unmistakable. Although the original Saratoga Associates photosimulations
were, in our opinion, slanted toward minimizing the visual impact of the turbines, the new
LandWorks photos are far more deceitful with so much haze and fog effect applied so as to
make the turbines almost invisible. Mr. Raphael appears to be claiming that if a rendering
of the proposed project shows little visual impact, then the final project will likewise have
little effect. Photographic manipulations that minimize the visual effect of the same tur-
bines in a reworked simulation do not constitute a changed or improved aesthetic impact.

Q: What is your opinion of the additional mitigation measures proposed by AWE?

A: The addition of 100 acres to the conserved land does little to mitigate the overall neg-
ative impact that this facility would have on the town and region. In its decision to deny

a Certificate to AWE the SEC stated clearly that “the dedication of lands to a conservation
easement in this case would not suitably mitigate the impact. While additional conserved
lands would be of value to wildlife and habitat, they would not mitigate the imposing visual
impact that the Facility would have on valuable viewsheds.” [Docket No. 2012-01, Decision
and Order Denying Application for Certificate of Site and Facility, April 25, 2013 — page
53]. It should also be noted that AWE approached the Town of Antrim to request that they
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hold the easement on these 100 acres, but the Town refused to do so. To the best of our
knowledge, no other organization has agreed to hold this easement either. The difference
between 808 acres and 908 acres of proposed conserved land is insignificant and in no way
would any of this conservation effort help the wildlife and habitat of the ridge for many
decades until the large-scale industrial wind facility is removed. Likewise, a future tract of
conserved land does nothing to alleviate the negative visual aesthetic impact imposed by
this project on the residents and property owners of the area as well as the users of numer-
ous recreational opportunities in the region.

AWE's proposal of a $40,000 payment to the Town of Antrim to totally mitigate the aes-
thetic impact on Gregg Lake is woefully inadequate. This has always been one of Antrim'’s
true gems, and there is nothing that could be done with that money which would erase the
visual effect of the turbines on the public beach or the many homes surrounding the lake.
Mr. Kenworthy, at one point, even suggested using the money to erect a kiosk extolling the
virtues of wind power, as if that would diminish the panoramic view of the turbines.

Q: What have you concluded about AWE’s proposal and request for SEC jurisdiction?

A: We believe the only logical decision must be to deny jurisdiction. The original AWE pro-
posal was denied certification due to strong opinions by the majority of the SEC members
that the proposed facility configuration was not appropriate for Antrim. Upon AWE's ap-
peal, the SEC upheld their original decision with even stronger language. The proposal that
AWE intends to present if jurisdiction is granted, has only insignificant changes from the
original with most of the facility remaining virtually exactly as originally presented in 2012.
They have even admitted that much of the supporting application materials and studies
would be resubmitted with this application since so much of it is substantially the same.
The intent of the SEC rules is that once a project (and an appeal) is denied, it should not be
allowed to return unless the new proposal is essentially a different project. This is not.

Q: Does this conclude your testimony for the SEC?

A: Yes, it does.
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Richard Block

63 Loveren Mill Road

Antrim, New Hampshire 03440
603-588-2552  rich@franklinpierce.edu

EbpucAaTionN

MFA, 1985; Milton Avery Graduate School of the Arts, Bard College, Annandale-on-Hudson, NY;
Intermedia, with specialization in Design, Computer Animation, and Multimedia

BA, 1971; Harpur College, State University of New York, Binghamton, NY;
Dual majors in Studio Art Design and Theatrical Design

TEACcHING EXPERIENCE

Professor of Graphic Communications and Information Technology, Franklin Pierce University,
Rindge, NH; 1986-present.
Courses taught: Typography; Graphic Design 1, 2, 3, 4; Computer Graphic Design 1, 2; Digital
Photo Manipulation; Two- and Three-Dimensional Design; Graphic Production; Negative and
Color Stripping; Introduction to Graphic Communications Internship; Internship Capstone;
Information Technology; Experiencing the Arts.
Other Responsibilities: Graphic Communications Department Coordinator, 1997-present; re-
sponsible for budget, course scheduling, and supplies. Experiencing the Arts Coordinator, 2011-
2013; responsible for budget and major arts event scheduling. Acting Chair, Division of Visual
Arts, 1991. Established and developed Macintosh computer lab for Graphic Communications
Department and the University. Co-developer of interdisciplinary major program in Information
Technology. Also designed sets for Theatre Department productions, performed in the pit band
in several musicals, and taught private bass lessons through the Music Department.

Coordinator, Graphic Design Certificate Program, University of Vermont Continuing Education,
Brattleboro, VT; 1994-1997; Instructor, 1994-2000.
Courses taught: Introduction to Graphic Design, Typography, Paste-Up and Mechanicals.
Other Responsibilities: Supervising curriculum, hiring of instructors, marketing of program.

Faculty in Art and Theatre, Simon’s Rock College, Great Barrington, MA; 1981-1986.

Courses taught: Microcomputer Graphics; Two-, Three-, and Four-Dimensional Design; Intro-
duction to Design Rendering; Typography and Calligraphy as Design Forms; Advertising and
Packaging Design; Color Perception; Designing a Personal Environment; Survey of Stagecraft;
Theatre Production; Scene and Lighting Design; Bass Guitar.

Other Respondibilities: Established first computer facility for the Arts Division. Technical Di-
rector of Theatre; supervising crews, planning budgets, purchasing, designing lights and sets for
all major theatrical productions.

PROFESSIONAL GRAPHICS EXPERIENCE

Free-Lance Graphic Designer, 1972-present.

Creating CD/Cassette covers, posters, brochures, maps, advertisements, etc.

Camera and Graphics Consultant, Yankee Publishing, Inc., Dublin, NH; 1988-1990.

Assisting with production of publications, mcludmg Yankee Magazine and The Old Farmer’s
Almanac; designing camera studio layout; training personnel in use of camera.

Creative Director and Consultant, Multi Media Group, Inc., Pittsfield, MA; 1982-1984.
Design/direction of corporate logos and 1dent1ty campalgns, de51gn and production of various
publications and directories; programming, maintenance, training of personnel on computerized
typesetting equipment.
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PROFESSIONAL GRAPHICS EXPERIENCE (CONTINUED)

Art Director and Production Manager, Earth Traveler, Inc., Rhinebeck, NY; 1979-1981.
Designing/producing advertising and marketing materials and new products for pack, luggage,
and softgoods manufacturer.

Art Director and Production Manager, Ralley Communications, Hillsdale, NY; 1976-1979.
Designing/producing complete advertising campaigns; designing and producing the Intermountain
Express, a weekly feature newsmagazine, circulation 25,000.

Graphic Artist and Camera Specialist, Ideas in Ink, Great Barrington, MA; 1972-1976.

Layout, photography, color separation, film processing, stripping, platemaking.

OTHER PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Co-Owner with Loranne Carey Block, Snow Star Farm and Snow Star Design, Antrim, NH; 1992-present.
Sheep and wool, producing and marketing naturally dyed yarn and custom wool products along
with publishing exclusive knitting patterns as well as greeting cards and various products, in-
cluding original design wool and Polartec mushers’ apparel.

Performing Musician, 1971-present.

On Guitar and Acoustic, Electric, and Fretless Bass; touring throughout US and Canada.
May, 2009: Performed at the Library of Congress and the Kennedy Center, Washington, DC
with my son, nationally recognized fiddler Brendan Carey Block.

State-appointed Spokesperson, May 2009 to December 2013 — Represented North Branch Antrim
residents in New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee hearings in opposition to an application
from Antrim Wind, LLC for a proposed industrial wind installation; served as an expert witness on
aesthetics and as cross-examiner of applicant’s experts. Basing its decision primarily on aesthetic
concerns, this was the first application ever denied by NH SEC.

RELATED PAST ACTIVITIES

November 1995 — Prior Learning Assessment Evaluator, College for Lifelong Learning, University of
New Hampshire, Concord, New Hampshire.

November 1993 — “Typography—from Manuscript to Macintosh”, presentation for the Small Computers
in the Arts Symposium, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

November 1992 — “Changing How Graphic Design is Taught: 1980-1995", paper presented at the Small
Computers in the Arts Symposium, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

November 1991 — “Can Art Be Taught on Computers?”, paper presented at the Small Computers in the
Arts Symposium, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

June 1991 — “Introduction to Desktop Publishing”, noncredit course, Franklin Pierce Summer College,
Rindge, New Hampshire.

November 1990 — “Traditional or Technological: a Graphic Design Educator’s Dilemma”, paper pre-
sented at the Small Computers in the Arts Symposium, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

March 1990 — “The Computer as a Graphic Design Illustration Tool”, workshop presented at the Seminar
on Art Department Computing, New Hampshire College and University Council, Rivier College,
Nashua, New Hampshire.

June 1988 — “Graphic Production for the Layperson”, noncredit course, Franklin Pierce Summer Col-
lege, Rindge, New Hampshire.

1987 to 1997 — “Get It Printed” and “Effective Communication”, Elderhostel at Franklin Pierce College,
Rindge, New Hampshire, and Inn at East Hill Farm, Troy, New Hampshire.

August 1985 — Workshop in Language and Thinking, Simon’s Rock of Bard College, Great Barrington,
Massachusetts.

June 1985 — “Introduction to Computer Literacy”, Elderhostel at Simon’s Rock of Bard College, Great
Barrington, Massachusetts.

1984-1985 — “Concepts of Design” and “Advertising and Newspaper Production”, workshop classes for
the staff of the Berkshire Eagle, Pittsfield Massachusetts.
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AbDpITIONAL EDUCATION

May 2013 — Attended University and College Designers Association’s Design Education Summit,
Chattanooga, Tennessee.

February 2002 — Attended Seybold Seminars, New York City.

March 1995 — Attended Seybold Seminars, Boston, Massachusetts, as Exhibitor for the Museum of
Printing.

January 1995 — Attended Graphics Supershow, Boston, Massachusetts, as Exhibitor for the Museum
of Printing.

August 1994 — Attended Macworld Expo, Boston, Massachusetts.

1993 and 1994 — Attended Seybold Seminars, Boston, Massachusetts.

March 1991 — What Artists Need to Know, workshop on safety issues in the arts, New Hampshire
College and University Council, Dartmouth College, Hanover, New Hampshire.

August 1989 — Attended ACM SIGGRAPH Conference on Computer Graphics, Boston, Massachusetts.

April 1989 — Attended National Computer Graphics Association Annual Conference as educational
scholarship recipient, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

June 1988 — Desktop Publishing Applications Workshop, Northeastern University, Boston Massa-
chusetts.

April 1988 — Training Seminars on Teaching and Learning, New Hampshire College and University
Council, Manchester, New Hampshire.

October 1987 — Conference on Critical Thinking, University of Chicago, Illinois.

October 1986 — NERComP Conference on Desktop Publishing, Trinity College, Hartford, Connecticut.

November 1985 — Workshop in Computer Graphics and Video, Teacher’s College of Columbia Univer-
sity, New York City, New York.

1983-1984 — College courses in Microcomputer Graphics and Microprocessor Programming.

OvurpoorR WoRkK EXPERIENCE

Co-owner, Snow Star Farm Racing Siberian Huskies; 2002-present.
Breeding, training, and driving in various mid-distance sled dog races; bred and trained husky
who ran 2012 Yukon Quest and completed 2013 Iditarod on a record-setting Siberian Husky team.
Full Certified PSIA Nordic Ski Instructor; 1984-present.
Telemark Ski Instructor, Loon Mountain, Lincoln, NH; 1997-1999.
Nordic Ski Director, Temple Mountain, Peterborough, NH; 1993-1997.
Managing the Cross Country Center, including ski school, rentals, grooming, telemark program.
Nordic Ski Instructor, Temple Mountain, Peterborough, NH; 1987-1993.
Teaching cross country and telemark lessons.
Nordic Ski Instructor, Butternut Basin, Great Barrington, MA; 1985-1986.
Teaching cross country and telemark lessons.
Nordic Ski Instructor, Cummington Farm Ski Touring Center, Cummington, MA; 1982-1985.
Teaching cross country lessons.
Cross Country Ski Program Director, Simon’s Rock College, Great Barrington, MA; 1982-1986.
Senior Nordic Ski Patroller, National Ski Patrol System; 1978-1988.
Additional extensive camping, backpacking, skiing, dogsledding, and whitewater and flatwater paddling
experience throughout the United States and Canada.

OuTpPOOR TRAINING

Nordic Ski Instructor, Professional Ski Instructors of America.
Full Certification (Level I1I); 1984.
PSIA Associate Certification, 1982; registered member EPSTI, 1981.
Former member, PSIA-E Nordic Program and Development Committees.
Former co-chair, PSIA-E Nordic Marketing Committee.
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OuTrpOOR TRAINING (CONTINUED)

Mushing Boot Camp with Jamie Nelson and Ann Stead, Maine; 2008, 2009, 2011.

Telemark Ski Instructor, North American Telemark Organization; 1986-1997.

Ski Mountaineering and Winter Survival Instructor Training, National Ski Patrol System; 1979-1988.
Advanced Ski Mountaineering and Avalanche Training, 1978-1979.

Whitewater Canoe and Kayak Training, Madawaska Kanu Camp, Ontario, Canada; 1979.

Whitewater Canoe Training, Nantahala Outdoor Center, Bryson City, NC; 1978.

MEMBERSHIPS ¢35 VOLUNTEER WORK

2011 to present — Member, Planning Board, Northern New England Sled Dog Trade Fair and Seminars;

responsible for programs, posters, publicity.

1995 to present — Member: New Hampshire Mushers’ Association, North Country Mushers, New
England Sled Dog Club, Audubon Society of New Hampshire, Harris Center for Conservation
Education.

1993 to 2001 — Member, Board of Directors, The Friends of the Museum of Printing, Incorporated,
North Andover, Massachusetts.

1992 to 2000 — Member, Contoocook and North Branch Rivers Local Advisory Committee, New Hamp-

shire Department of Environmental Services.
1990 to 1998 — Member, Small Computers in the Arts Network, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
1989-1996 — Member, Conservation Commission, Antrim, New Hampshire.
1988 to 1996 — Member, National Computer Graphics Association, Fairfax, Virginia.
1987 to present — Member, New Hampshire Graphic Arts Association.

Richard Block

HOME: 63 Loveren Mill Road
Antrim, New Hampshire 03440
603-588-2552

OFFICE: Department of Graphic Communications
Franklin Pierce University
Rindge, New Hampshire 03461
603-899-4204 (voice mail)
603-899-1188 (fax)
rich@franklinpierce.edu (e-mail)

Resumé updated 10/14
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Pre-trial testimony for Elsa Voelcker in the Antrim wind application

Who are you:
I am Elsa Voelcker. I am a 32 year resident at 97 Old Pound Road about a mile from Tuttle
Hill in Antrim, New Hampshire.

What is your occupation?

I have taught photography at Franklin Pierce University and St. Anselm College for 23 years
and have a Masters of Fine Arts in photography from the Visual Studies Workshop through
SUNY, Buffalo.

What is your stand on the Site Evaluation taking on the Antrim Wind application for
consideration?

I feel that this new application is essentially the same as the last your committee heard for
months last time. It is only minus one tower with another one lower to protect Willard
Pond view shed. However, it is still too small a hill with too tall 9 towers on it. Over half of
Antrim will be viewing these towers in the winter time and what is more disturbing since
Antrim lays immediately West of them, and wind direction is generally west, they will be
hearing the noise of them 24 hours a day 7 days a week.

What is your reaction to the simulation photographs by David Raphael?

I feel these were purposely designed to fade the wind towers into the haze. I believe they
are misleading. I have driven on route 31 north by the wind towers in Lempster,N.H. They
are only 380 feet tall and, they stand out much clearer than that. At night the blinking red
lights would be very disturbing on the walls of your house. They are definitely a presence
in Newport and even larger towers in Antrim would detract from the wilderness
experience at Gregg Lake and views from the surrounding counties. Trees will only come
up less than a seventh of the height of the towers. The visual effects of these towers will be
much greater than is depicted on these images



April 13, 2015

Martin P. Honigberg, Chairman

New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee

c/o Jane Murray, Secretary to the Committee

New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services

29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95
Concord, New Hampshire 03302-0095

RE: Docket No. 2014-05 Petition for Jurisdiction Over a Renewable Facility by
Antrim Wind Energy, LLC

Dear Chairman Honigberg,

Attached please find for filing in this matter, the Pre-filed Testimony of Annie Law
and Robert Cleland.

//%Z}‘*M

Annie Law and Robert Cleland
43 Farmstead Rd.

Antrim, New Hampshire 03440
603-588-3157
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Pre-filed Testimonial of Annie Law and Robert Cleland
Q. Please state your names and address.
A. Annie Law and Robert Cleland ~ 43 Farmstead Rd., Antrim, NH 03440
Q. Are you familiar with the proposed Antrim Wind Energy project?

A. Yes, we have been appellants in the proceedings before the Antrim Zoning Board of
Adjustments for the MET tower, as well as interveners when AWE and the Antrim Board
of Selectmen applied to the SEC to take jurisdiction of the AWE project in the Spring of
2011. We were again interveners as opponents to the approval of the project and attended
most of the SEC hearings until the SEC turned down the permit due to aesthetics. We
also attended the hearing when AWE appealed to the SEC for reconsideration and
witnessed again that the decision remained the same.

Q. What are your main concerns about the proposed AWE Industrial Wind Farm?

A. We built our home on 43 Farmstead Rd., Antrim, NH, on Windsor Mt. 27 years ago
for the peace and beauty of this rural area. Our main concern in regard to the proposed
renewable energy facility is that we will be directly affected because our home is less
than 1.5 miles from Tuttle Mt., directly in our view shed and we believe that we will be
affected by the noise; we’re also very concerned about how it will affect our health.

We also feel that our property value will be greatly reduced and our property taxes will
go up significantly to subsidize the project if it is constructed. We especially don’t want
to see the Rural Conservation District destroyed.

Q. How has this proposed project affected you?

A. We have been taxpayers in Antrim, NH for 27 years and feel that our rights bave been
violated throughout the five plus years that AWE began their request for a height
variance for the MET tower and their proposal to build an Industrial Wind Farm, which
would destroy our pristine environment in the Rural Conservation District.

Q. Bob, have you ever met Jack Kenworthy before he was involved with Eolian?

A. Yes, Jack worked as a counselor at Windsor Mountain International Camp (formerly
known as Interlocken International Camp) in Windsor, NH, where I have been employed
for 25 years as Maintenance Director. Jack was in college at the time and we have several
mutual friends.

Q. Bob, was there ever an occasion when Jack Kenworthy spoke with you about the
proposed Wind Energy project?

A. Yes, in September, 2009, Jack Kenworthy was at the annual “Live Free or Die” party
at Windsor Mountain International Camp in Windsor, NH and I had a conversation with



him about the proposed Wind Farm and he clearly stated to me that it would have a direct
impact on our property. (Synonyms for impact are: collision, shock, concussion ~ a
forceful, even violent contact between two or more things.)

Q. Do you feel that Jack Kenworthy is capable of completing a Wind Project of this
magnitude?

A. No, he has never done a Wind Project of this magnitude and we don’t believe he will
follow through. Over the past 5 years, during all of the meetings we’ve attended in regard
to the proposed Industrial Wind Farm, Eolian has told so many different stories about the
number of wind towers to be constructed, anywhere from 6 towers to 10 proposed wind
towers. We’ve also been told by Eolian that the height of the towers would be 400’ and
now they’re proposed to be nearly 500°. How can we believe anything AWE is telling us
when their story changes on a regular basis? AWE had also mentioned early on, that the
Audubon Society supported the proposed wind farm, but obviously that was not the truth,
because they are intervening, as we are.

Q. Bob, what is your relationship with Jack Kenworthy today?

A. T have no relationship with him any more. Annie and I have been very happy here for
over 27 years until Jack and Eolian came to Antrim, turned our town upside down and
divided our community in two, disrupting our lives with their proposed Industrial Wind
Farm.

Q. How do you feel about alternative energy?

A. We both believe in a healthy environment and several forms of alternative energy,
however, since we’ve been involved in trying to protect the Rural Conservation District
in Antrim, we’ve done extensive research and have found that wind energy is the highest
costing form of energy and the citizens of Antrim won’t benefit from it. We also feel that
AWE is looking to line their pockets and will more than likely sell out to a larger
company once they obtain all of their approvals.

Q. Do you have any concerns about the SEC taking jurisdiction once again of this
proposed project?

A. Yes, we have reviewed the proposed project and it is exactly the same project as they
proposed in 2012, with the elimination of one turbine and reducing the height of another
by 40 feet. It will still have the same aesthetic effect, within a ten mile radius, as the
previous project that was turned down for that very reason. Nothing has changed except
for their persistence to construct an industrial wind farm where the SEC already said it
doesn’t belong, not once, but twice. AWE has proposed to build industrial wind farms in
several New England states and have been turned down by all and now they’re back to
propose the same project that the SEC turned down in Antrim.

Q. Do you have long-term goals as residents of Antrim?



A. Yes, we were planning on retiring here in our beautiful home and environment, but
don’t feel that we’ll be able to or will want to stay here in the event that the Wind Farm is
approved and constructed. We also feel that we won’t be able to recoup what we’ve
invested here with eight 500’ wind turbines and one 460 wind turbine, on the ridgeline in
our view shed. Who will pay us market value for our home? AWE?

Q. What would you request of AWE if the project is approved?

A. We would demand a guarantee from AWE that if they do obtain the approvals to build
an Industrial Wind Farm, that they or anyone they sell it to, will pay us market value for
our home and land. We are one of many families, who feel this way in the North Branch
of Antrim. Will AWE buy all of our properties at market value????? We don’t believe so!

Q. Do you feel that the Board of Selectmen has been protecting your rights as taxpayers
in the Town of Antrim?

A. No, there have been several secret meetings between AWE and the BOS in Antrim
that were not publicly announced. We feel that we can’t trust anything AWE is telling us
and that they are misleading the citizens of Antrim to believing that this is a good thing
for our town. We believe they will get the approvals needed to construct the project and
sell it out to a large company, take their money and run! We don’t believe they’ll follow
through with the project and we don’t trust them at all, since they have never seen a
project through to fruition yet!

Q. Why do you feel that an Industrial Wind Farm should not be constructed on the ridge
of Tuttle Hill to Willard Pond?

A. The proposed sight is the Rural Conservation District and per the request of the SEC
committee in 2012 during the hearings, a special ad hoc committee was formed in Antrim.
They worked very hard to create an ordinance that would favor an Industrial Wind Farm
in all areas of Antrim. When it came to a vote by the citizens of Antrim in November,
2011 ~March, 2012 and March, 2014, the majority of Antrim citizens voted against the
revised ordinances, not once, but three separate times!

This means that the Ordinances that were originally in place in Antrim are still in effect
and maintain that the North Branch area of Antrim is a Rural Conservation District.
Unlike Lempster, we have ordinances in place in Antrim, which are here for a reason, to
preserve this area, NOT to destroy it by blasting our ridgelines and destroying the natural
habitat of the wildlife that have been here for years!

Q. Do you have any requests of the SEC?

A. Yes, we are pleading with the SEC to respect our desire to retire here in the most
pristine area of Southern New Hampshire and to encourage AWE to take the proposed
Industrial Wind Project to another area that won’t be compromising the values of the
people living in this area and preserving the habitat of the wildlife.
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