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INTRODUCTION

In the Northeast the primary terrestrial sites for commercial
wind power development are higher elevation ridgelines -
often the least developed parts of this heavily settled landscape
and areas of potentially high ecological ional and
scenic value. Stakeholders are faced with two worthy but
conflicting goals - promoting the development of clean,
renewable energy and conserving large tracts of undeveloped
forest land.

Currently wind power development projects at sites chosen by
developers are evaluated on a case-by-case basis by both
regulators and stakeholders. What has been missing is an
overall landscape-level assessment that considers all potential
sites, and public policies that guide development to the most
suitable sites from an overall social benefit perspective.

The Appalachian Mountain Club, working in collaboration
with a variety of other interest groups, has developed a
methodology for assessing the potential conflicts between
wind power development and other land uses and values
across broad landscapes. The project is intended to:

- Allow a comparative evaluation of all potential wind
power development sites.

- Guide development to the most suitable sites.

- Serve as a starting point for discussion of appropriate
state wind power siting policies that address the
unique issues associated with this technology.

BASIC ANALYTICAL APPROACH
The method taken in this project involves three steps:

1. Identify potential wind power sites.

2. Identify factors that are potentially in conflict with
development.

3. Evaluate each site for each factor.

This process results in a comprehensive database that can then
be used to address a wide range of questions, including:

- What potential land use conflicts may affect wind
power development at a particular site?

- How does a particular site compare with other
potential sites in regards to the extent and nature of
potential conflicts?

- Which sites are affected by the most and fewest
potential conflicts?

- How much of the wind power potential of any
particular region is affected by any particular
conflicting value?

- What tradeoffs might need to be made in order to
meet specific targets for wind power development
across a region of interest?

PILOT PROJECT

The AMC worked in consultation with other organizations
with an interest in appropriate wind power siting to develop
and test this methodology. The project used the Berkshire
Mountains region of western Massachusetts as a pilot study
area, with the goal of developing an approach that can be
applied to other regions.

This project was not undertaken to provide a plan for wind
power development in the Berkshire region, and is not
intended to promote or constrain development of any
particular site. The region was chosen solely as a pilot area to
test the methodology.

CAVEATS

This project represents a starting point for assessing wind
power siting across broad regions. However, many caveats
‘must be kept in mind when evaluating the approach and
results reported here:

- Not all factors relevant to wind power siting are considered
(e.g. bird migration routes).

- The factors considered in the analysis vary in importance,
both legally and in the relative importance placed on them by
various stakeholders.

- The analysis considers only the spatial relationship between
potential P sites and i flicting factors.
The presence of a potential conflict does not necessarily create
an actual conflict.

- Factors may be related; multiple factors may represent the
presence of a single underlying feature or landscape condition.

- The analysis of scenic impact (perhaps the primary factor
affecting public view of wind power) is rudimentary and
incomplete.

- The analysis does not consider existing land use (though in
this area almost all sites lie on undeveloped forest land) or the
presence existing development or infrastructure.

- The analysis does not consider economic factors of interest to
developers, such as distance from existing roads or
transmission lines.

Although this methodols yields valuable i ion about
potential conflicts between wind power development and other
land uses or resource values, in the end a detailed examination
of each site is required to determine how development would
affect each factor.

No attempt has been made to weight factors or to develop an
overall "suitability rating" for each site. Any attempt to
develop such a rating would be inherently subjective, and
involves considerations beyond those included in this analysis.
In some cases a single factor may create an overriding

i i to p D ping overall ratings
would require the participation of and acceptance by the full
range of stakeholder groups with an interest in wind power
development.

APPLICABILITY TO OTHER AREAS

The basic methodology outlined should be applicable to other
areas. However, the value of the assessment is strongly
dependent on the information that is available on potential
conflicts, which will vary from region to region (much of it on
a state-by-state basis). If available data does not represent a
broad range of potential conflicts, the assessment will not give
a complete picture of what factors might affect wind power
devels ication of the methodology to areas where
the suitable wind power resource encompasses broad areas
(such a plains, coastal or off-shore areas) rather than discrete
and easily delineated ridgelines would require some variation
in the analytical approach.

STEP 1 - Identify Potential Wind Power Sites

Wind resource data developed by TrueWind Solutions, LLC was used to identify potential wind power development sites.

Areas with a wind power class of 4 or above

suitable for ial development given current

technology and economics) were isolated and the associated ridgeline was digitized by reference to contour line data.

STEP 2 - Identify Factors that are Potentially in Conflict
with Development

Data on protected Open Space land and 16 ecological,
recreational and scenic factors that might potentially conflict
with development was compiled from the Massachusetts
Geographical Information System, obtained from other
organizations or developed by AMC. (See small maps to the
right. Two factors - generalized conservation priorities
identified by The Nature Conservancy and snowmobile
trails - are not shown).

STEP 3 - Evaluate Each Site for Each Factor

Potential development sites were overlaid with data on Open
Space land and each of the 16 factors and assigned a potential
conflict rating as described below. Most sites were divided
into multiple segments to account for partial overlap with the
various factors.

Conservation (Open Space) Status

A: Land where development is legally restricted or clearly in
conflict with the primary purpose (e.g. ecological reserves or
Wilderness areas). In this analysis only the Appalachian Trail
corridor was considered, though other lands (e.g. no-
development easements) could also qualify.

Other Federal or state land for which a primary purpose is
conservation.

Other Massachusetts Open Space lands (e.g. conservation
easements, municipal land, land owned by non-profit
conservation organizations).

: Unrestricted private land.
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Ecological, Recreational and Scenic factors

Each of the 16 factors was rated as to the level of potential
conflict as follows:

Significant potential conflict - segment overlays a feature or
condition of primary importance for that factor.

Moderate potential conflict - segment overlays a feature or
condition of secondary importance for that factor.

No potential conflict - segment does not overlay that factor.

It is important to recognize that the ratings assess the spatial
relationship between a site and the various factors, and thus
highlight potential conflicts. The presence of a Significant or
Moderate conflict does not necessarily preclude wind power
development. Rather it indicates factors that could affect the
suitability of a site for development, and which should be
considered in more detail if development is to proceed.

Examples of conflict ratings:
BioMap Habitat Areas

(S) Segment lies within BioMap Core Habitat.

(M) Segment lies within BioMap Supporting Natural
Landscape.

(X) Segment lies outside of BioMap habitat areas.

High Recreational Use

Evaluation:

(S) Site lies within a high recreational use area* and is
accessed by a recreational trail (other than a Long
Distance Trail).

(M) Site is accessed by a trail (other than a Long Distance
Trail) but lies outside high recreational use areas.

(X) Site is not accessed by a recreational trail (other than a
Long Distance Trail).

*High recreational use areas were defined as large public
lands that have a high density of recreational trails as shown
on published recreational trail maps and are promoted as
recreational areas by the state.

Appalachian National Scenic Trail Viewshed

(S) Segment lies within the Foreground zone (<1/2 mile) or
Segment lies within the Middleground zone (1/2 to 2 miles)
and is visible from any viewpointor Segment lies within the
Background zone (2 to 4 miles) and is visible from two or
more viewpoints.

(M) Segment lies within the Background zone and is visible
from one viewpoint.

(X) Segment lies more than 4 miles from the AT or Segment
lies less than 4 miles from the AT but is not visible from
any viewpoint.

Ecological Factors

Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern

@D BioMap Supporting

Natural Landscape

@D BioMap Core Habitat

Ecological Factors

Outstanding Resource Waters

@ 1iving Waters Core Habitat
O Living Waters Critical

Supporting Watersheds

Ecological Factors

Important Bird Areas

@D Priority Habitat for

Rarc Specics

Ecological Factors

@D 014 Growtn
) Large Roadiess Arcas

=

Ecological Factors
Slope (%)

Recreational Factors
High Recreational Use

Commonwealth Connections
Vision Areas

Long Distance Trails

@ Long Distance Trail

1/2 Mile Buffer

Conservation Status

@D + - ez Prohibited
r ) B - Primary Purpose -

Conservation
Q C - Other Open Space
Lands
) P-Unrestricted Private

Lands

Development Prohibited
(Conservation Status A)

Number of Factors Rated Significant
0-2

=3
— 6-10

Scenic Factors

@  Mohawk Trail Viewpoints

@  Appalachian Trail Viewpoints

Mohawk Trail

Appalachian Trail

Number of Viewpoints
From Which a Site is Visible

RESULTS

Among the results derived from this analysis are:
*93 miles of p 1 lopable ridgeline were
in 62 discrete sites ranging from 0.1 to 5.5 miles in length.
*#15% of the ridgeline lay along the Appalachian Trail corridor
(Conservation Status A). Another 38% was on other major
state and federal lands (Conservation Status B). Together
these two categories (considered "Major Public Lands")

53% of the potenti ridgeline.

Another 13% lay on other Open Space lands (Conservation

Status C) and 34% on unrestricted private land (Conservation
Status P).

*For individual factors, the proportion of total ridgeline rated
Significant ranged from less than 1% to 57% (Table 1).
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These are the sites that may be the least appropriate for
wind power development.
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