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McCann Appraisal, LLC

June 8, 2010

Mike McLaughiin, Chairman
Adams County Board
Adams County Courthouse
507 Vermont St

Quincy, IL 62301

Re: Wind Turbine setbacks

Dear Chairman McLaughlin
and Members of the Adams County Board:

On behalf of-my clients and as a real estate valuation advisor to the elected officials of
Adams County, | am hereby submitting my written testimony as a professional real
estate appraiser. Having been sworn in prior to expert testimony numerous times, | am
quite familiar with the serious nature of giving my oath, and you may consider this
written document to be a sworn affidavit. My opinions are also certified pursuant to
lllinois Appraiser Licensing law and requirements.

| understand the County is considering a 1,000 foot residential setback requirement for
wind turbines, and | have read that certain committee members are contemplating a
recommendation increasing that to a 1,500 foot minimum. My testimony will address
the adequacy of such setbacks, based upon a synopsis of widely known, reported
and/or studied effects of living in close proximity to utility scale wind turbine projects.
My testimony also includes results of my own independent study of property value
impacts, and my professional opinions, recommendations and supporting illustrative
comment are included along with supporting data | and other appraisers and
researchers have developed as well.

Finally, | have projected the likely or probable impact to residential property values in
Adams County, on the basis of what independent market research indicates. When
considering an ordinance for setbacks from residential lots, as well as schools and other
occupied dwellings or non-industrial land uses, | believe that my specialized expertise
and experience as an appraiser familiar with wind farm issues is a relevant
consideration for the policy-makers in Adams County.

Introduction

First and foremost, | understand very well that consideration of industrial scale wind
energy projects is a unigue situation for virtually every jurisdiction considering
applications or requests from developers to build and operate such projects. They are
intensive, large-scale projects with a decidedly industrial character, and most projects in
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McCann Appraisal, LLC

llinois are proposed to “overlay” existing mixed-use residential and agricultural areas.
This type of overlay is also sought in Adams County.

This is significant in the evaluation of land use compatibility or typical zoning standard
compliance, since it is virtually impossible to introduce such a large scale project among
existing low intensity residential uses without dramatically changing the character of the
neighborhoods that will be encompassed by the turbine’s land use overlay.

These large scale projects affect thousands of acres, and are far different than “typical’
zoning variation or land use approval requests, such as a drive-through lane at a
restaurant or bank, or a request to construct a gas station with a car wash. When the
prudence of reviewing requests for smaller-scale, single uses is required to insure the
new development does not adversely affect neighboring people or land uses, the
immense scale and intensity of wind energy project development and operations
demands even greater scrutiny and expert evaluation, which is often not financially
feasibie for smaller, rural counties.

My written testimony incorporates substantial experience with wind energy projects
gained over the last 5 years, and 29 years experience as an appraiser. | have been
qualified and testified in hundreds of contested and litigated land use matters, in zoning
hearings, state and federal courts, and other public forums. | have been formally
engaged to evaluate potential real estate impacts for 8 wind energy projects in lllinois,
and have consulted with concerned citizens on a pro bono basis for several other
projects throughout the United States. My qualifications and experience in this and
numerous other impact studies, zoning compliance evaluations and property value
damage claims is summarized within my professional biography included herein.

The Appraisal Institute has developed methodology and techniques for evaluating the
effects of environmental contamination on the value of real property. The three potential
effects that contamination can have on real property: cost effects, use effects, and risk
(stigma) effects. All three effects are recognized as being present with utility-scale wind
energy projects, as summarized in my written testimony.

Cost effects can include neighboring owner costs to attempt to mitigate against sound
intrusion, shadow flicker, medical costs to deal with sleep deprivation related conditions,
as well as, in some instances, the cost to rent substitute housing and potential legal
costs incurred to protect individual owner's property rights, etc. For Agricultural
property, there can be increased costs due to the loss of ability to retain aerial spraying
services, which can result in increased cost for ground spraying methods and/or
decreased crop yields.

Use effects include the loss of peaceful use and enjoyment of their homesteads for
many turbine neighbors, and there is evidence that livestock has been adversely
impacted by the noise from turbines, ranging from death (goats in Taiwan) to
reproductive disorders (See Wirtz case in Wisconsin) and behavioral changes and
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irritability of horses and cattle. These may also represent cost effects, in some cases, or
other forms of financial impact.

Stigma effects can range from loss of aesthetics, diminished views and character of
neighborhoods, to fear of health issues and noise disturbance, etc. This effect is often
manifest in the lack of marketability of homes in the “footprint’ and nearby properties
most impacted by active turbines, and to varying degrees the known and unknown cost
and use effects are also contributing factors to stigma effects.

My opinions are also based on use of the recognized and generally accepted methods
for valuing contaminated properties — paired sales analysis (i.e. Appendix C),
environmental case studies analysis (ie. Appendices B, D, E and F) and multiple-
regression analysis. (i.e. Appendix D). | have also reviewed studies conducted by other
appraisers, which yield similar indications of property value impacts.

In the Adams County matter, my evaluation of the proposed wind turbine setbacks is
conducted from a real estate valuation perspective with a land use impact focus, since
every land use has some impact upon neighboring land uses and residents. The impact
can be substantially positive, negative, or so minimal as to be immeasurable in terms of
property values. As | understand it, governmental policies and land use decisions are
intended to prevent “significant” negative impacts on property values and the peaceful
use and enjoyment of existing property by area residents.

Further, | believe the majority of my written testimony, and supporting basis thereof, is

" applicable to other locations characterized by residential uses interspersed with

historically compatible agricultural land uses.

in order to be perfectly clear, | must also state that | have developed no professional
opinion or conclusions as to the validity of the need for, or effectiveness of, industrial-
scale wind energy projects for their intended purpose: the creation of renewable energy.
While my research has disclosed considerable controversy on these topics as well, |
leave those conclusions, opinions and corporate or governmental decisions to experts
on electric utility issues and those technical aspects of these projects.

Thus, as a professional appraiser, | focus on the concept and reality of property value
impacts. In order to understand the basis for any potential impacts, | have researched,
collected, reviewed, studied and considered the same type of information available to
anyone with an internet connected computer, which comprises the majority of the home-
buying public in modern countries like the United States. | have also researched
property values and value-related trends in larger wind energy project locations, to
investigate whether industry claims are true or whether the neighboring citizens of such
projects have valid claims regarding property value impacts.

Briefly stated, there is much to be concerned about as officials in Adams County whom
are responsible for protecting the public health, safety and welfare, as well as the use
and enjoyment of property and its underlying value.
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McCann Appraisal, LLC

As the balance of my written testimony and the supporting documentation indicates, |
have developed a summary of professional expert opinions and wind energy project
impact mitigation recommendations, which includes nine (9) primary opinions and ten
(10) recommendations, as follows: '
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SUMMARY OF OPINIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Opinions

1.

Residential property values are adversely and measurably impacted by close
proximity of industrial-scale wind energy turbine projects to the residential
properties, with value losses measured up to 2-miles from the nearest turbine(s),
in some instances.

Impacts are most pronounced within “footprint” of such projects, and many

~ ground-zero homes have been completely unmarketable, thus depriving many

homeowners of reasonable market-based liquidity or pre-existing home equity.

Noise and sleep disturbance issues are mostly affecting people within 2-miles of
the nearest turbines and 1-mile distances are commonplace, with many variables
and fluctuating range of results occurring on a household by household basis.

Real estate sale data typically reveals a range of 25% to approximately 40% of
value loss, with some instances of total loss as measured by abandonment and
demolition of homes, some bought out by wind energy developers and others
exhibiting nearly complete loss of marketability.

Serious impact to the “use & enjoyment’ of many homes is an on-going
occurrence, and many people are on record as confirming they have rented other
dwellings, either individual families or as a homeowner group-funded mitigation
response for use on nights when noise levels are increased well above ambient
background noise and render their existing homes untenable.

Reports often cited by industry in support of claims that there is no property
value, noise or health impacts are often mischaracterized, misquoted and/or are
unreliable. The two most recent reports touted by wind developers and
completed in December 2009 contain execufive summaries that are so
thoroughly cross-contingent that they are better described as “disclaimers” of the
studies rather than solid, scientifically supported conclusions. Both reports
ignore or fail to study very relevant and observable issues and trends.

If Adams County approves a setback of 1,000 feet, 1,500 feet, or any distance
less than 2-miles, these types of property use and property value impacts are
likely to occur to the detriment of Adams County residences and citizens for
which the nearest turbines are proposed to be located.

The approval of wind energy projects within close proximity to occupied homes is

tantamount to an inverse condemnation, or regulatory taking of private property
rights, as the noise and impacts are in some respects a physical invasion, an
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easement in gross over neighboring properties, and the direct impacts reduce
property values and the rights of nearby neighbors.

9. A market value reduction of $6.5 million is projected for the residential property

located in the footprint and within 2-miles of the pending Prairie Mills project
located in east Adams County.

Recommendations

Therefore, if the County Board should choose to adopt the industry requested
minimal setbacks, or some other setback of less than 2-miles from residential uses
or occupied dwellings or structures such as schools, churches and nursing homes, |
have developed a series of recommendations that would at least partially mitigate
the widely experienced impacts prevalent with industrial scale wind turbines
developments, as follows:

1. A Property Value Guarantee (PVG) should be required of the developer(s),
significantly similar to the PVG attached hereto as Appendix A. A County-
controlled fund or developer bond should be required to guarantee no undue
delay in PVG payment(s) to legitimately affected homeowners, and/or to buy out
homeowners located within 2-miles of any turbines if they elect to relocate away
from the turbine project(s) and cannot sell for the pre-project market value of their
properties. Such a guarantee is nominal in cost, relative to total project costs,
and are used to condition high impact land use approvals such as landfills and
even limestone quarries, as well as other wind energy developments (i.e. DeKalb
County, lllinois, eftc.)

2. An alternative to the bonding element of Recommendation # 1 would be to
require that the developer(s) obtain a specialized insurance policy from a high-
risk insurance carrier or legitimate insurer, such as Lloyds of London, if they will
even insure against such impacts. If Lioyds was unwilling to provide such
insurance, however, that should be compelling to the County that professional
risk-management actuaries find such projects too risky for even them to insure.
Under those possible circumstances the burden of risk is fairly placed with the
developer, rather than the residential occupants who are being surrounded or
otherwise directly impacted by close proximity of the projects.

3. If Adams County decides to permit projects, the limited evidence of impacts
beyond a 2-mile setback would mitigate against the need for a PVG as cited in
recommendation # 1.

4. If Adams County decides to permit projects, | recommend that the County require
developer funding and a plan to constantly monitor not only sound levels in
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decibels, but alsoin low frequency noise emissions from the turbines utilizing the
best available technology, or at least homeowner reports and logs. There is
significant evidence and personal accounts confirming that low frequency
sound/noise is “felt” by nearby occupants, and, as | understand it, cannot be
measured by decibels as audible noise is typically measured. Disclosure of the
owner's actual experience to prospective buyers is necessary from both an
ethical perspective and, | believe potentially under the lllinois Real Property
Disclosure Act, as a ‘known” defect or detrimental condition. Thus,
documentation shouid be created at the cost of the developer(s), to insure that
appropriate disclosures can be made to any prospec’nve buyer(s) of homes within
the 2-mile zone.

. Appropriate devices should be installed at the developers expense at all
occupied dwellings and property lines within a 2-mile distance of any turbines,
and the County should retain the ability to immediately enforce the shut-down of
any turbines exceeding a'level of 10 decibels or. more above ambient background
noise levels from any property/home experiencing that exceeded noise level. The
proximity of constant or frequent noise sources is an adverse impact to the use
and enjoyment of a residential property, and indicates a basis for loss of property
value.

. An alternative to recommendation # 5 would be to place a limit on hours of
operation, requiring turbines within 2 miles of any occupied (non-participating)
dwelling be shut off during normal sieeping hours (i.e. 10 p.m. fo 7 a.m.).

. If the County finds that the wind energy projects are desirable from a economic
development goal or perspective, or for the “public good”, | recommend that
“footprint” and 2-mile distant neighboring homeowners (measured to lot line from
the furthest span of turbine blades) be afforded the opportunity to sell to either
the developer or the County, with possible use of eminent domain powers
employed by the County, on behalf of and at the expense of the developer(s).

. The financial assurance for decommissioning and reclamation of wind turbine
pad sites, i.e.,, a bonding requirement, is also recommended as a County
condition. To demonstrate solvency companies should pay the bond
requirements before starting construction. It's basically insurance in case the
company goes bankrupt or otherwise abandons the wind project without taking
down the turbines and reclaiming the land. Coal mines, quarries, landfills and
drilling companies have similar bond or financial assurance requirements.

. An aesthetic landscaping requirement for wind project developers to plant mature
trees or groves to shield the view between residential properties and turbines.
Evergreens planted along property lines and/or other types of trees strategically
planted between residential windows and turbines would partially alleviate
aesthetic impacts from turbines.
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10.The County should consider a moratorium on wind energy project
development(s) in Adams County, until such time as:

e A thorough and complete Wind Energy Ordinance is developed and
adopted by the County, which incorporates all the protection and authority
of zoning, building and health codes.

« Appropriate Conditional or Special Use standards are developed and
adopted, to insure wind developers carry the burden of their for-profit
projects rather than the hosting jurisdiction(s) and/or neighboring property
owners.

e The actual experiences of numerous existing turbine neighbors is
documented thoroughly by an impartial group of professionals with
appropriate qualifications in the various relevant fields of expertise, ie.,
acoustic engineers, medical sciences, valuation professionals, etc.

The preceding recommendations are not intended to be all inclusive or to address all
wind energy project issues and impacts. They are intended to address issues that
affect the public health, safety and welfare of area residents, as well as their property
values.

The following pages summarize portions of underlying support for the preceding
opinions and recommendations.
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General Impact Issues & Comment

Several Issues are relevant considerations to property value impacts. As the real estate
market becomes more aware of complaints and problems attendant to living near
turbines, a stigma is becoming common; Stigma issues are inextricably intertwined with
property value trends, and the general public has varying but increasing levels of
awareness of underlying issues and conflicts with wind energy projects.

The most measurable impact on home values is the distances from the industrial-scale
turbines. The categories of impact that my research discloses as most typically related
to distance include:

e Noise and “vibro-accoustic” effect.
o Aesthetics & compatibility.

Wildlife impacts, i.e., bird & bat kills, road damage, tax & fiscal impacts are also issues |

attendant to wind farms but have little or no identifiable correlation to property value
impacts, and are only mentioned in passing.

The following comments, excerpts and attachments attempt to summarize a
representative sample of these issues, industry claims, market reactions and responses
by McCann Appraisal, LLC.

First, as a part time Florida resident and homeowner, | am quite concerned about the

ultimate impacts of the ongoing and catastrophic oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. |

mention this man-made disaster because | note certain paraliels between the goals,

claims and realities between the Gulf situation and the wind energy development trend. -

One might argue that man-made disasters like the Guif oil spill are part of the
Justlflcatlon for pushing full steam ahead on wind energy pro;ects yet the parallels
remain between off-shore oil drilling and wind turbine projects:

o Both project types seek to provide independent energy needs for the Unitedv

States.

» Both are extremely large scale types of projects, notwithstanding the invisible &
noiseless infrastructure of oil rigs to most citizens, i.e., no neighbors at sea.

» Both industries have gone on record with claims that their projects are “safe”, will
have very minimal impact on the environment, and include many “trust us” type
statements, messages and public relations campaigns. ‘

+ Both have considerable evidence accumulated of “anecdotal”, but nevertheless
serious negative impacts that are long-term and affect a relatively small
percentage of the population.

» Both have historically had influence on political and Ieglslatlve decision makers.

» Questionable “science” is cited and utilized by the energy industry to support

their PR claims and approval requests, with respect to property values and health
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issues emanating from noise, and primarily the sleep interruptions. As an
example, Exxon was able to obtain a written opinion that the Valdez spill did not
damage coastal property values, despite the nearly complete destruction of the
local fishing-based economy and the extensive environmental degradation from
the oil spill.

o With accidents like the Valdez spill and now the BP Gulf catastrophe, and against
the growing anecdotal list of impacts from industrial-scale wind turbine projects,
it is justifiable to enforce the assurances and responsibilites of the energy
industry, overall, and to place the cost of mitigating their impacts on the
corporations who develop, own and operate the energy projects.

Further, when the term “Green Energy” is used, | perceive an implicit claim by the wind
energy industry and even governmental policy goals that creation of such energy is
(intended fo be) of low or no impact on the environment. | consider impacts on people
and their property values to be included in the term “environment”.

There is however a considerable body of evidence that clearly shows there are in fact
many circumstances where this intention does not match the reality, and is affecting
many people, livestock, lifestyles, sleep and health issues, and the related underlying
property values of wind turbine neighbors.

The Adams County consideration of a setback requirement is tantamount to a “zoning”
ordinance, as it affects land use and compatibility with existing and neighboring land
uses.

Zoning is defined in similar ways as:

o Dividing an area into zones or sections reserved for different purposes such as
residence and business and manufacturing, etc.

» Legislative action for the purpose of regulating the use of property and the
construction of buildings, facilities or structures within the area under the
jurisdiction of the legislative body concerned.

e An exercise of police power by a municipality to regulate and control the
character and use of property.

o Governmental authority over land use, intended to protect the public health,
safety and welfare, while creating or preserving compatibility between land uses.

Most Zoning Ordinances require as a condition for approval of a special use, such as a
wind energy generating project, that the “proposed use will not be injurious to the
value of neighboring property” and/or “will not prevent the use and enjoyment of
neighboring property for uses to which it is already used or zoned”.
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O

Despite the consistently reported effects on neighboring people, a typical developer’s
answer to this is: There is no "scientific" evidence of health issues.

My response to that is there has been no legitimate study by the wind industry to
determine what, if any health effects are linked to proximity to turbines.

To my knowledge there are no scientific studies that prove bricks falling from a high rise
scaffold will cause injury or worse to people walking below, but there is enough
"anecdotal" evidence over time to warrant building codes and ordinances that require

effective barriers to protect the public health, safety & welfare (which is e xacz‘/z what

zoning and other ordinances are supposed to accomplish)

According to the website for Adams County, the Division of Health Protection’s
Environmental Health Section responsibilities include:

e reduction of food borne illnesses through restaurant and food stand inspection

e assurance of safe drinking water through private and non-community water well
system permitting and inspection

» regulation of proper wastewater disposal through on-site wastewater system
permitting and inspection

e permitting and annual inspection of tanning parlors

e investigation of nuisance complaints relating to the above-mentioned areas of
responsibility as well as rodents and trash

 annual surveillance of mosquitoes and birds for the presence of West Nile Virus

From a land use policy perspective, which is directly related to the use and impact on
homes from turbines, | anticipate the County may need to increase staff to deal with
nuisance complaints from turbines located closer to homes than cited in
recommendations #3, #4, #5 & #6.

To my knowledge, there are no scientific studies that prove there are no ill health
effects either. The recent (December 2009) AWEA/CWEA report is merely a literature
review that reads more like a "disclaimer”, in its conclusions regarding review of other
studies, and claims there is no scientific proof of adverse health effects. In fact,
research has disclosed one of the Doctor/authors of that industry funded report has
directly contradicted his prior sworn testimony regarding low frequency sound impacts
s0, to my mind, the report is wholly unreliable.

| may add that If citizens parked a vehicle in front of County Board member or
developers homes with an audible or physically perceptible "thump-thump" low
frequency beat emitted all night, with an occasional gear screeching or jet engine noise
for good measure, there is little doubt that the local law enforcement department would
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be called with a disturbing the peace complaint. This complaint would also no doubt be
enforceable, even if the vehicle was not actually parked on the complainant's property.

While the preceding remarks are perhaps as glib as industry claims that there are no
adverse health, noise or property value effects, it is still an appropriate use of police
powers of government bodies to prevent such disturbances.

But after the fact of a setback or other ordinance is approved, the noise generator has
the authority of an ordinance approving the use to stand behind, and the local residents
must either endure the disturbances, relocate or incur thousands of dollars in legal
expenses just to be heard in a forum where the complaint is given new consideration,
namely, in Court. This growing trend is costly for all involved, and can inciude the
governmental body, participating land owners/iessors, as well as the developers and the
innocent by-stander homeowners.

The alternative and, sadly, growing trend is for people to give up trying to deal with the
problems of large turbines being developed in their midst, and abandon their homes
(See Wirtz family case in Wisconsin, efc).

As a real estate appraiser with 25 years experience in evaluating zoning matters, [ am
unaware of any other land use in the 20 States in which | have worked that is permitted
to cause such a nuisance that a property owner's rights are completely disregarded and
protection of their property values marginalized to the point of meaningless and non-
existent protection, via inadequate separation of incompatible uses based on industry-
preferred setbacks.

| also suggest that when the governmental goal is economic development and tax
revenue as the foundation for approval of these large-scale projects, they would be well
advised to build in to their equation not only the cost of attorney fees to protect
governmental decisions, but also the lost tax revenue from abandoned houses,
potentially higher medical costs and injury claims from neighbors, road damage, and
other ancillary costs that developers do not advertise, much less typically admit.

See the Canadian Hydro case for a group of neighboring homes bought out by the
developer to eliminate certain vocal noise/health complaints, and note that those are not
the first or last homes demolished as a direct impact of a wind energy project. Much
can be read on the internet, and a summary of buy-outs is attached in Appendix B.

Adams County Background
Per Wikipedia, as of the census of 2000, there were 68,277 people (66,234 residents
projected for 2010), 26,860 households, and 17,996 families residing in the county. The

population density was 80 people per square mile (31/km?). There were 29,386
housing units at an average density of 34 per square mile.
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The median income for a household in the county was $34,784, and the median income
for a family was $44,133 (Median Household Income projected for 2010 was $42,880).
The per capita income for the county was $17,894. About 7.40% of families and 10.00%
of the population were below the poverty line including 12.00% of those under age 18
and 8.90% of those aged 65 or over. 78% of county households earn less than
$75,000 per year, leaving limited relocation options available to the majority of people in
the Adams County. '

Median Home Value for 2000 was $73,090 rising in 2005 to $106,059 and by 2010 had
reached $132,445.

Property Value Impacts

Several physical factors, perceptions, stigma issues and concerns are reflected in the
market trends used to measure property value impacts. The market trends include
increased marketing time, decreased marketability and lower values for homes in
relatively close proximity to new wind turbine projects. The negative factors typically
include: :

1. Audible sound and low frequency sound.
2. Health concerns and widely reported adverse affects at numerous project
locations. \
3. Sleep deprivation, which is sometimes also linked to health affects.
- 4. Aesthetic impacts due to introduction of large industrial-scale turbines into the
immediate neighborhood, and which affects perceptions of compatibility and
views from residential property.

The Appraiser has not attempted to isolate the level of value reduction related to each
separate stigma issue, but has considered the sale price data to incorporate market
awareness of these potential factors as a whole. Although the impacts vary from
property to property, individual tolerances vary, and the distances between sale data
and turbines also vary, adequate data exists to indicate that close proximity to turbines
has a measureable and significant negative impact on residential property values.

| refer to Appendix E for a small sample of relevant sound and health concern research
articles and reports, to assist the reader of this testimony in understanding the type of
information still being developed regarding wind turbine noise. This sample is by no
means complete or exhaustive as to the number of articles availabie to the general
public on the internet, but it accurately reflects the trends and reported circumstances
encountered by wind project neighbors.

Health concerns and impacts documented by Dr. Nina Piepont, the World Health
Organization, and medical professionals from the United States, France, Canada, etc.,
link health impacts to noise issues primarily, and while not commonplace, there are
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reports of noise being heard or “felt” as far as 2-miles from the nearest turbine to
residences.

Aesthetic impacts or amenity factors, while more subjective and personal, have a well
established relationship to property values. An attempted objective measurement of
amenities represented by property sale data with vistas ranging from premium to poor is
contained in Appendix D, Figure ES-2. This data was derived from the 2009 United
States Department Of Energy (DOE) funded study, prepared by researchers affiliated
with an acknowledged advocate of wind energy development, thus, it is not subject to
being categorized as an “objector’s study”. Nevertheless, it is demonstrative that poor
vistas (views) typically yield property sale prices 21% lower than homes with an
average vista, and approximately 34% lower than homes with a premium vista.

Similarly, Figure ES-4 in Appendix D indicates measureable declines in property values
over time, with reductions beginning after announcement of wind energy projects within
a mile of home sales, and even steeper declines after the turbines have been
operational for several years.

Finally, and despite the executive summary conclusions of the DOE funded study
excerpted in Appendix D, Figure ES-1 clearly shows a 5.3% to 5.5% lower property
value for homes within 1-mile of turbines, and a measured decline out to a 2 mile
distance, as compared to the base-line home sales located more than 5-miles from
turbines.

It is noted that this study analysis used regression analyses developed by the authors,
and which has been subject to professional peer review criticism for- the application of
regression techniques and arguably incomplete or improper variables. Thus, this study
may tend to minimize the actual impacts, as the carefully crafted language in the
report’'s executive summary appears to indicate is the case.

What is clear is that there is a simple correlation or appropriate comparison between the
data represented by Extreme Views of furbines and the Poor Vista views, as shown in
the photograph appendices (D & E) within Appendix D, and the Poor Vista data shows
a 21% lower than average value for homes.

Appendix C contains data derived from Lee County lllinois Assessor records, and has
in fact been used by an appraiser in lllinois for several different wind project developer
zoning applications in lllinois and Wisconsin. After performing statistical analysis of
select data with certain data excluded from the analysis, the appraiser was able to
conclude that there was no measurable and statistically significant difference between
home sales in zones within 2 miles and more than 2 miles from the nearest turbines of
the Mendota Hills project.

However, there was also a 10% deviation from the mean, which indicates the
conclusions are only valid beyond that deviation. In my opinion, discounting effects that
lie within a 10% deviation is not indicative of appropriate consideration of value losses,
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as a 10% loss of home value is a significant loss to most people in the marketplace, and
goes well beyond typical price reductions of negotiated sales. Regardless, both the
near and far data is presumably reflective of typical negotiations, yet only the pattern
from the nearby property sales shows even further declines in average sale prices.

| have analyzed the same data, as shown in Appendix C, on the basis most similar to
how the market views residential property. On its face, the data reflects a 25% lower
average sale price per square foot for homes located within 2-miles of turbines, as
compared to homes outside the 2 mile zone.

My findings are consistent with other non-industry retained appraisal studies of property
values near wind turbine projects, and | submit copies of those studies as supplemental
documentation to this written testimony. -

Appendix F contains a partial list of wind turbine neighbor complaints which are mostly
unresolved. However, when combined with the sample of developer buyouts caused by
noise/health effects shown in Appendix B as well as other reports of home
abandonment, rental of replacement housing by neighbors, and the non-anecdotal data
contained in Appendices C and D, there exists adequate data to indicate market support
for Recommendation 1 (Appendix A) to Adams County.

Property Value Impact Projection — Adams County

The pending Prairie Mills (PM) project located in east Adams County has been
disclosed {o the degree that a number of turbine leases are known to exist in certain
sections of Clayton, Concord, Columbus and Camp Point Townships.

Via review of reported turbine lease location information and comparison with Farm Plat
Maps for the preceding Townships, it has been estimated that approximately 143
homes are located within the “footprint” of the project, and Forty seven (47) Sections are
identified as locations for at least one (1) turbine in each Section, which represents a 47
square mile or 30,000+ acre “footprint” for the PM project. This indicates an existing
residential development density of just over 3 homes per square mile. Based on an
additional 47 sections for each surrounding/abutting square mile, the 2 mile impact zone
is estimated to contain approximately 94 square miles with 282 homes.

(94 square miles X 3 homes per square mile = 282 homes)

According to Adams County demographic data researched, the median home value was
$132,445 for 2010; say $130,000. Thus, aggregate residential home values in the
probable impact area for the PM project, prior to development of the project, is
estimated as follows:

Footprint homes: 143 X $130,000 = $18,590,000
2-mile zone: 282 X $130,000 = $36,660.000 N HHy
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Aggregate value: $55,250,000

Further review and disclosure of locations may increase the number of homes within the
2-mile zone, as it may incorporate higher density communities. | also recognize that the
most severe impacts are realized by homes in the footprint, and those with the shortest
setbacks from turbines outside the footprint. Those at the furthest points or with more
effective screening afforded by topographic and landscaping features are not as likely to
experience the maximum value impact. As a conservative check on the impact
projections, | will utilize the 25% loss factor for homes in the footprint, and only a 5%
value diminution factor as an average in the 2-mile zone. On this basis, property value
losses projected due to the PM project are calculated as follows:

Footprint homes: $18,590,000 X 25% = $4,647,500
2-mile zone: $36,660,000 X 5% =$1.830.000
Aggregate value reduction: $6,477,500 or $6.5 million

Thus, if each and every residential Property Owner within the footprint and the 2-mile
zone elected to move and sold for the appraised value, and the developer in turn sold
each home for the post-project reduced value, the developer would incur a cost or loss
of about $8.5 million. This is equal to the cost of 2 to 3 turbines, and is essentially a
“contingency” category in their financial pro-forma, but clearly not a cost-prohibitive
factor that warrants or requires abandonment of the project.

On balance, if the typical developer claims are true, then no homeowners will be
disturbed to the degree that they will seek to move away from the project, and the value
impact cost that is fairly absorbed by the project developer can be viewed as an unlikely
worst-case scenario. However, if the market data supported basis for projecting value
losses should materialize to the full extent of the projected estimate, then the
developers gain should not be at the financial expense of existing homeowners and
families.

Further, at least one other wind energy project is proposed for Adams County, the Rock
Creek project proposed for Ellington, Mendon South, Mendon North and Ursa
Townships. Rumors of a third project have been discussed to some degree, but the
Appraiser does not have adequate data to evaluate the level of impact probable in the
latter two projects.

A somewhat meaningful projection of the impact of 2 or 3 projects, however, can be
simply calculated by doubling or tripling the value losses projected for the Prairie Mills
project, and refined at a later date on a pro-rata basis when the number of proposed
turbines is known and the number of affected residential properties counted more
accurately.

Further, based on the residential density of Adams County, overall, with an average
density of 34 homes per square mile (also equal to 18.8 acres per home average), the
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number of homes in the footprint is estimated without projecting value losses into
nearby towns or villages.

Closing Comment

| trust that the preceding written testimony is useful to helping the Adams County Board
in understanding better some of the issues that are commonplace with hosting wind
energy project developments, and that complaints of neighbors are not just typical
comment from people who don’t want anything to ever change in their surroundings.
There are real, tangible and discernible negative impacts and “stigma” associated with
far too many wind projects to simply be an overly vocal minority.

When people react to the negative influences in ways that would normally seem
extreme, such as filing lawsuits or selling their properties for steep discounts from what
they should be worth on the open market, or give up on marketing attempts completely
and end up abandoning homes, it is not a minor impact or “refrigerator noise” that
triggers such market reactions. Those comparisons often made by wind energy
representatives are disingenuous, based on virtually everything | have researched.

Market sale data analyzed not only by me, but also by proponents and highly paid
consultants to the wind industry, can not hide the fact that these effects become
measurably manifest in dollar terms, even if that is just one component of negative
impacts.

To be sure, not every neighbor experiences the identical effects or has identical
reactions, but the negative reactions are clearly widespread enough to warrant special
measures, consideration and conditions to be placed on wind energy project
developers, and use of setbacks that are well outside of industry preferences appears to
be the single best way to avoid or minimize impacts.

| understand that my recommendation of a 2-mile setback exceeds most of the setbacks
required by other communities, but then again it is not my goal to win favor with wind
energy developers or to march in step with the typical community setback requirements.
My setback recommendation also is fairly consistent with independent medical expert
recommendations, which they have based on real-life experience in treating people
suffering from closer proximity to turbines.

If it is Adams County’s goal to avoid as much conflict as possible, the 2-mile setback, in

my professional opinion, has the best chance of accomplishing this goal. However, if
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the County wants all the benefits promised by wind energy, developers will likely
indicate that their projects are not feasible with that kind of requirement. 1 believe that.
my recommendations in the event of shorter setbacks are reasonable, economically
justified and feasible, and will help to keep “whole” the residents who would be the real
hosts to the turbines, by having them as neighbors day and night.

Wind developers are running against the clock to get the funding and tax benefits via
expediting their projects as quickly as possible while it is still available, and it is
reminiscent of the wild-west pioneering days of this country. Yet, we all know how that
turned out for the natives of the land used for expanding the nation. It is my belief that
orderly and controlled growth will be better in the long run for the economic health of
host communities and their residents, and Adams County is in a position to guide this
trend in such a manner by adopting reasonable low or no impact setbacks, and/or
adopting the recommendations that will reduce social and financial impacts of utility
scale wind energy projects proposed in Adams County.

My best wishes to the County in this difficult decision making process.

Respectfully submitted,

McCANN APPRAIISAL, LLC

//(/U“J‘O‘D 5‘/ e C:M

Michael S. McCann, CRA
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
License No. 553.001252 (Expires 9/30/2009)
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> Appendix E -
>

> Appendix F -

Cape Vincent Realtors Report on wind project
impact on marketability of homes

Case studies and articles regarding noise impact
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EXHIBIT A
CONTINGENT AND LIMITING CONDITIONS OF APPRAISAL AGREEMENT

The following terms and conditions apply to this and any engagement of McCann appraisal, LLC
(McCann), by the client. Written, electronic or oral authorization by the client or their attorney or
agent to proceed with the assignment shall constitute acceptance of these terms by the client.

it is assumed that the title to this property is good and marketable. No title search has been
made, nor have we attempted to determine ownership of the property. The value estimate is
given without regard to any questions of title, boundaries, or encroachments. It is assumed that
all assessments are paid. We assume the property to be free and clear of liens and
encumbrances except as noted. No attempt has been made to render an opinion or determine
the status of easements that may pre-exist.

The legal description, if included herein, should be verified by legal counsel before being relied
upon or used in any conveyance or other document.

Any exhibits in the report are intended to assist the reader in visualizing the property and its
surroundings. The drawings are not intended as surveys and no responsibility is assumed for
their cartographic accuracy. Drawings are not intended to be exact in size, scale, or detail.

Areas and dimensions of the property have not been physically measured unless specifically
stated by McCann in the written appraisal report. If data is furnished by the Client or from plot
plans or surveys furnished by the Client, or from public records, we assume it to be reasonably
accurate. In the absence of current surveys, land areas may be based upon representations
made by the owner's agents or our client. No responsibility is assumed for discrepancies, which
may become evident from a licensed survey of the property.

Our value estimate involves only the real estate and all normal building equipment, if any
improvements are involved in this appraisal. No consideration was given to personal property
(or special equipment), unless stated.

It is assumed that the property is subject to lawful, competent and informed ownership and
management unless noted.

information in this report concerning market data was obtained from buyers, sellers, brokers,
and attorneys, trade publications or public records. This information is believed to be reliable.
Dimensions, areas, or data obtained from others is believed correct; however, no guarantee is
made in that the appraiser did not personally measure same.

Any information, in whatever form, furnished by others is believed to be reliable; however, no
responsibility is assumed for its accuracy. The client specifically waives any claim of liability,
which may result from reliance on information furnished by others.

The physical condition of any improvements described herein was based on visual inspection
only. Electrical, heating, cooling, plumbing, sewer and/or septic system, mechanical equipment
and water supply were not specifically tested but were assumed to be in good working order,
and adequate, ‘unless otherwise specified. No liability is assumed for the soundness of
structural members, since no engineering tests were made of same. The roof(s) of structures
described herein are assumed to be in good repair uniess otherwise noted.
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If the client has any concern regarding the structural, mechanical or protective components of
the improvements described herein, or the adequacy or quality of sewer, water or other utilities,
it is suggested that independent contractors or experts in these disciplines be retained and
consulted before relying upon this appraisal, or a specific written disclosure of the defect or
property condition must be made to the appraiser as part of the assignment.

We have not been provided, nor are we familiar with any engineering studies made to determine
the bearing capacity of the land. It is therefore assumed that soil and subsoil conditions are
stable unless specifically outlined in this report. We assume no responsibility for any such
conditions, which may render the property more or less valuable. The client assumes
responsibility for obtaining any engineering study necessary to determine soil and subsoil
conditions. The client agrees to provide same in advance of execution of this agreement, or to
waive any and all liability, which may result from undisclosed soil or subsoil conditions.

The existence of potentially hazardous material used in the construction or maintenance of the
building, such as urea formaldehyde insulation and/or asbestos insulation, which may or may
not be present on the property, has not been considered. In addition, no deposit of toxic wastes,
unless specifically disclosed to the appraiser in advance of submittal of the appraisal report, has
been considered. The appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances and suggests the
client seek an expert opinion, if desired. Further, this report does not consider the potential
ramifications due to the presence of Underground Storage Tanks (UST) or the possible
environmental impact due to the leakage and/or soil contamination, if present.

It is specifically noted that the appraiser(s) have not conducted tests to determine the presence
of, or absence of, Radon. We are not qualified to detect the presence of Radon gas, which
requires special tests and therefore must suggest that if the client is concerned as to the
presence of Radon or any other potentially hazardous substances, he or she should take steps
to have proper testing done by qualified firms who have the equipment and expertise to
determine the presence of this substance in the property.

The separate allocation between land and improvements, if applicable, represents our judgment
only under the existing utilization of the property. A re-evaluation should be made if the
improvements are removed or substantially altered, and the land utilized for another purpose.

All information and comments concerning the location, neighborhood, trends, construction
quality and costs, loss in value from whatever cause, condition, rents, or any other data for the
property appraised herein, represents the estimates and opinions of the appraiser formed after
an examination and study of the property.

Any valuation analysis of the income stream had been predicated upon financing conditions as
specified in the appraisal report, which we have reason to believe are currently available for this
property. Financing terms and conditions other than those indicated may alter the final value
conclusions.

Expenses shown in the income Capitalization Approach, if used, are estimates only, and are
based on past operating history if available, and are stabilized as generally typical over a
reasonable time period.
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The appraiser is not required to glve testlmony or appear in .court because. of having made this
appraisal, with reference to the property in question, unless arrangements have been made
previously thereto. If the appraiser(s) is subpoenaed pursuant to court order,; the Client will be
required to compensate said appralser( ) for their time at their regular hourly rates plus

- expenses.

All opinions, as to values stated, are presented as the appraiser’s considered opinion based on
the information set forth in the report. We assume no responsibility for changes in market
conditions or for the inability of the Client or any other party to achieve their desired results
based upon the appraised value. Further, some of the assumptions made can be subject to
variation depending upon evolving events. We realize some assumptions may never occur and
unanticipated events or circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results achieved during the
projection period may vary from those in our report.

Appraisals made subject to satisfactory completion of construction, repairs, alterations,
remodeling or rehabilitation, are contingent upon completion of such work in a timely manner
using good quality materials and workmanship and ln substantial conformity to plans or
descriptions or attachments made hereto.

The Americans with Disability Act (ADA) of 1990, (effective January 2, 1982), as passed by the
United States Congress, establishes a clear and comprehensive prohibition of discrimination on
the basis of disability. This public law (Titles I-V) addresses employment (1); public services (Il);
public accommodations and services operated by pnvate entitles (lll); telecommunications (1V);
and miscellaneous provisions (V). The law covers all “commercial facilities” intended for non-
residential use whose operations affect commerce. Most private manufacturing, industrial, and
warehouse facilities, are neither considered public accommodations (even though their office
area may be), nor are they generally subject to Title Ill of the law.

The appraiser has not made a specific compliance survey and analysis of the subject property
to determine whether or not it is in conformity with the various detailed requirements of the ADA.
It is possible that a compliance survey of the subject property, along with a detailed analysis of
the requirements of the ADA, could uncover that the subject property is not in compliance with
one or more of the requirements of the Act. If this situation occurs, it could have an adverse
effect upon the market value of the subject property.

Unless otherwise noted, it is assumed that the construction and use of the appraised property, if
improved, complies with all public authorities having jurisdiction, including but not limited to the
National Environmental Protection Act and any other applicable federal, state, municipal, and
local environment impact or energy laws or regulations.

The appraisal services and appraisal report are intended and believed to be developed in
compliance with the relevant requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP). A signatory of the appraisal report is licensed by the State of lllinois as a
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser and is a Member or Associate Member of the Appraisal
Institute. The Bylaws and Regulations of the Appraisal Institute require their members,
candidates, or employers to control the use and distribution of each appraisal report signed by
such member or candidate. Therefore, except as hereinafter provided, the party for whom the
appraisal report was prepared may distribute copies of the appraisal report, in its entirety, fo
such third parties as may be selected by the party for whom the appraisal is prepared. Selected
portions of this appraisal report, however, shall not be given to third parities without prior written
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consent of the signatories of this appraisal report. Further, neither all nor any part of this
appraisal report shall be disseminated to the general public by the use of advertising media,
public refations media, news media, sales media or other media for public communication
without the prior written consent of the signatories of the appraisal report. This restriction
applies particularly as to the valuation conclusions, the identity of the appraisers, or any
reference to the Appraisal Institute. McCann will retain the control and confidentiality of the
clients file unless legally required to release such file. -

The Appraiser/ consultant responsibility is limited to the client, and use of this appraisal by third
parties shall be solely at the risk of the client and/or third parties. This report should not be used or
relied upon by any other party except the client to whom the report is addressed. Any party, who
uses or relies upon any information in the report without the appraiser's written consent, does so at
his own risk.

It is the intent of the appraiser(s) and those that retain their services, that the liability of McCann for
any allegation of negligent acts, omissions, misreprésentations, or erroneous reliance upon
information provided by others, is limited to and shall not exceed the cost of the services rendered.
In the event of any disagreement between the parties regarding the services performed, fees and/or
expenses to be paid, or any other clause in this document, it is agreed that such dispute shall be
submitted to arbitration.  The client waives any cause of action in the event of their failure to file
such claim within one year.

McCann retains all copyrights to any work product developed by McCann on this assignment,
and licenses use of the report exclusively to the client in exchange for the professional fees
disclosed in the proposal.

© Copyright 2010 McCann Appraisal, LLC
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CERTIFICATION.

PROPERTY LOCATION: Adams County, lllinois

Wind Turbine Setback written testimony

The undersigned, representing McCANN APPRAISAL, LLC, do hereby certify to the best
of our knowledge and belief that:

FIRST: -

SECOND:

THIRD:

FOURTH:
FIFTH:

SIXTH:

SEVENTH:

EIGHTH:
NINTH:

TENTH:

The statements of fact contained in this written consulting testimony report
are true and correct.

The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions are limited only by the
reported assumptions and limiting conditions and represents the personal,
impartial and unbiased professional analyses opinions, and conclusions of
the undersigned.

We have no present or prospective lnterest in the property that is the subject
of this report and no personal interest with respect to any of the parties
involved.

We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report
or to the parties involved with this assignment.

Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or
reporting predetermined results.

Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the
development or reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that
favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment
of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related
to the intended use of this appraisal.

Our analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has
been prepared in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice.

No inspection was made by McCann Appraisal, LLC of the property that is
the subject of this report.

No one other than the undersigned provided significant real property
appraisal assistance to the person signing this certification.

Neither the undersigned nor McCann Appraisal, LLC has previously
appraised the subject property.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE UNDERSIGNED has caused these statements to be

signed and attested to.

N M

e McCann45RA‘C;“‘\~— -
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser

llinois License N0.553.001252
(Expires 9/30/2011)
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PROFESSIONAL BIOGRAPHY

MICHAEL S. MCCANN, CRA

Michael S. McCann has been exclusively engaged in the real estate appraisal profession since
1980, and is the owner of McCann Appraisal, LLC.

EXPERIENCE

His appraisal experience has included market value appraisals in 20 states of virtually all types
of commercial, office, residential, retail, industrial and vacant property, along with a wide variety
of unique or special purpose real estate, such as limestone quarries, hotels, contaminated
properties, etc. Appraisals have been prepared for purposes including condemnation, litigation,
purchase, sale, estate planning, fractional interest valuation, leasehold and leased fee analysis,
financing, divorce, damages and construction defects, easements, highway extension and
widening, foreclosure, and numerous other purposes.

He has gained extensive experience in real estate zoning evaluations and property value impact
studies, including analysis of gas-fired electric generating plants, shopping centers, industrial
facilities, limestone quarries, sanitary landfills, transfer station, cell tower and wind farm
projects. He has been retained as an independent consultant to municipalities, government
agencies, corporations, attorneys, developers lending institutions and individual and private
owners associations, and has completed appraisals for the States Attorney of Cook County,
lllinois, for numerous downtown office buildings, major retail, hotel and commercial properties.

In addition to evaluation of eminent domain real estate acquisitions for both property owners &
governmental condemning authorities, Mr. McCann has served as a Condemnation
Commissioner (2000-2002) appointed by the United States District Court - Northern District, for
the purpose of determining just compensation to property owners, under a federal
condemnation matter for a natural gas pipeline project in Will County, lliinois.

He has been a speaker at seminars for the Appraisal Institute, the lliinois State Bar Association
and Lorman Education Services on topics including the vacation of public right of ways (1986),
and Property Taxation in the New Millennium (2000), Zoning and Land Use in lliinois (2005,
20086).

Related real estate expertise has been gained through negotiating transactions with a total in
excess of $65 million for purchase and sales of acreage and smaller sites, commercial and
residential properties, both as agent on behalf of private and governmental clients and
personally.

EXPERT TESTIMONY

Deposition, trial and public hearing testimony has been given for assignments that include
appraisals, studies and consultation regarding real estate located throughout the United States.
He has qualified and testified as an expert witness in Federal Court and numerous State Circuit
Courts for condemnation, property tax appeal, foreclosure, divorce, and property damage
proceedings and zoning matters in the Counties of Cook, Will, DuPage, Boone, Lake, Madison,
St. Clair, lroquois, Fulton, McHenry, Ogle, Marshall, & Kendall, as well as the Chicago and Cook
County Zoning Boards of Appeal, the Property Tax Appeal Board (PTAB) and tax court &
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Commissions of lllinois, Wisconsin, and Ohio, Circuit Courts in New Jersey and Indiana, as well
as zoning, planning, and land use and County Boards in Texas, Missouri, [daho, Michigan, New
Mexico and various metropolitan Chicago area locales. He has been certified as an expert on
the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) by the Cook County, lllinois
Circuit Court. '

PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Mr. McCann has substantial experience in large-scale condemnation and acquisition projects
and project coordination at the request of various governmental agencies and departments.
These include appraisals for land acquisition projects such as the Chicago White Sox Stadium
project, the Southwest Transit (Orange Line) CTA rail extension to Chicago's Midway Airport,
the United Center Stadium for the Chicago Bulls and Blackhawks, the minor league baseball
league, Silver Cross Field stadium in Joliet, lliinois, 1-355 tollway and numerous highway
acquisition and improvement projects, railway ROW transactions, as well as many other urban
renewal, acquisition and neighborhood revitalization projects.

REAL ESTATE EDUCATION

Specialized appraisal education includes successful completion of Real Estate Appraisal
Principles, Appraisal Procedures, Residential Valuation, Capitalization Theory and Techniques
Part A, Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice and USPAP update courses, Case
Studies in Real Estate Valuation, Highest and Best Use and Market Analysis, Advanced Income
Capitalization, Subdivision Analysis and Special Purpose Properties, Eminent Domain and
Condemnation, and Valuation of Detrimental Conditions in Real Estate offered by the Appraisal
Institute. In addition, he has completed the Society of Real Estate Appraisers' Marketability and
Market Analysis course, the Executive Enterprises - Environmental Regulation course, and a
variety of continuing education real estate classes and seminars offered by other appraisal
education providers, such as Litigation Valuation, Appraising in a Changing Economy, etc. Real
estate courses from state licensed appraisal education providers were all subsequent to two
years of associate study at the College of DuPage for marketing and real estate, and exceed
the requirements for the llinois Certified General Real Estate Appraiser license. Michael
McCann is current with all continuing education requirements.

DESIGNATIONS, PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS & LICENSES

Mr. McCann is a State Certified Associate Member of the Appraisal Institute, and the National-
Association of Review Appraisers & Mortgage Underwriters designated him as a Certified
Review Appraiser (CRA). He was elected in 2003 as a member of Lambda Alpha International,
an honorary land economics society, and he served several years as a member of the
Appraiser's Council of the Chicago Board of Realtors. He has held appraisal and sales licenses
in several states, and is a State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser in the State of lllinois.
(License No. 533.001252, expiration September 30, 2011)
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Adams County Standard Map
January 10, 2008
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Adams County Market Profile

2010 Housing Units 29,633
Owner Occupied Housing Units - 68.9%
Renter Occupied Housing Units  20.1%

Vacant Housing Units 11.0%
2000 Total Population _ 68,277
2005 Total Population 67,488
2010 Total Population 66,234

Median Household Income
2000 $34,800

2005 $38,723

2010 $42,880
Median Home Vaiue
2000 $73,090

2005 $106,059

2010 $132,445

Per Capita Income
2000 $17,894

2005 $20,584

2010 $23,864
Median Age

2000 38.2

2005 39.4

2010 40.5

2010 Households by Income
Household income Base

< $15,000 ' 13.8%
$15,000 - $24,999 13.0%
$25,000 - $34,999 13.7%
$35,000 - $49,999 16.9%
$50,000 - $74,999 20.7%
$75,000 - $99,999 9.3%
$100,000 - $149,999 1.8%
$150,000 - $199,999 2.2%
$200,000+ 2.5%
Average Household Income $58,213

Source:
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of Population and Housing. ESRI forecasts for 2005 and 2010.
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Appendix A
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Property Value Guarantee Agreement

This Property Value Guarantee Agreement (Agreement”) made and entered into on this
___ day of , by and between (Insert Developer Corp. Name)
, having its principal offices at
(“Guarantor”)

and , residing at
(Insert address) , IL (zip) , (“Property
Owners”).
RECITALS

WHEREAS, Property Owners own eligible Property as described herein (“Property”),

that
Property having the legal description as follows:

Adams County,

lllinois.

WHEREAS, Guarantor has been granted approvals by Adams County Ordinance No.
for the construction and operation of a wind energy center consisting of

up to # turbines on  properties located in  unincorporated

Townships in  Adams

County, lllinois [‘Wind Energy Center’];

WHEREAS, Guarantor desires to alleviate concerns and guarantee preservation of
Property values of all Property located in proximity to the Wind Energy Center,
specifically within two (2) miles of any wind turbine (measured from furthest reach of
turbine blades to the Property); and WHEREAS, Guarantor is desires to provide for
either continued occupancy of existing residences by Property Owners or otherwise not
financially impacting neighboring Property Owners as a result of the Wind Energy
project; and WHEREAS Property Owners are desirous of preserving equity in the
Property, by ensuring that if the Property described herein is either diminished in value
or sold at a price less than the ASKING PRICE as a result of proximity to the Wind
Energy Center, as determined by the procedures contained herein, the Guarantor will
guarantee payment to the Property Owners of such difference; or if Property owner is
unable to sell the Property following a reasonable marketing period, as defined herein,
the Guarantor will guarantee payment to the Property Owners of the full Appraised
value and purchase the Property, as defined herein.

IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
1. EFFECTIVE DATE OF AGREEMENT. This Agreement shall become effective and

binding on Guarantor when signed by both parties. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an
administrative agency or court of competent jurisdiction rules or holds that the approvals

32
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or permits issued by Adams County for the Wind Energy Center has been in excess of
or in violation of said governmental body's authority or otherwise unlawful, and
Guarantor has not constructed any of the wind turbines, then Guarantor's obligations
under this Agreement shall be null and void. However, the construction of any or all of
the proposed turbines shall render this agreement in full force and effect, and constitute
the requirement of the Guarantor to fulfill all obligations to the Property owner, as
defined herein. - :

2. ELIGIBILITY: EXERCISE OF GUARANTEE. (a) Property that is within two (2) miles
of the tip of a turbine blade that is part of the Wind Energy Center is covered by this

~ guarantee, to the extent the property is developed or approved for development on

 the date Adams County voted to approve Ordinance No,
approving the Wind Energy Center (“Ordinance Date”). Owners of such
Property who were owners of record as of the Ordinance Date (“Property Owners’), or
their legitimate heirs or assigns as described in Paragraph 14, are eligible to exercise
this guarantee. In the event that the Property Owners wish to sell their eligible Property,
and exercise the guarantee set out in this Agreement, they shall notify Guarantor of
same in writing by certified mail and thereafter they shall make a good faith effort to sell
said Property by entering into a listing contract with a licensed real estate broker
pursuant to the terms herein. (b) Property Owners shall have a period of ten (10) years
to execute this agreement from the Ordinance date cited in paragraph 2.

3 QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL APPRAISER. For the purposes of this Agreement, a
“qualified professional appraiser’ shall mean a person who is licensed by the State of
lllinois as a Certified General Appraiser or Licensed Residential Appraiser who (a) holds
a valid lllinois license, (b) has not been subject to any suspension or revocation of
license for any prior disciplinary -action regarding their lllinois License by lllinois licensing
authorities or from any professional association to which Appraiser is a member or
affiliated with, and (c) has not been previously retained by either the wind energy
industry or any- citizens or citizens groups to opine in writing or in testimony as to wind
energy projects effects on property values, hereafter deemed a "Qualified Professional
Appraiser’ (Appraiser), (d) is not related to the Property Owners, is not an employee or
prior contractor of Guarantor or its affiliates and does not otherwise have a business
relationship with Guarantor or Property Owners, and (e) who is a member of at least
one national appraisal association that subscribes to the requirements of USPAP, (f)
has at least 5 years experience in appraising and has worked within Adams County
and/or any surrounding Counties during that period. (g)All appraisal reports shall

“conform to the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), as

required by current lllinois law. (h) The appraisal fee shall be paid in advance by the
Guarantor to the County, for retention of the Appraiser by the County Attorney, who
shall include a copy of this agreement to the Appraiser with the required fee, and a
retention letter advising the Appraiser that the County, as a neutral party, is retaining the
Appraiser and they are instructed to be independent of any influence from either party fo
this agreement. Guarantor agrees to reimburse the County for any services required of
the Appraiser subsequent to delivery of the Appraisal Report, including but not limited to
time expended responding to subpoena for testimony at deposition or trial.
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4. AGREED TO ASKING PRICE. The ASKING PRICE is the value of the Property at
the time the Property Owner decides to sell, with Property Owner discretion to either
increase or decrease the asking price by no more than 5% difference with the
Appraised Value. The ASKING PRICE of the Property may, however, be mutually
agreed to by the Property Owners and the Guarantor. The ASKING PRICE may be
mutually amended by agreement of the Property Owners and Guarantor at any time,
subject to agreement.

5. DETERMINATION OF ASKING PRICE BY APPRAISAL If the parties are unable to
agree on the ASKING PRICE of the Property prior to the Property Owner listing the
Property for sale, then the Guarantor shall hire, at its expense, a second Appraiser and
shall notify Property Owner of such Appraiser in writing with a resume or qualification
summary for the Appraiser for review by the Property Owner. If the Property Owner
objects to the Guarantor's choice of appraisers, it shall state those objections to
Guarantor in writing within thirty (30) days of the notification of the choice of Appraiser.
In the event Property Owner reasonably objects, the Guarantor shall choose another
Appraiser, and proceed as described below. When a qualified professional appraiser is
hired pursuant to this Paragraph 5, he or she shall be instructed to determine the
market value which will become the ASKING PRICE, subject to Property Owner 5%
discretion, of the Property as follows:

a. Assume that no wind energy center or utility scale wind turbine(s) are located

within two (2) miles of the Property;

b. Utilize comparable sale data of property, developed as the Property was developed
as of

the Ordinance Date and located a minimum of two (2) miles distance away from the
Wind Energy Center, or further so that in the opinion of the appraiser the selling price of
that comparable property was not influenced by the presence of the Wind Energy
Center or any other wind energy project;

c. Utilize a minimum of three (3) comparable sale property, located approximately the
same distance from major population centers (such as Quincy) so that in the opinion of
the appraiser the selling price of the comparable property was not influenced by its
closer or more distant proximity to new or existing population or employment centers.

d. Establish the market value which is based upon the Property as developed on the
Appraisal inspection date, with consideration of any normal or typical maintenance,
repairs or additions made during the effective term of this agreement;

e. Prepare a written narrative appraisal or residential form report supplemented as
needed with written descriptions, analysis or comments, and which conforms to the
requirements of USPAP:

f. Prepare the appraisal in full compliance with any and all state standards and state
regulations which pertain to the preparation of an appraisal of the Property except those
standards and regulations which conflict with these instructions; and

g. The appraiser shall note the condition of the premises, both interior and exterior, at
the time of the appraisal.
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If Property Owner and Guarantor accept the appraised value, then such value shall
constitute the ASKING PRICE, and the Property Owners shall offer the above-described
Property for sale at no less or more than a 5% difference with that price. If either the
Property Owner or the Guarantor does not accept the appraised value, the non-
accepting party may retain a second qualified professional Appraiser, of its choice, who
shall not be made aware of the first appraised value and who shall determine the
market value of the above-described Property on the basis of Paragraph 5(a) through
(g) above. If both parties do not accept the original appraisal, they shall agree to the
second qualified professional Appraiser and Guarantor shall pay the costs. In the event

“a second Appraisal is obtained pursuant to this paragraph and is within ten percent

(10%) of the first Appraisal, the ASKING PRICE shall be the arithmetic average of the
original appraised value and the second appraised value, unless the Guarantor or the
Property Owner is unsatisfied with such Appraisal with specific reason(s) given in writing
for disagreement with the Appraised value. In such event, the first two appraisers shall
be instructed to agree on a third qualified professional Appraiser, at the sole expense of
the Guarantor or the Property Owner, whichever is unsatisfied, unless both parties are
unsatisfied in which case the expense shall be equally shared, and who shall not be
made aware of either the first or second appraised values, and who shall determine the
market value of the Property on the basis of Paragraph 4 (a) through (g) above. The
ASKING PRICE will then be the arithmetic average of the three appraised values if the
lowest value is no more than fifteen percent (15%) lower than the highest appraised
value. If the fifteen percent (15%) range is exceeded the third Appraisal shall
conclusively determine the ASKING PRICE for the purpose of this Agreement.

6. LISTING WITH BROKER. Property Owners shall utilize the services of a real estate
broker/agent who shall be licensed in lllinois, is not financially affiliated with or related to
the Appraiser,-shall not be immediately related to the Property Owners or Guarantor as
determined by being related no closer than second cousins and/or any history of
sharing the same residence, and shall be a member of the Board of Realtors Multiple
Listing Service or Exchange (Broker), unless these requirements are waived by the
Guarantor upon the request of a Property Owner. Property Owners shall give Guarantor
notice of the Broker with whom they wish to contract and shali obtain Guarantor's
approval of said Broker within five (5) business days of written notice to Guarantor that
Broker meets the no-relation requirement. Guarantor will not unreasonably withhold
such approval and will confirm no relationship with Broker to the Property Owner. If the
Guarantor objects to the Property Owners’ choice of Broker, it shall state those
objections, in writing to Property Owners. In the event Guarantor reasonably objects,
the Property Owners shall choose another Broker, and proceed as described above. As
sellers of the Property, Property Owners shall be responsible for the Brokerage
commission or fee UNLESS the Property is purchased by Guarantor pursuant to
Guarantor purchase of the Property after 180 days as provided for herein. Nothing
herein shall prevent the Property Owner from selling the Property at a value higher than
the ASKING PRICE as determined herein.

7. TERM OF LISTING. Property Owners shall list the Property, at the ASKING PRICE as

determined in Paragraphs 4, 5 and 6, or at a higher value if agreed by Guarantor.
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During the listing term, Property Owners shall accept any offer to purchase for the
ASKING PRICE that is a bona-fide offer to purchase by a qualified buyer with a valid
loan commitment or buyer otherwise acceptable to the Guarantor, provided that normal
mortgage contingencies have been met or satisfied by buyer or waived by Property
Owner and any home inspection contingency has been satisfied or waived by Property
Owner. Said listing contract shall provide: (a) that the Broker shall list the Property in the
multiple listing exchange; (b) that the Property will be so listed until the occurrence of
either the (i) closed sale of the Property or (ii) expiration of a period of 180 days; (c) that
the broker shall not be entitled to any commission after the expiration of the listing
contract. The Property Owners shall cooperate with the Broker in obtaining a purchaser
pursuant to the terms set forth in the listing agreement and shall make, in good faith, all
reasonable efforts necessary to conclude a sale pursuant to the said terms. However,
this shall not be construed as a requirement that Property Owner conceals their own
experience with living in the Property, inclusive of any audible or inaudible noise effect
emanating from the wind turbines.

8. OFFERS TO PURCHASE. Property Owners shall provide the Guarantor with written
notification of every written contract or Offer to Purchase that they receive for the
Property and agree, for a period of 180 days, not to accept any offer below the ASKING
PRICE without the express and written approval of the Guarantor, provided that
Guarantor responds within twenty four 24 hours of Notice from Property Owner. In no
event shall the Property Owners entertain anything other than good faith, bona fide
offers of purchase. :

9. GUARANTOR’S CONSENT TO PURCHASE. Guarantor shall have the right o make
a non-contingent counter offer(s) on any offers of purchase which are more than 5%
below the ASKING PRICE, said counter offer to be tendered to the purchaser within
twenty four (24) hours of notification by the Property Owner of the offer of purchase. In
the event the buyer accepts or meets any such counteroffer made or requested by the
Guarantor, or in the event the Guarantor otherwise consents to a sale of the Property
more than 5% below the ASKING PRICE, the Guarantor shall pay the Property Owners,
at closing, the difference between the ASKING PRICE and the sale price so
established.

10. SALE WITHOUT GUARANTOR CONSENT. If the Property Owners have not
received an offer of purchase at the ASKING PRICE within 180 days of listing the
Property for sale, or the Guarantor has not consented to the sale of the Property below
the ASKING PRICE, the Property Owners may sell the Property at the highest offer of
purchase still pending or at the next good faith bona fide offer to purchase. It shall notify
the Guarantor, in writing, of its intention to accept such offer.

11. PROPERTY OWNER'’S CLAIM.

(a) If the Property has sold for less than the ASKING PRICE, as determined herein, and
Property Owner believes that the reason for such lowered value is because of the Wind
Energy Center's proximity to the Property, Property Owner shall make a claim to the
Guarantor, requesting payment for the difference between the ASKING PRICE and the

a . 6
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sales price. Within thirty (30) days of such request, Guarantor shall pay the Property
Owner the difference unless. Guarantor, within that time, has demonstrated that the sale
is not a bona-fide transaction. ‘

(b) If the Property Owner has not received an offer of purchase at the ASKING PRICE
after 180 days of listing the Property for sale, Guarantor shall, within thirty (30) days of
notification in writing purchase the Property for the ASKING PRICE, uniess Guarantor,
within that time, has demonstrated conclusively that Property Owner did not reasonably
cooperate wit the terms of a bona-fide sale contract.

© If the Property has not sold within 180 days of the Listing agreement, and Guarantor
provides Multiple Listing Service statistics that demonstrate a median Marketing Time
for all unincorporated Adams County residential properties is in excess of 180 days, as
of the original Listing date, then Guarantor has the option of notifying the Property
Owner that they must extend the Listing or enter into a separate listing agreement with
a new Broker for a period of 180 days. If the extended Listing option pursuant to
paragraph 11 © does not result in a bona-fide sale agreement within the second (2"
180 day Listing term, then Guarantor must abide by the terms of paragraph 11 (b) and

_ buy the Property for an increased price as determined by the Appraised Value plus the

most recent Consumer Price Index (CP!) multiplied by 50%.

12 AGRICULTURAL LAND. This agreement requires payment by the Guarantor to any
non-participating agricultural land owners with Property located within 2 miles of the
Wind Turbines, on the basis of increased costs, if any, resulting from AG property
owners loss of aerial spraying services, provided that (a) Ag Property owner has utilized
aerial spraying services for at least 1 of the last 3 years during crop seasons; (b) aerial
spraying services either decline to continue service to the Ag Property in question as a
direct result of pilot safety concerns from wind turbine structures or increase the cost of
services to the Ag Property in question; (c) lower lease rates are agreed between Ag
Property owner and tenant farmer as a result of tenant farmers increased costs
described in paragraph 12 (a) and/or (b). Cost increases and Ag Property Owner
compensation shall be based on sither the actual cost increase for continued use of
aerial spaying services active in Adams County or the actual contracted 3" party cost of
alternative application of AG chemicals minus the last documented cost for aerial
application of AG chemicals. Guarantor shall be provided documented cost differences
as soon as practical after costs are incurred by the Ag Property Owner, and shall submit
payment to Ag Property Owner within 60 days of notice by Ag property Owner.
However, Guarantor shall have the right to have cost information reviewed by and
independent auditor during the 60 day period, and if payment due the Ag Property
Owner is disputed by Guarantor, they shall have the right to submit the payment claims
to arbitration In Adams County, lllinois. '

13. TERMINATION OF GUARANTOR'S OBLIGATIONS. This Agreement shall
terminate and Guarantor shall have no obligation to guarantee the Property value or
purchase price once any wind turbines located within two (2) miles of the Property are
decommissioned and demolished and operations at the Wind Energy Center have been
permanently terminated as the result of any corporate decision, order, judgment, or
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decree issued by a federal, state, or local agency, court, or unit of government having
jurisdiction under administrative code, statute, law, or ordinances.

14.PROPERTY OWNER OPTION AND ALTERNATIVE TO RELOCATION. In the
event that any Property Owner elects to remain in their home and not relocate pursuant
to the preceding terms and conditions of the Property Value Guarantee, Property
Owners located in the footprint or within one (1) mile of the perimeter of the footprint
shall notify Guarantor within 3 years of commencement of operations of the Wind
Energy Project that they are exercising their option under paragraph 14, and shall be
compensated by the developer in a cash amount equal to 25% of the Appraised Value,
as set forth in paragraph 5 of this agreement. Property Owners located between one
(1) mile and two (2) miles of said footprint perimeter shall have 2 years to exercise the
paragraph 14 option, and compensation shall be equal to 5% of the Appraised Value, as
set forth in paragraph 5 of this agreement. Any exercise of the paragraph 14 Property
Owner Option and payment to Property Owner by Guarantor shall constitute a full
waiver and release of any future property value diminution claim or right to sell to the
Guarantor as otherwise provided for in this agreement.

15. ASSIGNMENT OR TRANSFER. Neither this Agreement nor the rights under it may
be assigned, conveyed, or otherwise transferred by Property Owners. The guarantee
given by Guarantor to guarantee the Property value and to purchase the Property is
personal, and does not run with the land; however, said Agreement shall inure to the
benefit of the Property Owners, their personal representatives, trustees, guardians,
custodians or their heirs; but, in all events, shall terminate after any closed sale of the
.Property.

16. APPLICATION OF LAW DISPUTES. This Ag}réement shall be construed consistent
with law in the State of llinois. Disputes concerning the application or terms of this
Agreement shall be subject to the circuit court jurisdiction of Adams County.

GUARANTOR:

By

Name Title Date

PROPERTY OWNERS:

By

Name Date
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Notary
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+”SALES HISTORY
INSTRUMENT REGISTRATION CONSIDERATION INSTRUMENT | PARTY
NUMBER DATE VALUE TYPE TO .
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fand. Use of personal Information contained herein shall relate directly to the purpase for which the dats appears in land registry records and is subject to all
applicable privacy legislation in respect of personal Information. Such information shall not be used for marketing to & named Individual,

. Copyright © 2002-2006 Teranet Enterprises Inc. and its suppliers. All rights reserved.

o
[
<o
el
<D
&
pom

43




McCann Appraisal, LLC

Subject Property Polygon
2 parcel Polygons
=l Roads

# Raitways
#° Easemesit Limits
.

7% Subjeet Property Point
# Neighbourhood Sales Paints

O =N 10 m.

This map was compied using plans and documents fecorded in the Land Registty
System and has been prapared for properly indexing purposes only. This is not a Plan of
Survey. For actual dimensions of property boundaries, see recarded plans and
documants. Only mejor easements are shown.

L

SUBJECT PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

LRO 07

PIN 340550033

ASSESSMENT ROLL NUMBER 220800000321580

REGISTRATION TYPE LT

LAND REGISTRY STATUS ACTIVE

MUNICIPALITY N/A

ADDRESS N/A

AREA 7622 m2

PERIMETER 350 m

DESCRIPTION PT LT 29, CON 5, PT 1, 7R787 ; AMARANTH
PARTY TO: CANADIAN HYDRO DEVELOPERS, INC.

<2
<D
<

=)

(o]

(<S4

44



McCann Appraisal, LLC

. applicable privacy legislation in respect of personal Information. Such Inf

LIFORLED TUDTURY

INSTRUMENT REGISTRATION CONSIDERATION INSTRUMENT PARTY
NUMBER DATE VALUE TYPE TO
CANADIAN HYDRO
DCBL1BS 11/15/2007 500000, T DEVELOPERS, INC.
- BROWNELL, ROY;
LTD11172 07/20/1998 d T BROWNELL, TERESA
MF124008 . 05/15/1984 * T

Reports Not the Official Record, Reports, other than the Parcel Register, abtalned through Geowarehbuse are nok the offictal government record
and will not necassarily refiect the current status of interests In land.

Currency of Information. Data contained In the Geowarehouse TepOrts are not malntalned real-time. Data contained In reports, other than the Parcel
Register, may be out of date ten business days or more from data containes in POLARIS.

Coverage. Data, information and cther produscts and servicas acressed through the Land Registry Information Services are limited to land registry officas in
the areas Identified on the Qaverage map. :

Completeness of the Sales History Report. Some Sales History Reports may be incomplete due to the amount of data collected during POLARIS
title automation, Subject properties may also show nominat consideration or sales price (e.g. $2) in cases guch as transfers batween spouses or In tax exampt
transfers.

The Property Information Services, reports and information are provided "as is" and
information obtained from the Land Registry Information Services is.not the offidal

your use Is subject to the applicable Legal Terms and Conditlons. Some
land. Use of personal information contained hereln shall relate directly to

government record and will not reflect the current status of interests in
the purpose for which the data appears in land registry records and is subject to all

ormation.shall-nat be used for marketing to a named Individual.
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ZKES HISTORY ‘ ‘
INSTRUMENT REGISTRATION CONSIDERATION INSTRUMENT PARTY
NUMBER DATE VALUE TYPE T0
' CANADIAN HYDRO
DCB0536 10/30/2007 - 350000 T DEVELOPERS. ING.
-] BENVENETE, WALTER
MF163913 12/09/1988 L T MARK

Reports Not the Official Record. Reports, other than the Parcel Register, obtained through Geowarehou
and will not necessarily reflect the current status of Interests in tand,

Currency of Information. bats contained In the Geowarehouse reports are not maintaine
Register, may be out of date ten business days or more from data contalned In POLARIS.

Coverage. Data, information and ather products and services accessad throu
the areas ldentined on the Coverage. map.

Completeness of the Sales History Report. Some sales Histary Reparts may be incomplete due to the amount of data coltected during POLARIS
title automation. Subject propertles may also show nominal conslderation or sales price (e.g. $2) In cases such as transfers belween spouses or In tax exempt
transfers.
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The Property Information Services, reports and Information are provided "as 1s" and your use Is sublect to the applicable Legal Terms and Conditlons. Some
Information obtained from the Land Registry Information Services is not the official government record and will not reflect the current status of interests In
land. Use of personal information contained herein shall relate directly to the purpose for which the data appears In land reglstry records and is subject to all
applicable privacy legislation In respect of personal information. Such information shall nat be used for markating to & named Individual,

Copyright © 2002-2006 Terangt Enterprises Inc. and its suppliers. All rights reserved.

<
(s
[reliie]
(gt}
D
[~
L]

47




McCann Appraisal, LLC

[l Subject Property Polygon
[J parcel Palygons
Roads

~ Railways

# Water Limits

¢ Easement Limits

I Subject Propetty Point

& Neighbourhood Sales Points

OB 10 m.

This map was compited using plans and documents recorded in the Land Registry
System and has been prepared for property indexing purposes only. This is not a Plan of

Survey. For actual dimensions of property bountlaries, see recorded pians and

documents. Only major easements are shown,

SUBJECT PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

LRO 07

PIN 341540030

ASSESSMENT ROLL NUMBER 221900000613850

REGISTRATION TVPE LT

LAND REGISTRY STATUS ACTIVE

MUNICIPALITY SHELBURNE

ADDRESS 58234 COUNTRY ROAD 17

AREA 4048 m2

PERIMETER 262 m

DESCRIPTION PT LT 291, CON 2 SWTS, PT 2, 7R924 ; MELANCTHON
PARTY TO: CANADIAN HYDRO DEVELOPERS, INC,

6800865
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HLES HISTORY

INSTRUMENT REGISTRATION CONSIDERATION INSTRUMENT PARTY
NUMBER DATE VALUE TYPE TO
' CANADIAN HYDRO
DC77599 08/17/2007 302670 T DEVELOPERS, INC.
FRASER, BRUCE; FRASER
MFGB694 «  03/11/1975 T HELEN

Reports Not the Official Record. Reports, other than the Parcel Reglster, obtained through Geowarehouse are not the official government record
and will not necessarlly reflect the current status of Interasts in fand.

Currency of Information. Data contained In the Geowarehouse reports are not malntzined real-Ure. Data contalned In reports, other than the Parce
Register, may be out of date ten business days or more from data contained in POLARIS. :
Coverage. Data, information and other products and services accessed through the Land Reglstry Informatlon Services are fimited to land ragistry cffices
the areas Identified on the coverage map. :

Completeness of the Sales History Report. Some Sales History Reports may be Incomplete due to the amount of data collected during POLARL

title automation. Subject properties may also show nominal consideration or sales price (e.g. $2) In cases such as ransfers between spouses or In taX exem|
transfers.

The Property Information Services, reports and information are provided "as Is” and your use Is subject to the applicable Legal Terms and Conditions. Some
Information obtalned from the Land Registry Information Services is not the official government record and will not reflect the current status of interests in
land. Use of personal information cantained, harain shall relate directly to the purpose far which the data appears In land registry records and is subject to al
applicable privacy legislation In respect of personal Information. Such information shall not be used for marketing to 8 named indlvidual,

Copyright © 2002-2006 Teranet Enterprises Inc. ard its suppliers. All rights reserved.
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Subject Property Polygon
3 Parcel Palygons
Roads

7 Raifways

~ Water Limits
Easement Limits
Subject Property Point

® Neighbourhood Sales Points

© DIy 100 m. N

This map was compied using plans and documents recorded in the tand Registty . E
System and has been prepared for property indexiny purpases only. This is not a Plaa of

Survey. For actual dimensions of property boundaries, see recorded plans and v
documents. Only major easements arg shown, s

SUBJIECT PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

x

LRO 07 '
PIN 341590005

ASSESSMENT ROLL NUMBER 221900000401800

REGISTRATION TYPE LT

LAND REGISTRY STATUS ACTIVE

MUNICIPALITY N/A

ADDRESS N/A

AREA 40515 m2

PERIMETER 965 m

DESCRIPTION PT LT 1, CON 5 SWTS AS IN MF157736 ; MELANCTHON
PARTY TO: CANADIAN HYDRO DEVELOPERS, INC.
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S HISTORY

INSTRUMENT
NUMBER

CONSIDERATION PARTY
DATE VALUE To
CANADIAN HYDRO
— BARLOW, DAVID CHARLES:
BARLOW, SHERYL ANN

time. Data contained in feports, other than the Parce}

the Land Registry Information Services are limited 1o and registry officas jn

The Property Information Services, reports and informa
Information obtained from the Land Regi j

land. Use of Personal Information contajj
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Mendota Hills Wind Energy Project
Sale # Address Sale Date Price Grantor Grantes  Style ISF
1 G28 . Ch Gt 2003 837,000 Lifne 1.5 1,87
2 3220, Chesis et 2004 540,000 Hovious 1A ov
3 1018 5 e,-:zlu Rl tay 200% 540,000 Houle-"ward  Reyns z 2 41
4 W43 Faw Paw tAar 2005 367,000 Zavlik =achero 2 02
) 1224 1L Rlc. Jun 2002 $134.000 itlizson Howalshi 2 g
i 328 Cnastnut St Jan 2002 572,000 White Flynn 2
7 . Chasin [+ 2002 3126000 Bty Kaarazs, &, 1.5
d 427 Chnesteul 5t ol 2003 7.000 Hasik R
g 128 Cherry S Sep 2004 !».SD noo Hammonil :
{0 et 2004 00 Jahnson .4
1 Sl 2004 565,900 EBoyssn i
12 . Agor 2003 557,500 Alen i b3
12 Maple & Dec 2004 850,000 Caark CUunimings 4 ]
14 444 W7 Main 3t MG 2005 8109.92C  Kiker Michagls { 3
15 2874 B-:.ememl!e Jul 2002 GEET.000 Finkboner &1
S
i6 1210 Meluging Grove Apr 2004 178000 Lwons Cwverton 2
W7 12 ‘...au-' Daks Rd. Apr 2003 813,000 Smith Sapiseh 1.5
i8 ldar 2005 5105900 Iuryorn SIpREnger 2
1@ Aug 2004 BR1.500 Copeland Lanpson 1.5
20 Feb 2004 5,500 Eckharch Rozglzs )
2 Wy 200% 15,000 tderkat Farpan 1.5
a2 durr 2002 2118000 SBwiciek Bryoun 2
) Mar 2002 182,000  Russ Curtis 1.5 ]
: 24 3 Mar 2003 %180.000  Mcloy carser 2 £
25 7 Tiec 2004 "vncnr: Calaeren 1.5 82
’ X5 7 £ kar 2003 Stewart Sislnger 1 4 R
(\ A &7 2774 YWeliang Ra. Aor 2003 Batha Crumpstin 1.8 1,104 24
\_) 28 5RE Earvile Re. Jan 200% 5145000 Hodge Haler 2 1.280 28
28 2503 Wood St Aug 2004 5105006 Janiak Bullock 2 1A12 A5
%0 0.5 Eariville Rd. Aug 2004 §280.000 Fezac Dienl 2 2142 (2
K Cycions R¢. Dec 2004 $169.900 Summerhill  Rainbel 2 2048
32 coni Sf.. Jar 200%  $102.000 D=thotal 2 1.87%
32 385 Angling Rd Mar 2005 5119.000 Bk Prop. i K
34 2545 WWood SL Aor 2004 Jariss 3
35 1218 Lecust RE. Jun 2005 “Wachowski b d
kil 401 Meiugens Grove Aug 2002 Kiag : 1 2
r 1490 Serman Rd. Aug 2004 Firlit Chaitand 2 z
a8 I.ﬂ ges R, Apr 2004 ARRrson Millar 4 1.5
) nahan Ril. Jar 2055 Coley Sarabia 1 1208
49 1253 County Ling Mow 2003 Yaliwjo Bozasth 1.5 1.3%8
41 ‘2 Johnson 'St Fel 2002 tordavon Sutton 2 2,232 i1
42 At 2004 Brasson Arjre 4 1.404 7a
42 Jul 2002 Swan LaRosa 1.5 LG8 513815
44 Iar 2063 Wiite lir i 13 §105.22
47 Moy 2002 Fickenschar Rojas k] 1768 512728
44 Sep 2002 Hiowsl Barnhifl 4 1,700
47 ': [ Fevereht Wiskarn i 1.30% :
45 AR 'f~r-~ F‘ A Grozvengoeed Tarabal 1 1,362 5155 82
49 1293 Locust Re. My 2004 2300000 Hagan L i 272 511228
) 8580 Paw Faw Re. tay 2004 S185,000  ‘Wiskur Fonreha 1 1148 AR
&1 001 Honeysuchie tAar 206s 3:‘ 5006 Abbon Zandt 2 3BES G713
£z 48¢ Eariville Rd. Nov 2004 515 ichlaik Frombier 2 140D $127.86
g2 2512 Shaw R, Jury 2004 15 Hiavin wapinsh 2 1358 59271

Average sale price $104.72

’nulw from turbings $104.72 sq®
2 mites of turbines 57884 sqft

Difference in saie price per square fool $25.89 sqi

Average Value diminution within 2 miles of turbines 25%
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LBNL-2829E

ERNEST ORLANDD LAWRENCE
BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY

 The Impact of Wind Povwer Projects
on Residential Property Values in
- the United States: |
- A Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis

.. Ben Hoen, Ryan Wiser. Peter Cappers,
Aark Thazver. and Gautam Sethi

Epvironmental Energy
Technologies Division

" December 2009

- Downicad fom brgocfensd, bl zov EATRP

The work dezeried i dus rapartwas fanded by de Office of Zrergy
-zl 11;\. Hrdropowrar T-—cl.mulc 2

3 of the ULE, Depanuent of Tuerry undsr Conneot Ho, DE-ACLHD

This report was prepared by the above authors for the U.S. Department of Energy under
Contract No. DE-AC02- 05CH1123.

It has been reported that the contractors payment for the report was $500,0000.

The following Figures ES-1, ES-2, ES-4 and photograph Appendix D & E were copied from
this report without any editing by McCann Appraisal, LLC.
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Figure ES-1: Base Model Results: Area and Nuisance Stigma
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Figure ES-2: Base Model Results: Scenic Vista
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Appendix D: Vista Ratings with Photos
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Appendix E: View Ratings with Photos
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Figure ES - 4: Temporal Aspects NModel Results: Area and Nuisance Stigma
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Property values blowing in the wind

REALTOR'S REPORT: Proposed turbine projects put damper on residential property sales in
Cape Vincent

By NANCY MADSEN

TIMES STAFF WRITER

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 7, 2010

Sales records show that Cape Vincent has had a steeper decline in residential property sales than
its neighbors and real estate professionals are starting to blame proposed wind power
developments.

"People do not want to buy near windmills," said Amanda J. Miller, owner of Lake Ontario
Realty, Dexter, who specializes in waterfront property sales. "They avoid purchasing in towns
tike Cape Vincent."

She presented her views and a report on property values to the Jefferson County Board of
Legislators on Tuesday night.

In other countries that have had wind power development for a while, they have seen 40 percent
to 60 percent drops in resale values, she said. Closer to home, she's had clients pull out of deals
and refuse to consider areas that are possible sites for wind turbines.

"Even if people don't mind looking at it, they're not going to put their investment in an area
where they're going to have turbines depreciate it," Ms. Miller said in a phone interview on
Monday. "They don't want to look at them, see them, and others don't want to buy because they
don't know what the wind turbines will do for property values."

National studies have gone both ways, some saying that wind turbines have no effect on property
values and others saying the projects hurt property values.

Data on the local real estate trends were compiled by Clifford J. Schneider, a Cape Vincent
resident and former fisheries biologist with the state Department of Environmental Conservation.

The analysis compared Cape Vincent sales, closing prices and days on market to those in
Alexandria Bay, Brownville, Clayton and Lyme from 2000 through 2009. The analysis included
houses of more than 1,000 square feet on the Jefferson-Lewis Board of Realtors Multiple Listing
Service.

Both overall residential sales and a subset of waterfront residential sales were analyzed.

Closings for the 2006-09 period declined 8.4 percent in the other four towng and 15.4 percent in
Cape Vincent, though that was not statistically significant.

In waterfront properties over the last decade, closings fell 12 percent in Cape Vincent and 4.6
percent in the four-town average. In the more recent 2006-09 period, closings fell 10 percent per
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year for the four-town average and 25 percent.in Cape Vincent. The difference in the decline was
statistically significant.

Cape Vincent had 10 residential property closings in 2009, three of which were waterfront.
"This should be a good wake-up call to people," Ms. Miller said.

Average days on market declined for the four towns by 9.5 percenl per year through the decade.
Through the decade, the trend was a drop by 7.3 percent per year in Cape Vincent, but in 2006-

09 the days on market increased 38.5 percent per year. while the four-town average increased 10
percent.

"There is some evidence that the Cape Vincent housing market is in a slump, more so than what
would normally be credited to the decline in the general economy," the report said.

The economy is playing some role in the decreased number of sales.

"Things are slow partly because the overall economy is so bad," said Brooks J. Bragdon, a real
estate sales agent and Cape Vincent councilman. "But things are even slower in areas
overdevelaped by wind turbines."

Some local wind farm opponents are pushing for a property value assurance agreement, in which
a developer would pay the difference between a property's sale price and the value of
comparable property outside of a wind power development if the property loses value.

The two real estate professionals said that won't be enough.

"[ don't put too, much stock into it because the aesthetics of the area are so valuable that you can't

- put a dollar figure onto it," Mr. Bragdon said. "We should address the setbacks and make them
reasonable according to the zoning law and comprehensive plan and state and federal rules
without getting into compensating people for lost value."

Ms. Miller agreed.

"It doesn't take care of the tourism economy," she said. "There's no way to solve that."
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On ABC’s Stateline, Lane. Crockett of the wind industry said, “There is no evidence whatsoever

in any peer-reviewed article or medical assessment that says there’s any health effect from wind
farms.”

Worldwide, people are experiencing noise problems from wind farms, Nina Pierpont’s research
has been published with peer review, and the wind industry’s story that people are not affected

by noise from wind turbine noise is far from the truth.

The noise problem was experienced by residents near the Toora wind farm more than 4 years

Early in 2007, Stanwell, Queensland Government, owners of the Toora wind farm, bought Les
Osbourne’s house which was about 600 metres or so from the nearest turbine and then bulldozed
the house. Les was originally in favour of Stanwell building turbines all around him, believing
the spin about there not being any noise problems. In fact he signed the petition in favour of the
windfarm 5 times. Once the wind farm was built he started to suffer from the noise.
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The house, being demolished in the photos, is just across the road from Jayne & Steve’s place
who also suffered from the low frequency noise so much it affected their health and the company
was required to institute temporary shutdowns of turbines.

And why is it the Brumby government does not want to use current noise standards and the wind
industry is reacting so strongly against a national code for wind farm.development?
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Acoustic Ecology Institute

Wind Farm Noise: 2009 in Review

In the most extreme cases, families are forced to move from their homes to escape the effects of the
ongoing noise disturbances. These are not necessarily people living extremely close to turbines; such
unlivable situations have occurred from 1000 feet to over a half-mile from the closest turbines. Some
wind farm developers have actually bought out neighbors that were especially impactedz, though most
are left to make the best they can with a piece of property that will be difficult, if not impossibles, to
sell. | have not seen any comprehensive listing of residents who had to move, but such reports are
becoming more common in the US, Canada, and the UK, totaling perhaps three to six per year.

Oregon wind farm ruled too loud: six months to find fix

Human impacts, News. Wind turbines No Comments »

The Morrow County Planning Board ruled this week that the Willow Creek Energy Center, an 80-turbine wind farm,
is producing noise levels that violate Oregon’s noise limits, and gave Invenergy, the wind farm’s owner, six months

to get the turbines into compliance. The wind farm began operating in January 2009, and by March, several

neighbors within a half mile had raised serious concerns about the noise (see this article for details), including

regularly having difficulty sleeping. Noise monitoring then took place, and in January of this year, the Planning
Board received the results, which showed that noise levels at four homes sometimes exceeded the limit of 37dB.

There was some contention at that meeting, as neighbors had hired independent noise monitoring consultants,

whose records showed more consistent violations than those of the Invenergy-hired consultant; the differences
were pegged to the fact that the Invenergy consultant did not record in high wind speeds, contending that the
noise gets no louder above wind speeds of 9m/s. It is unclear from initial news reports whether the wind farm will
be required to comply with the noise limits based on the Invenergy sound monitoring protocol, which found excess
noise just 10% of the time at one house, and less frequent slight violations at three others, or whether they’ll use
the more comprehensive techniques used by the local citizens, which found violations more consistently at two
homes (one just over the limit, the other often over 40dB), with one home experiencing excess noise on 22 out of
37 nights.

Carla McLane, Planning Director for Morrow County, noted that while the commission did rule the wind farm was
violating state regulations, it found the turbines only crossed the noise threshold at certain times of day and under
certain conditions. "Some would want to view it in black and white and if it’s a violation then you have to shut
them down,” McLane said. "Others would want to view it in terms of shade of gray and say it’s not an ongoing and
continuous violation. It's an intermittent violation.”

"I'm not sure how someone can say this is an unusual, infrequent event,” said Kerrie Standlee, one of the
neighbors’ noise consultants. “To me, 59 percent (of nights with excess noise) is not occasional or unusual,”
Standiee’s noise study also went beyond Invenergy’s in that he gave the residents a sheet of paper to log their
experiences with time and date. He then overlaid those comments on the data and showed that when the

residents reported high noise, the wind was blowing from a particular direction or at a particular speed. This last
bit of information may offer Invenergy some direction about when they might shut down turbines if they want to

avoid the worst of the noise issues, during the six months they have to get into compliance.
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The Planning Board struggled with the conflicting approaches, according the the East Oregonian (article archived
here). " have a very hard time coming to a concrete conclusion on which study | feel is accurate,” Commissioner
Pamela Schmidt said. “I'm not a licensed engineer in acoustics myself and there’s been so much information |
can't make a decision.” Invenergy claimed that the background ambient noise varies, so that in higher wind
periods, it should be allowed to exceed 36dB; yet, in its permit, it used the 26dB ambient standard, which is the
state’s default if measurements are not made ahead of time. Complicating matters more is the fact that, as the

East Oregonian noted, “the rule does not direct agencies on how to administer the rule or decide conflicts such as

the one between Invenergy and its neighbors. The agency that originally enforced the rule, the Oregon Department
of Environmental Quality, has since defunded and destaffed its noise program.”

I's worth noting that the noise issues seem to be quite pronounced even at sound levels of 40dB. Oregon’s 36dB
limit is among the most conservative in the country; it's based on being 10dB above average night time ambient
noise levels, which have been measured at 26dB. It appears that noise issues may well be present even when the
measured sound levels are at or very near 36dB; this is in synch with reports from elsewhere, which suggest that
people accustomed to quiet rural night time soundscapes are quite easily disturbed when turbine noise becomes
one of the loudest local sounds, even when absolute noise levels are not extreme. in general, acousticians consider
a sound to become readily audible when it is 5dB above ambient, with disturbance considered likely when it

reaches 10dB above ambient.
Clifton Maine considers 4000 foot setbacks for wind turbines

Human impacts. News, Wind turbines No Comments »

A private landowner in Clifton, Maine, is hoping to erect four commercial wind turbines on a small ridge known as
Pisgah Mountain, and sell the energy to the local utility, Bangor Hydro. Héaring of negative experiences in other
Maine towns, including Mars Hill and Vinalhaven, some local residents are concerned about noise impacts and
effects on wildlife. The town of Clifton has drafted a new ordinance that sets 4000 feet as the minimum distance
between a turbine and a neighboring house; this ordinance will go before voters on June 8. In both other towns,
affected families live within 3500 feet of the local turbines.

“What we have on this site is setbacks to the closest residence of a little over 4,300 feet,” says Paul Fuller, who
owns the 240 acres where the turbines would be built. “I think we could boast that that is the farthest setback of
any wind farm in the state of Maine at this point.” Several other homes are within a mile to mile and a half of the
location.

If this project moves ahead, it would be one of the first to do so with regulatory setbacks of over 1500-1700 feet,
which are commonly used in Maine and elsewhere in the US, as developers aim to reach a 45dB limit at homes.
The ordinance allows sound levels of up to 50dB during the day and 40dB at night; past experience would suggest
that at this distance, these sound levels are unlikely to be reached, though it is entirely possible that the turbines
will be somewhat audible up to a mile or so away at times (night time noise levels in rural areas can be as low as

20-25db). Some community advocates urge setbacks of a mile or mile and a quarter, to more surely eliminate
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audible noise issues; this project would be a valuable “guinea pig"” for the helping answer the crucial question of
where the proper balance lies between wind development and respecting the rural soundscape of small towns.

Read more and see a news clip at WLBZ2.com

[
PN

UK addresses challenges in assessing wind farm noise

Human impacts. News, Wind turbines No Comnients »

England’s primary environmental agency, the Department for Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), has
commissioned a study to improve techniques for assessing wind farm noise. "There is a possibility that local
authorities are not currently investigating complaints about noise from wind farms due to the absence of any
formal technical guidance,” an internal document reads. “Defra wishes to let a contract to provide local
authorities with a methodology by which to investigate noise from wind farms, to support tocat authority

enforcement of statutory nuisance legislation.” According to the Telegraph, the report is due out later this year,

and should make it easier for local councils to respond to noise complaints. A recent survey suggests that about
one in seven UK wind farms have spurred noise complaints; noise campaigners contend that many people who are
bothered do not file formal complaints, since they are rarely acted upon.

Meanwhile, also in the UK, the Bradford Planning Inspector upheld a ruling by the city Council to deny a permit for

building a single large turbine at a factory in town. The applicant had appealed the denial, since its noise studies
showed that that the turbine would be in compliance with the federal noise code ETSU-R-97, which is the only
code named in the statutes. However, the investigating Bradford Council Environmental Health officer used
several other noise level methodologies when he visited a similar turbine in Norfotk. Using World Health
Organisation and British Standard guidelines and codes of practice, as well as ETSU-R-97, he came to the

conclusion that the Princes Soft Drinks turbine would cause a noise nuisance for nearby residents. The Planning

ruling noted that even according to the company’s modeling, “for some dwellings under certain conditions, the
emitted turbine noise is likely to lead to complaints. Furthermore, according to WHO standards, there would be
times when this noise could result in sleep disturbance, or prove to be a serious annoyance to residents. | find this
to be unacceptable.”

Councillor John Ruding said: “I am delighted that the inspector agreed with the local community and their voices
have been heard. “These proposals were an experiment on people’s lives which was not acceptable.” Earlier, at

the time that the company appealed the initial denial, another Councillor, James Cairns, had noted, “The Council

has done its best. Its officers didn’t believe it was feasible in the area. Bradford is not against wind turbines - if
you go up onto the moors, you will see them. But turbines of this size have not been tried and tested in urban
areas.”

14
Third of a mile setback doesn’t prevent wind turbine noise issues in Faimouth

Human impacts, News. Wind turbines No Comments »
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When the town-owned wind turbine began operating at the Falmouth, MA wastewater treatment facility in March,
most townspeople saw it as the most striking example of the town's far-reaching commitment to sustainability.
Since then, it’s generated about a third of the town’s electricity needs, and a second turbine is being readied for

installation nearby this summer. As noted at a forum on the town’s many energy-savings initiatives, in discussing

the second turbine: “The special thing about the site is it’s remote. The nearest home is about 1/3 mile away,
which is important in terms of noise and appearance.” (This is just under 1800 feet, or 600 yards.)
But over the few weeks since the first turbine began operating, residents are finding the noise much more

disruptive than they’d imagined. According to the Cape Cod Times, some neighbors who live in the sparsely

populated, wooded area around the treatment facility were horrified when they heard the noise. "it’s destroyed
our capacity to enjoy our homes,” Kathy Elder said. Elder said the noise surrounds her residence, alternating
between a jet’s whine, thunder and a thumping that sometimes can be felt.

The town has received formal complaints from six residents, one of whom, Annie Hart Cool, has gathered over 40
names of people within a mile or so who say they are affected. She notes that her husband enjoys working in their
yard after work, "but when he comes back inside and his head is hurting, you know something’s wrong.”
Assistant Town Manager Heather Harper says that the town has asked Vestas, the turbine manufacturer, to come
check whether there are any mechanical issues that may be causing elevated noise levels, and is asking residents
to compile records of when the sound is worst, to help the town figure out how to respond. "This has been a
community project from the beginning,” Harper said. “We’re genuinely concerned and we take the complaints
very seriously.” At the same time, Harper noted that "We didn’t expect no sound, but it should meet all
governmental standards.” This is, indeed, often the issue: governmental noise standards, which tend to range

from 40-50dB, are not always sufficient to avoid negative impacts on the nearest neighbors.

UPDATE: Another local newspaper covers the brewing controversy.
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South Dakota residents fail to get half-mile wind farm setbacks

Human impacts, News, Wind turbines 1 Comment »

An excellent 3-part series on wind farm development ran this week in the Bismark Tribune. It has a good balance

of the excitement and economic benefits that attract farmers to the industry, and well-stated concerns from those
who want larger setbacks in order to protect neighbors from noise. The grey area around health impacts is
navigated quite well, with a well-grounded emphasis on sleep disruption; and most strikingly, the piece includes
acknowledgement that there is individual variability in how easily people can adapt to a new and potentially
intrusive noise source.

Interestingly, there are repeated indications that in this community, as in others, a half mile setback was seen as
the “sweet spot” that could accommodate both industry and neighbors; in initial community meetings, there was
significant support for a one-mile setback, while a general consensus emerged that a half mile would be tolerable
to most people. Nonetheless, the county decided to go with a third of a mile (1750-foot) setback, which has some

community members concerned that the turbines will be audible enough to be disruptive at times.
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Maine towns keep wind farms at arm’s length as state looks to far offshore sites

Human impatts, News, Ocean, Wind turbines No Comiments »

“As goes Maine, so goes the Nation?” While this old political truism has faded in recent decades, the State of
Maine is currently blazing trails in carefully considered wind power development. At the local level, small towns

continue to pass moratoriums and strict setback standards. Most recently, Thorndike became the third town to set

a one-mile setback, with the neighboring town of Dixmont taking up a similar ordinance at this week’s town

meeting. Meanwhile, two more towns, Avon and New Vineyard, joined four others who have hit the pause button

on any wind farm developments by adopting moratoriums on any permits. These actions come in the wake of
three projects that have generated significant noise issues for neighbors out to as far as 3000-3500 feet; thus, half-
mile setbacks are being seen as not enough to avoid risk of disrupting rural lifestyles.

While these towns see the state as being overly aggressive in supporting ridgetop wind farms (abetted by the fact
that a former Governor is one of the state’s leading wind developers), when it comes to offshore wind .
development, the state’s goals will be much mare welcome for most coastal communities. Instead of opening
Maine state waters to windfarm leasing, the legislature’s Committee on Utilities and Energy is redrafting

controversial ocean windfarm bill LD 1810 to do the very opposite. Under changes to be finalized today at the

committee’s 2nd worksession on the bill, “An Act To Implement the Recommendations of the Governor’s Ocean
Energy Task Force” will focus Maine instead on constructing floating deepwater windmills on land, and then
deploying them at locations ten miles offshore and further, where wind speeds and higher and more consistent and
fisheries are less impacted. ‘

The plan received an enthusiastic response from the Maine Lobstermens Association, which has been very
concerned-about the impacts of any traditional bottom-mounted wind turbines on their activities near shore.

Habib Dagher, who leads the University of Maine’s offshore wind project, offered a timeline for getting deepwater

wind energy going off Maine. “Our goal is build our first demonstration floating turbine - a third-scale turbine
about 120 feet above the water - next year, and place it in the water the year after in the Monhegan site,” Dagher
said. “In 2013 we would build the first 4 or 5 megawatt unit, In 2014 and 2015, a 25 megawatt farm.” He predicted
that offshore wind would keep growing: “The next phase is development of a large scale 500 to 1,000 megawatt

farm. We have at least one developer interested to do that and have it operational in 2020"
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UK: Noise complaints at 37 of 255 wind farms

Human impacts, News, Wind turbines 1 Comment »

Here’s a bit of news that might be spun either way, depending on your predilection. Jane Davis, who was driven
from her home by wind farm noise, has been compiling information on English wind farms and noise complaints;
she has found that 37 wind farms have spurred some sort of noise complaints nationwide. This amounts to about 1
in 7 UK wind farms, in contrast to an oft-repeated mantra that “only four” UK wind farms had noise issues, and
they’d been “resolved.” The new numbers could support those cautioning that wind farm noise issues are more

widespread than generally acknowledged, AND those who claim that noise issues are the exception rather than the
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rule; it certainly reinforces AEI’s theme that we need to acknowledge that a minority of people are affected by
noise around wind farms, and that we must come to grips with how to address this.

This article in the Telegraph details some of the information shared at a gathering of wind farm noise

campaigners, WindCon2010. Gillian Haythornthwaite, who lives near the wind farm in Askam with her partner
Barry Moon, said it has been a “devastating” experience. "It is a dreadfully irritating whoosh, whoosh noise,” she
said. “It is unbearable to be outside in the garden when there is the noise.”

Read the rest of this entry »

Ontario wind tech and health research chair named-background is solid in tech, weak on

health

Health. Wind turbines No Comments »

Electrical engineer Siva Sivoththaman has been named to the newly-created Ontario provincial Research Chair in
Renewable Energy Technologies and Health. Local activist groups that have raised concerns about the effects of
wind farm noise on neighbors had hoped that this position, created as part of Ontario’s new Green Energy Act,
would take the lead in formally investigating the negative health effects some neighbors of wind farms have
reported. However, the choice appears to be more oriented toward the technology aspect of the Chair’s

responsibilities. As noted in the request for proposals: “The Chair in Renewable Energy Technologies and Health

will focus first on emerging science and technology related to wind turbines, and then will explore the potential
health effects from renewable energy.”

According to a news release, “Dr. Sivoththaman will bring focus to multi-disciplinary activities in renewable energy
technologies and health, ensuring that health and safety are top priorities in the induction of new technologies.
His research program will develop new technical approaches and will provide guidelines in setting standards to
ensure heatth and safety in the manufacturing, use, and end-of-life phases of renewable energy

technologies.” Sivoththaman's research centres on silicon-based crystalline and thin-film photovoltaic devices, and

he serves as director of the Centre for Photovoltaic Systems and Devices, which occupies much of the photovoltaic
research building beside Matthews Hall. His interest extends to nanocrystalline semiconductors, and he was the
first director of the University of Waterloo’s nanotechnology engineering program when it was launched in 2004.

Two leading Ontario wind activist groups expressed their disappointment with the choice; Wind Concerns Ontario

said “We have no faith in any meaningful body of evidence being produced on health effects from wind turbines by

this government-funded non expert and Ontarians will suffer for it,” while the Society for Wind Vigilance chair Dr.

Robert McMurtry said the choice missed the mark in that “the lead and expertise of this Research Chair would
more appropriately Have been a clinician scientist. We strongly encourage the new Chair to seek the appropriate
collaborators as the research program is established.”

It is as yet unclear what the Chair’s timeline will be in addressing the dual (and quite distinct) topics he is charged
with overseeing. Given the widespread concern about health effects, and the role this concern is playing in the
wind development process in Ontario and elsewhere, we hope that the two topics will be pursued simultaneously.
And indeed, as McMurtry suggests, it is clear that the Chair will need to bring in some experts in health and
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acoustics to effectively address the health aspects; in the spirit of collaboration and inclusiveness, we can also
hope that his research/investigative team draws from qualified experts who have expressed concerns about wind

noise, as well as those who have previously worked on reports that found few health effects.
.ri ri
Vinalhaven begins month-long “experiment” in reducing noise issues

Human impacts, News, Wind turbines 4 Comments »

The Fox Islands Electrical Cooperative on Vinalhaven, an island off the coast of Maine, has begun a month-long
experiment as a first step in trying to come up with a local solution to noise issues from three wind turbines that
began operating in November. About two dozen people within a half-mile of the turbines have reported annoying
levels of noise, with six property owners claiming that their lives are severely impacted. Others in the same area
who can hear the t.urbines are not particularly bothered by the noise.

Shortly after the turbines started operating, and some residents (including some who were excited about the wind
farm, and some who had been skeptical) reported unexpected noise issues, neighbors began noting the times that
the sound was most troublesome, in an effort to identify what wind directions or atmospheric conditions might be
most to blame. At its January meeting the Board of the electric coop decided to conduct a month-long
“experiment” during February, in which the turbines would be slowed down in random patterns. Sound
measurements will be made throughout the month, and the 38 households within a half-mile are being asked to log
their sense of the noise on a regular basis (half these households are summer people, so are unlikely to be
participating). In a letter to coop members, the board said the experiment “will enable us, as a community, to
figure out what to do and come to a solution that works, as well as possible, for everyone.”

A very detailed article in The Working Waterfront, a local paper, features a variety of comments from a locals

about the process that is underway to find a community-based solution to the noise problems. Some find that the
noise is moderate enough to be tolerable, easily drowned out by other sounds such as the TV or a car passing by,
or being no more bothersome than a dishwasher running in another room; one person remembers the noisy
generator that used to provide power to the town in the 60s and 70s, which people got used to. Some who have
been disturbed share their perceptions, as well; Ethan Hall notes that ”l’ye never heard anything in my tife that
sounds like it.” Both he and Lindgren (another neighbor being affected) believe that current sound measurement
standards do not take into account the complexity of turbine noise and its true impact. “The nature of the sound is
s0 unique, that to try and quantify or qualify it with a strict dBa [decibel] measurement is an entirely inadequate
way of describing the effect on people and surroundings,” Hall feels. An hour-long radio interview with Hall and

others being affected, recorded this past December, is available on the WERU website.

The Acoustic Ecology Institute
May 31, 2010
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Lawsuits begin to crop up, challenging nearby wind farms

In recent months, several lawsuits and formal complaints have been filed, claiming unlawful nuisance and/or
impacts on property values and quality of life near wind farms. Most recently, sixteen residents sued the Michigan

Wwind | wind farm and its developers, laying out a series of complaints, including (as detailed in the Huron Daily

Tribune):

= Private nuisance from, among other things, sustained and highly annoying audible noise and

amplitude modulation in both audible and sub-audible frequencies

¢ Negligent design of a wind farm, including a noise assessment that estimated only audible noise

levels within the dBA range, and did not consider low frequency noise or impulse noise

o  Negligent misrepresentation, claiming the wind companies made false representations in board of
commissioner and planning commissioner meetings and public hearings when company
representatives said the wind farm's operations would not result in a noise nuisance or cause adverse
health effects to adjacent landowners. “(The defendants) were negligent in making these
misrepresentations because, as the parties seeking approval to construct a wind turbine farm in
Huron County, they had a duty to use reasonable care to provide Huron County and its citizens with
both accurate and complete information,” the lawsuit states, The plaintiffs claim the wind
companies provided inaccurate and/or incomplete information about the audible turbine noise
levels, and no information about low frequency noise, infrasound and/or impulse noise emitted from

the turbines.

In Pennsylvania, the Allegheny Ridge Wind Farm settled out of court this week as a lawsuit brought by Todd and

Jill Stutl was moving toward a jury trial in July. The suit alteged that the company misrepresented the noise levels
that would be generated by assuring residents the noise would e minimal. The agreement is bound by

confidentiality, so no details are available. See earlier coverage of the lawsuit here.

Meanwhile, in neighboring Wisconsin, a family that abandoned their home near the Forward Energy Wind Center, is
assessing their options after the state Public Service Commission dismissed a comnplaint they filed, seeking
compensation from the wind developer for business losses from their alpaca farm, health impacts and property
value losses. The PSC determined that they did not have jurisdiction to consider the complaint, and recommended

the family seek relief in circuit court. Read more on this in the Milwaukee Daily Reporter.

In Maine, neighbors of the Mars Hill wind farm filed suit in August, seeking compsensation for what they say is a

resulting drop in their property values along with emotional and physical distress.

In 2006, residents near a Texas wind farm were rebuffed by courts in their region, which ruled that noise issues

were aesthetic claims, and did not qualify for relief under nuisance laws. There, turbine noise averaged 28 dBA at

74

[ ey
et
i

<D

[ gmaie]

o

[l

[}



5

O

McCann Appraisal, LLC

a distance of 1.7 miles from the wind turbines, and 44 dBA at 1,700 feet; it’s worth noting that night time ambient
sound levels are likely between 20 and 30dB in this ranch land.

Across the pond, a court in France responded to a noise complaint by ordering 8 wind turbines shut down from

10pm to 7am.

And, while not a court challenge, residents in Massachusetts have asked the state public health commissioner to

-assess the health and well-being effects of living near wind farms. Since a single turbine began operating in

Falmouth, over forty nearby residents have struggled with noise issues; one, an air traffic controller, is concerned

that sleep disruptions he’s experiencing will affect his job performance.

http://aeinews.org/archives/926
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Interview with Ann and Jason Wirtz

N1157 Hwy YY

Oakfield, WI 53065

902 960 5246

Dodge County, Wisconsin

Conducted on the evening of May 2, 2009 by Lynda Barry

WIND TURBINE NOISE FORCES WISCONSIN FAMILY
TO ABANDON HOME

TOWN OF OAKFIELD- While lawmakers in Madison consider a bill which will override
local government and give the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin siting authority
for wind farms throughout the state, one Dodge County family already living in a wind
farm approved by the PSC has decided to abandon their home due to turbine noise.

Ann and Jason Wirtz have a pretty Wisconsin farmhouse near the Town of Oakfield. If's
the kind of place that had people stopping by to ask if the family would consider selling
it.

“They’d just pull into our driveway,” says Ann. “There were people who said if we ever
decided to sell it, we should call them.”

Although turn-of-the-century house needed a lot of work when they bought it, they didn't
mind. The Wirtz family planned to stay. They both grew up in the area and wanted to
raise their children there.

“| thought we were going to live here for the rest of our lives.” says Ann, a mother of
four. “| thought one of our kids was going to live here after us.”

This was before 86 industrial wind turbines went up around their home as part of the
Forward Energy wind project which began operation in March of 2008. The closest
turbine is to the Wirtz home is less than 1300 feet from their door.

“|_ast night it was whining,” said Ann. “It wasn't just the whoosh whoosh whoosh or the
roaring. It was a high pitched whine. And | don’t just hear them, | can feel them.”
She describes a feeling like a beat in her head, a pulse that matches the turbine’s

rhythm.
“Last night was really bad,” she said.

She says she knows which nights are going to be loud by which way the turbine blades
are facing, and her family dreads the nights when the wind is out of the west. “That's
when they are the loudest.”

60662857
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Jason said he found out there was a wind farm planned for his area from a neighbor he
ran into at the post office. “He asked me if | knew anything about the turbines coming in.
| didn't.” Jason came home and mentioned it to Ann.

“When | first heard about it | wasn't that alarmed.” says Ann, “People were saying how
bad they could be, but just didn’t believe them at first.”

She assumed the turbines would be sited much further away from her home, unaware
of the controversy over the setbacks approved by the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin which allows turbines to be sited close as 1000 feet to the homes of people
like the Wirtzes.

“All those orange flags they put in were way back there. | was thinking it wouldn’t be too
bad. And then when that access road started coming in so close | said, ‘what the heck is
going on?'

Meanwhile, Jason had been attending town meetings and learning more about the
project. The more he learned, the more worried he became. Five months before the
turbines went up, the Wirtz family decided to sell their house.

They called people who had let them know they'd be interested in buying it. “When they
found out about the turbines,” said Ann, “They weren't interested anymore.”

Wirtz family prepared the house to put on the market, In November of 2007, the home,
sitting on eight acres, was appraised for $320,000. But this once sought-after property
could find no buyers. “As soon as people found out about the wind farm coming in,”
says Ann. “That was it. And once they started building the roads to the turbines, forget
it. They'd ask what that road was for, we'd tell them and we'd never hear from them
again.”

After the turbines went up, interested buyers stopped showing up altogether.

“We tried to find another realtor,” said Ann, “They'd ask ‘is it near the wind turbines?’
and when they found out it was, they wouldn’t even bother to come out to the house to
look at it. One realtor told me it wasn't worth her marketing dollars to even list it because
if it was in the wind farm she knew she couldn’t sell it. | mean have you ever heard of a
real estate agent turning down a chance to sell a house?”

Another realtor said they would have to price it well under $200,000 to get anyone to
even look at it. “At that price we were going to be $50,000 worse than when we started,
“ said Ann. “And that didn’t include the 12 years of work we put into the place.”

But the Wirtzes were increasingly anxious to get away from the turbines. While Jason,
who works nights, wasn't having much trouble with the turbine noise, it was keeping
Ann and her children from sleeping well at night. They were tired all the time. They were
also getting frequent headaches.
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And there was trouble with their animals as well. The Wirtz family raise alpaca and have
a breeding herd. Ann says the Alpaca became jumpy the first day the turbines went on
line. “Normally they are so calm. But the day the towers started up, they seemed to
panic. They were on their back legs right away.”

Ann says the herd had always been docile and healthy, with no breeding probiems.
Since the wind farm started up, their temperament has changed and none of the
females have been able to carry a pregnancy to full term. “ They’re nervous all the time
now. | can’t prove anything but | do know my animals. And | really felt something was
wrong. All the years we've had them we've never had a problem.”

At night herd shelters in the large metal shed behind the Wirtz home. When the turbines
are loud, Ann says the sound echoes inside the shed and the metal vibrates and hums.
“The noise in here gets just unbelievable. When the tin starts to vibrate in here, they
can’t stand it. | have to find them a better home. This is torture for them.”

The same turbine noise has driven Ann out of her own bedroom “l can’t stand to be in
that room anymore. | don’t sleep at all. My sleep has been terrible.” Instead she sleeps
on the couch where a fan on their pellet stove helps counter the turbine noise. “My
number one complaint is how tired | am all the time,” says Ann, “I never had that before,
ever.”

Says Jason, “We don't have air conditioning, we didn’t want it and we didn't need it. In
the summer we just opened the windows and let cross breezes cool the house. But the
first summer with the turbine noise we had to shut the windows and turn on the fan. We
couldn't stand it.”

After one of the children was recently diagnosed with a severe stress-related illness, the
Wirtzes decided they'd had enough. They decided the health of their family was more
important than keeping their home, and they are abandoning it.

“Now, after all the trouble we've had living here” said Ann, * If a family showed up and
wanted to buy the place and they had kids, | don't think | could sell it to them. Knowing
what | know about living here, | just don't think | could put another family through this.”

They are now looking for a place in a nearby village. “VWe were born and raised in the
country but we're thinking of moving to Oakfield because they aren't going to plop a 400
foot turbine in the middie of the village, says Jason. “And | know I'm going to have to
drive by this place every day on my way to work. It's going to make me sick to see it,
but | can’t stay here anymore.”

Ann adds, “l say we move near whoever it is that decides on the setbacks because you
know they’ll never have a turbine by their place”
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Jason and Ann sit at the dining room table and point out the elaborate woodwork they'd
stripped and re-finished by hand. Jason holds a picture of the farmhouse from happier
times. Earlier that day they'd met with the people at the bank to let them know they were
giving up their home.

Jason says, “At least we're young enough to start over. My mom, she doesn'’t have:
much money and now she has turbines around her house. She said, ‘“This house was
my retirement,” Her and my dad put everything into that house. Now | don’t know what
she’s going to do.” Jason says, “ The quality of life we had here is just gone. | grew up
here and | loved it here. But | don’t anymore. ”
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Why did the people who once lived in this house have to
abandon it?

? ; it } e B SRRty e : ; ; :
The home in the photo above was made uninhabitable by wind turbine noise and vibration.
The family who once lived here were forced to abandon their home in 2006. Three years

later, it remains empty and unsold. To read more about this story,

http://www.windaction.ora/news/3003

(v}
[
[region)
&5
[pee)
e
L
Gad

82



McCann Appraisal, LLC

January 6, 2011

Christopher Senie

Attorney at Law

5 East Main Street, 2nd Floor
Westborough, MA 01581

Re: Property Value Impact & Zoning evaluation
Cape & Vineyard Electric Cooperative (CVEC)
Freeman’s Way Municipal Wind Project
Commerce Park Road
Brewster, Massachusetts

Dear Mr. Senie:

As requested, | am submitting this real estate impact evaluation fdr your consideration
and .use in addressing.the compliance of the proposed CVEC facility with the Town of

- Brewster Zoning Code, as described for Special Permit approval of Wind Energy

Turbines.

The approval criteria | have specifically evaluated are codified under §179-40.2. J. (2) (a)
& (b), as follows:

(a) The proposed WET will not have an undue adverse impact on historic
resources, scenic views, natural resources, and/or residential property values;

(b) The applicant has agreed to implement all reasonable measures to mitigate
the potential adverse safety, environmental, and aesthetic impacts of the WET.

Further Special Permit criteria have been evaluated pursuant to §179-51.A.(5) (a) [2], as
follows:

The location, type, character and size of the use/ building, or other structure in
connection therewith, will be in_harmony with the visual character of the
neighborhood, including views and vistas and. where applicable, the historic
character of the neighborhood.

500 North Michigan Avenue, Suite 300 Chicago, lllinois 60611
- PHONE: (312) 644-0621 FAX: (312) 644-9244
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Also applicable from a real estate, land use and zoning perspective are the requirements
for a Special Permit described under §179-67.E.(6), and all uses requiring a special permit
under this Article shall meet the following standards as a condition of approval.

(6)Buildings and architectural design shall be compatible with the character and
scale of the adjacent roadway and surrounding neighborhood.

Professional Opinions

My professional opinions are effective as of the current date. My evaluation and this
Consulting Report have been prepared and submitted pursuant to applicable licensing
laws that mandate compliance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP), and my opinions are certified accordingly.

Briefly stated, based upon my review of the proposed CVEC facility, location, the
density, height, type and intensity of the proposed utility scale turbines, the proposed
use does not comply with the applicable Brewster Code (Code), as it is not compatible
with adjacent and nearby residential uses and, specifically, will have a significant averse
effect on the market value of the neighboring residential property. -

Further, the Applicant has’failed to even attempt to mitigate the impact on aesthetics
and values of residential properties, as could have been accomplished to some degree
with-the provision for an owner/developer Property Value Guarantee (PVG).

While the Brewster Code focuses on undue adverse impact criterion for residential
property values, | am also aware of potential impacts on the ability to continue to use a
radio transmission facility, a municipal golf course and two (2) facilities nearby that are
currently used for elderly housing and care; the Pleasant Bay nursing home and the
Woodlands assisted living facility, which are less than % mile from the nearest proposed
turbine..

My specialized and unique experience with utility scale wind energy developments, as
well as 30 years of real estate, land use evaluation and appraisal background has enabled
and qualified me to evaluate whether the proposed CVEC facility meets the criteria
described in the Brewster Code. The basis for my professional opinions are described
and summarized herein.

CVEC Facility - Background

The developers for the CVEC facility seek to locate two (2) turbines of approximately
410 feet in height each (tip of blade) adjacent to single family homes, nursing/assisted
living facilities, a municipal golf course, athletic fields, etc. The underlying land for the
turbines is reportedly owned by the Town of Brewster, and comprises two (2) lots, ( 1 &
32) on Assessor's Map # 131. The site itself is zoned industrial, within the partially
occupied Freeman’s Way Commerce park development.
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In order to better understand the character of the subject neighborhood and subject
property setting therein, | have reviewed maps, photographs, the Special Permit
Application prepared by Weston & Sampson dated October 18, 2010 and which has
been submitted to the Brewster Planning Board Members, inclusive of the site plan
photo simulations of the subject location, noise study, etc. | have also reviewed the
CVEC website and documents, maps and photographs contained therein.

The issue of impact from industrial scale turbines on the property value of residential
owners is the primary focus of the following property value evaluation, as property
values are an objective measure of the desirable characteristics of any community.

The Brewster community, overall, and fand uses nearest the subject property are also
the focus of this evaluation, as the impacts from existing turbines are well documented
as being present at residential homes and some impacts have been measured as
distant as 2 to 3 miles from turbines.

The contrast of such man made towers with natural views and the highly valued amenity
derived from views is analyzed herein, with focus on ratings of the view from, or “Vista"
of residential properties.

It is important to understand that high quality or natural views are an asset to real estate
market values and, in particular, residential property and land. Other types of “value”
can be identified and described in non-real estate terminology, but my focus as an
appraiser is on the market value of property.

Similarly, detraction from such premium views can and does have a measurable
adverse effect on residential property values. This is well studied in the real estate
appraisal profession, and in fact by proponents of wind energy funded by the USDOE
such as: -

e« ERNEST ORLANDO LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY The
Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the United
States: Ben Hoen, Ryan Wiser, et al, Environmental Energy Technologies
Division December 2009. (LBNL)

~ This USDOE funded study is often cited by wind energy developers to claim there is no

value impact from such projects, even though the study acknowledges that nearby
properties may experience losses and further recommends that more study in the
immediate project areas is needed. This study is useful to understanding the probable
impact from the CVEC turbine facility.
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VISTA IMPAIRMENT

In the LBNL study, the authors attempt to analyze the impact of wind projects on
residential property values. They also separately address the statistically measured
impact on residential values from scenic vistas, or views based on regression analysis
of over 4,700 sale transactions, for this component of the study.

As graphically depicted within the LBNL report (pg xiii) on Figure ES-2, the following
observations are prima facie evidence that impairment of scenic views results in a
measurable loss of property values, as follows:

> A premium Vista adds 13% of value over and above the value of an average
vista.

> A poor vista restuits in values 21% below the base-line average vista.

> An above average vista adds 10% to the value of an average vista.

> A below average vista reflects values 8% lower than an average vista.

To illustrate examples of the LBNL findings as it applies to the impairment of vistas for
residential property, it is first acknowledged that the vista of any given residential
property is going to be rated differently before introduction of a utility scale wind energy
- facility which will later have a view of the facility, albeit at varied distances.

My review of photographic evidence of existing vistas in the immediate subject property
location adjacent to the project area indicates similarity with premium, above average
and average vistas, as defined and characterized in the LBNL report. On balance, the
LBNL report provides examples of premium, above average, average, below average
and poor vistas. .

Less natural, industrialized vistas have inferior ratings, and the extremely close
proximity of a 410 foot turbine, as represented by a distance of 1,800 feet to the nearest
residence (McCann Exhibit C), and other distances to residential and senior
housing/care uses of well under 1 mile, represents an extreme impairment of the
existing neighborhood vista, and the character of the neighborhood that pre-exists the
CVEC project.

in my opinion, below average and poor vista ratings are consistent with the impairment
of vistas that will be caused by the CVEC facility itself. (see McCann Exhibit A)
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Fignre ES-2: Base Model Results: Scenic Vista
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Thus, in project area residential locations with a premium vista, a turbine facility
downgrading the amenity to a poor or below average vista will result in a value loss of
21% to 34%. Similarly, residential property possessing a current average vista, if
downgraded to poor or below average vista from the CVEC facility will suffer between
8% and 21% value diminution.

At approximately 410 feet in height, the view of the FGWP facility will be present at
considerable distances that extend beyond the nearest residential property, particularly
if a blinking light is required at night for aviation safety purposes.

In addition to the findings of the LBNL research report, | have also considered several
peer reviewed studies published in The Appraisal Journal, that relate to value losses
and impairment caused by other industrial “towers”, such as cell towers, high voltage
transmission lines, as well as the higher values that are derived from premium v1ews
from residential property.

Each of these studies generally confirms the findings summarized by the data reflected
in LBNL Figure ES-2, and are maintained in the appraiser's work file for future
reference.
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NUISANCE IMPAIRMENT

For many residents, the introduction of a utility scale turbine facility will constitute a
nuisance, based on the unprecedented height and the impairment of aesthetics related
thereto, the blinking aviation light in the night sky, if required by the FAA, etc.

Nuisances are also created by noise from wind generators, and have been well
documented by the “market’ as being highly disruptive to the peaceful use and
enjoyment of residential homes at levels well below the 10 dBa above ambient standard
cited in the Brewster Code. In short, compliance with noise codes does NOT insure
against nuisances being created by actual noise levels.

The complaints, personal accounts and factual experiences described by hundreds of
individual “neighbors” to turbines comport with the technical descriptions and medical
studies of sub-audible noise, also referred to as ulira-sound, infra-sound, low frequency
noise, and which is not audible to the typical human ear in the normally expressed
manner.

These real-life (not “modeled”) nuisance descriptions are typically ignored, discounted
or denied by wind developers, even though there are numerous examples of developers
buying out or settling with nearby homeowners who have suffered from the same range
of effects commonly known as “Wind Turbine Syndrome”. These noise effects and
nuisances related thereto have been documented in excess of 2 to 3 miles from the
nearest turbines.

The LBNL study attempts to separately isolate the impact of nuisance on value, as
depicted in the following Figure ES-1 from the LBNL study.

This figure separates the nuisance by distance from residential property, and clearly
reveals that properties in the 3,000 feet and less, and 3,000 feet to 1-mile range suffer
value loss of 5.3% to 5.5%, respectively.

While the LBNL report author discounts the statistical significance of their own findings,
this dismissal of relevance must be understood in the context of the largely irrelevant
data from greater distances having provided the baseline property characteristics in a
disproportionately sized data pool or sample, and which “waters down” the statistical
indications.

The LBNL report must also be understood as a study commissioned with the intent of
furthering the government policy of expanding wind energy development in the United
States.

Nevertheless, even exclusion of certain impacted property data, or the disproportionate

inclusion of data from 5 to 10 miles distant, did not eliminate the downward indication of
value resulting from proximity to a nuisance, as depicted in the following figure:
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Figure £S-1: Base Model Results: Avea aind Nuisance Stigma
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Pre-Construction “Constructive Notice” of Turbine Facilities

Further, the following LBNL study Figure ES-4 depicts value changes over time, at
varied distance from wind turbines. The applicability of this focus of the LBNL study to
the subject CVEC facility can be understood in the post-announcement but pre-
construction phase of turbine projects, at which point “constructive notice” has been
served on surrounding neighbors and property owners. Properties within 1-mile of such
projects reflect the largest decline in value, and confirm that a utility scale wind
energy facility has measurable negative impact on property values within 1-mile.
Even the 3 to 5 mile range shows that values did not increase post-construction, when
the control group of home sales outside 5 miles were increasing in value, nothing
located within 5 miles indicated comparable value increases.

Figure ES - 4: Temporal Aspects Model Resulrs: Area and Nuisance Stigma
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The LBNL study is not the only pro-wind study that refutes the claims of developers
regarding property value loss, due to their utility scale wind energy projects. A recent
study focuses more on the pre-construction or “constructive notice” phase of
development, as characterized by the pending application for the CVEC facilities.



McCann Appraisal, LLC

A éeparate academic study conducted by Jennifer L. Hinman, lllinois State University,
WIND FARM PROXIMITY AND PROPERTY VALUES: A POOLED HEDONIC
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PROPERTY VALUES IN CENTRAL ILLINOIS

The background of this study author is a Master's Thesis, prepared by the author in
partial fulfillment of degree requirements. ISU is heavily funded by wind energy
developers, the American Wind Energy Association, the USDOE and other grant
programs that are decidedly “pro-wind”, and which seek to refute the actual experience
of many neighbors to such projects.

In fact, ISU newsletters disclose that “corporate partners” that include wind energy
development companies have access to the renewable energy programs, include
advising on research direction and the right to review any applied research developed
by ISU.

An excerpt of the Hinman report is presented as follows: -

This study uses 3,851 residential property transactions from January 1, 2001 through
December 1, 2009 from MclLean and Ford Counties, lllinois. This is the first wind farm
proximity and property value study to adopt pooled hedonic regression analysis with
difference-in-differences estimators. This methodology significantly improves upon
many of the previous methodologies found in the wind farm proximity and property value
literature. The estimation results provide evidence that a “location effect” exists
such that before the wind farm was even approved, properties located near the
eventual wind farm area were devalued in comparison to other areas. Additionally,
the results show that property value impacts vary based on the different stages of wind
farm development. These stages of wind farm development roughly correspond to the
different levels of risk as perceived by local residents and potential homebuyers. Some
of the estimation results support the existence of "wind farm anticipation stigma theory,”
meaning that property values may have diminished in “anticipation” of the wind
farm after the wind farm project was approved by the McLean County Board. Wind farm
anticipation stigma is likely due fo the impact associated with a fear of the unknown, a
general uncertainty surrounding a proposed wind farm project regarding the aesthetic
impacts on the landscape, the actual noise impacts from the wind turbines, and just how
disruptive the wind farm will be

Property Value Guarantee (PVG)

Approval of wind energy facilities have served as constructive notice of future plans for
development of wind turbine projects, and property values have been shown to decline
based on pre-construction anticipation of wind projects. As such, there is ample
evidence to either deny such related projects within 1 to 3 miles of homes or require a

PVG.
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| note the CVEC application is devoid of any such guarantee for any home or property
owner, much less the Town of Brewster residents who live within 1, 2 or 3 miles from
the proposed turbines.

Despite all the industry claims to the contrary, significant value impacts have in fact
occurred, and have even resulted in the abandonment of homes, as well as nuisances,
health problems, etc. A sampling of nuisance and health testimonials from people living
near turbines is included in McCann Exhibit D, which contains web page and news
links. : :

As a personal observation, in 30 years of appraising and studying real estate values,
damages claims, zoning and land use issues, | have never before observed such a
widespread and consistent series of similar, negative reports coming from residents
living by any other type of facility. It is an observable trend in the market, both for
owner-occupants and the home-buying market.

Even the principal author of the LBNL study, Ben Hoen, now recommends
implementation of Property Value Guarantees (PVG's) in the context of wind energy
project mitigation of impacts.

(see page 32 of linked webinar)

http://www.windpoweringamerica.gov/newenaland/pdfs/2010/webinar_neweep property values hoen.pd
f
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Property Value Risks Will Persist Unless They
Are Measured, Mitigated and Managed -

Manage

Manage risks in the short term for homeowners through
tenable/workable measures

+ Offer some combination of neighbor agreements/incentives
and/or property value guarantees (e.g., Dekalb County, IL) to
nearby homeowners as are economically tenable and legally
workable

» Conduct follow up studies (e.g., surveys, appraisals)
+ Realize that cumulative impacts may exist

+ Realize that real or perceived risks may increase/decrease as
more/better information become available

22 Energy Marksts and Policy Group « Energy Analysis Depariment ]
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Nuisance can be manifest by close proximity of the CVEC facility to homes of less than
1 mile, and for other reasons. Distance includes visual impacts but that has more of an
impact on marketing, and also leaves homeowners wishing to sell with the ethical
dilemma of making full disclosure of known nuisances to potential buyers, or facing
possible legal repercussions and financial liability for failing to make such a disclosure.

Despite the limited number of the (2) CVEC turbine developments, they will have a
negative impact or “nuisance” due to the circumstances that the project and use has a
dominant presence, impairs aesthetics, negatively changes the character of the
neighboring residential property settings or perception thereof (single or multiple
properties).

Any number of potential variable impacts has a demonstrable adverse impact on the
use, enjoyment, marketability or value of the subject property neighboring use, and it
creates a man-made detriment to neighboring property and results in a negative impact
for any homes that “got in the way”. This is exactly why adeguate setbacks are
important, To mitigate against adverse impacts on neighboring property.

McCann Value Impact Study

Additional sale data studied by McCann for home values in a rural lllinois location
adjacent to the Mendota Hills wind turbine project in Lee County is included in Exhibit B
of this report. Despite the booming market conditions represented by the 2003-early
2005 sale dates, the homes within 2 miles of the nearest turbine reflect an average sale
price per square foot that is 25% lower than homes located outside that 2-mile
perimeter. '

Thus an impaired view, inadequate setback, and stigma associated with noise and
health impacts and concerns, measured to project value loss from a property
possessing a “premium” vista, indicates that a 13% premium could become a 21%
reduction, or a net property value reduction of 34%. This is well supported by the range
of property case studies of value loss for individual homes that range from 20% to 40%,
and in some instances a complete loss of equity when homes are completely
unmarketable, or are acquired by wind developers and re-sold for losses up to 80%, or
even demolition of the otherwise livable homes.

This range of value loss for the nearest residential properties is fairly classified as
significant, preventable and “undue”. The probability of damages to the value of homes
and other property is quantified with empirical data rather than speculation, and is
clearly indicated to a high degree of professional certainty.

Further, the two property value studies cited in the CVEC website (Hoen & Hinman)
were prepared by researchers who hold no appraisal licenses, designations, credentials
or even any background in property sales or development. The industry-sponsored

12
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studies have also been selectively & partially quoted by the CVEC, to the extent that it
would tend to mislead the public as to the conclusions of the study authors. A brief
interview with Ben Hoen, which is available on the web, is contained in McCann Exhibit
E. This exhibit contains a printed version of the Hoen comments about his study, as well
as a link to listen to the audio recording.

Conclusion

After completing my review of the subject Iocation, it is clear that numerous homes in
the Town of Brewster will be adversely impacted, and the best availabie evidence
indicates that value loss of 25% or more will occur to homes within approximately
2 miles of the turbines. This impact is not expected to be uniform, and some losses
may well be lower and others higher.

The close proximity of the proposed turbines cannot meet the zoning requirements
stated previously. The basis for this conclusion is the failure of the project to meet
certain Special Permit and other approval criteria, as follows:

> It will have an undue adverse impact on scenic views and residential
property values. This is supported by both industry studies, post publication
author updates, and McCann independent study of property vaiues. The LBNL
study isolates and identifies value contribution to residential property when good
or premium vistas are present, and the loss of such amenity is documented as
the basis for lower values. '

> The applicant has not agreed to implement any reasonable measures to

' mitigate the aesthetic impacts of the WET that result in value loss. Property
Value Guarantees are effective tools, if carefully designed to leave property
owners “whole”, and even the LBNL author now recognizes the validity of a
PVG.

> The two (2) turbine structures will NOT be in harmony with the visual
character of the neighborhood, including views and vistas and, the
historic character of the neighborhood. There is nothing built in Brewster
that is the height of a 40 story building, and the turbines will become the
dominant presence within at least a mile of any other land use. Views and vistas
create value for property, and impairment of vistas with non-compatible,
immense, spinning machines simply can not blend in to any residential area or
community.

» The turbines architectural design will not be compatible with the character
and scale of the adjacent and surrounding neighborhoods. Turbines are
not architecturally designed but, rather, utilitarian by design. Large steel poles
and the spinning (or still) blades are completely disproportionate in scale and
contrary to the character of small towns and neighborhoods. Despite the denial

62560856
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of wind industry spokespeople of low-frequency or sub-audible noise impacts,
the fact remains that a significant number of people are highly disturbed by this
type of turbine impact, which clearly demonstrates a lack of compatibility for
turbines to be placed in close proximity to residential uses. The design of
turbines can not avoid the noise impacts, including sub-audible, amplitude
modulation noise.

The CVEC Facility, does not comply with the relevant Brewster Code, as it fails to avoid
or even to minimize impact on property value, impact on the character of the
neighborhood, and is highly questionable as to safety of setbacks that do not even meet
manufacturer guidelines for safety zone, or the code requirement for distances safe o,
from “ice throw”. The proximity to Route 6 is several hundred feet closer to the turbine 7/ P
project than the 1,300 feet minimum to prevent ice throw hazards to this public roadway. 7, . “lufF

L
A

« o i
However, the preceding range of value and value damages is considered to be ,,«:.;..c.?*‘f"t'-’"-fi”f”"“}
reasonably reliable for the purpose of determining whether the CVEC Facility meets  ~ ..~
Code requirements as to minimizing adverse impact on property values or on adverse | \lcﬂfﬂxi’
impact to the character of the neighborhood. i Bt

Related Issues
Other property has been identified which, in my opinion, is likely to experience
significant value loss.

A nearby radio station- will reportedly experience significant impact to its
broadcast capabilities, which would have a significant detrimental effect on the

continued use for that purpose and its underlying value. {gﬂ&@; %:W

PR

o The Pleasant Bay nursing home is within shadow-flicker and noffséeﬂ'éii‘éﬂt’éné'é“sf
and the resulting disturbance to high-risk residents is likely to cause some _
residents to be relocated, or even to suffer health impacts. With 135 beds and a //LWJ/'
reported approximate revenue base of $300 per day per bed, a drop in e
occupancy of only 10% would represent a $1.48 million per year loss of revenue, *
which in turn would decrease the property value and the value of the nursing
home business.

]

e The Woodlands assisted living facility consists of 59 units that reportedly rent for // ,&5;5}"@:%
$4,000 - $6,000 per month. A 10% drop in occupancy would indicate a gross e
revenue loss of approximately $354,000 annually, and the corresponding ﬂ/ﬂ/a.ff/f"!“?
property value would also be impaired. . . ;',4:/ ,

ey T

« A municipal golf course, which depends on a peaceful, serene setting, will now /
have visual and sometimes audible disturbances, and is likely to realize a loss of VaPN
patronage from golfers who have other options and require a peaceful course. S

e The Town Of Brewster's assessed values are likely to experience justification for b
a significant decrease, as values and prices of residential property in Brewster i,

08600907 14
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@

begin to decline due to the close proximity and the resulting impacts of the
turbines.

« Liability issues for the Town, as owner of the project, are likely to begin if the
turbines are developed, as nuisance, health and property value damage claims
are litigated. The fiscal impact to the Town of Brewster could very well suffer in
the long-term, despite revenue and grant benefits cited by the CVEC. C/—L{ ‘

7

Additional documents, facts, data and studies and market trend information is retained
in the appraiser's work file, in the event expert opinions expressed herein and the basis
for the opinions must be refined or given in testimony in any future legal proceedings.

| reserve the right to supplement my opinions at a later date, if the need arises and/or if
additional information becomes available. Further, McCann’s ongoing study of wind
energy projects and their impacts may result in future disclosures and market
information relevant to wind energy development issues.
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McCann Exhibit A

Appendix D: Vista Ratings with Photos
POOR VISTA

16




McCann Appraisal, LLC

e -
g

3
o

Source: LBNL Appendix D, report page 120 & 121
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Address

620 W Chestmn
323 Y Chestrivd
1018 Steward Rd.
91143 Paw Paw
1224 IL Rie. 251
32¢ Chestnut SL
620 W._ Chesintt

- 437 Chesuwt SU

{48 Cherry 8t
536 W Charnty
88% Compton Rel.
516 W. Chenrry 3L
207 Maple 8t
444 W hain 8L
2674 Beemervilie

1210 elugns Grove

2612 Shady Oalts Rd.

24248 Cyclens R,
2824 Johnson Bt
741 Thirg 8L

413 Church Rd.
3435 Willow Craek
3021 Cottage Hill
3285 Willlow Crask
745 Second i,
761 4th 85

2774 Wellang Rd.,
552 Sanvilie R,
2505 Waod St
2BE Eariville Rd.
3095 Cyclons Re.
742 Becond Bt

395 Anglmg Rd.
2513 wood St
1218 Locust R
401 Msiugens Srove
1460 Garman RC.
&032 Oyre RS,

£t Camahan Rd.
1352 Courndy Line
2512 Jonnsore St
2508 Harmvan K
U5 Woodiaen
1279 Lotust Rg
g4t Oges

1336 Woodiawn Rd.
124% Woodiawr: Ru
711 O'Ges R
1295 Looust RG
8&0 Paw Paw Rd.
3011 Honeysucke
48¢ Zariville Rd
2512 Snaw Ra

7-532

McCann Exhibit B

Mendota Hills Wind Energy Project

Sale Date
Oet 2003
et 2004
laay 2003
taar 2005
Jun 2003
Jan 2003
Sap 2002
ot 2003
Sep 2004
Ciel 2004
Ot 2004
Apr 2003
e 2004
Mar 200&
Jut 2002

Apr 2004
&pr 2003
Mar 2002
Aug 2004
Fel 2004
May 2002
Jun 2002
Aar 2005
IAar 2003
Clec 2004
tAar 2003
Apr 2063
Jan 2003
Aug 2004
Aug 2004
Tec 2008
Jan 2003
tAar 2903
Apr 20035
Jarn 2005
Aug 3002
Aug 2004
Apr 2004
Jan 2005
Nuw 2003
Faly 2005
Apt 2004
Jul 2003
aar 2062
tov 2002
Jep 2002
Way 2002
Aug 2004
lday 2004
tday 2004
tAar 2005
tav 2004
Jun 2004

Price
337,000
%40 000
540.000
T1E7.000 °
$138.000
ETZ000
B128.000
87,000
500,000
862,500
SBE.500
587,500
150,000
100 400
$367.000

179,000
121,000
F105.900
501,800

562,500

$11E6,000
518,000
&182.000
$160.000
$89.000

B8 000

BEZ.000

S145.060
$105.030
5260.000
S150.900
163,000
F110,000

225,000
5230.000

£200.00C
3185.00C
$255,000
3165,000
155500

Difference in sale price par square foot

Average Value diminution within 2 miles of turbines

Grantor
Extes
Rezd
Houle-Ward
2Zaeviik
Gresor
Whilte
Eddy
Hesik
Hammaotd
Jahrizon
Boysen
Allen
Clark
PAier
Finkboter

Lyons
Smith
funyon:
Copeland
Eckhardt
Merket
Sveiaiek
Russ
lacCoy
Wilson
Ktawarl
Batha
Hodiye
Janigh
Rayo
Summrnd
Dethotal
BRIV FProp.
Jonas
Wachmwshi
Kadd

Fertis
Anglzrson
Caiey
Valiajo
tAGntavor
Brosson
Swan
Witle
Fickenscher
Howedi
Howelt
Erosvensosd
Hagan
Wiskur
Alxbot
Sehiadie
Hiavin

localed » 2 miles from lurbines
- 16 located within 2 miles of wrbines

Grantee
Lipe
Hovious
Reyns
Pachero
Howaishi
Flyan
tdoraih, Sr.
Rourks, Jr.
Ajexander
Filzpatrick
Gallings
Batkman
Cummings
pchiaels
DGNE TRY

Cverton
Papltech
Pippenger
Lanypssor
Rosalas
Parpart
Brydun
Cunlts
Carver
Calderon
Steinger
Crumipton
iRt
Sl
Diehl
Fainboft
Stewar
Herendesn
Sarver
Gemback
Rajan
Crsiiandg
Mligr
Saratia
Bozasath
SURON

LaRosa
alin
Rojas
Bamhilt
Wishar
Carabal
Lowe
Pograhs
Brandt
Fromhers
RapInsh

Style Size SF
1.4 11601
15 1425
2 1,408
2 1,571
2 1272
2 1,684
1.5 1.728
15 1,380
1.5 1.32%
1.2 Qag
1 AB0
1 427

1 1.852
1 1,402
1 2,20
Average sale price
2 1,882
15 1,208
2 ABE
1.5 a49
15 862
1.5 1,458
2 g8
1.5 1,234
2 2840
1.5 1,181
1 T4
1.5 1,104
1,260
1842
X142
2048
1,876
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McCann Exhibit C

Distances.to Closest Residences
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McCann Exhibit D

Author: National Wind Watch

Milner, Catherine (January 25, 2004). Telegraph. “Wind farms ‘make people sick who live up to
a mile away’”.

Keller James (May 13 2006) Hamilton Spectator. “Family says turbine v1brat10ns made them
ill enough to move”. S

Kriz, Kathy (October 12, 2006). WHAM-TV. “Could Wind Turbines Be A Health Hazard?”,

Chronicle Herald (August 27, 2007). “Quietly sounding alarm; Forced from home after noise
from wind farm turbines made family sick, d’Entremont telling others his storv” ;

St James Janet (July 29, 2008) WFAA TV. “Nelghbors c]alm wind turbme makes them ill”.

CTv (September 28, 2008) “Wmd turbmes cause health problems residents sav”

Keen, Judy (November 3 2008) USA Today. “Neighbors at odds over noise from wmd
turbines”. -

Tilkin, Dan (November 14 2008) KATU- TV “Wmd farms: Is there a hidden health hazard?”

Sudekum Fisher, Maria (February 3, 2009) Assoc1ated Press: “NW Missouri man sues Deere
wind energy company”.

Takeda, Tsuyoshi (February 6, 2009). Asahi Shimbun. “Something in the Wind as Mystery
[linesses Rise”.

Blaney Flietner, Maureen. Bobvila.com. “Green Backlash: The Wind Turbine Controversy”.

Nelson, Bob (March 2, 2009).'Moming Show, KFIX. “Wind farms: Interview of Malone and
Johnsburg residents”. '

Mills, Erin (March 8, 2009). East Oregonian. “Loud as the wind: Wind tower neighbors
complain of noise fallout”.

Miller, Scott. A-News, CTV G]obe Media. “Wind Turbines Driving People From Their Homes”.

Tremonti, Anna Maria (April 14, 2009). The Current, CBC Radio One. “Wind Turbines:
Health”.
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CBC News. April 14, 2009. “Wind turbines causing health problems, some Ont. residents say”.

Buurma, Christine (April 21, 2009). Wall Street Journal. “Noise. Shadows Raise Hurdles For
Wind Farms”.

CTV Toronto (April 22, 2009). “Reports of wind farm health problems growing”.

Canadian Press (April 23, 2009). CBC News. “Formal study needed into health effects of wind
turbines, doctor says”.

Miller, Scott. A-News, CTV Globe Media. “Daughter’s Earaches Blamed On Wind Farm”.

Epp, Peter (May 5, 2009). “Survey points to health woes arising from wind turbines”.

Mayne, Paul (May 7, 2009). Western News. “Is public’s health blowing in the wind?”.

Delaney, Joan (May 13, 2009) The Epoch Times. “Wind turbines blamed for adverse health
effects” ' 4

Alte11 Beth (May 15, 2009) WLBZ2 “Does wind turbine noise affect your sleen or health‘7”

Hale, Caleb (May 23 2009) Southern Illmmsan “Health can be a key issue when living near
wind farm”.- : :

Hesslin:g, “Kate (June 4, 2009). Huron Daily Tribuhe “Solutions sou;zht for turbine noise”. |

jBoles Stephen (June 7, 2009). Red Green and Blue “Wind Turbine Synd1 ome: Are wind farms
hazardous to human health?”.

Kart, Jeff (June 11, 2009). Bay City Times. “Wind turbine noise is rattling some re31dents in.
Michigan’s Thumb”. :

Walsh, Bill (June 19, 2009). WNEM. “Wind Farms Ruining Quality of Life?”.

Hundertmafk, Suean (June 24, 2009). Lucknow Sentinel. “St. Columban residents get informed
on wind turbine health concerns”. .

Yoshida, Noriyuki; and Yasuda, Koichi (July 1, 2009). Daily Yomiuri. “Wind power has its own
environmental problems”. ,

ABC News (July 15; 2009). “Wind turbine noise ‘forces’ couple out”.

Pagano, Margareta (August 2, 2009). The Independent. “Are wind farms a health r1sk’7 US
scientist identifies ‘wind turbine syndrome’”.
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Martin, Daniel (August 2, 2009). Daily Mail. “Living near a wind farm can cause heart disease,
panic attacks and migraines”.

Stewart, Linda (August 3, 2009). Belfast Telegraph. “Is it dangerous to live close to wind
turbines?”.

Woodrow, Shane (August 6, 2009). WIN TV. “Windfarm Research”.

Anne Ravana (August 7, 2009). Maine Public Broadcasting Network. “Discontent of Mars Hill
Residents Leads to Lawsuit Against First Wind”.

Baca, Nathan (August 11, 2009) KESQ “Mlgrame Wind Turbine Connection Still Being
Examined”.

Lynds, Jen (August 12, 2009). Bangor Daily News. “Mars Hill windmills prompt civil lawsuit”.

A Current Affair (August 14, 2009). Nine-MSN. “Electricity nightmares”.

Wind Concerns Ontario (August 16, 2009). “Wind Victims Gagged and Silenced in Ontario”.

ABC News (August 18, 2009). “Pyrenees Shire questions wind farm noise”.

Wilson, Lauren (August 22, 2009). The Australian. “Farmers flee as turbines trigger despair”.

Wilson, Lauren (August 24 2009). The Australian. “No relief for land owners affected by wind
farms”.

ABC News (August 28, 2009). “Govt urged to probe wind farm illness claims”.

ABC News (September 4, 2009). “Qld noise experts to test Waubra wind farm”.

Hall, Cheryl (September 4, 2009). Stateline Victoria, ABC. “Wind Farms causing head spins”.

Reading, Lyndal (September 7, 2009). Weekly Times. “Anger over wind turbine noise”.

Chatham Daily News (September 22, 2009). “Wind turbines still a problem for some”

Brown, Judy (September 30, 2009). Farm Country. “Wind turbines generate health, farming
concerns”.

Stevens, Kim (October 15, 2009). The Courier. “Health check at Waubra wind farm”.

Whittle, Julian (October 22, 2009). News & Star. “L jving near turbines is ‘mental torture’,
Carlisle inguiry told”.
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Q‘ ~

say”.

Vivian, Richard (November 12, 2009). Orangeville Banner. “Answers definitely not blowing in
the wind”.

Vivian, Richard (November 16, 2009).-Orangeville Banner. “No proven link exists between
wind turbines, health problems”. '

Vivian, Richard (November 19, 2009). Orangeville Banner. “MOE pledges ongoing research on
turbines, health”.

CBC News (November 18, 2009). “Wind power health effects queried by municipal group”.

Annis, Robert. (November 19, 2009). Indranapolrs Star. “Boone County looking into wind farm
health fears”. -

Crosby, Don (November 20, 2009) ‘Owen Sound Sun Trmes “Br uce seeks wind turbme health _
study” : : : Lo

»

Lam Tma (November 24 2009) Detr01t Free Press “Living bv wmd farms no breeze. some

Yomiuri Shimbun (N'ovember‘ 29, 2009). “Gov’r to studv effects of ‘wfnd farms on health”.

Leake, Jonathan and Byford Harry (December 13 2009) Sunday Times. “Off' cials cover up
wind farm noise 1eport” ' :

Whlte Leshe (December 24 2009) Weekly Tlmes “Report crmcal of wmd farms”.

Brarthwarte Chrrs (December 30 2009) Chronrcl “Wmd tower neighbor bou,czht out for hea]th ‘
1easons o :

Schliesmann, Paul (Jailuary 16, 2010). Whig-St’andard. “Wind turbines: Expert says people are
suffering health problems from being too close to str-uctures”.

Ito, Aya; and Takeda Tsuyoshl (January 19, 2010) Asahi Shlmbun “Srokness clarms plompt

study of wind turbines”.

Squair, Sylvia (February 4, 2010). “Throwing Caution to the Wind”.

Hall, Cheryr (February 19, 2010). Stateline Victoria, ABC News. “Claims of wind farm illness”.

Bryce, Robert (March 1,.20 10). Wall Street Journal. “The Brewing Tempest Over Wind Power”.

- ABC News (March 4, 2010). “Govt to investigate wind farm complaints”.
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Fox Business (March 4, 2010). “Wind Farms Causing Health Problems?”.

Gray, Louise (March 6, 2010). Telegraph. “Noise complaints about one in six wind farms”.

Martin, Steve (March 16, 2010). Ballarat Mornings, ABC Victoria. “Wind Turbine Syndrome
with Dr Nina Pierpont”.

Snyder, Paul (April 1, 2010). Daily Reporter. “Landowners sue Invenergy over Forward Wind
Energy Center”. '

Spolar, Matthew (April 12, 2010). Concord Monitor. “Effects of turbines in question”.

Kottke, Colleen (April 18,2010). Fond du Lac Reporter. “Qakfield couple files PSC complaint
over wind farm”.

Roper, Matt (April 19, 2010). Daily Mirror. “Couple driven out by noisy wind turbines sue for
£380.000". '

BBC News (April 27, 2010). “Lincolnshire windfarm rejected to help autistic boys”.

Oike, Yuki Tsuruta (Apri.l 30, 2010). “Japanese conference against big wind”.

Mulholland, Jessica (March 1, 2010). Governing. “Are Wind Farms a Health Risk?”.

Shyder, Paul (May 6, 2010). Daily Reporter. “Wind farm property sells at sheriff’s sale”.

O’Gorman, Josh (May 7, 2010). Rutlénd Herald. “Hospital hosts wind debate”.

Craddock,.-Che'Isea May 11'6, 2010)' Watertown Daily Times. “Hospital shows off balance
center”. B

De Long, L. Sam (May 26, 2010). Watertown Daily Times."‘Anothervhealth problem caused by
turbines”. . : o 3 S

AAP (May 27, 2010). Herald Sun. “Sick residents claim wind farm “torture””

WNEM (May 28, 2010). “Homeowners File Lawsuit Over Wind Turbines”.

Weaver, Alex (May 29, 2010). The Standard. “An ill wind blows in”.

Mchnville, ‘Christine (June 2, 2010). Boston Herald. “Falmouth wind-turbine noise has Jocal
residents whirling”.
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Simpson, Barbara (June 2, 2010). Delhi News-Record. “A quiet room of their own: Residents
impacted by wind turbines sleep in Delhi”.

Sellars, Paul (June 3, 2010). Weekly Times. “Wind turbine iliness claims”.

Lazzaro, Kellie (July 5, 2010). ABC News. “Residents reject wind farm health findings”.

Australia:to News (July 27, 2010). “Family First Senator seeks enquiry into health effects of
wind farms”. _ :

Hugus, Elise R. (July 27, 2010). “Bylaw in the Works to Regulate Turbine Noise”.
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, McCann Exhibit E

posted: December 21,2010 «

Ben Hoen on need for Property Value Guarantee

Author: Schneider, Clif

The following is an excerpt from a conversation I had in April 2010 with Ben Hoen, whose work
with property value impacts associated with wind projects is widely referenced by developers,
including those developers hoping to have wind projects approved here in Jefferson and St.
Lawrence Counties. Hoen’s comments below are very different from the spin suggested by
Madden of BP Alternative Energy and Acciona’s FEIS. Hoen indicates if developers believe
turbines won’t devalue neighboring property they should guarantee it, and he’s right:

“You know we are very cautious about what happens close to the turbines. We really don’t know
what’s gomg on there (e g 1 250 fr from tu1bmes) I Just spoke in Illmms about thls You mlght

for homeé“ fhat are close we have a lot - more 2 amblgulty and re'al' issues. If wé are talkmg about
views that’s one thing, if we are hearmg it or shadow ﬂlcker that might be really regular, the
kind of things that happen at night. ..

“I’m not a lawyer and I’m not the developer, these (PVGs) are just options in the tool kit. I don’t
know whether it’s reasonable to put together, I have looked at one, I don’t know if there is a
better way to write it or whether the one I read from Illinois is good or bad. They have to be
thought about, they all probably have cost implications, so the developer is not going to give
away the house if they were too generous; on the other hand if they are not generous enough they
don’t have any impact. That’s just one of the tools available, there are neighbor agreements that
may be.more applicable whether folks nearby get compensation, if they are not a participating
land owner. One of the things I"ve always hoped is somebody would offer one or the other and
see what landowners would do.”

Reported by:
Clif Schneider
April 12,2010

Listen to the recording of Hoen’s comment:

00660519 2
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CERTIFICATION

The undérsigned, representing McCANN APPRAISAL, LLC, do hereby certify to the best of our knowledge

and. belief that;

FIRST:
SECOND:
THIRD:
FOURTH:
FIFTH:

SIXTH:

SEVENTH:

EIGHTH:

NINTH:

TENTH:

The statements of fact contained in this consulting report are true and correct.

The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions and represents the personal, impartial and unbiased
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions of the undersigned.

We have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report
and no personal interest with respect to any of the parties involved.

We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties
involved with this assignment.

Our engagement inthis assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting
predetermined results.

Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or
reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the
amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a
subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.

Our analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared
in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

No physical inspection was made by McCann Appraisal, LLC of the property that is the
subject of this report. The undersigned utilized photographs, maps and property record card
data for characterizing and understanding the character of the subject property:

No one other than the undersigned provided significant real property appraisal assistance to
the person signing this certification. ' .

Neither the undersigned nor McCann Appraisal, LLC has previously appraised the subject
property.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE UNDERSIGNED has caused these statements to be signed and attested to.

Uded S 4 e

Michael S. McCann, CRA
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
License No0.553.001252 (Expires 9/30/2011)
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PROFESSIONAL BIOGRAPHY
MICHAEL S. MCCANN, CRA

Michael S. McCann has been exclusively engaged in the real estate appraisal profession since
1980, and is the owner of McCann Appraisal, LLC.

EXPERIENCE

His appraisal experience has included market value appraisals of various types of commercial,
office, residential, retail, industrial and vacant property, along with a wide variety of unique or
special purpose real estate, such as limestone quarries, hotels, contaminated properties, etc.
He has gained a wide variety of experience in real estate zoning evaluations and property value
impact studies, including analysis of utility scale wind turbine generating facilities, gas-fired
electric generating plants, shopping centers, industrial facilities, limestone quarries, sanitary
landfills and transfer station waste disposal facilities. He has been retained as an independent
consultant to municipalities, government agencies, corporations, attorneys, developers lending
institutions and private owners, and has spoken at seminars for the Appraisal Institute, the
lllinois State Bar Association and Lorman Education Services on topics including the vacation of
public right of ways (1986), and Property Taxation in the New Millennium (2000), Zoning and
Land Use in Hllinois (2005, 2006).

In addition to evaluation of eminent domain real estate acquisitions for a wide variety of property
owners & condemning authorities, Mr. McCann has served as a Condemnation Commissioner
(2000-2002) appointed by the United States District Court - Northern District, for the purpose of
determining just compensation to property owners, under a federal condemnation matter for a
natural gas pipeline project in Will County, Illinois.

EXPERT TESTIMONY

Assignments include appraisals, studies and consultation regarding real estate located in 21
states. He has qualified and testified as an expert witness in Federal Court, and for
condemnation, property tax appeal and zoning matters in the Counties of Cook, Will, Boone,
Lake, Madison, St. Clair, Iroquois, Fulton, McHenry, Ogle & Kendall Circuit Courts, as well as
the Chicago and Cook County Zoning Boards of Appeal, the Property Tax Appeal Board (PTAB)
and tax court & Commissions of lllinois, Wisconsin, and Ohio, Circuit Courts in New Jersey and
Indiana, as well as zoning, planning, and land use and County Boards in Texas, Missouri,
tdaho, Michigan, New Mexico and various metropolitan Chicago area locales. He has also been
certified as an expert on the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) by
the Cook County, lllinois Circuit Court. Mr. McCann has substantial experience in large-scale
condemnation and acquisition projects and project coordination at the request of various
governmental agencies and departments. These include appraisals for land acquisition projects
such as the Chicago White Sox Stadium project, the Southwest Transit (Orange Line) CTA rail
extension to Chicago's Midway Airport, the United Center Stadium for the Chicago Bulls and
Blackhawks, the minor league baseball league, Silver Cross Field stadium in Joliet, lllinois , as
well as many other urban renewal, acquisition and neighborhood revitalization projects.
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REAL ESTATE EDUCATION

Specialized appraisal education includes successful completion of Real Estate Appraisal
Principles, Appraisal Procedures, Residential Valuation, Capitalization Theory and Techniques
Part A, Standards of Professional Practice Parts A, B and C, Case Studies.in Real Estate
Valuation, Highest and Best Use and Market Analysis, Advanced Income Capitalization,
Subdivision Analysis and Special Purpose Properties, Eminent Domain and Condemnation, and
Valuation of Detrimental Conditions in Real Estate offered by the Appraisal Institute. In addition,
he has completed the Society of Real Estate Appraisers' Marketability and Market Analysis
course, the Executive Enterprises - Environmental Regulation course, and a variety of
continuing education real estate seminars.

DESIGNATIONS & PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
Mr. McCann is a State Certified Associate Member of the Appraisal Institute, and the National
Association of Review Appraisers & Mortgage Underwriters designated him as a Certified
Review Appraiser (CRA). He was elected in 2003 as a member of Lambda Alpha International,
an honorary land economics society, and he served several years as a member of the
Appraiser's Council of the Chicago Board of Realtors.

LICENSES

State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser in the State of llinois (License No. 533.001252)
and is current with all continuing education requirements.
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The Impact of Wind Power Projects on

Residential Property Values in the U.S.

— Key Model Results

* Base Model - Scenic Vista, Area, and Nuisance Stigma
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Abstract

With wind energy expanding rapidly in the U.S. and abroad, and with an increasing number of
communities considering wind power development nearby, there is an urgent need to empirically
investigate common community concerns about wind project development. The concern that
property values will be adversely affected by wind energy facilities is commonly put forth by
stakeholders. Although this concern is not unreasonable, given property value impacts that have
been found near high voltage transmission lines and other electric generation facilities, the
impacts of wind energy facilities on residential property values had not previously been
investigated thoroughly. The present research collected data on almost 7,500 sales of single-
family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different U.S. states.
The conclusions of the study are drawn from eight different hedonic pricing models, as well as
both repeat sales and sales volume models. The various analyses are strongly consistent in that
none of the models uncovers conclusive evidence of the existence of any widespread property
value impacts that might be present in communities surrounding wind energy facilities.
Specifically, neither the view of the wind facilities nor the distance of the home to those facilities
is found to have any consistent, measurable, and statistically significant effect on home sales
prices. Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that individual homes or small
numbers of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, it finds that if these impacts do
exist, they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any widespread, statistically

observable impact.
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Executive Summary

Overview
Wind power development in the United States has expanded dramatically in recent years. If that

growth is to continue it will require an ever-increasing number of wind power projects to be sited,
permitted, and constructed. Most permitting processes in the U.S. require some form of
environmental impact assessment as well as public involvement in the siting process. Though
public opinion surveys generally show that acceptance towards wind energy is high, a variety of
concerns with wind power development are often expressed on the local level during the siting
and permitting process. One such concern is the potential impact of wind energy projects on the

property values of nearby residences.

Concerns about the possible impact of wind power facilities on residential property values can
take many forms, but can be divided into the following non-mutually exclusive categories:

e Area Stigma: A concern that the general area surrounding a wind energy facility will appear
more developed, which may adversely affect home values in the local community regardless
of whether any individual home has a view of the wind turbines.

e Scenic Vista Stigma: A concern that a home may be devalued because of the view of a wind
energy facility, and the potential impact of that view on an otherwise scenic vista.

e Nuisance Stigma: A concern that factors that may occur in close proximity to wind turbines,
such as sound and shadow flicker, will have a unique adverse influence on home values.

Although concerns about the possible impact of wind energy facﬂltles on the property values of
nearby homes are reasonably well established, the available literature' that has sought to quantify

the impacts of wind projects on residential property values has a number of shortcomings:

1) Many studies have relied on surveys of homeowners or real estate professmnals rather than
trying to quantify real price impacts based on market data;

2) Most studies have relied on simple statistical techniques that have limitations and that can be
dramatically influenced by small numbers of sales transactions or survey respondents;

3) Most studies have used small datasets that are concentrated in only one wind project study
area, making it difficult to reliably identify impacts that might apply in a variety of areas;

4) Many studies have not reported measurements of the statistical significance of their results
making it difficult to determine if those results are meaningful;

5) Many studies have concentrated on an investigation of the existence of Area Stigma, and
have ignored Scenic Vista and/or Nuisance Stigmas;

6) Only a few studies included field visits to homes to determine wind turbine visibility and
collect other important information about the home (e.g., the quality of the scenic vista); and

7) Only two studies have been published in peer-reviewed academic journals.

! This literature is briefly reviewed in Section 2 of the full report, and includes: Jordal-Jorgensen (1996); Jerabek
(2001); Grover (2002); Jerabek (2002); Sterzinger et al. (2003); Beck (2004); Haughton et al. (2004); Khatri (2004);
DeLacy (2005); Poletti (2005); Goldman (2006); Hoen (2006); Firestone et al. (2007); Poletti (2007); Sims and Dent
(2007); Bond (2008); McCann (2008); Sims et al. (2008); and Kielisch (2009).

ix
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This repoft builds on the previous literature that has investigated the potential impact of wind
projects on residential property values by using a hedonic pricing model and by avoiding many

of the shortcomings enumerated above.
The hedonic pricing model is one of the
most prominent and reliable methods for
identifying the marginal impacts of
different housing and community
characteristics on residential property

~ values (see side bar). This approach dates

to the seminal work of Rosen (1974) and
Freeman (1979), and much of the
available literature that has investigated
the impacts of potential disamenities on
property values has relied on this method.”

To seed the hedonic model with
appropriate market data, this analysis
collects information on a large quantity of
residential home sales (i.e., transactions)
(n=1,459) from ten communities
surrounding 24 existing wind power
facilities spread across multiple parts of
the U.S. (e.g., nine states). Homes
included in this sample are located from
800 ft to over five miles from the nearest
wind energy facility, and were sold at any
point from before wind facility .
announcement to over four years after the
construction of the nearby wind project.
Each of the homes that sold was visited to
determine the degree to which the wind
facility was likely to have been visible at
the time of sale and to collect other
essential data.

To assess the potential impacts of all three
of the property value stigmas described
earlier, a base hedonic model is applied as
well as seven alternative hedonic models
each designed to investigate the reliability

What Is a Hedonic Pricing Model?

Hedonic pricing models are frequently used by
economists and real estate professionals to assess.
the impacts of house and community
characteristics on  property  values by
investigating the sales prices of homes. A house
can be thought of as a bundle of characteristics
(e.g., number of square feet, number of
bathrooms). When a price is agreed upon by a
buyer and seller there is an implicit
understanding that those characteristics have
value. When data from a large number of
residential transactions are available, the
individual marginal contribution to the sales
price of each characteristic for an average home
can be estimated with a hedonic regression
model. Such a model can statistically estimate,
for example, how much an additional bathroom
adds to the sale price of an average home. A
particularly useful application of the hedonic
model is to value non-market goods — goods that
do not have transparent and observable market
prices. For this reason, the hedonic model is
often used to derive value estimates of amenities
such as wetlands or lake views, and disamenities
such as proximity to and/or views of high-
voltage transmission lines, roads, cell phone
towers, and landfills. It should be emphasized
that the hedonic model is not typically designed
to appraise properties (i.e, to establish an
estimate of the market value of a home at a
specified point in time), as would be done with
an automated valuation model. Instead, the
typical goal of a hedonic model is to estimate the
marginal contribution of individual house or
community characteristics to sales prices.

of the results and to explore other aspects of the data (see Table ES - 1 below). In addition, a
repeat sales model is analyzed, and an investigation of possible impacts on sales volumes is

2 Many of these studies are summarized in the following reviews: Kroll and Priestley (1992); McCann (1999);
Batemnan et al. (2001); Boyle and Kiel (2001); Jackson (2001); Simons and Saginor (2006); and Leonard et al.
(2008). For further discussion of the hedonic model and its application to the quantification of environmental

stigmas see Jackson (2005) and Simons (2006a).
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conducted. Though some limitations to the analysis approach and available data are
acknowledged, the resulting product is the most comprehensive and data-rich analysis to date in

the U.S. or abroad on the impacts of wind projects on nearby property values.

Analysis Findings
Table ES - 1 describes the ten resulting statistical models that are employed to investigate the

effects of wind facilities on residential sales prices, and the specific stigmas that those models
investigate. Though all models test some combination of the three possible stigmas, they do so
in different ways. For instance, the Base Model asks the question, “All else being equal, do
homes near wind facilities sell for prices different than for homes located farther away?”, while
the All Sales Model asks, “All else being equal, do homes near wind facilities that sell after the
construction of the wind facility sell for prices different from similar homes that sold before the
announcement and construction of the facility?” Each model is therefore designed to not only
test for the reliability of the overall results, but also to explore the myriad of potential effects
from a variety of perspectives. Table ES-2 sumrmarizes the results from these models.

Table ES - 1: Description of Statistical Models

Statistical Model Description
Using only "post-construetion" transactions (those that occurred after the wind facility was

Base Hedonic Model built), this model investigates all three stigmas in a straightforward manner

Alternative Hedonic Models

Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates whether the Scenic Vista
Stigma results from the Base Model are independent of the Nuisance and Area Stigma

results

View Stability

Using only post-construction transactions, this mode! investigates whether the Nuisance
and Area Stigma results from the Base Model are independent of the Scenic Vista Stigma

results

Distance Stability

Using only post-construction transactions, this mode! investigates Area and Nuisance
Stigmas by applying a continuous distance parameter as opposed to the categorical

Continuous Distance
variables for distance used in the previous models

Using all transactions, this model investigates whether the results for the three stigmas
change if transactions that occurred before the announcement and construction of the wind

facility are included in the sample

Using all transactions, this mode] further investigates Area and Nuisance Stigmas and how
they change for homes that sold more than two years pre-announcement through the period
more than four years post-construction

All Sales

Temporal Aspects

. . Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates the degree to which a
Orientation Y . . . . .
home’s orientation to the view of wind turbines affects sales prices

Using only post-construction transactions, this model investigates the degree to which the
overlap between the view of a wind facility and a home’s primary scenic vista affects sales

Overlap !
prices :

Using paired transactions of homes that sold once pre-announcement and again post-
construction, this model investigates the three stigmas, using as a reference transactions of
Repeat Sales Model . f . > .

homes located outside of five miles of the nearest wind turbine and that have no view of the

turbines

Using both pre-announcement and post-construction transactions, this model investigates
whether the rate of home sales (not the price of those sales) is affected by the presence of

Sales Volume Model
nearby wind facilities

62001612
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Table ES-2: Impact of Wind Projecté on Property Values: Summary of Key Results

Is there statistical evidence of:
Area Scenic Vista Nuisance Section

Statistical Model Stigma? Stigma? Stigma? Reference
|Base Model No No No Section 4

View Stability Not tested No Not tested Section 5.1

Distance Stability No Not tested No Section 5.1
|Continuous Distance No No No Section 5.2

All Sales No No Limited Section 5.3

Temporal Aspects No No No Section 5.4

Orientation No : No No Section 5.5

Qverlap No Limited No Section 5.6
[Repeat Sales | No | Limited l No |Section 6 |
|§ales Volume | No | Not tested | ~ No |Section 7 |

INO" i No statistical evidence of a negative impact

"Tes" o i e Strong statistical evidence of a negative impact -

"Limited"... ... v .. Limited and inconsistent statistical evidence of a negative impact

"Not tested"...... ... ... This model did not test for this stigma

Base Model Results
The Base Model serves as the primary model and allows all three stigmas to be explored. In sum,

this model finds no persuasive evidence of any of the three potential stigmas: neither the view of
the wind facilities nor the distance of the home to those facilities is found to have any consistent,
measurable, and statistically significant effect on home sales prices.

Area Stigma: To investigate Area Stigma, the mode] tests whether the sales prices of homes
situated anywhere outside of one mile and inside of five miles of the nearest wind facility are
measurably different from the sales price of those homes located outside of five miles. No
statistically significant differences in sales prices between these homes are found (see Figure
ES-1).

Scenic Vista Stigma: For Scenic Vista Stigma, the model is first used to investigate whether
the sales prices of homes with varying scenic vistas - absent the presence of the wind facility
- are measurably different. The model results show dramatic and statistically significant
differences in this instance (see Figure ES-2); not surprisingly, home buyers and sellers
consider the scenic vista of a home when establishing the appropriate sales price.
Nonetheless, when the model tests for whether homes with minor, moderate, substantial, or
extreme views of wind turbines have measurably different sales prices, no statistically
significant differences are apparent (see Figure ES-3).

Nuisance Stigma: Finally, for Nuisance Stigma, the model is used to test whether the sales
prices of homes situated inside of one mile of the nearest wind energy facility are measurably
different from those homes located outside of five miles. Although sample size is somewhat
limited in this case,’ the model again finds no persuasive statistical evidence that wind

1

% 125 homes were located inside of one mile of the nearest wind facility and sold post-construction.
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facilities measurably and broadly impact residential sales prices (see Figure ES-1 and later
results).

Figure ES-1: Base Model Results: Area and Nuisance Stigma

Average Percentage Differences

25%
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T )

Average Percentage Differences In Sales Prices
As Compared To Reference Category

i

No differences are statistically
significant at the 10% level

Reference

-0.4%

Category

AREA

STIGMA

Within 3000 Feet

Between 3000 Feet
and 1 Mile (n=58)

Between 1 and 3 Miles Between 3 and 5 Miles

(n=2019)

(n=1923)

Outside 5 Miles
(n=870)

The reference category consists of transactions for homes situated more than five miles from the nearest
turbine, and that occured after construction began on the wind facility

Figure ES-2: Base Model Results: Scenic Vista
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| | All differences are statistically
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Reference
Category
Below Average Vista Average Vista Above Average Vista Premium Vista
(n=2857) (n=1247) (n=448) (n=75)

The reference category consists of transactions for homes with an Average Vista, and that occured
affer construction began on the wind facility
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Figure ES-3: Base Model Results: Scenic Vista Stigma
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The reference category consists of transactions for homes without a view of the turbines,
and that occured after construction began on the wind facility

The seven alternative hedonic models and the additional analysis contained in the Repeat Sales
and Sales Volume Models (see Table ES-2) provide a fuller picture of the three stigmas and the

robustness of the Base Model results.

Area Stigma: Other Model Results
Concentrating first on Area Stigma, the results from all of the models are similar: there is no

statistical evidence of a widespread Area Stigma among the homes in this sample. Homes in the
study areas analyzed here do not appear to be measurably stigmatized by the arrival of a wind
facility, regardless of when those homes sold in the wind project development process and

regardless of whether the homes are located one mile or five miles away from the nearest facility.

In the All Sales Model, for example, after adjusting for inflation,® homes that sold after wind
facility construction and that had no view of the turbines are found to have transacted for higher
prices - not lower - than those homes that sold prior to wind facility construction. Moreover, in
the Temporal Aspects Model, homes that sold more than two years prior to the announcement of
the wind facility and that were located more than five miles from where the turbines were
eventually located are found to have transacted for lower prices - not higher - than homes
situated closer to the turbines and that sold at any time after the announcement and construction
of the wind facility (see Figure ES - 4). Further, in the Repeat Sales Model, homes located near
the wind facilities that transacted more than once were found to have appreciated between those

sales by an amount that was no different from that experienced by homes located in an area

4 All sales prices in all models are adjusted for inflation, but because this model (and the Temporal Aspects Model)
deals with time explicitly, it is mentioned specifically here.
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many miles away from the wind facilities. Finally, as shown in Table ES-2, none of the other
models identified evidence of a broadly negative and statistically significant Area Stigma.

Scenic Vista Stigma: Other Model Results
With respect to Scenic Vista Stigma, the seven alternative hedonic models and the additional

analysis contained in the Repeat Sales Model find little consistent evidence of a broadly negative
and statistically significant impact. Although there are 730 residential transactions in the sample
that involve homes that had views of a wind facility at the time of sale, 160 of which had
relatively significant views (i.e., a rating higher than Minor), none of the various models finds
strong statistical evidence that the view of a nearby wind facility impacts sales prices in a

significant and consistent manner.

When concentrating only on the view of the wind facilities from a home (and not testing for Area
and Nuisance Stigmas simultaneously), for example, the results from the View Stability Model
are very similar to those derived from the Base Model, with no evidence of a Scenic Vista
Stigma. Similarly, the All Sales Model finds that homes that sold after wind facility construction
and that had a view of the facility transacted for prices that are statistically indistinguishable
from those homes that sold at any time prior to wind facility construction. The Orientation
Model, meanwhile, fails to detect any difference between the sales prices of homes that had
either a front, back, or side orientation to the view of the wind facility. As shown in Table ES-2,
the Continuous Distance and Temporal Aspects models also do not uncover any evidence of a
broadly negative and statistically significant Scenic Vista Stigma.

In the Repeat Sales Model, some limited evidence is found that a Scenic Vista Stigma may exist,
but those effects are weak, fairly small, somewhat counter-intuitive, and are at odds with the

‘results of other models. This finding is likely driven by the small number of sales pairs that are
located within one mile of the wind turbines and that experience a dramatic view of those
turbines. Finally, in the Overlap Model, where the degree to which a view of the wind facility
overlaps the primary scenic vista from the home is accounted for, no statistically significant
differences in sales prices are detected between homes with somewhat or strongly overlapping
views when compared to those homes with wind turbine views that did not overlap the primary
scenic vista. Though this model produces some weak evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma among
homes with Minor views of wind facilities, the same model finds that the sales prices of those
homes with views that barely overlap the primary scenic vista are positively impacted by the
presence of the wind facility. When these two results are combined, the overall impact is
negligible, again demonstrating no persuasive evidence of a Scenic Vista Stigma.

Nuisance Stigma: Other Model Results
Results for Nuisance Stigma from the seven alternative hedonic models and the additional

analysis contained in the Repeat Sales and Sales Volume Models support the Base Model results.
Taken together, these models present a consistent set of results: homes in this sample that are
within a mile of the nearest wind facility, where various nuisance effects have been posited, have
not been broadly and measurably affected by the presence of those wind facilities. These results
imply that Nuisance Stigma effects are either not present in this sample, or are too small and/or

infrequent to be statistically distinguished.
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In the Distance Stability Model, for example, when concentrating only on the distance from
homes tothe nearest wind turbine (and not testing for Scenic Vista Stigma simultaneously), the
results are very similar to those derived from the Base Model, with no statistical evidence of a
Nuisance Stigma. These results are corroborated by the Continuous Distance, Orientation,
Overlap, and Repeat Sales Models, none of which find a statistically significant relationship
between distance and either sales prices or appreciation rates. Relatedly, the Sales Volume
analysis finds no evidence that homes located within one mile of the nearest wind turbine are
sold any more or less frequently than homes located farther away from the wind facilities.

In the All Sales Model, a weakly significant difference is found between the sales prices of
homes located between 3000 feet and one mile of the nearest wind facility and the homes that
sold before the announcement of the wind facility. This effect, however, is largely explained by
the results of the Temporal Aspects Model, shown in Figure ES - 4. The Temporal Aspects
Model finds that homes located within one mile of where the wind turbines would eventually be
located sold for depressed prices well before the wind facility was even announced or
constructed. In all time periods following the commencement of wind facility construction,
however, inflation-adjusted sales prices increased - not decreased - relative to pre-announcement
levels, demonstrating no statistical evidence of a Nuisance Stigma. The results from the All
Sales Model (and, for that matter, the negative, albeit statistically insignificant coefficients inside
of one mile in the Base Model, see Figure ES-1) are therefore an indication of sales price levels
that preceded wind facility announcement construction, and that are not sustained after

construction.

Figure ES - 4: Temporal Aspects Model Results: Area and Nuisance Stigma
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Conclusions and Further Research Needs
Though each of the analysis techniques used in this report has strengths and wealknesses, the

results as a whole are strongly consistent in that none of the models uncovers conclusive
evidence of the presence of any of the three property value stigmas that might be present in
communities surrounding wind power facilities. Therefore, based on the data sample and
analysis presented here, no evidence is found that home prices surrounding wind facilities are
consistently, measurably, and significantly affected by either the view of wind facilities or the
distance of the home to those facilities. Although the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that
individual homes or small numbers of homes have been or could be negatively impacted, it finds
that if these impacts do exist, they are either too small and/or too infrequent to result in any
widespread, statistically observable impact. Moreover, to the degree that homes and wind
facilities in this sample are similar to homes and facilities in other areas of the United States, the
results presented here are expected to be transferable to other areas.

This work builds on the existing literature in a number of respects, but there remain a number of
areas for further research. The primary goal of subsequent research should be to concentrate on
those homes located closest to wind facilities, where the data sample herein was the most limited.
Additional research of the nature reported in this paper could be pursued, but with a greater
number of transactions, especially for homes particularly close to wind facilities. A more
detailed analysis of sales volume impacts may also be fruitful, as would an assessment of the
potential impact of wind facilities on the length of time homes are on the market in advance of an
eventual sale. Finally, it would be useful to conduct a survey of those homeowners living close
to existing wind facilities, and especially those residents who have bought and sold homes in
proximity to wind facilities after facility construction, to as