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I write on behalf of Petitioner Deerfield Wind, LLC ("Deerfield Wind") in response to 
comments filed with the Board by Industrial Wind Action Group, Inc. ("IWAG") on June 30, 2015 
regarding Deerfield Wind's second set of post-CPG compliance filings (dated 6/1/15) for the 
Deerfield Wind Project ("the Project"). The Second Set of Compliance Filings included the Final 
Design Plans, Substation Plan and One-Line Diagram, and Schedule/Plan for Noise During 
Construction ("Second Set"). I also write to update the Board regarding the electrical substation 
plans for the Project. 

Substation Plans 

After it submitted the Second Set of Compliance Filings, Deerfield Wind received an inquiry 
from the Department of Public Service ("Department") regarding the electrical substation plans.1 In 
particular, the Department had questions regarding the finality of the design, the effect the System 
Impact Study ("SIS") might have on the design, and whether it might be possible to further optimize 
the design to reduce its footprint while still adhering to necessary clearance requirements for 
electrical equipment. Deerfield Wind and the Department came to an understanding that after the 
final SIS is issued, Deerfield Wind will revisit the electrical substation plans and produce a final, 
optimized design. The Department will be given the opportunity to review the revised plans, and 
once any questions are resolved, Deerfield Wind will submit the final plans to the Board. 

Deerfield Wind thus respectfully requests that the Board hold the electrical substation plan 
in abeyance for the time being, but otherwise act and approve the final detailed design plans for the 
Project that were submitted with the Second Set. 

!WAG Comments 

None of the comments filed by IW AG raises a significant issue with regard to Deerfield 
Wind's Certificate of Public Good ("CPG") or its recent compliance filings. IWAG's comments 

1 The Department filed a comment letter with the Board dated June 30, 2015 in which it stated, "It is our understanding 
that the substation plan as filed is not yet final. The Department therefore is reserving comment on the substation until 
a final plan is filed for review." The Department provided no other comments concerning the Second Set. 



follow a consistent pattern: IWAG attempts to cast doubt on Deerfield Wind's credibility, and to 
parlay that alleged doubt into an opportunity for further "proceedings" (i.e., litigation and delay). 
But in substance, IWAG's arguments depend entirely on trivial points of criticism or confusion. 
Below, and in the attached documents, Deerfield Wind provides the information needed to answer 
all of IWAG's criticisms. Additional costly proceedings would serve no purpose. 

I. Turbine Noise Assessment 

First, IW AG addresses the replacement of the turbines on the Eastern Ridge with Gamesa 
G87 models, and the question of Project sound levels. 

IWAG notes that Attachment 11 b of the Second Set indicates that the G87 turbines have a 
sound power level of 104 dBA, whereas in Mr. Kaliski's prefiled testimony of July 30, 2007, he 
stated that the G87 turbines have a sound power level of no more than 107.5 dBA. The reason is 
quite simple: the current version of the G87 turbines-the G87 Class S, or "CS"-has a rated sound 
power level of no more than 104.3 dBA. See Gamesa G87 CS datasheet (attached). And, IWAG 
fails to note that Mr. Kaliski conservatively modeled the G87s at 106.3 dBA to account for any 
possible margin of error. See Second Set, Attachment 11b, Table 3. 

IW AG also claims that the Project is "likely" to operate above 45 dBA, and that the Board's 
Final Order of April 16, 2009 "acknowledges that both the existing Searsburg and proposed turbines 
could operate above the 45 dBA limit." IWAG Comments at 3. This is, quite simply, a distortion. 
The Board found that "[t]he probability that for any hour the combined sound level from both the 
existing and proposed turbines would be at or below 45 dBA is 99%," and that "[t]he combined 
modeled sound level from both the existing and proposed turbines at Mr. Shea's residence is 42 
dBA." Final Order at 65-66. In any event, however one reads that Board finding, it was made in 
the context of approving the Project and thus it is of no consequence now in reviewing Deerfield's 
projected noise levels. 

More importantly, the Board found that whatever the respective merits of different 
approaches to sound measurement, "the imposition of absolute standards with regard to noise levels 
at the nearest receptor locations are an appropriate means to ensure these areas is not adversely 
impacted." Id. at 66. Accordingly, the Board imposed CPG Condition 28: "Deeifield shall construct and 
operate the Prqject so that ... Project related sound levels at a'!Y existing surrounding residences do not exceed 4 5 
dBA(exterior)(Leq)(t hr) or 30 dBA (interior bedrooms)(Leq)(1 hr)." It also imposed CPG Condition 30, 
requiring Deerfield Wind to monitor Project noise during the first full year of operation "to cotifirm 
under a variery ef seasonal and climactic conditions compliance with the maximum allowable sound levels." In other 
words, there is no "likelihood" that the Project will exceed the noise standard, because Deerfield 
Wind is required under the terms of its permit to ensure that it complies with the noise standard. 
For the same reason, IWAG's assertion that "nighttime hourly sound levels for the approved project 
may exceed 45 dBA" rings hollow. Deerfield Wind must and will operate the Project so that it 
complies with the noise standard. If it fails to do so, the Board has the power to enforce 
compliance, and, if necessary, to punish any violations. 

IW AG also asserts that Mr. I<aliski "offers no explanation of the modeling conducted nor 
does he supply the assumptions used." In fact, as Mr. Kaliski states in the attached affidavit, he 
provided the same information about his modeling as he did in his submissions to the Board during 
the permitting phase of the Project. 
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Finally, Deerfield Wind is troubled by misquoting or selective quoting in IWAG's filing. For 
example, in paragraph 3 of its letter, IWAG refers to a sentence from Mr. Kaliski's 2007 report 
reading "To meet this standard, the sound power level from each wind turbine (assuming 17 
turbines) would need to be at or below 107.5 dBA at the maximum rated capacity." But IWAG 
omits any reference to the following sentence: "However, other combinations of sound power 
levels, wind turbine siting and changing the number of wind turbines can also achieve the same 
result." This context is necessary for an accurate representation of Mr. Kaliski's testimony. More to 
the point, it reaffirms the common sense understanding that there are many ways to satisfy the 
Board's noise standards-including use of the turbine configuration Deerfield Wind proposes. 

At bottom, IWAG's arguments are not about noise, but about Mr. Kaliski's credibility, as 
though this minor point of confusion casts doubt on Deerfield Wind's future compliance with the 
Board's bright-line noise standard. This logic is strained, to say the least. In any case, as this letter 
and attachments show, there is no actual discrepancy in Mr. Kaliski's noise modeling. IWAG has 
failed to raise any significant issue with regard to noise. 

II. Visual Impact Assessment 

A. O&M Area OJ 8) 

IW AG criticizes the expansion of the O&M area, dismissing Jean Vissering' s assessment that 
only a "quick glimpse" will be visible from Route 8 on the ground that it "gives no comfort to Peter 
Janovsky." 

IW AG has no standing to assert Mr. J anovsky' s interests. In Application ef Seneca Wind, I.LC, 
a participant moved for relief from judgment partly on the ground that the applicant had allegedly 
failed to provide a required notice to other participants in the proceeding. Docket No. 7867, (Order 
of Nov. 8, 2012). The Board was critical of this argument, as the movant failed to "explain why it 
has standing to assert the interests of other parties to bolster its argument in an attempt to advance 
its own interests." Id. n.2. The question is all the more pressing here, where IW AG seeks to assert 
the interests of a non-party to the proceeding. 

Even if IWAG did have standing to raise this argument, it provides no support of any kind 
for its claim that Mr. Janovsky will be impacted. It points out that Mr. Janovsky's home is located 
across Putnam Road, below the O&M area, but has no other basis for its claim that Mr. J anovsky 
will be adversely impacted. 2 

And even ifIWAG did have some support for its claim of an adverse impact on Mr. 
Janovsky, it is black letter law in Vermont that "proceedings under 30 V.S.A. § 248 relate only to the 
issue of public good, not the interests of private landowners who are or may be involved." Vermont 
Elec. Power Co., Inc. v. Bandel, 135 Vt. 141, 145 (1977); see also Petition efBarton Solar I.LC, Docket No. 
8148 (Order of April 11, 2014) ("[T]he parties are reminded that personal property rights are not 
relevant to the determination of public good in a Section 248 proceeding.") (citing Vermont Elect. 
Power Co.). The interests of private landowners like Mr. Janovsky who are not involved are even 
further outside of the proper scope of a Section 248 inquiry. 

2 In fact, Mr. Janovsky is a participating landowner of the Project and has granted Deerfield the right to purchase certain 
lands located near the O&M area. 
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Nor is there any basis for IWAG's criticism that Putnam Road will be "dwarfed" by the 
West Access Road. The scale of the West Access Road as compared with Putnam Road on the 
Final Design Plans differs hardly at all from the CPG-Approved Plans. See Second Set Attachment 
5 (Comparison Plans). Indeed, IWAG identifies no distinction of any kind between the Final 
Design Plans and the CPG-Approved Plans that would raise a significant issue at this stage. 

As for IWAG's request for Deerfield Wind to develop a post-construction landscaping plan 
for the O&M area, the Board can assess the need, if any, for additional landscaping at a post
construction site visit. This would be a more logical and reasonable approach, in contrast to 
requiring a plan to be developed ex ante, solely on the basis of IWAG's comments. 

IWAG has no substantive critique of Ms. Vissering's work with regard to the O&M area. Its 
arguments. on behalf of Mr. J anovsky are not only baseless, but improper. They do not raise any 
significant issue with regard to visual impacts. 

B. Putnam Road (,- 9) 

IW AG raises concerns regarding the status of Putnam Road, and specifically "whether 
Deerfield has secured permission from the Town of Searsburg" for impacts of the West Access 
Road on Putnam Road. For the same reasons detailed above with regard to Mr. Janovsky, IWAG 
has no standing to raise arguments on behalf of the Town. Indeed, the Town is a party to this 
proceeding and represents its own interests with respect to the Town road. Even if IWAG did have 
standing, this argument would not raise any significant issues.3 Not only is there an ample record 
regarding Deerfield Wind's agreement with the Town of Searsburg regarding infrastructure, but the 
basic impacts of the West Access Road on Putnam Road were shown in the plans that the Board 
already approved in the CPG. 

IW A G's solicitude for the Town of Searsburg is misplaced. A detailed record was developed 
in the CPG proceedings regarding the Town's control over its infrastructure. On April 8, 2008, 
Deerfield Wind and Searsburg executed an agreement requiring Deerfield Wind to "[s]ubmit to the 
Town for prior review and prior approval the plans for any work related to the Project that abuts, 
joins, or requires alteration of any town highways or trails, including Class 4 roads [or] ... that 
affects drainage along, across, above or below town highways, including Class 4 roads," and to 
"[p]romptly repair or correct, at Deerfield Wind's sole expense, any damage to town highways, 
drainage structures, or other Town-owned infrastructure caused by Deerfield Wind or its 
contractors during construction and/ or operation of the Project." In his prefiled testimony of April 
28, 2008, Stanley Florence stated that the Town had "insisted on prior approval of plans, access to 
constructions sites, drawings, and other things that will help us do our jobs." As the Town indicated 
in its January 22, 2009 Request for Findings, Deerfield Wind agreed to provide "[p]rior review and 
approval by Searsburg of all construction involving or affecting town-owned roads and related 
property." The Board's Final Order described the agreement between Deerfield Wind and the 
Town, and included its terms as conditions of the CPG. Final Order at 15. Any suggestion by 
IWAG that there are lingering doubts about Searsburg's ability to protect its interests is, at best, 
disingenuous. 

3 Moreover, as the Board stated earlier this week, "Section 248 does not require the Board to determine property rights 
regarding either the Project site or the proposed access route to the site. The Board is required, however, to determine 
the impact of the proposed Project on certain criteria enumerated in Section 248." Petition efVermont Solar Farmers, LLC, 
Docket No. 8443 (Order of July 27, 2015) (hearing officer). 
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This line of criticism is all the more baffling, as the CPG-approved design plans already 
called for the West Access Road to cross Putnam Road at several points, and to intersect with Route 
8 at the same point. This was clearly depicted in Deerfield Wind's Second Set of Compliance 
Filings, on Second Set Attachment 4 (CPG-Approved Plan) and Attachment 5 (Comparison Plans). 

As with its arguments regarding Mr. Janovsky, IW AG lacks standing to raise any arguments 
for the Town of Searsburg, and in any case, raises no arguments of merit on the Town's behalf. 
IWAG's critiques regarding Putnam Road do not raise any significant issue. 

C. Crosier Cemetery (, 10) 

IW AG asserts that the addition of an entrance to Route 8 off of Sleepy Hollow Road north 
of the existing intersection will "negatively impact the scenic value" of Crosier Cemetery, located 
south of Sleepy Hollow Road. It makes this assertion without any evidentiary support, and without 
any regard for balancing the reduced impacts of the Final Design Plans near the cemetery. 

The beginning and end of IWAG's argument on this score is its bald assertion that the 
changes contemplated in this area will "serve to negatively impact the scenic value of the cemetery." 
IWAG provides no explanation or evidence demonstrating why this is so. It ignores the reduced 
wetland impacts resulting from the northern entrance to Route 8, and the removal of a stormwater 
detention basin immediately southeast of the cemetery. See Second Set Attachment 5 (Comparison 
Plans), Sheet C-7. It suggests that rerouting the entrance "further south beyond the collector line" 
would be a reasonable alternative. 

Moreover, as Ms. Vissering indicates in the attached supplemental affidavit, the revised 
intersection will be safer and more logical then the realignment of Sleepy Hollow Road called for in 
the CPG-Approved Plans. 

Thus, IW AG's argument fails to raise any significant issues with regard to visual impacts. 

D. Visual Simulations CIJ 11) 

Finally, IW AG criticizes the visual simulations submitted as Second Set Attachment 12b. It 
compares the simulations unfavorably with the simulations filed in August 2006 and June 2007, 
claiming that they give the impression that "as turbine rotor diameters grow in size, they become less 
visible.4 IWAG claims there must be errors in the simulations, or that different assumptions were 
used over time. 

Again, clear answers to IWAG's concerns are readily available in the record of this 
proceeding. In their testimony of July 30, 2007, Ms. Vissering and Michael Buscher testified that the 
2007 simulations "show[ed] the new turbine type with white blades, rather than the black blades 
shown on earlier simulations depicting the GE 1.SSL."5 The G87 turbines, likewise, have white 

4 All of the visual simulations (old and new) were prepared by VERA Renewables, not by Ms. Vissering, as IWAG's 
letter indicates. 
5 IWAG notes that Ms. Vissering's July 2006 report states that "differences in blade color ... would not appear to be 
significant from the distances at which the turbines are mostly likely to be publicly viewed." But IWAG omits the 
context of that statement: cumulative impacts and visual clutter, not mere visibility. 
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blades. White blades are, indeed, less visible than black blades-a visual improvement, and not, as 
IW AG insinuates, the product of subterfuge. 

Moreover, as indicated in the attached Affidavit of John Zimmerman, each simulation 
reflects the most up-to-date Project layout. As a result, the turbine locations vary in each simulation. 
As for rotor diameters, only Viewpoint 8 from the 2012 simulations show the larger 97 meter rotors 
proposed on the Western Ridge. These blades are 10 percent longer than the 88 meter rotor blades 
illustrated in the 2007 simulations-a difference of approximately 5 pixels at the scale of the 
simulation image, according to Mr. Zimmerman's affidavit. That such a small difference is all but 
imperceptible to the human eye is precisely what the simulation is intended to illustrate. 

IWAG accuses Ms. Vissering of making "efforts to mask the appearance of the longer 
blades in her simulations." This is a mere ad hominem attack and adds nothing. The fact is that the 
existing record already amply documents the history of the turbine models and associated visual 
simulations. That evidence, along with Mr. Zimmerman's new affidavit, establish beyond any doubt 
that IW AG has failed to raise a significant issue with regard to the visual simulations. 

Conclusion 

None of the concerns IW AG raises in its letter have a substantive basis. In most cases, 
IWAG either professes ignorance on factual matters that have already been addressed on the record, 
or renews criticisms that were already considered and rejected in the permitting phase. IW AG's 
confusion regarding the sound power level of the G87 turbines is of little moment, and easily 
clarified. Despite its efforts to undermine the credibility of the engineers and consultants who have 
worked on this Project-and on whom the Board already relied in approving the Project-IWAG 
has failed to raise any significant issues regarding any of the Section 248 criteria. Any further 
proceedings would be a costly and unnecessary exercise. 

Deerfield Wind respectfully submits that the Board has sufficient information to approve the 
Second Set of Compliance Filings with the exception of the electrical substation plans, which as 
noted above should be held in abeyance for the time being. Many thanks for your consideration, and 
please contact us if you have any questions. 

Ends. 

cc: Service List 

ndrew N. Raubvo el, 
Alexander "Sash" L s, sq. 
DUN.KIEL SAUNDERS EL OTI RAUBVOGEL AND HAND, PILC 
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STATE OF VERMONT 
PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD 

Docket No. 7250 

Amended Petition of Deerfield Wind, LLC for a certificate ) 
of public good authorizing it to construct and operate 1 7 turbine, ) 
34 to 35.7 MW wind generation facility, and associated transmission ) 
and interconnection facilities, on approximately 80 acres in the ) 
Green Mountain National Forest, located in Searsburg and ) 
Readsboro, Vermont, with 7 turbines to be placed on the east side ) 
of Route 8 on the same ridgeline as the existing GMP Searsburg ) 
wind facility (Eastern Project Area), and 10 turbines along the ) 
ridgeline to the west of Route 8 in the northwesterly orientation ) 
0XJ estern Project Area) ) 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Gillian Bergeron, certify that on July 31, 2015, I forwarded copies of Deerfield Wind's Rep/y to 

Industrial Wind Action Group's Comments re Second Set ef Post-CPG Compliance Filings, to the following service list 

by the method noted: 

By Hand Delivery and E-Mail: 
Mrs. Susan Hudson, Clerk 
Vermont Public Service Board 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, Vf 05620-2701 

By First Class Mail and E-Mail: 
Jeanne Elias, Esq. 
Geoff Commons, Esq. 
Vermont Dept. of Public Service 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601 

Richard H Saudek, Esq. 
Diamond & Robinson, P.C. 
15 East State Street, Suite 201 
Montpelier, VT 05601 
(Towns of Searsburg and Readsboro) 

Catherine Gjessing, Esq. 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources 
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2 
Montpelier, VT 05620-3901 

Charlotte Ancel 
Green Mountain Power Corporation 
163 Acorn Lane 
Colchester, VT05446 

John W. Kessler, Esq. 
Dale E. Azaria, Esq. 
Vermont Dept. of Housing & Comm. Affairs 
Agency of Commerce and Community Dev. 
National Life Bldg., Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-0501 

Jamey D. Fidel, Esq. 
Vermont Natural Resources Council 
9 Bailey Avenue 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

Peter Zamore, Esq. 
Sheehey Furlong & Behm P.C. 
30 l\1ain Street, 61h Floor 
P.O. Box 66 
Burlington, VT 05402-0066 
(For Green I\fountain Power) 

Chris Campany, Executive Director 
John Bennett, Senior Planner 
\\'indham Regional Commission 



139 Main Street, Suite 505 
Brattleboro, VT 05301 

Nancy S. Mahnquist, Esq 
Downs Rachlin Martin PLLC 
90 Prospect Street 
P.O. Box 99 
St.Johnsbury, VT 05819-0099 
(For National Grid) 

Ms. Deidre Matthews 
National Grid 
40 Sylvan Road 
Waltham, MA 02451 

Lisa Linowes, Executive Director 
Industrial Wind Action Group 
286 Parker Hill Road 
Lyman, NH 03585 

Fairwind Vermont 
P.O. Box 543 
Londonderry, VT 05148 

Thomas Shea 
32 Lamprey Road 
Kensington, NH 03833 

Paul Burns, Executive Director 
Vermont Public Interest Research Group 
141 Main Street, Suite 6 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

Robert M. Fisher, Esq. 
Fisher & Fisher Law Offices 
114 Main St., PO Box 621 
Brattleboro, VT 05302-0621 
(For the Town of Wihnington) 

Sandra Levine, Senior Attorney 
Conservation Law Foundation 
15 East State Street, Suite #4 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

Clifford and Diana Duncan 
Duncan Cable TV Services 
PO Box 685 
Wilmington, VT 05363 

Gerald DeGray 
P.O. Box 1717 
Wilmington, VT 05363-1717 

Ed Cherian, Project Manager 
Iberdrola Renewables 
P.O. Box 326 
Concord, NH 03302 

Dated at Burlington, Vermont, this 31" day of July, 2015. 

by: 
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SCOPE 

The G87-2.0 MW class S wind turbine power curve and associated noise level is presented. 
The data provided only applies for standard operation, in the terms described in Tables 1 
and 2 unless otherwise specified. 

RECORD OF CHANGES 

Rev. Date Author Description 

0 24/02/2011 RFPRIETO Initial Version 

"The original version of th1s document is m English. In case of a discrepancy between the translation and the original, the Spanish document takes preference." 
PSP-TEC-012 ED.1 
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Title: G87 2.0MW CS POWER CURVE AND NOISE LEVEL 

1 AIM 

This document presents the G87-2.0MW class S wind turbine power curve and associated 
noise level. 

2 DEFINITIONS AND ACRONYMS 

WTG: Wind Turbine Generator. 

Power (P): Electric power output of the generator expressed in [kW], averaged in 10 
minutes and excluding the transformer losses, the losses in the WTG high voltage cables, 
and the WTG own consumption. 

Wind Speed (WS): Expressed in [m/s] is the value of the horizontal wind Speed at hub 
height, averaged in 10 minutes. 

Power Curve (CdP): Represents the variation of Pas a function of WS. 

Wind Speed Distribution: The Weibull wind speed distribution is considered. Several 
values are considered for the Shape Parameter (K) and Annual Mean Wind Speed at hub 
height (Wave). 

Annual Energy Production (AEP): Expressed in [MWh], is the total electric energy 
produced by the WTG during a 1 year period, considering a given CdP and a given Wind 
Speed Distribution. 

Wind distribution. The Weibull distribution is used, with different values of K (shape 
parameter), and annual average wind speeds (Wave)· 

Wind speed W10 [m/s]. Is the wind speed at 10m of height over ground. 

Power coefficient (CP) is the electric power coefficient, based on P. 

Thrust coefficient (CT). 

Noise Level (LW): Values reported correspond to the average estimated Sound Power 
Level emitted by the WTG at hub height, called LW in TS IEC-61400-14. LW values are 
expressed in dB(A). To obtain LWd value, as defined in IEC-61400-14, it must be applied a 
2 dB increase to LW. 

dB(A): LW is expressed in decibels applying the "A" filter as required by IEC. 

PSP-TEC-012 ED.1 
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3 DESCRIPTION 

Unless specified otherwise, the parameters used are those in tables 1 and 2. 

Rated Power 2.0 MW 

Freciuencv 50-60 Hz 

Rotor Diameter 87m 

Hub height 78m / 90m 

Rotor Speed Variable speed 

Blade tip angle Pitch control requlation 

Turbulence intensity 10% 

Table 1 Parameter values for the power curve of the G87-2.0 MW CS wind turbine. 

Tower height [m] 78 90 
WS/W10 m/s 1.39 1.41 

Table 2 Relation between wind velocity at hub height (WS) and wind velocity at 10m 
height (W10), as per IEC61400-11, for roughness length O.OSm. 

PSP-TEC-012 ED.1 
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4 RESULTS 

4.lSTANDARD OPERATION 

Standard operation has a noise level of 104.3dB(A). 

4.2POWER CURVE 

Table 3 shows the electrical power [kW] as a function of the wind speed [m/s] horizontal 
referred to the hub height, averaged in ten minutes, for different air densities [kg/m3]. The 
power curve does not include losses in the transformer, or high voltage cables, or WTG self 
consumption. The power curve is for the standard version of the turbine. 

Air Density [kglm3] 

Ws 1.225 0.94 0.97 1.00 1.03 1.06 1.09 1.12 1.15 1.18 1.21 1.24 1.27 
[mis] 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

75 50 52 55 58 
181 131 136 141 147 
335 250 259 268 277 
549 415 429 443 457 
824 625 646 667 688 

1141 864 893 922 951 
1464 1106 1144 1181 1219 
1749 1336 1382 1428 1474 
1924 1553 1607 1660 1711 
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1408 
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542 
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1127 
1445 
1731 
1916 

76 
183 
340 
556 
835 

1156 
1482 
1767 
1932 

78 
188 
349 
571 
856 

1186 
1519 
1802 
1947 

13 1972 1761 1810 1850 1882 1908 1926 1943 1953 1963 1970 1975 1981 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

1991 1886 1911 1930 1946 
1998 1943 1959 1970 1979 
1999 1977 1985 1990 1993 
2000 1992 1995 1997 1998 
2000 1997 1999 1999 1999 
2000 1999 2000 2000 2000 
2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 
2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

1959 
1985 
1996 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 

1968 
1989 
1997 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 

1976 
1993 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 

1981 
1994 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 

1986 
1996 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 

1989 1992 
1997 1998 
1999 2000 
2000 2000 
2000 2000 
2000 2000 
2000 2000 
2000 2000 

1994 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 

22 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 
23 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 
24 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 
25 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 

Table 3 Power curve for G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine as a function of wind speed 
for different air densities [kg/m3]. 
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Figure 1 Power curve of G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine for different air densities. 

4.3ANNUAL PRODUCTION 

In table 4 the annual production of the G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine is shown for 
different annual average wind speed velocities at hub height. 

6930 7650 8319 8932 9485 9978 

6977 7829 8630 937 4 1 0056 10676 

Table 4 Annual Production [MWh] G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine as a function of 
the annual mean wind speed at hub height, and for different Weibull parameters. Air 

density 1.225 kg/m3 • 
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4.4CP AND CT CURVES 

Ws [m/s] CP CT 

4 0.320 0.824 
5 0.397 0.801 
6 0.426 0.801 
7 0.440 0.801 
8 0.442 0.800 
9 0.430 0.741 

10 0.402 0.646 
11 0.357 0.544 
12 0.301 0.434 
13 0.246 0.325 
14 0.199 0.254 
15 0.163 0.204 
16 0.134 0.167 
17 0.112 0.139 
18 0.094 0.118 
19 0.080 0.100 
20 0.069 0.087 
21 0.059 0.075 
22 0.052 0.066 
23 0.045 0.058 
24 0.040 0.052 
25 0.035 0.047 

Table 5 Shows the values of the CP and CT for the G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine. 
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Figure 2 Cp and CT curves of the G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine. 

4.SNOISE LEVEL 

The table below shows the noise level LW emited by the WTG G87-2.0MW CS for different 
hub heights as a function of the wind speed at lOm height over ground (WlO). 

W10 (m/s) 
h=78m h=90m 

LW (dBA) WS (m/s) LW (dBA) WS (m/s) 
3.0 94.1 4.2 94.1 4.2 
4.0 96.4 5.6 96.8 5.7 
5.0 101.3 6.9 101.7 7.1 
6.0 104.3 8.3 104.3 8.5 
7.0 104.3 9.7 104.3 9.9 
8.0 104.3 11.1 104.3 11.3 
9.0 104.3 12.5 104.3 12.7 

10.0 104.3 13.9 104.3 14.1 

Table 6 Noise level for the G87-2.0 MW CS standard wind turbine for different H [m], WiO 
[m/s] and WS [m/s]. 

PSP-TEC-012 ED.1 



GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS MANUAL 

Title: G87 2.0MW CS POWER CURVE AND NOISE LEVEL 

5 REFERENCES 

N/A 

6 ANNEXES 

N/A 

Code: GD109787-en Rev:OO 

Date: 25/01/11 Page. 9 of9 

PSP-TEC-011 ED.1 



s 

EMO 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Ed Cherian, Iberdrola Renewables 

Kenneth Kaliski, P.E ..• INCE Bd. Cert. 

July JO, 2015 

Deerfield \Vind Project - Industrial Wind Action Group's comments on second set 
of.compliance filings 

This memorandum responds to the comments by Industrial Wind Action Group ("IWJ\G,,) dated 

June 30, 2015 regarding the second set of compliance filings for the Deerfield Wind Project ("the 

Project"). 

In paragraph 4 of its comments, XWAG notes that in my memorandum of September 12, 2012 

(Attachm:ent· 11 b to the second ~ompliance filing), T indicate that the Gamesa G87 turbines to be 

used on the eastern ridge have a sound power .rating of 104 dBA. In my prefiled testimony of July 3, 

2008, I indicated that the G87 turbines had a sound power rating of 107.5 dBA 1l1c current version 

of the G87 turbines, known as the G87 Class S, or "CS," has a maximum sound power rating of 

104.3 dBA. We modeled the G87CS at 106.3 dBA (2 dB higher than the manufacturer data), to add 

an uncertainty factor into the modeling. 

I\VAG also states that I failed to provide documentation or explain the assumptions in my 2012 

modeling. 'fhe information on turbine sound power provided in Attachment 1 lb is the same type of 

information provided in my 2007 noise report submitted to the PSB (Exhibit DFLD KK-4). For 

example, Table 1 of Attachment 1 lb report shows the sound power levels of the Gamesa and Zond 

turbines, and transformer by 1/1 octave bands. Appendix A of the 2007 noise report shows the same 

table of sound power levels (for the equipment proposed at that time). For the record, the modeling 

software and settings used to provide the results in Attachment 11 b, with the exception of the new 

turbines parameters, are the same as that documented in DFLD-KK-4. 

In I\VAG's filing, my prior testimony to the PSB case is misstated. IWAG claims that I testified that 

"the G87 h1rbine had a rated sound power level of 107.5 dBA, the highest sound power level that 

could be permitted at the project site in order to meet the World Hca.lth Organization's 45 dBA 

Leq(8-hr) nighttime [standard]". However, my testimony, in Exhibir DFLD-KK-4 was, "To meet 

this standard, the sound power level from each "vind turbine (assuming 17 turbines) would need to 

be at or below 107.5 dBA at the maximum rated capacity. However, other combinations of sound 

lJ! RSG 55 Railroad Row, White River Junction, Vermont 05001 wwN.,,3g•nc ccrn 



power levels, wind turbine siting and changing the number of wind turbines can also achieve 
the same result.'' (emphasis added). 

I, Kenneth Kaliski, do hereby swear and afftrtn under the penalty of law that the information 

provided in my memorandum is accurate. to the best of my knowledge and that I have personal 

knowledge of, and am abl¢ to testify as to the validity of the information contained in my 
mcmorandun1. 

State ofVertnont 

County of lu\rdsol( 

The foregoing instrument was signed and acknowledged before me this 3~ day of 

:fv\~ . 2015 at lo~ \i;\\J&' "J~~, Vermont, by \(-en. ~H~i 
who acknowledged t:he act to be his free act and deed. 

Name of Notary (print): "3-k~e J°a.'t.Je..""U--l 

Commission Expires: __ 0_"2-__.l_\_o_\~\_4~-------

RSG 55 Railroad Row, White River Junction, Vermont 05001 www,rsglnc.corn 2 



Jea Vissering Landscap Archit cture 
3700 NORTH STREET MONTPEUER VERMONT 05602 802-223-3262/jeanviss@aUg!obaLnet 

Memorandum 

To: Ed Cherian, Iberdrola Renewables 

Re: Industrial Wind Action Group comments on second set of compliance filings 

Date: July 31, 2015 

This memorandum is in response to the comments filed by Industrial Wind Action Group 
("IWAG") dated June 30, 2015 regarding Deerfield Wind's second set of compliance filings. 

In paragraph 8 of its letter, IW AG states that under the Final Design Plans submitted by 
Deerfield Wind, "the existing town-owned Putnam Road will be dwarfed by the West Access 
Road, thereby transforming the rural area into an industrial space." But the scale of the West 
Access Road on the Final Design Plans is almost, if not exactly, the same as on the CPG
Approved Plans, as is evident on Sheet C-7 of the Comparison Plans. Second Set of 
Compliance Filings, Attachment 5. 

In paragraph I 0 of its letter, IW AG criticizes the intersection of Sleepy Hollow Road and 
Route 8 shown in Deerfield Wind's Final Design Plans. Contrary to IWAG's statement, the 
proposed intersection will not have an undue adverse impact on Crosier Cemetery. The T 
intersection following the existing alignment of Sleepy Hollow Road creates a much safer and 
more logical entrance onto Route 8 for left turning traffic. The final outcome will be a Y 
intersection, which is not an unusual design for rural roads. Vegetation will be restored in the 
areas alongside the two forks of the entry road. The size and alignment of Sleepy Hollow 
Road will change only modestly. The cemetery is currently set back from the road and there is 
a pull-off for cars that stop to take photographs of the project as well as an information sign 
about the Searsburg Wind Project. Trees along the northern fence line between the cemetery 
and Sleepy Hollow Road are outside construction limits and will remain. There is a small area 
on the east side of the cemetery, about 20 to 30 feet, along the cemetery fence line, where 
construction of a drainage swale will require removing trees up to the fence. This small 
opening would not result in any visual impacts from Route 8. 

IWAG's remaining comments on "Visual Impact Assessment" focus on the visual simulations 
that accompanied my 2012 memorandum. I did not prepare the simulations myself; they were 
prepared by VERA Renewables. 



I, Jean Vissering, do hereby swear and affirm under the penalty of law that the 
information provided in my memorandum is accurate to the best of my knowledge and that I 
have personal knowledge of; and am able to testi to the validity of the information cont;ained 
in my memorandum. 

State of Vermont 

Th.e foregoin. g instrume.···· nt.:~ .. ·.·.· .. ··. si~.• .• e ead .. a a:n. dackn··· o. wledged before me ~s~ \J < f~. o~L. -~ "0 \AV\ , 2015 a,t Mu....:..~lt."e.Y"" .. . , Vermont, by _Sj ...... :_~.=-;;...;:;.___; __ ~! "'""-~'-=-...... 1~~ 
who ackll&wledged the act to be her )tee act and deed. 

Name efNotary (print) &"',,. ~ }·"~'ef ~ 
Commission Expires: J-/ l l.:l \ \. $\. ~ . .. 

ANNA 0 MACUESKl " ,, 

NOTARY PU8UC, VE~ Zr~ l "\ 
IN COMM!SS!ON EXPtRES Fe. iJJi.~· 



Renewables 

From: John Zimmerman 

Vermont Environmental Research Associates 

30 Foundry Street 
Waterbury, Vermont 05676 

Phone: (802) 244-7522 

To: Ed Cherian, Iberdrola Renewables 

Date: July 20, 2015 

Re: Deerfield Wind Project - Industrial Wind Action Group's comments on second set of 
compliance filings 

This memorandum responds to the comments by Industrial Wind Action Group 

('"IW AG") dated June 30, 2015 regarding the second set of compliance filings for the Deerfield 

Wind Project ("the Project"). In paragraph 11 of its comments, IW AG criticizes the visual 

simulations that VERA Renewables prepared for the Petitioner, Deerfield Wind, LLC, in 2012. 

!WAG claims that efforts were made to ••mask" the appearance of the turbine blades on the 

Gamesa G87 and G97 turbines proposed in the Final Design Plans for the Project. IW AG asserts 

that the turbines in the 2012 simulations were less visible than in the 2006 and 2007 simulations 

previously filed, and that "either there are errors in the simulations or different assumptions were 

used when each was created." 

The software and methodologies to generate these simulations remained consistent in all 

three simulation years. It should be noted that in the 2006 simulations, black blades were 

simulated, while white blades were simulated in 2007 and 2012. In addition, all three 

simulations illustrate the most current turbine locations at their respective dates of filing. As a 

result, the turbine locations, elevations and distances from the camera vary in each simulation, 

changing the turbines' appearances. Depicting the effect of layout and elevation changes on 

turbine visibility is one of the primary reasons for conducting visual simulations. 

Finally, it should be noted that of the two viewpoints that IW AG cites, only the 2012 

Viewpoint 8 illustrates the larger 97 meter rotors proposed on the Western ridge. These blades 

are 10% longer than the 88 meter rotor blades illustrated in the 2007 simulations, which equates 

to blades being approximately 5 pixels longer at the resolution of the image provided. 

Mailing Address: 1209 Harvey Farm Road, Waterbury Center, VT 056 77 



I, John Zimmerman, do hereby swear and affirm under the penalty of law that the 

information provided in my memorandum is accurate to the best of my knowledge and that I 

have personal knowledge of, and am able to testify as to the validity of the infonnation contained 

in my memorandum. 

State of Vermont 

The foregoing instrument was signed and acknowledged before me this 2D"fh day of 

~.2015 at tAlafUbid.qj _ , Vermont, by J()bn 21mrnc.r/)1.A./) 

who acknowledged the act to be his free act and deed. 

Notary Public 

Name of Notary (print): WU'i4!J. ~-ltcJ-1-

Commission Expires: _ __,2-'-+/-'-1"'-D+{..:;.,l'!j__,_.__ _____ _ 

Mailing Address: 1209 Harvey Farm Road, Waterbury Center, VT 05677 


