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Reiterate why you are building at 49 Rock Hall Road.

Our property on Rock Hall Road, Colebrook has been in Jeff’s Family for approximately 40 years, we have owned it for approximately 2 years.  The property has both emotional and material significance to us.  Jeff spent much time on the property with his now deceased father maintaining recreational trails and enjoying the quiet serenity of the wilderness.  Many of those trails are still existent and used today.  The property is where Jeff proposed, and is where we plan to settle down and start a family. As a licensed contractor with the state of Connecticut it has always been Jeff’s dream to build the house his family would call home.  After our engagement, Jeff began to put life to this dream in an enjoyed childhood getaway, Colebrook.  

When did you begin the building process at this site?

In reading BNE’s petition, we were surprised to find that they stated the plan would not interfere with any future development plans for the area.  Our site plan was submitted and approved with the town prior to us hearing about the petition, our driveway permit issued in November of 2009.  

What resources have you put into building at 49 Rock Hall Road?

We have put our life savings into building at 49 Rock Hall Road in Colebrook.  We paid a local surveyor and local civil engineer to draw up our site plan.  With hard, long hours, over the course of several weekends with the help of family and close friends we cleared our lot.  We paid to have electricity brought down Rock Hall road and up to our site.  We paid to have a well drilled.  We paid an excavator (a Colebrook resident) to do site work and install a driveway.  As a contractor Jeff, designed and built the garage where he would later build our kitchen cabinets, built-ins, and millwork pieces.  We had planned to begin the construction of our home this spring; as such, we have spent months creating the perfect house plans.  Throughout this process, we obtained and paid for permits with the town of Colebrook and area health department. With the fear of these dangerous turbines being approved and the talk about neighbors wanting to move, Jeff feels his hard work towards his dream will be wasted.  He has become unmotivated to do further work on the property.  The idea that residential property abutting ours is proposed to be used in a non-compliant way is sickening to us.  The disturbance that will be caused by industrial wind turbines frightens us from building in this site in which we have so much, physically and emotionally, invested.
How do you feel the placement of the three proposed wind turbines will affect you now and in the future?
The placement of three wind turbines on this site will negatively affect the current and future usage of our property.  Our property line is 480 feet (turbine 1), 990 feet (turbine 2), and 153 feet (turbine 3) from the 3 turbines (as noted by BNE in response to Q38 of Fairwind INC.’s first set of interrogatories dated March 25, 2011).  At these distances, we fear we will suffer the negative impacts inflicted by industrial wind turbines.  Currently, our proposed house site is approximately 1,000 feet from the turbines.  In planning the placement of our house on the site, we considered negative impacts of possible residential neighbors, not industrial ones.  We placed the house site about 500 feet inside our property line a setback that would allow us our privacy, and ensure quietude. 
If in the future we wished to build other homes on our property, to comply with the local zoning regulations in a residential R-2 zone, houses would need 2-acre lots, with 50 feet rear and front setbacks and 30 feet side setbacks. Therefore, with about 89 acres we have the potential to build other homes on our property.  With required side setbacks of 30 feet in an R-2 zone a potential home on our property could be 183 feet from the proposed turbine number 3.  At this distance, BNE would not be in safe setback recommendations for ice throw from their own expert recommending approximately 935 feet (285 meters) (Testimony of Pierre Heraud).   
Noise is also a concern; noise pollution is a contributor to poor health.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency states, “problems related to noise include stress related illnesses, high blood pressure, speech interference, hearing loss, sleep disruption, and lost productivity” (2).  The noise analysis presented by Thomas Wholley for BNE assumes the turbine sites would be a class C noise emitter (noise report, pg. 4).  Wholley’s noise impact analysis claims that the turbines would be perceived as 46 dBA to our site barely complying with the state noise regulations for a class C emitter to a class A receptor of 61 dBA day and 51 dBA night (Testimony of Thomas Wholley, pg. 8).  According to Sec. 22a-69-4.,“measurements taken to determine compliance with Section 3 shall be taken at about one foot beyond the boundary of the Emitter Noise Zone within the receptor’s Noise Zone” (1).  Therefore, the ideal receptor location would be one foot inside our property line.  The receptor location used by Wholley (R14) is approximately 1,000 feet from the turbines.  It is our belief that this receptor location was chosen to ensure compliance with CT state noise regulations.  If the receptor location was chosen as stated by the state regulation one foot within our property line, it is not likely the noise regulations would be met.  It is obvious that the sound would be louder the closer you move toward the emitter.  As stated in Wholley’s testimony the noise levels were determined by using, in addition to other measures, “principles of acoustical propagation of sound over distance” (Wholley, pg. 2).  It is also our feeling that a class C emitter would not be compatible with a residential zone.   If not considered a class C noise emitter, the turbines would not meet the nighttime noise level of 45dBA for a class A or B emitter to a class A receptor.    Furthermore, we are not at all confident that the noise will meet state regulations on all parts of our property even if considered a class C emitter.
The use of our property will be greatly limited due to the placement of the proposed turbines.  The town zoning regulations place restrictions on how we will use our property, these regulations were set to ensure abutting land uses would be compatible.  Our neighbor’s use of their property should not affect how we enjoy, and use our property.  Placing industrial wind turbines on residential land is not a good fit.  We should not have to be troubled with industrial projects in our residential neighborhoods.  
Any additional comments?
We believe it is important to consider set back distance from property lines being that the area is a residential R-2 zone.  All information should consider neighboring property, not nearby residences.  All residential property in this area has the potential for a house lot within 30-50 feet from the property line.  Because of improper setbacks, BNE’s petition for the proposed site would force abutting property owners to reconsider and limit their land use.  As a residential property owner, we should not be limited to building residences on the far parts of our property because a neighbor is using their property for non-residential use.  
All the studies presented by BNE are predicted impacts; it is difficult to imagine what the adverse impacts would be to those living as close as we would be to these turbines.  We urge you to consider evidence from other states that have had the opportunity to work out all the kinks of such projects.  Most states are pushing for further set back requirements to mitigate the negative affects we have mentioned.
1. http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/regulations/22a/22a-69-1through7.pdf 
2. http://www.epa.gov/air/noise.html 
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