
Wireless telecommunications towers and overhead 
utility wires can detract from a Byway’s scenic quality.
Yet, they perform necessary functions. There are many
options to relocate, screen or use color and design 
techniques to minimize the visual impact of towers 
and wires. Communities can learn what their choices
are and consider the best methods for preserving the
visual character of the Byway.

WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
TOWERS

Every day, thousands of people subscribe to wireless
telephone service. Wireless phones offer many benefits,
but they require the construction of an ever-expanding
network of transmission towers to ensure the coverage
subscribers expect. Many communities are concerned

about the visual impact of more and more wireless
telecommunication towers.

Wireless phones work by communicating with the
nearest “cell,” which is served by a transmitter. The c e l l
antennas can be mounted on existing communications
towers, buildings, light poles, water towers and other
structures. However, where no tall structure exists,
telecommunications companies must build a dedicated
tower to hold the antennas. 

The problem arises when new towers, sometimes as
high as 300 feet, are built near people’s homes, next to
historic buildings or in rural, scenic areas. Towering
above everything else, these often industrial-looking
structures simply do not blend with either built or 
natural environments.

SCENIC CONSERVATION ISSUE #6
WIRELESS T E L E C O M M U N I CATIONS TOWERS 
AND OVERHEAD UTILITY W I R E S

Towering above everything else, telecommunications towers are often industrial-looking structures that do not blend with built and natural
environments. Photo courtesy of Meg Maguire.
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MINIMIZING THE IMPACT OF WIRELESS
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES 

Under the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996,
communities cannot ban towers, but they do retain the
right to decide where towers stand and how they look.
Byways seeking to minimize the impact of wireless
telecommunications facilities should consider these 
key questions:

• What do we want our corridor to look like after all
anticipated wireless telecommunications facilities are
in place?

• How can we work with wireless telecommunications
providers to achieve that vision? 

• How many towers are companies proposing now, and
how many are they likely to propose in the future?

• W h e re should the wireless telecommunications facilities
locate? Are there zones or existing stru c t u res that can
best accommodate them? 

• How tall should the towers be?

A key part of reducing the visual impact of wireless
telecommunication towers is knowing how many such
facilities companies may wish to site in a community.
In anticipation of demand for wireless service facilities,
local planners can pre p a re a comprehensive map showing
a reas of particular sensitivity (e.g., local park land, scenic
vistas, historic districts), areas of the greatest current and
p rojected wireless demand, and potential sites for wire l e s s
facilities. Such a map will enable planners to minimize the
total number of towers in the community by identifying
o p p o rtunities for co-location that might include existing
towers (owned by the same company or even a competitor),
buildings or other stru c t u res. 

Importantly, any Byway community that elects to pass
a telecommunications tower ordinance should establish
height limitations, because providers almost always
want to build towers much higher than most people
find acceptable. It is also worth noting that what a
community may consider an appropriate height could
vary with the type of land use in the area. For example,
many communities permit greater height allowances for
wireless towers in industrial zones than for those in
commercial areas. 

Visual simulation is a good way of predicting the visual
impact of wireless telecommunications facilities. Local
governments may require providers to conduct a visual
simulation to show exactly how their proposed facility 
will appear. Communities should carefully scrutinize the
photographs and angles of each simulation and be pre p a re d
to confirm independently the projected visual impact.

GUIDELINES FOR LOCATING 
WIRELESS FACILITIES 

There are a number of simple and cost-effective ways
to reduce the visual impact of wireless facilities while
still providing good local coverage. The key is to strike
a creative balance between coverage and the local
landscape appearance. Context-sensitive solutions may
incorporate plans for telecommunications towers. 

Byways may find that context-sensitive solutions 
may be a means of getting help from other funding
sources—recommendations for telecommunications
tower plans may be included in other agency or 
organization context-sensitive design projects. Work
with providers to find the most equitable solution for
the community. Summarized here are a few of the most
common methods of minimizing the visual impact of
wireless facilities.

CO-LOCATION

Placing antennas on existing structures is a process
known as co-location. In this area, creativity really
pays off. For example, companies can place antennas

This telecommunication tower went up over existing buildings. 
Photo courtesy of Meg Maguire .
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on water tanks, power transmission poles and other
utility structures. In dense urban areas, existing sites
usually accommodate such co-location options. In
Bloomington, Minnesota, wireless service providers
must prove that the antennas “cannot be accommod a t e d
on an existing or approved tower or building within a
one-mile search radius” when they submit a proposal
for a tower over 120 feet tall. 

STEALTH TOWERS

Stealth sites are disguised as common landscape feature s
such as trees, flagpoles, clock towers, church steeples,
streetlights and other everyday structures. For example,
Albemarle County, Virginia, requires providers in rural
a reas to hide their towers among trees with the antenna
p rojecting only slightly above the tree line. 

HISTORIC DISTRICTS

Historic districts present special challenges for locating
wireless facilities because towers and related equipment
are often incompatible with the district’s character.
Clearly identify special areas in your community and
provide a written rationale that explains why such
areas are special and how locating towers away from
these areas advances a public interest. 

RURAL LANDSCAPES 

Out-of-place towers can interrupt scenic views and
rural historic districts. However, local officials can use
“development standards” to minimize adverse visual
impact and inappropriate placement. For example, an
ordinance can specify “minimum lot size” to prevent
towers from locating on a tiny parcel immediately next
to adjacent property. An ordinance can also provide for
a “setback,” that is, a specified distance from homes,
roads or other uses. 

OVERHEAD UTILITY WIRES

M o re than three million miles of electrical cables are stru n g
a c ross the country and at least 180 million telephone and
cable television lines coexist with aboveground power
l i n e s .7 As a result, proliferation of overhead utility wires 
and accessories often negatively affects the aesthetics of
communities and landscapes. Despite the expense involved
with relocating utilities, communities can reap numero u s
benefits, including: 

• Aesthetics - Reducing the visual clutter of utility
wires can greatly improve an area’s appearance.
B u rying or relocating utility wires allows communities
to highlight their local character without a maze of
poles and wire s .

• Reduced Maintenance - Falling tree limbs, high
winds, ice and heavy snows frequently cause utility
disruptions by destroying overhead lines. Burying
lines eliminates weather-related power outages and
provides more reliable service to subscribers.

• S a fety and Community Health - Burying lines eliminates
fire hazards, accidents and safety risks from power
outages due to downed lines. Relocation also reduces
possible health risks from electromagnetic radiation
and improves road safety by removing or reducing
the chance of motorists striking poles. 
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A telecommunication tower is hidden in this church steeple in Raleigh, 
N o rth Carolina. Photo courtesy of Dale McKeel.
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• Economic Development - Many revitalization experts
agree that investing in improving the visual quality
of traditional commercial areas is one of the best
ways to attract new business and stimulate economic
development. Minimizing the visual impact of utilities
can be an important means to revitalize an area and
i m p rove local appearance. 

Because of the benefits of underg rounding utilities, nine
out of ten new subdivisions bury utility lines.8 In addition,
dozens of cities have adopted comprehensive plans to bury
or otherwise relocate utility lines, including San Antonio,
Texas; Colorado Springs, Colorado; New Castle, Delaware ;
Saratoga Springs, New York; Williamsburg, Virginia;
Tacoma, Washington; and Frederick, Maryland.

To g e t h e r, communities and utility companies can re d u c e
the visual impact of utility lines and poles, preserve
scenic quality, improve safety, reduce utility disruptions
and increase property values. Communities seeking to
reduce the visual impact of utility wires have three
options: undergrounding, relocation and reduction.

UNDERGROUNDING WIRES

U n d e rg rounding is the most comprehensive and eff e c t i v e
m e t h od of reducing the visual impact of utility wire s .
U n d e rg rounding removes utility poles and buries w i re s
and equipment in conduits or pipes. Underg rounding u t i l i t y
w i res is common in countries famous for their scenic beauty
such as the Netherlands, Switzerland, Germany and 
Great Britain. The biggest challenge to undergrounding
wires is the cost. Estimates for utility burial can range
from $500,000 to $3 million per mile, in comparison 
to $120,000 per mile for erecting overhead lines.9

B u rying utility wires in conduits is expensive, but re m a i n s
the best method to ensure reliability and facilitate re p a i r s .
Coordinating the burial of several utility wires, such as
telephone and cable television wires that also use poles,
is another expense. While it is possible to bury cables
directly in the ground, this technique makes it more
difficult and time consuming to locate problems and
make repairs. However, communities often manage
undergrounding costs by:

• Timing the project with other utility work or road
construction projects.

• Consolidating high-voltage lines and burying only
low-voltage wires. 

• Undergrounding only feeder lines (the lines that
actually run to buildings) and hiding main lines
along one side of the road. 

RELOCATION OF WIRES 

In areas where underg rounding is not feasible or cost
e ffective, communities can work with utility companies
to move wires and poles to less visually intrusive are a s .
This can include running lines along the rear of buildings
or through alleyways. In more rural areas, utility companies
can run lines over ridges and out of viewsheds, or set 
poles back from the right-of-way and screen them
behind tree lines. 

REDUCTION OF UTILITY WIRES 

Communities can also reduce the visual impact of utilities
by creatively screening them. Screening reduces the
appearance of utility poles and hides equipment such as
substations, meters and transformers. One of the easiest
ways to reduce wires is to consolidate lines along one
side of the roadway on a single pole and wrap them to
create the appearance of only one cable. 

Other strategies communities can pursue include:

• Persuading utility companies to erect poles that 

complement their surroundings with non-reflective
surfaces that are stained or painted to blend with
their setting. 

• Using heavier cables and stronger poles to 
reduce the number of poles required. 

• Planting trees, shrubs and other vegetation 

around substations and transformers to make 
them less obtrusive.

• Raising wires above sight lines along buildings 
and signs to make them less noticeable.

FUNDING UTILITY RELOCATION

Burial or relocation project costs can be staggering.
Communities often forego utility relocation projects 
to save money. However, several sources of funding
from state and local agencies, in addition to special
assessments, can help pay for utility relocation.
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STATE AND LOCAL SOURCES

Local and state community improvement grants are
another source of funding for smaller scale underg ro u n d i n g
p rojects. Some states, like Pennsylvania and Mary l a n d ,
consider utility burial an aesthetic improvement akin to
landscaping and allow communities to apply for funding 
to bury utilities as part of downtown and Main Stre e t
i m p rovement grants. For example, the Pennsylvania
D e p a rtment of Community and Economic Development’s
Downtown and Communities of Opportunity grant 
program awards funding for communities seeking to
enhance their quality of life and aesthetics. 

In many states, the state department of transportation has
the authority to pay for utility relocation costs necessitated
by highway construction. In these states, the DOT can
use federal highway funds for utility relocation under one
or more of the following conditions:

• The relocation is in the public interest from a 
safety, aesthetic, economic or legal standpoint;

• The utility has a property interest in its present 
location;

• The relocation involves implementing safety 
m e a s u res to reduce the roadside hazards of utility 
facilities to highway users;

• The utility is municipally owned and occupies 
the public right-of-way; and

• The state has a utility reimbursement law that 
gives it the authority to pay for utility relocation.10

SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS 

In regions scheduled for undergrounding, some 
communities establish special assessment areas in
which utility subscribers pay an extra fee, generally 
two percent, on their monthly bill to fund the project.
Usually, a petition by the majority of property owners
creates special assessment areas. Since the early 1970s,
Commonwealth Electric in Massachusetts has successfully
used special assessments to fund utility burial projects
in historic Cape Cod communities such as Nantucket.
However, one drawback to special assessments is that
the total revenue collected is often minimal compared to
utility relocation costs, forcing communities to extend the
u n d e rg rounding schedule over a long period of time.

Several states, including California and Oregon, have
established special undergrounding districts to help
communities pay for burying utility wires. For example,
in California the public utilities commission collects a
p e rcentage of revenue from all wire-based utilities to pay
for underg rounding. To receive a share of this funding to
bury wires, a community must form an undergrounding
district by either collecting signatures from at least 70
percent of the property owners within the proposed 
district, or through a special resolution passed by the
local government. In addition, property owners in the
undergrounding district must agree to pay for the cost
of hookup from the new underground conduit to their
property (typically $500-$2,000). Once a community
meets these re q u i rements, the local government can apply
to the public utilities commission for underg ro u n d i n g
funds and coordinate an underg rounding schedule with
planners and utility providers. 

SUGGESTED STRATEGIES 
FOR MANAGING WIRELESS
TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWERS 
AND OVERHEAD UTILITIES

S T R AT E G Y: E D U CAT I O N

A good way to begin community education is by 
identifying those communities along the Byway that 
do not yet have ordinances regulating the location of
wireless telecommunications towers and those that
have not undertaken utility relocation projects.
Building on this information, your group can develop 
p re s e n t a t i o n s and recommendations that target these
areas. Use examples from other parts of the corridor 
and from other communities to illustrate the benefits of
minimizing the impact of cell towers and utility lines. 

Other education strategies may include:

• Mapping the best locations for wireless 
telecommunication facilities in communities 
along the Byway.

• Investigating potential co-location sites for 
wireless providers. Use the information gathered 
to produce a pamphlet with recommended 
methods for locating towers along the Byway.
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• Sending information to wireless telecommunications
service providers operating in your area information
about your designated Byway, emphasizing the 
importance of managing the scenic quality along 
the corridor.

• Identifying priority locations for reducing the visual
impact of utility wires along the Byway through
undergrounding, screening or relocation.

• Drafting and distributing sample ordinances to 
govern wireless telecommunications facilities 
and overhead utility wires.

S T R AT E G Y: VOLUNTARY MEASURES

There are numerous voluntary activities that can help
reduce the visual impact of wireless telecommunica-
tions towers and overhead utilities. However, utility
infrastructure can be dangerous. Byway groups should
work closely with utility companies on voluntary meas-
ures for telecommunications towers and overhead utili-
ties. Sample voluntary measures include:

• Asking utility companies to paint transmission and
telecommunications towers colors that blend with
the landscape. 

• D eveloping a memorandum of understanding with are a
w i reless telecommunications service providers indicating
they will not install an antenna or construct a tower
within a specified buffer area along the Byway.

• Working with commu n i t i es to develop low-cost re d u c t i o n
techniques to screen utilities along the Byway.

• Organizing vo l u n t e e r s and arranging with utility 
companies to plant appropriate trees near power lines.

• Decorating utility poles along the Byway with banners,
community artwork and seasonal decorations.

S T R AT E G Y: INCORPORATION INTO

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Federal regulations allow the placement of wireless
telecommunications towers and electrical transmission
wires on or across public lands with few restrictions.
H o w e v e r, the agencies responsible for managing the lands
do have some authority to dictate the placement and
appearance of utilities on public lands. Review curre n t
public lands management policies and re c o m m e n d a t i o ns
with local agency staff members to identify areas where

management plans can become more effective in 
minimizing the visual impact of telecommunications
towers and utility wires. This could include limiting the
overall height of towers, requiring utility structures to
be painted to blend with their surroundings, or re q u i r i n g
the use of stealth telecommunications towers in visually
sensitive areas.

S T R AT E G Y: INCENTIVES

Incentives are one of the best ways to ensure voluntary
utility company compliance by utility companies with
your Byway’s scenic conservation goals. Offering 
bonuses, such as faster permitting times, lower fees or
reduced property taxes, to wireless telecommunication
p roviders that agree to co-locate antennas or use stealth
towers can have a dramatic effect on the Byway’s
appearance. Similarly, Byway communities can offer
reduced taxes and license fees or free right-of-way 
easements to overhead utility providers that agree to
relocate or underground lines.

S T R AT E G Y: ACQUISITION/PURCHASE

Acquiring conservation easements that prohibit overh e a d
utilities and telecommunications towers on a property
offers a permanent way of preserving sections of your
B y w a y ’s viewsheds. After identifying sensitive landscapes
where telecommunications or utility companies may
wish to locate, work with the pro p e rty owners to acquire
easements or establish voluntary agreements to prohibit
utility infrastructure on their property.

S T R AT E G Y: REGULATORY MEASURES

Enacting ordinances that limit the height and location
of wireless telecommunications towers or require utility
undergrounding will ensure that your Byway corridor is
protected from inappropriate utility structures.
Communities may adopt strong telecommunications
tower ordinances so long as the ordinances:

• Do not prohibit, or have the effect of prohibiting,
service or competition in an area.

• Do not discriminate among providers.

• Act on permits within a reasonable time. 

Many communities adopt ordinances that limit the
overall height of towers, require co-location wherever
possible, and restrict tower placement in scenic or 
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historic areas. Communities may also adopt utility 
ordinances that require the underground placement of
all wire-based services for new developments. In some
states, communities may also pass ordinances requiring
the replacement of overhead utilities with underground
service, provided the utility company is compensated in
some form for the conversion. 

ISSUE #6 CASE STUDIES:
M A N AGING W I R E L E S S
T E L E C O M M U N I CAT I O N S
TOWERS & OV E R H E A D
U T I L I T I E S

HISTORIC DISTRICT ROOF-TOP
SOLUTION
Pensacola (Florida)

Dating back more than 450 years, Pensacola has one 
of the oldest and most active historic preservation 
programs in the state of Florida. Pensacola’s reputation 
as a historic town is largely centered in the downtown
historic district with its archaeological displays, museums
and old homes. Only rooftop-mounted transmitters are
allowed in historic districts in Pensacola, and those 
must pass architectural review.

PRESERVING HISTORY THROUGH
PLANNING
Breckenridge (Colorado)

A historic resort community, Breckenridge is nestled in
the heart of the Rocky Mountains some 90 miles west
of Denver. The town’s downtown area is well preserved
and hosts thousands of winter sports enthusiasts and
summer adventurers. 

Like many other Colorado communities, Breckenridge
faces an unprecedented demand for new housing and

development. To ensure preservation of Breckenridge’s
unique character, the town enacted a series of historic
p re s e rvation, design review and town planning re g u l a t i o n s
during the 1970s, ’80s and ’90s. Bre c k e n r i d g e ’s ord i n a n c e s
require all new utility installations to be underground.
The ordinances also lay out a multiphase plan to 
systematically bury the town’s existing overhead utilities.

WIRE RELOCATION IMPROVES 
MAIN STREET
Laurel (Maryland)

Laurel is located on Route 1, halfway between
Washington, D.C., and Baltimore, Maryland. Following
World War II, Laurel boomed as the metropolitan area
grew. However, by the late 1960s, the town’s Main
Street began showing signs of neglect, with vacant
storefronts, buildings in need of repair and dozens of
utility wires zigzagging through the area.

In 1974, Laure l ’s residents began an eff o rt to improve Main
S t reet and revitalize the town. The state designated Main
S t reet a historic district, and in 1978 Laurel won a grant
through the Federal Highway Administration’s Federal
Aid to Secondary Roads program to reconstruct Main
Street. The city also passed a municipal bond measure
providing additional funding to improve Main Street.

In the fall of 1978, officials held community meetings
to determine what residents and business owners wanted
to see happen along Main Street. Participants cited
utility relocation as a major factor in improving its
appearance. The city initially examined underg ro u n d i n g
wires along Main Street and nearby roads, but cost 
estimates in excess of four million dollars forced the
city to look for other ways to reduce the visual impact
of utilities. Working with Baltimore Gas and Electric
(BG&E), Laurel decided to take a different approach to
utility relocation. Like many older towns, Laurel has a
series of wide, continuous alleys. BG&E’s engineers
d e t e rmined that they could relocate overhead utilities to
the alleys for a fraction of the cost of underg ro u n d i n g .
Laurel embraced the idea and worked with property
owners along Main Street to garner support and
acquire the necessary easements to do the work. The

CASE STUDY: MANAGING CELL TOWERS 

& OVERHEAD UTILITIES 

CASE STUDY: MANAGING CELL TOWERS 

& OVERHEAD UTILITIES

CASE STUDY: MANAGING CELL TOWERS 

& OVERHEAD UTILITIES 
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city participated in the relocation costs by paying for
new rear service installations to affected properties. 

The re c o n s t ruction of Main Street also included installing
wider, pedestrian-friendly sidewalks and narrowing
travel lanes to allow for better street parking. Merc h a n t s
responded in kind and undertook dozens of façade
improvements. The final part of the Main Street 
project involved the installation of street furniture and
trees paid for by private citizens who were honored
with plaques. The project cost came to less than $1.3
million and Laurel immediately saw an improvement 
in the area. Property values rose, new businesses
opened, and today there are very few vacancies along

Main Street. Laurel’s creativity allowed the city to
maximize its project funds and revitalize Main Street
by restoring its aesthetics and creating a 
pedestrian-friendly downtown. 

DEBATING THE VISUAL IMPACT 
OF WIND FARMS
Flint Hills (Kansas)

For centuries, wind power has been used to grind 
wheat and draw water from underground wells. In fact,
windmills were once a common site on farmsteads
across the country. Today commercial versions of these
traditional windmills turn in the moving air and power
electric generators that supply electric current. The
electricity is then fed into local utility grids and 
distributed to customers. 

Wind farms (a term used to describe industrial clusters of
wind turbines) have sprouted around the world. Some 
a re located on land, while others are located off shore .
E u rope currently leads the world in its use of wind power,
especially Denmark, Germany and Sweden. In the 
United States, wind power is slowly gaining in popularity.

CASE STUDY: MANAGING CELL TOWERS 

& OVERHEAD UTILITIES 

Following utility relocation, the look of Laurel, Maryland’s Main Street improved dramatically. Photos courtesy of Steven Strohmeier.

Laurel, Maryland’s Main Street.
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Although less than one percent of the country ’s energ y
needs currently come from wind-generated power, larg e
wind turbines are planned or being built in Colorado,
Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oregon, Texas,
Vermont, Wisconsin and Wyoming. 

PROS AND CONS

There are pros and cons and a long list of unanswered
questions surrounding wind farm developments. To
some people, wind turbines are stark intrusions that
spoil rural viewsheds; to others they are graceful 
additions to the landscape that help reduce pollution.

Some common issues crop up when wind energy is 
discussed. Residents and other stakeholders feel 
p rotective of their local re s o u rces and environment, 
and are concerned that those re s o u rces not be exploited
or degraded. Developers see an opportunity to establish
new renewable energy generation facilities and may 
be surprised and become defensive when individuals
oppose their proposals, citing concerns over the pro j e c t ’s
impact on the environment and scenic resources.

P roponents say that wind power produces inexpensive,
clean, safe and efficient electricity. Opponents say that
wind turbines generate noise, harm birds, reduce pro p e rt y
values, destroy animal habitat and cause erosion. By far,
visual impact causes the most controversy and debate. 

By their very size, wind turbines occupy a lot of space.
Although their footprints are fairly small, the turbines
require relatively large amounts of land. There is no
question that they make a visual impact. Wind farms 

in rural areas, atop ridgelines and hilltops, and along
coastal areas can often be seen for long distances.
Whether people view this as positive or negative varies
from location to location. A wind farm development
may be offensive in some locations and not in others.  

QUESTIONS IN THE FLINT HILLS

Developers want to construct 1,000 turbines on the
ridges of the Flint Hills. The proposed wind farm will
be located in Wabaunsee County, Kansas, home to 
the last large remaining intact remnants of tallgrass
prairie in the United States. Only three percent of 
this type of prairie ecosystem exists and two-thirds 
of that is located in the Flint Hills. Even residents 
who support wind energy development are questioning
the fragile Flint Hills location. On the flip side, county
officials are concerned about taking away the rights 
of property owners to make a profit from their land.
These issues have split neighbors who disagree on the
wind farm developments.

Byway organizations should be aware of public documents
and zoning regulations that affect land-use issues, such as
wind farms. In the Flint Hills, Wabaunsee County has
been in the process of revising its Comprehensive Plan
since 1999. Comprehensive plans (pre p a red by local units
of government with public participation) establish bro a d
goals for land use, transportation, housing, economic
development, natural re s o u rces and other issues facing
communities. In the Flint Hills, some key phrases from the
“Goals and Objectives” section of the Wabaunsee County
plan were drafted from the results of a public surv e y :

• Maintain the rural character of the county with
respect to its landscape, open spaces, scenery, peace,
tranquility and solitude.

• Develop realistic plans to protect natural resources
such as the agricultural land, landscape, scenic views
and Flint Hills through regulatory policies.

• Develop a tourism program involving historic pro p e rt i e s ,
nature of rural character and scenic landscape.

The county will be taking all this into account as it
makes decisions about the future of the region and
wind farm developments.
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Windmills were often a common sight on country farmsteads. Modern
versions of the windmill can tower over 400 feet tall. 
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SEEKING SOLUTIONS

In Kansas, wind opponents and proponents are trying
to find some solutions. Through the Kansas Renewable
Energy Working Group (KREWG), guidelines have
been drafted for use by wind power project stakeholders
as they consider potential project sites within the state.
The KREWG acknowledges “the process of successfully
siting a wind energy project often comes down to a
matter of trade-offs between community acceptability
and economic viability.” They have drafted siting
guidelines for nine key areas:

1. Land use guidelines

2. Noise management guidelines

3. Natural and biological resources guidelines

4. Visual impact

5. Soil erosion and water quality

6. Safety guidelines

7. Cultural, archaeological and paleontological guidelines

8. Socioeconomic, public service and infrastructure
guidelines 

9. Public interaction guidelines

These guidelines, officially adopted in 2003, created by
Kansas Renewable Energy Working Group Siting
Subcommittee (see Appendix E: Siting Guidelines for
Windpower Projects in Kansas), could well be applied in
siting other stru c t u res with tall or oversized pro f i l e s .

Wind power also stirred up controversy along the
Massachusetts coast. Proposed projects would have
constructed this country’s first offshore wind farm in
the middle of Nantucket Sound. The windmills would
have stretched over 28 square miles and reached 400
feet (taller than the Statue of Liberty). More than 
17 government agencies reviewed the “Cape Wind
Project” and the U.S. A rmy Corps of Engineers were to
make the final permitting decisions. Supporters contended
that the wind farm would bring much-needed clean,
green renewal energy to Cape Cod, Martha’s Vineyard
and Nantucket Island. They explained that the wind
turbines would be a small blip on the horizon—barely
visible from the nearest beach. Adversaries raised 
concerns that the windmills would impact a national
scenic tre a s u re and commercial fishing. They questioned
whether the energy benefit was worth the visual and 
environmental impact. The county commissioners
voted against the proposal from developers.

Can wind farms and local residents peacefully coexist?
With careful planning, local input, unbiased inform a t i o n
and well-crafted design guidelines some of these issues 
can be addre s s e d .

There’s no doubt that wind turbines make a visual impact. Wind farms in
rural areas, atop ridgelines and hilltops, and along coastal areas can often
be seen for long distances.
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In some locations, wind
f a rms are being pro m o t e d
as tourist attractions and
developers have pro d u c e d
i n t e r p retive bro c h u re s
and kiosks. 
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SITE CONSIDERATIONS

An Taisce, the National Trust for Ireland, has drafted
a policy statement for wind farms, which includes
the following considerations:

• In choosing wind farms sites, consider the impacts
on the landscape, particularly where there are
important views or protected landscapes or
where the views are of particular amenity.

• The assessment of visual impact should take into
account the immediate visual impact and views from
a distance.

• All areas with nature or landscape preservation 
designations should be avoided for wind turbine
developments.

• S u p p o rt development plans that require deve l o p e rs
to avoid hill top locations by ensuring that turbine
blades cannot be viewed above the ri d g e l i n e.

• U t i l i ze tools and techniques, such as photomontages,
computer imaging and ZVI (Zone of Visual
Influence) digital mapping, to assess the potential
visual impact of proposed wind turbines.

• Wind turbines should be similar in color, design and
rotational direction when in the same deve l o p m e n t .

• Wind farms should not interfere with bird flight
paths, migration routes or staging areas.

• Structures associated with wind farms, such as
pylons, access roads and overhead power cables,
should also be examined for visual impacts.

• E nvironmental impact studies should be undert a ke n
for all proposed wind farm s .

• Post-construction vegetation cover should be
replaced on disturbed ground.
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(1997). Presents the issues involved in siting wireless
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(202) 638-0550 or www. s c e n i c . o rg .
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o rdinances. While this checklist was written especially 
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Scenic Trail, any community can use it. A Portable
Document File (PDF) available for download under 
the Protection/Planning section of the ATC Web site
at www.atconf.org and click on “Telecom.”
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