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e MARATHON COUNTY
MARATHON ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PROJECT LOCAL IMPACT ADVISORY
COUNTY o COMMITTEE - HUB CITY WIND FARM
B AGENDA

Date & Time of Meeting: Thursday, June 25", 2026, 4:30PM
Meeting Location: Marathon County Courthouse Assembly Room: 500 Forest Street, Wausau, Wl 54403

Committee Mission Statement: The Alternative Energy Project Local Impact Advisory Committee shall provide
insight to the Executive Committee regarding the concerns of local landowners and units of government relative to
the impact of proposed large scale alternative energy projects with the intent that the information aid the Marathon
County Executive Committee in providing guidance regarding the negotiation and ultimate consideration of a Joint
Development Agreement between Marathon County and the project developer by the County Board of Supervisors.

Members: John Robinson— Chair, Chris Dickinson- Vice-Chair, Al Drabek, Wayne Hagen, Kelly Coyle,
Duane Gau, Deb Derfus, Mark Krause, Mark Radke, Joe Brueggen, Kurt Jochimsen, Mitch
Maguire, Charles Newcomb

Persons wishing to attend the meeting by Webex/phone may call into the telephone conference ten (10)
minutes prior to the start time indicated above using the following number:
Phone Number: +1-408-418-9388 Access Code/Meeting Number: 2482 290 3069

1. Call Meeting to Order
2. Approval of the Minutes of the June 4, 2026, Meeting

Policy Issues Discussion and Committee Determination to the Executive Committee
for Consideration and Possible Action - None

4. Educational Presentations & Discussion

A. Updates, Questions & Answers with Alliant Energy

B. Report Out on Survey and Public Forum Results

C. Opportunity for Public Comment/Input — members of the public in attendance will have
the opportunity to offer comments to committee members. The Chair will apportion time
to speakers that express a desire to offer comments based on the number of
registrants.

D. Outline and Discussion of Report to Executive Committee

5. Next Meeting Time, Location, and Agenda Items

Thursday, July 9, 2026, 4:30PM, Marathon County Courthouse — Assembly Room
6. Announcements / Requests
7. Adjournment

Any person planning to attend this meeting who needs some type of special accommodation in order to participate should call the County
Clerk’s Office at 715-261-1500 one business day before the meeting.

Please take note that a quorum of members of the Marathon County Board of Supervisors and/or any of its subordinate bodies
may be present at this meeting. The County Board of Supervisors and any committees other than AEPLIAC will not hold formal
meetings at this time. This notice is provided in accordance with State ex rel. Badke v. Greendale Village Bd., 173 Wis.2d
553,494 N.W.2d 408 (1993).

SIGNED s/s John Robinson
Presiding Officer or Designee
EMAILED TO: Wausau Daily Herald, City Pages, and other Media Groups NOTICE POSTED AT THE COURTHOUSE
EMAILED BY: LM BY:
DATE & TIME:06/19/2026; 1PM DATE & TIME:
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e MARATHON COUNTY
MARATHON ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PROJECT LOCAL IMPACT ADVISORY
COUNTY o COMMITTEE - HUB CITY WIND FARM

MINUTES

a
Date & Time of Meeting: Thursday, June 4th, 2026, 4:30PM
Meeting Location: Marathon County Courthouse Assembly Room: 500 Forest Street, Wausau, WI 54403

Attendance: Present Not Present
John Robinson - Chair X
Chris Dickinson— Vice Chair X(Excused)
Kelly Coyle
Allen Drabek
Duane Gau
Wayne Hagen
Joe Brueggen
Deb Derfus
Mark Krause
Kurt Jochimsen
Mark Radke
Mitch Maguire
Charles Newcomb X (Excused)

X (Excused)

XXX XXXXXX

Also Present:
Laurie Miskimins, Lance Leonhard, Brian Desmond, Candace Pesch, Stacey Morache, Deb Hoppa, Joe
Kiwak Ill, Cindy Nelson, Heidi Peskie, Kevin O’Brien, Wendy Rogowski, Matthew Boor

The meeting can be viewed at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=orjyUoC8Uqgs

1. Call the Meeting to Order (0:01)

2. Approval of the Minutes of the May 18, 2026, Meeting (0:01)
ACTION: Motion / Second Gau/Drabek to approve the minutes of the May 18, 2026, meeting. Motion carried
by voice vote, no dissent.

3. Policy Issues Discussion and Committee Determination to the Executive Committee
for Consideration and Possible Action - None

4. Educational Presentations & Discussion

A. Updates on public input process and opportunities (0:01)

B. Discussion on additional questions or information the committee needs to complete
their work (0:08)

C. Conversation on Areas of Known Concern or Opportunity (0:32)

D. Opportunity for Public Comment/Input — members of the public in attendance will have
the opportunity to offer comments to committee members. The Chair will apportion time
to speakers that express a desire to offer comments based on the number of
registrants. (0:35)

5. Next Meeting Time, Location, and Agenda Items
Thursday, June 25, 2026, 4:30PM, Marathon County Courthouse — Assembly Room

6. Announcements / Requests

7. Adjournment
ACTION: Motion / Second by Drabek/Gau to adjourn the meeting at 5:24PM. Motion carried by voice vote,
no dissent.

Respectfully submitted,
Laurie Miskimins
Director- Conservation, Planning, and Zoning

LM June 5, 2026


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=orjyUoC8Uqs

Summary of Public Input

The Alternative Energy Project Local Impact Advisory Committee — Hub City Wind Farm
(AEPLIAC) committee was tasked to gather concerns and priorities of landowners and units
of government relative to impacts of the proposed large wind energy,

The intent of the committee and the information gathering was to aid the Marathon County
Executive Committee in providing guidance regarding the negotiation and ultimate
consideration of a Joint Development Agreement (JDA) between Marathon County and the
project developer by the County Board of Supervisors.

A. Public Input Methods

The AEPLIAC - Hub City Wind Farm gathered public input via three methods from May 18-
July 9, 2026.

A.1. Committee Public Meetings

Committee meetings, offering public comment were held on

e Monday, May 18", 2026
e Thursday, June 4", 2026
e Thursday, June 25", 2026
e Thursday, July 9, 2026

All meetings were held at 4:30PM and offered to each member of the public who attended
three (3) minutes of public comment. Agendas included a virtual call-in option for the
public, were sent to the press, and included on the Marathon County Calendar and
Alternative Energy websites. In addition, per the Marathon County Wisconsin Code of
Ordinances, Chapter 2 The Governing Body Rules, Alliant Energy, the developer of the
proposed Hub City Wind Farm project, was allowed to give informational presentations and
answer questions, prior to public comment at the May 18" and June 25™, 2026, meetings.

The number of public comments received at each meeting are displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. AEPLIAC Meeting Dates & Public Comments Received

Meeting Date Public Comments Received
May 18, 2026 6
June 4, 2026 5
June 25, 2026 X
July 9, 2026 X



https://www.marathoncounty.gov/about-us/county-calendar
https://www.marathoncounty.gov/projects-planning/alternative-energy-projects

A.2. Public Forum

A public forum was scheduled for Wednesday, June 17, 2026, at the Marathon County
Lake View Conference Center, located at 1000 Lake View Drive, Wausau, WI 54403.
Information about the event was circulated like the survey, and several news outlets also
ran the story multiple times and conducted interviews with Marathon County staff or the
AEPLIAC - Hub City Wind Farm Committee Chair.

At the June 4, 2026, AEPLIAC - Hub City Wind Farm meeting, the format of the forum was
presented. Questions in the forum were focused only on the specific role of the committee,
and were as follows:

Q1. Whatare your top benefits/opportunities of this project?
Q2. Whatare your top concerns regarding this project?

Q3. Based on your top benefits, opportunities, and concerns, what can be done to
mitigate concerns or capitalize on benefits.

A brief presentation of the county’s understanding of the project, what a joint developer
agreement is, what the role of the AEPLIAC is, and the purpose of the gathering was given to
the whole group. Then, small group discussions were held to have participants write down
and then share benefits/opportunities, concerns, and ideas related to mitigating a concern
or capitalizing on a benefit. At the end of the small group discussion, report outs were given
summarizing the conversation at each table, and all written information from the groups
was preserved for summarizing. Additionally, a Questions board for Alliant Energy was
created, where attendees could post a question that would be forwarded by the county to
Alliant.

At the request of the audience, at the end of the small group discussions, attendees were
allowed to speak and ask questions for the entire audience to hear. The event did not
include recording capabilities for verbal comments.

One hundred and fifty-one (151) people signed into the event. This included some elected
officials and members of the AEPLIAC -Hub City Wind Farm, attending as observers. A
summary of written comment received is included in Section B. An Appendix with all
comments transcribed and questions submitted for Alliant Energy will be included as part
of the final report submitted to the Executive Committee.



A.3. Survey

An online survey was available from Monday, June 8" through Friday, June 19". Flyers and
information about the survey were distributed via an official press release, social media,
posted at Marathon County Public Library branches, posted on the website, and emailed to
every municipal clerk and chair/president in the county with a request they post and
circulate.

It was set up around the same questions as the forum, to keep in line with the very specific
role of the AEPLIAC.

Q1. What are your top concerns regarding the Hub City Wind Farm Project? (Select up
to 3)

Fourteen (14) choices were offered, including an Other category allowing participants to
enter their own summary of a concern.

Q2. If the county were to consider entering into an agreement what are things you
might want included? (Open response)

This question was proceeded by an explanation of a Joint Developer Agreement as one
potential tool and provided a few examples. Initially, the character limit on this response
was limited to 500 but was then expanded to 2,500 to allow for longer comment or
suggestions.

Q3. What do you see as the primary benefits/opportunities of the Hub City Wind Farm
Project? (Select up to 3)

Ten (10) choices were offered, including an Other category allowing participants to enter
their own summary of a benefit/opportunity.

Thirteen-hundred and ninety-five (1395) individuals took the survey. A summary of the
results is provided in Section B of this report.



B.1. Summary of Public Forum Comments

Eight (8) small groups gathered benefits, concerns, and ideas to mitigate a concern or capitalize on a benefit. Participants wrote
down all their benefits and concerns, and with the help of facilitators attempted to group them into larger themes. A summary of

the themes identified by each group is presented below in Table 2.

While most participants saw ‘no benefits’ from the Hub City Wind Farm project, participants in five groups identified a few

potential benefits. These comments focused on the possibility of diversifying local energy sources to increase energy

independence, as well as the opportunity to generate additional revenue to support local needs.

Concern statements submitted far outnumbered the benefit comments submitted. Ultimately, thirteen (13) overarching themes

were identified in the small group conversations. On the next page this report attempts to elaborate on the statements shared

under each overarching concern theme listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of Benefit and Concern Themes from Public Forum Small Discussion Group
Group Benefit Themes Concern Themes
Oppto Diversify
Energy Community
Sources/Greater |Additional Character & Impacts/Restrictions on Lossof [Rellability of Transparency Water County Waiting
No Energy Revenuef/Funds JHealth |Quality of Life (Decommissioning |Environmental (Surrounding Properties or |Infrastructure |Local Power & Information |Emergency |Impact too long to gather
Benefits | Independence for Local Needs jimpacts |Impacts Concerns Impacts Other Anancial Losses Impacts Control |Source Setbacks [Sharing Response |Concerns |Concerns
1 X X X X X X X
2 ® X X X X X X X
3 X X X X X X X X
4 % X X X X X X X X X X X
5 X X X X X X X X X X
31 X X X X X X X X X X
7 X X X X X X
8 X X X X X X X X X X
2] B S N I T T I S H 2 - S O N A S - S AT H NS - TR I T




Health Impacts

A lack of understanding, information, or studies related to all the potential health
risks and side effects that could come from living near turbines.

Negative health impacts from noise, shadow flicker, ground current, stray voltage,
and ice throws. Concerns over noise and shadow flicker were

mentioned frequently.

In some cases, the potential to contaminate groundwater was brought up under this
theme as well as the environmental impact theme.

Concerns regarding potential impacts of wind energy facilities on livestock health.

Community Character & Quality of Life Impacts

Concerns that the project will change the community's rural and agricultural
character by introducing industrial-scale infrastructure.

Some concerns in this theme overlapped with the Impacts/Restrictions on
Surrounding Properties or Other Financial Losses theme.

Decommissioning Concerns

Responsibility for decommissioning wind turbines at the end of the project's life.
Adequacy and security of financial assurances to ensure taxpayers and landowners
are not responsible for decommissioning costs.

Concerns that turbine foundations may not be fully removed during
decommissioning, leaving large amounts of concrete buried on agricultural land.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts on birds and bats were frequently mentioned.

Impact to threatened and endangered species.

Participants questioned whether the appropriate environmental/wildlife studies
have been (or would be) completed.



The potential to contaminate groundwater or impact water tables and contaminate
soil.

Loss of habitat.

Damage to the land from installation and long-term impacts if the project is not fully
removed from the site were mentioned in this theme; including proper disposal of
all turbine components.

The concern as to whether the land was being appropriately used as zoned was also
brought up in this category.

Impacts/Restrictions on Surrounding Properties or Other Financial Losses

Concerns regarding loss of property value due to turbines.

Concerns related to potential use restrictions on neighboring properties (for
example, the concern that a neighboring landowner’s ability to fully utilize their
property may be diminished due to the presence of a turbine near a property line).
Setbacks were also frequently mentioned in relation to this concern.

Concerns that turbines could cause people to move away, reducing the tax base,
hurting schools, property values, and the local economy over time.

Some concerns in this theme overlapped with the Community Character and
Quality of Life theme.

Infrastructure Impacts

Concerns regarding damage to local roads from heavy truck traffic during
construction and from large maintenance equipment needed to service turbines,
and questions about who will be responsible for repairs and long-term road
maintenance costs.

Loss of Local Control

One group specifically identified this as a concern theme. The concern
focused on no ability for local government to regulate this size project to protect
local communities and concerns.



Reliability of Power Source

One group raised concerns related to how reliable the turbines are in winter and
generally if this source of power (i.e., wind) was reliable enough to be developed
and used.

Transparency & Information Sharing

Numerous concerns were expressed regarding the manner in which developers
approached landowners and got them to sign contracts, (i.e., several participants
expressed distrust of and disgust with the process)

What happens if Alliant Energy sells to another company?

Desire for consistent and timely updates and want to know the turbine locations as
soon as possible.

Concerns related to expansion and Phase 2 plans.

Concerns related to not being able to provide input at the county level.

Emergency Response

Concerns regarding potential impacts of wind turbines on medical helicopter
flights, air ambulance operations, and emergency communications.

Concerns regarding the ability of fire departments, EMS, law enforcement, and
other emergency responders to effectively respond to incidents involving tall wind
turbines (e.g., lack of necessary equipment and training).

Water Impact Concerns

Two groups specifically mentioned water impact concerns as a theme. Statements
in these groups were similar to concerns brought up in environmental impacts.



County Waiting Too Long to Gather Concerns

e One small group had a comment submitted that the County should have started
gathering concerns earlier.

Very few participants chose to engage on question #3 as asked (Based on your top benefits
opportunities, and concerns, what can be done to mitigate concerns or capitalize on
benefits?). All ideas written down in relation to this question are shared below:

Public Forum ideas that could be considered/addressed in a JDA

e Fullrestoration of the site when the projectis done.

e More decommissioning efforts/standards/concessions/guarantees

e Buryinglines

e Stricter standards for protecting wildlife throughout project timeline/life (USFWS
standards were one mentioned)

e Baseline and ongoing well water testing

e Monitor noise and flicker continuously and implement standards to lower/stop both at
night

e Locating towers in most remote areas (furthest from homes, neighboring properties,
etc.)

e Larger setbacks than required

e Compensation for surrounding property owners

e Lowerenergy rates

o Negotiate other financial incentives for local governments and neighbors

e More public meetings with Alliant and County Board; and allowing public to speak

e Better communication from developer; ongoing project updates; information on next
phases, etc.

e No NDAs

«®* More revenue sharing

Public forum ideas that did not directly address the question (Based on your top
benefits, opportunities, and concerns, what can be done to mitigate concerns or
capitalize on benefits?)

e Moratorium

e Finding other energy sources
e Stop the project/don't build

Additionally, several comments were submitted from participants stating they did not want
wind turbines or JDAs.



B.2. Summary of Survey

Table 3. Percent of Survey

Respondents by All Municipalities

Thirteen hundred and ninety-five (1395) MUNICIPALITY % OF RESPONSES
. CITY OF ABBOTSFORD 0.07%
surveys were reviewed for top concerns, CITY OF MARSHFIELD 3.44%
benefits, and ideas related to mitigating CITY OF MOSINEE 1.15%
3 CITY OF SCHOFIELD 0.65%
concerns. Four-hundred and sixty-three CITY OF WAUSAU 10.54%
(463) were from the SiX towns in the I DON'T RESIDE IN MARATHON COUNTY 3.87%
TOWN OF BERGEN 1.72%
proposed project area. TOWN OF BERLIN 0.22%
TOWN OF BERN 1.00%
Table 3 to the right illustrates the TOWN(GREEVENT 0.22%
TOWN OF BRIGHTON 2.15%
percentage of surveys taken across the TOWN OF CASSEL 0.93%
. . TOWN OF CLEVELAND 5.02%
entire reglon. TOWN OF DAY 6.59%
TOWN OF EASTON 0.86%
Table 4 shows the number of surveys TOWN OF EAU PLEINE 5.88%
. . . TOWN OF ELDERON 0.07%
taken in the six towns where the Hub City TOWN OF EMMET 1.29%
Wind Farm is proposed to be located. TOWN OF FRANKFORT 0.79%
TOWN OF FRANZEN 0.22%
TOWN OF GREEN VALLEY 2.94%
TOWN OF GUENTHER 0.14%
TOWN OF HALSEY 0.57%
Table 4. Percent of Survey Respondents from Six TOWNGEHAMBURG 0.50%
TOWN OF HARRISON 0.14%
Towns in Proposed Project Area TOWN OF HEWITT 0.22%
TOWN OF HOLTON 0.50%
MUNICIPALITY COUNT % of All Responses TOWN OF HULL 1.29%
TOWN OF JOHNSON 1.15%
TOWN OF BRIGHTON 30 2.15% TOWN OF KNOWLTON 1.43%
TOWN OF MARATHON 0.86%
TOWN OF CLEVELAND 70 5.02% TOWN OF MCMILLAN 10.61%
TOWN OF MOSINEE 2.44%
TOWN OF DAY 92 6.59% TOWN OF NORRIE 0.07%
TOWN OF EAU PLEINE 82 5.88% TOWN OF PLOVER 2.15%
TOWN OF REID 0.36%
TOWN OF RIB FALLS 0.65%
TOWN OF GREEN VALLEY 41 2.94% TOWN OF RIETBROGK L 08%
TOWN OF SPENCER 2.22%
TOWN OF STETTIN 1.43%
TOWN OF TEXAS 0.72%
TOWN OF WAUSAU 2.08%
TOWN OF WESTON 1.65%
TOWN OF WIEN 0.79%
VILLAGE OF ATHENS 1.15%
VILLAGE OF EDGAR 0.29%
VILLAGE OF FENWOOD 0.14%
VILLAGE OF HATLEY 0.14%
VILLAGE OF KRONENWETTER 2.51%
VILLAGE OF MAINE 0.65%
VILLAGE OF MARATHON CITY 0.07%
VILLAGE OF RIB MOUNTAIN 3.44%
VILLAGE OF ROTHSCHILD 1.72%
VILLAGE OF SPENCER 0.72%
VILLAGE OF STRATFORD 2.72%
VILLAGE OF UNITY 0.07%
VILLAGE OF WESTON 2.87%




Top Concerns from Survey Respondents

Soil Erosion

Communication and coordination with developer
Emergency response preparedness

Traffic, road conditions/damage, or construction haul routes
Water quality, stormwater runoff

Other (please describe helow)

Noise, lighting, or dust (construction or operation)

Impacts on nearby homes

Disposal of equipment and end-of-life site restoration

Top Concerns Chosen by All Survey Respondents
(n=1395)

m 0.37%

mmm 1.11%

s 1.16%

mm 1.50%

I 2.55%
e 4.58%
I 5.14%
e 5.69%

Public health and safety

Impacts to surrounding land/home value

Changes to the visual landscape or community character
Changes in land use/loss of agricultural land

Wildlife impacts (birds, bats, habitat, hunting)

Soil Erosion

Communication and coordination with developer
Emergency response preparedness

Traffic, road conditions/damage, or construction haul routes
Water quality, stormwater runoff

Other (please describe helow)

Disposal of equipment and end-of-life site restoration
Impacts on nearby homes

Noise, lighting, or dust (construction or operation)
Changes in land use/loss of agricultural land

Public health and safety

Changes to the visual landscape or community character
Wildlife impacts (birds, bats, habitat, hunting)

Impacts to surrounding land/home value

0.00%

0.00% 2.00% 4.00% 6.00% 8.00% 10.00% 12.00% 14.00% 16.00% 18.00% 20.00%
Top Concerns Chosen by Survey Respondents in Six Towns of Proposed Project
(n=463)
m 0.39%
mmm 0.70%

mmmmmm 1,55%

e 2.01%

I 2,.47%
e 4,10%
I 5,95%
s 6,49%

e 7, 34%

2.00% 4.00% 6.00% 8.00% 10.00% 12.00% 14.00% 16.00% 18.00%
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Open-Ended Responses: Top Concerns listed in Other Category

Property Value Decline & Effect on Larger Community Financially

One of the most frequently repeated concerns. Statements focused on:

e Homes becoming unsellable or decreasing in value.

e Loss of financial security for the community due to decreasing values of homes or
people moving away from the community.

e Beingunable to move away if conditions worsen for people living near to turbines.

e Loss of tourism appeal.

e Reduced desirability for future growth or residential development.

o Fewer people wanting to move to the region.

e Setbacks not being large enough.

Health and Safety Concerns & Quality of Life Concerns

Another common theme. Comments focused on:

+ Noise, low-frequency noise, and infrasound.

e Shadow flicker.

e Sleep disruption, migraines, vertigo.

o Effects on livestock (stray voltage, stress, illness).

o Safety hazards (ice throw, blade failure, oil leaks, fires).

e Impact on emergency flight paths and air ambulance access.

e Potential to contaminate groundwater and soil and subsequently cause health
concerns.

¢ Proximity of extremely tall structures near homes, roads, wildlife areas.

Wildlife & Environmental Impacts

Another common theme:

e Bird and bat mortality (especially bald eagles, cranes, migratory waterfowl).
e Habitat loss and fragmentation.

e Groundwater contamination.

o Impacts on wetlands, rivers, marshes, groundwater, and water tables.
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Soil compaction and long-term soil disruption.
Concern about turbine oil leaks and PFAS/microplastic contamination.
Soil erosion.

Visual and ecological disruption to major wildlife areas (Mead, McMillan Marsh).

Road Damage & Infrastructure Costs

Concernsincluded:

Heavy construction traffic destroying town roads.
Increased long-term maintenance costs.

Whether developers will actually repair roads.
Potential costs passed on to taxpayers.

Road closures or access issues during construction.

Loss of Farmland & Impacts to Community Character

Concernsincluded:

Permanent loss of agricultural land.

Farmland preservation program intent not being followed.

Industrialization of rural landscapes.

Concrete foundations and underground cabling limiting future use.

Soil compaction and loss, drainage issues, and long-term loss of productive
farmland.

Impacts to farm operations (livestock, equipment, crop patterns).

Changes to the visual landscape and quality of life from look and sounds of
turbines.

Community being divided by the project.

Decommissioning & Long-Term Liability

Another dominant theme, included:

Companies going bankrupt or selling to entities unwilling to honor agreements.
Abandonment of old turbines, foundations, access roads.
Foundations remaining forever in the land.

12



e Lack of guaranteed bonding/escrow for removal.
e Burden falling on landowners or taxpayers.

Energy Production, Reliability, & Cost

Concernsincluded:

e Whetherwind energy is reliable in Wisconsin.

e Ifthe electricity will stay local.

¢ Long-term cost effectiveness versus other energy sources; that the project will not
pay for itself and cost will be passed on to locals.

e Ongoingreliance on subsidies.

e Trueimpacts to energy bills over time .

e Suggestions of other power sources.

Transparency, Trust, & Governance

Concernsincluded:

e Poorcommunication from developers.

e Lack of detailed information or difficulty finding it.

e Incomplete answers at meetings.

o Feeling that decision-makers do not live near the project and will not bear the
consequences.

o Fear of agreements being changed quietly later.

e Decision makers may prioritize revenue over residents.

e The projectis moving too fast without enough information.

e The county needs to pursue paths to stop the project.

13



Open-Ended Responses: If the county were to consider entering into an
agreement what are things you might want included?

Most respondents opted to not engage directly in this question as asked. For those that did

engage, suggestions are summarized here.

Road Protection, Repair, & Responsibility

e Developerto pay 100% of road repair and upgrades caused by construction

e Pre-and post-construction road condition documentation

e Upfront road repair bonds/escrow (some requested 150-200% of projected cost)
e Weight limits and haul-route approvals

e Dust control, gravel replacement, culvert improvements

e Paving gravel roads impacted by turbine transport

Decommissioning Guarantees

¢ Mandatory full removal of turbines, foundations, and buried cables

e Complete land restoration to pre-project condition

e Developer-funded decommissioning bond (inflation-adjusted)

e Removalif turbine fails, leaks oil, sits idle, or causes health impacts

e Insurances project decommissioning is not abandoned if ownership transfers

Setbacks, Siting Restrictions & Area Limits

e Larger setbacks from:

o Homes

o Propertylines

o Wildlife refuges (Mead, McMillan, Big Eau Pleine)
o Roads and public spaces

14



No turbines near:

o Medical helicopter flight paths
o Marshes, rivers, wetlands, or migratory corridors

Environmental & Wildlife Protections

Independent environmental impact studies (wildlife, water, soil)
Ongoing monitoring of birds, bats, raptors, eagles, cranes
Wildlife mitigation strategies (e.g., black turbine blade)
Groundwater and well protection monitoring and requirements
Stormwater management and erosion control

Oil leak prevention and emergency cleanup plans

No construction in sensitive habitats or near protected species

Property Value Guarantees & Compensation

Compensation to homeowners for property value loss or buyout options
Payments to residents within certain distances

Tax reductions for impacted homes

Clear process for appraisal and compensation disputes

Safety & Health Protections

Strict noise limits, especially at night

Shadow flicker elimination for non-participating homes and/or at night

Infrasound and vibration monitoring

Emergency response plans, training, and equipment for fire/EMS

Ice-throw buffers

Stray voltage testing for all nearby farms and homes

Use the best technology to limit noise and visual impacts to largest degree possible

15



Transparency, Information Sharing, & Accountability

Public reporting on:
o Noise
o Environmentalimpacts
o Water quality
o Energy production and where it goes
o Construction schedules
No confidentiality waivers
Disclosure of:
o Projectboundaries
o Accessroads
Clear complaint response and enforcement mechanisms
Binding obligations even if projectis sold

County should use independent experts to determine what goes into JDA and writing

and negotiating

Community Benefits/Funds

Reduced local electricity rates
Payments to nearby residents
Developer-funded:

o School support

o Parks & playgrounds

o Emergency services

o Local hiring commitments

16



Agricultural Land Protections

e Minimize farmland loss

e Preserve topsoil

e Restore disturbed soils after construction

e Allow farming on land not used directly by turbines
e Compensation for crop and livestock losses

Limits on Project Scope & Expansion

e Capon number of turbines

¢ No additional turbines beyond initial approval

e Restrictions on BESS (battery storage)

¢ No expansion into new areas without new review

Overwhelmingly, other suggestions in this section of the survey stated participants did not
want a JDA and wanted the county to pursue ways to stop the project. Many comments
also focused on the need for more information.

17



Top Benefits

In both the concern and benefit questions, participants were offered up to three choices. While most participants used all
three of their choices under concern, significantly fewer picked benefit categories. Most opted to not choose a category or
choose the Other category. The common theme in the Other category was ‘No benefits.” This idea was repeated in hundreds of
different variations.

A small minority brought forth other benefits, including:

e Clean energy production or less reliance on fossil fuels

e Reductionin emissions

e Potential to lower energy costs and have more energy independence

e Possible economic benefits during construction or via payments to landowners and revenue sharing

e The ability to prevent loss of large amounts of farmland related to the turbines deterring things like subdivisions
development.

Top Benefits Chosen by All Survey Respondents
(n=1395)

Support for local infrastructure improvements (e.g. road upgrades,... 0.06%
Support for environmental monitoring or protections m 0.75%
Road maintenance. mm 1.56%
Reducing fossil fuel use and climate emissions mm 3.76%
Other (please describe below) I 4.45%
Local investment and utility aid s 4.74%
Jobs and economic benefits from construction and maintenance operations I 5.61%
Greater energy independence mEEEEEss————— 12.338%
Funding for community planning, land use studies, or public improvements IS 12.49%
Additional income source for landowners DEEETEEE————— 14.05%
Additional community investments from developer I 40.14%

0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00% 30.00% 35.00% 40.00% 45.00%
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Additional Thoughts

The committee’s role was to collect concerns, opportunities, and suggestions should the
county choose to enter a Joint Developer Agreement. However, public comments
consistently showed that most participants to this effort focused their feedback on how to
prevent the proposed project or large-scale energy development in Marathon County. The
feedbackin the concerns shared still offered insight into topics that could be pursued if the
County Board chooses to enter into an agreement.

The scope and timeline for the committee present limitations on what information can be
gathered and how. As referenced above, a significant portion of the comments offered
during this effort were not directly related to the specific role of AEPLIAC. The process of
this first effort is being documented to assist in future efforts should the County Board
choose to form the committee for another project.
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