
 

AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF 
Carolyn F. Greenough 

For the degree of 
Master of Science in Environmental Science and Policy 

Presented on May 3, 2017 
 
 
 
 

UNDERSTANDING HOW STAKEHOLDERS VALUE SCENIC VIEWS: 
Lessons from the Lakes Region and White Mountains of New Hampshire on 
Incorporating Viewshed Management into Environmental Decision Making 

 
 
 
 
Abstract approved: 
 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
Shannon H. Rogers, Thesis Advisor 
 
 
 
 
 
The Lakes and White Mountain Regions of New Hampshire is a unique setting that is 
overwhelmingly influenced by strong scenic landscapes containing picturesque 
valleys and rugged mountain peaks. Aesthetics, especially the scenic beauty of a 
landscape, is often cited as an important cultural ecosystem service of certain 
landscapes, especially when a development or alteration is proposed and 
communities and visitors are afraid of what they might lose. Alterations to these 
viewsheds are sometimes unavoidable, with human growth comes need for new 
industry, land development, and new sources of energy. While there is plenty of 
evidence that people express concern for scenic views, there is very little policy 
relevant data in 1) how stakeholders value scenic views and 2) how they feel about 
different types of energy project alterations to landscapes in their communities.  Our 
study aimed to do just that. Through a mixed methods approach we spoke with 26 
stakeholders in the Lakes and White Mountain Region of New Hampshire to better 
understand how stakeholders felt about their viewsheds and potential alterations to 
them, with a focus on large-scale energy generation and transmission projects. Our 
findings show that stakeholders place a value on scenic views in multifarious ways 
including environmentally, economically, and socially. Given the extensive value 
placed on views by these stakeholders, both state and local policies should include 
this valuation when examining potential alterations.  
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Introduction 
 
Background 
 
A viewshed is defined as the area that is visible from one specific location (Nijhuis et al, 
2011). British surveyor and landscape architect Clifford Tandy is credited with introducing 
this term in 1967 as an analogy to a watershed (Nijhuis et al, 2011). Viewsheds include all 
surrounding points that are in line-of-sight, but a specific viewshed can be easily altered by 
obstructions or other landscape changes. The study of viewsheds is commonly used in terrain 
analysis and can be useful in land development to determine the best location to site 
landscape alterations. By doing a viewshed analysis, it is possible to see how a viewshed 
changes over time, what alterations may already be present in the area, and determine the 
locations of views with high scenic or historic value. Combining this information with 
people’s perceptions about views, one can determine what aspects of a view people value 
and want to preserve and what areas would be more acceptable to develop. 
 
Scenic valuation and viewsheds are becoming a more prevalent area of study (e.g. Krueger et 
al 2011, Poudyal et al 2010, Sander et al 2009, Tengberg et al 2012) (Wang, 2014). This is 
largely because viewshed valuation is an integration of ecological, economic, and social 
values (Krause, 2001). However, because viewsheds are a qualitative and subjective variable, 
they are difficult to measure and quantify for valuation purposes (Yu et al, 2007). While a 
concrete economic valuation can be hard to come by, the social side of the valuation of 
viewsheds is often expressed. The New Hampshire Office of Energy and Planning explains, 
“…people respond positively to places that are visually appealing because an extreme high 
percent of human sensory experience is visual” (New Hampshire Office of Energy & Planning, 
1993). Aesthetic appreciation of the landscapes, whether it be urban or rural, is one of the 
most fundamental ways that people experience and relate to their environment. The large 
part of the social valuation of a landscape is based on the cultural ecosystem services an area 
can offer. Cultural ecosystem services are defined as “the nonmaterial benefits people obtain 
from ecosystems through spiritual enrichment, cognitive development, reflection, recreation 
and aesthetic experiences” (Russi et al 2010, Alcamo et al 2003). 
 
Different landscapes can be associated with the reinforcement of cultural or social identity 
and can give a sense of belonging (Tengberg et al, 2012). When a landscape has significant 
natural elements like plants, water, and rock, they will often provide relaxation and other 
psychological relief in addition to their aesthetic values (Nutsford, 2015). Viewsheds have 
aesthetic properties even if people are not present, but the value of the viewshed is based 
on an individual’s perception. Often the value of the view is partially determined by its 
accessibility. However, this accessibility can have end up having a negative effect. The over-
use of a particular viewshed can degrade its scenic amenity. Roads and land development 
have been shown to have a negative impact on landscape appreciation (Garré et al, 2009). 
Poudyal et al (2010) discussed how unplanned development and inappropriate location of 
building structures could greatly reduce the scenic view.  
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Some alterations to viewsheds are unavoidable, with human growth comes need for new 
industry, land development, and new sources of energy. We will continue to see new 
development encroach on scenic views, but deciding the extent to which we allow this 
means we have to decide which views are worth preserving and which ones we are willing to 
allow development to alter in some way. 
 
Motivation 
 
In New Hampshire, there is an abundance of natural beauty and the anthropogenic impact of 
development has become a very contentious issue (Needleman 2015, Runyon 2016).  There 
is a strong desire to hold onto the rural character of the communities in the state, and many 
residents have, over time, begun to feel frustrated that they are losing the battle (New 
Hampshire Office of State Planning, 2000). New Hampshire is one of the most forested states 
in the country. In 2010, 84% of New Hampshire was forestland making it the second most 
forested state in the United States (QB Consulting & Straight Arrow Consulting, 2012).  This 
has created a landscape, particularly in the Northern part of the state, that is dominated by 
forests, lakes, picturesque valleys and mountain peaks that have all come to contribute to a 
certain quality of life amongst the residents and visitors. As the Office of Energy and Planning 
(NH OEP), formally known as the Office of State Planning (NH OSP) said, New Hampshire’s 
rural character is part of the state’s bedrock appeal for residents and visitors (New 
Hampshire Office of State Planning, 2000). Within this scenic landscape, even a small amount 
of development stands out. Because tourism is the second largest industry in the state 
generating around $5 billion annually (Butler 2015, Ramer 2015), there is a concern that 
landscape alterations could reduce the amount of tourism and thus hurt the economy. This 
would be an impact on people’s quality of life economically as well as socially. 
 
The population of the state is projected to increase by over one hundred thousand people by 
2040, due to the combination of migration and the subsequent increase in the number of 
births in the state (RLS Demographics, Inc. 2016, New Hampshire Office of Energy & Planning 
2013a). With this increase in population, more development is expected, as well as an 
increased need for energy production. This development could lead to many scenic areas 
being impacted by largescale energy projects in the future. The 2007 Renewable Energy Fund 
(REF) may also be driving these energy project proposals by mandating that 23.8% of New 
Hampshire’s electricity will need to come from renewable sources by 2025 (New Hampshire 
Public Utilities Commission, 2015). The expected population growth and the REF have led to 
many new “green” energy projects (e.g. windfarms).  
 
The numerous potential alterations motivated us to examine how these energy projects 
could alter the landscape and consequently affect people’s quality of life. Large-scale energy 
projects are a contentious issue for many people facing these alterations in their viewshed 
(Cass et al, 2009). Heated arguments are often had over proposed energy projects, largely 
because a person’s place attachment, or the emotional bond that people have with places 
(Devine-Wright, 2009). Individuals who hold strong positive bonds with a place, and who 
identify the place with their sense of self, respond to energy project landscape alterations as 
a form of identity threat (Cass et al, 2009). The government in New Hampshire recognized 
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that the siting and construction of energy facilities can have a large effect on the public 
welfare, economic growth, the environment, as well as the use of natural resources. Because 
of this the New Hampshire Legislature formed the Site Evaluation Committee (SEC) for the 
review and issuance of certificates for any large energy facility projects, including “green” 
energy projects, proposed for the state. The SEC is currently made up of nine members, 
seven from five different state agencies and two from the public that are appointed by the 
governor with the consent of the council (Senate Bill-245, 2014). Currently the SEC is tasked 
with determining the terms and conditions of any certificate issued, monitoring the 
construction and operation of any energy facility granted a certificate, enforcing the terms 
and conditions of the certificate, and assisting the public in understanding the requirements 
of the application and approval. Over the past 15 years, the SEC has had to review numerous 
projects. These projects included four transmission lines, three pipelines, seven wind farms, 
and two power plants. Some of these projects are still in the deliberation process while 
others were withdrawn before a decision was made.  
 
When reviewing a project the SEC has to consider all relevant information regarding the 
project to determine if the project will meet the objectives outlined in N.H Rev. Stat. Ann. § 
162-H:16. These objectives include confirming that the applicant has the capability to 
construct and operate the facility in compliance with their ruling, that the project will not 
interfere with the development of the region, that the project will not have “unreasonable 
adverse effect” on aesthetics, the natural environment, and public health and safety, and 
that it will “serve the public interest”. However, following through with all these objectives is 
easier said than done. There is currently no consistent, formalized standard for visual impacts 
of energy facilities (New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee, 2014). 
 
The debate over numerous energy projects proposed for New Hampshire has shown that 
examination needs to be given to the potential implication for the future of the state. There 
is potential economic impact through the impact on tourism and property values, potential 
environmental consequences, as well as the potential for social impact since there is a clear 
intrinsic value to views in the state and many consider the scenic beauty to be what makes 
New Hampshire, New Hampshire.  
 

Research Questions 
 
The study of viewsheds continues to evolve and mature, especially with the growth and 
interest in ecosystem services. We chose a specific regional case study to help us answer the 
following questions.  
 

1) How do key stakeholders in the Lakes and White Mountain Region value 
scenic views? 
2) Are there specific alterations to viewsheds that are more acceptable than 
others? 
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3) What policies can be used or proposed to better incorporate viewshed 
management into overall natural resource management and planning 
regarding large-scale energy projects? 

 
 

Literature Review 
 
Valuation of Scenic views 
The valuation of cultural ecosystem services is still relatively understudied even though they 
remain some of the most salient parts of an environmental experience for many humans. 
The value behind natural ecosystems comes from their ability to serve as a place where 
people can relax, refresh, and recreate (de Groot et al, 2002). Many people enjoy the scenery 
of these natural areas and this is reflected in people living in aesthetically pleasing 
environments and the designation of scenic roads (de Groot et al, 2002). These aesthetic 
qualities have economic importance as well as this social importance. However, unlike the 
market for tangible goods, natural landscapes and views do not easily provide a quantifiable 
value. The lack of an explicit market for this service means that researchers must resort to 
more indirect means of assessing values. Primarily two broad categories of valuation 
approaches are used to assess the economic value of landscapes and viewsheds. There are 
revealed preference methods (e.g. hedonic pricing models and travel cost) and stated 
preference methods (e.g. contingent valuation).  
 
The revealed preference approach utilizes actual purchase decisions to determine the non-
market value (Hackett, 2011). For example, hedonic analysis can be used to show if people 
would typically pay more for a house with a view than an identical property with less 
attractive scenery (e.g. Jim et al 2009, Sander et al 2009).  This approach can also be used to 
determine the potential impact of an alteration in a viewshed (e.g. Hoen et al 2010, Sunak et 
al 2016).  
 
In the stated preference method, the non-market value is inferred from individual’s 
responses to a survey about their preferences or willingness to pay (Hackett, 2011).  Many 
economists question this method due to their distrust in people’s willingness or ability to 
answer questions truthfully (Brown, 2003). However, this method is still widely used because 
of its ability to give a value to things that do not normally have a market value. In contingent 
valuation, people are asked hypothetical questions to determine their willingness to pay to 
obtain something, or their willingness to accept to give up something. This method has been 
used in several studies to estimate the value of a view, and is able to determine possible 
explanations for these decisions based on aspects such as demographics and experiences. 
One study used contingent valuation, as well as another stated preference method (choice 
modeling) to estimate the value of scenic quality to Blue Ridge Parkway visitors (Mathews et 
al, 2004). From this study, the research team was able to determine that certain groups 
(individuals with more experience with the Parkway, females, and those that are more 
environmentally conscious) are more likely to pay to ensure that the scenic quality is 
preserved. Similar results were found in a study in Singapore where they determined that the 
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individual most interested in preserving a park would be a young, highly educated, female 
adult in a professional or technical career (Quah et al, 1999). 
 
Some studies have found it to be more informative to look outside of the actual economic 
valuation of scenic views and to examine the cultural and social value. This has primarily 
been completed through surveys and interviews. The incorporation of Geographic 
Information System (GIS) on these assessments is gaining momentum. GIS provides 
beneficial analytical tools, such as the viewshed tool, and can be beneficial in decision-
making in environmental valuation. GIS has been used to estimate direct use value of 
ecosystem services (e.g. Chen et al, 2009) as well as to assess and quantify the social values 
of these services (e.g. Sherrouse et al, 2011). Often when GIS is incorporated into these 
studies, it is beneficial for the researcher to use public participation geographic information 
system (PPGIS). PPGIS can be used in planning as a way to engage the public and incorporate 
stakeholder’s opinions. It gives people the ability to identify locations with spatial attributes 
that are valuable (Brown, 2004). This is a way of inventorying these important cultural 
landscapes based on human perceptions and values. While it has its limitations, this method 
can be effective in landscape planning and can be helpful in building and sustaining the trust 
of the public in any viewshed alteration planning process (Brown et al, 2011). Brown (2006) 
used a survey to determine how to integrate community opinions with existing land use 
planning methods. He asked survey participants where, on one specific island, development 
should be prohibited and where residential and tourism development could conditionally 
occur. The involvement of the community is important in any decision that is dealing with 
scenic views because individuals do forms such emotional attachments to their landscapes 
(Hummon 1992, Tuan 1990). There needs to be linkages between community values and 
government choice regarding land use. These methods all provide ways to incorporate this 
attachment into decision-making. 
 
While the traditional approaches to evaluate aesthetic values are diverse, most assessments 
are based on attractiveness, natural beauty, and/or the areas biodiversity (Wagner, 2015). 
These characteristics have been deemed desirable and valuable throughout the literature.  
However, much of the literature has had varying definitions of attractiveness. The perception 
of landscapes is highly subjective and based on an individual’s experience (Chhetri 2006, 
Wherrett 1998). Cultural identity plays a large role in what someone finds attractive. In Hong 
Kong, researchers completed a hedonic analysis on private housing and found that a broad 
mountain view would depress an apartment price by 6.7% while a broad harbor view could 
increase the value of an apartment by 2.97% (Jim et al, 2009). In New Zealand researchers 
found that views of water and attractive buildings add to the value of the property, 59% and 
37% respectively, while a property in an area with poor landscaping could decrease the 
property value by 51% (Bourassa et al, 2004).  
 
Throughout the literature, it was found that naturally occurring components tend to add 
more value than the built environment. Tyraväinen and Miettinen (2000) found that urban 
dwellings with a view of a forest were around 5% more expensive than dwellings with similar 
characteristics so this desire for natural beauty is seen in most areas, including urbanized 
locations. However, aesthetic values considered multidimensional and subjective and this is 
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often based on the culture of the region. For this project, we wanted to get first-hand insight 
on how stakeholders in New Hampshire define and value scenic views and how they use this 
definition in land and resource management. 

 
 
Energy Case Studies 
While there has been previous research around many different types of energy use 
landscape alterations, this research focused primarily on wind farm projects and 
transmission lines. We chose this focus because wind farms and transmission lines are the 
two most visually obtrusive forms of alterations that New Hampshire has had to contend 
with in the recent past. 
 
Wind 
The current research around the visual impact of wind farms had greatly focused on off-
shore wind farms (e.g. Bishop et al 2007, Ladenburg 2009, Haggett 2011, Krueger et al 2011, 
Sullivan et al 2012). Literature has shown a relatively positive attitude towards offshore wind 
generation, but this attitude depends on the distance from shore and prior experience. Much 
of this research can be extrapolated to onshore wind farms. Haggett (2011) found several 
common factors that influenced people’s responses to offshore wind farms. These included 
the need for tangible benefits, the place attachment to the local area, the relationship with 
developers and outsiders, and the role of planning and decision-making systems. The 
acceptability of the wind farms by the public depends largely on the decision making process 
and the role that people are allowed to play. In 2001, a near shore wind farm in the Dutch 
part of the Wadden Sea was proposed, but failed to be implemented because of the 
government’s refusal to negotiate with civil society organizations that represented various 
landscape values (Wolsink, 2010). Because the local community was not involved in the 
planning of the wind farm proposal, and there was no sense of ownership created, the 
community organizations only considered the proposed wind farm as a threat and were 
immediately opposed to it (Wolsink, 2010). 
 
Interestingly, literature has shown that there is a cultural divide when it comes to the 
acceptability of wind power. It was found that there was more of a willingness to pay in the 
European culture (Bell et al, 2005).  In Greece researchers found that there was a willingness 
to pay for the construction of a wind farm through a moderate increase in their electricity 
bills (Koundouri et al, 2009). Another study, completed in Scotland, showed that while the 
residents had a concern about the intermittent production and visual power, the majority 
regarded the visual impact as positive (Warren et al, 2010). In this particular situation, this 
attitude was even more positive if the wind farm was owned by a local community. The 
research done in the United States has been primarily focused on a willingness to accept and 
discussed the compensation required. However, this is not always the case and often 
depends on the particular situation. One study found that coastal wind turbines would have 
very little impact on recreational visitation and that the majority of people surveyed 
supported offshore wind energy and over half of the people thought that it would have a 
positive impact on the overall view at the beach (Landry et al, 2012). However, this study did 
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not examine a specific willingness to pay or willingness to accept. This same study did find 
that it would be necessary to integrate local citizen’s concerns into the planning of a wind 
farm in order to reduce the possibility of social justice and equity issues. 
 
This call for community input is a commonality across much of the energy development 
planning literature. Community ownership made the addition of these landscape alterations 
more acceptable because there was a direct benefit to the public. Even without the 
community ownership, wind farms do bring some benefits that do not exist with other forms 
of energy production. Wind energy is considered a green source of energy because it does 
not contribute to global warming or other externalities such as acid rain or decreased 
visibility (Kahn, 2000). Along with this lack of pollution, Thayer et al (1987) listed safety and 
long-term availability of wind as reasons why wind is a good alternative to other energy 
sources. English (2011) also discussed how wind energy does not require resource extraction 
like coal, natural gas, and nuclear power, nor does it have the waste problems of coal and 
nuclear power. Some people also see a wind energy landscape as beautiful and are more 
accepting of it, but this is subjective. Groothuis et al (2008) found that individuals who 
perceive wind energy as a clean source of power require less compensation than those who 
retire to the mountains or individuals who have ancestors in the location. It also depends on 
people’s experience with wind power (Krohn et al, 1998) which gives some finding to the fact 
that the acceptance of wind energy has a lot to do with the individual as well as the 
knowledge about the power source. 
 
Wind generation turbines can cause local negative impacts that will make these projects 
much less acceptable to residents of a region. Individuals who live near wind farms have 
reported negative visual impact on the landscape, noise from the rotation of the blades, as 
well as shadow and light effects (Warren et al, 2005). Along with the visual intrusion of the 
wind farms, their blades may result in bird and bat kills leading to some concern in the 
environmental community. Along with the local resistance, there are also technical 
impediments. Intermittency can be a significant limitation of wind energy. If the wind in a 
location is variable, the wind project cannot be relied on to generate electricity when it is 
needed. The capacity factor, which is the percentage of installed capacity that is actually 
generated, for utility-scale wind turbines in U.S. areas with good wind regimes ranges from 
about 25 to 35% (Randolph et al, 2008). This intermittency issue could be lessened if the 
electricity generated could be stored and then used at a later point but, currently the large-
scale batteries for stationary electricity sources are not yet cost-effective (American Wind 
Energy Association, n.d.). These technical impediments can cause public acceptance barriers 
amongst residents by bringing up the debate about whether the production is enough to 
make the environmental and social impact worthwhile. It also gives many communities an 
opportunity to make an argument that is not based around their emotional attachment to 
the landscape. 
 
Transmission Lines 
In comparison to other large-scale infrastructure on the landscape, there has been little 
research around the impacts and perceptions of transmission lines. Communication and 
transportation channels of electricity are necessities of the modern world. As Soini et al 
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(2011) said, transmission lines have had a long history in the local landscape and can often be 
regarded as an established feature of the cultural landscape so the negative image of the 
lines can be challenged. 
 
In the mid-1990s, a large sample of a population living near a recently rebuilt high power 
electric transmission line were surveyed. Many residents felt like the transmission line was a 
negative element in their neighborhood and had negative impacts on health, safety, property 
values, and aesthetics (Priestley et al, 1996). This was particularly seen in the older 
generation and residents of a higher economic status, and was seen less in the residents that 
used the right-of-way for recreation (Priestley et al, 1996). 
 
Transmission lines are often considered a disturbance because of their visual, auditory, and 
assumed health effects. They also have an ecological impact, both negative and positive. 
These impacts include the alteration of surrounding ecosystems (Clarke et al, 2008), the 
creation of habitats for species (Soini and Aakkula, 2007), the causation of fragmented forest 
areas (Luken et al, 1991), and a collision risk for avian species (Bevanger et al 2001, Deng et 
al 2001). 
 
While transmission lines are still a necessity in the modern world, residents will always want 
to see a minimal impact. However, many of the solutions we currently have are very 
expensive and technically complex. One solution is to bury transmission lines, but this comes 
at a high cost and has its own environmental concerns.  
 
Wherever transmission lines are constructed, local residents are unlikely to represent a 

homogeneous group and will include individuals with different landscape ideals. Many 

different factors can influence an individual’s environmental perception (e.g. personality 

(Abello et al, 1986), education (Kent, 1993), residential location (Brody et al, 2004), age (Soini 

et al, 2011)) and this can be assumed to be the same case with transmission lines (Soini et al, 

2011). Some public acceptability can be increased by allowing public use and access of the 

right of ways for recreation or forestry (Soini et al, 2011). However, once again, because of 

these individual perceptions, including the public in the deliberation and planning of these 

projects is necessary.  

Methods 
 
Study area 
We focused this research in the Lakes and White Mountain Region of New Hampshire; an 
area where the anthropogenic impact on viewsheds has become highly contentious 
(Needleman 2015, Runyon 2016). This rural region of New Hampshire has a landscape 
dominated by forested lakes, picturesque valleys and rugged mountain peaks. Tourism is 
high in this area, because of the plethora of available recreational activities, and it heavily 
drives the economy of the region. Because of this, alterations to the natural environment are 
controversial (Needleman 2015, Runyon 2016) and the discussions revolving around these 
concepts are often impassioned. The residents of New Hampshire have had to contend with 
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numerous project proposals in the past 15 years; including at least four transmission lines, 
three pipelines, seven wind farms, and two power plants that all went through the SEC. All of 
these projects had the potential to have a large impact in the state and each received input 
from a large number of interveners that wanted to see the project done properly.  Energy 
project proposals often include the positive impact they will have, whether that be 
economical, social, or environmental. However, examination needs to be given to the full 
potential implication for the future of the state.  
 
To determine the value of impacted lands, as well as the acceptability of different 
alterations, we took a multimethod approach using both qualitative and quantitative 
research methods. This included completing a literature review, interviewing key 
stakeholders, having those same stakeholders complete a survey, and completing a spatial 
analysis of the state for wind farm suitability. We were approved by the Plymouth State 
University Institutional Review Board for the use of human subjects in our research.  
 
Interviews 
We investigated the valuation of scenic views through semi-structured interviews (Longhurst, 
2016) with key stakeholders in New Hampshire. Potential participants were identified 
through opportunity and snowball sampling techniques (Berg 2004, Atkinson et al 2001). We 
completed a stakeholder analysis to determine which people could highly impact decisions or 
would be highly impacted by alterations (Prell et al, 2009). While not all of the stakeholders 
we identified resided in the Lakes and White Mountain Region of New Hampshire, each of 
the stakeholders fit this criteria.  
 
We aimed to have a mixture of stakeholders, including people that heavily supported 
incoming projects and people that vehemently opposed the proposed alterations, to confirm 
the validity of our findings. In certain cases, the subjects that we identified did not feel 
comfortable participating or could not participate because of their professional position. In 
some of these situations, we were able to use the snowball sampling strategy (Atkinson et al, 
2001) to determine if there were other people that would be willing to fill in as a participant 
on their behalf. This technique resulted in our private citizen stakeholder group being 
composed of energy project supporters. Written consent was given by all interview subjects.  
 
A total of 26 key stakeholders were interviewed between May and November 2016. These 
stakeholders included federal, state, and local government workers, people that worked in 
the conservation/non-profit field, people that relied on tourism or business for their income, 
and private citizens (Table 1). We originally contacted an additional 25 stakeholders who 
declined to participate for a variety of reasons. On two occasions the stakeholder expressed 
they did not feel as though the viewshed concept was one that they could speak to because 
they did not deem future alterations to be an issue in their region. 
 
The interviews were face-to-face whenever possible. Because viewshed alteration is such a 
contentious issue amongst the residents in the state (Needleman 2015, Runyon 2016), we 
wanted to make sure it was seen as a non-hostile environment and that the participants 
were aware of the purpose of the study so we could be confident that their comments were 
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truthful and reliable (Eltham et al, 2008). In five cases, an in-person interview was not 
feasible so we conducted the interview over the phone. The interviews contained 12 
questions (See Figure 1) and ranged in length from twenty-five minutes to three-hours. They 
were digitally recorded and were later transcribed for analysis. We asked questions regarding 
the stakeholder’s definition of a scenic view, what alterations were acceptable, the extent of 
alterations that were acceptable, and what policies they would like to see in New Hampshire 
to better incorporate viewshed management.  
 

 
 
Survey 
Immediately following the interview a brief visual preference survey was given to the 
interviewees where we asked them to rank different energy project alterations. The survey 
responses were kept anonymous.  This survey was designed and completed through 
Qualtrics. Qualtrics is a simple to use web-based survey tool that makes it easy to build, send 
and analyze surveys (Qualtrics, n.d). For our in person interviews, this survey was completed 
on a handheld tablet that we provided. For the interviews conducted over the phone, we 
provided the interviewee with a link to access the survey from their individual location and 
requested that they complete it following the interview.  
 
Our survey displayed four images; a picture of the natural environment, the addition of a 
wind farm, the addition of power lines, and the addition of a power plant. (See Figure 2 for 
these images).  

1. Does your professional position involve dealing with scenic views in NH? 

2. Please describe any proposed local energy development and/or energy 

transmission projects, that you are aware of, that may impact viewsheds in NH. 

3. Have you been involved in any decision making processes associated with 

viewsheds or scenic views? 

4. How would you describe a scenic view?  

5. Are scenic views in NH important? 

6. What do you think goes into determining the value of a scenic view? 

7. Are there any alterations to a scenic view that would be acceptable to you?  

8. Is there a certain level or threshold that a viewshed impact could reach that 

would make a project unacceptable to you?  

9. Are there any alterations to a scenic view that you would be willing to pay to 

prevent? Would you be willing to pay to preserve a view? 

10. If an energy project was proposed would it be more acceptable to you if the 

project was a community owned project?  

11. What policies would you like to see implemented in NH in regards to scenic 

views?  

12. Do you have any other comments about the topic of scenic views? 

Figure 1:  
Interview Questions 
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  Figure 2:  
  Images Used in Survey

 
Each of these alterations were shown on the same landscape using a photograph taken from 
the summit of Mount Cardigan in Western New Hampshire. The images with the alterations 
were constructed through Photoshop by Reddit users (power plant and power line) and the 
graphic design department on the Plymouth State University campus (wind farm).  We asked 
the participants to rank the alterations by preference, on a scale from 1 to 4, based first 
solely on visual impact and then again including some potential impacts we defined 
(cumulative impacts). Along with the ranking, we gave each participant the opportunity to 
provide a rationale for their ranking. This survey is included as Appendix C of this paper. Not 
all interview participants completed the survey, resulting in 22 responses giving us a 
completion rate of 85%. 
 
Analysis 
As discussed earlier, we divided our stakeholder groups into four different categories; 
government workers, conservation/non-profit workers, tourism/business workers, and 
private citizens.  The definitions of these groups are shown in Table 1. We included a variety 
of groups in this research to confirm that we included multiple sectors of the population.  
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Table 1:  
Definition of Stakeholder Groups 

Stakeholder Group 
Number of 

Stakeholders 
Interviewed 

Definition of Stakeholder Group 

Tourism/Business 8 

 People that are directly employed by tourism 
or a specific for-profit business that could be 
impacted or could potentially impact the 
decision regarding an alteration 

 The tourism sector of this group consisted 
primarily of natural resource/amenity based 
tourism businesses 

 The business side of this group represented 
businesses that dealt with real estate, energy, 
or landscape planning 

Government (Govt) 8 

 Anyone that had his or her primary 
employment with a governmental agency.  

 Includes federal, state, regional, and town 
employees from multiple divisions of the 
government 

 Includes any sector that could be seen as a 
primary decision maker 

Conservation/Non-Profit 7 

 Anyone that works for a conservation 
association or a non-profit association 

 Represents a specific conservation focused 
mission 

Private Citizens 3 

 Supporters of energy projects that were found 
through snowballing techniques from energy 
companies or chosen from those that 
intervened during the process of current or 
recent energy applications 

 Used to balance the opinions of our 
interviewees in attempt to include people 
from all the different viewpoints. 

Note. Stakeholder groups were used to determine if there was any differences between different sectors of the 
population. 

 
We utilized the qualitative analysis software, NVivo (Version 11), to manage the dataset and 
support the analysis procedures (Bazeley et al, 2013). We used latent content analysis (LCA) 
to determine themes of the interviews. LCA is a qualitative data analysis technique that is 
often used to determine important knowledge from lengthy datasets such as interview 
transcripts (Downe-Wamboldt, 1992). Codes emerge from the interview transcriptions 
through this process and the data is allowed to speak for itself since the researcher is not 
looking for preconceived codes or ideas (Schreier, 2012). A code is a line of text that we used 
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to reflect the idea behind a short sequence of text that we were analyzing. In this project, we 
originally came up with 97 codes.  
 
A grounded approach was then taken to take the codes that emerged from LCA and create 
overarching themes present in the dataset (Fereday et al, 2006). A theme is a higher-level of 
categorization that we used to identify the major elements of the texts we analyzed. To 
complete this process we took the resulting 97 codes and looked for commonalities. Making 
tables in Microsoft Excel assisted in determining where similarities amongst our codes 
existed. This continued throughout the analysis and writing stages of this research and 
concluded with us developing 11 themes which are shown in Table 2.  
 
The survey results were analyzed through Qualtrics, which exports a report including 
customizable charts and tables. We focused on descriptive statistics and basic summaries of 
the data.   
 

Results 
 

Interviews 
 
Throughout the analysis of our 26 interviews, 11 main themes emerged. Each of these 
themes were divided into the individual research questions that they assisted us in 
answering. These themes, along with their definitions, are shown in Table 2. The results will 
go through each of our three research questions. We will include a summary of each theme 
included under that specific research question. 
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Table 2:  
Resulting Themes  

Research 
Questiona Themeb Definitionc 

Research 
Question 1 – 

 
Value of 

View 

Definition of a view How individual stakeholders defined a scenic view 

Specific to New 
Hampshire 

If the stakeholders mentioned an aspect that was 
specific to New Hampshire 

Types of Values The values individual stakeholders place on scenic views 

Potential impact of large 
scale energy projects 

The large-scale concerns stakeholders mentioned about 
different energy projects proposed for the state. This 
code was determined to be another way that the 
stakeholders expressed a value that they placed on the 
scenic view.   

Research 
Question 2 –  

 
Alteration 

Acceptability 

Preferences of Different 
Alterations 

Alterations that are acceptable and alterations that are 
unacceptable the reasons that the stakeholders gave for 
this preference.  

Project specific negative 
impacts to be 
considered 

The other, non-visual, impacts stakeholders mentioned 
proposed alterations might have.   

Reasons to allow a 
project 

The circumstances that could make a stakeholder 
accept and alteration that they would not otherwise 
accept. 

Research 
Question 3 –  

 
Policy 

Suggestions 

Thoughts on the Current 
Process 

Stakeholder’s opinions on New Hampshire’s current 
review process for proposed energy projects in the state 

Social concerns about 
projects 

The social concerns the stakeholders mentioned about 
proposed energy projects and proposed policies 

Other 
solutions/suggestions 
for the State 

Solutions suggested by the stakeholders to make New 
Hampshire’s  policies and management around energy 
and viewsheds better 

Appendix D 
Projects and forms of 
alterations 

The stakeholder’s awareness of energy projects 
currently placed in New Hampshire or proposed for 
New Hampshire 

Note. This table shows the themes of interviews that we derived from the coding process.  
a Research Question that the themes assisted us in answering, b Themes that emerged from LCA codes, c 

Definition given to individual themes by researcher 

 
 
Research Question 1:  
How do key stakeholders in the Lakes and White Mountain Region value scenic views? 
 
People receive some benefits from ecosystems such as provisioning, regulating, supporting, 
and cultural ecosystem services (Russi et al 2010, Alcamo et al 2003). Aesthetic value is the 
cultural ecosystem service that people give to a landscape based on the beauty of the region. 
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This value is based on the subjective judgement of the individual, which is often based on the 
culture of the region. We wanted to get first-hand insight on how key stakeholders in New 
Hampshire define and value scenic views. Overall, the study results show that the definitions 
and values the stakeholders place on this resource is varied. A summary of the types of 
values placed on these views is shown in Table 6. While the definitions and values varied, all 
of the stakeholders expressed that scenic views are important to the state of New 
Hampshire. A summary of some of the codes used in this analysis is shown in Table 7. 
 
Theme: Definition of Scenic Views 
The interviewees gave varied definitions of scenic views. Some interviewees defined it by the 
reaction it induced. For example, one stakeholder from the private citizen group said, “a 
scenic view is one that makes a person go ‘Wow’…” (Interview #18). Others discussed how it 
stimulated an emotion or made a person want to take a picture. Certain stakeholders said a 
scenic view is defined it by its physical features or specific characteristics. These findings are 
summarized below in Table 3.  
 

Table 3:  
Stakeholders Definitions of Scenic Views 

Characteristics that make a Scenic View 
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation
/Non-Profit 

A reaction is induced  12% 1 1 1  
Intact landscape (either historically or 
naturally)  

12%  1 1 1 

There is diversity in the view  8%  1 1  
The view contains layers  8%  1 1  
The view is expansive 8%   2  
Publically documented as important 4%  1   

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. Characteristics that stakeholders said make up a scenic view along with how many stakeholders from each 
stakeholder group provided response. Numbers only include people that directly stated this concept in their 
interviews. 

 
The most commonly mentioned concept throughout the interviews was that a scenic view 
can be many different things and that beauty is truly in the eye of the beholder. However, as 
one stakeholder from the Tourism/Business stakeholder group mentioned, “I think we can all 
agree that when we get to the top of Mt. Monadnock and look around, we’re all very 
impressed with the view that we see. So I think we would all say that this is a great view and 
there wouldn’t be a lot of disagreement” (Interview #24). This stakeholder believed that 
there are certain views that no one would argue about it being classified as a scenic view. 
 
Half of the interviewees specifically mentioned that a natural setting is most often seen as a 
scenic view. However, 61.5% of the stakeholders interviewed believed that a scenic view 
could include built infrastructure. The separation of these concepts amongst our stakeholder 
groups is shown in Table 4. In many cases, the statement that a scenic view could contain 
built infrastructure, was only true for certain types of human-made infrastructure. This 
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ranged from built infrastructure that supported the rural character of the area, such as a 
farmhouse, to an iconic structure like the hotel near Mount Washington, to a view entirely 
comprised of structures such as the New York City skyline.  
 
 
 

Table 4:  
Components of a View 

Overarching Theme 
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation
/Non-Profit 

A scenic view is a natural 
setting 

50% 1 3 3 6 

A scenic view can contain 
built infrastructure 

61.5% 3 5 5 3 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. How many stakeholders (total and from each stakeholder group) described a scenic view as only a 
natural landscape and how many said that a scenic view could contain built infrastructure. Some stakeholders 
indicated both concepts, which led to a total percentage of over 100%.  Numbers only include stakeholders 
that directly stated this concept in their interview. 

 
Almost 40% of the stakeholders also acknowledged that when it comes to built infrastructure 
deciding whether it is a scenic view still depends on the individual. As one stakeholder in the 
governmental stakeholder group said,  

“I mean you look at the NYC skyline and some people will think it’s a beautiful 
scenic view…There are those natural scenic views which are created by 
nature, which are probably more impressive to me personally than those that 
are created by man. But, scenic views are really up to the individual person, 
really it could be anything, to me it’s nature” (Interview #15).   

This was found to be a commonality across multiple interviews. Even if a stakeholder 
acknowledged the fact that built infrastructure could be considered scenic, most 
stakeholders mentioned that, to them, the natural landscape, or one with only rural 
development, was preferable.  
 
Theme: Specific to New Hampshire 
Multiple characteristics were deemed to be unique to New Hampshire across multiple 
interviews. One of these characteristics was the rural character of the area. One stakeholder 
discussed how rural character plays a major role in the enjoyment of the landscape, whether 
it be, “a farm house on the hillside” or the mountains, or the lakes.  
 
The scenic views in New Hampshire were described as being more important here than they 
are in other states by seven (26.9%) of the stakeholders (Interviews #1, #2, #5, #11, #12, #20, 
#22, ). The same number of stakeholders (26.9%) discussed that they did not agree that the 
scenic views is something unique to New Hampshire and that other locations have scenic 
views that are equally important (Interviews #3, #7, #17, #21, #23, #25, #26). However, many 
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admitted that even if this is the case, New 
Hampshire is in the upper tier of the states where 
it is considered important.  
 
Stakeholders brought up a multitude of reasons 
as to why the views in New Hampshire are so 
unique. These included the topography of the 
state (Interviews #5, #12, #20, #26), the culture of 
the region (Interviews #1, #2, #11, #19, #21, #22), 
and the vast amount of natural resources of the area (Interviews #1, #22, #26). 
 
Theme: Types of Values 
All of the interviewees believed that New Hampshire views are important. However, there 

was not as much agreement about the type of value 
the scenic views possess. When questioned about the 
specific type of value the interviewees placed on these 
views, 27% of the stakeholders said that it is hard to 
value because it is so subjective. A majority of the 
stakeholders (65.4%) agreed that beauty is in the eye 
of the beholder, so what is a scenic view to one 
person, might not be considered a scenic view to 

another. However, many stakeholders believed that there were certain types of values 
associated with scenic views. These types of values are shown in Table 5, and include 
economic value, environmental value, local value and existence value.  
 
Economic value was the most frequently discussed type of value. The stakeholders expressed 
how scenic views strongly influence the amount of tourism in the state. A majority of the 
stakeholders we interviewed (88.5%) agreed that the views are one of the aspects that 
attract people to visit the state of New Hampshire. One stakeholder from the 
conservation/non-profit group said that the scenic views are, “…a major component of the 
recreational economy. That’s why people come here, because we’re pretty” (Interview #7). 
This concept was mentioned by 100% of the Conservation/Non-profit group and 100% of the 
Government group. Only 33.33% of the private citizen stakeholders and 85.71% of the 
tourism/business stakeholders mentioned this concept.  
 
The economic value of these scenic views was also brought up because of their impact on 
property values. Many towns in New Hampshire give a specific valuation for a view from a 
property as a component of the property’s assessed value.  This is colloquially referred to as 
a “view tax”. As one stakeholder in the conservation/nonprofit stakeholder group said, 
“Some viewpoints are so special/unique that there is a higher property value associated with 
it... I think that is much more of a monetary value because those seeking property has given 
that viewpoint a more in demand value” (Interview #21). This concept is discussed in greater 
detail in Appendix G.  There is concern that alterations to the scenic views in the state could 
have a negative impact on the property values. A stakeholder from the 
conservation/nonprofit stakeholder group said, “…There’s a very direct economic correlation 

 Economic Value 

 Environmental Value 

 Local Value 

 Existence Value 

“I think that New Hampshire’s landscape 
has higher scenic value than many other 
states, particularly on the East Coast, and 
that that’s a resource that should be 
preserved…” (Interview #5) 

Table 5:  
Types of Values of Views 
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there. Any impact on the scenic view is going to directly impact people’s property assets” 
(Interview #5). 
 
The stakeholders we interviewed also discussed how scenic views have a value to the people 
that live in the state. While 75% of the conservation/non-profit stakeholders discussed this, 
none of the private citizen stakeholders brought up the local value of the views. Overall, 58% 
of the interviewed stakeholders said that 
views are important to the people that 
live here. The views in the state give the 
residents a cultural identity, a higher 
quality of life, and this unique 
characteristic is a large reason why 
people moved here. Almost a quarter of 
the stakeholders (23%) indicated that 
the views are one of the reasons that 
people move to the state. This included 
one of the tourism/business 
stakeholders, two of the governmental 
stakeholders, and three of the conservation/non-profit stakeholders. The natural beauty of 
the state gives it more of a relaxing environment (Interview #22) and people have pride in 
the topography and geography of the state (Interview #20). One interviewee in the 
governmental stakeholder group expressed that people really value the beautiful views in 
this state, and because it is such a passionate, ingrained, attachment, they don’t always have 
the words to express exactly what it is that is so special (Interview #13).  
 
There is also an environmental value that comes along with scenic views. This value was only 
stated by 15.4% of all of the interviewees, which included one stakeholder from the 
tourism/business group, one from the governmental group, and two from the 
conservation/non-profit stakeholder group. These stakeholders expressed that there is a 
connection between the scenic views and the health of the environment and that a natural 
scenic view is a representation of the ecosystem services the natural landscape provides. As 
one stakeholder from the governmental group said, “So knowing that it is appealing and 
attractive to people has merit...and knowing the services that it is providing because it has 
lots of trees and water and all those services there have value” (Interview #19).  
 
Finally, 42.3% of the stakeholders 
said that scenic views often have 
an existence value associated with 
them. While none of the private 
citizen stakeholders mentioned 
this idea, it was brought up by 
over half of the tourism/business 
stakeholders (57.14%), 37.5% of 
the governmental stakeholders, 
and half of the conservation/non-

“I believe that beauty is an essential part of the human 
soul. We are connected to our landscape, those places 
where we go, we seek them out. We go to lakes, we go 
to the mountains, even driving to work we appreciate 
an experience of getting to look out onto a beautiful 
field. So I think they are absolutely essential to us, they 
are not something that is just a luxury” (Interview #25) 

“I think New Hampshire has some beautiful scenic 
views that people really value in this state and it’s 
so passionate and ingrained in them that they don’t 
even always have the words to be able to express 
exactly what it is. And I don’t think the words 
always exist in language in some ways. And that is 
why I think it is so culturally engrained that people 
kind of came up here for certain reasons and then 
it’s been so long in our history…” (Interview #13) 
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profit stakeholders (50%).  Scenic views contribute to the quality of life of the residents and 
the visitors. A stakeholder from the conservation/business stakeholder said, “You visited it 
once, especially in New Hampshire, I think if you visited before you want to know it is still 
there” (Interview #26).  
 
Overall, the stakeholders we interviewed agreed that there was value associated with scenic 
views and 42.3% of the stakeholders specifically mentioned that views are worth paying to 
preserve either personally or through an agency. This included 66.7% of the private citizen 
stakeholders, 28.6% of the tourism/business stakeholders, 25% of the governmental 
stakeholders, and 62.5% of the conservation/non-profit stakeholders. Of the 42.3% of the 
stakeholders, some believed that it should be the responsibility of the governments (either 
local, regional, or state) to pay to protect these community assets, while others said that 
they would be willing personally to take an increase in their electricity bill or donate to a 
conservation group.  
 

Table 6:  
Values of views 

Value Types Discussed 
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/ 
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation/ 

Non-Profit 

Views are Important 100% 3 7 8 8 

Tourism is a reason why views 
are important 

88% 1 6 8 8 

Views are important to people 
that live here (local value) 

58% 0 4 5 6 

People moved here because of 
the views 

23% 0 1 2 3 

Views have economic value 42% 1 3 3 4 
Views have existence/non-use 
value 

42% 0 4 3 4 

Views have environmental value 15% 0 1 1 2 
Views are hard to value because 
it is subjective 

27% 2 1 3 1 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

 Note. Table shows value types, and some reasoning, discussed in stakeholder interviews along with how many 
stakeholders from each stakeholder group expressed this value type. These numbers only include people that 
directly stated this concept in their interviews. 

 
Theme: Potential Impact of Large-Scale Energy Projects 
 
While not all stakeholders directly mentioned that they felt that the scenic views had certain 
values there was a concern amongst the stakeholders that alterations to these scenic views 
could have a large impact. Primarily, there was a concern over environmental and economic 
impacts. One stakeholder from the governmental stakeholder group was heavily concerned 
about development affecting tourism. They said, “If a place is crapped out visually [tourists 
are] not coming back or they’re not likely to share with their friend all those photographic 
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moments and say ‘you gotta check this out, it is one of the prettiest states in the country’” 
(Interview #22). This specific concern was brought up by five different stakeholders 
(Interviews #9, #12, #14, #17, #22). 
 
Some stakeholders (15.4%) also expressed concern about the environmental impacts that 
these projects could have (Interviews #7, #19, #24, #26). These environmental impacts 
included impacts to the wildlife (Interview #7), impacts to water quality (Interview #26), as 
well as full, general ecological impacts (Interview #7, #19, #24, #26). We took these concerns 
as another way of discussing the value of the view. These stakeholders believed that there 
was something worth protecting in these viewsheds, something that they gave value and 
were concerned about losing. 
 

Table 7:  
Codes about the Valuation of Views 

Code 
Percentage  

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/ 
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation/ 

Non-Profit 

Beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder 

65% 3 3 7 4 

Views are important 100% 3 7 8 8 

The importance of views is 
unique to NH 

27% 0 2 4 1 

The importance of views is not 
unique to NH 

27% 0 2 0 5 

Alterations have a potential for 
environmental impact 

15% 0 1 1 2 

Alterations have a potential for 
economic Impact 

27% 2 3 0 2 

Views are worth paying to 
preserve either personally or 
through an agency 

42% 2 2 2 5 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. Table shows specific codes that assisted us in answering Research Question 1. Included with each code is 
the number of stakeholders, from each stakeholder group, that mentioned that topic. The numbers only include 
people that directly stated this concept in their interviews. 

 
Research Question 2:  
Are there specific alterations to viewsheds that are more acceptable than others? 
 
The acceptability of alterations, like the valuation of views, is a subjective issue that largely 
depends on an individual’s perception of beauty. Due to the way that we framed the 
interviews, the responses we received were largely focused around the alterations posed by 
energy projects. However, a few stakeholders did state their opinions on other alterations 
such as cell towers and forest harvesting. Overall, these alterations were not as much of a 
concern to individuals as the energy project alterations. Within the energy project 
alterations, the stakeholders showed a preference for an unaltered landscape but showed a 
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higher acceptability of renewable energy. A summary of some of the codes that helped in the 
analysis of this research question is shown in Table 9. 
 
Theme: Preferences of Different Alterations 
 
Through our questions and discussions, we wanted to determine the types of alterations 
might be more acceptable to each of the stakeholders. While we asked the interviewees to 
include alterations other than energy projects, many of the interviewees only discussed 
energy projects or focused on a particular type of energy project.  
 
Renewable Energy 
Many stakeholders discussed the need for renewable energy and a few went into more detail 
and discussed how renewable energy is much more acceptable than coal, or other 
nonrenewable sources. While over 40% of the stakeholders we interviewed discussed the 
need for renewable energy, only four stakeholders directly mentioned how the renewable 
energy is more desirable than coal (Interviews #5, #11, #23, and #26). One stakeholder 
(Interview #7) specifically stated that they would be willing to pay more for properly sited 
renewable energy. However, two stakeholders (Interviews #8 and #17) discussed that they 
did not agree that renewable energy could replace non-renewable sources, specifically 
focusing on wind because it is an intermittent power source. Both of these stakeholders 
indicated that there will always need to be a backup energy supply for when the wind stops 
blowing. Interview #17 said, “…If New England is going to have more wind turbines we’re 
going to need more gas capacity. The two are binary; wind does not exist without gas. It’s 
just that simple.”  
 
Wind 
There were also many other discussions revolving around wind in particular. Some 
stakeholders discussed how wind is less acceptable compared to other forms of renewable 
energy because it is more visually impactful (Interviews #8, #14, #17) while others discussed 
how they find wind turbines, if properly placed, to be visually fascinating (Interviews #6, #9, 
#15, #16, #18) . There was also discussion around how wind might be accepted where other 
projects would not be considered because of its specific requirements (e.g. wind and height). 
Interview #17 said, “I don’t think biomass or solar panels, situated correctly, have quite the 
same impact as wind turbines.” This is in part because wind has to be high on a ridgeline 
where they will be much more visible. However, these requirements are why we, as 
Interview #7 said, “…might accept a wind power project in a place where if somebody 
wanted to build a big hotel…we would say no…” Some stakeholders also discussed how this 
form of development is not on the same par as other forms of development, such as power 
plants, because it is a form of renewable energy and it has a restorative characteristic 
(Interviews #5, #11, #19).   
 
Non-Energy Alterations 
As mentioned before, some stakeholders did discuss viewshed alterations other than energy 
projects. For the most part, these discussions revolved around cell towers and forestry 
projects. These were mentioned by a fewer number of stakeholders than the energy 
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projects. Cell towers were only mentioned by seven of the stakeholders (27%). No one 
expressed a strong opinion about the cell towers other than they serve an important purpose 
of providing cell phone reception, and that, because of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
people cannot prevent or stop a telecommunications tower from being located in a town.  
 
Forest harvesting was discussed by three stakeholders from the conservation/nonprofit 
group and one stakeholder from the tourism/business group. These stakeholders said they 
would rather not see clear-cuts in a viewshed, but if done properly, then forest harvesting 
should be accepted because it is part of a working landscape. Forestry practices are not 
permanent alterations to the landscape and as one stakeholder said, “…timber harvesting 
can look pretty crappy when you are doing them but it grows back” (Interview #23).  
 
Location of Project 
Interviewees also stated that it is not necessarily the type of project that makes a project 
acceptable or not acceptable, but instead it is the location in which it is placed. Alterations to 
the landscape need to be examined on a project-by-project basis because what might fit in 
one site will not fit in all locations. A commonality across many interviews was that 
development, whether it be an energy project or not, would be more acceptable if it fits with 
the landscape. Stakeholders felt that these alterations would be better suited for a location 
that was already developed, rather than impacting the natural resources and undeveloped 
land. 
 
Theme: Project Specific Negative Impacts to be Considered 
 
Interviewees discussed the characteristics of the different alterations to views that need to 
be examined. The permanence of the proposed 
alteration, who it is benefiting, some non-visual 
impacts such as sound, and the additional 
infrastructure that is needed were just some of 
these characteristics. Many stakeholders want to 
see some kind of direct benefit if they were going 
to be subjected to the visual impact of these 
projects. As one stakeholder from the 
governmental stakeholder group said, people, 
“…would have more of an issue with an impact to 
a scenic area if that impact was to directly 
support commercial operations” (Interview #20).  
 
Stakeholders want to be sure that the non-visual impacts were included in the examination 
of proposed projects. One stakeholder from the governmental stakeholder group said, 
“There are effects, not just visual, but audible or pollution that can hurt…the experience [of a 
viewshed]…” (Interview #13). Some of the non-visual impacts that were discussed were ice 
throw from wind turbines and environmental impacts. Some stakeholders believe that if the 
project is a renewable energy project than their environmental impact could be a positive 
one. However, there are the potential negative environmental impacts such as bird and bat 

“…a good litmus test is, is it going to 
benefit out state directly, or a local 
community directly, or is the benefit 
going to leave the area. And is the 
existing environment going to be 
compromised. If both of those things are 
happening at the same time one might 
be more cautious about the project. ” 
(Interview #19) 
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kills by wind farms, potential impacts of additional roads, the burial of power lines, or just 
the general alteration of the landscape or viewshed. Some stakeholders discussed that 
without knowing these specifics about an alteration, they could not say what might be 
acceptable and what might not be.  
 
Theme: Reasons to Allow Projects 
 
While the stakeholders we interviewed expressed concerns about the impact that potential 
projects could have they also discussed reasons why alterations, such as energy projects, 
should be allowed. This information is summarized in Table 8. Some stakeholders expressed 
that they would be more accepting of an energy project alteration if there were a demand 
for electricity, if a project was needed for grid reliability, if it was for the greater good, if it 
would significantly reduce the energy costs in the area, or if it would bring in jobs to an area. 
Projects can also bring positive impacts to a community. In two cases (Interviews #14 and 
#19), the interviewees discussed that these projects are symbolic of where our power is 
coming from and there is value to seeing ones source of power.  
 
Interviewees discussed the impact of private property on the siting of these projects. . At 
least one stakeholder from each stakeholder group mentioned that people should be able to 
do what they want on their own property and that this includes proposing alterations to the 
landscape (Interviews #10, #16, #21, #22, #24). A few stakeholders (Interviews #16 and #26) 
also discussed that views are part of someone’s private property so they do not have the 
right to decide what alterations occur in their viewshed. Multiple stakeholders mentioned 
that there is no place to site a project that will be acceptable to the entire population of the 
state   (Interviews #21, #23, #24). This means that 100% acceptance of a project could not, 
and should not, be a requirement of implementation. 
 

Table 8:  
Reasons Why Projects Should be Allowed 

Reasons  
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation
/Non-Profit 

People can do what they want on 
private property 

19% 2 1 1 1 

If there is a demand for electricity 15% 0 2 0 2 
If it is for the greater good 12% 1 1 1 0 
If it is for grid reliability 12% 0 1 1 1 
Nowhere is good for everyone 12% 0 1 0 2 
Currently we have too high of energy 
costs 

8% 0 2 0 0 

A view is not on private property 8% 1 0 0 1 
There is a need for jobs 4% 0 1 0 0 
Views need to be maintained 4% 0 0 0 1 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. The numbers, showing stakeholder opinions on factors that impact acceptability, only include people that 
directly stated this concept in their interviews. 
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Table 9:  
Codes about Alteration Acceptability 

Code 
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/ 
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation/ 

Non-Profit 

There is a need for renewable energy 46% 2 2 3 5 

Renewable energy is more desirable 
than coal 

12% 0 0 1 2 

There are non-visual impacts to be 
concerned about 

35% 2 2 2 3 

We should look at offshore wind 19% 0 0 0 5 
People should see where their energy 
is coming from 

8% 0 0 1 1 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. Table shows specific codes that assisted us in answering Research Question 2. Included with each code is 
the number of stakeholders, from each stakeholder group, that mentioned that topic. The numbers only include 
people that directly stated this concept in their interviews. 
 
Research Question 3:  
What policies can be used or proposed to better incorporate viewshed management into 
overall natural resource management and planning regarding large-scale energy projects? 
 
With our selection of stakeholders, we were interested in examining what policies they 
would suggest implementing in New Hampshire to better incorporate viewshed 
management into overall natural resource management and planning. For this portion of the 
research, we were anticipating a focus on energy projects. The responses that we got 
focused primarily on the process that the state currently goes through in the approval of 
large-scale energy facilities. As mentioned earlier, these projects can have a large impact on 
the scenic views of the region, so improving the policies revolved around the deliberation of 
the projects is one way to incorporate the management of the scenic resources into the 
state. A summary of the characteristics that were discussed is shown in Table 12. 
 
Currently the deliberative process for these energy proposals is completed through New 
Hampshire’s Site Evaluation Committee (SEC). The SEC determines the terms and conditions 
of any certificate issued, monitors the construction and operation of any energy facility 
granted a certificate, enforces the terms and conditions of the certificate, and assists the 
public in understanding the requirements of the application and approval. Prior to permitting 
a project the SEC must determine if the projects meets the objectives outlined in N.H Rev. 
Stat. Ann. § 162-H:16. This RSA includes such factors as the facility cannot have unreasonable 
adverse effect on aesthetics, that the project must serve the public interest, and that the 
project cannot unduly interfere with the orderly development of the region (N.H Rev. Stat. 
Ann. §162-H:16, 2015). 
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Theme: Thoughts on Current Process for the Deliberation of Energy Project Proposals 
 
Positives: 
The stakeholders we interviewed found many aspects of the current energy project review 
process to be appropriate in the state of New Hampshire. For example, having the analysis at 
the state level was seen as appropriate. As one stakeholder in the tourism/business 
stakeholder group said, “Not all local people are educated or well versed in things” 
(Interview #2) so they would not be able to handle the full deliberation process. A 
stakeholder in the private citizen stakeholder group discussed how having the project review 
process at the state level makes sense because many towns lack the necessary resources. 
Often towns only have volunteer planning boards that meet for only a few hours a month so 
taking on this type of a decision would often be infeasible. The SEC members are paid for 
their time, so they are able to do the appropriate research, and they are educated in the 
state’s laws. 
 
Many stakeholders also believed that examining each energy project on a case-by-case basis 
is appropriate and they do not want a permitting board that gives an immediate answer 
when an application comes in. This was explicitly stated by 42% of the stakeholders 
interviewed. During these project examinations, the positives and negatives of the project 
should be weighed and the project should only be permitted if it is balanced or better. When 
a project this large is proposed, it deserves scrutiny so it was seen as appropriate that the 
state is giving these projects the necessary deliberation.  
 
There was some disagreement on whether or not the process is currently too difficult 
(Interview #10) or if the process should be this difficult because of the value the people place 
on the scenic views (Interview #23).   
 
Negatives: 
The stakeholders did commend aspects of New Hampshire’s energy permitting process in 
certain aspects but they also expressed desire for changes in the process. A common desire 
was for the state to include a greater amount of community input in their decision. One 
stakeholder from the conservation/nonprofit stakeholder group said,  

“I think communities should have the right to self-determine to a greater 
degree than New Hampshire law currently permits and I do think that if a 
community elects to sight a project in their midst that supplies highly localized 
energy, whatever the vote of that particular community is should be 
respected” (Interview #17).  

The hope for more community inclusion, and the recognition of the impacts on local values, 
was directly supported by almost 40% of the stakeholders we interviewed.  
 
Multiple stakeholders also discussed the desire for more guidance in the permitting process. 
Listing places of high scenic quality would give some guidance to developers on where they 
should avoid proposing projects. One stakeholder from the governmental stakeholder group 
suggested the identification of priority corridors for energy projects, which would give even 
more guidance to developers by giving them suggested routes that would be less contentious 
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with the public. Some stakeholders also want to see more concrete definitions of terms such 
as public interest, scenic view, and “unreasonable adverse effect” to provide guidance on the 
application process to both applicants and the public.  
 
Theme: Social Concerns about Energy Projects 
 
Even though almost 40% of the stakeholders interviewed wanted to see more community 
inclusion in the approval process, a few stakeholders mentioned that this could cause some 
environmental injustice between the economic classes in the state. This was particularly 
mentioned by two stakeholders, one in the conservation/nonprofit stakeholder group (#21) 
and one in the tourism/business stakeholder group (#25). They mentioned how wealthier 
communities will not want any energy project built in their towns, while some of the poorer 
communities may be willing to accept an alteration to their viewshed if there was a 
perceived monetary benefit. This was also brought up by two stakeholders (Interviews #19 
and #25) while discussing concerns about second homeowners. There was concerns that a 
lot of the people that are against these energy projects are not long-term primary residents 
of the area and are just second homeowners that do not want the development to follow 
them. 
 
The ability for people to still access the land where a project was sited was also an expressed 
concern. A few stakeholders (n=2) expressed that they do not want to lose this access to the 
land when projects come in (Interviews #2 and #22). 
 
The idea of compensating people for a viewshed alteration was also discussed in the 
interviews. While this was not asked as a direct question in all of the interviews, over 75% of 
the stakeholders had commented on forming a compensation plan in the state.  Their 
thoughts are shown below in Table 10.  
  

Table 10:  
Stakeholder Thoughts about Compensation for Alterations 

Should we compensate people for 
having their view altered? 

Percentage 
of Total 

Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/
Business 

# of 
Govt 

#of 
Conservation
/Non-Profit 

Yes, People should be compensated  15% 0 2 1 1 
Compensation seems reasonable 
but not sure how to implement  

31% 0 3 3 2 

There are flaws with compensating 
people for having their view altered 

23% 1 0 1 4 

There is no way of fully 
compensating someone 

4% 0 0 0 1 

No, People should not be 
compensated  

4% 1 0 0 0 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. Table shows how individual stakeholders felt about the idea of compensating someone for having the 
viewshed from their property altered. The numbers only include people that directly stated this concept in their 
interview. 
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Theme: Other Solutions/Suggestions for the State 
 
In multiple interviews, stakeholders had suggestions for planning or preemptive moves to 
better prepare the state for potential project proposals. Multiple stakeholders mentioned 
that currently the opposition to these projects is reactive; it is not until a project is proposed 
that people try to mobilize themselves. As one stakeholder in the governmental stakeholder 
group said,  

“…it’s ironic because so many of these towns way up North have never had 
developmental pressure, and they didn’t want zoning, they don’t want help 
from government because they can do it on their own, but then a big project 
comes in and they say, ‘we need your help now!’ It’s too bad they didn’t put it 
in some master planning or some other sort of preventive layout what their 
vision for their town is” (Interview #13).  

Multiple stakeholders recommended that towns, or the state, make a list of specific places of 
high scenic quality that people agree should not be disturbed. One stakeholder from the 
tourism/business stakeholder group specifically stated that the state should provide some 
assistance to the towns in identifying what is of value (Interview #25).  
Other suggestions are shown below in Table 11.  
 

Table 11:  
Additional Policy Suggestions by Interviewees 

Other Suggestions Mentioned by Interviewees 
Private 
Citizens 

Tourism/
Business 

Govt 
Conservation
/Non-Profit 

Start doing mitigation banking   1  
The state need stronger environmental laws   1  
Energy facilities should report output and 
correlation with demand 

   1 

Policies should be technology neutral   1  
The state should invest more on education   1  
Utilities should not be able to condemn conserved 
lands 

   1 

The state should make NH Electric Coop the state’s 
sole distributor 

   1 

The state should adopt a viewshed abutters law    1 
The state should impose some sort of sales tax    1 
The state should focus more on energy conservation   1 2 
Energy facilities should be required to report their 
output and how it correlates with demand 

   1 

The state should look at offshore wind    5 

Total Number in Group n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. Some stakeholders mentioned other policy suggestions for the state of New Hampshire. This table shows 
the suggestions along with which stakeholders mentioned each concept, based on stakeholder group. The 
numbers only include people that directly stated this concept in their interviews 
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Table 12:  
Codes about Viewshed Policy and Management 

Code 
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation
/Non-Profit 

Don’t know what policies exist 35% 0 5 1 3 
The state should define places of high 
scenic quality 

35% 1 0 3 5 

Planning is important 31% 0 2 5 1 
There should be more local control 31% 0 4 2 2 
Deciding board should not have 
immediate answer 

19% 1 2 1 1 

The process should be difficult 19% 1 2 1 1 
Each project should be reviewed 
individually 

15% 0 2 0 2 

The state should build with the view 
in mind 

12% 0 1 1 1 

Analysis needs to be at the state level 8% 1 0 0 1 
The state should provide guidance on 
process 

8% 0 0 1 1 

The state should develop where 
development already exists 

8% 0 1 0 1 

Views should not be able to stop a 
project 

8% 1 0 1 0 

The process is currently too difficult 4% 1 0 0 0 
Places should be publicly documented 
as important 

4% 0 1 0 0 

Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 

Note. Table shows specific codes that assisted us in answering Research Question 3. Included with each code is 
the number of stakeholders, from each stakeholder group, that mentioned that topic. The numbers only include 
people that directly stated this concept in their interviews. 
 

Survey 
 
After the interviews, stakeholders were asked to complete a short survey to help us 
determine the acceptability of alterations to a viewshed. Stakeholders were asked to rank 
four different images from 1 to 4 based on preference, one being the most preferable and 
four being the least preferable. (See Appendix C for the survey.) These images were one of a 
natural landscape, one with power lines added to the landscape, one with a wind farm added 
to the landscape, and finally one with a power plant added to the landscape. As mentioned 
before 22 of the 26 stakeholders completed the survey. 
 
During analysis of the resulting data, we flipped the rankings so that a higher number 
indicated a higher preference. We examined how the individuals ranked each question as 
well as the average ranking received by each alteration type. 
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Based only on the visual impact, 21 of the 22 respondents preferred the natural landscape to 
any of the other proposed alterations. One stakeholder responded that the wind farm was 
more appealing than the natural landscape. The remaining results are shown below in Figure 
3 and the average ranking is shown in Figure 4. 
 
               Figure 3:  

Survey Results Based Only on Visual Impact 

 
               

Figure 4:  
Average Ranking Based Only on Visual Impact 
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Note. Chart shows the average ranking of each photograph based on preference. The higher the 
number the more preferable the image. These responses were  based solely on the visual 
impact of each alteration. A total of 22 respondents participated in the survey. 

 

Note. Chart shows how stakeholders ranked each photo based on preferability. These 
responses were based solely on the visual impact of each alteration. Each bar represents the 
number of respondents that gave that response. A total of 22 respondents participated in the 
survey. 
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The respondents were then instructed to rank the same images but to include provided 
impacts of the proposed projects in their deciding criteria. For example, they were informed 
that keeping a natural landscape would result in higher electricity bills and that the addition 
of a power plant would decrease their electricity, bill but it would increase pollution in the 
area and decrease visibility. This resulted in only 68% of the respondents choosing the 
natural landscape as their top choice. Instead, 23% preferred the wind farm, and 9% of the 
respondents preferred the addition of power lines. The remaining results are shown below in 
Figure 5 and the average ranking is shown in Figure 6. 
 
                  Figure 5:  

Survey Results Based on Visual Impact and Given Cumulative Effects 
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Note. Chart shows how stakeholders ranked each photo based on preferability. These responses 
were based on the visual impact, as well as defined impacts, of each alteration. Each bar 
represents the number of respondents that gave that response. A total of 22 respondents 
participated in the survey. 
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                  Figure 6:  
Average Ranking Based on Visual Impact and Given Cumulative Effects 

 

 
The respondents were given the opportunity to explain why they ranked the images in the 
order that they did. Approximately 75% of the respondents provided a written response.  
 
When responding to how they ranked them by visual impact, the majority of respondents 
(88%) said that they ranked it based on how noticeable it is in the landscape or how pleasing 
it was to their eye. In some cases, they discussed the personal preference that goes into this 
while others based it solely on how noticeable it is. One of the remaining responses 
discussed the need for more renewable energy; this was the one respondent that ranked 
wind energy as more preferable to the natural view.  
 
The responses to their ranking with the cumulative effects were more varied. Two of the 
fifteen responses (13.3%) directly mentioned that the financial benefits or costs would not 
influence their decision in any way. Two respondents said that the cumulative effects do not 
change their preferences. Three respondents said that renewable energy is more acceptable 
often for environmental reasons. One stakeholder said that they ranked it fully based upon 
impact vs cost benefit. Some alterations were completely unacceptable to certain 
stakeholders. For example, one stakeholder said, “The wind farm is unacceptable” and 
another said, “…Power plant NO”.  
 
There were some criticisms of the survey that came out in the respondent’s explanation. 
Some respondents said that the impact would actually be greater because we did not show 
the additional infrastructure required, such as the roads needed for the wind farm. Others 
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stated that the scenarios are not feasible, and that the impacts we described were too 
simplistic.  
 

Discussion 
 
Throughout our interviews, we received a variety of responses for all of our interview 
questions. This variety shows how subjective of an issue viewshed alterations can be in this 
region of New Hampshire. Interestingly, we did not find any significant differences between 
our varying stakeholder groups. Everyone we talked with recognized the importance of the 
scenic views in New Hampshire, including energy project supporters and opponents alike. 
Residents hold a strong emotional bond to the landscape and the cultural ecosystem services 
provided by the scenic views of the region is a valued amenity. However, this valuation is not 
always expressed to the necessary extent in New Hampshire’s currently policies around the 
approval of large-scale energy facilities, so there is room for improvement. 
 
Valuation of Scenic Views 
 
There was a wide variety of definitions given for a scenic view, but most stakeholders agreed 
that a scenic view contains natural components. Scenic beauty increases with an increase in 
diversity of elements in the view, an increase the underlying natural order, and the existence 
of focal points (Vissering, n.d). Scenic beauty is up to the individual or in the eye of the 
beholder. Wherrett et al (1998) wrote that the aesthetic beauty of a landscape is a very 
subjective issue and that every person has their own opinion and their own idea of what 
beauty is. While there is this subjectivity, people move to New Hampshire for a reason, and 
appreciate the type of scenic beauty that is offered by this landscape. Our interviews show 
that there is a strong appreciation for the natural landscape or the landscapes with a strong 
sense of rural character. However, it is important to note that many stakeholders 
acknowledged that an urban landscape could also be perceived as a scenic view, even if they 
did not prefer it.  
 
Stakeholders agreed that certain types of values could be placed on scenic views. As 
mentioned earlier there was discussion of environmental, economic, and local value. 
Literature further discusses scenic views as having a health value (Nutsford, 2015). While all 
of these values are given to scenic views, in many ways the arguments that are made, or at 
least heard, in New Hampshire place a scenic view as a backdrop for recreation and the 
economy. As discussed earlier, the value of a view is subjective. It is much harder for 
communities to have their arguments, for the preservation of a view, respected if they are 
based around emotions and their ties to the landscape. Because of this subjectivity, 
communities are often forced to discuss the economic impact an energy project could have 
in the region, even if that is not their underlying motivation. While the potential economic 
and recreation impact is a legitimate argument, as well as the argument that is most often 
used, it is only one of the landscape uses that must be addressed when dealing with public 
acceptance of energy projects. 
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The environmental value of views was discussed as a value type in only a few of the 
interviews. However, multiple stakeholders discussed how the natural view was the most 
preferable. While they may not be focusing on the regulating services or provisioning 
services these landscapes offer, many focused on the cultural services the ecosystems 
provide. There are many reasons why people enjoy and appreciate nature. The region of 
New Hampshire in this study meets an increasing demand for pleasant landscapes, offering 
many cultural ecosystem services to both residents and tourists. One of the most 
fundamental ways we experience the environment is through our senses. While many built 
environments are seen as attractive, their aesthetic appeal is often associated with the 
reinforcement of a cultural identity. Landscapes with significant natural elements, like the 
ones in New Hampshire, provide relaxation in addition to their aesthetic values. The 
provision of water and vegetation have been identified as two important components of 
ecosystems required to provide aesthetic values (Maynard et al, 2012).  Vegetation can be 
used diminish the impact of less acceptable scenic amenities (e.g. garbage dumps, power 
stations) while also helping to maintain air quality. Therefore, while the stakeholders did not 
discuss the environmental value of these viewsheds directly they do express this value 
indirectly and this environmental value needs to be considered in the evaluation of proposed 
viewshed alterations. 
 
The landscape and viewsheds in New Hampshire are valuable. People tend to have an 
emotional attachment to their landscape and they do not want it to change. Northern New 
Hampshire has very little development and the people that live in this region do not want to 
see it altered in any way. People tend to expect some permanence in their landscape and will 
often challenge anything that sets to alter that. As Pasqualetti said, “it is part of the human 
condition to believe that the landscapes with which we are most familiar, those that provide 
both our livelihoods and our greatest comfort, will not change over time” (2011a). 
Developers, especially those proposing energy projects, have to respect the aesthetic 
desires, as well as the needs and fears, of people because often those who profit from 
electricity generation are not the people that suffer from its production.  
 

There is a societal importance to the landscape in New Hampshire that must be considered 
in land use and land management decisions but it has to be balanced with the need for 
energy and the other positive attributes that these projects can bring. 
 
Views as Part of Property Valuation 
 
As mentioned earlier, some towns give a value for a view from a property as a component of 
the property’s assessed value. However, contrary to popular belief, there is not a view tax in 
New Hampshire (Love, 2007).  This valuation is just part of the property tax assessment 
process. An example of a property tax card from a property in Randolph, New Hampshire is 
shown in Figure 7.  
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   Figure 7:  
Example of Property Card with View Value 

 

The inclusion of a “view” component of the land portion of the property tax card is an 
indication of a value that has been monetized. It should be noted that the view assessments 
are not as specific as other components that comprise a property assessment, and should 
not be compared as such because they are not commensurable. The view values are related 
to a scale that is town specific. The scale ranges from $30,000 to $100,000 and then an 
assessor determines the quality of the view based on the width of the view, the height of the 
view, the existence of layers within the view, and if there are any obstructions in the view. 
Based on this, the assessment is adjusted. For example, if the base amount that can be 
added the land portion of the tax card is $100,000 and the assessor determines the view 
quality is 75%, then the amount added to the assessed value is $100,000 *.75=$75,000. 

Because of this interesting aspect of New Hampshire property assessments, we completed a 
preliminary analysis on 16 towns in the Lakes and White Mountain Region. We examined the 
total number and value of residential properties in each town and determined how many of 
these properties had a view value included as part of the assessed value for the property. 
This allowed us to determine what percentage of the properties had a “valuable” view. Using 
the total assessed value of these properties and their corresponding views we determined 
the percentage that views contributed to the total residential value. These values are shown 
below in Table 13 and this method is described in further detail in Appendix G. 
 
 
 
 
 

Note. Property card is from a property in Randolph, NH. The view on this 
property is valued at $62,500, which is 29% of the total property value. 
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Table 13:  
Property Valuation of Scenic Views 

Town 

Total # of 

Residential 

Properties 

in Towna 

Total 

Assessed 

Value of 

Residential 

Propertiesb 

# of 

Residential 

Properties 

w/ an 

Assessed 

Viewc 

Percent of 

Residential 

Properties 

that have 

an 

assessed 

Viewd 

Total 

Assessed 

Value of 

Properties 

with 

Assessed 

Viewse 

Total 

Assessed 

Value of 

only Viewsf 

 Percent of 

Total 

Residential 

Value 

Contributed 

by all 

Properties 

with Viewsg 

Percent of 

Total 

Residential 

Value 

Contributed 

solely by 

Viewsh 

Albany 795 $94,450,604 61 8% $14,864,039 $1,189,800 16% 1.3% 

Alexandria 1566 $173,428,354 177 11% $44,514,306 $3,689,800 26% 2.1% 

Bartlett 4970 $839,217,782 367 7% $133,404,214 $14,998,000 16% 1.8% 

Effingham 1592 $148,228,875 96 6% $21,917,390 $4,003,500 15% 2.7% 

Ellsworth 144 $13,191,132 17 12% $2,842,053 $474,000 22% 3.6% 

Franconia 1175 $247,152,141 471 40% $149,226,492 $22,915,600 60% 9.3% 

Gilmanton 2957 $437,649,021 317 11% $63,020,310 $6,856,000 14% 1.6% 

Hebron 829 $248,195,946 154 19% $46,345,441 $10,919,800 19% 4.4% 

Hill 737 $79,398,021 74 10% $15,021,140 $747,000 19% 0.9% 

Piermont 735 $91,553,681 126 17% $22,809,789 $1,480,000 25% 1.6% 

Pittsfield 1668 $221,673,672 109 7% $24,912,932 $1,622,000 11% 0.7% 

Randolph 406 $64,199,792 230 57% $48,990,229 $5,466,400 76% 8.5% 

Shelburne 364 $39,151,736 77 21% $14,902,292 $912,700 38% 2.3% 

Sugar Hill 709 $136,816,166 163 23% $55,433,007 $8,840,000 41% 6.5% 

Thornton 2714 $350,777,198 392 14% $86,071,142 $14,131,000 25% 4.0% 

Tilton 1866 $244,735,427 72 4% $14,808,834 $1,074,000 6% 0.4% 

Note. This information was collected through Avitar Associates of New England’s online database. These were the 
only 16 towns in the Lakes and White Mountain Region to have a specific assessed value called out for the view 
from a property. 
a & b Only residential properties were examined because these were the only properties to have an assessed value of the view. 
This information was received from the New Hampshire Department of Revenue Administration.  
c The number of properties in each town that had the view value called out on the property card.  
d The number of residential properties with a valued view (c) divided by the total number of residential properties in the town (a).  
e The total property value of all properties in a town with an assessed view. This includes features, land and building values.  
f The total value of only the assessed views for each town.  
g The total value of properties with a valued view (e) divided by the total value residential properties in the town (b).  
h The total assessed value of views in each town (f) divided by the total value of residential properties in the town (b). 

 
There are a number of ways to explore the property assessment data and we have presented 
some in this table. It is clear that in many towns, properties with views contribute varying 
proportions to the overall tax base. Some towns have a very large proportion (up to 76% in 
one town but with a median of 21% and a mean of 27%) of their residential tax base coming 
from properties that have views. It can be argued that there are confounding variables that 
would influence the assessment of a home with a view (i.e. a home with a view may be larger 
and have more features than one without). However, the view values themselves, just the 
view part of the property value and not the overall property value) can be as high as 9% of 
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the town’s residential tax base. This just shows the importance of these views and the 
contribution that they give to the local economy. Because of this importance, these views are 
worth working to preserve and their importance needs to be recognized. 
 
Acceptability of Different Alterations 
 
While there will likely be some contention surrounding all energy projects (Gipe, 2002), data 
from the interviews showed a preference for renewable energy over additional coal plants or 
other non-renewable sources. Sources of non-renewable energy have a high negative 
connotation associated with them due to environmental impacts, producing secondary 
wastes, and being unsustainable.  
 
Interview data showed that people would prefer a natural landscape rather than one 
disturbed by different forms of alterations. As humans, we often have a conflict of interest 
between our love of nature and our dependence on technology. Historically, technology has 
almost always won out in the end (Righter, 2002). As people we are addicted to electricity 
and to many of us it is indispensable (Pasqualetti, 2011b).  Many people would no longer 
argue the implementation of an energy project if the consequence of not having it meant 
that their lights would go out.  
 
New Hampshire’s electric rate is among the highest in the United States. According to the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) (2017), as of November 2016 New Hampshire 
had the third highest overall energy cost in the contiguous United States coming in after 
Connecticut and Massachusetts. Some stakeholders expressed a greater willingness to 
accept projects in the state if they will decrease these costs significantly, partially because of 
the need to keep industry in the state for employment and economic purposes. People, 
especially in the northern part of the state, have faced issues with unemployment and low 
paying jobs so the need to keep industry in the state, as well as bring in more jobs, is 
something people desire. If an energy project will bring tax revenue, as well as employment, 
into the state people would be even more accepting of it. When Sonny Bono was the mayor 
of Palm Springs, he was very critical of wind turbines on the north side of the city. Once he 
learned that it would produce employment opportunities he reversed his position and 
stated, “What started out as a problem turned into what I think can be a tremendous asset 
for the city” (Asmus, 2000). While this shift has not been experienced in New Hampshire, it is 
an aspect included in most proposed energy projects, and people are more likely to get 
behind a project if it offers permanent positions to state’s residents.  
 
A lot of the discussion with stakeholders revolved specifically around the Northern Pass and 
wind energy. Transmission lines and proposed wind farms are the projects that the state has 
most recently had to contend (four and seven proposals respectively in the past 15 years) 
with so these projects were most likely on the forefront of people’s minds. While solar 
projects are a possibility in the future for New Hampshire, many residents have not formed 
an opinion on these projects because their only real experience with solar has been with 
small personal projects on people’s homes. 
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Northern Pass 
Currently the Northern Pass is in review with the SEC in New Hampshire. This project was 
proposed in 2010, with their application submission for a Presidential Permit, and the SEC is 
expected to finish deliberation this year (2017) (Northern Pass- Permit approval status, n.d.). 
As mentioned earlier this has been a highly contested project with a great deal of emotion 
associated with it. This could lead to some explanation of why transmission lines were 
ranked lower, in the second portion of the survey, by so many individuals despite the 
minimal visual impact shown in the first portion. The argument against this project is largely 
based around the impact the Northern Pass would have on the scenic landscapes and 
habitats. On the “No to the Northern Pass” website they write, “People from not only New 
Hampshire, but neighboring states as well, understand that Northern Pass will degrade 
natural and recreation resources of state, regional, and national importance” (No to 
Northern Pass, 2017). The lack of direct benefit the project will bring to New Hampshire is 
also a concern. The Northern Pass website says that a portion of the energy will be used in 
New Hampshire, that New Hampshire will save between $20 million and $35 million annually 
on energy costs, it would generate $28 million annually in tax revenue, as well as bring 2,600 
jobs to the region (Northern Pass, 2014). There is a clear disconnect and distrust between the 
citizens and the industry. Opponents of the Northern Pass say that it would only offer a few 
temporary jobs for residents when it is under construction and that the project will deface 
the state and decrease the residents’ quality of life. This shows the clear need for local 
involvement and developer guidance, but also brings up the question of how much local 
control there should be. Currently the majority of towns along Northern Pass’s proposed 
route oppose the project. 
 
The Northern Pass transmission lines will cross extensive land areas and will be visible in 
areas of high scenic quality. While it is possible to bury these lines, the construction costs are 
too high. Navrud et al (2008) examined this concept to see if the burial of these transmission 
lines passed the cost/benefit test. Their finding was that there was a positive willingness to 
pay for burial of transmission lines. In New Hampshire, people would most likely be willing to 
pay for the burial of transmission lines, but only if the projects meets the previously 
discussed reasons for a project to be allowed (Table 8). Currently, with the Northern Pass, 
people want to see the complete burial of the line and believe the applicants should bear the 
costs because they do not see this project as a necessity for the state. 
 
Transmission lines are often considered a disturbance because of their visual, auditory, and 
assumed health effects but they also have an ecological impact, both negative and positive. 
As with all alterations, there is much that has to be considered when dealing with 
applications for transmission lines. While there is a necessity for the movement of electricity, 
especially with the addition of new renewable energy projects, there needs to be a balance 
between the negative impact they have and the benefits they bring.   
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Wind 
Wind energy is the other highly debated alteration to viewsheds in the state. According to 
the International Energy Outlook 2016 report, renewables are now the world’s fastest-
growing energy source, and hydropower and wind energy are the two largest contributors to 
the increase in world electricity generation (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2016). 
Harnessing wind energy has the unavoidable consequence of being very visible because we 
cannot extract and transport the raw energy of the wind. Because of the topography of New 
Hampshire, these wind farms have to be placed on mountain ridges making them extremely 
visible to surrounding areas. As Pasqualetti (2000) said, “no matter how much we do to 
reduce the impact of wind turbines on landscapes, nothing can render them invisible”. 
Stakeholders showed there is disagreement amongst the residents if this visual impact is 
worth it for the state of New Hampshire.  
 
There are some clear benefits of wind power in the state. For one, because the source is so 
visible, the wind turbines are a reminder that our electricity comes from somewhere. This 
was brought up by multiple stakeholders throughout the interviews as well as being 
supported in the literature. Pasqualetti (2000) notes that these wind power landscapes 
should be benign reminders that the conveniences we enjoy have costs that we should not 
forget. While these wind farms will remind people that there is a source of our energy, it is a 
benign reminder because it is not as impactful to the environment as many other sources of 
energy. Wind energy is considered a green source because it does not contribute to global 
warming or other negative externalities such as acid rain or decreased visibility (Kahn, 2000). 
There is a long-term availability of wind as a resource (Thayer et al, 1987). Some people also 
see a wind energy landscape as beautiful and are more accepting of it, but this, like the value 
of a view, is subjective and depends on people’s history with, and knowledge of, the power 
source.  
 
However, the debate revolving around wind energy may not be a necessary one. As two 
stakeholders mentioned, there are limited 
locations for future placement of wind turbines in 
the state of New Hampshire. We conducted a GIS 
analysis of wind farm feasibility. The results of this 
analysis are shown in Figure 9. The methods and 
further discussion for this analysis are included in 
Appendix E. Overall, it shows that there are a 
limited number of locations that are reasonable to 
site a wind farm. The White Mountain National 
Forest encompasses much of the feasible area and 
the four wind farms in the state take up a large 
portion of the remaining locations. Most likely 
additional wind farms would not be accepted in 
these locations due to cumulative impacts. While 
five stakeholders did suggest that we should move 
to off-shore windfarms, this moves it out of the 
study area of this research. However, it is 

Figure 8:  
Wind farm suitability in NH 
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important to note that off-shore turbines come with their own set of issues and this 
suggestion may have been made because it gets it away from the backyard of many of the 
interviewees. 
 
Ways to Better Incorporate Viewshed Management into Overall Natural Resource 
Management and Planning 
 
There were a large variety of comments and suggestions given in the data about the process 
of reviewing energy project proposals. Overall, the stakeholders noted positives and flaws in 
the current process, places where there could be improvements, and a need for planning in 
the state.  
 
Current Process 
As mentioned, multiple stakeholders believed that there were many good aspects of the 
current process for the deliberation of large-scale energy projects. Currently the Site 
Evaluation Committee reviews energy projects on a case-by-case basis. Stakeholders agreed 
that the state needs to take the necessary time to fully review proposed energy projects and 
that all aspects of the proposed project should be considered during examination. 
Nevertheless, one common criticism is that there needs to be more public inclusion. While 
each project is currently required to have public hearings throughout the process (N.H Rev. 
Stat. Ann. § 162-H:16, 2015) many stakeholders did not feel as though this was enough 
inclusion and a few mentioned that they should be able to say no to a project that was 
proposed for their location. It has been found that the public cannot be ignored and that in 
order for projects to be more acceptable it has to be an inclusive process with anyone with 
interest (Brittan 2002, Burger 2011, Short 2002). Hammarlund (2002) went as far to state 
that there is, “a single and simple truth: no planning is really worthwhile without public 
participation”. While not everyone will end up getting what they want, it is the hope that by 
including the opinions of the stakeholders in the discussion, and truly taking their opinion to 
heart, that they may be more acceptable of the outcome. The goal is to change the planning 
process shift from confrontation to collaboration, and to have public participation rather 
than public consultation. This collaborative process is likely to lead to outcomes that are 
more acceptable because differences and disagreements would be negotiated and 
overcome.  
 
The concern about environmental justice, that was mentioned by three stakeholders, needs 
to be acknowledged when community input is taken into account. As mentioned earlier, 
communities that are closer to the poverty line will be more likely to accept an alteration if 
there is a perceived monetary benefit. For example, people that live on waterfront 
properties will often fight harder to maintain their view because they bought their property 
for the tranquility offered by the landscape. This fight will include actions such as buying up 
property. They are able to afford this purchase, as well as their property taxes and the 
current electric rates. If decisions on proposals were based solely on the communities input 
there would be a clear divide between the economic classes of the state. 
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Planning for the Future 
Planning often came into the discussion during our interviews. Some suggestions were based 
on surrounding states, while others just believed that if we completed certain planning tasks 
the process would be easier and less contentious for applicants and stakeholders. The need 
for planning was first seen when contacting people to be interviewed for this research. Some 
stakeholders in the region declined an invitation to participate because they did not feel as 
though it was a concern for them. This is often the case and because of this, often the 
opposition to proposed projects is reactive. Communities may not feel as though this is a 
concern that they have to worry about until a project is proposed and they are left 
attempting to fight it without any pre-thought or planning. 
 
In order to make the process easier for the applicants and communities, it would be 
beneficial for towns, regions, or the state to identify what views they value. This could be 
done through the town’s Master Plans, through completing a scenic assessment, or through 
the designation of scenic roads, etc. Certain towns have completed these assessments (e.g. 
Meredith (Thomas Kokx Associates, 1999) and Alton (Thomas Kokx Associates & Lakes Region 
Planning Commission, 2008)) but these analyses have come at a large cost that is 
unaffordable by many towns. However, communities should plan ahead by making a list of 
valued locations in some sort of formal writing, whether it be a publication, a book or 
website. By making it known what community members value, it will make it easier for an 
applicant to determine a proper location to propose a project so that they do not waste time 
or money applying for a project location that will never be acceptable. It would also alleviate 
the scramble communities often face when projects are proposed.  
 
Another way to identify these valued viewsheds would be to use the previously discussed 
property assessments. Property taxes are extremely important in New Hampshire; they are 
the primary method of financing local governments in the state. Our preliminary analysis of 
the 16 towns showed that these towns have varying proportions of their residential tax base 
come from the view values alone. If these views are negatively altered, the towns could lose 
this proportion of the tax base, making it harder to fund the local government. Therefore, for 
security of this income, the towns could use the tax assessments as a way to identify views 
that are important to the tax base and prioritize the protection of these views. However, this 
process could lead to highly socially valued views to be missed if they are not from an 
individual property, so this process would need to be combined with some community input. 
 
It might also be beneficial for the state to identify priority corridors for energy projects. 
Currently New Hampshire has HB 626, which is a bill that allows utilities to bury transmission 
lines along major highways (HB 626, 2016). The hope was that this bill would make it easier 
for developers to bring electricity to New Hampshire with minimal impact on residents and 
that this will encourage these projects to utilize areas of the state that have already been 
developed so that the natural resources and undeveloped areas can remain intact. This is a 
step in the right direction but the state could benefit by identifying other locations and 
corridors that projects would be reasonable for development.  
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When the Northern Pass project was proposed, it originally planned on only burying eight 
miles of the route. After a public outcry, the company bowed to pressure and removed the 
above-ground lines through the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF) and other sensitive 
areas, and agreed to bury 60 miles of the proposed route (Northern Pass- Improved route, 
n.d.). If the state had identified a route that the project could have taken, or identified the 
WMNF as a valuable scenic resource, the applicant could have saved time, and the 
community could have saved fear and concern. 
 
Compensation and Paying to Preserve Views 
Many stakeholders (42.3%) directly mentioned that it is worth paying, either personally or 
through an agency, to preserve a view. These methods of payment included buying up land 
that is for sale either personally or through a governmental agency (e.g. town or state), 
paying to have a project built in a way to minimize alterations to a viewshed (e.g. burying a 
transmission line), donating land or money to a conservation group, or paying more money 
on their electricity bill. However, there are limitations to this. People stated that they would 
not be willing to have their electricity bill double or give away over half of their paycheck. We 
did not have any stakeholders directly respond that the views are not worth paying to 
preserve. The stakeholders who did not specifically state that the views are worth paying to 
preserve stated that it would depend on if they had the resources, or stated that they did not 
have enough details and a willingness to pay would depend on the alteration.  
 
The idea of offering compensation packages to people that have their view altered by an 
energy project often came up in the interviews. There were concerns brought up such as 
having a compensation package can easily lead to bribes and for some people there is no way 
of fully compensating someone for an alteration. Nevertheless, if we do not have a 
compensation package, how do we make these projects more acceptable to people that will 
have their view altered? Do we just allow the projects if they benefit the greater good and 
tell people that they do not own their view?  There are many considerations that have to be 
discussed when compensation is on the table. Many of the stakeholders discussed the idea 
of personal property. Some said that personal property rights are paramount and that 
owners should be able to do what they want. Others argued that while this is true, the 
impact should stop at the property line whether that impact is light, noise, view, or smell. 
The state’s policies should clearly define whether people have any rights to the view from 
their property. No matter what, everyone has a right to make a proposal for development. 
The local, state, and federal regulations are supposed to be set to determine whether 
proposals should go forward. If this concept of view ownership is defined then it would 
reduce much of the argument over scenic view alterations and, if it is decided that people 
only have rights to what they fiscally own, then people may realize how much they take for 
granted in their viewing experience. It might also cause people to take some ownership to 
preserve these scenic views. 
 

Potential Caveats  

Throughout the interview process as well as the analysis of the interviews, we inferred that  
the interview protocol that we employed may have steered people to discuss energy projects 
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more than we originally anticipated. While our focus for this research was to examine the 
impact and acceptability of large-scale energy projects, in some responses we were hoping to 
have the stakeholders discuss all types of alterations (e.g. forestry practices, building 
development, etc.). When we first approached people with this research, we framed it 
around energy development, so this is what people had on their mind coming into the 
interview. The way that we ordered the interview questions most likely influenced people to 
focus their discussion primarily on energy projects. Our second question asked about their 
awareness about energy development in their region bringing this to the forefront of their 
mind. In order to reduce this energy focus it would have been beneficial for us to not frame 
our request for an interview around energy, and to ask about acceptable alterations prior to 
bringing up energy in the interview. The acceptability of these other types of alterations in 
New Hampshire is an area for future research in this field. 

Another potential caveat of this research is that, because of time and resource limitations, 
we did not have the opportunity to go back to the stakeholders we interviewed and clarify 
definitions and thoughts. Because of this lack of clarification, we took some liberty in how we 
grouped our themes and made assumptions based on the phrasing of the responses. For 
example, when an interviewee discussed the value that the scenic views gives to them and 
their neighbors we classified that as local value. We did our best to maintain the phrasing 
used by the stakeholder and only included information directly mentioned. If any 
information was overtly questionable, we left it out of our analysis.  This is standard practice 
for qualitative research studies. 

Conclusion 
 
It is clear that scenic views in the Lakes and White Mountain Regions of New Hampshire are 
something of value. Their value is shown through the population’s appreciation of them and 
the work that the residents of the state do to preserve them. This research has shown that 
the views in New Hampshire are valued for their environmental attributes, the contribution 
they add to the economy, as well as their existence value to tourists and locals alike. The 
residents of the State have proven through the numerous past proposals that they will not 
accept alterations to these scenic resources lightly, and that they will fight it if they do not 
believe that an alteration is worth the sacrifice.  

This research focused on large-scale energy projects but there are many different alterations 
that people in the state have to contend with; energy projects just tend to be the most 
contentious because they have such a vast impact that does not typically remain local. In 
many cases people are more likely to accept an alteration if it directly benefits them. 
Without this direct benefit, many feel as though they should not have to deal with the visual 
burden of an alteration in their viewshed.  

Overall, changes could be made to New Hampshire’s policies to better represent the 
concerns of the public, in regards to the preservation of scenic views, and give more 
guidance to applicants that want to site their projects in New Hampshire. Primarily, the State 
and its communities might do well to focus on planning ahead for energy project 
applications. This should start with the identification of valuable scenic resources that should 
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not be disturbed, based on public opinion. Residents have local knowledge of scenic areas 
and place local values on these resources. Without the input of local residents, viewsheds 
that may contribute to their social or cultural identity may be lost. The State would do well to 
include the public when reviewing the applications of these projects while listening to the 
communities that will be impacted. Although it is fairly likely that there will never be an 
energy project with complete support, the benefits and costs of these proposed energy 
projects need to be weighed to make an attempt at fairness for all that are impacted. The 
state should also have a continual review of the region, as well as the laws of the region, to 
make sure no one is unreasonably impacted.  
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APPENDIX A 

 Interviews with Interview Numbers 

 

 

Interview Number Stakeholder Group 
Stakeholders States 

Professional Position Deals 
with Scenic Views 

1 
Government Official 

(Regional) 
Yes 

2 Tourism/Business Yes 
3 Tourism/Business Yes 
4 Government Official (Town) Yes 
5 Conservation/Nonprofit Yes 
6 Tourism/Business Yes 
7 Conservation/Nonprofit Yes 
8 Conservation/Nonprofit No* 
9 Tourism/Business Yes 

10 Private Citizen No 
11 Government Official (Federal) Yes 
12 Tourism/Business Yes 
13 Government Official (State) Yes 
14 Conservation/Nonprofit Yes 
15 Government Official (Town) No** 
16 Private Citizen No 
17 Conservation/Nonprofit No* 
18 Private Citizen No 
19 Government Official (State) No 
20 Government Official (State) Yes 
21 Conservation/Nonprofit Yes 
22 Government Official (Town) Yes 
23 Conservation/Nonprofit Yes 
24 Tourism/Business No 
25 Tourism/Business Yes 
26 Conservation/Nonprofit Yes 

  Yes (n=18) 
  No (n=8) 

Note. Interviews were conducted in no particular order and the order was just based on the availability of the 
interviewee. Each interviewee was asked if their professional position dealt with scenic views as an easy 
question to start the conversation with. 
*Professional position does not deal with scenic view alteration, but stakeholder holds a volunteer position 
that does 
**Stakeholder has not had prior experience with scenic view alterations, but it would fall under stakeholder's 
job responsibilities 
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APPENDIX B 

Interview Questions 

Interview #__– STAKEHOLDER GROUP – DATE AND TIME OF INTERVIEW 
 

1. Does your professional position involve dealing with scenic views in New Hampshire? 

 
2. Please describe any proposed local energy development and/or energy transmission 

projects, that you are aware of, that may impact viewsheds in New Hampshire. 

 
3. Have you been involved in any decision making processes associated with viewsheds or 

scenic views? 

 
4. How would you describe a scenic view? 

  
5. Are scenic views in New Hampshire important? 

 
6. What do you think goes into determining the value of a scenic view? 

 
7. Are there any alterations to a scenic view that would be acceptable to you?  

 
8. Is there a certain level or threshold that a viewshed impact could reach that would make 

a project unacceptable to you?  

 
9. Are there any alterations to a scenic view that you would be willing to pay to prevent? 

Would you be willing to pay to preserve a view?  

 
10. If an energy project was proposed would it be more acceptable to you if the project was 

a community owned project?  

 
11. What policies would you like to see implemented in New Hampshire in regards to scenic 

views?  

 

12. Do you have any other comments about the topic of scenic views? 

 
(Survey – Completed/Not Completed, Any Verbal Comments?) 
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APPENDIX C 

Survey 
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APPENDIX D 

Stakeholder Project Awareness 

As part of the interview, we asked each stakeholder if they are aware of any proposed local 
energy development and/or energy transmission projects that may impact viewsheds in New 
Hampshire. The results are shown in Table 14. The majority of the stakeholders (88%) 
mentioned at least some knowledge of the Northern Pass project. The wind farms 
throughout the state, including the wind farm proposed for Antrim, were referred to by 69% 
of the stakeholders we interviewed. The results showed awareness of the projects in the 
state, but in many situations people discussed projects in their neighboring region and not 
projects throughout the state. This could indicate that stakeholders are either only aware of 
the projects in their immediate vicinity or these projects are the ones that they care the most 
about. 
 

Table 14:  
Stakeholders that Mentioned Each Project 

Project 
Percentage 

of Total 
Respondents 

# of 
Private 
Citizens 

# of 
Tourism/ 
Business 

# of 
Govt 

# of 
Conservation/ 

Non-Profit 

Northern Pass 88% 2 6 7 8 

Wind Farms 69% 2 4 5 7 

Pipelines 27% 1 1 3 2 

Solar Farms 15% 1 0 2 1 
Cell Towers 12% 0 0 0 3 
Logging 15% 0 1 0 3 
Total Number in Group n=26 n=3 n=7 n=8 n=8 
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APPENDIX E 

GIS Analysis 

Purpose 
During the interviews we had two stakeholders mention that the remaining locations that 
wind development could occur in New Hampshire is limited. We investigated this further 
using GIS to quantify the number of viable locations where additional wind development 
could occur.  
 
This feasibility analysis could be used to supply guidance to developers. Instead of having to 
examine the entire state, developers could focus their examination on these locations of high 
feasibility. 
  
This analysis could be expanded by placing hypothetical wind farms in the locations of high 
potential and running a viewshed analysis, using the viewshed tool (spatial analyst, surface 
toolset). This would allow people to see where the visual impact would be the most intrusive, 
and if a project should be allowed in those locations. Using this information, combined with 
stakeholder’s perceptions of views, decision makers could easily decide which areas are of 
too high of scenic quality, or too highly valued, to disturb. 
 

Methods 
Tools and Data 
In order to determine wind farm suitability we used GIS (ESRI ArcGIS 10.4.1) to overlay site 
selection criteria (Haaren et al 2011, Hoesen et al 2010). The primary tools we used to 
complete this analysis were the Slope tool (Spatial Analyst, Surface), the Reclassify tool 
(Spatial Analyst, Reclass), and the Weighted Overlay tool (Spatial Analyst, Overlay).  
 
Site identification was limited by physical constraints, such as slopes, land cover, elevation, 
and wind potential. Other exclusions that could be applied in further analysis, include lands 
that already have specific functions (e.g. national parks and conservation land), sites where 
wind turbines would interfere with current lands use (e.g. airports) and economic 
exclusionary factors such as line cost, land cost, access road cost, etc. We also did not take 
into account ecological factors or type of geology, which could both cause issues or increase 
costs, so one would also need to take these factors into account. 
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Table 15:  
Summary of GIS Data 

A Summary of Data Sources, Assumptions and Reclassification Decisions for Wind Potential 

Primary Data: Assumptions: 

Bare-earth 10-m U.S. DEM (USGS, 2014) Slope needs to be less than 60° 

70-m Wind Potential (Mass EOEEA, 2007) Elevation needs to be greater than 600m 

National Land Cover Dataset (MRLC , 2011) Ideal Elevation is between 600m and 1050m 

  

Derived Data:  

Slope  

 
Exclusion based on physical parameters 
We focused our analysis on the physical parameters required for a wind farm (Haaren et al, 
2011). We calculated slope, using the slope tool and a 10-meter digital elevation model 
(DEM) that was procured through the USGS. 
 
The mean sustained wind speeds at 70m for the state of New Hampshire were derived from 
a MassGIS data set of Modeled Wind Speed Grids. We chose to use the 70m dataset because 
it was the height closest to the Hub Height of the majority of the current wind farms in the 
state (See Table 16). Using the reclassify tool, we reclassified this information using the 
classes of wind power density table from the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (2014). 
Our reclassifications ranged from 0 to 7 where 0 indicates an infeasibility and 7 indicates the 
highest potential. 
 
Table 16:  
Wind Turbine Heights in New Hampshire 

Wind Farm Tower/Hub Height (m) Total Height  (m) 
# of Turbines in 

Wind Farm 

Antrim 
92.5 for 8, 
79.5 for 1 

149 for 8, 
136 for 1 

9 

Granite Reliable 80 125 33 

Groton Wind 78 121.5 24 

Lempster Wind 78 121.5 12 

Mountain View Grand Spa 37 47.5 1 
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Figure 9:  
Explanation of Tower and Hub Height of Wind Turbines 

  
(Siemens, 2015) 

 

The reclassify tool was then used on slope, elevation, and land cover. For slope and 
elevation, we reclassed the values into 8 classes (0 through 7), giving a higher value to the 
more suitable attribute. We used eight classes to keep consistency with the eight wind 
power classes given by the NRELC (Table 19). For slope we used the assumption from Hoesen 
et al (2010) that slopes should be less than 60°. We reclassed any slope over 60° as infeasible 
(zero) and land with a slope of zero to five degrees as the most feasible. This was determined 
from the assumption that lower slopes would make a project more feasible (Table 18).  
 
 For elevation, we determined through the literature that the elevation had to be greater 
than 600m. Anything below 600m was reclassed as zero. Hoesen et al (2010) defined the 
ideal elevation for a wind farm to be between 600 and 1050m. Using this information, we 
classified anything between higher than 1050m with diminishing favorability. This was done 
with the assumption that the higher elevations, while they might have more wind, would be 
harder to access and develop (Table 17). 
 
Land cover, which was procured through the Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics 
Consortium (MRLC), was reclassified based on assumed feasibility. In this case, the 
reclassifications ranged from 0 to 5, where 0 indicated infeasibility and 5 indicated the 
highest potential for wind farm development. Unsuitable land (e.g. developed land, farm 
land, wetlands, and open water) were reclassified as zero. The remained land cover types 
were reclassed as barren land being the most favorable, since removal of vegetation would 
not be needed, and evergreen forest being the least favorable (Table 20). 
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Reclassifications 
 Table 17:      Table 18: 

   Reclassification of Elevation   Reclassification of Slope 

 

 
Table 19:  
Reclassification of Wind Power 

Wind Power Class 
Wind Power 

Density (W/m2) 
Speed m/s (mph) 

0 0 0 

1 200 5.6 (12.5) 

2 300 6.4 (14.3) 

3 400 7.0 (15.7) 

4 500 7.5 (16.8) 

5 600 8.0 (17.9) 

6 800 8.8 (19.7) 

7 2000 11.9 (26.6) 

    
       Table 20:  
       Reclassification of Land Cover 

Type of Cover Ranking 

Evergreen Forest 1 

Mixed Forest 2 

Deciduous Forest 2 

Herbaceous 3 

Shrub/Scrub 4 

Barren Land 5 

 
The weighted overlay tool was used to combine these reclassed parameters (land cover, 
wind potential, slope and elevation) and determine the wind farm suitability across the state. 
Because the reclassification had already eliminated the unsuitable land cover types, and the 
ranking of the different types was more subjective, we determined that land cover was not 
as much of a concern. Wind turbines have specific wind speed requirements so the wind 
potential was weighted with the highest concern. Slope and elevation were included with 
equal consideration (Table 21). 
 
 
 

Elevation (m) Ranking   Slope (Degrees) Ranking 

0-600 0   0-5 7 

600-800 6   5-10 6 

 800-1050 7   10-20 5 

1050-1150 5   20-30 4 

1150-1250 4   30-40 3 

1250-1500 3   40-50 2 

1500-1750 2   50-60 1 

1750-1916 1   60-75 0 
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                 Table 21:  

Weighted Overlay of Reclassed Parameters 
Re-classed Parameter Weight 

Land Cover 10 

Slope of the Land 25 

Elevation of the Land 25 

Wind Potential 40 

 
The resulting map (Figure 11) gave us our wind farm suitability layer.  
 
Addition of current wind farms 
In order to fully examine where wind farms could be placed we needed to exclude the 
current locations of wind farms (Figure 12). A USGS dataset of onshore industrial wind 
turbine locations provided us with the current distribution of wind farms (Diffendorfer et al, 
2014). We clipped this data set to the state of New Hampshire to reduce the size of the file. 
Because Antrim wind has not been constructed yet, it was not included in this data set. We 
edited the wind farm layer to add in the data points for the planned wind farm. The locations 
of the wind turbines were extracted from the Antrim Wind’s SEC application (Antrim Wind 
Energy LLC, 2016).  
 
Restriction of the White Mountain National Forest 
The White Mountain National Forest (WMNF) is a “Land of Many Uses”. This forest is a 
managed, multiple-use forest and provides areas for recreation as well as wildlife habitat and 
forest harvesting. The management of the WMNF is guided by the WMNF Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest Service, 2005).  Currently, the ruling in regards to wind farms only 
says that, “the Forest Services should consider the environmental impact of communication 
towers or wind turbines sited on White Mountain ridges.” While this does not eliminate the 
possibility of a wind farm going up in the National Forest it is highly unlikely due to public 
opposition. This makes the WMNF an area of unlikely location for development so a shape 
file was placed over this area (Forest Service, 2008a) (Figure 13).  
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Results 
 
Figure 10:  
Wind Suitability Layer: 
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Figure 11:  
Addition of Current Wind Farms to Wind Suitability Layer: 
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Figure 12:  
Restriction Posed by White Mountain National Forest to Wind Suitability: 
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Figure 13:  
Addition of 4000fters to Wind Suitability Map (Figure 12)   

 
Note. 4000fter shape file retrieved from White Mountain National Forest website (Forest Service, 2008b) 
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Discussion 
These maps show that there are few feasible locations for future wind farms in New 
Hampshire. While the WMNF does have feasible land, the map showing the 4000fters (Figure 
14) demonstrates one of the reasons why this would not be an acceptable decision to many 
members of the public. The WMNF is a destination for tourists in the state for a wide variety 
of activities year round. These tourists contribute to the state’s economy. It is a statewide 
concern that wind farms located in the White Mountain National Forest would reduce the 
tourism in the state. It is likely that there would be opposition from many different 
environmental groups and people fighting to preserve the cultural and social value of this 
landscape.  
 
This is occurring with the Northern Pass project. The Northern Pass is a proposed high-
voltage transmission line to bring power from Canada to New England. Currently, because of 
public concern, it is proposed to be buried in locations around the White Mountain National 
Forest, Franconia Notch, the Rock Estates area, and the Appalachian Trail to reduce the visual 
impact (Northern Pass Transmission, n.d.). People do not want to see key scenic areas 
disturbed, and most likely this same opposition would be expressed about a proposed wind 
farm.  
 
The White Mountain National Forest currently contains over 60% of the feasible locations for 
a wind farm in the state (62.2%) according to this analysis. Without this area, the only 
significant feasible location is in the North Country. This area is also not a highly feasible 
location because the residents in this region will fight for their scenic beauty. As one opinion 
writer from the North Country, Pat Walzer, wrote in the article “Wind Turbines present many 
reasons for concern in North Country”, “If wind turbines drive away, kill or disrupt our 
wildlife, our neighbors, the environment, the natural beauty of our area, and our tax base, 
what kind of future are we creating or destroying? What legacy are we to leave for our 
children, community and the future?” (2017).  
 

Conclusion 
The locations for future wind farm development is limited by many physical characteristics. 
This analysis only took into account a limited number of physical characteristics, but 
developers would need to look at the current use of these lands, the geology of the area, as 
well as economic costs of these projects. The public’s acceptability of the proposed alteration 
is another large factor that they would have to deal with.  
 
New Hampshire residents appreciate the scenic beauty of the state and would prefer to not 
have it be disturbed. There are some cases where it is more acceptable than others, but for 
the most part the State of New Hampshire is unlikely to face many more decisions regarding 
wind farms because of the lack of suitable locations.  
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APPENDIX F 

Site Evaluation Committee History 

The Site Evaluation Committee (SEC) was formed in New Hampshire for the review and 
issuance of certificates for any large energy facility projects proposed for the state.  In 1971 
an oil refinery was proposed for NH’s seacoast and in response the State legislature enacted 
N.H Rev. Stat. Ann. § 162-F (NH Electric Power Plant, Transmission Siting and Construction 
Procedure Act) (Site Evaluation Committee, 2014). This Act was meant to establish a law to 
specify the manner in which the receipt and evaluation of these energy proposals would be 
considered.  
 
In 1989, the Energy Facility Committee was created in order to improve upon the current 
laws mainly focusing on the timeframes, predictability, opportunities for public input, and 
clarity of purpose (Site Evaluation Committee, 2014). In 1990, the Energy Facility Committee 
put out a report entitled, “Report of the Energy Facility Siting Licensing & Operation Study 
Committee of the New Hampshire General Court”. In this report, the Energy Facility 
Committee recommended ways to reorganize, redraft existing laws, and speed up the 
process with increased jurisdiction of the newly-created Site Evaluation Committee (SEC).  
 
The SEC is currently made up of nine members (previously 15 members). As of 2014, two of 
these members are from the public and the remaining members are from five different state 
agencies (previously 8 state agencies) including the Public Utilities Commission, the 
Department of Environmental Services, the Department of Resources and Economic 
Development, the Department of Transportation, and the Department of Cultural Resources 
or the Division of Historical Resources (Senate Bill-245, 2014). The SEC was created by the 
Legislature because they recognized that the siting and construction of energy facilities can 
have a large effect on the public welfare, economic growth, the environment as well as the 
use of natural resources. Currently the SEC is tasked with determining the terms and 
conditions of any certificate issued, monitoring the construction and operation of any energy 
facility granted a certificate, enforcing the terms and conditions of the certificate, and 
assisting the public in understanding the requirements of the application and approval (Site 
Evaluation Committee, 2014). 
 
When reviewing a project the SEC has to consider all relevant information including potential 
impacts and benefits to determine if the project will meet the objectives outlined in N.H Rev. 
Stat. Ann. § 162-H:16. Some of the objectives that they must examine are confirming that the 
applicant has the capability to construct and operate the facility in compliance with their 
ruling, that the project will not interfere with the development of the region, that the project 
will not have “unreasonable adverse effect” on aesthetics, the natural environment, and 
public health and safety, and that it will “serve the public interest”. 
 
The SEC is constantly seeking new ways to improve the deliberative process for these energy 
facility proposals. They publish the documents and transcripts online to allow company 
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officials, legislators, energy professionals, community organizations, concerned citizens, and 
other interested parties to become more informed participants in the proceedings 
(Overview, 2014). 
 
The Office of Energy and Planning (OEP) in New Hampshire is part of the Executive 
Department within the Office of the Governor. The OEP has many responsibilities including 
promoting energy efficiency, exploring opportunities to expand the use of renewable 
domestic energy resources, promoting land use efficiency, and supporting programs that 
focus on protecting and managing the natural resources of heavily populated areas (New 
Hampshire Office of Energy & Planning, 2013b). In 2013, under Senate Bill (SB) 99, the OEP 
was required to work with an outside vendor to study the SEC, and its processes, and during 
this period “engage all interested members of the public” by bringing them into the 
discussion to provide input (Senate Bill-99, 2013). The goal of SB-99 was to identify deficits 
and needs of the SEC and the Counsel of the Public. 
 
During this study Raab Associates, Ltd., in partnership with the Consensus Building Institute 
(CBI) and with assistance from Rubin and Rudman (the consulting team), conducted seven 
focus groups and five citizen workshops to get feedback on the current challenges and 
options, as well as key topics and options identified during the study process (Raab 
Associates, 2013). The focus group topics included the structure, membership and process of 
the SEC, as well as the SEC’s decision-making criteria. The focus group participants included 
68 individuals from 61 different organizations. For each topic, the participants were asked to 
decide between status quo or given alternatives. 
 
The discussions in the focus groups and the citizen workshops resulted in amendments to the 
SEC process with the passing of Senate Bill 245 on July 18th, 2014. The amendments included 
the addition of two public members appointed by the governor, the addition of the position 
of an administrator of the SEC, the addition of certain requirements such as determining if 
the project will have an unreasonable adverse effect and if it serves the public interest, and 
the addition of application fees to pay for the committee, experts and the council of the 
public (Senate Bill-245, 2014). These changes have greatly enhanced the SEC process but 
there is still room for improvement.  
 
As mentioned before the SEC reviews and issues certificates for any large energy facility 
projects for the state. Wind farms, transmission lines, solar farms, and pipelines have all 
been points of contention within the state. Currently the largest debate is surrounding a 
transmission line known as the Northern Pass. Northern Pass is a 192-mile transmission line 
that will bring energy from Hydro-Quebec’s hydroelectric plants in Canada to New England 
(Northern Pass Transmission, n.d). The Northern Pass proposed route passes through the 
majority of New Hampshire raising concern about the visual impact to residents and visitors 
to the state. The project claims that there will be numerous benefits to New Hampshire such 
as jobs, energy cost savings, additional tax revenue, and a fund of money to support 
economic development programs, clean energy innovations, and programs to grow jobs and 
support tourism but many are debating if this is enough (Northern Pass Transmission, n.d).  
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Most recently, the approval of a wind farm in the town of Antrim was approved in December 
of 2016. This project had previously been denied in April of 2013 because of a negative 
impact the turbines would have on the viewshed, particularly from scenic areas such as 
Gregg Lake and Willard Pond (Site Evaluation Committee, 2013). The new application 
eliminated one wind turbine, lowered others to mitigate visual impact, and added 
conservation land acres to the package (Antrim Wind Energy LLC, 2016). The SEC determined 
that these changes were sufficient and they approved the project. But, these changes 
weren’t substantial enough to sway some Antrim residents which brings up the debate of 
who should be the deciding factor, the committee set up to make these decisions or the 
residents that will have to live with the alteration? 
 
In January 2017, House Bill 462 (HB 462) was introduced to require the SEC to amend to 
certain adopted rules to ensure that no authority is assumed to the committee that is not 
specifically authorized by RSA 162-H (HB-462, 2017). Currently visual impact is considered on 
all projects, including Northern Pass, but RSA 162-H only has this as a requirement for wind 
energy systems (N.H Rev. Stat. Ann. §162-H:10-a, II(1), 2015). Similar requirements are given 
for sound assessment and fire protection plans which are also only required for wind energy 
systems under N.H Rev. Stat. Ann. § 162-H:10-a and high pressure gas pipelines under N.H 
Rev. Stat. Ann. § 162-H:10-b. HB 462 is still currently under review in the state, but if it 
passes it could highly impact the process these proposals must go through in the state. 
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APPENDIX G 

Property Assessment of Views 

Background 
In New Hampshire, much of the funding for local government and public education comes 
from the property tax system because New Hampshire does not have sales tax or state 
income tax (Berry, 2012). New Hampshire has the 3rd highest property tax rate, in the United 
States, with an average effective rate of around 2.1% (Backman, 2017). In 2013, property tax 
as a percentage of state and local revenue was higher in New Hampshire than in any other 
state (Malm & Kant, 2013). 
 
Property assessments for some people in some New Hampshire communities include a 
separate itemization for the view from the property. This is now colloquially known as a 
“view tax”. While this feature is part of what makes up the total market value, the “view tax” 
became very contentious when these values started to appear on people’s property cards.  
 
In 2005, taxpayer opposition of this “view tax” led to proposed legislation to eliminate the 
value of a view from property tax assessments. This bill was unsuccessful. In 2012, the 
legislature once again turned down proposed legislation to prohibit assessors from including 
“a separate addition of the value of a view” in setting a property’s assessed value. The state 
explained that the assessed value of the view reflected tangible and intangible elements 
affecting market value (Staff Report, 2012). 
 
Scenic views are one factor that attract buyers to a certain property and many will pay large 
premiums in order to have a view. It makes sense why a view can inflate the value of a 
parcel. The valuation of views can go in the other direction as well. If a property has an 
undesirable view, the assessment should take this into account and the property value may 
go down. 
 
Methods 
For the purpose of this research, we aimed to examine the valuation of scenic views in our 
study area of the Lakes and White Mountain Regions of New Hampshire. This was done 
through a variety of methods including contacting the individual towns to ask if their 
property cards had the individual line item for a view, and using a database from Avitar 
Associates of New England (Avitar). Avitar is an assessing agency that contracts to provide 
property assessments for 60 communities, and has over 150 communities use their software. 
 
In this database, we were able to select individual towns and then review parcel data to look 
for a view value. Because Avitar allows communities to purchase and use their software, the 
coding of these values was not consistent across all of the towns and in many cases the 
towns did not record this line item.  If the assessment did give the view a specific value, it out 
it was labeled as View, VU or contained VU as the units. 
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When we found a property with a view value, we recorded the town, the parcel ID (for 
reference), the location, the acreage of the property, the total assessed value, the value of 
the features, the building, the land, and the view, as well as any notes contained on the card 
regarding the view. In cases where the parcel was under current use (and the view value was 
listed as $0), we recorded it as zero but also recorded the value that would be given to that 
view if it was not listed under current use. 
 
The sum of the Total Assessed Value and the Total Taxable Value of “View” (with the current 
use value listed as $0) were taken for each of the towns in order to determine what 
percentage of the town’s property values were from the views. 
 
Avitar’s database included property information for 40 of the 91 towns in the Lakes and 
White Mountain Region. We attempted to contact towns outside of this database but this 
was largely unsuccessful. 
 
In order to determine the full worth of these views we decided to determine how much the 
views contributed to the total residential value. We then took the towns that did have this 
itemized view value and determined the total number of residential parcels in the town as 
well as the total value of these parcels. This information was derived from tables supplied by 
the New Hampshire Department of Revenue Administration (DRA). We included Single 
Family Homes, Multi-Family Units, Apartment Buildings, Single Resident Condo Units, 
Residential Condos, Manufactured Housing, Unclass/Unknown Improved Residential, 
Residential Buildings, and Residential Land in our counts and the summation of values.  
 
Results 
Even after 12 years, the supposed “view tax” is still a contentious issue in the state. When 
contacting the individual towns many assessors or town clerks were quick to respond that 
they did not have a “view tax” even when asked if their property cards had a line item pulled 
out for views. In order to express our request properly we attempted to contact the towns 
not included in Avitar’s database via phone. However, many towns only staff a town clerk for 
one or two days a week and we were not always able to get in contact with them in this way. 
Because of this there is a strong possibility that towns outside of the Avitar database were 
missed so these results only include data that were gotten from the Avitar database. 
 
Of the 40 towns for the Lakes and White Mountain region contained in the Avitar database, 
only 16 towns specifically had the view line item with a specific value given to this attribute. 
This information is contained within Table 22, along with the data obtained from the DRA. 
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Table 22:  
Property Valuation of Scenic Views 

Town 

Total # of 

Residential 

Properties 

in Towna 

Total 

Assessed 

Value of 

Residential 

Propertiesb 

# of 

Residential 

Properties 

w/ an 

Assessed 

Viewc 

Percent of 

Residential 

Properties 

that have 

an 

assessed 

Viewd 

Total 

Assessed 

Value of 

Properties 

with 

Assessed 

Viewse 

Total 

Assessed 

Value of 

only Viewsf 

Percent of 

Total 

Residential 

Value 

Contributed 

by all 

Properties 

with Viewsg 

Percent of 

Total 

Residential 

Value 

Contributed 

solely by 

Viewsh 

Albany 795 $94,450,604 61 8% $14,864,039 $1,189,800 16% 1.3% 

Alexandria 1566 $173,428,354 177 11% $44,514,306 $3,689,800 26% 2.1% 

Bartlett 4970 $839,217,782 367 7% $133,404,214 $14,998,000 16% 1.8% 

Effingham 1592 $148,228,875 96 6% $21,917,390 $4,003,500 15% 2.7% 

Ellsworth 144 $13,191,132 17 12% $2,842,053 $474,000 22% 3.6% 

Franconia 1175 $247,152,141 471 40% $149,226,492 $22,915,600 60% 9.3% 

Gilmanton 2957 $437,649,021 317 11% $63,020,310 $6,856,000 14% 1.6% 

Hebron 829 $248,195,946 154 19% $46,345,441 $10,919,800 19% 4.4% 

Hill 737 $79,398,021 74 10% $15,021,140 $747,000 19% 0.9% 

Piermont 735 $91,553,681 126 17% $22,809,789 $1,480,000 25% 1.6% 

Pittsfield 1668 $221,673,672 109 7% $24,912,932 $1,622,000 11% 0.7% 

Randolph 406 $64,199,792 230 57% $48,990,229 $5,466,400 76% 8.5% 

Shelburne 364 $39,151,736 77 21% $14,902,292 $912,700 38% 2.3% 

Sugar Hill 709 $136,816,166 163 23% $55,433,007 $8,840,000 41% 6.5% 

Thornton 2714 $350,777,198 392 14% $86,071,142 $14,131,000 25% 4.0% 

Tilton 1866 $244,735,427 72 4% $14,808,834 $1,074,000 6% 0.4% 

Note. This information was collected through Avitar Associates of New England’s online database. These were the 
only 16 towns in the Lakes and White Mountain Region to have a specific assessed value called out for the view 
from a property. 
a & b Only residential properties were examined because these were the only properties to have an assessed value of the view. 
This information was received from the New Hampshire Department of Revenue Administration.  
c The number of properties in each town that had the view value called out on the property card.  
d The number of residential properties with a valued view (c) divided by the total number of residential properties in the town (a).  
e The total property value of all properties in a town with an assessed view. This includes features, land and building values.  
f The total value of only the assessed views for each town.  
g The total value of properties with a valued view (e) divided by the total value residential properties in the town (b).  
h The total assessed value of views in each town (f) divided by the total value of residential properties in the town (b). 

 
Discussion 
Overall, it is shown that the views are valuable to the residents in these towns and the towns 
because of how much they contribute to the overall tax base. The total values of these views 
in these towns range from $474,000 to $22,915,600 contributing between 0.4 to 9.3% (with 
a mean of 3% and a median of 2%) of the total residential value. Assessors have worked on 
this issue for many years to make something subjective as objective as possible.  
 



79 
 

 

The view value is based on a town specific base rate that ranges from $30,000 to $100,000. 
This means that the same view in one town may be worth a completely different value in 
another town. This base rate is based on the selling price of comparable homes in the area. 
Assessors have acknowledged that even with this attempt to make this valuation objective, 
assessing views is partly subjective but that is why there is an appeals process. Home 
assessments are supposed to reflect a property’s market value and because the view affects 
this value it is standard practice in the industry to take them into account. This view factor 
has always been a part of property assessments, but the views in New Hampshire are so 
valuable in some towns that assessors give them a separate line on the property’s tax card.  
 
It is not a popular topic in New Hampshire, but it gives some insight to how much people 
value views in the state and what views are valuable in each town. The views from many 
properties in the state of New Hampshire can no longer be called priceless. There is a 
concern in the state that this “view tax” will force people off their land because of the higher 
property taxes. Other people appreciate that this value is not buried in the land value of the 
property and instead is out in the open. Because of this openness, a property owner should 
be able to easily see whether an alteration in their viewshed has impacted their property 
value.  
 

Conclusion 
While it is not a popular topic, the valuation of views from a property is one way that the 
value of these viewsheds has been expressed by the state and its residents. These views can 
add significant value to a property and it needs to be accounted for in the assessment. 
People are willing to pay these high values in order to have a scenic view, and towns earn a 
portion of their tax base because of it. These valued views are a way for towns to start to 
consider and implement viewshed protection. If a town’s scenic views are compromised, a 
town can lose up to 9% of their tax base. This could have a large impact on the funding of the 
local government. Scenic views from properties are important, and the impact a viewshed 
alteration can have on property values needs to be considered.   
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