This binder includes articles, studies and letters supporting the
opposition of the Prevailing Winds project in western Bon
Homme and eastern Charles Mix Counties, South Dakota.

We hope the PUC Commissioners will read it thoroughly.
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A Falmouth veteran battles wind
turbines — and health woes

PHOTOS BY DEBEE TLUMACKI FOR.THE BOSTON GLOBE

Barry Funfar on the deck of his home, near the turbines.

BY pettagngiisn GLOBE STAFF JANUARY 24, 2014



FALMOUTH — Barry Funfar is a 67-year-old Vietnam veteran who spent most of his
waking moments since retirement a decade ago working with the hundreds of flowers
and trees he planted around the Colonial-style house that he built. Gardening was his
exercise, therapy, and passion, and his doctors agreed it was benef1c1a1 to combat his
post traumatic stress disorder.

A Marine, Funfar flew 1277 combat missions as a door gunner on Huey helicopters and
was awarded seven Air Medals for meritorious service.

Years later, he is battling another enemy: two wind turbines near his home, which he
says have ended his gardening, caused him unremitting health problems, and
exacerbated the PTSD that has plagued him for decades.

Last spring, he and his wife, Diane, filed a complaint against the Town of Falmouth, and
the Zoning Board of Appeals recently agreed with the couple that the green energy
turbines create a nuisance for them. A year earlier, the board had issued a similar ruling
in another turbine case.

But instead of complying with its own zoning board, the Town of Falmouth is suing the
board — again.

View Gallery

Photos: A veteran battles turbines

In the earlier case, Barnstable Superior Court Judge Christopher Muse issued a
temporary order, while the case is pending, that the turbines run only between

7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Dozens of other Falmouth residents have also testified before the local
health board about negative health effects.

These residents are not alone.

Seeking cleaner and cheaper sources of power, governments around the world have
been turning to wind power. But as the turbines increase so have complaints about
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health problems. There remains significant disagreement about the medical legitimacy
of those claims, but there is no doubt in the minds of Funfar and others who suffer.

Funfar, who was diagnosed with post traumatic stress disorder in 2003 after decades of
nightmares, anxiety, anger, depression, and alcoholism, was treated by doctors and
counselors at the VA Medical Center in Providence, sometimes attending group and
individual therapy sessions four days a week. He still goes weekly.

Funfar joined the Marine Corps in 1965, a farm boy from North Dakota. At boot camp
graduation, his drill instructor handed him a military ID and said: “Here’s your license
to kill.” It’s a statement that still haunts Funfar.

But by 2008, after the intensive therapy, he says, he was feeling much better.

“It took a lot of therapy to change those nightmares that I was killed,” he said on a
recent day in the house he built in 1999. “In those dreams, my copter would be shot
down; the enemy would chase us and kill us, and I'd be at my own funeral.”

In Falmouth, where the Funfars have lived since 1979, gardening became a big part of
his life, and his doctors encouraged it as a healthy outlet for his PTSD. As the oldest of
five boys growing up on an isolated farm, Funfar had always had a passion for plants.

You might call it an obsession. His lot, not guite an acre, has 128 varieties of clematis
plants, 500 rhododendrons and azaleas, eight varieties of magnolias, and this year, he
put in 10 Japanese maples. That doesn’t include myriad other plants; Funfar reckons
he’s got “thousands of them out there.” He has given away hundreds.

In fact, he did the master plan for his garden before he even built the house.

Funfar has carved paths in what he calls his “wild woodland garden,” and built a

greenhouse on the property as well as a gazebo with a wood stove and microwave, where

he sits and peruses some of the dozens of gardening books he has amassed. He also has
several photo albums of his plants, with notes scribbled alongside each picture. He
makes his own greeting cards with pressed flowers from his garden, and his home was
included on three garden tours.

~ “Any moment I wasn’t working, I was with those plants,” says Funfar, who in 2003

retired from his carpet-cleaning business.

But these days, the property is overgrown and neglected, the greenhouse and gazebo
abandoned. In March 2010, the town installed its first wind turbine and added another
the following year. The first is 1,662 feet from the Funfar home, the second 1,558 feet.
Both can be seen from their roof deck.

“The first time I heard it, I couldn’t believe it could make that much noise,” he says. It’s
also the inaudible low frequency and infrasound waves that he says have made him ill,

o



with symptoms such as heart palpitations, surges in blood pressure, migraine
headaches, and sleep deprivation.

“I feel a quivering in my chest,” he says. “I get panic attacks. My pulse is 180, and three
hours later it’s still 130. I'm on blood pressure medication, and my pressure was down to
120 over 70. But now, I'll get 155 over 115. I feel my life is being shortened by this.”

In its complaint against its zoning board, the Town of Falmouth said that the wind
turbines do not constitute a nuisance under either town or state law. Moreover,
Falmouth called Funfar’s symptoms “a preexisting condition known as post traumatic
stress disorder.” ' '

Funfar replies that yes, he has had PTSD “but never did I have this quivering in my
chest, these migraines and flashes in my eyes.”

The pro-turbine camp has spent a lot of online ink maligning patients such as Funfar,
while the anti-turbine camp also uses the issue as a rallying cry. “This is a medical
puzzle plopped into the middle of a very political environment,” says Dr. Steven Rauch,
a hearing and balance specialist at the Massachusetts Eye and Ear Infirmary and
professor of otology and laryngology at Harvard Medical School.

Caught in the middle of political and financial interests, he says, are patients like Funfar,
who are experiencing significant symptoms. “I personally have no doubt that there is a
real physiological phenomenon going on and some patients are vulnerable to it,” says
Rauch, who has seen two such patients with a plethora of symptoms, but has not treated
Funfar. “There’s a lot of science on it, and it’s growing.”

Humans have varying sensitivities to sound, and a subset of those exposed to wind
turbines suffer from the low-frequency pressure waves that penetrate walls and homes,
says Rauch.

For Funfar, the only way he can elude the turbines’ effects is to leave the area. He spends
much time between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. helping out at his daughter’s or son’s homes,
which aren’t near the turbines. He takes his grandsons to the library. Sometimes, he sits
in church.

And a year ago, he and Diane bought a house in the Dominican Republic with mango
and avocado trees where he can garden “to my heart’s content” for several months of the
year.

Diane Funfar, a retired math teacher at Falmouth High School, says her husband’s
PTSD had improved with treatment. “He was happy, working in the yard,” she says. “But
then the turbines came and turned him into a different person. He got panic attacks and
anxiety; his blood pressure went up, and his meds increased.

“The thing he loved to do most was working in the yard, but he can’t be here when the
turbines are going. He can’t even put the trash out when the turbines are loud.”
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As for her own health, Diane says she wore contact lenses for 42 years but since the
turbines, she has had to give them up because of eye discharge that she never before
experienced. “And I get headaches now and I never, ever got headaches.”

In letters included in the Funfars’ complaint, his treatment team at the VA hospital
supported his claim. Psychologist Christy Capone reported that Funfar had been making
great progress with his PTSD symptoms until the installation of the turbines. “His
symptoms have worsened significantly. . . . His backyard, previously his ‘sanctuary’
where he spent many peaceful hours gardening, is now a place of stress and conflict,”
she wrote.

In its May 2013 annual election, the Town of Falmouth put a tax initiative on the ballot
for funds to decommission the turbines. But though the initiative had passed in Town
Meeting, it failed 2-to-1 at the polls.

The cost of removing the turbines was estimated at $3.4 million, and the town would
lose about $400,000 in revenue from the sale of electricity generated by the turbines,
which is used to pay municipal electric bills.

The town borrowed nearly $5 million to build the first turbine, and received a $5 million
state grant for the second one. But if the latter is taken down, the grant must be repaid.

“These financial consequences are part of the basis of the town’s decision to appeal [the
ZBA ruling],” says Town Counsel Frank Dufty.

The Funfars have looked into selling the house that he hand-built “from concrete to the
electrical” but say that the property value has decreased nearly 30 percent, according to
appraisals done before and after the turbines came in. (The zoning board agreed with
the Funfars, but the town responded that the claim is “based upon insufficient
evidence.”)

The Funfars also say they’ve spent more than $20,000 on lawyers to fight the turbines.
The wind turbine issue has divided the Falmouth community into two camps. One letter
to the local newspaper “told me to suck it up and do something for my country,” says

Funfar, visibly upset. “Personally, I feel I did my duty for this country.”

Bella English can be reached at english@globe.com.



Dr, Jay J. Tibhetts, MD

Green Bay, WI 54303-3307
USA
March 18, 2014

To Whom 1t May Concern,

I am a practicing physician, member of the Brown County Board of Health and Medical Adviser to the Brown
County Health Departtment and am appalled by the misguided position of the AMA Australia on their position on
the effects of ILFN on human health, Over the past four years the Board has studied the deleterious effects of
IWT’s on human health.

We have the Shirley Wind Farm in out county. It consists of eight 500” 2.5 megawatt TWT’s. The effects on our
citizens living in the immediate vicinity i.e. 2-3 mi. of the nearest turbine has been devastating. Ear pressure , pain,
tinnitus, vertigo, headache, nausea, chest pain pressure, abdominal pain, poor concentration, sleep depravation,
irritability and depression are some of the symptoms our citizens arc experiencing. These symptorms are not unique
to our facility but are reported world wide and a direct effect of ILFN. Three families from Shirley Wind have
abandoned their homes and several others would move save for financial reasons.

Forty families have left their homes in a wind farm in Ontario, Canada because of the above mentioned symptoms.
A study of Shirley Wind in 2013 by a group of acousticians has identified significant ILFN. Professor Alec Salt
has identified the pathway of transmission of ILFN in the inner ear.

Brown County has been well aware of wind turbine health issues sending two resolutions passed by the County
Roard of Supervisors to the State of Wisconsin. Furthermore, Brown County working with Rick James is in the
process of amending our noise ordinance to include ILFN similar to Germany, The Netherlands and Poland.

To accept the view of the AMA Australia challenges every bit of reason and study on this subject.

Jay 1. Tibbetts, MD
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- Health Threat from Wisconsin Wind Farm Affirmed

Health Threat from Wisconsin Wind Farm
Affirmed

October 29, 2014
Kenneth Arfz

In a shot across the bow of wind power promoters, the Brown County Wisconsin Board of
Health has declared the Shirley Wind Farm a “human health hazard.”

The Board declared the wind turbines at the Shirley Wind Project in Glenmore, Wisconsin
a human health hazard for all people exposed to infrasound (low frequency noise) and
other emissions potentially harmful to human heailth.

. The Board’s Oct. 13 decision was based on a year-long study documenting infrasound in
homes within a six mile radius of the Shirley Wind turbines. The Board’s decision is the
first of its kind in the nation and puts Duke Energy on the defensive, as it will be asked to
convince the Board Shirley Wind is not causing health problems. If Duke falls it may face

a shutdown order.
Source of Power and Complaints

. Located in Brown County, Wisconsin, Shirley Wind generates 20 megawaiis of electricity,
enough to power approximately 6, 000 homes in the area for the Wisconsin Public Service

Corporation.

According 1o Steve Deslauriers, media contact for the Brown County Citizens for
Responsible Wind Energy, men, wormnen, and children began suffering health problems
shortly after the turbines began operation in 2010. Previously heaithy people began
having problems that subsided when they were away from home for an extended time or
the turbines were not turning. When they returned home, the suffering would resume.

B
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“Countless doctor visits revealed no underlying conditions to explain the pain, inability to

sleep, ear and head pressure, anxiety, and depression that people reported while at their /‘3
homes—symptoms that disappear after a time away from the turbines. Initially, residents S
simply thought it was ‘just my problem,' but as they spoke, a common pattern of symptoms
emerged and the correlation and source seemed obvious,” he explained.

“The Board of Health was asked to look at the study's raw data, the evidence linking the
sound data to the wind turbines, peer-reviewed medical research, and the complaints of
the people living in the conditions around Duke's Shirley Wind project. The Board looked
at the facts, listened to the residents, studied the medical literature, and then made the
connection between Shirley Wind's operations and the suffering in Glenmore—deciaring
the wind turbines a ‘Human Health Hazard.” he says.

Deslauriers continued, “The State of Wisconsin has stripped the right of towns and
counties to responsibly site wind turbines in their own communities . . . and refuses to
recognize the health impacts around its existing wind turbines. By ignoring these impacis,
they are dooming more communities to the same fate as the Town of Glenmore.”

“It is our hope that the Board of Health declaration will start a process that will ultimately
result in the end of suffering for the families in Glenmore around Duke's Shirley Wind,” he
explains. '

Residents Worried

Wisconsin native Isaac Orr, a research fellow at The Hearttand Institute, which publishe;s
Environment& Climate News, said of the Shirley Wind Farm, “The residents in the district

are concerned about their futures. They’re worried about paying a mortgage on a house
they can no longer live in; they're concerned about their kids being unable to get adequate
sleep and unable to concentrate at school.”

He added, “Peopie are also concerned they will be unable to sell their property. Some
even made signs reading, ‘Welcome to the Glemore Wind Turbine Ghetto.™

Kenneth Artz (lamkenarz@hotmail.com ) is free-lance reporter who writes from Dalfas,
Texas.

Author bio:

Kenneth Artz (iamkenartz@hotmail.com) is a freelance reporter for The Heartland institute
based in Dallas, Texas.

found online at htip:/news.heartland.org/newspaper-article/2014/10/28/health-threat-wisconsin-wind-farm- -
affirmed

hearfiander.org is a product of THE HEARTLAND I%5TITUTE M
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REPORT: WIND TURBINES TRIGGER DANGER
'RESPONSE IN THE BRAIN

BREITBART VIDEO PICKS

Amazon took the wotk out of shopping.
Now put it to work at work.

1 by SIMON KENT © 14 Jul 2015 |

| If just reading the words ‘wind turbines’ makes you feel physically AMAZOMDUSIESS ¢ -7

' sick then spare a thought for the people who have had them

thrust into their lives. A new report shows living near a wind

- turbine may harm emotional wellbeing after scientists discovered
that low frequency sounds generated by rotor blades trigger a part

" of the brain which senses danger.

According to the Daily Telegraph, brain scans show that even infrasound as low as 8hz — a
whole octave below the traditional cut off point for human hearing — is still being picked
. up by the primary auditory cortex. This is the part of the brain which translates sounds
i into meaning.
|
- And a separate part of the brain, linked to emotions, also lit up when the seemingly
" ‘inav4ible’ noises were played to volunteers in a lab. Newsm
. ax
Dr Christian Koch of the Max Planck Institute for Human Development in Berlin was
. responsible for the report. He said:

“The observations showed a reaction in certain parts of the brain which play a role in H _ ’
emotions.



something is there and that this might involve danger.

“All persons concerned explicitly stated that they had heard something.”

or > Z211%)

CART SOV STl AYTT el AT THIT TN sk Mttt o e T
CepaT Gremaa St A g Nt

| People living in the vicinity of wind farms have long reported experiencing sleep

disturbances, a decline in performance and other negative effects. They make the causal

1 link to the “infrasound” generated by the turbines

| But the wind energy sector has always maintained that the sounds created by rotor blades
| are too low a frequency to be picked up by humans.

| To test whether sounds could be heard Dr Koch’s team generated an infragonic source
| which is able to create sounds that are completely free from harmonics. Volunteers were
. asked about their hearing experience, and these statements were then compared by to

their brain scans (see image above).

The rqsults revealed that humans hear lower sounds from around 8 hertz on — a whole
octz  “ywer than had previously been assumed.

. RenewableUK’s Director of Onshore Renewables, Gemma Grimes, rebutted the report’s
| findings. She told the Telegraph:

“The wind indusiry takes all health and safety issues very seriously. This piece of work
was, by the author’s own admission, just him thinking aloud and raising a number of
possible issues relating to all types of infrastructure that could be researched further —
ke undertook no research. at wind farms.

“The author himself stated that it would be scaremongering to make any a connection
between wind farms and public health issues. There is an existing body of peer-
reviewed. scientific research, which clearly shows that living near a wind farm has no
adverse effect on anyone’s health, and to suggest otherwise is inaccurate and
irresponsible”.

~ The German study’s release comes just days after Breitbart London reported Australia’s
" Prime Minister Tony Abbott announcement of an immediate end to any further
. government subsidies for alternative green energy schemes including wind and solar as

part of his self-declared “war on wind farms.”

- Abbott is on the record saying he wants fewer “visually awful” wind farms in Australia and
iskr  for an inquiry into their health impacts. Turning off Australian government

Subs. .8 is just the first step in what will be a long canapaign for a conntry abundantly rich

. in coal and natural gas.

FOLLOW SIMON KENT ON TWITTER:  Follow @SunSimonkent np £yt 70: SKENT@BREITBART.COM
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. Canadian family physicians can expect to see increasing numbers of rural patients reporting adverse effects from
;’exposure to industrial wind turbines (TWTs). People who live or work in close proximity to IWTs have experienced
symptoms that include decreased quality of life, annoyance, stress, sleep disturbance, headache, anxiety,
depression, and cognitive dysfunction. Some have also felt anger, grief, or a sense of injustice. Suggested causes of
symptoms include a combination of wind turbine noise, infrasound, dirty electricity, ground current, and shadow
flicker.” Family physicians should be aware that patients reporting adverse effects from TWTs might experience
symptoms that are intense and pervasive and might feel further victimized by a lack of caregiver understanding.

Backgrouhd Go td:

There is increasing concern that energy generation from fossil fuels contributes to climate change and air pollution.
In response to these concerns, governments around the world are encouraging the installation of renewable energy
projects including I\?gTs_ In Ontario, the Green Energy Act was designed, in part, to remove barriers to the
installation of IWTs. Noise regulations can be a considerable barrier to IWT development, as ;:hey can have a
substantial effect on wind turbine spacing, and therefore the cost of wind-generated electricity. Industrial wind
turbines are being placed in close proximity to family homes in order to bave access to transmission infrastructure.”

5
In Ontario and elsewhere, some individuals have reported experiencing adverse health effects resulting from hiving
near IWTs. Reports of IWT-induced adverse health effects have been dismissed by some commentators including

government authorities and other organizations. Physicians have been exposed to efforts to convince the public of
the benefits of TWT's while minimizing the healthe_g;sks. Those concerned about adverse effects of IWTs have been

stereotyped as “NIMBYs™ (not in my backyard). *

e '-";Global reporis of effects Go to:

During the past few years there have been case teports of adverse effects. A 2006 Académie Nationale de

Médecine working group report notes that noise is the most frequent complaint. The noise is described as piercing, H _7

hitp:fwww.nchi.nim.nih.gov/ipmclarticles/PMC 3653647/ 16
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preoccupying, and continually surprising, as it is irregular in intensity. The noise includes grating and incongruous
sounds that distract the attention or disturb rest. The spontaneous recurrence of these noises disturbs the sleep,
suddenly awakening the subject when the wind rises and preventing the subject from going back to sleep. Wind
turbines have been blamed for other problems experienced by people living nearby. These are less precise and less
well described, and consist of subjective (headaches, fatigue, temporargr feelings of dizzmess, nausea) and
sometimes objective (vomiting, insomnia, palpitations) manifestations.”

A 2009] }}iteratme review prepla{ed by the Minnesota Department of Healtl12 summarized case reports by H
(2007), Phipps1 gt al (2007), the Large Wind Turbine Citizens Committee for the Town of Union (2008), and
Pierpont (2009). These case studies catalogued complaints of annoyance, reduced quality of life, and health
effects associated with IWTs, such as sleeplessness and headaches.” '

In 2010, Nissenbaum et al used validated questionnaires in a controlled study of 2 Maine wind energy projects.
They concluded that “the noise emissions of IWTs disturbed the sleep and caused da&ﬁme sleepiness and impaired
mental health in residents living within 1.4 km of the two IWT installations studied.”

15
Reports of adverse health effects” and reduced quality of lifem are also documented in IWT projects in Australia
and New Zealand.

A 2012 board of health resolution in Brown County in Wisconsin formally requested financial relocation assistance
for “families that are suffering adverse health effects and urlldue hardships caused by the irresponsible placement of
industrial wind turbines around their homes and property.”™

An Ontario community-based self-reporting health survey, WindVOiCe, identified the most commonly reported
IWT-induced symptoms as altered quality of life, sleep disturbance, excessive tiredness, headache, stress, and
distress, Oﬂﬁ?r reported effects include migraines, hearing problems, tinnitus, heart palpitations, anxiety, and
depression.” In addition, degraded living conditions and adverse socioeconomic effects have been reported. In
some cases the effects were severe enough that individuals in Ontario abandoned their homes or reached financial
agreements with wind energy developers.™

After considering the evidence and testimony presented by 26 witnesses, a 2011 Ontario environmental review
tribunal decision acknowledged TWTs can harm human health:

This case has successfully shown that the debate should not be simplified to one about whether wind turbines
can cause harm to humans. The evidence presented to the Tribunal demon.s;tgates that they cam, if facilities are
placed too close to residents. The debate has now evolved to one of degree.”

Indirect effects and annoyance Go to:

When assessing the adverse effects of IWTs it is important to consider what constitutes human health. The World
Health Organization (WHO) defines healthz%s “a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not
merely the absence of disease or infirmity.””

Despite being widely accepted, the WHO definition of health is frequently overlooked when assessing the health
effects of IWTs. Literature reviews commenting onztzhe health effects of IWT's have been produced with varying
degrees of completeness, accuracy, and objectivity. Some of these commentators accept the plausibility of the
reported IWT health effects and acknowledge that TWT noise and visual effects might cause annoyance, stress, or
sleep disturbance, which can have other consequences. However, these IWT health effects are often discounted
because “direct pathological effects™ or a “direct causal link”™ have not been established. In 2010, the Ontario Chief
Medical Officer of Health released The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines, which acknowledged that some
people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance but
concluded “the scientific evidence available to date does not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind turbine

11 T2
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noise and adverse health effects.” The lead author of the report, 1%1‘ Gloria Rachamin, acknowledged under oath -
that the [iterature review looked only at direct links to human health.

| ~ Focusing on “direct” causal links limits the discussion to a small slice of the potential health effects of IWTs. The
B ‘QOI 1 environmental review tribunat decision found that serious harm to human health includes “indirect 11%1 acts
~ (e.g., aperson being exposed to noise and then exhibiting stress and developing other related symptoms).”

, According to the night noise guidelines for Europe:

Physiological experiments on humans have shown that noise of a moderate level acts via an indirect pathway
and has health outcomes similar to those caused by high noise exposures on the divect pathwzt?). The indirect
pathway starts with noise-induced disturbances of activities such as communication or sleep.”

Pierpont documented symptoms reported by individuals exposed to wind turbines, which include sleep disturbance,
headache, tinnitus, ear pressure, dizziness, vertigo, nausea, visual blurring, tachycardia, irritability, problems with
conceniration and memory, and panic episodes associated with sensations of internal pulsation or quivering when
awake or asleep.” The American Wind Energy Association and the Canadian Wind Energy Association convened
a panel literature review that determined these symptomszasre the “well-known stress effects of exposure to noise,”
or in other words, are “a subset of annoyance reactions.”

Noise-induced annoyance is acknowledged to be an adverse health effectu Chronic severe noise annoyance
should be classified as a serious health n'sk_ﬂ According to the WHO guidelines for community noise, “[tThe
capacity of a noise to induce annoyance depends upon many of its physical characteristics, includmg its sound
pressure level and spectral characteristics, as well as the variations of these properties over time.”  Industrial wind

B imturbine noise is 3gerce:ived to be more annoying than transportation noise or industrial noise at comparable sound

pressure Ieveéls._ Industrial wind turbine amplitude modulation, — audible low frequency noise,  tonal noise,

infrasound,  and Jack of nighttime abatement have been identified as plausible noise characteristics that could
cause annoyance and other health effects.

Health effects in Ontario expected ' Go to:

Evidence-based health studies were not conducted to determine adequate setbacks and noise levels for the siting of
IWTs before the implementation of the Ontario renewable energy policy. In addition, provision for vigilance
moniforing was not made. It is now clear that the regulations are not adequate to protect the health of all exposed
individuals. '

A 2010 report commissioned by the Ontario Ministry of the Environment concludes:

The audible sound from wind turbines, at the levels experienced at typical receptor distances in Ontario, is
nonetheless expected to result in a non-trivial percentage of persons being highly annoyed ... [R]esearch has
shown that annoyance associated with sjgund from wind turbines can be expected to contribute to stress
related health impacts in some persons.

Consequently, physicians will likely be presented with patients reporting health effects.

Family physicians should be aware that patients reporting adverse effects from IWT's might experience symptoms
that are intense and pervasive and that they might feel further victimized by a lack of care-giver understanding.

i Those adversely affected by IWTs might have already pursued other avenues to mitigate the health effects with
little or no success. It will be ilglg)ortant to identify the possibility of exposure to IWTs in patients presenting with

appropriate clinical symptoms.” i

htpieww nebinim.nih.govipmclarticles/PMC 3653547/ 36
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Conclusion : Go to:

Industrial wind turbines can harm human health if sited too close to residents. Harm can be avoided if IWTs are

situated at an appropriate distance from humans. Owing to the lack of adequately protective siting guidelines,

people exposed to TWTs can be expected to present to their family physicians in increasing numbers. The /'}
documented symptoms are usually stress disorder—type diseases acting via indirect pathways and can represent :
serious harm to human health. Family physicians are in a position to effectively recognize the ajlments and provide

an empathetic response. In addition, their contributions to clinical studies are urgently needed to clarify the

relationship between IWT exposure and human health and to inform regulations that will protect physical, mental,

and social well-being.

Footnoies Go to:
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Sue Hobart, a bridal florist from Massachusetts, couldn't understand why she suddenly
developed headaches, ringing in her ears, insomnia and dizziness to the point of falling "flat
on my face" in the driveway.

"I thought | was just getting older and tired," said the 57-year-old from Falmouth.

Months earlier, in the summer of 2010, three wind turbines had been erected in her town,
one of which runs around the ciock, 1,600 feet from her home.

"l didn't put anything to the turbines -- we heard it and didn't like the thump, thump, thump
and didn't like seeing them, but we didn't put it together,” she told ABCNews.com.

Hobart said her headaches only got worse, but at Christmas, when she went to San Diego,
they disappeared. And she said the same thing happened on an overnight trip to Keene,
N.H.

"Sometimes at night, especially in the winter, | wake up with a fluttering in the chest and
think, 'What the hell is that," and the only place it happens is at my house," she said. "That's
how you know. When you go away, it doesn't happen.” '

Medical mystery: 19 teens develop Tourette's syndrome-like symptoms.

Hobart and dozens of others in this small Cape Cod town have filed lawsuits, claiming that
three 400 feet tall, 1.63 megawatt turbines (two owned by the town and one owned by
Notus Clean Energy) were responsible for an array of symptoms. A fourth, much smaller
turbine, is owned by Woods Hole Research Center, but it receives fewar complaints.

The wind turbines have blown up a political storm in Falmouth that has resonated
throughout the wind energy industry. Are these plaintiffs just "whiners," or do they have a
legitimate illness?

"It goes all day and night. My initial take was that she was being a hypochondriac, but | went to their house two years
ago with a little skepticism and within 10 minutes of being in the house, | could feel it and hear it.” -- Brian Mannal,
lawyer for Sue Hobart

In 2011, a doctor at Harvard Medical School diagnosed Hobart with wind turbine syndrome,
which is not recognized by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

The name was coined by Nina Pierpont, a John Hopkins University-trained pediatrician,
whose husband is an anti-wind activist, criticizing the economics and physics of wind power.

HE



Pierpont, who lives in upstate New York, calls wind turbine syndrome the green energy
industry's "dirty little secret.” She self-published "Wind Turbine Syndrome" in 2009,
including case studies of people who lived within 1.25 miles of these "spinning giants" who
reportedly got sick.

But her wind-turbine research has been criticized for improper peer review {Pierpont
reportedly chose her reviewers), and for its methodology -- small sample size, no control
group and the fact that she did not examine her subjects or their medical records but
interviewed them by phone.

Neither Pierpont nor her husband, Calvin Luther Martin, responded to ABCNews.com's
request for comment.

Hobart and her husband, Edward, filed a nuisance claim last Feb. 5 in Barnstable Superior
Court against Notus Clean Energy and its owner, Dan Webb. According to the Hobarts'
lawyer, Demacratic State Rep. Brian Mannal, they are seeking between $150,000 and
$300,000 in damages for loss of value of their home, and for medical bills.

They filed an earlier nuisance complaint against the town in July 2012, but the judge
granted the defendants' motion to dismiss on Dec. 3, 2012.

"The heart of the issue is that they have been pushed off their land," said Mannal. "They
have erected these enormous industrial-scale turbines -- larger than a 747 - in close
proximity to residences. They have had to leave their house because they couldn't live there
anymore."

Mannal, who took on the Hobarts' suit before running for public office, said he "had a feeling
about this case since it first came to me that this is one of the most important things | will do
in my professional life. These are people who have been put upon and are suffering under
this thing with no avenue for escape. '

"This is an industry that has pushed to make wind happen, and | am not against that, but
you do it responsibly,” Mannal said. "It goes all day and night. My initial take was that [she]
was being a hypochondriac, but | went to their house two years ago with a litile skepticism
and within 10 minutes of being in the house, | could feel it and hear it. ... It acts like a drum
and pounds on the house.”



In its answer to the court on May 20, Webb's attorney, Michael J. O'Neill, denied all of
Hobart's allegations, saying that Notus' application for an operating permit was "subject to
rigorous review" by Falmouth's Zoning Board of Appeals. O'Neill also said that Notus had
submitted a "thorough noise assessment by a qualified consuitant in support of its
application," and that the wind turbine project had complied with all applicable standards
and regulations. "Scientific research and studies have shown that wind turbines such as
Notus' do not cause a nuisance or adverse health effects,” said O'Neill in the court filing.

Webb did not comment on the Hobarts' lawsuit but defended wind energy in an email to
ABCNews.com, saying that its wind turbine generates approximately 5 million kWh of
electricity annually.

“In three years of operation, it has prevented emissions of more than 7,000 tons of carbon
dioxide from conventional generation plants,” he wrote. "The nearest home to the Notus
turbine is approximately 1,700 feet from the turbine. The minimum setback distance
recommended by a state model bylaw is three times tip height, or a distance of 1,197 feet.
So our setback distance to homes is substantially greater than specified in the state model
bylaw."

Neil Andersen and his wife, Betsy, were big fans of alternative energy, but when two town-
owned turbines arrived within 1,320 and 2,320 feet of their house, they, too, said they
developed symptoms.

Andersen, 60, said that within a week and half, he developed a "very uncomfortable
feeling." '

“First, it was pressure in my ears -- they were just popping as | was standing out in the front
yard doing landscaping,” he told ABCNews.com. "Within two months, my ears started
ringing with tinnitus, and now | have clenching of my teeth - bruxism."

He said he had headaches, shortness of breath, sensitivity to sounds and heart palpitations.

"At times, | even have confusion over what is the pulse of the turbine and which is my
heartbeat," he said.



He said his wife had suffered migraines so severe that she wrote in a journal she keeps on
her symptoms and the wind turbine operations "Never stops, never stops. Headache.
HELP." '

More than 45 Falmouth residents have complained to the town's Board of Selectmen, which
curtailed the hours of its two turbines at night. The board said it's the pressure of infrasound
-- sounds with frequencies below 20 Hz -- which are on the low end of audible for humans.

But others say many who live near the wind turbines suffer no ill effects, and there's
research that suggests these unexplainable symptoms could be psychogenic, or
"contagious.” In a phenomenon known as the nocebo effect -- the opposite of the placebo
effect -- people can convince themselves that something is producing harm.

One 2013 study on the wind turbine effect published in the journal Health Psychology
examined the power of suggestion and concluded it may have caused the reported health
problems.

In the study, researchers exposed 60 participants to 10 minutes of infrasound and then
silence. Beforehand, half the group was shown television footage of people who lived near
wind farms and were recounting the harmful effects. Within this group, the people who
scored high for anxiety developed symptoms, even if they were exposed to sham
infrasound.

"Some people are more suggestible,” said Dr. Elizabeth Bowman, a psychiatrist and adjunct
professor at Indiana University, who is not familiar with the Falmouth cases. "This is not
conscious, it's unconscious.

"What can happen across time is people think maybe this is real, my neighbor's got it," said
Bowman. "They start to tune in more to their bodies and amplify and misinterpret normal
body sensations.” -

Andersen, however, said he had no idea his neighbors were suffering when his symptoms
began.

“Just come in to my house and feel the walls shaking," he said. "They say it's the nocebo
effect, but people who sit on my front porch have to leave within a half hour -- they felt it.
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Early on, | had a financial adviser sit in my kitchen and within five minutes he was
complaining about ear popping.

“Something is going on here, and it's affecting a fot of us physically and mentally," explained
Andersen, who said he could ne longer work in construction.

"They don't believe us," he said. "It's a very sad situation.”

ABCNews.com called the town of Falmouth several times and sent emails, but the calls
were not returned and the emails were not answered. The town's lawyer, Frank K. Duffy,
also did not return calls.

According to Kim Fish, who is Duffy's paralegal, there are "just so many lawsuits."

The clerk at Barnstable Superior Court confirmed there were numerous lawsuits against the
town and its Board of Health.

The Andersens have filed three lawsuits. The one in Barnstable Superior Court alleges the
town violated the zoning bylaw, did not go through the proper permitting process for
installing the wind turbines and did not hold "one single public meeting."

The second is a nuisance complaint that was initially denied by the building commissioner,
but that decision was later overturned by the zoning board of appeals. "We are in the middle
of proceedings for an injunction to stop the turbines until the case is heard," Andersen said.

A third private nuisance lawsuit was filed in federal court in Boston.

The Massachusetts Departments of Environmental Protection and Public Health recently
commissioned a panel of experts to analyze existing research on the effects of noise,
vibration and flicker of wind turbines on health. They concluded that wind turbines
present little more than an "annoyance” to residents, and that limited evidence exists to
support claims of devastating heaith impacts.

Earlier this year, the selectmen voted unanimously to take down the wind turbines as "the
right thing to do," but when the town put the measure to a vote in April, it didn't pass,
according to the Cape Cod Times.

Many Falmouth residents said they're baffled by the complaints.



"My neighborhood is 4,000 feet from the big ones, and we have zero effect,” said Tom
Stone, who spoke on behalf of the Woods Hole Research Center, where he is a scientist
emeritus. Woods Hold Research Center owns the smaller turbine, which has not been the
subject of lawsuits. "Houses are being sold on my street, and new houses are being built.
It's not an issue.

"My son has been house-sitting one of the families who complained, and it doesn't bother
their children but bothers their parents. | don't know what to make of it. Is it one of these
things that bothers you if you are sensitive to it, or is it a stress reaction?”

One woman complained about the turbine at the research center, said Stone, but the
turbine was not even in operation at the times she logged her symptoms.

Wind turbines are the most popular form of new energy in the United States and are seen
widely not only in coastal Massachusetts but throughout California, Texas and Wisconsin.

The American Wind Energy Association, which represents the industry, said that wind
power was "an inexhaustible resource,” which did not harm the environment and provided a
"direct health benefit by reducing air pollution and related health impacts, including asthma.”

Spokeswoman Lindsay North, who did not comment on the Falmouth cases, said health
complaints were "rare."

A 2010 study by Australia’s National Health and Medical Research Council found no
negative effects from wind turbines.

But Dr. Steven Rauch, director of the Balance and Vestibular Center at Massachusetts
Eye and Ear Infirmary and the doctor who diagnosed Sue Hobart, said he was "unwilling”
to rule out wind turbine syndrome as a real medical condition.

Rauch said he had diagnosed only one other patient besides Hobart, but he believed
infrasound was a "plausiblie” explanation for their complaints.

"We don't know enough about it to totally accept it or blow it off," he told ABCNews.com.
"When these patients came to me | could not find any other abnormalities to explain their
symptoms. | am trying to give them the benefit of the doubt.”



Hobart, who was referred to Rauch by Pierpont, said she saw him in July 2011, after she
had left her house and was living with a friend.

He did a full otology exam and checked on her gait and hearing, she said, and
recommended physical therapy for her gait problems but prescribed no medication.

"He said | was recovering well and to just stay away from the wind turbine," she said. "It was
a huge relief to have a doctor of his caliber affirm my situation.”

Rauch said he consulted with Pierpont and Alec Sait, an otolaryngology specialist at the
Cochlear Fluids Research Laboratory at Washington University in Louis who suggests the
levet of infrasound generated by a wind turbine one mile away could be harmful.

"He tried to lay out the scientific basis for low-frequency pressure affecting the inner ear,"
said Rauch. "it seems to do something to other parts of the body, and it persuaded me, that
at least in animal research, there is proof. We know that animals are pretty good models of
differential susceptibility to noise exposure."

The big question is why some live near wind turbines with no il effects, and others are
crippled by symptoms, such as debilitating migraines.

"Migraines alter the way the brain processes sensory information -- light, stimulation, sound
touch, bellyaches and sleep disturbances," said Rauch. "If you put someone with migraine
disturbances in an environment with throbbing low-pressure pulse, that affects the
autonomic nervous system or inner ear balance organs. It may be likely that those patients,
- because of generai susceptibility, have intensified distorted reactions."

Rauch also cautions against those who say complaints are psychological in nature.

"That's a slippery slope, blaming the patient in medicine," he said. "I am not a wind industry
businessman or a policy maker. | am a doctor, and | take care of my patients."

As for Sue Hobart, she has had to give up her floral work and now lives miles away from
Falmouth's wind turbine towers in neighboring Bourne. Her house by the wind turbines is up
for sale, she said, but because she disclosed her health problems to potential buyers, its
value has dropped by half. . "We tried fo keep our house -- we built it ourseives,” she said. |



had six acres, planted trees and flowers and bought a bobcat and a backhoe and built the
rock walls myself. [t was my pride and joy. Every time | think about it | cry.”

Hobart's headaches are gone, but depression has set in.

" didn't know anything about wind turbine syndrome,"” she said. "It made me abandon my
house. | had everything | ever wanted and | can't live there."

ABC News' Karin Halperin contributed to this story.
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Wind Turbines can be Hazardous to Human Health

Alec N. Salt, Ph.D., Cochlear Fluids Research Laboratory, Washington University in
- St. Louis.

Updated 4/2/2014. To keep this as readable as possible | have not included reference citations. They are typically
available in our publications.

Large wind turbines generate very low frequency sounds and infrasound (below 20
Hz) when the wind driving them is turbulent. The amount of infrasound depends on
many factors, including the turbine manufacturer, wind speed, power output, local
topography, and the presence of nearby turbines (increasing when the wake from
one turbine enters the blades of another). The infrasound cannot be heard and is
unrelated to the loudness of the sound that you hear. Infrasound can only be
measured with a sound level meter capable of detecting it (and not using the A-
weighted scale). Video cameras and other recording devices are not sensitive to
infrasound and do not reproduce it.

Py You cannot hear the infrasound at the levels
generated by wind turbines, but your ears
.certainly detect and respond to it. The picture
-shows the enormous electrical potentials
‘that infrasounds generate in the ear. The
‘potentials (18.7 mV pk/pk amplitude in this
case) are about 4 times the amplitude of
‘sounds in the normal frequency range that
‘are heard. These measurements show that
‘the low frequency part of the ear is
.extremely sensitive to infrasound.

'Qur measurements show the ear is most
-sensitive to infrasound when other, audible
sounds are at low levels or absent. That is
why homes and pillows probably contribute
1o the problem: To clarify, maximum
stimulation of the ear with infrasound wili
occur inside your home, because the audible
-sound of the turbines is blocked by the walls

of the house, but infrasound readily passes through any tiny openings. Similarly,

sleeping with one ear on a pillow will block audible sound to that ear but will not

" lock the infrasound. in either case, the infrasound will be strongly stimulating the

-ear even though you will not be able to hear it. The presence of sounds at higher

frequencies, in the 150 Hz — 1500 Hz range at levels above 60 dB SPL, suppresses

the ear's response to infrasound. It may be possible to mask the influence of H JL
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infrasound with other noises but the frequency properties of the masking noise must
be considered. Frequencies above about 1500 Hz will not do anything to help.

We know that the ear is being stimulated by this sound, but why would that matter if ™
you cannot hear it?

There are several ways that infrasound could affect you even though you cannot
hear it. They are:

1.

Causing Amplitude Modulation (pulsation) of heard sounds.

We know that infrasound affects the sensory cells of the ear in a way that
changes their sensitivity (like turning the volume control of the stereo up and
down repeatedly). This is a biological form of amplitude modulation that cannot
be measured with a sound level meter. The people who are measuring
amplitude modulation of heard sounds with sound meters are looking at
something completely different. Biological amplitude modulation can be much
more powerful, with the volume cycling from going from “off” to “full®, rather than
just changing a few dB. So, to investigate amplitude modulation without
considering the infrasound-induced component is probably not going to explain

- the true nature of the problem.

Symptoms: Pulsation, annoyance, stress

Stimulating “subconscious” pathways. )
We know that activity in many nerves of the ear does not result in *hearing”. If
the nerves from the uiricle or semi-circular canals are stimulated, you may get
eye movements and changes in tension of neck muscles, but you don't hear it.
The pathway of conscious hearing is very well established. It goes from the
inner hair cells of the cochlea, through type | auditory nerve fibers, to the
fusiform cells of the cochlear nucleus in the brain, and so on. This pathway has
been well-studied. The outer hair cells of the ear (the ones that are sensitive to
infrasound) do not connect to this conscious pathway. They connect to the type
Il nerves (which make up 5% of the nerve fibers), then to granule cells in the
brain, then to cartwheel celis and to a host of other pathways in the brain. The
cartwheel cells are known to be inhibitory to hearing which may explain why the
stimulation is not heard. It is known that granule cells are connected into circuits
related to attention and alerting. It is not unreasonable to think that sfimulation
of this pathway could wake you up, and you wouldn't even hear what had
actually woken you.

Symptoms: Sleep disturbance, panic, with chronic sleep deprivation leading to
blood pressure elevation, memory dysfunction and more.

Causing Endolymphatic Hydrops. —
The endolymph is a fluid filled compartment in the ear, like a balloon,
surrounded by delicate membranes. In some conditions, such as in people with
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Meniere's disease, a swelling of this compartment occurs. These patients suffer
from repeated vertigo spells, fluctuating low frequency hearing loss, tinnitus and
a sensation of fullness or pressure in the ear. Low frequency sounds, at levels
+=,  thatare not damaging and do not affect hearing, have been shown to cause

* endolymphatic hydrops. This can occur quickly, but also recovers quickly so
there are minimal consequences. This effect has been demonstrated with tones
as low as 50 Hz, but has never been studied with lower sound frequencies or
with infrasound. There is no reason to believe that lower frequency sounds will
not generate hydrops, as we know that endolymphatic responses to infrasound
are larger than those to heard sounds. As hydrops develops, endolymph moves
and expands the weakest part of the balloon, which is the saccule. The saccule
is the body's gravity receptor, so if it is disturbed you will feel “off balance”, dizzy
(subjective vertigo) and nauseaous, especially if only one ear is affected
(maybe the one you had on the pillow?- see above). Studies so far have only
studied this for brief exposures of a few minutes. Effects are likely to increase
with prolonged exposure to the sound. Furthermore, when the endolymphatic
hydrops reaches a degree where the helicotrema of the cochlea is occluded,
this makes the ear about 20 dB more sensitive to the low frequency sound and
will undoubtedly exacerbate the problem.
Symptoms: Unsteadiness, dysequilibrium, vertigo, nausea, seasmkness )
tinnitus, sensation of pressure or fuflness in the ear

! 4, Possibly Potentiating Noise-Induced Hearing Loss
Animals were exposed to damaging noise, with and without low frequency
sound present. When very low frequency sound was present, animals had
greater hearing losses and larger areas of hair cell loss. So, if you are doing
anything noisy (mowing the yard, using a chainsaw) the damage to your ears
could be greater if low frequency or infrasound leveis are high. It is therefore
important to wear hearing protection when pursuing noisy pastimes near
sources of infrasound (that you can't even hear). As a side-note, hearing
protectors, especially the over-the-ear cup type, will not protect against
infrasound even though they do reduce the audible, damaging sounds you can
hear.

Each of the above mechanisms is based on published data showing the

phenomenon exists, thus making it a scientificaily plausibie process. No one

has shown that any of these four mechanisms cannot occur. However, the

degree to which each phenomenon occurs in humans following prolonged exposure

to the infrasound from wind turbines has not yet been demonstrated. But each now

needs to be studied in more detail. The potential symptoms they could generate in
ﬁople seem quite familiar though.

The Wind Turbine Industry is generally dismissive of claims that wind turbines can
affect human health. For example, Scott Smith, vice president of policy for CanWEA H (!
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(the Canadian Wind Energy Association), referring to the report of the Chatham-Kent
Tribunal (Spring 2011) stated “The wind energy industry welcomes the tribunal’s
decision, as it is consistent with the balance of expert scientific and medical
information which clearly indicates there is no direct link between wind turbines.
and effects on human health” imy emphasis added).

L= ~ This dismissive statement fails to recognize a

conclusion of the Chatham-Kent tribunal, specifically

- “This case has successfully shown that the debate
should not be simplified to one about whether wind
turbines can cause harm to humans. The evidence
presented to the Tribunal demonstrates that they can,
if facilities are placed too close fo residents. The
debate has now evolved fo one of degree.”

We agree that the effects of wind turbine noise on humans are largely unexplored
and more research is needed. We are convinced that infrasound levels generated by
some large wind turbines are unusual in the environment and that there have been
no systematic long-term studies of prolonged exposure to such sounds on humans
or other animals.

The wind industry has taken the position that if you cannot hear the infrasound, then
it cannot affect you. As you can see above, we disagree strongly based on our )
understanding of how the ear works. These web pages consider in more detail some

of the areas that we have expertise.

Pubilications:

Reprints of copyrighted publications may be available if you e-mail me at salta@ent. wustl.edu

[ - Acoustics Today 2014: The Magazine
: imade many typographical errors in our
| paper Click for the complete manuscript
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THE PRIVATE HORROR OF WIND TURBINE
SYNDROME: A TRUE STORY (FRANCE)

Aug 9, 2012

A\

"o

—Hubert de Bonneville

Last April, | spent two nights here, at home, covered with sleep surveillance equipment, |
noted what t heard or not and at what time, and what | was doing (going to sleep, how much |
heard the wind turbines, or if there was perfect silence, etc.).

The debriefing took place Monday July 16, at the hospital in Saint Efienne. A certain Doctor
Emilia Sforza commented on the two diagrams corresponding to each of the two nights
monitored. (I had never seen her before, she was different from the head of the unit I had
2en before the surveillance, a certain Dr, Roche.) She nevertook the notes | had given them
“—about the noise | heard duting those two nights. She had not even read them, | suspect. She
never pronounced the words “wind turbines,”

She told me, on the basis of the first diagram showing the first night, that | had first gone to

hitp:/iwww windiurbinesyndrome.com/2012/the-private-horror-of-wind-turbine-syndrome-a-true-story-france/
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sleep rapidly and then slept correctly,

On the second night, | took much longer to go to sleep and my sleep was very bad. She then
told melhada psychological problem.

" $he never mentioned any sort of connection with anything 1 could have heard or not during
those two nights.

| then made her take my notes out of her file, which she did reluctantly with a very sorry
countenance. | had to ask herto look at my notes. She glanced at them and handed them to
me disdainfully, saying she couldn’t read them, with this same sorry, nearly disgusted,
countenance.

I showed her: on the first night, when [ went to sleep rapidly and slept correctly, as she
herself had said, my notes read, “Total silence.”

But | couldn't go further, Her speech was ready. She knew! She told me, again, that 1 had a
typical psychological problem and that | was “obsessed” and that 1 needed therapy.
Urgently.

She never showed me what the diagram said about the second night when | was awakened
at 5:30 by very irritating vibrations, orwhen | got up at 7:10 in a very unnerved state (as my
notes read).

And then, she said: “You can’t go against a renewable energy.”

= | was astonished when | heard this doctor actually pronounce those words: Is that 2 clinical
Jldgment? Can a doctor say such things? “You can’t go against a renewable energy”?

| stayed polite. Not because | wanted to be {| was devastated). I’'m used to not being
believed; | know I'm on my own in this matter, in this nightmare, and I’m so tired of all this. |
should write to this hospital and tell them to change jobs. | should sue that doctor Sforza for
what she told me and for the despicable way she said it.

But I'm tired, my friends. I'm done. It's no use.

To top it all, on Sunday night (two days ago), | was tired and couldn't find the energy to drive
down to my mother’s apartment to sleep there, as | usually do. So | stayed at home and slept
in my house. Everything was silent at the beginning. God, it’s so nice at home when there
are no vibrations! But, of course, the wind turbines started some time during the night and
went on into the morning, and | left home Monday morning completely exhausted and In the

weird state those vibrations left me in. My recovery time is much longer now, Pve noticed.

I was still in a strange state Monday afternoon in Le Puy and | had a car accident there. My
fault 100%. | DIDN'T SEE the car | bumped into. | didn’t SEE it! That’s frightening. | LOOKED,
and | DIDN'T SEE. Fortunately, nobody was hurt. It’s as if | had aimed at that car and very
consciously cut off its route. Nobody does that.

-~ And, of course, I'm told [ was tired. “Such things happen when you're tired.”

“Tow | say “yes.” 1just don’t try to explain any more that it’s not only tiredness. | know what |
know, and I'm the only one around to know.

I'm leaving Thursday moming for a week’s rest In the Alps. My sister-in-law has an H ‘ 3

http://www windfurbinesyndrome.com/2012/the-private-horror-of-wind-turbine-syndrome-a-true-story-france/ 2M9



212812015 Wind Turbine Syndrome | The private horror of Wind Turbine Syndrome: A true story {France)

apartment there, in Briangon. No turbines there.

My house is not ready to sell. It will wait. It won’t be ready in September. | don’t know where
Pl be living then and I’ll have to work again.

S just don't think that far anymaore.

20 Comments »

i

(;‘i\/ Comment by Marsh Rosenthal on £8/10/2012 at 1:36 am

Dear Hubert,

First, | must observe that, as a victim of WTS, it is normal that you should feel
depression and anger. Your clinician, Dr. Sforza, acted in violation of the Hippocratic
Oath when she brushed off your suffering as psycholegical, as if she had any basis for
that diagnosis. Rather than addressing your symptoms, which are physiological, she
exacerbated your pain, not something that a responsible medical practioner should
ever do.

Her comment to you that you cannot “go against a renewable energy” eamns her the title ,
of “shill for Big Wind.” She seems to be so deeply “greenwashed” that it is probably '
.-+ useless to seek correction.

1 shudder to think of her reaction if you attempted to describe the enormity of the
conspiratorial tax shelter that the fascistic renewable energy industry has created for
itself. She would fiee the medical facility altogether when you explained the extent of
the land grab that is the actual outcome of the colonization being perpetrated by the
windpower industry in the name of clean and green energy.

That you had a driving accident is most unfortunate. Mark Cool, of Falmouth (Mass.),
has written about his being rendered into an impaired state, akin to drunkenness, by
his neighboring 1.65 MW windturbine. After developing a flawless record for over thirty
years as a working alr traffic controller, he now lives with the mortification of having a
near-miss incident during one of his duty shifts. He correctly points out that if
government creates unsafe and toxic living conditions with these huge machines, what
can we say but that the green madness has captured this society and will be its
undoing.

Dear Hubert, please stay as far away from the turbines as you can. You have already
been sensitized by them. You are at an increased risk than those in the public who have
not been in their presence. | am concerned for your safety.

Marsh

(:‘:(;\/ Comment by Andreas Marciniak on 08/10/2012 at 2:16 am
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Hello Hubert, your not on your own in this,we experienced much of the same, after my
daughter move in with me in Waterloo South Australia, | kept my eyes on herto see If
. shewill get sick, as | have and a iot of athers in Town, she showed signs after only one

/‘) night, she was 17 years old at the time, so 1told her to right down how she slept and

“ 7 how she feels first thing in the morning and | taken her blood pressure and Heart rate,
only to find out her heart rate went through the roof and so did her blood pressure, so |
had to take to the local Dr. and Taken the paper with me that she keep’t her Info, | told
him that it might have something to do with the Turbines , his reaction straight away
was NO it cant be that,” | go to the wind farms all the time with my Children and we
don”t have any problems, He forgot to say that he is only there for a very short time”, |
said to him, look at what is on the paper, it clearly shows that when we are away from
the Turbines she is better and her blood pressures and Heart rate goes down , even with
that said, his reply I” l
If you both feel better when your away from the Turbines just move”.
so after 4 week orso, | told my daughter to go and stay in the City with her sister, and
she did, after 2-3 day she got back to normai, even after she had a work out with a
personal trainer (my daughter in the City),
she found that her bloed pressure stayed normal.
So Hubert your not on your own, in what was my town, (Waterloo south Australia) we
have between 50%-60%-70% of people have been mildly to servilely affected from the
time they stared these Turbines 37 x 3mgw units.
kind regards
Andreas

fﬁ/ Comment by gail on 08/10/2012 at 3:46 am

Pm dev ed that they're still saying th s—that so-called doctors are saying
these things. A certain psychiatrist said similar things to me in 2007 and 1 got that
person to sign a wishy washy statement of why 1 went to see that person (you can see
the report, names changed, here on this site). “They” have become more cautious

these days but you are not alone and their house of cards will collapse. Believe 1t

Deepest shame on this kind of bogus “professional.”

ﬁ\/ Comment by Karen Bessey Pease on 08/10/2012 at 6:57 am

Cher Monsier de Bonneville,

 Ach, mon ami.. . your story bi art, | am 50 sorry that you have been
. victimized in this way. Your words bleed exhaustion and hopelessness.

— You cannot know the tremendous empathy | feel for you. But | am experiencing disgust,
: dismay and tremendous anger at those who have imperiously decided that you can be
sacrificed. That you and your neighbors are nothing more than collateral damage. That
people living in Mars Hill (Maine) or Falmouth (Massachusetts) or Ontario (Canada) or

hitpriwww windturbinesyndrome.com/2012/the-private-horror-of-wind-turbine-syndrome-a-trug-story-france/
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Scotland or Australia or New Zealand or ltaly or France do not matter!

They DO matter. YOU matter! You MUST matter, for if you don't, nothing and no one
does.

| ask, please, that you remain hopeful. That you continue to speak up for your rights as
a human being. We’re on the cusp, approaching critical mass. Soon, our voices will be
heard—and not only heard, but taken into account. But that will anly happen If we do
not give up. If we do not let the wind industry wear us down. If we do not shy away from
the controversy, nor let our fear of the establishment drive us into silence and
immobility.

{ understand that you are tired of feeling like you are a lone voice in the wilderness. |
recognize the hurt and fear you feel when your symptoms are dismissed as a
“psychological” problem. But dammit, YOU are NOT crazy. The truth is, THEY'VE heen
brainwashed. “Green-washed.” They’ve been subjecied to years of “conditioning” by
the wind industry. They intuitively recognize the threat of losing their jobs if they don’t
tow the “wind” line. They understand that the "establishment” will set out to ruin their
reputations——therehy signing a death warrant for their careers and their standing in
the community. Others are fanatic and dogged in their betief that industrial wind will
save the planet so that they and their progeny can live another day.

Sir, THEY are the ones who aren’t seeing the world clearly. Not you.

Oftentimes, those who won't tisten—-those who ignore you or disregard you or who are
closed-minded on the subject of the devastating effects of wind turbine noises—are
every bit as much a victim as you are. The difference is, they don’t know it. They can’t
conceive that they are being used to further the agendas of powerful corporate entities.
No, as much as we’d like to hate and despise and revile them, many of them just don’t
understand that they are victims. You KNOW you are!

They think they are right.
But YOU are!

Please take care of yourself. You must stay healthy in order to live the full life you
deserve. You must stay healthy to fight this battle——for your sake and the sake of
thousands of victims around the world.

The cold Atlantic separates us, but | am right there beside you in spirit.
Courage, mon brave,

Karen ‘Kaz' Pease
Lexington Township, Maine, USA

Wind Turbine Syndrome | The private horror of Wind Turbine Syndrome; A true story (France)

ﬁ\/ Comment by sue Hobart on 08/10/2012 at 8:28 am

Well, 1 certainly understand what you are going through. | am in the process of

abandoning my home and ripping up a little “fixer-upper” so I can simply sleep again.

http:/fwww windiurbinesyndrome.com/2012/the-private-horror-of-wind-turbine-syndrome-a-true-story-france/
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You aren’t crazy and neither am |. 1 was hospitalized this year, though. [n a “nut house.” -
At first they thought | was indeed crazy, but after| got some sleep th

believe me. | was probably the sanest person there, and the best suggestion anyone
r/"a gave me was, “Don’t go back therel”

So, | haven’t slept at home for 5 months and am at the mercy of a good friend and her
guestroom.

My beautiful custom-built home will be available for sale, or for rent or, better yet, for
L] I

medical and sleep studies as soon as | gef the plumbing working in the “fixer-upper.
offer it to any honest researcher o move on in and wire it up.

My home is the original location of the Bruce McPherson Report, so there is already a
good bit of scientific data to start with, Let’s Go somebody! Get the funding and let’s

prove this stuff! Sleep studies, volunteer “guinea pigs” (stressing “volunteer”) and real

scientists only, please.

All | can say after 2 years of torture and disbelief is if you are in a turbine house and
suffering, just save yourself and get out at any price. We may well be broke after this
but as least we will be alive and somewhat coherent. This has been just toooooooo

much to continue to bearl

__' ﬁv’ Comment by Marsh Rosenthal on 08/10/2012 at 10:39 am

Dear Hubert,

WE ARE THE GLOBAL WINDTURBINE VICTIM’S SUPPORT GROUP! VOUS AVEZ RAISONI
YOU ARE OUR BROTHER AND WE ARE HERE FOR YOU AND TO PROTECT YOU!

In solidarity!

Marsh

hitpwww windturbinesyndrome.com/2012fthe-private-horror-of-wind-turbine-syndrome-a-trus-story-france/ 619
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Sue Hobart and her husband built their dream home in 2007 on a quiet, wooded lot outside
Falmouth, Massachusetts, Five years later they abandoned fi. Less than 1,500 feét from the
empty house stands a mammoth wind turbine erected three years ago by Notus Clean Energy.
Three blades mounted upon the 262-foot tower sweep an area of the sky equal to 1.3 acres,
the size of a football field. They are visible through the forest from the house’s meticulously
landscaped yard.

Video of awind turbine in motion illustrates the
rhythmic “swooshing” sound of the blades

. Directlinkto media file (MP4 file, 3.0MB)

Duration: 29 seconds
© mdharrington/iStockphoto

But the problem with the property wasn’t the degraded view--at least not for the Hobarts, The
problem was the noise. Shartly after the turbine switched on in 2010, Sue began expetiencing
headaches, dizziness, insomnia, and a ringing in her ears. When she noticed the symptoms
briefly disappeared during trips out of town, she began attributing them to the arival of the
turbine. Within two years she was ready io leave.

Fellow Falmouth resident Annie Hart Cool can refate. “We live on two and a half acres of land,
and we can’t use it because of the noise,” she says. Cool and her husband live near one of two
city-owned turbines installed in 2010 and 2011 that power a nearby wastewater freatment
facility, with the excess energy providing a source of revenue for the city. “We were all so
axcited about it until it turned on, and then we realized we couldn’t live with it,” Cool says.

in all, 41 Falmouth families have formally complained to city leaders—as have countless other
wind-farm neighbors in countries including Australia, Canada, and England. Meanwhile, a
small but growing body of evidence has begun to suggest that the heaith impacts of wind
farms can be very real. ‘

‘£nvironmental Noise and Health

Researchers have been studying the impacts of environmental nolse on human health since at
least 1930.2 Varying degrees of evidence exist for a wide range of nonauditory health effects
potentially stemming from noise exposures, including cardiovascular disease, 24
hypertension,>£ stroke, 22 diabetes,2 sleep disturbance,i2 endoctine effects, 242 minor
psychiatric disorders,*2 and impaired cognitive development.1%



Yet a March 2013 report by ENNAH, the European Network on Noise and Health, identified 12
areas in which the science of nonauditory health effecis of noise still lacks sufficient
evidence.12 These include the extent to which air pollution and other coexposures may
contribute to health effects identified in urban noise studies, the comparative health effects of
short- and teng-term noise exposures, and the relationship between individual health
outcomes and noise sensitivity, “Noise sensitivity” has been defined multiple ways but
generally refers to an individual’'s increased likelihood of percelving noises as annoying—i.e.,
the person is both more aituned to and more bothered by noise.2&

Although investigators may not know the exact nature of the relationship between noise and
health impacts, or why noise affects some people differently than others, the evidence to date
suggests that environmental noise pollution can have serious implications for public health.
After air pollution, traffic noise is the second-largest environmental factor affecting human
health in the European Union and Norway, according to a 2011 report by the World Health
Organization.lZ :

The report authors estimate that each year, western Europeans lose 1.0—1.6 million disability-
adjusted life-years (DALYs) due to traffic noise, a figure thought to be conservative despite
accounting for impacts on cardiovascular disease, cognitive impairment in chiidren, sleep
disturbance, tinnitus, and annoyance. Sleep disturbance was determined to he responsible for
the largest independent share of DALYs lost (903,000}, and annoyance (654,000) the next-
largest share.2%

Based on ifs standing definition of health as “a state of complete physical, mental, and social
well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity,” the WHO concludes that noise-
Induced annoyance “may be considered an adverse effect on health.”.Z High levels of
annoyance have also been shown to lead to stress responses and sleep loss, including
attendant symptoms such as headache, gastrointestinal upset, anxiety, fatigue, and
hypertension, 281220

Much of what scienfists can conclude today about the health effects of noise in general draws
upon studies of transportation noise in urban areas conducted over the past four decades.
Among the first to suggest a link between nofse and learning impairment was a 1975 study by
environmental psychologist Arline Bronzaft.2L In a New York City elementary school adjacent to
an etevated train track, Bronzaft compared the reading scores of children in classrooms facing
the tracks to those of children in classrooms on the other side of the building. She discovered
that children on the noisy side were nearly one year behind their peers in reading. After two
years, once noise-abatement measures had been completed—and other classroom variables
held constant—Bronzaft returned to the school and found reading scores on both sides ofthe
building to be at the same grade level,22

Today, notwithstanding Bronzaft’s groundbreaking early study and New York City’s ongoing
efforts to mitigate noise pollution, much of the field’s cutting-edge research originates outside
the United States, where there is more funding and interest surrounding the nonauditory
heatth effects of environmental noise.

For instance, from 2002 fo 2006 a landmark study dubbed HYENA (Hypertension and Exposure
to Noise near Airports) assessed the relationship between noise from aircraft and road traffic
near airports and its implications for hypertension. Researchers measured blood pressure and
collected a range of heatlth, socioeconomic, and lifestyle metrics via questionnaire from 4,861
Individuals between the‘ages of 45 and 70. These participants had lived near one of six major
European aijrports for at least five years. The study revealed clear relationships between risk of
hypertension and both nighttime aircraft activity and average daily road noise, after adjusting
for major confounders including age, sex, body mass index, alcohol intake, and physical
activity, 22

Wind Turbines

Large-scale wind turbines are a relatively recent innovation, so the body of peer-reviewed
research addressing the potential impacts of their unique brand of sound is sparse and
particularly unsettled. Anecdotal evidence strongly suggests a connection between turbines
and a constellation of symptoms including nausea, vertigo, blurred vision, unsteady
movement, and difficulty reading, remembering, and thinking.2%

The polarzing Tssue of wind-turbine noise is often framed one of two ways: Turbines are either
harmless,22 or they tend to have powerful adverse effects, especialy for sensitive
individuals.?® According to Jim Cummings, executive director of the nonprofit Acoustic Ecology
Institute in Santa Fe, New Mexico, most of the reports to date that have concluded turbines are
harmless examined “direct” effects of sound on people and tended to discount “indirect”
effects moderated by annoyance, sleep disruption, and associated stress. But research that
considered indirect pathways has yielded evidence strongly suggesting the potential for harm.

Multiple recent studies, including one coauthored by Daniel Shepherd, senior lecturer at New
Zealand’s Auckland University of Technology, have demonstrated that sleep interference gets
worse the nearer residents are to turbines.2%2Z “Sleep is absolutely vital for an organism,” he



says. “When we lose a night's sleep, we become dysfunctional. The brair is an important
organ, and If noise is disturbing its functioning, then thatis a direct health effect.”

In another recent study, Shepherd made a case for approaching the debate from a sociat or
humanistic standpoint, taking perceived effects serfously even if the potential mechaniﬁ.ms
hrough which they occur remain unclear. Many reasons exist for taking this approach with

d-turbine noise, he wrote.28

B |

Cifet is that turbine noise (that is, the aerodynamic noise produced by air moving around the
spinning blades as opposed to any mechanical nolse from the motor itself) is often deemed
more annoying than the hum or roar of transportation noise because of its repetitive nature
and high variability in both level and quality—from “swoosh” to “thump” to silence, all
modulated by wind speed and direction. This pulsing, uneven quality enables the nolse to
repeatedly capture the attention and become more difficult to ignore. 2230

In addition, unlike vehicle traffic, which tends to get quieter after dark, turbines can sound
louder overnight. As Cummings explains, “Often af night, wind shear sets in. This creates
conditions with moderate winds at hub height and a sharp boundary layer below which winds
are much lower, or even near still.” The absolute noise level of the wind farm may be no more
than during the day, but it can be 10-20 decibels louder than the quieter nighttime ambient
sound levels. This detail has important implications for sleep disruption.

Third, wind turbines generate lower frequencies of sound than traffic. These lower frequencies
tend to be judged as more annoying than higher frequencies and are more likely to travel
through walls and windows.22 Infrasound, or sound frequency lower than 20 Hz—inaudible to
the huran ear—has been associated in some studies with symptoms including fatigue,
sleeplessness, and irritability,22 as well as with changes to the physiology of the inner ear that
have poorly understood implications.22

Many previous infrasound studies have looked at exposures in populations such as jet pilots
and factory workers. Today, Cummings says, “There are some studies looking at whether wind
turbine infrasound may have specific qualities that make it more apt to trigger health effects,
especially nausea, than ‘normal’ infrasound from wind or waves or traffic, but these are still
very preliminary.”

Shepherd points out that residents of the rural and semirural areas—like Falmouth—where
turbines are becoming more common may be a self-selected group whe are naturally more
"asitive to noise than the population at large. As such, they may have greater expectations of
et and be more aware of noise disturbances, amplifying the potential for health effects
related to environmental noise.2%

“pgople live In these areas and create their own little patches of paradise, and part of that is
the soundscape,” Shepherd says. “When an industrial noise source comes in, they get very
stressed, because they're losing something that Is very dear to them.” The negative feelings
engendered by this loss of “amenity” (something that once brought joy) can further contribute
to a feedback loop of stress, steep loss, negative emotions, and related health impacts, 232

But are quiet-seeking rural dwellers more prone to report health impacts from new furbines
simply because they anticipate a negative outcome? That’s the question sutrounding the role
of the “nocebo” effect—the flip side of placebo, where negative thoughts engender negative
outcomes—which Is yet another point of contention in the turbine-noise debate. The turbine
nocebo effect gained currency worldwide following the March 2013 release of two Australian
reports claiming to offer evidence that people who expect adverse effects of turbines—in part
as a result of activism by groups such as Australia’s Waubra Foundation—are more likely to
report having them.

In Cummings’ estimation, the two new studies are not as definitive as they purport to be.2&
One, a paper published at the University of Sydney,3Z considered no explanation of health
effects other than nocebo. The other, a peer-reviewed study published in Health Psychology 22
reported expectations to have, at most, a very small effect on either the number or severity of
reported symptoms.28 Still, the nocebo effect, whose role has been established in other areas
of epldemiology and medicine,2® may be impossible to rule out as at least a partial factor in
some neighbor responses.

Looking Long Term

‘The gold standard for proving causality of an exposure s the randomized clinical trial, But
“yen it comes to testing the health effects of noise exposure on humans, such a study design

. _-ikely to be not only impractical and difficult to implement, but also unethical,

The next-best evidence would come from longitudinal field research, many researchers agree,
such as long-term studies that assess the health of a community before a turbine project is
ever proposed and then continue to follow up during operation. Lercher notes that some
effects of chronic noise exposure such as elevated blood pressure could take one ortwo
decades to manifest at significant levels.



Most of the studies performed to date around both transportation and wind-farm sources have
been cross-sectional, which makes it impossible to assess causality. That's because
investigators cannof esfablish whether the potential cause precedes the potential effect.
Lercher stresses that cross-sectional studies purporting to demonstrate a relationship
between noise exposures and health effects may be averaging out potential effects that are
only visible in some subgroups—e.g., those with certain medical risk factors, or those exposed
to the noise for longer than others.

Today, wind turbine noise is attracting ever more interest as a public health issue, That's
evident in the offerings at Noise-Con, an annual conference dedicated {o noise research, says
Purdue University professor Pairicia Davies. She chaired the 2013 conference, which was
organized in conjunction with the International Wind Turbine Noise Conference in Denver,
Colorado. Davls says Naise-Con is beginning to see nearly as many sessions organized around
wind turbine noise as in all categories of transportation noise combined. “A few years ago,
there were just occasional papers,” she says. “Certainly there’s more interest right now,
because of course there have been a lot more wind turbines built.”

Despite increased attention to the issue throughout Falmouth, some residents claim they're

_hardly better off today than they were when the first turbine switched on in March 2010, Once
complaints about the turbines reached a fever pitch, the city voted to limit operation of its two
turbines to 12 hours a day, shutting them down between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. (the Notus Clean
Energy unit was not affected).42 The two city-owned turbines still follow that schedulel after
surviving a recent petition to decommission them, and in spite of not generating enough
income to cover operating costs. Their future remains uncertain.
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The Economics of Wind Energy
Local Business & Economics Professor Urges Huntington County Plan Commission to Not Allow Wind
Farms

Posted November 13, 2014 | HCCC Webmaster

The following are the remarks of Jim O’Donnell, Professor Emeritus of Business and Economics,
Huntington University. This presentation on "The Economics of Wind Energy" was given to the
Huntington County Planning Commission, on Wednesday, November 12, 2014, His remarks are
published here, in their entirety, with his permission.

"Greetings and thanks."

"I'm speaking tonight as an adopted son of Huntington Co. But as that adopted son, I have struggled to
understand why my chosen homeland would develop wind energy in the southeast part of the county. [
guess it's for the tax revenue, the few jobs that will come with it, and the lease payments to the several
farmers who will permit turbines on their land. But as an investor and economist, I feel a little like the auto
mechanic who's being shown a car that a good customer wants to buy. Mechanically and economically,
the purchase makes no sense to me, the mechanic, at all, but the buyer insists that he'll get so many
credits for buying the car that even if it never starts, he'll make a bundle.”

“Warren Buffett is no auto mechanic or used car salesman, but his name is known by many as a great
investor. He's chairman of Berkshire Hathaway and makes enormous bets on companies we all know,
companies like Coca Cola, Wells Fargo, Geico Insurance, Fruit of the Loom, Heinz Ketchup, Dairy Queen,
and many more. He's very smart and is, arguably, the most successful investor alive, maybe of all time."

"He's made about $15 billion dollars of investments in wind and solar energy in Iowa and Wyoming,
according to financial publisher Bioomberg. He's planning on investing $15 billion more elsewhere in
America. Soon."

"His wind investments, he says, have treated him especially well. But they've treated his tax liabilities even
better."

“The June 4th, The Wall St. Journal quoted him before an audience in his hometown of Omaha, Nebraska.
He said, "I will do anything that is basically covered by the law to reduce Berkshire's tax rate. For example,
on wind energy, we get a tax credit if we build a lot of wind farms. That's the only reason to build them.
They don't make sense without the tax credit.""

"Those are not the waords of, say, Sally and Joe living in Huntington County. No, Buffett is one of the
richest men in the world, one of the shrewdest investors in the world, too, whose team has analyzed wind
energies economic and investment possibilities with a fine-toothed comb. And he finds wind energy,
essentially, an economic wasteland, save for the tax credits. Now if Buffett thinks that, why would
Huntington be making investments in wind energy? Because the county will increase its tax revenues,
even if only by benefiting from tax breaks to the very rich, paid for my ordinary taxpayers. It simply does
not make sense. I don't even think it's right. But it makes sense for Buffett and for Huntington County
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because their bottom line is increased."

"Let's try to understand Buffett's and other very wealthy people’s attitudes towards "the tax credits” from
wind energy? If we understand, then we'll understand why Huntington Co. might be willing to help rich
people take more from the government breast at taxpayers’ expense."

"Back in 1992, Congress created the Wind Production Tax Credit, or the "PTC," a small tax credit of about
2¢ per kilowatt hour that today is an even smaller $23 per megawatt of wind electricity generated, to
nurture energy production in the then-infant wind energy industry. Earlier, government supported those
who build structures, not energy producticn. Today, at least the incentive is the production of energy.
Government incentives, like the PTC, are often used to promote young but crucial industties. That's not
the problem with the PTC."

"The history of the PTC has been an off and on credit, renewed since 1992 by Congress for a year or two
at a time. Then, it expires and fans of wind [no pun intended] get it renewed. It expired again last Dec.
31st. If we were to look at an honest graph of investments made in wind, we would see that it rises with
the credit and collapses with its expiration. Moreover the infant industry it is meant to encourage is how
more than 30 years old, kept alive by U.S taxpayers who keep paying to make it attractive for rich
investors.”

"It's important, too, to realize that the PTC can only be taken against “passive income” - that is, income
from other investments by rich people and big companies. Wall St. bankers put together investors who
want tax write-offs, which are provided by the PTC. Recall Buffett's words: “we get a tax credit if we build a
lot of wind farms. That's the only reason to build them.""

"Approximately $24 billion of Federal subsidies have poured into wind energy since its beginning over 30
years ago. These credits limit funds that might help find really viable sources of alternative energy. In
other words, as an investor myself, I'm saying the PTC is a misplaced bet. The PTC actually blocks funding
for ather green energy technologies that hold more promise. Rather than helping another infant, but
worthy technology, the PTC is a handout to rich people and Wall Street.”

"But government largesse does NOT end with the PTC. Not by a long shot. Not in a government as
friendly to green energy and as hostile to fossil fuels as the Obama administration is. In fact, rarely has a
multi-decade old infant industry enjoyed such disproportionate favoritism. Even though the wind industry
produces currently only about 3.5 to 4% of the country's electricity, it receives 42% of the federal
government's electrical financial support.”

"Combined with other targeted incentives, the federal government, in fact, gives wind producers $56.29
per megawatt-hour, according to the federal government's own Energy Information Administration — the
“EIA", By comparison, hatural gas, oil, and coal power generation only get 64 cents per megawatt, while
nuclear power receives $3.14."

"Seemingly innocuous, the PTC gives wind companies $23 in subsidies for each megawatt-hour of
electricity they produce. This money adds up quickly; it costs taxpayers billions of dollars every year; while
wind energy also creates huge problems, too, with sound, noise, landscape blight, bird kill, bat kill and
intermittentcy. On average, wind turbines are spinning only about 30% of the time and, ironically, can’t
spin at all in high winds (Detroit Edison, DTE, to cite only one utility, turns their turbines off when winds
exceed 45 mph.)"
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“In addition to the support that wind power gets at the federal level, it gets huge support at many state
levels, too. Currently, 30 state governments enforce mandatory purchases of wind, solar, or other green
energies under so-called Renewable Portfolio Standards that require utilities to buy a certain percentage
of their electricity from green sources, whatever the cost. This, of course, jacks up consumer's electric
rates.”

"We've all heard the saying, “there is no such thing as a free lunch,” and that applies to government
subsidies, too, When [awmakers give special tax breaks to their friends and favorite industries, they shift
the tax burden onto everybody else left in the tax base. While subsidies may allow wind turbine makers to
pump up their payrolls, such as putting a few people to work in Huntington Cao,, the rest of the economy
suffers. Government subsidies divert labor and capital away from more productive areas of the economy,
to those where cronies get richer, which siows overall economic growth — something I would think
Hoosiers don't like."

"The PTC, when combined with federal and state benefits gives wind producers a great advantage over
other energy producers. In fact, it exceeds half of electricity’s wholesale price in many areas of the country.
True, more wind energy is being produced each year, and its cost, relative to other forms of electricity is
becoming more competitive, But only because of massive subsidies and higher rates for consumers.”

"Federal and state subsidies are so high that they lead many wind farms to sell their electricity at a
substantial loss, just to collect the fax credits. Many wind producers are literally paying utilities to buy
their product — and yet they're still turning a profit because the taxpayer foots the bill by providing
credits and subsidies.”

"I have no ax to grind against the rich, butI don't think their gains should come as a loss to great
numbers of Americans through higher energy costs.”

"While wind’s tax credits may be great for Warren Buffet and his bottom line, it's harmful for American
taxpayers and very expensive to America’s energy consumers.”

"I really wish wind energy worked better. Many pecple, including me, think alternative energy, in time, will
offer huge environmental benefits for our children and those who come after us. But right now, wind is a
museum specimen of a government boondoggle, a monument to crony capitalism's, a favor to the rich
and powerful cver the little guy or the average person.”

"Huntington Co. can make money on this, no doubt. We'll get tax revenue, a few jobs, and a few farmers
get lease payments for turbines on their property. Living off the government breast is just not how I want
to make money and I think such activities fly in the face of Indiana's character and Huntington'’s, too, as a
place that favors freedom and honest work. It's won a reputation of late for free markets, low taxes, and
for encouraging growth in the private sector. Indiana is and Hoosiers are enemies of senseless, wasteful
spending. And Warren Buffett sees wind energy as senseless right now, except for the tax benefits it offers
its investors. As conscientious, publicly-minded citizens of Huntingten Co. who give of your own time and
talents to consider what's best for our county's land, its people and its future, please don't allow wind
energy's horrible economics to find a place to make a home"
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Wingd Concexns Ontario is a province-wide advocacy

C

organization whose mission is to provide information on the

l WI N D CO N C E R N S 0 N TA R i 0 , potential impact of industrial-scale wind poweyr generation on

! the economy, human health, and the natural environment.

‘_doutUs ContactUs ERTsandlegal actions Find your community group Health

Join/donate to WCO today! Nota Willing Host Ontario’s $40B for wind  Project status-new bids

Property Values Impact of wind power in Ontario @ WCQ Calendar

Ottawa energy economist Robert Lyman has looked at the amount belng spent (faxpayer dollars) by the United States
fo support renewable energy development, including wind power.

The dallar amounds are simply staggering. Look too at the amount of power generation being achieved, for the taxpayer
maoney spent.

United States Subsidies for Wind and Solar Electricity Generation

How much do electricity consumers and taxpayers in the United States pay to help companies that produce industrial
wind turbines and solar power equipment sell thelr products to electrical ufilities? Some useful information on this
subject came to light in March 2015, when tha U.S, Energy Information Administration (EFA) published a report entitled

Direct Federal Financial inferventions and Subsidies in Fiscal Year 2013. The repori can be read online here:
hitp:/Awww ela.govianalysisirequests/subsidy/pdfisubsidy.pdf

The reportwas prepared in response to a request from the U.8. House of Representatives, It focusas on baoth U.S.
- federal government subsidies to electricity production in general and subsidies to federal electric utilities. 1t does not
-‘:Inciude Information on the programs of the U.S. states governments, 33 of which now impose Renewable Energy
Standards that requlre electrical ufilifies to increase energy production fram renewable energy sourcas. The report aims
to provide data, not to draw conclusions or discuss policy issues. Most of the data compares the subsidy levels in 2013
to those in 2010, the date of the last £IA raport on this subject. All figures are in U.S. dollars.

Here are the highlights.

= in 2013, subsidies to fuel and technologies used for electricity production tofaled $16.1 billien, compared to $11.7
billion in 201 0. Subsidies fo transmission and distribution totaled $1.2 billion in 2613, compared to $40.9 billion in
2010.

s Subsidies to renewable energy for all uses totaled $15.0 bitlion in 2013, compared to $15.6 billion in 2010,
= Wind and solar energy are the two largest recipients of subsidies.

» |n 2013, wind energy received $5.8 bitlion, of which $4.3 billion was in the form of direct expenditures {i.e. grants and
contributions), $1.6 billion was tax expenditures (e.g. deductions and write-offs), and $48 million was research and
development.

s In 2013, solar energy received $5.3 biflion, of which $3.0 billion were direct expenditures, $2.1 billion were tax
expendiiures, and $284 miliion were R&D.

s Eleciricity-refated subsidies increased 38% between 2010 and 2013, from $11.8 billion to $16.1 billion, largely as a
resuit of a $4.2 billion increase in support for solar energy.
» Wind energy received the largest share of direct federal support in 2013, accounting for 37% of total electricity-

relsted subsidies.

» Supporifor Smart Grid and eleckicity ransmission represented the largest porlion of electricity-related R&D
subsidies, Nearly 39% of 2013 R&D expenditures were devoted to researching the electricity grid's capability fo
accommodate larger shares of electricity from intermittent sources.

» Renewables, excluding biofuels, received 72% of all electricity-related subsidies In 2013, yet accounted for 13%
of generation capacity and 4% of actual generation,

http:/fwaww windconcernsontario.ca/
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: Supporters of renawable energy often compare subsidies to renewable energy to those for nuclear energy and for oil @Glan4Not What's up with your
: and natural gas. account?
23 hours aga

« In 2013, U.S. federal subsidies to nuctear energy totaled $1.7 billion, down from $1.9 billion in 2010, Ofthe 2013
figure, $406 million were spent on R&D and $1.1 billion were tax expenditures.

@ScottLuft We need clarificatis )

» Nuclear energy accounted for 1141 billion kilowat-hours of efectricity generation in 2013, 28% of the U.S. fotal. on that, but agree. itisn'tfikely to be the -

» [n 2013, subsidies to oil and natural gas totaled $2.3 billion (down from $2.7 billion in 2040), of which almost afl were 2+ km setback that would be
bl tax expenditures. . appropriate!
1 day ago

» Tax expenditures are largely incentives to invest and often invalve the involve the deferral of taxes to later years

conditional on reinvestment. L e i T T
S RT @nurses4safepwr: $1BILLION %

off
Robert Lyman lost on exported surplus power alreagdys"

.. [n 2015 in Ontario. How:many fitifses
could we employ for that? @RNAO
hwindeoncernsontario.calsix-months-

Ottawa

August 12,2015

and...
No Comments Wind Concerns Ontario Avgust 16, 2015 1 day ago
cost-benefit wind power, electricity bills Ontario, WCO Fxclusive, wind power Ortario Permalink
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Enforce Radiation Devices Act for wind turbines: MP Larry Miller

» cosf-henefit wind power

Larry Miller challenges Health Canada to ensure the Radiation Emitting Devices Act is being  clecticily bils Ont.arlo ]
followed by the wind energy industry + endangered species Ontaria
s ERT

« Green Energy Act

August 13, 2015, Owen Sound, ON —

; Larry Miller, Conservative candidate and incumbent Member of Parllament for Bruce-Grey- » Health
' Owen Sound, is taking Health Canada to task to ensure that the provisions of the Radiation = health eflects wind lurbines \
Emitting Devices Act (REDA) is being adhered to by the wind energy industry. * [BA (Important Bird Area)
» Legal

The REDA states the following; « Nota Willing Host

6. = Parker Gallant

= Propery Value

« RuralfUrban Divide
« Sethacks

(1) Where a person who is the manufacturer or importer of a radiation emitting device becomes aware, after

the device has left the person’s premises, of the fact that the device

(@) does not comply with the standards, if any, prescribed under paragraph 13(1)(#) and applicable thereto, or s Uncalegorized
= WCO Exclusive

(b) creates a risk to any person of genetic or personal injury, impairment of health or death from radiation by ) .
» wind power Ontario

reason of the fact that it
(i) does not perform according to the performance characteristics claimed for it,
(i1) does not accomplish its claimed purpose, or .
- (iii) emits radiation that is not necessary in order for it to accomplish its claimed purpose,
the person shall farthwith notify the Minister,

“Iwould like to know how many REDA complaints turbine manufacturers have received from Canadians who feel they
are being impacted by the wind energy industry and how many of these compiaints have been reported to Health

Canada. Canadians have a right to know this information and they have a right to know that wind turbine manufacturers

have taken their complaints seriously,” said Miller.

Miller has forwarded a letter to Health Canada requesting that they proaciively ensure that heaith complaints due to
exposure to wind turbines sent to turbine manufacturers are being brought fo the atiention of the Minister of Health under
the requirements of the REDA. He is very disappointed with the lack of due diligence on the part of Health Canada to
make certain that turbine manufacturers are following the legislation and that they are deing the investigative work and
reporting required under the legislation. Itis very clear that it is the manufacturer’s responsibility fo do so under the Act.

More information on the REDA can be found atthe Justice Canada website below;

hitp:ifwww windconcernsontario.cal 2110



8/16/2015 WCO | Wind Concerns Ontario

http:/laws-lois.justice gc.calengfacts/iR-1

-30-

22 Comments Wind Concerns Ontario August 14, 2015

Green Fnergy Act, Health, health effects wind turbines, Legal Permalink

Six months and Ontario’s exports over $1B

What's another, er, bilion?

Although the Independent Electricity System Operator {{ESO) failed to produce thelfr Monthly Summary for June 2015
in a reasonable and timely fashion, they did provide information that allows one to determine how much our electrcity
sector has removed from ratepayers pockets for the first six months of 2015.

How bad is it? Bad.

Itturns out 1.9 terawatts (TWh) of Ontario's electricity production (15.2% of Ontario’s demand of 10.6 TWh) was exported
to our neighbours in Michigan, New York and Quebec, etc., in June, Ontario received payment of those exports atthe
hourly Ontario electricity price (HOEP) $15.31/megawatt hour (MWh) or 1.63 cents per kilowatt hour (kWh) of $29.1
millien. However, the costto produce and transmit that 1.8 Twh, was $131.43MWh (13,14 cents/kWh) —that means it
cost Ontarlo ratepayers $249.9 million. Most of that wound up in the big (and growing} pot referred o as the Global
Adjusiment (GA).

$221 million lost in just one month

So Ontario's electrlcity ratepayers picked up the difference of $221 milllon, which when added to our export losses for
the prior fve months of 2015, brought costs to almost 1.1 billioni. for the first six months of 2015.

The 1.9 TWh exported in June brought total exparts for the first six months of 2015 ta 12.53 TwWh. That's about what the
entire City of Toronto consumed in that same period.

Perhaps it's ime for Premier Wynne to realize that the losses on our exports represents a “green fax” on all of the
ratepayers in Ontario and the remedy is to cancel any further renewable energy coniracts. This could prevent bankruptey
and hardship for many Ontario electricity customers and avoid fulfilling the predicfion of Ontatio’s Chamber of
Commerce that 1 in 20 businesses would “close their doors” due fo high electricily prices,

©Parker Galtant,
August 11,2015

1, The figure of $1.1 billion is equivalent to the cost of moving the Oakville and Mississauga gas plants but that was a

one-ime event whereas this cost to ratepayers will oceur twice In 2015 and continue into the future.

14 Contments Wind Concerns Ontario Augusi 12, 2015
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Ontario rejects wind farms: 90+ communities say NO q
NEWS RELEASE

Wind Concems Ontario

OTTAWA Aug. 11, 2015 /CNW/ —~ Mere than 90 communities have now declared themselves to be unwilling hosts to
huge power generation projects using wind turbines. The municipality of Nation, east of Ottawa, yesterday reversed an
earlier statement of support, and the Town of Essex declared it wanis no more wind turblnes.

“The Premier promised not to force power projects on communities,” says Wind Concerns Ontario president Jane
Wilson. "Butwe still can’t say ‘no.' Making the unwilling host declaration is a powerful statement to this government.”

Ontaric citizens are Increasingiy aware that large-scale wind power brings potential environmental damage, harms
wildlife, is linked to health impacts due to the noise and infrasound, and is causing electricity bills fo climb beyond
affardabitity.

Despite a surplus power supply and the high cost of renewabiles, Ontario is contracting for more wind power this year.

"The people of Ontario are saying “‘We've had enough,™ says Wilson. “The current procurement program should be

abandoned immediately.”
www.windconcerrisontario.ca

SOURCE Wind Concerns Cntario

hitp:/Anww windconcernsantario.cal 410
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Essex says NO MORE WIND TURBINES

Blackburn News, August 11, 2015

GDF Suez representafives are met with a vocal contingent of residents in Essex opposed fo the company’s proposed
wind project. (Photo by Rlcards Venaza)

Essex council is making it clear it doesn’t want to see any more wind furbines in the town, rejecting a community benefit
agreement for the Biue Sky Wind Project.

“We are not Interested in any more windmills in our municipalify,” says Ward 3 Counciller Bill Caixeiro to loud and tong

applause in council chambers Monday night.

Councillors even charged the company behind the project, GDF Suez, had paid for lefters of support to be sentto

 counail.

“There was o payment made for any letters of support,” says Bonnie Hiltz, government relations for GDF Suez. "They, |
believe, were referring to fetters of suppert for landowners who have voluntarily come forward to participate in the

project”
Hiltz is disappeointed in council's strang negativity towards the project,

“This is the very, very early stage of the project and so we've heard from residents that they want o be engaged and
help Inform the project as it evolves. That's what we're doing here, that's what we're doing with our public meetings,”

says Hiliz.
Public meetings are scheduled for Tecumseh and Essex this week.

Essex residents like Anna Markett feel the company Is trying fo bully people into backing the project, “We've been

hounded for the last three or four months.”

“The Blue Sky Wind Project would have turbines mostly in Essex and into Tecumseh Township as well,

4 Cornments Wind Conecerns Ontario August 11, 2015

cost-benefit wind power, Green Energy Act, Not a Willing Host Permalink
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Wind power project rejected: the people of Nation speak

Council for the municipality of Nation, just east of Ottawa, met last evening and decided to reverse a motion of support
for two wind power projects, in St Bernardin and St lsidore. Nation is now Not A Willing Host to wind power projects,

making it the 90th community in Ontario to reject wind power proposals.

The community group Save The Nation/Sauvan La Nation held a huge public mesting last week, and revealed that
council had passed the support motion with no public discussion or input. The majerity of residents are opposed fo the
power projects on the grounds that the potential for environmental damage is significant, and the impact on agricuiture

and the social fabric of the communities would be extensive.
“We are not for sale,” said Julie Leroux of Save The Nation in an Interview.

EDF of France had claimed it has spent hundreds of thousands wooing the community, paying for hockey dinners and
other events designed to sway farm owners to sign leases for the project.

See the story from CTV News here; hitp:ifoftawa.ctvnews.cafresidents-of-nation-east-of-ottawa-fight-wind-turbine-
projecis-1.2510730

' 3 Commernts Wind Concerns Ontario August 13, 2015
cost-benefit wind power, Green Energy Act, Not a Willing Host Permalink

Eastern Ontario wind farms: enjoy the horizon while you still can

From Farmers Forum, Autjust 4, 2015

Community opposition to industrial-scale wind power mounting

Excerpt from "Eastern Limits" by Tom Van Dusen
Pm not sure what it is about North Stermont Township but wind power developers seem to iove it

Their calculations must have discovered more forceful winds than normal stirring the township. On the surface, though it

seems na more of iess windy than any other rural municipality.

In ingreasing numbers, developers have been wafling thraugh the township looking for prime sites™ 1o erect their
industriai turbines. As in ather communities where they've landed, their efforts have been the subject of increasing

protests, pefitions, and testy meetings.

Cormrectly gauging the way the wind is blowing on the igsue, township council has just taken a stand against turbines and
| their proponents...for what that's worth. With the provincial government relentiessly pushing wind power, if's probably

not worth much.**

Mayor Dennis Fife has explained that tao many ratepayers are against wind projects for council to reasonably support

them. Fife has expressed his persanal appasition, claiming wind will never match nuclear power generation.

Typical of disgruntled ratepayers is Roger Villeneuve who worries that towers “much taller than any tree I've ever seen

orwill ever see” will soon dominate the local landscape.

...Coundil was helped along in its decision by Goncerned Citizens of Narth Stormont which circulated an unwilling host
petlition, demanding that elected representatives back it at a meeting July 28. They did.

In explaining its opposition the citizens' committee cited the loss of property values and prime agricultural land,
increased hydro costs to cover wind power expansion, environmental impact on birds and bats, health issues refated to

pulsating noise and shadow flicker, and eventual dacommissicning costs.

hitp:/iwww windconcernsontario.ca/ 6M0
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...Developers have been through all this befora, in several other Ontario municipalittes where they've landed. You see,
they have carte blanche rom the province under the Green Energy Act, trumping any focal motions, opposing
them, Projects are decided by the pravince’s Independent Electricity Service Operator [sic--itis "System”

Qperator] (IESO) with litfle regard for local concerns.™*

a growing number of wind power opponents are urging coungcils to use other tools at their disposal...one suggested

kR

) option is refusing a bylaw to permit road access to turbine sites.

“Enjoy the natural herizon whife there still is one,” says ratepayer Roger Villeneuve,
Wind Concerns Chtarlo notes:
*What they are loaking for is willing [andowners. Wind doesn’t really have much to do with it.

** The Not A Willing Host declaration stems directly from a statement by Prerier Kathleen Wynne that she wouldn’i force
wind power projects on communities that weren't willing. Her faifure to honour her word is underscored by the 89 (soon
to be 90?) communifies that have protested by municipal reselutions.

*** This Is true but the failure of a developer to gain municipal support does not help them in a successful bid. Bids

without community support are ranked lower.

- werk Thig is not actually a valid option: several communities have tried this already and what happens is, the developer
goes to the Ontario Energy Board which then grants permission to use road aliowances. The municipality is then lef
withou! a read use agreement and possibility of compensation for the sometimes considerable damage to public roads.

8 Comiments Wind Coneerns Ontario August 7, 2015
electricity bills Ortario, endangered species Ontario, Green Energy Act, health effects wind turbines, Not a Wthg Host,
~ Property Value
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Nation residents meet to fight wind power projects

L Bty

“Save The Nation" banner says it all [Phote: Wind Coneerns Ontariof

hitp:/www windconcernsontario.ca/
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More than 500 residents of the municipality of Natloh, about 45 minutes east of Ottawa, met on Wednesday night to
learn more, and discuss actlon on two wind power proposals for their community: a 150-megawatt project by EDF, and a
75-MW project by Leader Resources.

Among the speakers was Carmen Krogh, known internationally for her research on the impacts of wind turbine noise

emissions on human heaith. A particular concern for Krogh, she expressed that evening, is the effect ofthe wind furbine /\)
emissions en children. Despite clear guidance from the World Health Organization and other bodies in public heaith
about exposing children to possible harm, Ontario has proceeded to build wind power projects in cammunities close to

homes.

Other speakers detailed the environmental impacts of the proposed wind turbine arrays, and commented on the degree
of impact on the community for very little benefit.

Organizer Juile Leroux commented that the public was left out of a decision by council fo suppart wind pewer, after
signing an agreementto be an unwilling host as a member of the United Counties of Prescett-Russefl, Nation then
approved a motion of support for a wind power project by Sierra Nevada, in 2013, Nation's mayor has gone on record in

the agricultural media as saying he supported the curreni EDF proposal, and that Nation is a *willing host”
We are not, said Leroux.

The communily group Save The Nation requested time to make a presentation to Coundcil but was not s¢heduled to do

50 now until Avgust 31st; the deadline for wind power proposals under the new process is September 1st, the next day.

Questions and comments aflerward were a clear demanstration not only that the cormunity is already well informed on
this issue, they are passionate about protecting their way oflife, the social fabric of Mation, and the agricultural economic

base.
“This will destroy the Nation, Ifit happens,” said one gentleman.

Ancther, who had travelled to Wolfe Island to see turbines to educate himself (Note: a better irip would be to Brinston,
south of Ottawa, where EDP is operating 3-MW furbines in the South Branch power project), said he was shocked aithe
environmental impact of the wind power machines. “The foundations for these things are huge,” he said, “and they will

never go away.”

If the wind power projects are approved said one young farmer, who sald he was speaking for others in his demographic
of 20s and 30s, itwill destroy the local economy and way oflife in Nation. "We're leaving,” he said simply.

Organizers for the event and members of Save The Malion said that no members of Nation council attended the meeting

as far as they knew but MPP Grant Crack’s executive assistant was thera,

Breaking News: Wind Concerns Ontario has learned that Nation Council will be discussing the community reaction to

the wind power proposals on Monday, August 10,

g Caminents Wind Concerns Ontario August 7, 2015

cast-bengfir wind power, Green Energy Act, wind power Ontario Permalink

Kincardine OKs background noise study for Armow wind farm

Befare it starts up...

Blackbum News, August 5, 2015

Time is of the essence as Kincardine council looks to conduci background noise studies before the Armow Wind project

http:/fwwaw windconcernsontario.ca/ 810
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begins operation,

1o Council has directed staff to report back as soon as possibie in order to issue a Request For Proposal te hire a
consultantto conduct background acoustic and infrasound tests in the project area.

CAO Murray Clarke says they need to move quickly because the 180-megawatt Armow projectis nearing completion.

" “The Armow project is planned to be plugged in and operating before the end of the year, so clearly in order to gather
benchmark or background data, it must be done before the furbines are spinning,” says Clarke.

Council passed a resolution in 2013 to create a fund of up o $100,000 per year of tax revenue from Armow project for
independent noise testing, but background testing is not included in the 2015 budget; so siaff will report back with

funding options.

3 Deborah Morris of Huron-Kinloss Against Lakeshore Turbines says hey're urging Kincardine council to consider
expanding Ifs noise testing piedge to inciude the Enbridge wind farm in Bruce Township, as well as three other small

wind farme proposed in the municipality.

However, Mayor Anne Eadie says council is focusing on the Armow project for now because of the tight timeline.

No Comments Wind Concerns Ontario August 8, 2015 wind power Cntari Permalink

] Leamington not willing host for new wind power proposal

. Three municipalities covered by new Romney wind power proposal
7 Chatham Daily News, August 5, 2015

TLBURY -A renewable energy company Is finding a willing host in Chatham-Kent and nearby Lakeshare, but the same

can't be said for Leamington,

EDF EN Canada Inc. s proposing to develop 100-megawatt wind energy projeci, io be called Romney Wind Energy
Centra, that would span more than 10,000 acres coveting the southwest comer of Chatham-Kent, north of Wheatfley, a

large section of Leamingion, as well as a sliver of the easteriy boundary of Lakeshore.

Tite company hosted an open house at fhe Tilbury Memarial Arena on Wednesday to provide details efthe propased

project to the public.

Mark Gatlagher, a senior developer with EDF EN, said the company has atiained a willing host agreementwith
Ghatham-Kent, which wili generate $8 million in revenues for the 20-year lite ofthe project, including a 15% equity

parinership agreement with the municipality.

The deal includes paying Chatham-Kent $2,500 per megawattinstalled, which would equal about $150,000 a year, as
well as $2.1-million equity deal, $56,250 in annual property taxes and a $180,000 annual maintenance contract for

Entegrus, the municipal-owned electrical utility.

l.akeshore, which has only agreed to be a willing host for fhe connection line, would see a $500,000 benesfit over 20

years.

However, Gallagher sald Leamington has a non-willing host reselution in place, and fs not willing to budge on that

position when asked o consider this project.
He said the company is still evaluating its position on Leamington.

,::He noted the project|s sfill feastble with only Chatham-Kent and Lakeshore involved, generating 60 megawatts of
power. This recenfigured design would see about 20 furbines erected in the southwest corner of the municipality.

There are several landowners in Leamington who are willing to host a turbine on their property. A total of 10,000 acres
have been secured for the project, with 6,000 acres having been signed in the last six menths, Gallagher said.

hitp:www windconcernsontario.cal oMo
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“It's pretty good take up,” he said, adding they are still in negotiations with some landowners in the area.
Gallagher said many people who inifially balked at having a wind turbine on their property have changed their mind.

“We're goting a lot of calls from people who . . . missed the opportunity the first time around and now they want to be part

ofthe project,” he said. “They've seen them up and running, they realize there's actually no issues here.”

However, only a fraction of that [and will be required, because only a limited number of turbines could be erected in the

area due to the various environmental and municipal setbacks in place.

While some municipalities are taking advantage ofthe econcmic benefits from wind projects, Gallagher said, “there’s

still opposition aut there to wind.”

Under Ontario’s Green Energy Act, companies don’t need a municipality 1o be a willing host, but Gallagher said the new

procurement sysiem ior renewable energy projects favour those that are welcomed by the commuenity.

David Thornton, associate — stakehalder reselutions fer EDF EN, said notices for the meeting were sent cut to property

owners 550 metres beyond the project area.
“That's the call for the meeting, come out and ask questions,” he said. “We, obviously, want to hear the feedback.”

Gallagher said a key issue thatthe company plans to address is the aviation lighting on the turbines, which are the
hlinking red lights that annoy many people at night.

He said the company has committed to spending $10,000 per turbine fo install the latest radar technology that would
only activate the aviation lights if a plane is in the vicinity.

“I's just one more way we're Irying to make it acceptable in the community,” Gallagher said.

The company plans tc submit its proposal to the Independent Electricity System Operator by Sept. 1, but doesn't
anticipate finding out Iif it has been successful until atleast Christmas.

If accepted, EDF EN would have up fo faur years to obtain all the environmenial approvals and permits, Gallagher said
this is very early in process, noting there wauld be many more open houses and a lot more nofification would take place.

5 Contments Wind Concerns Ontario Atgust 6, 2015 cost-benefit wind power, electricity bills Ontario
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What's the True Cost of Wind Power?

BY RANDY SIMMONS 24/11/15 AT5:22 PM

Editor's note: The author of this piece, Randy Simmons, is the Charles G. Koch professor of
political economy at Utah State University. He's also a senior fellow at the Koch-

and ExxonMobil-funded Property and Environment Research Center. These ties to the oil
industry weren't originally disclosed in this piece.

As consumers, we pay for electricity twice: once through our monthly electricity bill and a
second time through taxes that finance massive subsidies for inefficient wind and other energy

producers.

Most cost estimates for wind power disregard the heavy burden of these subsidies on US
taxpayers. But if Americans realized the full cost of generating energy from wind power, they
would be less willing to foot the bill — because it’s more than most people think.

Try Newsweek for only $1.25 per week

Over the past 35 years, wind energy — which supplied just 4.4% of US electricity in 2014 —

has received US$30 billion in federal subsidies and grants. These subsidies shield people
from the uncomfortable truth of just how much wind power actually costs and transfer money
from average taxpayers to wealthy wind farm owners, many of which are units of foreign
companies.

Financial advisory firm Lazard puts the cost of generating a megawatt-hour of electricity from
wind at a range of $37 to $81. In reality, the true price tag is significantly higher.

This represents a waste of resources that could be better spent by taxpayers themselves. Even
the supposed environmental gains of relying more on wind power are dubious because of its

unreliability — it doesn’t always blow — meaning a Stable backup power source must

always be online to take over during periods of calm.

ity
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But at the same time, the subsidies make the US energy infrastructure more tenuous because the
artificially cheap electricity prices push more reliable producers — including those needed as

backup — out of the market. As we rely more on wind for our power and its inherent /\3
unreliability, the risk of blackouts grows. If that happens, the costs will really soar.

Vernment agencies are in the wind biness these days. GAO

Where the subsidies go

Many people may be familiar with Warren Buffet’s claim that federal policies are the only
reason to build wind farms in the US, but few realize how many of the companies that benefit

most are foreign, The Investigative Reporting Workshop at American University found that, as
of 2010, 84% of total clean-energy grants awarded by the federal government went to foreign-
owned wind companies.

httpi/iwww. newsweek.comiwhats-true-cost-wind-power-321480 28
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What's the True Cost of Wind Power?

More generally, the beneficiaries of federal renewable energy policies tend to be large
companies, not individual taxpayers or small businesses. The top five recipients of federal
grants and tax credits since 2000 are: Iberdrola, NextEra Energy, NRG Energy, Southern
Company and Summit Power, all of which have received more than $1 billion in federal
benefits.

Iberdrola Renewables alone, a unit of a Spanish utility, has collected $2.2 billion in federal
grants and allocated tax credits over the past 15 years. That’s equivalent to about 6.7% of the
parent company’s 2014 revenue of $33 billion (in current US dollars).

President Obama’s proposed 2016 budget would permanently extend the biggest federal
subsidy for wind power, the Production Tax Credit (PTC), ensuring that large foreign
companies contimue to reap most of the taxpayer-funded benefits for wind. The PTC is a federal
subsidy that pays wind farm owners $23 per megawatt-hour through the first ten years of a
turbine’s operation. The credit expired at the end of 2013, but Congress extended it so that afl
projects under construction by the end of 2014 are eligible.

In all, Congress has enacted 82 policies, overseen by nine different agencies, to support wind
power.

I explained in December why Congress shouldn’t revive the PTC, which expired at the
end of 2014. In this article, I’m adding up the true cost of wind power in the US, including the
mmpact of the PTC and other subsidies and mandates. It’s part of a study I’m doing of other
energy sources including solar, natural gas, and coal to determine how much each one actually
cost us when all factors are considered.

pre’
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As WarrenBuffett has said, there wouldn’t be a wind industry without thePTC UCS; DOE;
AWEA

Tallying the true costs of wind

Depending on which factors are included, estimates for the cost of wind power vary wildly.
Lazard ¢laims the cost of wind power ranges from $37 to $81 per megawatt-hour, while

Michael Giberson at the Center for Energy Commerce at Texas Tech University suggests it’s
closer to $149. Our analysis in an upcoming report explores this wide gap in cost estimates,
finding that most studies underestimate the genuine cost of wind because they overlook key
factors.

All estimates for wind power include the cost of purchasing capital and paying for operations
and maintenance (O&M) of wind turbines. For the studies we examined, capital costs ranged
from $48 to $88 per megawatt-hour, while O&M costs ranged from $9.8 to $21 per megawatt-
hour.

hitp/fiwww newsweek comfwhats-true-cost-wind-power-321480
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Many estimates, however, don’t include costs related to the inherent unreliability of wind
power and government subsidies and mandates. Since we can’t ensure the wind always blows,
or how strongly, coal and natural gas plants must be kept on as backup to compensate when it’s
calm. This is known as baseload cycling, and its cost ranges from $2 to $23 per megawatt-hour.

This also reduces the environmental friendliness of wind power. Because a coal-fired or natural
gas power plant must be kept online in case there’s no wind, two plants are running to do the
job of one. These plants create carbon emissions, reducing the environmental benefits of wind.
The amount by which emissions reductions are offset by baseload cycling ranges from 20% to

50%, according to a modeling study by two professors at Carnegie Mellon University.

While the backup plants are necessary to ensure the grid’s reliability, their ability to operate is
threatened by wind subsidies. The federal dollars encourage wind farm owners to produce
power even when prices are low, flooding the market with cheap electricity. That pushes prices
down even further and makes it harder for more reliable producers, such as nuclear plants, that
don’t get hefty subsidies to stay in business.

For example, the Kewaunee Nuclear Plant in Wisconsin and the Yankee Nuclear Plant in
Vermont both switched off their reactors in 2013. Dominion Energy, which owned both plants,

blamed the artificially low prices caused by the PTC as one of the reasons for the shutdown.

As more reliable sources drop off and wind power takes their place, consumers are left with an
electrical infrastructure that is less reliable and less capable of meeting demand.

Lost in transmission

Another factor often overlooked is the extra cost of transmission. Many of America’s wind-rich
areas are remote and the turbines are often pianted in open fields, far from major cities. That
means new transmission lines must be built to carry electricity to consumers. The cost of
building new transmission lines ranges from $15 to $27 per megawatt-hour.

In 2013, Texas completed its Competitive Renewable Energy Zone project, adding over 3,600
miles of transmission lines to remote wind farms, costing state taxpayers $7_billion.

Although transmission infrastructure may be considered a fixed cost that will reduce future
transmission costs for wind power, these costs will likely remain important. Today’s wind
farms are built in areas with prime wind resources. If we continue to subsidize wind power,

f"TCé’
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producers will eventually expand to sub-prime locations that may be even further from
population centers. This would feed demand for additional transmission projects to transport
electricity from remote wind farms to cities.

The final bill comes to...

Finally, federal subsidies and state mandates also add significantly to the cost, even as many
estimates claim these incentives actually reduce the cost of wind energy. In fact, they add to it
as American taxpayers are forced to foot the bill. According to Giberson, federal and state

policies add an average of $23 per megawatt-hour to the cost of wind power.

That includes the impact of state mandates, which end up increasing the cost of electricity on
consumer power bills. California is one of the most aggressive in pushing so-called Renewable
Portfolio Standards (RPS), requiring the state to consume 33% of its electricity from
renewables by 2020. Overall electricity prices in states with RPS are 38% higher than those
without, according to the Institute for Energy Research, a non-profit research group that
promotes free markets.

The best estimate available for the total cost of wind power is $149 per megawatt-hour, taken

from Giberson’s 2013 report.

It is difficult to quantify some factors of the cost of wind power, such as the cost of state
policies. Giberson’s estimate, however, includes the most relevant factors in attempting to
measure the true cost of producing electricity from wind power. In future reports, Strata will
explore the true cost of producing electricity from solar, coal, and natural gas. Until those
reports are completed, it is difficult to accurately compare the true cost of wind to other
technologies, as true cost studies have not yet been completed.

Blowing in the wind

The high costs of federal subsidies and state mandates for wind power have not paid off for the
American public. According to the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, wind
energy receives a higher percentage of federal subsidies than any other type of energy while
generating a very small percentage of the nation’s electricity.

In 2010 the wind energy sector received 42% of total federal subsidies while producing only
2% of the nation’s total electricity. By comparison, coal receives 10% of all subsidies and
generates 45% and nuclear is about even at about 20%.

hitp:/Arwwe newswesk.com/whats-true-cost-wind-power-321480
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Renewable-Energy Subsidies and
Electricity Generation
(As a Percentage of US Total)

®Subsidies  “ Electricity Generation
45%

2%

o
21% 20% %

B

Muclear Caal Solat Matural Gas Wind (ther

Souece: 1R Enarge Information Admadstatinn. FY 2010 Dets

Wind gobbles up the largest share of subsidies yet produces little power. ETA

But policymakers at the federal and state level, unfortunately, have decided that the American
people will have renewable energy, no matter how high the costs. As a result, taxpayers will be
stuck paying the cost of subsidies to wealthy wind producers.

Meanwhile, electricity consumers will be forced to purchase the more expensive power that
results from state-level mandates for renewable energy production. Although such policies may
be well intended, the real results will be limited freedom, reduced prosperity and an
increasingly unreliable power supply.

Randy Simmons is professor of political economy at Utah State University. Megan
Hansen, a Strata policy analyst, co-authored this article, which first appeared on The

Conversation. Full disclosure: Randy Simmons receives funding from the U.S. Department of
Energy (grant has been completed and there is no current funding) and Strata, a 501 (c)3 non-

profit organization. Megan Hansen, a Strata policy analyst, co-authored this article.
pre?
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This article was originally published on The Conversation. Read the original article.
Newsweek has published a response to this article which can be read here.

Correction: This article has been updated with a corrected figure for wind power’s curvent
share of US electricity generation. It also clarifies the range of cost estimates from Lazard.

JOIN THE DISCUSSION
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Historic Impact of Production Tax Credit (PTC)
Expiration on Annual Wind Capagcity Installation
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The difference that siable policy can make is lustrated both through technical analysis and
through acitual developments. Take a look at the effecis of unceriain federal tax policy on ihe wind
indusiry over the pasi several years:

) PTCin 2012; Threat of policy expiration halted wind development

in 2012, it was uncertain whether the PTC would expire at the end of the yvear, or be exdended.
Companies throughout the wind industry were foreed o put thelr development plans on hold,
and manufaciurers saw orders divy up. Examples included:

« Wind turbine blade manufacturer LM Wind Power laid off 94 full-fime employaes ang 140
temporary employees from its Little Rock, Arlc., plant in August 2012. In September, it
announced further layoffs of 200 fuli-time manufacturing employees, 15 administrative staff,
and 130 temporary workers and contractors from its Grand Forks, N.D., plant.

« Wind turbine manufacturer Siemens laid off 615 emplovees in jowa, Kansas ang Florida,

» Wind project developer juwi Wind closed its office in Cleveland, Chio, and laid off the 14 siaff
members who worked there.

+ Wind project developer iherdrola Renewables laid off 50 U.5. employees, aboui hail of whom
weire based in Oregorn,

T stucly: Four-yvear PTC would mean 54,000 jobs
) y J

When the PTC was set to expire at the end of 2012, Navigant Consulting completed a study thai
dempnstrated the value of stable PTC policy. The study found that a four-year PTC exiension

prcd
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The Wind Power Industry
Could Lose The Subsidy
Tailwind At It's Back

Comment Now
Follow Comments

- For the two decades, investors in

wind energy have been buoyed by nearly $9
billion in federal and state subsides and
giveaways. The federal “production tax credit”
gives corporations in the industry a 2.3-cent tax
credit for every kilowatt-hour of electricity
produced. Some states have padded the
subsidies with their own generous financial
support. Whenever we look at company or
industry, however, it’s critical to realize that we
are not looking at a photograph, a snapshot in
time, but rather more like a movie an evolving
story that can sometimes take an unforeseen
twist. In the case of the wind industry, it’s
looking like just such a twist is coming as the
days of government support for the industry
appear to coming to an end.

For this development we turn to first to Texas
where the State Senate by a two-to-one margin
effectively eliminated all support for wind power.
Oklahoma’s state House voted by a 78-3 margin
to eliminate property tax exemptions for the
wind power sector. In February, the West
Virginia legislature repealed a requirement that

F‘TC ?
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state entities generate a quarter of their power
from alternative sources.

Now the federal government appears ready to
sever to wind energy subsidy, a move that will
test whether the upstart industry is prepared to
stand on its own two feet without the crutch of
government support. Wind energy companies
have heavily relied upon a government construct
known as the “Production Tax Credit”

(PTC pwrc nans) to support their bottom lines. The
PTC is a federal program that provides billions of
dollars annually to subsidize renewable energy
facilities such as wind farms. Generally speaking
a clean technology facility receives a tax credit
for 10 years after the date the facility is placed in
service with the tax credit amount ranging from
$0.23 per kilowatt-hour (kWh) for wind to
$0.011 per kWh for qualified hydroelectric.
Looking at theInternational Journal of
Sustainable Manufacturing, researchers
concluded that “in terms of cumulative energy
payback, or the time to produce the amount of
energy required of production and installation, a
wind turbine with a working life of 20 years will
offer a net benefit within five to eight months of
being brought online.”

Rep. Kenny Marchant (R-Tex) has just
introduced legislation known as The PTC
Elimination Act striking the statutory language
for the primary federal handout for the wind
industry from the U.S. tax code and provides
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that the PTC should expire as of December 31,
2014 and not be extended in the future or
retroactively.

This legislation includes a number of additional
measures that reduce the subsidy for current
beneficiaries, including tightening eligibility
definitions and repealing the inflation
adjustment for current PTC recipients. These
changes will reduce the amount that American
taxpayers are forced to subsidize wind
companies by approximately 35 percent.

“If we want to build a healthier American
economy, Congress must get rid of the
deadweight in the tax code that is limiting our
nation’s potential,” Marchant said. “That’s why
I have introduced legislation to eliminate the
production tax credit.” Marchant noted, “Since
its creation in 1992, the PTC has ballooned from
a temporary boost for energy innovation into a
massive special interest handout for the now
multibillion-dollar wind industry. Today the
wind industry regularly produces more energy
than the market demands while hardworking
taxpayers shell out billions of dollars each year
in PTC support. In fact, because the credit pays
claimants for 10 years of energy produced,
Americans are currently on the hook for a
minimum of $6.4 billion over the next decade.”

)fTC/D
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This has benefitted companies like NextFEra
Energy see _-090%, which has received over $400
million in under the PTC. While that is one of the
larger amounts, there is no shortage of other
companies that have also benefitted. Duke
Energy puk .1.16%, received nearly $100 million in
subsidies, while Sempra Energy sre .13%, received
an estimated $65 million and Xcel (XEL)
received over $30 million. As noted in Sempra
Energy’s 2014 annual report, “For each of the
years ended December 31, 2014, 2013 and 2012,
PTCs represented a large portion of our wind
farm earnings, often exceeding earnings from
operations.” Passage of the Marchant sponsored
legislation would force Wall Street to cut
earnings expectations for the above companies
as well as those that serve the wind power
industry, such as Siemens , Atlantic Power ar .
255%, Emerson Eleciric emr -1.14%, andABB .

Aside from the tax credit revenue side of the
PTC, there is a darker side that is often ignored.
The PTC has become a corporate tax shield to
corporations like Berkshire

Hathaway and Google sooeL +042%. At one of his
famous investor’s summits, Warren Buffet once
bragged that he would “do anything that is
basically covered by the law to reduce
Berkshire’s tax rate. For example, on wind
energy, we get a tax credit if we build a lot of
wind farms. That’s the only reason to build them.
They don’t make sense without the tax credit.
Addressing this aspect of the PTC as well would
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help close tax loopholes that would enable
companies to minimize taxable income.

One would think ending the handouts and
closing tax loopholes would be enough for both
sides of Congress to cross the aisle. If they do,
wind power investors could see tailwinds
become headwinds.
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Significant Declines in Wind Energy

Investment in renewable energy greatly relies on government regulations, tax benefits, and various subsidies.
Throughout the nation, wind energy is losing steam. Even Warren Buffett admitted wind energy was a bad
investment.

In an article by Senior Fellow James Taylor of The Heartland Institute, he discusses the costs associated with
Ohio’s renewable energy mandate. Taylor wrote, “Since 2008, U.S. electricity prices have rigen by 3.2 percent,
from 9.81 cents per kilowatt hour to 10.13 cents per kilowatt hour, In Ohio, by contrast, electricity prices have
risen 8.7 percent since 2008, from 8.44 cents per kilowatt hour to 9.18 cents per kilowatt hour,”

According to a Pew Charitable Trusts report, new capacity and investment in wind energy is declining, In 2012,
Ohio was ranked 13th in the country for private investment in wind energy. However, after the Ohio legislature
froze a requirement forcing utility companies to sell more electricity from renewable sources, the state’s ranking
fell significantly.

Investment in wind energy is expected to decline further in the next two years as the legislature studies the costs
and benefits associated with the state’s renewable energy mandate. Further hindering wind energy supporters, the
legislature increased the distance that new wind turbines must be built from neighboring property lines.

State Sen. Bill Seitz (R-Cincinnati) says the legislature eliminated the mandate for wind and solar because it was
costly and unconstitutional. Seitz suggests the cost of compliance threatens jobs for people working in the energy
industry. The senator is pursuing a non-biased study examining the costs and benefits of the mandate to combat a
current study using sources from left-leaning blog Plunderbund. Seitz said, “It is a fool’s errand to examine only
the benefits of the state mandates without also examining their cost.”

Without substantial subsidies from federal taxpayers, it is unlikely wind energy will become profitable for private
investors.
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Wind |;ower productlon tax credit: Wall St. wolf in
green clothing

By Curtls Elfis

The tax Incenfive for wind power expired last year, and the baftle over its extension is now underway. Opponents say the wind
power producilon tax credit, PTC, Is a wasteful boondoggle while supporters say it's cruc]al for renewable energy and jobs.
The Sierra Club calls It “one of the best bets we've made on clear, domestic energy.”

But it's 2 misplaced bet. The PTC actually blocks the green energy technologies that hold the most promise. Rather than
helping an infant industry, the PTC is a handout to Wall Streef,

Congress created the PTC in 1992, a tax credit of roughly 2 cents per kilowatt-hour of wind electricity, to nurture the Infant
wind energy industry. Government incentives to promote crucial industries are time-honored. That's not the problem with the
PTC.

What's Impertant is that only big investors who want to offset fax liabilities on other investments need apply. The PTG can only
be taken against “passive Income” - income from other investmants. Private equity firms put together investors who need a tax
write-0ff courtesy of the PTC. Warren Buifett admits he uses the PTC fo lower his Berkshire taxes: "we get a tax credit if we
build a lot of wind farms. That's the only reasen to bulld them.”

The PTC doesm't help the average Joewho wants to put a small wind furbine on his ranch to generate electricity and reduce
the taxes he pays on his farm income. .

Bt while the PTC boosts Wall Straet Investment schemes [n large-scale wind farms, ihe' fact is small-seale, individually
owned generation facifities hold the most promise for renewable energy.

_ Noted environmentalist Bil MeKibben writes, “One of the greaf side effects of moving fo renewable power is that we will
'\ replace vulnerable, brittie centralized systems that are too big to fall with spread out democratlc energy sources.”
Unfortunately, the PTC only encourages more “britfle cenfralized systems.”

R

California’s Local Clean Energy Alliance (which includes the San Francisco Bay Area chapter of the Sierra Club) concurs. If's
report, Community Power, states “local, decentralized generation of electricity offers many benefits to California’s
communifies relative to large central-station solar or wind power plants in remote areas.”

‘The Institute for Local Self Rellance, a green enerdy cheerleader, says renewables work best "at small scales across the
country,” what's known as distiibuted generation, "a nefwork of independently-owned and widely dispersed renewable energy
generators” rather than “a 20th century grid dominated by large, centralized ufiifies.”

! In fact the Institute explicitly says the PTC & a significant barrier to greater invesiment in renewable energy. Removing this
o barrier “makes smaller projects more accessible fo the local community, and draws local investors back into the process,”
i says John Farrell of the Institute for Lacal Seff-Reliance.

Utilities are also taking local-scale renewable energy seriously. A report by the Edison Electric Institute, Diéruptive
Challenges expects small-scale solar and wind “to challenge and fransform the electric utility Indusiry” with “adverse lmpacts
on revenues, as well as on investor returns.”

David Crane, CEO of NRG Energy, a whelesale power company that operates coal{ired planis, told Blocomberg
I Businessweek “the grid will become increasingly irelevant as customers move foward decenivalized homegrown green
energy.”

Sa, if local-scale wind and solar generated close to the end user makes the most sense, why do we have a PTC pushing
large-scale wind farms? It's a Wall Street play.

Environmentalists supporting the PTC mean well, but they ail to see the wolf of Wall Street hiding beneath the green clothes., T
i Ironically, the national green organizations are fighting for the kind of massive generaling stations and power lines their local
: chapters sften fight against.

. The PTC is an anachronism and an obstacle to developing the decentralized, independently owned power generation system
| appropriate for wind, solar and other renewables.

Anyone who belleves in renawable energy should be happy to see the PTC expire. It's time to replace this tex write-off for the
= financlal services cabal with something that benefits everyone.

Eliis is executive direcforof the American Jobs Alliance.,

hitp:#thehill.comiblogs/congress-blog/energy-environmenti213183-wind-power-production-tex-credit-wall-st-wolf-in-green
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Ex-Rep. Istook: Wind Energy a Crony Capitalist Gift

Wealthy investors in wind power are reaping profits from an expensive—and subsidized—form of green
energy that is driving up the electricity bills of ordinary Americans, a former Oklahoma congressman told
Newsmax TV on Thursday, Cctober 23, 2014.

Under the guise of saving the planet from global wa.rming, wind power has become a taxpayer ripoff and
a boon to investors claiming massive federal subsidies for an industry that cannot compete on price with
traditional energy sources, former Republican Rep. Ernest Istook told, “MidPoint” host Ed Berliner.

Of the $40 billion annually doled out to various green energy incentives, grants and loans, one of the
biggest magnets for public funds in a wind energy tax credit first enacted in 1992, said Istook.

“For every megawatt hour that {producers) generate through wind energy, they get $23 from the U.S.
Treasure,” he said, “and of course you multiply that by the many thousands of megawatt hours that are
generated—which is still a small fraction of what the country uses—and they're talking aboutan $18
billion renewal of this.

“Now, this was supposed to be a temporary tax credit back in 1992 to heip the industry get on its feet,”
said lstook. “Well, the problem is wind power is such an expensive way to generate electricity, that-
even with these major subsidies—plus all sorts of subsidies from different states—it still is one of the
costliest forms of power. And it makes people’s electric bills skyrocket.”

Istook said a new study from the Energy Information Administration—the U.S. Department of Energy’s
statistical service—finds electric rates rising four times faster in the states that use the most wind
power.

He said the arrangement continues year in and year out thanks to a classic “vicious cycle,” in which
subsidy recipients use théir profits to secure more subsidies.

“l want to give you a quote, though, from one individual who was a major wind energy investor and
getting a lot of these tax benefits: Warren Buffett, “said Istook, citing the Nebraska-based billionaire
investment guru.

“These are his words, not mine: ‘We get a tax credit if we build a lot of wind farms. That’s the only
reason to build them. They don’t make sense without the tax credit.” Those are Warren Buffett’s
words,” said Istook.

“The people that are making this investment recognize that unless they can get these crony capitalism
dollars, it's a bad investment,” he said. “But government is paying them to do that. It's paying some
people to get rich at our expense while our utility bills go up.”

Istook said the public has a chance to put a stop to the tax credit, which expired last December, but is
being pushed for retroactive renewal by the administration during the lame-duck congressional session
that begins after the November 4 midterm elections.

“They’ve got the skids greased in the U.S. Senate to do it,” said Istook.

And they will, too, he said, “unless people call their member of Congress and say, ‘Don’t vote for
anything that renews this $18 billion giveaway, no matter what it’s packaged with.

ptcty



THE WIND PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT AND
THE CASE FOR ENDING ALL ENERGY
SUBSIDIES

N1coLAS LORISt

In a New York Times article entitled “A New Era for Windmill
Power,” journalist Matthew Wald writes, '

A new generation of windmills that Don Quixote could never tilt
at is ready to take its place as an economical and important source
of the nation’s energy.

Because of striking improvements in technology, the commercial
use of these windmills, or wind turbines as the builders call them,
has shown that in addition to being pollution free, they can now
compete with fossil fuels in the cost of producing electricity."

Although Wald’s article reads like it could be found in this
morning’s New York Times, it was actually written in 1992—the same
year Congress passed and President George Bush Sr. signed into law
the Energy Policy Act of 1992, which provided a renewable-energy-
production tax credit, which has largely benefited wind companies
and is now more commonly known as the wind production tax credit
(wind PTC).? The wind PTC was set to expire on December 31, 2012
but was extended as part of the negotiations to avoid a combination
of tax increases and government spending cuts.’ _

The discussion over the wind PTC extension serves as a useful
microcosm of the debate over energy subsidies in general. Proponents
of the wind PTC and other energy subsidies argue that government
support is essential to spur innovation, compensate for decades of

t Nicolas Loris, an economist, focuses on energy, environmental and regulatory issues as
the Herbert and Joyce Morgan fellow at The Heritage Foundation. The author would like to
thank Katie Tubb, Remina Boccia, David Kreutzer, Jack Spencer, and Duncan Gooedwyn for
helpful suggestions and conversation.

1. Maithew L. Wald, A New Era for Wind Power, N.Y. TIMES. Sept. 8, 1992, ai C2,
available at http:/wwwaytimes.com/1992/09/08/business/a-new-era-for-windmill-
power.htmi?pagewanted=all&sre=pm.

2. Renewable Energy Production Incentive, Energy Policy Act of 1992, 42 US.C. §
13317a {current version at 42 U.5.C.A. § 13317 (West 2005)).

3. Producers that built windmills in 2012 would have continued to receive the subsidy
until 2022 because a producer is eligible to receive the subsidy for ten years after installation.

4, American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012, Pub. L. No. 112-240, 126 Stat. at 2314, § 407.
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conventional-fuel subsidies, compete with other nations, prepare for
replacement of fossil fuel resources we are rapidly exhausting, and
reduce global warming.’ Advocates argue that if the subsidy is not
extended, the industry will atrophy and jobs would be lost.’

Opponents respond that extending the wind PTC will not save
the planet, replace conventional fuels, or lead America to energy
independence. Instead, opponents argue that an extension of the
wind PTC will perpetuate subsidization in the American energy
sector and encourage technological stagnation by shifting resources
away from productive use.” This Article argues that Congress and the
administration should work to remove all subsidies for all energy
sources to transform our energy economy into a competitive, market-
oriented system.

7 I. WHAT ARE SUBSIDIES?

The general economic rule of thumb is that if you want less of
something, tax it, and if you want more of something, subsidize it.
Subsidies come in many shapes and sizes and are thus often difficult
to define comprehensively. Direct spending, targeted tax credits, loan
guarantees, production mandates, and policies that artificially lower
the risk of an activity are all part of the energy-subsidy world.
However, this is certainly not an all-encompassing list. The definition
of a subsidy as a direct transfer of money to a group or industry is
underinclusive.

While this Article will mostly examine one type of subsidy—the
wind PTC—it will use the following broader definition of subsidy:
Using the political process to support the production or consumption
of one good over another.

II. WHY SUBSIDIES ARE BAD ECONOMIC POLICY

Subsidies are bad economic policy because they misallocate
resources and reward political connectedness as opposed to sound
economic ideas. In general, there are two types of companies that

5. AM. WIND ENERGY ASS'N, THE AMERICAN WIND INDUSTRY URGES CONGRESS TO
TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION TO PASS AN EXTENSION OF THE PTC (2012), available at
http:/fwww.awea.org/issues/federal_policy/uplead/PTC-Fact-Sheet.pdf.

6. Id

7. DAvID E. DISMUKES, REMOVING BIG WIND'S “TRAINING WHEELS”: THE CASE FOR
ENDING THE FEDERAL PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT 5-6 (2012), available at
http:/fwww.americanenergyalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Dismukes-Removing-Big-
Winds-Training-Wheels.pdf.
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receive subsidies. First, there are companies that receive subsidies
because their technologies need help from the government and
cannot compete economicaily without taxpayer support. Second,
there are companies that would, and often do, receive investment
from the private sector because their technology is profitable or
because investors find their technology promising. In this second case,
the subsidy partially offsets private-sector investments that would
have been made without the subsidy, and taxpayer dollars pad the
company’s bottom line.

Government support that targets one industry or technology
over another encourages technological stagnation. A special
endorsement from the government gives one technology an unfait
price advantage over other technologies, which reduces competition.
Further, subsidies reduce the incentive for an industry to make their
technology cost-competitive by encouraging dependence on
preferential treatment provided by the government.

The wind PTC is a perfect example of a technology’s continued
dependence on subsidies. Although the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) set a clear end date for the wind
PTC of December 31, 2012, the entire industry lobbied and
successfully pushed through an extension.’ In an April 2013 column in
The Wall Street Journal, Patrick Jenevein, CEO of the clean energy
firm Tang Energy Group, acknowledged the problems with his own
industry’s dependence on subsidies.” Specifically, Jenevein stated,
“Government subsidies to new wind farms have only made the
industry less focused on reducing costs. In turn, the industry produces
a product that isn’t as efficient or cheap as it might be if we focused
less on working the political system and more on research and
development.”™

This is no special vice of the wind industry-~the same has been
true of the ethanol industry and many other industries, which have
also benefited from favorable treatment by the government.

When the 2004 Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit was set to
expire at the end of 2010, Congress extended the credit by another

8. Raju Chebium, Wind Energy Has Small Slice of Energy Pie butBig Lobbying Push for
Tax Credit, COLORADOAN.COM (Dec. 7, 2012), http://www.coloradoan.com/article/20121207/
NEWS01/312070013/Wind-energy-has-small-slice-energy-pie-big-lobbying-push-tax-credit.

9. Patrick Jenevein, Wind-Power Subsidies? No Thanks., WALL ST. J,, Apr. 1, 2013, at
Al13, available at http:/fonline.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887323501004578386501479255158
html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEADTop.

10. Id. v
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year after the corn lobby pushed hard for an extension.” Although
the credit expired at the beginning of 2012, the corn lobby pushed and
obtained tax credits for fueling infrastructure and advanced biofuels.”
Thesc special tax breaks benefit an industry that already has a
guaranteed share of the fuel market. The Energy Policy Act of 2005
and the Energy Independence and Security Act extended a
Renewable Fuel Standard that requires the United States to blend
thirty-six billion gallons of ethanol into gasoline by 2022 The
industry’s continual clinging to taxpayer-funded handouts is a result
of receiving the initial tax credit, as evidenced by the boom and bust
of the wind industry when the tax credit expired and then was
reinstated.” Special carve-outs encourage industry complacency and
dependence on government support.

Another destructive feature of subsidies is that they allow the
federal government to direct the flow of private-sector investments.
Direct expenditures, targeted tax breaks, loan guarantees, and other
government subsidies allocate resources away from more competitive
projects. For example, if the government gives a tax credit to banana
producers only, it shifts labor and capital towards banana production
and away from other economic activities, like strawberry or grape
production.

In effect, by politically picking winners, subsidies crowd out
investment and make it difficult for new technologies that do not
receive a government handout to enter the market.” The market, and
not politicians in Washington, is well-suited for determining how to
allocate resources to meet consumer demand. When a firm minimizes
costs, the firm maximizes profit by maximizing value to the consumer.
Subsidies significantly distort that process.

11. Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reautherization, and Job Creation Act of 2010,
H.R. 4853, 111th Cong. § 708(d) (2010), available at http:/fwww.govtrack.us/congress/bills/111/
hr4853.

12. Kirsten Korosec, Why the Anti-Tax Lobby Saved Corn Ethanol—For Now,
CBSNEws.coM (June 15, 2011, 7:53 AM), http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-505123_162-
43045595/ why-the-anti-tax-lobby-saved-corn-ethanol—for-now/,

13. Emergy Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-58, 119 Stat. 594 (codified in scattered
sections of 42 U.8.C.); Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-140, 121
Stat. 1492 (codified in scattered sections of 42 U.5.C.).

14. AM. WIND ENERGY ASS’N, supra note 5.

15. See Chung-Lei Yang, Rent Secking, Technology Commitment, and Economic
Development, 154 J. INSTITUTIONAL & THEORETICAL ECON. 640, 653-55 (1998) (discussing
market inefficiencies resulting from subsidies).
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Subsidies also make for poor economic policy because they
politicize the economic process by allowing the federal government to
highly influence decisions and investments. Industries that stand to
benefit from subsidies concentrate more effort into lobbying for the
subsidies and for preventing competitors from receiving similar
handouts. Banana producers push for tax-credit extensions; in
response, apple producers complain that they are at a disadvantage
and lobby for their own handouts.

Companies and politicians both stand to profit from this perverse
system. Taxpayer-funded subsidies create a system of cronyism
between government and industry. The process can be (albeit
simplistically) described as playing out in roughly three steps. First,
Industry X hires lobbyists to meet with Congressman Smith and tell
him that if he moves the subsidy legislation into law, Industry X will
build the plant in Congressman Smith’s district. Second, Congressman
Smith says to his constituents and his state that his hard efforts
brought jobs and economic growth, which certainly cannot hutt come
re-election time. It also does not hurt that Industry X is contributing
to Congressman Smith’s campaign. Third, Congressman Smith wins
re-election, and both he and Industry X clamor that the subsidy’s
expiration will hurt the local economy because Industry X will face
layoffs. This process typically results in Industry X securing an
extension of the subsidy and Congressman Smith holding onto his
seat in Congress.

This tendency of the political process to continually pick winners
and losers was first identified by economist Gordon Tullock™ and
later defined by economist Anne Krueger as “rent-seeking.”” Its
greatest costs result from distorting economic activity. The resources
a banana producer used for lobbying for banana tariffs or an
extension of the banana tax credit could have been spent actually
growing and selling bananas. Rather than engaging in profit-seeking
behavior in the marketplace, the producer is engaging in rent-seeking
behavior in the political process. Thus, the more the government
becomes involved in making economic decisions that are best left to
the private sector, the higher the perverse incentive to lobby. While
this does create a few lobbyist jobs, much consumer value is lost.

16. See generally Gordon Tullock, The Welfare Costs of Tariffs, Monopolies, and Theft, 5
W.ECON.J. 224 (1967).

17, Anne Krueger, The Political Economy of the Rent-Seeking Society, 64 AM. ECON. REV.
291 (1974).
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Economist Russell Sobel of West Virginia University defines
rent-seeking as unproductive entrepreneurship.” Political efforts
made by rent-seeking companies could have been channcled toward
productive uses instead of distorting economic activity.” Sobel found
that states that provide more political preferences have higher levels
of unproductive entrepreneurship and lower levels of productlve
entrepreneurship, and therefore have slower economic growth.”

Conversely, reducing government control of the energy economy
reduces the incentive to use the political process for gain. While rent-
seeking activity occurs in many sectors of the economy, the debate
over the wind PTC extension provides an excellent exampie.
Although clamoring from the wind industry for an extension of the
sub31dy occurred for all of 2012 until Congress passed an extension,”
it is important to put much of this clamoring into context for future
debates on energy subsidies.

ITI. REFUTING COMMON CLAIMS FOR JUSTIFICATION OF THE WIND
PTC

Advocates for extending the wind PTC often argue that without
an extension, the industry will lose jobs, America will move further
away from energy diversity and towards dependence on foreign oil,
and the planet will continue to warm.” However, such arguments are
narrow and short-sighted, ignoring economic, energy-supply, and
global-climate realities.

A. The Only Jobs Lost Are Those Propped Up by the Taxpayer

An enticing and attractive argument for the wind industry to
make, especially in a recessionary economic environment, is that jobs
will be lost with the subsidy’s expiration. This argument, however,
could apply to just about any sector of the economy. Take VHS or
videotape producers, for example. Imagine the VHS industry writing
this letter to Congress:

VHS has been a staple of the American way of watching television
and movies. VHS has supported countless manufacturing jobs, and
even though there are better products out there, let’s face it: we

18. Russcll Sobel, Testing Baumol: Institutional Quality and the Productivity of
Entrepreneurship, 23 J. BUS. VENTURING 641, 646 (2008).

19. Id

20. Id. at 648

21. Chebium, supra note 8.

22. See, e.g., AM. WIND ENERGY ASS'N, supra note 5.
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need a variety of ways to watch our programs. The states and local
economies that have VHS production facilities have experienced
and benefited from VHS production, but without a little help from
the taxpayers, jobs will be lost and the industry will atrophy. VHS
production has bipartisan support, will be good for American
manufacturing jobs, and will diversify our program-watching
ability. America needs VHS, and VHS needs the taxpayers’ help.

Windmills are no different than VHS tapes. The argument that,
without extending the PTC, domestic energy production and
American jobs will be lost is an equally flawed line of economic
reasoning. The history of the wind PTC makes this point clear.
Congress first passed the PTC in 1992 but allowed it to expire several
times.” The PTC expired in 2000, 2002, and 2004, and annual wind
installation decreased by 93 percent, 73 percent, and 77 percent,
respectively.” Wind energy advocates call this a boom-and-bust cycle
created by unstable policy,” but it is more likely a case of the wind
PTC’s oversupplying a market and artificially propping up a large
portion of wind production. Predictably, in response to the looming
expiration date, extending the wind PTC had bipartisan support. In
fact, two Republican governors sent a letter similar to the
hypothetical VHS letter to the House of Representatives and the
Senate, urging them to pass the wind PTC extension.”

The Republican governors’ letter cites a study by the economic
consulting firm Navigant that estimates nearly half the wind jobs will
be lost if Congress fails to act.” With enough taxpayer dollars,
America can prop up just about any industry, even VHS, but that
does not mean those jobs are adding value and growing the economy.

If Navigant’s numbers are accurate, they indicate that the PTC
subsidy has shifted labor and capital away from other, more
productive sectors of the economy and towards wind.” Moreover, it
shows that the entire wind industry will not disappear with the PTC,

23. Renewable Energy Production Incentive, Energy Policy Act of 1992, 42 US.C. §
13317a (current version at 42 U.S.C.A. § 13317 (West 2005)).

24. AM.WIND ENERGY ASS'N, supra nots 5.

25. AM. WIND ENERGY ASS'N, PRODUCTION TaxX CREDIT (2012), available at
http:/fawea.orgfissues/federal_policyfupload/PTC_April-2011.pdf.

26. Letter from Terry E. Brandstad, Governor, & Sam Brownback, Governor, to
Conference Committee Members (Feb. 1, 2012), available at hittp:/fwww.awea.org/newsroom/
pressreleases/loader.cim?csModule=security/getfile&pageid=13871,

27. Id. (citing NAVIGANT CONSULTING INC., IMPACT OF THE PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT
ON THE U.S. WIND MARKET 24 (2011), available at http:/ferww.awea.org/_cs_upload/learnabout/
publications/reports/12538_3.pdf).

28. Seeid. (showing increased wind jobs during period of PTC).
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indicating that some wind energy can compete in the electricity
market without subsidies. The sector of the wind industry that does
remain will be the healthier, robust part—the part that sells an
economically viable product without the subsidy.

B. We Are Not Running Out of Fossil Fuels and Even if We Were, So
What?

Another common justification for energy subsidies is that the
United States has a limited amount of fossil-fuel resources and that
domestically produced wind energy will put America on the track to
energy independence. This is a shortsighted and unconvincing
argument.

First, America has an abundance of domestic conventional-fuel
resources. Coal is the single largest electricity source in America; for
years, it is has been used for nearly half of all domestic electricity
generation.” With 497 billion tons of recoverable domestic
resources—enough to provide electricity in North America for 500
years at current consumption rates—coal has the potential to be a
useful energy resource long into the future.”

Further, natural gas is taking on more of a role in the energy
sector. North America has approximately 4.2 quadrillion (4244
trillion) cubic feet of recoverable natural gas, which would satisfy 175
years® worth of consumption at current rates.” The price of domestic
natural gas is currently so low that companies have largely stopped
drilling for dry-gas-only wells and instead are drilling where they can
find wet gas or a combination of oil and gas.”

It is also useful to stress that these estimates are far from
definitive. The history of global oil reserves, for example, provides a
valuable lesson for believers of imminent resource exhaustion. Three
decades ago, proven oil reserves were 645 billion barrels; five years
ago, reserves were 1.28 trillion barrels; and in 2009, reserves increased

29. U.S.ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., ELECTRICITY IN THE UNITED STATES (2013), available at
hitp://www.eia.govienergyexplained/index.cfm?page=electricity_in_the_united_states.

30. INST. FOR ENERGY RESEARCH, NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY INVENTORY 16-17
(2011), available at http:/www.energyforamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Energy-
InventoryFINAL.pdf.

31. IHd.at9.

32. Mark Passwaters, Massive Shift to Liquids Under Way, But Analysts Say It May Not
Move Gas Prices, SNL FmN. (Feb. 9, 2012), http:///www2.snl.com/Interactivex/
article.aspx?CdId=A-14173382-12848.
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to 1.34 trillion barrels.” Even as the world consumes more oil than
ever before, innovative technologies have helped discover and extract
more crude oil. Meanwhile, the technological one-two punch of
horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing has led to extraction of
new reserves, tapping into areas where oil and gas recovery was
previously thought to be uneconomical.”

Simply because the United States has these resources underneath
its soil does not mean that they must be used. If another energy
source is more affordable, then coal and natural gas can stay in the
ground. [f America were depleting its conventional fuels, it would be
good news for wind proponents. Decreasing supplies of fossil fuels
would drive up their price and make alternative power generation
more economical. Price signals would trigger investments in
competing technologies, and technologies that could provide lower-
cost electricity would capture more of the market.

Additionally, there are competing uses for electricity-generating
resources. For instance, not only does natural gas provide over thirty
percent of America’s electricity generation, but it also serves as
feedstock for fertilizers, chemicals, and pharmaceuticals, and is used
for waste treatment, food processing, fueling industrial boilers, and
much more.® There is a profound complexity in producers’
preference for selling their resources to those who are willing to pay
more because they value the resource more. That complexity should
not be manipulated or distorted by politicians; the market is a much
better arbiter of how resources are best allocated.

Importantly, the demand for electricity is, for the most part,

stable. Although businesses and consumers may use less electricity

during a recession, overall demand persists.” The global market for
electricity is a multi-trillion dollar market that continues to grow.”

33. Energy Solutions for America-The Heritage Foundation, THE LIERE INITIATIVE,
http://www.thelibreinitiative.com/public/energy-solutions-for-america-the-heritage-foundation-
373.html (last visited Mar. 28, 2013),

34. Scott Tong, The Oil Man Who Figured Out Fracking, MARKETPLACE (Dec. 7, 2012),
available at hitpy//wrww.marketplace.org/topics/sustainability/oil-man-who-figured-out-fracking,

35. Uses in Industry, NATURALGAS.ORG, http://www.naturalgas.org/overview/uses_
industry.asp (last visited Mar, 25, 2012).

36. NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC RELIABILITY CORP.,, 2009 SUMMER RELIABILITY
ASSESSMENT 1 (2009), available at hitp://www.nerc.com/files/summer2009.pdf.

37. See FATIH BIROL, INT’L ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY, POWER TO THE PEOPLE: THE
WORLD OUTLOOK FOR ELECTRICITY INVESTMENT (2004), available at http:/lwww.iaea.org/
Publications/Magazines/Bulletin/Bulld61/power_to_the_people.html (explaining that world
electricity demand is projected to double between 2000 and 2030).
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The resource that can provide the most value to the consumer will
certainly have its place in it.

C. The Futility of Politicized Energy Independence

Eliminating American dependence on foreign oil—making the
United States “energy independent”—is a popular notion that
politicians on both sides of the aisle love to invoke. Yet, campaigning
for more renewable energy such as wind and solar to replace foreign
oil is a non sequitur. Wind and solar energy are used for electricity
generation. Since oil generates less than one percent of America’s
electricity,” it is misleading to suggest that wind and solar generation
would affect oil consumption.

U.S. electricity is largely supplied by domestic sources, and those
energy resources that the United States does import come from a
diversity of suppliers, many of which are friendly allies. In 2011, 42
percent of U.S. electricity generation came from coal, 19 percent from
nuclear, 25 percent from natural gas, and 13 percent from renewable
sources, the majority of which come from hydroelectric power.” Most
of the coal that the United States does import (only one percent of
total consumption) comes from Colombia,” and 90 percent of the
imported natural gas comes from Canada, with much of the rest
coming from Trinidad.” Out of the 2,472 billion cubic feet of natural
gas consumed in December 2012 in the United States, only 3.7
percent came from net imports.” The United States also imports most
of its uranium from Canada and Australia.” Oil is a different story.
The country’s three single biggest oil suppliers are Canada, Saudi
Arabia, and Mexico.”

38. U.S. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN.,, How MUCH OF QUR ELECTRICITY IS GENERATED
FROM RENEWABLE ENERGY? (2012), available at http://www.cia.gov/energy_in_brief/article/
renewable_electricity.cfm.

39. Id

40, U.S, ENERGY INFOQ, ADMIN.,, COAL EXPLAINED, COAL IMPORTS AND EXPORTS
(2012}, available at hitp/fwww.cia.gov/energyexplained/index.cim?page=coal_imports.

41. Id.; U.S. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., U.S. NATURAL GaS IMPORTS BY COUNTRY (2012),
availeble at http:/fwww.ela.gov/dnav/ng/ng_move_impc_s1_m.htm.

42, U.S. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., US. NATURAL Gas: MONTHLY SUPPLY AND
DISFOSITION BALANCE (2013), available at http://www.cia.gov/dnaving/ng sum_sndm_
s1_m htm.

43. U.S. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., URANIUM MARKETING ANNUAL REPORT (2012},
available at http:/fwww.eia.gov/uranium/marketing/,

44. US. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., PETROLEUM & OTHER LIQUIDS: WEEKLY
PRELIMINARY CRUDE IMPORTS BY COUNIRY OF ORIGIN (2013), available at
hhttp:/fwww.eia.gov/dnavipet/pet_move_wimpe_s1_w.htm.
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Nevertheless, energy independence is not an appropriate policy
goal. Oil is a global commodity, and whether the United States is a
net importer or net exporter has little bearing on insulating
Americans from price volatility. For comparison, even though the
United States is self-sufficient in food production, domestic prices are
affected by supply problems in other parts of the world.”

Energy independence makes for a catchy sound-bite, but it
should not be the goal of energy policy. The biggest threat to
America’s reliable and affordable energy comes in the form of
domestic government interventions that artificially raise or lower
prices and distort market investments through unnecessary
regulations, subsidies, preferential tax treatment, and other market-
distorting policies.

America’s largely market-based energy policies have historically
provided the nation with abundant and affordable energy resources.”
When prices have spiked, government solutions more often than not
made things worse. Unfortunately, an wupward trajectory of
government intervention through regulations, subsidies, mandates,
and protections is threatening previous success. Americans will
continue to be best served by energy markets that are free,
competitive, and open. Ensuring that such energy markets are free,
competitive, and open should be the main focus of American enetgy
policy.

D. No Impact on Climate Change

If the United States has a robust, diverse energy supply, why
subsidize a number of energy technologies? One ostensible reason is
to reduce the nation’s carbon footprint. Reducing global warming is
much of the motivation behind subsidizing carbon-free sources of
energy or establishing a price on greenhouse-gas emissions, either by
means of a carbon tax or through a cap-and-trade system that creates
a cap on greenhouse-gas emissions and allows emitters to sell permits
they accumulate if they are under the cap.”

45, See, e.g., U.S. DEP’T OF AGRIC., BCON. RESEARCH SERV., GLOBAL AGRICULTURAL
SUFPLY AND DEMAND: FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE RECENT INCREASE IN FooD
COMMODITY PRICES 5 (2008), available ar httpJ/iwwwl.eere.energy.gov/biomass/pdfs/
global_agricultural_supply_and_demand.pdf.

46. See The History of Regulafion, NATURALGAS.ORG, http//www.naturalgas.org/
regulation/history.asp (last visited April 9, 2013) (deregulating natural gas and ending federal
price controls helped encourage economic development).

"47. What is EPA Doing About Climate Change?, ENVTL. PROT. AGENCY,
hitp:/fwww.epa.gov/climatechange/EP Aactivities.html (last updated Apr. 22, 2013).
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However, the problem with discussing climate change begins
with the way politicians and the media on both sides of the aisle talk
about the issue and sensationalize it to energize and motivate their
respective supporters. Arguments that human activity has nothing to
do with climate change or that the planet is experiencing catastrophic
warming are neither truthful nor useful to the debate.

But not long ago, scientists thought that global cooling was a
threat to the planet. As recently as 1975, Newsweek ran an article
titled, “The Cooling World.”® Some proposals mentioned by
climatologists in the Newsweek article included covering the polar ice
caps with black soot to melt them.”

Almost all climatologists and respected scientists in the climate-
change community agree that carbon dioxide (CO,) and other
greenhouse gases are warming agents.” That agreement, however,
does not come close to settling the scientific debate about the
magnitude of climate change, the driving forces behind climate
change, and the amount of warming projected from increased
greenhouse-gas emissions. For instance, Harvard astrophysicist, Sallie
Baliunus, and astronomer, Willie Soon, identify solar activity as the
driving force behind climate change.” Richard Lindzen, professor of
meteorology at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, notes that
mainstream climate models fail to take into account naturally
occurring cycles such as El Niiio, the Pacific decadal oscillation, or the
Atlantic multidecadal oscillation.”

Nor does this general agreement that greenhouse gases are a
warming agent tell us how much increasing greenhouse-gas emissions
will contribute to sea-level rise. Even the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change’s projection of sea-level rise over the next century is

48. Peter Gwynne, The Cooling World, NEWSWEEK, Apr. 28, 1975, at 64.

49. Id. (“[Scientists] concede that some of the more spectacular solutions proposed, such
as melting the arctic ice cap by covering it with black soot or diverting arctic rivers, might create
problems far preater than those they solve.”)

50. INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE, CLIMATE CHANGE 2007: THE
PHYSICAL SCIENCE BASIS: TECHNICAL SUMMARY 21 (Susan Solomon et al. eds., 2007),
available at http:/fwww.ipce.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ard/wgl/ard_wgl_full report.pdf.

51. SALLIE BALTUNAS & WILLIE SOON, CLIMATE HISTORY AND THE SUN 11 (2001).

52. Richard S. Lindzen, Op-Ed, The Climate Science Isn’t Settled, WALL ST. I. (Nov. 30,
2009}, available at http:/fonline. wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703939404574567423917025
400.html.
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a modest seven to twenty-three inches, with the lower end of that
projection more likely to occur by the end of the century.”

Moreover, universal agreement that CO, is a warming agent does
not imply that the United States or the entire planet is going to
experience more extreme droughts, heat waves, or other natural
disasters. University of Alabama climatologist John Christy’s recent
testimony on this issue emphasizes that climate extremes, like the
recent drought, will continue to occur with or without anthropogenic
warming.”

When discussing CO,, it is important to first remember that CO,
is a colorless, odorless gas that does not have direct adverse health
effects unless inhaled at extremely high concentrations.” In other
words, unlike black carbon or soot, it is a misnomer to label CO, as a
pollutant. Policymakers typically only discuss the social cost of CO,.
They hardly ever discuss whether more CO, in the atmosphere could
also create a positive externality or whether the benefits from living
in a warmer world could outweigh the costs of CO, as a negative
externality. A plethora of peer-reviewed literature explains that there
are benefits from more CO, in our atmosphere, such as plant growth,
human longevity, seed enrichment, and decreased soil erosion as a
result of more robust tree root growth.™

If the scientific community unanimously agreed that the Earth is
warming at an unsustainable rate, policymakers and climatologists
would need to act quickly and thoughtfully together. Yet the current
proposed and implemented solutions, whether they involve building
more wind turbines with renewable-energy subsidies, biofuel

53, INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE, SUMMARY FOR
POLICYMAKERS 13-14 (Susan Solomon et al. eds., 2007), available ar http:/Awww.ipcc.ch/pdf/
assessment-report/ard/wgl/ar4-wgl-spm pdf.

54. The American Energy Initiative: A Focus on H.R. 6172: Hearing on H.R. 6172 Before
the H. Subcomm. on Energy & Power, 112th Cong. 1 (2012) (statement of John R. Christy,
Professor of Atmospheric Science, The University of Alabama in Huntsville), available at
http:/fenergycommerce house.govisites/republicans.energycommerce house.gov/files/Hearings/E
P/20120920/HHR G-112-IF03-WState-Christy]-20120020.pdf.

55. CTR. FOR DISEASE CONTROL & PREVENTION, DOCUMENTATION FOR IMMEDIATELY
DANGEROUS To LIFE OR HEALTH CONCENTRATIONS (IDLHS) (1994), available at
http:/fwww.cde.gov/miosh/idth/1 24389 .html.

36. See, e.g., Enhanced or Impaired?, CI'R. ¥OR THE STULY OF CARBON DIOXIDE &
GLOBAL CHANGE, htip://www.coZscience.org/education/reports/health/ch3.php (last visited
Feb. 4, 2013) (discussing CQ,’s positive effect on food quantity and quality); SCI. & PUB, POLICY
INst., THE MANY BENEFITS OF ATMOSPHERIC CO, ENRICHMENT (2011), available at
hitpi//scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/other/55_benefits_of co2_pamphlet.pdf
(discussing CO,’s positive effect on air pollution, food production, biodiversity, and other
issues).
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mandates, cap-and-trade systems, or carbon taxes, will have a
negligible impact on the climate while imposing certain significant
costs on quality of life and the economy.

E. Unilateral Emissions Reductions Fail To Reduce Global Warming

Some countries’ unilateral reduction of their greenhouse-gas
emissions will do next to nothing to reduce global temperatures. So,
whether one believes that the Earth is headed toward climate
catastrophe or that the Earth is gradually warming, there is nearly
universal agreement that an all-out carbon-cutting policy in the
United States would do very little to moderate global warming.”
Even if the United States were to curb carbon emissions eighty-three
percent below 2005 levels by 2050 (what cap-and-trade legislation
called for), it would only reduce global temperatures by two-tenths of
a degree Celsius by the close of the century.” Subsidizing wind
production with the PTC and other carbon-free sources of energy
would have even less of an effect, as those policies would not be
enough to reach the U.S. cap-and-trade emissions target.

However, a common argument for unilateral reduction of
greenhouse-gas emissions is that if the United States leads, the rest of
the world will follow. Although future CO, emissions will likely come
overwhelmingly from the developing world, these countries show
little appetite for squeezing economic growth for uncertain climate
outcomes.” Despite actions taken by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to regulate CO, emissions in the United States, the
developing world has yet to follow suit and it plans for massive
expansion of coal consumption.”’ China surpassed the United States
as the largest CO, emitter in 2006.” By 2009 (the most recent year for

57. Press Release, U.S. Senate Comm, on Envtl. & Pub, Works, Jackson Confirms EPA
Chart Showing No Effect on Climate Without China, India (Tuly 9, 2009), available at
hitp:/fwrww.epw.senate.gov/public/index.ctm?Fuse Action=Minority. PressReleases&ContentRec
ord_id=564ed42{-802a-23ad-4570-3399477b1393.

58. Chip Knappenberger, Climate Impacts of Waxman-Markey (Part IT), MASTER RES.
{May 7, 2009), http://www.masterresource.org/2009/05/part-ii-a-climate-analysis-of-the-wazman-
markey-climate-bill %2 %80% 94what-if-the-world-played-along.

59. Alex Morales & Kim Chipman, China, EU Comments Show Reduced Scope of UN
Climate Talks, BLOOMBERG (Nov. 28, 2012), http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-11-
28/china-joins-eu-to-scale-back-outlook-for-un-climate-talks.html.

60. Ailun Yang & Yiyum Cui, Global Coal Risk Assessment; Data Analysis and Marker
Research 79 (World Res. Inst, Working Paper, Nov. 2012), available at
http://pdf.wri.org/global_coal_risk_assessment.pdf.

61. China Overtakes U.S. in Greenhouse Gas Emissions, N.Y. TIMES (June 20, 2007),
http:/ferww.nytimes.com/2007/06/20/business/worldbusiness/20iht-emit.1.6227564 html?_r=0.
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which information is available), China’s emissions were forty-five
percent higher than America’s.” Other developing countries are also
rapidly increasing their emissions as they develop their economies
and expand their power base. According to a recent report from the
World Resources Institute, 59 different countries plan to build nearly
1200 coal-fired power plants, totaling over 1.4 million megawatts.”
China and India alone account for 76 percent of the proposals.*
Developing countries not only want access to cheap, reliable
electricity, but they also have other, more urgent concerns than global
warming. It is simply najve to assume that these countries will follow
the United States’ lead and curb economic growth to reduce
greenhouse-gas emissions. Demanding CO, emissions reductions
from developing countries is immoral, and developing countries have
much more pressing environmental concerns that should rightly take
priority, such as gaining access to clean air and clean drinking water.
China has a serious smog problem that is not a result of CO, and is
now even affecting Japan.” Nearly thirty-eight million Indians suffer
from a water-borne disease annually.” Furthermore, millions of
people in these countries are without electricity, and yet the West
wants them to curb their energy use or demands that they build
expensive, intermittent energy capacity.” In July of 2012, India made
headlines for the largest blackout in history, which left over 300
million without electricity.” Initial reports suggested that the blackout
affected over 600 million people but omitted one key fact: many of
India’s residents never had access to electricity in the first place.”

62. See Millennium Development Goals Indicators, UNITED NATIONS STATISTICS DIv.,
hitp:/fimdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail aspx ?srid=749 (last updated July 2, 2012).

63. Yang & Cui, supra note 60, at 3.

64. Id

65. See Suffocating Smog from China Reaches Regions of Japan, TAIPELI TIMES (Feb. 3,
2013), hittp://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/archives/2013/02/05/2003554261 (discussing air
pollution’s carry-over effect on Japan).

66. INDIRA KHURANA & ROMIT SEN, WATERATIE, DRINKING WATER QUALITY IN RURAL
INDIA: ISSUES AND APPROACHES 4 (2009), aevailable at hitpi/iwww.wateraid.org/~/media/
Publications/drinking-water-quality-rural-india.pdf.

67. See DAVID JACOBS ET AL., WORLD FUTURE COUNCIL, UNLEASHING RENEWABLE
ENERGY POWER 1IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 5  (2009), available at
http/fwrerw . worldfuturecouncil org/fileadmin/vser_upload! Media/REPfund DEC_09.pdf
(explaining how difficult it is to get financing for renewable energy technologies in developing
countries because of the very small profit margins).

68. Tripti Lahiri, How Many People Actually Lost Power?, WALL ST. I. {Aug. 1, 2012, 5:06
PM),  http://blogs.wsj.com/indiarealtime/2012/08/01/how-many-people-actually-lost-power-in-
india,

69. Id
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These countries are not going to restrict their energy use to reduce
greenhouse-gas emissions when they are still struggling towards
providing the basic amenities of modern life for their people. Nor
should they.

E. The Seen and the Unseen Market Distortions

Proponents of the wind PTC only take into account the visible
effects of this policy. They highlight the jobs of manufacturers
assembling windmills and pouring cement for the platforms.” They
emphasize the increasing role of wind in America’s electricity
portfolio which reduces the amount of coal America burns.” What
proponents routinely ignore is the fact that the billions of dollars
provided in subsidies do not fall freely from the sky; the federal
government either borrows money from the American public or taxes
the American public to pay for the subsidies. Simply put, taxpayer-
funded programs do not create jobs; they shift them from one sector
of the economy to another. The opportunity costs, or the unseen
effects of government spending, are the lost labor and capital
extracted from other sectors of the economy to artificially support the
politically preferred ones.” In this case, the people and components
needed to sell wind electricity cannot simultaneously be used to build
automobiles, washing machines, or sidewalks. By distorting economic
activity, wind subsidies are actually a net drain on the economy.

One common claim touted by wind lobbyists is that wind energy
creates more jobs per kilowatt hour than do conventional sources of
energy.” By that reasoning, we could replace all of the world’s
mechanized agriculture equipment and give farmers shovels, hoes,
and picks. That would certainly create jobs, but it would also -
significantly reduce productivity. If we can produce more energy with
less labor, that frees up human resources to be productive elsewhere
in the economy.

French economist Frédéric Bastiat often discussed the seen and
unseen effects of decisions in the marketplace. In an 1850 essay,
Bastiat wrote:

70. See AM. WIND ENERGY ASS'N, supra note 5 (emphasizing the jobs that are created or
saved by the wind PTC).

71, Wind Works, SIERRA CLUB, http://www.sierraclub.org/windworks/ (last visited Apr. 9,
2013).

72, See supra Part IL

73.  Electricity from the Wind ... Economic Development for Rural Communities, NEB.
ENERGY Q. (Apr. 2004}, http://www.neo.ne.gov/ineq_online/april2004/apr2004.01.htm.
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In the department of economy, an act, a habit, an institution, a law,
gives birth not only to an effect, but to a series of effects. Of these
effects, the first only is immediate; it manifests itself simultaneously
with its cause—it is seen. The others unfold in succession—they are
not seen: it is well for us, if they are foreseen. Between a good and a
bad economist this constitutes the whole difference—the one takes
account of the visible effect; the other takes account both of the
effects which are seen, and also of those which it is necessary to
foresee.”

The wind PTC has had both seen and unseen effects on the economy.
Unfortunately, too many people have not noticed the unseen effects.

Wind subsidies impose a number of costs on the economy. Not
only do the subsidies have direct costs in terms of billions of spent
taxpayer dollars,” but the PTC has distorting effects on the wholesale
electricity market. Setting aside the fact that wind fails to be prevalent
when electricity demand is most needed (when was the last time the
wind was blowing consistently hard during a heat wave?),” wind
producers can actually bid to sell their energy for less than what it
costs to produce and still earn a profit because the PTC is so
generous.” In effect, wind producers can bid negatively to supply
their power because of the subsidy.

Power producers compete against one another to sell electricity
to the grid. When selling electricity to grid operators, wind suppliers
can underbid other electricity producers in times of excess supply, pay
utilities to take their power, and still collect the $22 per megawatt
hour generated from the tax credit.” This is a perfect example of rent-
seeking, in which the rent is so profitable that it makes more sense for
wind producers to lobby for the subsidy rather than attempt to sell
their product for earned profit.

74, FREDERIC BASTIAT, That Which Is Seen, and That Which Is Not Seen, in THE
BASTIAT COLLECTION 1 (Ludwig von Mises Inst. ed, 2007), available at
https://mises.org/books/bastiatl.pdf.

75. See J. COMM. ON TAXATION, 112TH CONG., ESTIMATED REVENUE EFFECTS OF THE
CHAIRMAN’S MARK AS MODIFIED TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE “FAMILY AND BUSINESS TAX
CuT CERTAINTY ACT OF 2012,” SCHEDULED FOR MARK UP BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE ON AUG. 2, 2012, JCX-70-12 (Comm. Print 2012), available at
http://www.finance.senate.gov/iimo/media/doc/JCX.pdf.

76. See Jonathan A. Lesser, Wind Intermittency and the Production Tax Credit: A High
Cost Subsidy for Low Value Power, CONTL ECON. at EX-1 (Oct. 2012),
http://www.continentalecon.com/publications/cebp/Lesser_PTC_Report_Final October-
2012.pdf (“In all three regions, over 84% of the installed wind generation infrastructure fails to
produce eleciricity when electric demand is greatest.”).

71. Id at2.

78. Id.
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Although wind companies selling their power more cheaply to
the grid sounds attractive to electricity consumers, these sales have
short- and long-term adverse implications on the electricity market.
In the short run, integrating an intermittent, low-value source, such as
wind, into the power grid in place of a more reliable energy source
makes life difficult for grid operators who are constantly trying to
balance supply and demand.” To compensate for the irregularity and
uncertainty of wind-powered electricity, wholesale operators must
increase the amount of readily available backup power from
conventional sources.” The operational costs are spread among the
ratepayers.”

If wind generation were competitive in the marketplace without
subsidies, then the market would adjust to wind energy’s particular
operating conditions. Wind’s intermittency and the fact that more
wind production may displace other types of electricity generation are
not reasons to prevent the construction of wind turbines. The cause
for concern is instead the government’s intervention into electricity
generation, which inevitably causes market distortions. If, after
accounting for all the costs {such as backup generation and the
transmission lines necessary to bring wind energy from remote
locations to where the power is needed), wind is price competitive,
then it will have its place in the electricity sector.

A good or service belongs in the marketplace when the value of
the output is greater than the value of the input and when the output
satisfies a consumer need. Subsidies reverse this by artificially
reducing the costs of inputs to make the output value of wind more
competitive, thus disguising the real cost and value of wind. If
ratepayers value and demand wind energy, and if enough ratepayers
are willing to pay a premium for that electricity, then the market will
respond and provide it. Or, if the cost of wind technology decreases
and the price of conventional energy increases, more wind electricity
may enter the energy sector. The signals of profits and losses
determine what adds economic value and should determine the
extent of wind’s role in our country’s energy mix.

79. Seeid. at Ex-2, Ex-3 (explaining how wind blows the least when electricity is needed
most in the summer and how the most efficient energy resources produce electricity when they
are called on).

80. Id. at18-19.

8. Id
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IV. THE PATH FORWARD TO REMOVING MARKET DISTORTIONS

The debate over the wind PTC extension provides a timely look
into the economically destructive nature of energy subsidies. Energy
subsidies extend far beyond the wind PTC. Coal, natural gas, oil, and
renewable energy sources all enjoy preferential treatment at the
taxpayer’s expense. Congress should make it a priority to prevent any
new subsidization of energy sources and technologies. Congress
should also peel back the subsidies that are currently in place. Forcing
sunsets on preferential tax credits and offsetting the tax increases with
lower tax rates for all businesses (such as a lower corporate income
tax rate) would improve the tax code and lead to better energy policy.

A. Prevent and Remove Direct Spending

Direct energy expenditures in the United States have grown,
largely because of the over $40 billion awarded to the Department of
Energy (DOE) from the ARRA, also known as the stimulus bill.* Of
that amount, $16.8 billion went to the Office of Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy.” Additionally, the DOE spends billions of dollars
to fund applied-research programs through its yearly budget process.
Another DOE program that the Energy Information Administration
(EIA) lists as a direct expenditure is the Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP).” To prevent more direct government
market distortions in the energy sector and to thus prevent wasting
taxpayer dollars, Congress should prohibit funding for new subsidies,
eliminate government programs that commercialize technologies, and
eliminate federal programs for low-income energy assistance.

1. Prohibit any new funding

Congtress should ensure that no taxpayer dollars go directly to
energy production, storage, efficiency, infrastructure, or
transportation for non-government consumers. While these types of
projects may be important, they are better financed through the

82. Agency Profile: Department of Energy, RECOVERY.GOV, http://www.recovery.gov/
Transparency/RecoveryData/Pages/AgencyProfile.aspx?agency_code=89 (last visited Mar, 25,
2013).

83. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Allots $16.8 Billion for EERE, U.8. DEP'T
OF ENERGY (Feb. 17, 2009), hitp://apps].cere.energy.govinews/daily.cim/hp_news_id=156.

84. US. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., DIRECT FEDERAL FINANCIAL INTERVENTIONS AND
SUBSIDIES IN ENERGY IN FISCAL YEAR 2010 25-26 (2011), available at http://www.eia.gov/
analysis/requests/subsidy/pdf/subsidy.pdf.
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private sector, which is better positioned to make efficient
investments that meet consumers’ needs.

2. FEliminate government programs to commercialize
technologies

The DOE has spent billions of research dollars to reduce CO,.
Research dollars have gone towards energy-efficiency technologies,
renewable energy sources, carbon capture and sequestration, clean-
coal technologies, nuclear energy, and alternative-energy vehicles.”
All of these energy sources and technologies are available today, but
they are not economical, whether due to burdensome regulations or
simply because they are still prohibitively expensive. It is not the
government’s role to force these technologies into the marketplace;
thus, Congress should eliminate all DOE-funded commercial
activities and focus on removing the onerous regulatory barriers that
prevent energy technologies from reaching the market.* Congress
should focus on creating a more efficient system in which the private
sector can use government resources, such as national laboratories.
Congress should also create a structure that ensures government
research meets national objectives, and is accessible to the private
sector for application to economically viable endeavors.

3. Eliminate LTHEAP

LIHEAP is meant to help low-income households with energy
costs, energy crises, and home weatherization,” but it has rapidly
expanded, is duplicative, and has been riddled with fraud and abuse.
A 2010 Government Accountability Office (GAO) study found that
the Department of Health and Human Services distributed funds to
thousands of deceased and incarcerated people and claimed that
LIHEAP application processors awarded funds to GAO officials
using fake addresses and fake energy bills.” Eliminating LIHEAP
certainly does not mean that there will be no money to help low-
income households pay for energy costs. The federal government runs

85. Nicolas Loris, Department of Energy Budget Cuts: Time To End the Hidden Green
Stimulus, THE HERITAGE FOUND. (Mar, 23, 2012), hitp://www.heritage.org/research/
reports/2012/03/department-of-energy-budget-cuts-time-to-end-the-hidden-green-stimulus,

86. Id

87. About LIHEAP, OFFICE OF CMTY, SERV., U1.S. DEPT. OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERV.,
http:/iwww.act. hhs.gov/programs/ocs/programs/liheap/about (last visited April 9, 2013).

88. U.S. GOV'T ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE, GAO-10-621, LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: GREATER FRAUD PREVENTION CONTROLS ARE NEEDED 5-6 (2010},
available at hitp//www.gao.gov/new.items/d10621.pdE.
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more than seventy means-tested aid programs that provide cash for
food, housing, medical care, and social services.” Total federal and
state spending on means-tested assistance to low-income persons
exceeded $900 billion in 2011.” Furthermore, cash, food, housing, and
energy aid are highly fungible when they reach the household Ievel,
so households are in the best position to determine which good they
need most. Congress should eliminate LIHEAP funding entirely.

B. Tax Credits

By uniquely favoring one industry, special tax treatment can
serve the same purpose as a subsidy, and it has been an increasingly
attractive way for the government to award preferential treatment to
certain energy industries. The number of energy tax programs
expanded from eleven in 1999 to thirty-eight in President George W.
Bush’s 2007 budget.” According to the EIA, tax expenditures
comprise almost two-thirds of electricity subsidies.” Ideally, Congtess
should immediately remove all distortionary energy tax policy—
meaning any tax policy that singles out an industry—and offset those
repeals with a broad tax cut. In order to wean industries off
preferential treatment and to not pull the rug out from companies
that built their business around the expectation of receiving a tax
credit, Congress should create a three-year window for expiration of
all energy tax expenditures, This should not include broadly available
tax deductions that apply across multiple sectors.” Congress should
not provide new targeted tax credits, should not extend sun-setting
credits, should shorten the timeframe for which all targeted tax

89, Katherine Bradley & Robert Rector, Confronting the Unsustainable Growth of Welfare

. Entitlements: Principles of Reform and Next Steps, THE HERITAGE FOUND. (June 24, 2010},

http://www heritage.org/research/reports/2010/06/confronting-the-unsustainable-growth-of- .
welfare-entitlements-principles-of-reform-and-the-next-steps.

90. Id

91. MOLLY SHERLOCK, CONG. RESEARCH SERV. R41227, ENERGY TAX POLICY:
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES ON AND CURRENT STATUS OF ENERGY TAX EXPENDITURES 8-9
(2011). '

92. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., FEDERAL FINANCIAL INTERVENTIONS AND SUBSIDIES IN
ENERGY MARKETS 2007 xi (2008), available at http://www.eia.doe.gov/olaf/servicerpt/subsidy2/
pdf/subsidy08.pdf.

93. For instance, some policymakers want to remove the manufacturer’s tax deduction for
the oil and gas industry under section 199 of the Internal Revenue Code, which applies to all
domestic manufacturers, including windmill and solar-panel manufacturers. For more
information, see Nicolas Loris & Curtis Dubay, What's an Oil Subsidy, THE HERITAGE FOUND.
{May 12, 2011), http://eww.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/05/whats-an-oil-subsidy.
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credits are available, and should broadly lower the corporate income
tax rate to prevent a tax increase.

1. No new tax credits

Congress should not implement any new tax credits for energy
production, energy infrastructure, transportation (production and
consumption), or energy-efficiency initiatives. This will prevent the
federal government from continuing to pick winners and losers, and it
will also ensure that Congress cannot use the tax code to direct
investments.

2. Force sun-setting tax credits to sunset

One of the larger problems with targeted tax credits is that upon
expiration, industry groups will lobby members of Congress to
expand the credits for another year, or for multiple years. Congress
should specify that any tax credit set to expire on December 31, 2013
cannot be extended and should be accompanied with an offsetting tax
reduction.

3. Expedite sunsetting

Congress should create a three-year window for all other tax
credits that extend over multiple years or do not expire, and it should
reduce the write-off percentage by one-third after each year. Any tax
credit tied to production should follow the same schedule. This time
frame will give industries a predictable window to lower costs and
adjust to competition without federal aid. Congress should then
reduce other taxes, such as the corporate income tax, by the amount
of revenue that expediting the elimination of these unsound policies
would raise.

C. Make Immediate Expensing Available for Everyone

Another way in which certain industries benefit over others
relates to how companies can expense capital costs. For instance, oil
and gas companies receive more generous treatment than other
industries through expensing of intangible drilling costs.” A simple
solution is to allow all companies, including oil and gas companies, to
be able to expense their full capital costs immediately.

94, See INTERNAL REVENUE SERV., BUSINESS EXPENSES FOR USE IN PREPARING 2012
RETURNS (2013), available at http:/fwww.irs.gov/publications/p335/ch07 html#en US_2012_
publink1000208883 (outlining deduction procedures for intangible drilling costs).
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Immediate expensing allows companies to deduct the cost of
capital purchases at the time they occur rather than deducting the
costs over many years based on cumbersome depreciation schedules.”
For instance, the Section 179 deduction in the Internal Revenue Code
allows for immediate expensing of eligible property.” Immediate
expensing for all new plant and equipment costs—for any industry or
type of equipment—would allow newer equipment to come online
faster, which would improve energy efficiency and overall economic
efficiency. ’

D. Prevent and Remove Other Market Distortions

The government distorts the energy market in several other
ways—through loan guarantees, insurance programs, mandates,
tariffs on imported energy, and energy sales at below-market costs.
To eliminate these distortions, Congress should remove loan
guarantee programs, privatize public power administrations, and
restructure insurance for energy projects.

1. Prohibit any new loan guarantees or other capital subsidy
programs '

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 2005) included loan
guarantees for nuclear power, and section 1705 of the ARRA
amended EPAct to include loans for renewable energy, biofuel
projects, and electric power transmission systems that began
construction before October 1, 2011.” Congress appropriated $6
billion for the credit subsidy costs of the section 1705 loans.™ A new
capital subsidy program gaining some traction in Congress is to create
a Clean Energy Deployment Administration within DOE, which
would act as a “green bank,” providing loans, loan guarantees, and
clean-energy-backed bonds to carbon-free technologies that

95. NAT'L FED’N OF INDEP. BUS., SMALL BUSINESS TAX RATES AND TAX COMPLEXITY
(2013), available at http/iwww.anfib.com/Portals//PDF/AllUsers/research/cribsheets/small-
business-tax-rates-cribsheet.pdf.

96. See INTERNAL REVENUE SERV., ELECTING THE SECTION 179 DEDUCTION {2013),
available at hitp:/fwww.irs.gov/publications/p246/ch02.htralffen US_2012_publink1000107394
{listing eligible property for deduction).

97. Energy Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-58, 119 Stat. 594 (codified in scattered
sections of 42 U.8.C)).

98. U.S. DEP'T OF ENERGY, INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY LOAN PROGRAM 2 (2011),
available at http:/lenergy.gov/sites/prodffiles/edg/recovery/documents/Innovative__Technology_
Loan_Guarantee_Program.pdi.
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commercial lenders believe are too risky.” But the DOE has no role
to play as a banker."” By subsidizing a portion of the actual cost of a
project through a loan guarantee, the government is allocating
resources away from more-valued uses to less-valued uses. In essence,
these guarantees and loans direct labor and capital away from more
competitive projects. This reduces the incentive for the energy
investor or business to manage risk, innovate, and to increase
efficiency, and it crowds out other innovative energy projects that do
not receive loans. Venture capitalists are perfectly capable of making
these investments and reaping the rewards from risk or suffering the
losses from bad investments. Whether a company that receives a loan
guarantee is profitable or insolvent, the program is a failure of a
policy. No loan guarantee program should be expanded, nor should
the government implement any new capital subsidy programs.

2. Restructure public power

Federal utilities, known as Power Marketing Administrations
(PMAs), were set up to provide cheap electricity to rural areas.™
PMAs can sell electricity at below-market rates because of favorable
financing terms—they receive federal tax exemptions and receive
loans at below-market interest rates.'” Construction, rehabilitation,
operation, and maintenance of PMAs are financed through the main
DOE budget, offset collections, alternative financing, and a
reimbursable agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation.'”
Furthermore, rural electric cooperatives (RECs) are private
organizations, in many cases non-profits, that provide about twelve
percent of the nation’s electricity sales.'” RECs receive special tax

99. Nicolas Loris & Jack Spencer, The Department of Energy Should Not Be the Green
Banker, THE HERITAGE FOUND. (Oct. 6, 2011), http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/
2011/10/the-department-of-energy-should-not-be-the-green-banker,

100. Id

101. The DOE Power Marketing Administration is made up of the Southeastern Power
Administration, the Southwestern Power Administration, the Western Area Power
Admuinistration, and Bonneville Power Administration. Department of Energy Offices. See
Offices, DEP'T OF ENERGY, http:/fenergy.gov/offices {last visited May 6, 2013) {listing the offices
of members of the Power Marketing Administration).

102. U.S. ENERGY INFO, ADMIN., FEDERAL ENERGY MARKET INTERVENTIONS 1999:
ENERGY TRANSFORMATION AND END USE 19, 22 (2000), available at http://www.eia.govioiaf/
servicerpt/subsidyl/pdf/sroiaf%282000%2902.pdf.

103. Id. at20.

104. NAT'L RURAL ELEC. COOP. ASS'N, CO-0P FACTS & FIGURES (2012), available at
http://www.nreca.coop/members/Co-opFacts/Documents/AnnualMeetingFactSheet.pdf.
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exemptions and low-interest loans from the government."” Congress
should remove privileges for federal utilities, municipal power
companies, and electricity cooperatives and, ultimately, sell off PMAs
to private buyers.

3. Restructure insurance and risk mitigation

Several government programs offer liability-insurance schemes
for specific industries. While some of these programs may have been
justifiable in the past to protect private entities that engaged in high-
risk operations in support of vital national interests, they now often
serve to subsidize insurance costs for private, profit-seeking
industries.'” Two examples are the $75 million lLiability cap for
offshore oil and gas operations and the Price-Anderson Act of 1957,
which provides a liability structure for the nuclear industry that
extends through 2025." Given the high probability of at least some.
frivolous lawsuits in pursuit of unlimited damages, removing the cap
entirely without implementing a new system would subject covered
industries to punitively high costs. Instead, Congress should reform
liability caps, including reforming the Price-Anderson Act when it
expires, in a way that accurately assigns risk and liability to those
engaged in covered activities.™

4, Eliminate production mandates

When the federal tax credit for blending ethanol into gasoline
and the fifty-four-cent-per-gallon tariff on imported ethanol expired,
a diverse group of fiscal watchdogs, environmentalists, and free-trade
proponents all hailed this as a major victory.” Though this was a
move in the right direction, the real burden on consumers and the
environment is that producers will continue to blend ethanol into

105. U.S. ENERGY INFO. ADMIN., supra note 84, at 22, 25,

106. Anthony Heyes, Determining the Price of Price-Anderson, 25 REGULATION 26, 30
(Winter 2002-03), available at http:/fwww.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serialsAiles/regulation/
2002/10/v25n4-8.pdf.

107. See Qil Pollution Act of 1990, 33 U.S.C. § 2704 (2006); Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42
U.S.C. § 2219 (2006).

108. For a comprehensive solution to offshore oil-spill liability, see Nicolas Loris, Jack
Spencer & James Carafano, O#l Spill Liability: A Plan for Reform, THE HERITAGE FOUND.
(Aug. 2, 2010), http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/08/oil-spill-liability-a-plan-for-
reform,

169. Nicolas Loris, Two Cheers for Ethanol Subsidies Expiring—But Costly Mandate
Remains, THE HERITAGE FOUND. (Jan. 17, 2012), http://wwwheritage.org/research/reports/
2012/01/¢thanol-subsidies-expiring-but-the-costly-mandate-remains,
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gasoline—because they are federally required to do so. EPAct 2005
contained the first-ever requirement that renewable fuels be mixed
into the gasoline supply.™

The 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA)
substantially increased the mandated amount of renewable fuel
required to be blended into transportation fuel to 36 billion gallons by
2022. EISA mandated that 250 million gallons of cellulosic ethanol be
blended into gasoline in 2011 and 500 million gallons be blended in
2012."" Thus far, zero gallons have been produced, because no
companies have been able to produce commercially viable cellulosic
ethanol.”™ As a result, refiners had to pay more than $6 million in
waiver credits or surcharges to comply with the EPA’s minimum
volume requirements.””” Undoubtedly, refiners then pass these costs
to the consumers. The EPA ratcheted down its goal for cellulosic
biofuel production in 2012 to 8.65 million gallons—Iess than 2 percent
of the original goal."* The fact that cellulosic ethanol production is
nowhere mnear providing industrial-scale quantities of fuel
demonstrates the government’s inability to determine what is
commercially viable and beneficial for consumers.

V. THE CURIOUS TASK

Austrian economist Friedrich Hayek wrote in The Fatal Conceit
that “[tJhe curious task of economics is to demonstrate to men how
little they really know about what they imagine they can design.”™
For far too long, politicians have unsuccessfully attempted to
demonstrate their ability to design and control the energy economy.
The direct consequences, the unintended consequences, and the
harmful effects on taxpayers, consumers, and the economy broadly

110, See Energy Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-58, 119 Stat. 594 (codified in scattered
sections of 42 U.S.C.). '

111, Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Pub, L, No. 110-140, 121 Stat. 1492
(codified in scattered sections of 42 U.8.C.).

112. Matthew Wald, A Fine for Not Using a Biofuel That Doesn’t Exist, N.Y. TIMES (Jan. 9,
2012), http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/10/business/energy-environment/companies-face-fines-
for-not-using-unavailable-biofuel.himl?_t=0,

113. Fuels and Fuel Additives 2012 RFS2 Data, ENVIL. PROT. AGENCY,
http://www.epa.goviotaq/fuels/irfsdata/2012emts.htm (last updated Apr. 7, 2013); Jenny Mandel,
Refiners Protest EPA’s “Ridiculous” Cellulosic Targets, GREENWIRE (June 22, 2011),
http://www.cencws.net/public/Greenwire/2011/06/22/3,

114. Regulation of Fuels and Fuel Additives: 2012 Renewable Fuel Standards, 77 Fed. Reg,
1320, 1320-1358 (Jan. 9, 2012) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pt. 80}.

115. FRIEDRICH HAYEK, The Faial Conceit, in THE COLLECTED WORKS OF F.A. HAYEK 76
(W.W. Bartley TII ed., 1988).
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should serve as a wake-up call to free the market from distortions
created by privileged treatment from the government. The discussion
over the wind PTC extension provides valuable context to the larger
energy-subsidy debate, and the same logic applied in this Article
applies not only to the energy sector but to most sectors of the
American economy. The task of preventing and removing subsidies
from the energy economy is extremely difficult, but it is necessary.
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Remember "cash for clunkers"? That 2009 government program that spent 6 billion
dollars to save 1 billion? Just imagine walking up fo somebody and saying, "hey, |
want to save some money, so l'll give you six dollars if you give me one dollar back.”
Genius! Leave it to none other than the US Congress to devise (and enact!) such
brilliant plans.

But there are dozens of government programs like these - all of them failures. The
reason why is easy to understand: the government (whether federal, state, or
otherwise) has no money of its own. It can only take from others and "give" some of
it back. A full return is impossible since this process of organized theft costs money
itself. Politicians need to get paid, as well as IRS workers, police, prison guards,
and whatever buildings and processes are needed to keep the theft going. The end

‘result is a het loss - regardless of how many temporary “jobs" were created in the

moment.

This is one of the many reasons why evéry single country on the World Debt Clock
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every one. Thus, communist and socialist countries are the quickest to decline and
become poor, while democracies take a bit longer because more property lay in the
hands of private individuals. Sometimes the progress of the private sector can even
outpace the damage being done by the government (as with the US immediately
following VWWII). But in any case, the general direction for the government and, to
whatever extent, its related society and economy that is controlled by the
government, is (all things considered and given adequate time) down. Governments
cannot pull a rabbit out of a hat.

But bad magic shows come at a high cost. Every person in each of these debt-
ridden countries is further enslaved by such debt, and they feel the ongoing impact
of this debt every time they pay higher taxes each Spring, pay higher inflated prices
at the grocery store, lose their job, can't find a new one, etc. indeed, despite popular
belief, the government has no "magic” to do things that we (the people) can't do
ourselves; instead, whatever the government "produces” comes at a greater cost, so
the end result is wide-spread over-consumption - a large scale case of eliminating
thirst by drinking salt water.

it may surprise you, but wind farms is another failed government program that
continues to generate a loss and chug seawater. For many years, it wasn't always
this clear, at least to me.

I used to think wind farms were about generating electricity...until | realized:

1. Almost every wind farm puts electricity into an already electricity-rich area. Few, if
any, wind farms in America brings electricity fo an area that does not already have
it. That's because it is too much work and money to build an entire electrical grid
from the ground up. Wealth is therefore not created; standards of living did not rise
in the local area of wind farms (in fact, living standards decreased, see below). At
best, electricity from wind farms is "supplemental.”

2. Every wind farm is subsidized by the government precisely because they are
naturally unprofitable. Wind farms have to be paid just to keep going. This aiso
means that people - free and uncoerced and unbribed - obviously do not want wind
farms, because if they did, they would go ahead to build and use such turbines on
their own. How much, you ask? Billions...

66 '"Over the past seven years, the PTC has cost taxpayers $7.3 billion. It is
expected to pay out $2.4 billion more in 2015 alone.” - Tim Philips, Wall
Street Journal

3. Every wind farm functions as a tax deduction for the weaithy, and that is the main
reason they are built in the first place. Nobody says it better than Warren Buffet, the
owner of a 2 hillien dollar wind farm in lowa:

& "Iwill do anything that is basically covered by the law to reduce Berkshire's
tax rafe. For example, on wind energy, we get a tax credit if we build a lot of
wind farms. That's the only reason to build them. They don’t make sense
without the tax credit.”



credit,” (PTC) the whole project would be too ugly for anyone to be seriously
involved. But because of crony-capitalism and the bribes our Congressional
"leaders" accept, the wealthier get wealthier (such PTC's are only available for those
entities that accumulate income in the hundreds of thousands of dollars) - all at the

q expense of the masses. Wind farms are ultimately built to offset taxes and put

‘ "federal” money into the pockets of politicians and corporate investors, They
have virtually nothing to do with electricity (but this narrative is a great cover,
and appears to work well in public perception). ‘

Proof of this is that wind farm production nearly stops every time the wind energy
production credit gets suspended or canceled by Congress. Even those who make
parts of turbines unwittingly borrow from the Austrian economists by calling this
stop-go of production a mini "boom bust cycle"! Perhaps we should take seriously
the advice of one Washington Times arficle on the subject:

e& '"Let the fwind] indusiry rise, fall or spin its rotors based on its own merits,
without the erony capitalism government giveaways." - Ernest Istook,
Wuashington Times

| use to think wind farms were "greeh energy"...untll i realized:

Wind energy is the most non-green green energy one could possibly
imagine! Where to begin...

o

/ 1. Hundreds of thousands of birds die each year from wind turbines, and that
number only continues fo grow.

2. Even more bats die each year from wind turbines, and it is arguable that this is
more significant ecologically. (If you thought the mosquitoes were bad on Minnesota
farms ten years ago, just wait...)

3. At 450 to 500ft tall across miles of land, wind farms are a pilot's nightmare (plenty
of crashes have already been documented, and they will increase since the size of
wind turbines increases with each updated generation of technology). Crop dusters
(whether using evil or safe chemicals) refuse to even service surrounding fields,
thus decreasing property values and complicating agricultural pianning and
production.

4. Wind turbines are made of heavy gauge metal and concrete, all of which are
] transported across the nation with the heaviest gas-guzzlers of machinery. While not
‘ as bad as Al Gore's private jet, the carbon footprint is obviously anything but
!lgreen.ﬂ

5. More true for large turbines (>1 megawatt), iocal soils are depleted/disrupted
because of underground vibrations, audible and inaudible low-frequency noise
("infrasound"), seismic waves, and electromagnetic radiation from underground
power cables and their irritation fowards earthworms, spiders, snakes, snails, and
other local organisms. Seismic waves alone are detectable from over 20km. The
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don't like wind farms any more than people do.

6. Wind energy cannot be stored (e.g., batteries), nor can they operate at all wind
speeds, nor (obviously) do they function when it is not windy, and as such cannot be
used/manipuiated like other energies to operate efficiently. To put it briefly, there are
very, very strict logistics involved, and there is no overcoming many of these
because of the nature of wind energy.

7. Chances are, there will be no incentive to remove the massive turbines once the
temporary government funds shrivel up. it's not hard to understand that massive
steel towers rusting and deteriorating in agricultural fields over decades, possibly
centuries, are not heaithy for the nearby environment.

1 used to think wind farms supported "local" energy...until { realized:

1. A substantial percentage of wind farms are owned by overseas
investors/corporations (nobody knows exactly how many; in my own research, it
could be the majority). This is not evident unti the initial developers literally "sell the
farm"” after having built it. By then, if you (as a land owner)} sold your wind rights to
the developer, it's too late to change your mind, and whatever happens over the
next half-century of your contract will simply happen. (So much for helping your local
community}

2. Wind turbines are typically not built by local construction workers; and as noted
above, materials are frucked across the country to their desired location, rarely
originating anywhere remotely close to the wind farm.

3. Because of noise, adverse health effects (see below), visual poliution (bright red
lights at night and massive shadows during the evening, especially during the fall),
and all other related liabilities (e.g., 30 and 65-year wind-right contracts - which are
often not contingent on the temporary subsidies that keep them alive, nor inflation
adjusted), properties within 1 mile of a standard 3 megawatt wind tower can lose
anywhere from 20 to 80% of their value overnight. Further, for the same reasons,
the desire to live in wind-farm rich communities is iow; people will simply move away
from wind turbines and into the cities if necessary. Living among or near a wind farm
is simply not preferable. (Realtors and real estate organizations are beginning fo
consider requiring putting "near wind turbine™ on property disclosures. Hopefully
such real estate agencies will wake up on this one, because it is a whole lot more
serious than "encroaching tree branches™!) The best way io depreciate your land is
to build a wind farm on and around if.

4. Small communities are divided, not united, over wind farm developing projects.
The local, rural communities are at war with each other because of wind farms. One
only has to read the editorials of a local newspaper where a wind farm is being
developed (see for example, the activity of Prevailing Winds LLC in Bon Homme
County, South Dakota, here; I've personaily talked with nearly ail of the authors of
these editorials, since it is my hometown), Farmers and locals, young and old, voice
their dissent while other farmers, school boards and other locals voice their support -
all in a fight for federal funds, easy money, or just a peaceful way of life. Along the
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their 30 years contracts were, and how their “partners” turned out to be snake-oil
salesman offering contracts that no lawyer in the country would
ever, ever recommend signing.

The same is frue for other countries. Do a simple google web or image search of
"wind farm protest,”" and you'lt get the idea.

| used to think wind farms would be nice to listen to at night and help a person
fail asleep...until | realized:

1. Wind turbines produce low frequency noise and vibrations that leave (many, but
not alf) people as far as 2 miles away with headaches, dizziness, lack of sleep, and
nausea. | wish this was an exaggeration, but it already has several clinical and
mainstream labeis: "sick building syndrome,” "wind turbine syndrom,” "vibroacoustic
disease,” etc. In addition to numerous peer review studies and documentaries (see
bottom of this articie), my own conversations with real people verify this experience
with remarkable clarity. (Of course, common sense tells a person as much; | don’t
enjoy breathing under water, | don't enjoy walking outside in winter without clothes
on, and | don't enjoy living near a dozen 450 ft wind turbines. Why is this so
surprising?)

The following is a private email from a Nebraska physician | recently read, which
addresses the audible noise: '

66 "It took me about 2 years to adjust to the noise. Personal opinion, but I think
the setback for a 3 MW tower should be close to a mile...Closest tower to our
house is 5/8 mile, and when wind direction is right with high humidity, we
can hear the wosh noise with windows closed and the TV on."”

| suppose | could say, "Sorry Dr., your ears are fooling you. There is no noise - the
government tells me so." But, | don't have any good reason to suspect this person is
lying. in fact, | know he's telling the fruth - because I've stood by 2.5 and 3MW
turbines myself. (But who knows, maybe | should trust the feds instead of my own
ears?)

Regarding the inaudible noise, consider the publication Wind Turbine Syndrom, a
report written by a Johns Hopkins Medical school physician and Princeton biologist,
Nina Pierpont. The back cover endorsement(s) indicate the nature of the study:

&6 "Dr. Pierpont haswritfen a superb and powerful book. Truly first-rate in its
presentation of hard data, and with remarkable clarity. I devoutly hope that
her findings, pinned as they are to unassailable research and rigorously
peer-reviewed by ranking scientists, come to the attention of movers and
shakers who can broaden the research base and shape the politics of dealing
with Wind Turbine Syndrom.” - Jack Goellner, Director Emeritus, The Johns
Hopkins University Press

Thus, "In 2011, a doctor at Harvard Medical School diagnosed Hobart with wind
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As expected, critics of wind criticism point to this particular book's self-published
status and anecdotal evidence, dismissing it as unreliable. Entire MIT studies have
been conducted with the ultimate goal of undermining all claims of negative effects
of nearby wind turbines (aka, don't pay attention to the man behind the curtain!).

Yet, John Etherington, a Thomas Huxley Medalist at the Royal College of Science
and a former co-editor of the Intermational Journial of Ecology, comes to the same
basic conclusions about the negative effects of wind farms in The Wind Farm

Scam. Countless other publications could be listed on this particular issue (for two
articles with substantial bibliographical information, especially as it relates to the
medical field and the harmful health effects of wind farms, click here). This concern
has grown to epic proportions so that just a few days ago, even a Republican
candidate for the US Presidency announced that he wants to spend $250,000 just to
study wind turbine syndrome in Wisconsin.

The most recent study from February 2015 (from the Australian National Health and
Medical Research Council) noted the following regarding sleep:

é6 The association of wind farm noise with self-reported sleep quality was
assessed in nine studies.7-11,13-16,19,21 Eight studies reported poorer sleep
(mostly disturbed sleep and poor sleep quality) among people exposed to
higher estimated levels of wind farm noise7,9,10,13,19 or living closer to
wind farms.8,14-16,21 One of these studies asked participants whether they
slept better when they were away from wind farms and most participants
said they did sleep betfer.16

2. Wind turbines stand at 450-500 fi tall with bright flashing red lights o prevent air-
collisions, However, these lights - designed precisely so that they cannot be
ignored - can be seen from the ground as well - and for over 20 miles away. For
those within a few miles of the farms, it is nearly impossible fo escape the red glow
reflected on buildings and even surrounding window shades from the inside of
rooms. s this a peaceful, "natural" environment? No, it is visual pollution at its best.

Worse, are the massive shadows cast during the evening fall sun - stretching over
miles. A delightful flicker during evening games on the lawn - and during every
supper indoors, if you care to have and use windows! (Who doesn't like to cook, eat,
nap, and work in the home office to the rhythm of a slow strobe light?)

Yes, there are a handful of locals who are not bothered by the lights, the sound, the
vibrations, the shadows, efc. That's fine; if no person's rights are violated, then there
is no problem. The problem is when other people’s rights are violated.

Conclusion

Wind towers represent a classic case of the infringement of private property rights.
For whatever substantially takes away from my ability to enjoy my own property,
there is grounds for some kind of legal action. As noted by Surpreme Court Justice
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preventing you from blaring extraordinarily loud music at midnight, or at
least requiring you to pay ‘damages’ to your neighbors for doing so?
Certainly, by playing obnoxious music, you are diminishing your neighbors’
natural right to the use and enjoyment of their property. And over time, if
you were habitually noisy, then most likely would decrease the market value
of their property. Thus, although the government could not criminalize this
kind of expression, it would be more than justified in making it actionable, or
in other words, the basis for lmwsuit." - Andrew Napolitano, It's Dangerous
to be Right When the Government is Wrong, 48

For more documentation, see National Wind-Waich and The Society for Wind
Vigilance. For interesting video documentaries about the development of wind farms
and health concerns, see here (Canada}, here, and here.

{Cover image credit to: https://againstiakelandturbines.wordpress.com/)
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By Rael Jean Isaac

s austerity bites into European
living standards, sparking re-
olt at the polls, “growth” has
3 the politician’s mantra. But to
he- ._umpetltwe European countries
require a secure, plentiful and com-
petitively priced energy supply. Un-
less Europe radically rethinks its ob-
session with carbon-dioxide
emissions and the anti-fossil fuel en-
ergy policies that flow from it
growth is likely to remain elusive.

If it’s cheap and plentiful —
even low in carbon-dioxide
emissions—much of the
continent wants no part of it.

European Union law mandates that
the 27 member countries on average cut
their CO, emissions 20% by 2020, com-
pared to 1990 levels. The goal after that
is to cut emissions by between 80% and
95% by 2050. In May 2010, a study by
the European. Commission’s energy de-
partment estimated the 20% cut would
cost 48 hillion euros ($66.3 billion) a
year. The Commissien’s draft Energy
Roadmap for 2050 is frank: “Thereis a
trade-off between climate change poli-
cies and competitiveness.”

There is indeed, The consultancy
V¢ “Economics has calculated the

Europe’s Green hnergy bulclde

opportunity cost of the United King-
dom'’s subsidy system for renewables
to be 10,000 jobs between 2009 and
2010 alone, A report by the Energy
Intensive Users Group (which repre-
sents energy-intensive British busi-
nesses) and the Trades Union Con-
gress cited steel making, ceramics,
paper, cement and lime manufacture,
aluminum and basic inorganic chemi-
cals as industries facing up to 141% in
additional energy costs by 2020 as a
result of CO; emissions-reduction
schemes. EIUG Director Jeremy
Nichelson notes that “the current
policies do seem to be angled towards
creating a market for overseas com-
petitors,”

Emissions-free solar and wind en-

ergy, on which the UK. plans increas-
ingly to rely, are expensive, The gov- &

ernment estimates that a planned
offshore wind farm project ringing the
coast will cost £140 hillion, or £5,600
($8,972) for every houschold in the
country. Conventional energy could
provide the same amount of energy at
5% of the cost.

The ‘UK/s Department of Energy
and Climate Change commissioned a
report (led by Prof. John Hills of the
London School of Economics) to exam-
ine the issue of “fuel poverty,” defined
as when fuel bills take up more than
10% of household income. It found
four million of England’s 21.5 million
households fall in this category and

the number could rise to 9.2 million

by 2016, equivalent to 43% of all
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Wlnd-puwere street lights in Sain

homes in England. One of the key fac-
tors are green taxes and levies ex-
pected to add up to £200 ($306) to
bills by 2020.

Spain’s experience with subsidizing
renewables has been painful. A 2009
study at Universidad Rey Juan Carlos
found subsidies required 3.45% of all
of Spain’s household income tax reve-
nues and had led to a loss of 110,500
jobs. An April 2010 internal assess-
ment by the former Zapatero govern-
ment was equally bleak. It noted that
the price of electricity determined the
competitiveness of Spanish industry,
and the price had risen to 17% above
the European average. The chief rea-
son: govermment subsidies for renew-
ables, which had increased fivefold be-
tween 2004 and 2010.

While Spain has sought to lance its-

solar investment bhubble, others are
proceeding with poorly conceived
schemes. Denmark already has the
highest energy prices in Eurcpe. Yet
the recently elected Danish govern-
ment raised its C0, reduction target to
40% by 2020 and has set a goal of
completely phasing out fossil fuels by
2050,

Italy’s subsidy system seis the price
floor for wind energy at three {imes
the market level. A study at Italy’s In-
stituto Bruno Leoni found the capital
necessary to create one green job
could have created 6.9 jobs if invested
in industry.

Even Germany, Europe’s healthiest
economy, may be in for some rude sur-
prises, Germany’s Renewable Energy
Feed-in Act of 2000 requires electric

utilities to buy renewables from all

producers at fixed, exorbitant rates
and feed it into the power grid for 20
years. A German utility executive has
cbserved that solar energy in Germany
makes as much sense as growing pine-
apples in Alaska. Despite this, Ger-
many now has half the world’s solar
photovoltaic capacity.

Fritz Vahrenholt, the departing
head of the renewable energy arm of
RWE Innogy and a former hero of the
German environmental movement, now
says: “We're destroying the founda-
tions of our prosperity. In the end
what we are doing is putting the Ger-
man automotive sector at risk, the
steel, copper and chemical sectors, sili-
con, you name it.”

France, because of its heavy reliance
on nuclear power, has no emissions
problem. But new President Francois
Hollande has promised to cut nuclear
energy by a third. His defeated Social-
ist rival, Maxine Aubry, had promised
to eliminate nuclear altogether,

If the energy source is cheap and
plentiful—even low in G0, emissions—
much of Europe wants no part of it.
Although Europe has huge shale gas
resources, Germany has imposed a
moratorium on shale-gas exploration,
which France already forbids by law.

Evidence mounts daily that man-
made global warming is a phony apoc-
alypse, but its effect in depressing liv-
ing standards is all too real.

Ms. Isauc's most recent book is
“Roosters of the Apocalypse: How the
Junk Science of Global Warming Al-
most Bankrupted the Western World”
(Heartland Institute, 2012).
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Germany Buckling Under the
Weight of the Wind Scam!

"AY 6, 2015 / 1957CHEV

German Climate Physicist says:
Time for Germans to Sober Up,
kill their Wind Power Debacle &
Save Millions of REAL Jobs

May 6, 2015 by stopthesethings

(hitp .//stopthesethings.com/author/stopthesethings/)

hitp:/mothersagalnstwindlurbines.com/2015/05/06/germany-buckling-under-the-weight-of-the-wind-scam/
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(htips://stopthesethings files.wordpress.com/2015/05/horst ludecke-
567x410.jpg)

La s

The Germans went into wind power harder and faster than
anyone else — and the cost of doing so is catching up with a
vengeance. The subsidies have been colossal, the impacts on the
electricity market chaotic and — contrary to the environmental
purpose of the policy — CO2 emissions are rising fast: if
“saving” the planet is — as we are repeatedly told — all about
reducing man-made emissions of an odourless, colourless,
naturally occurring trace gas, essential for all life on earth —
then German energy/environmental policy has manifestly
failed (see our post here

(http://stopthesethings.com/2014/08/03/lessons-from-germanys-
wind-power-disaster/)).

Some 800,000 German homes

(http:[[stopthesethings.com[ZOl4[04[20[german—wind-power-
policy-an-economic-suicide-pact/) have been disconnected from

the grid - victims of what is euphemistically called “fuel
poverty”. In response, Germans have picked up their axes and
have headed to their forests in order to improve their sense of
energy security — although foresters apparently take the view
that this self-help measure is nothing more than blatant timber

theft (see our post here
(http://stopthesethings.com/2014/04/22 /wind-power-costs-send-
germans-back-to-the-stone-age/)).

http:/m othersagainstwindiurbines.corn/2015/05/06/germany- buckling-under-the-weight-of-the-wind-scam/
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German manufacturers — and other energy intensive industries
— faced with escalating power bills are packing up and heading
to the USA - where power prices are 1/3 of Germany’s (see our
~#=asts here (http://stopthesethings.com/2013/05/28/german-
wedustry-set-to-flee-renewable- ice-punishment/) and
here (http://stopthesethings.com/2014/01/25/german-wind-
power-does-what-the-dambusters-couldnt-do/)and here
(http://stopthesethings.com/2014/04/20/german-wind-power-

licy-an-economic-suicide-pact/)). And the “green” dream of
creating thousands of jobs in the wind industry has to turned
out to be just that: a dream (see our post here

(hittp://stopthesethings.com/2014/08/10/germanys-
unsustainable-green-jobs-miracle-collapses/)).

Now, with Germany’s wind powered energy debacle clearly
running completely out of control, a few sober individuals -
like German physicist, climate scientist and spokesman for the
European Institute for Climate and Energy (EIKE), Prof. Dr.
Horst-Joachim Liidecke — have weighed in. Prof Liidecke has
ripped into his country’s insane renewables policy; in an effort
to get his compatriots to sober up, before they’re all left without
a job, living on welfare and sitting freezing, in the dark.

‘rman Climate Physicist: Alternative Energy, Climate Are A
“Religious Creed”... “Miles Away” From Openness
NoTricksZone
P Gosselin
26 April 2015

https://stopthesethings.files. wordpress.com/2015/0 Tman-

miners-protest.jpg)

WA

_-sterday approximately 15,000 coal miners turned out to
protest the German government’s energy policy.

hitp://mothersagainstwindturbines.com/2015/05/06/germany-buckling-under-the-weight-of-the-wind-scam/
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German Economics Minister Sigmar Gabriel announced earlier
he intended to levy a CO2 surcharge on older coal power plants
with the aim of shutting them down.

Before yesterday’s demonstration, German physicist and
climate scientist and spokesman for the European Institute for
Climate and Energy (EIKE), Prof. Dr. Horst-Joachim Liidecke,
published a sharply-worded commentary here

http: eike-klima-energie.eu/news-cache/mitmachen-

demonstration-der- gewerkschaﬂ;—bergbau—chgmie-energ’ e-

gegen-die-energiewende-der-anfang-vom-ende-der-
energiewende/) on the government’s anti-fossil fuel/nuclear

power policy. As the introduction Liidecke wrote:

“Climate protection and the switch over to renewable energies
were instilled in German citizens by state propaganda, green
brainwashing and with the help of all of Germany’s
mainstream media. The unconditional necessity to advance into
alternative energies has become a religious creed. By historical
and global comparison, such a thing happens the most easily
here, time after time. The logic used by the politically interested
parties every time appears to be infallible. [..]

The argument goes as follows: The rescue of the planet from a
death by heat and the immediate shutdown of the irresponsible
German nuclear power plants are essential. The question of
whether this is really true is not to be asked, let alone
discussed.”

Liidecke says, however, that public awareness over the

madness of Germany’s energy policy is beginning to dawn and
that he believes “now is the phase of sobering up, but
unfortunately not yet one of reason.” Leading print media are
beginning to soften their support for the so-called ,
Energiewende as it now stands, he writes. As angry coal miners
take to the street, and thousands of industrial jobs become
threatened, it is becoming increasingly apparent something has
gone awry.

. Liidecke thinks that the sobering-up process will take time
because every political party has made green issues part of its
platform. “Green is a very difficult color to wash away,” the
German physicist writes.

Liidecke then explains the primary disadvantage of renewable
energy: their low energy density, i.e. meaning they require vast
areas and that the major ones are weather-dependent. The

http:#/mothersagainstwindturbines.cormn/2015/05/06/germany-buckling-under-the-weight-of-the-wind-scam/
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German EIKE professor does not know how long the sobering-
up process will take, citing the immense power of an array of
lobbies behind the green movement,

T,

Idecke also aims harsh words at Germany’s pompous and
one-sided media:

“Finally a word for the German media, here especially for the
public TV and radio networks. They are rightly being
compared by the current contemporaries to the conditions of
former East Germany or even earlier times.”

At the political level, Liidecke blasts the atmosphere of
intimidation against people who have alternative views, who
often are threatened with physical violence from radical leftists
groups.

When it comes to openness, such as that proclaimed by F rench
philosopher Voltaire, the German climatologist writes “in the
dark media of Germany, we are miles away.” He adds:

“Factual discourse, connected with polite listening and taking
the arguments from opponents seriously, is definitely not in
#~ghion.”

Liidecke describes Germany as a desert when it comes to
independent reporting and expression of opinions.
NoTricksZone

There, as here, a gullible and pliant media has aided and
abetted the greatest environmental and economic fraud of all
time. Whether it's bone laziness, or intellectual dishonesty,
modern journos have a lot to answer for.

(https:[[stopthesethings.files.wordpress.Com[2015[01[sherlock—
holmes-€1422335698728 jpg)

hitp:imothersagainstwindturbines .com/2015/05/06/germany-buckling-under-the-weight-of-the-wind-scam/
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Once upon a time, the ambitious young hack was inquisitive,
suspicious and had the kind of forensic zeal that would have
teamed up well with Sherlock Holmes and his side-kick,
Watson. Not any more.

Sadly, save for a few remarkable examples — like Graham Lloyd
http://sto thesethm com 2015 02 23/for- ac1f1c-h dros-

horse-has-already-bolted/), Alan Jone
(hitp://stopthesethings.com/2014/12/04/alan-jones-interviews-
david-leyonhjelm-on-the-senates-inquiry-into-the-great-wind-
power-fraud-cross-bench-lret-plan/)s, James Delingpole

http://stopthesethings.com/2014/10/10/iames-delingpole-ten-

reasons-why-people-who-support-wind-farms-are-deluded-
criminal-or-insane/), Emily Godsen

(http:[[stopthgsgthings.com[2015[Ql[1Q[Lgmbling—turbine~terror-

continues-another-one-bites-the-dust-this-time-its-irelands-
turn/), Christopher Booker
(http://stopthesethings.com/2015/04/18/uk-election-brits-insane-
wind-power-policy-the-elephant-in-the-room/) and Rodney
Lohse (hi;tp‘[{g;tgpthesethmgs com[2£!15[04[13[t0day—ton1ght—

the press-pack simply parrot the drivel tossed out as “media

releases” by the Clean Energy Council
(http://stopthesethings.com/2013/12/20/who-put-the-clean-in-

clean-energy-council/}, and its wind industry funded
equivalents around the globe.

But, thanks to the likes of NoTricksZone, and a few other
dedicated bloggers, the unassailable facts are seeing the light of
day; much to the horror and annoyance of the wind industry,
its parasites and spruikers.

As the scale and scope of the fraud is steadily being revealed —
despite the wind industry’s best efforts to keep a lid on it -
those who are in a position to have called it a long time ago ~-
and failed or refused to do so — are going to end up looking like
either gullible dupes; or willing worshippers, in an insidious,
quasi-religious cult
http://stopthesethings.com/2014/05/15/ontarios-progressive-
conservatives-leader-tim-hudak-didnt-drink-the-kool-aid/).

htip:/imothersagainstwindturbines.com/2015/05/06/germany-buckling-under-the-weight-of-the-wind-scam/
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E—
from an NRECA
Report
on Distributed
Generaiion
Issues

As THE UNITED STATES WADES THROUGH POLICIES
and regulations regarding the nations energy re-
sources, one study looks across the Arlantic Ocean
to see whar lessons could be learned from other
nations’ forays into energy production.

In Germany, a system of subsidies built into the
eleciricity raves paid by residential, commercial and
industrial electricicy consumers has encouraged
the rapid expansion of renewable energy produc-
ton. The German subsidies — relatively modest for
wind and other renewable energy sources compared
with those for distributed solar power — have been
touted as 2 model for encouraging renewable energy
deployment in the U.S., and as a standard against
which to measure and hence, to criticize, the slower
U.S. adoption of renewable energy.

Christensen Associates Energy Consulting of
Madison, Wis., undertook a study contracted by
the Narional Rural Electric Cooperative Association

to understand the outcomes of Germany's energy
policies.

The study found that the German policies have
actually resuleed in:

» current residential electricity rates of 39.5¢
(US) per kilowatr hour — more then three times the
average residential rate in the US;

* tising electricity and energy costs that threaten
both the German economy and inrernational com-
petitiveness of core German industries;

* increasing threats to grid reliabiliry;

¢ and, in an ironic twist, increases in greenhouse
gases precipitated by greater reliance on coal-fired
generarion.

From the perspective of their implicarion for
U.S. policies and regulations regarding renewable
energy, more imporrant lessons learned from an
examination. of the German renewable energy expe-
rience includes, but is not limired to:

Y

PeyY



AT A TS 2t e e R e a b B e s =

* The decision to achieve environmental and jobs objectives
by making ucilities and their customers pay renewable resousce
subsidies sufficient to make those resources cost-effective has
proved economically unsustainable. These subsidies ~ amount-
ing ro $31 billion (US) in 2013 alone — currendy add an 8.7
cent per KWH surcharge to electric rates for most residen-
rial, industrial and commercial consumers in Germany. This
subsidy, by ieself, is 2 cents higher chan the average industrial
. electric rate in the U.S. ~ 6.7 cents per KWH.

* The German Legislature greatly underestimated thé
enormous subsidies needed to reach the very high renewable
penetration targets they established in law: For example, in
2010, rooftop solar owners received
nearly 52 cent per KWh produced
that had a market value of 5.2 cents,
and under the feed-in-tariff law, they

The study found that the

German policies have

the retail rates,

* The rate impacts and transmission grid operational dif-
ficulties experienced in Germany resulting from inefficient and
costly promotion of renewable energy reaches that sustain-
able renewable promortion requires long-range planning and

" strategic collaboration among stakeholders to enable renewable
resources to provide full value to consumers and power system
operations. This is described in detail in the Electric Power
Research Institute’s report “The Integrated Grid: Realizing the
Full Value of Central and Distributed Energy Resources.”

* The problems caused by the enormous renewable subsi-
dies and their effect on electricity rates have recendy led the

German government to drastically

revise those policies by capping the
enormous subsidies in 2014 and
limiting annual increases thereafter to

would receive that 52 cents undl - 2.5 percent.
2030. To dare, this program has cost actually resulted in * The German government has
German consumers more than $460 current residential also finally realized that all users con-

billion in higher electric rares and
recent estimates forecast the total cost
will reach $910 billion by 2022.

* Germany's system of guaranteed
renewable subsidies has made atrain-
ing tts social objective of CO, mitiga-
ton extraordinarily costly. According
to 2 recent Massachuserts Insticuce of
Technology study, in Germany CO,
mitigation runs as high as $685 per
ton of CO, reduction via solar and
$60 per ton of reduction via wind, whereas CQ, emissions
credits in Europe could have been artained for less than $5 per
ton in recent years.

* The enormous size of renewable subsidies and cheir im-
pact on elecrric rates have impacted both the German economy
and Germany's economic competitiveness abroad. An arricle in
Der Spiegel described it this way: “Germany’s Energy Poverty:
How Electricity Became a Lixury Good in Germany,” and
cited the impact of those high electric rates ori consumers and
pasticularly the poor. Further, recent analyses by the IEA and
others sight significant German losses in net exports due to
“high energy prices and costly domestic subsidies for renewable
energy.”

* While the renewable subsidies have led to a significant
increase in both solar and wind installed capacity, the produc-
tion of energy from such capacity has continued to be quite
modest, supplying less than 13 percent of Germany'’s energy
requirements — while ironically German use of coal is ar its
highest level since 1990 and several new coal plants are under
construction to keep the lights on.

* The rapid increase in wind and solar production has suc-
ceeded in driving down wholesale electric marker prices and
has created a widening gap berween the low wholesale marker
prices that utilities receive for the renewable energy produced
and the high price urilities must pay for that renewable energy.
This widening gap has resulted in further yearly increases in

electricity rates of 39.5¢
(US) per kilowatt hour —
more than three times the

average residential
rate in the U.S.

nected to the electric grid must help
pay for ir, and have recently approved
implementation of 2 grid usage charge
for new renewable owners. Germany
thus became the first in Europe to
charge consumers for access to the
grid for their renewable generators.
New renewable generators greater
than 10kw are required to paya 6
cents (US) per KWh grid access tax.

The above two changes to the
original German “Energiewende” laws will not reduce German
retail rates for a long time, but will reduce the rate of growth of
the incredibly high retail rates in Germany.

Growiny Demand in China

When looking at the internarional energy field, an eye must
be kept on China’s growing economy and energy needs.

China is scheduled to build 21,000 MW of new coal-
fired electrical generation units annually for the next 10 years
(210,000 MW total). U.S. baseload generation is expected to

.increase a mere 29,000 MW in total over the same 10-year

period (29,000 MW rotal).

‘However, if the Environrental Protection Agency’s plan for
new coal-based generation is enacted, no U.S. new baseload

+ generation will be from new coal-fired units.

As a result, Chind’s new unit coal-fired CO, emissions
will grow by approximately 6.23 billion tons, while new unit
natural gas U.S. emissions will increase by about 559 million
tons. Even assuming all U.S. new baseload demand would be
met by coal over the nexr 10 years, total U.S. growth in. the
electric utility sector would be 2bout 914 million tons.

Assuming the EPA proposal does what NRECA anticipates
and eliminates all new coal, the maximum possible CO, reduc-
tions under this proposal are abour 355 million tons or five
percent of Chinas growth over the next 10 years.
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Aussie PM Tony Abboff Cancals All Gavernment Wind Farm Subsidies - Breitbart
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AUSSIE PM TONY ABBOTT CANCELS ALL
GOVERNMENT WIND FARM SUBSIDIES

27282 d4 418

by SIMON KENT | 12 Jul 2015 |

Australia has slammed the door shut on any new government-
funded investment in renewable energy schemes as Prime
Minister Tony Abbott extends his “war on wind power”.

In doing so Mr Abbott has sent a clear message to the mendicant green renewable energy
sector that there will be no more cheap state-supplied financing for its projects.

Fairfax Media reports Mr Abbott’s conservative coalition government has ordered the
taxpayer-funded $10 billion Clean Energy Finance Corporation (CEFC) to immediately
cease any new investments in wind power projects. Treasurer Joe Hockey and Finance
Minister Mathias Cormann issued the so-called green bank with a directive to change its
investment strategy.

The funding ban is just the latest salvo in the government’s attacks on the renewable
snergy sector which also includes small-scale solar projects.

Mr Hockey started the Abbott government’s campaign against wind farms in 2014 when
he told Sydney radio host Alan Jones he found the massive turbines “utterly offensive”.
Prime Minister Abbott reignited the debate Jast month, telling Jones he finds turbines
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The decision will please anti-wind government members but wind industry insiders, who
declined to comment on the record, told Fairfax Media the decision is a “big blow”, Qne : e [b.’/—}
said that while it will not sink the industry altogether, it will make things harder. 5

Head of Australia at Bloomberg New Energy Finance Kobad Bhavnagri said the decision
would have a “significant” impact on the industry,

As Breitbart London reported last month, the UK-born Mr Abbott ¢his family moved to
Australia from London when he was aged three), who once famously dismissed the

: argument behind anthropogenic climate change as “absolute crap”, has never carried his i
disdain for wing farms lightly. 3

In June he told a radio interviewer a cycling trip to an island off the Western Australia
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state capital Perth had rammed home his personal dislike for wind generators. He added
that he wants “fewer” wind farms in Australia and is keen for an inquiry into their health .
impacts. ID;
“When I've been up close to these things, not only are they visually awful, but they make a
lot of noise,” Mr Abbott told Sydney broadcaster Alan Jones. “Up close, they’re ugly, |
they're noisy and they may have all sorts of other impacts. :
“I¥'s right and proper that we're having an inquiry into the health impacts of these things.” ‘ i
‘Wind power is not the only part of the Australian alternative energy industry to be
targeted by Mr Abbott. _
The Guardian Australia reports that the new directive banning the CEFC from investing advertisemant ( )
in existing wind technology will also apply to small-scale solar projects. o
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The truth about living near Vinalhaven wind turbines

Cautionary Tale for Wind Power Enthusiasts: “Europe’s
Renewable Romance Fades”

Note: On Vinalhaven, the bumper stickers “Spin, baby, spin” with an image of wind turbines
sends a tired message. The bumper sticker is as empty of meaning as the FIEC production
numbers that appear on ratepayer bills; a monthly reminder to the neighbors of the Fox Islands
wind turbines that “spin” is pretty much all that emerges from the closed-loop feedback that
suppressed community discussion — unlike places like Falmouth, MA — about the true costs
and questions of wind power.

The “spinning” of wind turbines can be measured by kilowatt hours produced but it is
" aningless without an analysis of the impact on the electricity grid. A new Wall Street Journal
OPED gets to the heart of the matter.

Is wind power helpful to reduction of carbon emissions — as claimed by its advocates — or does
it hurt? Because if it hurts, then paying twice as much for electricity — as Vinalhaven ratepayers
do — than they would if the turbines had never been built, really hurts. Wind turbine enthusiasts
are convinced they have the answer to this question: paying more for electricity through
“sustainable” wind shows they are planting the American flag on energy independence. Really?
Utility economists know the answer is much more complicated than “spin”.

Through one set of lenses, the neighbors of the Vinalhaven wind turbines are guinea pigs for the
experiment of turbine placement where no state authority prevails over local, patriarchal practices
of governance. It has turned out to be an extraordinarily costly experiment for neighbors, who are
self-funding litigation against the state of Maine; litigation that is vehemently supported by Fox
Island Wind and the local electric cooperative.

Through another set of lenses, the wind turbine neighbors are also paying — because they are
subject to the miscalculations by the local enthusiasts on placement of the turbines too close to
residences — for very important questions related to the stability of the New England electricity
evid,

That the answers to those questions are gradually coming into focus — concerning the stop-start
nature of wind and absence of technologies to store electricity on a municipal scale — is bitter
news to neighbors whose property values, through no fault of their own, is impacted by wind
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Wall Street Journal OPINION
July 29, 2013, 6:52 p.m. ET q
Europe’s Renewable Romance Fades -

High energy bills and threats of blackouts ended the honeymoon. America, take note.
By DAVID GARMAN AND SAMUEL THERNSTROM

Europe has bet big on wind and solar energy, and many environmental advocates would like
America to follow. Wind and solar have a role in the U.S. energy economy, but we would be wise
to see the cautionary tale in the European experience and adjust our plans accordingly.

Wind and solar generate 3.5% of America’s electricity today, but Denmark gets 30% of its
electricity from wind and hopes to produce 50% by 2020, Germany, Europe’s largest
national economy, produces roughly 12% of its electricity from wind and solar today, and it wants
renewable energy to account for 35% of electricity generation by 2020.

Clean energy powered by renewable resources is understandably attractive. But the honeymoon
with renewables is ending for some Europeans as the practical challenges of the relationship
become clear.

The first challenge is cost. Germany has reportedly invested more than $250 billion in
renewable energy deployment, and its households pay the highest power costs in Europe—exce—*,

for the Danish. On average, Germans and Danes pay roughly 300% more for residential electrici.,’
than Americans do.

Another challenge of Europe’s growing dependence on renewable energy is far more serious:
the potential loss of reliable electrical supply. It's one thing to ask consumers to pay more for
cleaner energy; it's another to force them to endure blackouts.

Since large amounts of electricity cannot be easily or inexpensively stored, it must be generated
and delivered (“dispatched”) to meet the constantly changing demand for power. As millions of
consumers turn electric lights and appliances on and off, power generators and grid operators
must match supply to demand to ensure that current is moving across wires at the proper
frequency to avoid power failures, brownouts and other problems.

Normally, this is faitly straightforward. Grid operators generally rely on coal and nuclear plants
to meet baseload demand while modifying gas and hydroelectric power output to meet shifting
demand. But electricity from wind and solar is variable and intermittent. Nature determines when
and how much power will be generated from available capacity, so it is not necessarily
“dispatchable” when needed.

When intermittent renewables are small players in the grid, they can be easily absorbed. P ",
as they reach European levels of penetration, the strain begins to show. There are increasing
reports of management challenges resulting from wind and solar across the European grid,
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including frequency fluctuations, voltage support issues, and inadvertent power flows. Anxious
operators are concerned about potential blackouts.

Ta an April 17, 2012, letter to EU Commissioner for Energy Gunter Oettinger, for example,

. _iniel Dobbeni, the Buropean Network of Transmission System Operators president, said grid

operators are “deeply concerned about the difference in speed between the connection of very
large capacities of renewable energy resources and the realization in due time of the grid
investments needed to support the massive increase of power flows these new resources
bring.” He also expressed great concern “about the potential destabilizing effect of
outdated connection conditions for distributed generation that are not being retrofitted anywhere
fast enough.”

There are solutions for these problems—upgrades to electricity transmission and distribution
and expansions of “dispatchable” generation capabilities, coupled with “demand-response” and
other efficiency measures. But the additional cost will be significant. The International Energy
Agency has warned that Germany will need to invest between €47.5 billion ($62.9 billion) and
€72.5 billion ($96 billion) in transmission and distribution over the next 10 years.

For now, the American picture is different. Unlike Europe, the U.S. has excess generating
capacity and generally adequate transmission and distribution systems, so variability in the small
amount of electricity produced by wind and solar in most markets is not a significant problem.
But renewables are growing quickly. As older nuclear plants are decommissioned and new
Environmental Protection Agency regulations shut down coal-fired plants, states such
“California that are increasing renewable requirements will start to look more like Europe, with
its cost structure and grid-management challenges.

There is also an important lesson in the European experience with energy subsidies:
Focus incentives so they reward the right behavior. Lavish subsidies for wind and solar have
changed Europe’s generation mix, but the costs have been high because the subsidy structure
prioritized mass deployment rather than efficiency, reliability and innovation. Even in the U.S.,
the wind-production tax credit has occasionally produced “negative pricing” —that is, turbine
operators pay grid operators to take their power even though it isn’t needed, just so the wind
generators can collect tax credits.

If Congress insists on subsidizing renewable energy (and to be fair, Washington subsidizes all
forms of energy), it should reform subsidies to incentivize innovations that would improve the
efficiency and reliability of wind and solar, as well as the development of improved energy-
storage technologies.

It is not surprising that many Americans share the Furopean passion for wind and solar. But, as
with any relationship, once the initial infatuation fades and difficult issues start to emerge,
thoughtful action is needed before the relationship sours. Careful reform of our policies, informed
bv lessons learned from Europe, could avoid an ugly divorce down the road and help renewables
....d their place in America’s energy economy.

‘;(/ 7
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Mr. Garman, an assistant secretary and under secretary at the U.S. Department of Energy (2001-

07), is on the board of directors of the Energy Innovation Reform Project. Mr. Thernstrom is
executive director of EIRP.
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Backlash against big wind: Booing Sierra Clubbers in Pennsylvania

If you need another example of the growing backlash against the encroachment
of the wind industry, consider this: residents of Penn Forest Township,
Pennsylvania, are booing the Sierra Clubbers.

On June 23, residents of Penn Forest Township, which sits near the heart of the
Pocono Mountains, turned out for a zoning hearing on a 37-turbine wind project
proposed to be built on land owned by the Bethiehem Authority, the financial arm
of the City of Bethlehem’s water system. The next day, Nicole Radzievich, a
reporter for the Morning Call , (based in Allentown) published an article on the
hearing, held at a local fire station, which she reported was “packed to capacity
with mainly critics.”

Radzievich added that "nearly 300 opponents” of the proposed wind project
“hurled boos” at Pennsylvania Sierra Club’s Donald Miles for supporting the wind
project, “and applauded verbal jabs against the wind energy company, Iberdrola
Renewables.”

Of course, the backlash in Penn Forest Township and dozens of other towns,
counties, and villages against the encroachment of wind energy doesn’t fit the
popular-media narrative. Wind energy, we are constantly told, is “green” or
“clean.” That same narrative, which is endlessly pushed by the Green/Left claims
that we’ll have to install forests of wind turbines all across the countryside (and
we'll have to put thousands of them offshore, too) if we are to avoid catastrophic
climate change.

Those may be the claims, but the opposition in Penn Forest Township provides a
vivid example of how the land-grabbing subsidy-fueled energy sprawl of the wind
industry is being met by a burgeoning backlash that can be seen from Maine to
California and New York to Loch Ness. Over the past 18 months, according to
published media stories, more than 100 governmental entities in about two dozen
US states have moved to reject or restrict the development of wind-energy
projects. (To see a spreadsheet with a listing of the entities, click here.)

In 2015, more than 60 governmental entities in 22 states moved to reject or
restrict wind-energy developments with a total capacity of some 3,100
megawatts. During the first six months of 2016, more than 40 governmentail
entities in 18 states have rejected or moved to restrict the installation of wind
energy facilities having a total capacity of more than 2,400 megawatts.



Backlash against big wind: Booing Sierra Clubbers in Pennsylvania

Among the recent rejections: last month the Lehighton Water Authority rejected
Iberdrola's proposal to build three wind turbines on its property. Those furbines
were to be part of the same 100-megawatt wind project Iberdrola wants to build
on the Bethlehem Authority's land. (As | reported a few weeks ago, Spain-
based Iberdrola, which has a seat on the board of the American Wind Energy
Association, has received some $2.2 billion in state and federal subsidies.)

The backlash against the wind industry is not being covered by the New York
Times or other national media outlets. But reporters like Radzievich who work for
newspapers and TV stations in small towns are covering the rural backlash
against Big Wind. And that coverage -- of zoning hearings, city council meetings,
and court rulings — shows how policies being pushed by 350.0rg, Sierra Club,
Natural Resources Defense Council, Greenpeace, and other Big Green groups
are in direct conflict with the interests of rural residents who don’t want their
neighborhoods filled with 500 foot-high wind turbines.

Hank Orlandini, and his wife, Heather, live in Albrightsville, in a house that would
be less than half a mile from iberdrola’s proposed wind project. He was at the
June 23 zoning hearing. During a phone interview, | asked him about the
statements made by the Sierra Club representative at the hearing. Orlandini
chuckled and replied “We booed him out of the place.” He went on about the
Sierra Club, saying, “They claim to represent the environment, but to me they
represent big wind, big government, and big business.”

Wealthy urbanites and climate-change activists may like the idea of wind
turbines, but a growing number of rural residents like the Orlandinis don’t. They
don’t want the noise, property-value depreciation, and visual blight that
accompanies modern wind-energy projects. Here are few more examples of the
backlash:

« Last July, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors voted unanimously in
favor of an ordinance banning large wind turbines in the county’s
unincorporated areas. During a hearing on the measure, Supervisor Michael
D. Antonovich said “Wind turbines create visual blight.” In addition, he said the
skyscraper-sized turbines would “contradict the county’s rural dark skies
ordinance which aims to protect dark skies in areas like Antelope Valley and
the Santa Monica Mountains.”

« In January, two members of the Vermont State Senate (both Democrats)
introduced a bill that would ban wind projects in that state. State Senator John
Rodgers, the author of the bill, told me he’s trying to save his state’s tourism
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industry. He said “Destroying the natural environment in the name of climate
change is moronic.”

« In New York, where Gov. Andrew Cuomo is pushing a 50-percent renewable

mandate, a 200-megawatt project called Lighthouse Wind, is being formally
opposed by three New York counties -- Erie, Orleans, and Niagara -- as well
as the towns of Yates and Somerset.

« In April, a wind project near Scotland’s famous Loch Ness was rejected by

local authorities because of its potential impact on tourism. After the ruling, Jim
Treasurer of the Friends of the Great Glen, which had worked to halt all wind-
energy development within a 22-mile radius of the loch, told a reporter for The
Press and Journal, (a newspaper based in Aberdeen) that the Scottish
Highlands had “reached saturation point” with wind energy projects. “It's
perverse to call these developments ‘green’ when they could destroy the core
attraction of the lifeline Highland visitor economy.”

The ramifications of the growing backlash against the wind business are obvious.
Under the Clean Power Plan, the Obama administration expects domestic wind
capacity to nearly triple by 2030. The most powerful Democrats in Washington,
as well as Hillary Clinton, the presumptive Democratic nominee for the White
House, are pushing a climate agenda that hinges on widespread deployment of
wind energy. That same agenda is being pushed by the biggest and richest
environmental groups in the US. Indeed, climate change was the rationale being
pushed by the Sierra Club’s Mills at the Penn Forest zoning hearing on June 23.
If all rural residents reject wind energy projects, Mills claimed, “climate disruption
is guaranteed for our grandchildren.”

Furthermore, the backlash is growing at the same time that nearly every wind-
energy company is racing to get as many projects permitted and launched before
the end of this year as possible. They're in a hurry because the wind industry’s
lucrative subsidy, the $23 per-megawatt-hour production tax credit, will be
reduced by 20 percent next year and in ensuing years until it expires in

2019. Several wind-industry executives have recently admitted that any
reduction in the subsidy gravy train could result in little or no new wind capacity
being built after this year. A few weeks ago, Patrick Woodson, chairman of E.On
North America, a subsidiary of German energy company E.On, told Recharge
News that “It's going to be enormously challenging to build projects, beyond this
[six-month] window.” (According to Good Jobs First, E.On has collected some
$785 million in state and federal subsidies.)

Another obvious point needs to be made: the backlash against the wind industry
is occurring without any help from the Big Green groups, who, instead of
protecting rural landscapes and viewsheds from the sprawl of wind energy, are,
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instead, solely focused on demonizing the oil and gas industry and the process of
hydraulic fracturing.

According to a report by the National Center for Policy Analysis, about 470
communities in 24 states have banned fracking or practices associated with the
process. Nearly half of those communities are in one state, New York. Butthose
bans have come about over the course of several years. Furthermore, they have
been actively coordinated by national environmental groups with multi-million-
dollar annual budgets who raise money by continually attacking hydrocarbons
and nuclear energy.

For instance, Food & Water Watch, which has an annual budget of about $13
million, actively promotes bans on hydraulic fracturing. With 17 offices in states
across the country, it organizes “for bans on the state level, working in
partnership with local and statewide organizations.” The Natural Resources
Defense Council, which has an annual budget of about $84 million, does similar
work. It has a Community Fracking Defense Campaign, that uses a policy and
legal team to “craft effective local iaws on fracking, defending those laws in court
when challenged, and working at all levels to preserve and protect community
rights and local control.”

By contrast, the rural organizations fighting wind projects are invariably run by
volunteers working on shoestring budgets. For instance, last December, the
Partnership for the Preservation of the Downeast Lakes Watershed, a tiny group
which had been fighting a $100 million 40-megawatt project known as Bowers
Wind, won a major victory when the Maine Judicial Supreme Court upheld a
ruling by the state’s Board of Environmental Protection, which had previously
rejected the project.

Gary Campbell, the president of PPDLW, told me that his group got no help from
national environmental groups even though the wind project -- which was being
pushed by the now-bankrupt alt-energy outfit, SunEdison -- was to be built
adjacent to some of Maine’s most scenic lakes. “Every time we approached
Maine Audubon, they slammed the door in our face,” Campbell told me.
Campbell’'s group fought the project for six years with no paid staff and no
attorneys. Their total spending: about $15,000. Why did he fight so hard? The
wind industry, Campbell said is “destroying the tourism economy of Maine.”

What does the wind lobby have to say about the rural backlash? A few months
ago, | put that question, and several others, to the American Wind Energy
Association, which spends more than $20 million per year promoting wind
energy. | emailed Tom Ward, the group’s deputy director of strategic
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communications, as well as the association’s CEO, Tom Kiernan. Both Ward and
Kiernan refused to answer any questions.

Perhaps that’s not surprising. If the wind lobby acknowledges the widespread
rural opposition to the landscape-destroying energy sprawl that fuels their
business, it could put a major dent in the industry’s social marketing efforts.

While the wind lobby can attempt to ignore the opposition, it will have to contend
with anti-wind groups like Save Our Allegheny Ridges, which is headed by a
firebrand named Laura Jackson, who lives in Everett, Pennsylvania. In an email,
Jackson told me that the site of Iberdrola’s proposed wind project is “a healthy
forest with rare plants and animals in a beautiful area of the Poconos...itis a
spectacular area.” Jackson also said that shortly after locals heard about the
Iberdrola wind project, Jackson’s group helped create a local chapter of SOAR in
Penn Forest Township. Local residents then launched a private Facebook page
which now has about 1,100 members.

Orlandini, who works in the service department of a Ford dealership in Lansdale,
is one of those members. Over the past few months, he has studied Iberdrola
and the wind industry. Does he think wind energy is “green”? Orlandini quickly
replied, “It's not green energy. If’s all about money so a company c¢an build
turbines and be subsidized by our government.”

The next zoning hearing on the Iberdrola wind project will be held on July 14 at
Penn Forest Township’s Volunteer Fire Company #1, in Jim Thorpe, at 7 pm.

Robert Bryce is a senior fellow af the Manhattan Institute. His latest book is
"Power Hungry: The Myths of "Green" Enerqy and the Real Fuels of the Future
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Brazos Wind Farm in the plains of West Texas

MONTGOMERY, Ala. — A new study from Utah-based public policy research organization
Strata shows that Alabama might have dodged a significant fiscal bullet by effectively driving
out a 2.000 acre wind farm in North Alabama.

The study found the “true cost” of wind produced energy to be much higher than is claimed by
proponents of the green alternative—as much as 48 percent higher.

Did Alabama dodge a bullet?
In the 2014 Alabama Legislative Session a bill was proposed by Sen. Phil Williams (R-Rainbow

City) that would have held renewable energy developers to the same standards as traditional energy
providers. Though the bill ultimately died late in the session, it sparked local legislation in many
areas of the state holding wind turbine companies accountable, even causing an Obama-linked
company to halt its plans to build a huge wind farm in Cherokee and Etowah Counties.

he true cost of wind power, Strata explains, is “what consumers and society as a whole pay both to
purchase wind-generated electricity and also to subsidize the wind energy industry through taxes and
government debt. The true cost includes both traditional cost accounting and the seen and unseen
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costs of policies that seek to artificially bolster renewable energy development and production. When
examined more closely, many claims about wind energy are found to be indefensible.”

Wind power has been the fastest growing form of energy in recent years, representing 43 percent of
all new electricity-generating capacity in 2012—but not without significant help from the federal
government.

Subsidies

In fiscal year 2010 42 percent of direct federal subsidies for energy, more than any other type of
electricity generation, despite this producing only 2 percent of the nation’s total electricity.

The role of subsidies in wind farms is so large that billionaire investor Warren Buffett has said, “[w]e
get a tax credit if we build a lot of wind farms. That’s the only reason to build them. They don’t make
sense without the tax credit.”

Data collected by the U.S. Energy Information Administration show that federal wind energy
subsidies have grown by an average of 32 percent each year since 2000, and in 2010 the federal
government spent nearly $5 billion on subsidies for wind energy.

“Federal policies. .. enable producers to sell wind power at prices well below what

the market would otherwise dictate,” the Strata study discovered. “Even with these incentives in
place, wind has been slow to take hold as a viable energy source. By 2013 it accounted only for 4
percent of annual energy consumption. 22 If these policies did not exist at all, wind power would be
economically unsustainable-—it would be prohibitively expensive to construct wind energy facilities
and too expensive for consumers to use the resulting electricity.”

Opportunity costs

Another hidden cost of the United States’ wind energy policy, according to the study, is the
“opportunity cost” of the billions spend in subsidies. That taxpayer money could have been used for
any number of initiatives with higher value propositions: education, paying down the national debt,
or healthcare reform.

“In a free energy market, consumers would be free to make decisions about
energy consumption based on preferences about price, environmental impact, and other factors such
as reliability,” the study states.

“Through such policies, U.S. policymakers have essentially decided that electricity consumers will
have wind power, even if it is more expensive,” Strata concludes. “The cost of this decision has
fallen to U.S. taxpayers and consumers of electricity. When weighing the costs and benefits of wind
power, not including all of the hidden costs makes wind power appear to be a more attractive option
than it actually is. Energy policy decisions, however, should be based on a more complete estimate of
the cost of wind energy.” '

(H/T Breitbart News)
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Tipton County Indiana Commissioner voted for “wind farms”, now lives with
regrets

Credit: Huntington County Concerned Citizens | www.huntingtonece.org ~~

Dear Howard County Commissioners and Council Members;

I am writing to you all as a former commissioner colleague who aided in the negotiations
and agreements with E.ON Climate Renewables with Tipton County in 2011, From the
onset, I was open to windfarm development in a small section of Tipton County because
the commissioners had received no opposition and I felt that the landowners wanted it.
My own family was offered an opportunity to lease land to E.ON and we declined
because my husband did not care to farm around the towers, and I just didn’t want to look
at them. I set my own personal views aside and made decisions based on what I felt the
majority of the public wanted. I was outspoken enough, however, to say that I would
never support a plan to cover a large portion of the county with wind turbines. As it
tumed out, the problem was that when the decisions were being made to build “Wildcat
I”, the commissioners were not hearing from the “majority”. People really did not know
this was happening, or if they did, they did not perceive it to be as “invasive” as it was.
As you know, public notices are small and often overlooked in the newspaper, so not
much resistance was present............... until the towers went up, and people saw how
enormous and intrusive they were. The red blinking lights even disturb my own summer
evenings and my home is 6 miles from the closest tower..... I;!!! You don’t have the time
to read what all I could tell you, so in a nutshell I just want to say that I wish I had the
knowledge then that I have now. However, what I can do, is to try to pass some of what I
know onto the elected officials in the neighboring county so that perhaps you can gain
some wisdom from what I learned in the schoo!l of hard knocks.

In Tipton County.......... my 83 year old mother is mad at me (since I signed the
agreements) because she no longer has colorful birds coming to her feeders........ my
brother’s view from his family dining room table used to be a vast expanse of crops and
natural habitat....... now that pristine “vista’ is forever marred by giant metal
structures............. neighbors hate each other......... ...back and forth letters to the editor
have been selling papers for over a year now............. families are torn apart,,,,, and
because the physical presence of the towers will be there for 30 years, these relationships
will never be repaired. In short. . . . this has become an issue that has divided our
community like no other.

It has torn our county apart. The May, 2014 primary election is evidence that the majority
of the voters supported candidates openly opposed to wind farm development and an
incumbent commissioner was voted out of office due to his unwillingness to listen to the
majority on any issue, including wind.

If | had this to do over, I would NEVER enter info an agreement with any wind company
now that I know what it has done to my home community. I am not proud that my name
is on those documents. The wind company has breached many parts of the agreement, but
insist that their failures are “minor”. Their field representative is arrogant and cavalier in
his attitude toward the people who are suffering with the effects of the noise and flicker.
You can’t lose something you never had............ 0 you are not “losing” the supposed
‘windfall’ of money that the project purportedly brings in. What you WILL lose however,
cannot be measured in dollars. You will lose the rural landscape as you know it and you
will lose the closeness of “community spirit” because people will hate each other over
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this and the presence of the towers will always be a constant reminder of the
rifto...ooenen. thus the wounds will never heal.

Please consider this: What do you think of a company that KNOWS it has fierce
opposition from a segment of the Howard County citizenry, but would STILL want to
build in your county? It is akin to forcing themselves onto you when they KNOW they
are not wanted by those in the project area who would be affected by their presence and
are receiving no compensation for the change in their environment. How much of a
“community partner” would they be when they really don’t care about the wishes of the
people?

I don’t know anything about which “facts” are true and which “facts” are false with
regard to property values and personal health issues. But what I DO know as fact is this:
Any issue that has become so contentious that it has caused large groups of people to
assemble and vehemently oppose it. . . . and which has caused so much heartache and
angst among the citizenry . . . . just cannot be good for the whole. I do not feel that Tipton
County will ever wholly heal from the deep personal wounds incurred by many from the
placement of wind turbines in our county.

I will leave you with this last piece of wisdom from someone who has “been there, done
that”.

As an elected official/public servant. . . . . if you must go forward with approvals that
allow wind farm development . . . and thus you become the reason a wind farm was built
in Howard County. . . it will be a decision you will regret the rest of your life.

You will join me.

Jane Harper

Tipton County Commissioner 2009-2012

Source: Huntington County Concerned Citizens | www.huntingtonecc.org



Court Backs Finding Of Wind Turbine Noise Problem

Lake Winds energy plant in Mason County now has to ritigate noise of its windmills

By Jack Spencer | June 28, 2014

The Lake Winds Energy Plant in Mason County.

Michigan's 51% Circuit Court has ruled that Mason County was justified in determining that wind
turbines at the Lake Winds Industrial Wind Plant near Ludington are too noisy.

In his June 16 decision, Judge Richard Cooper denied Consumer Energy’s appeal to have the court
overturn the county's finding that the wind plant was exceeding the county's established decibel level

limits.

In a highly technical explanation, Judge Cooper said it was reasonable for the county to take inte
account the impact of maximum wind speéds that are not outside the norm. He also rejected the
argument that excessive noise levels occurring only during certain periods of time should be allowed.

Lake Winds is a 56-turbine facility located south of Ludington. It was the utility cpmpany‘s first wind
plant project in Michigan. Residents who live near the $255 million plant began complaining of health

problems shortly after the turbines began operating. They filed a lawsuit on April 1, 2013, arguing that
noise, vibrations and flickering lights emanating from the wind plant were adversely affecting their
health. Among the symptoms noted in the lawsuit were dizziness, sleeplessness and headaches.

In September 2013, the Mason County Planning Commission determined that the wind plant was not in

compliance with safety guidelines. CMS$ Energy, which is the parent company of Consumers Energy, then
appealed that decision to the Mason County Zoning Board of Appeals and lost. In January, CMS took the

case to court and it has now lost again.

CMS spokesman Dennis Marvin said the utility has yet to decide whether it will appeal Judge Cooper's
decision to the Michigan Court of Appeals.

"Obviously, we were disappointed by the decision,” Marvin said. "We are still evaluating whether or not
to appeal. In accordance with the court's ruling we are cooperating with Mason County on our

mitigation plan.”



. / s
Mason County has hired experts to continue tests at the wind plant. However, because wind speeds are /\}
generally low in the summer the testing isn't likely to resume until September, at the earliest. Under the
mitigation plan, affected wind turbines are now operating at reduced power levels to lower the sound
tevel.

"CMS energy has no one to blame but themselves," said Kevon Martis, director of the Interstate
Informed Citizens Coalition, a non-profit organization that is concerned about the construction of wind
turbines in the region. "The citizens living inside Lake Winds wind plant paid for independent noise
studies of the project before it was built. Independent analysis demonstrated that the turbines would
not only exceed the noise ordinance as proposed by CMS and adopted by Mason County but that the
turbine noise would create widespread complaints and result in legal action by those subjected to this
industrial development in a rural environment.”

Lake Winds is part of the utility's effort to meet Michigan's renewable energy mandate, which requires
that 10 percent of the state’s energy be produced by in-state renewable sources by 2015. Though the
mandate was ostensibly aimed at reducing carbon emissions, the 2008 law did not require that
emissions be monitored to measure the mandate's actual impact.

"“This should be a warning that there is a price to be paid for ignoring the clear acoustical science that
predicted this social disaster long before the first shovel of dirt was ever turned,” Martis said.
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Minwind declares bankruptcy; local losses roughly $5.5
miliion
By Lorn Sorenson

Bankrupicy proceedings are underway for Minwind and its shareholders following last week’s emergency
_ meseting.

“Members voted to go forward with bankruptey, and we're not happy about It at all,” sald Minwind CEO Mark
Willers. “Mow whers we're at is the board is just doing what the attomeys tzll us to do.”

And that Inciudes not maidng statements to the press.

Willers apologized and said he'd like to provide more background, but legal proceedings prevent him from
daing so.

In a Dec. 15 interview with the Star Haraid, Willers pointed to federal regulations requiring expensive
compliance filing and costly structural damage from the April 2013 ice storm.

“There are some new federal regulations for the operation of all energy generation,” Willers said. “And the Tee
Is in the millions.”

The changes are coming from tha Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, an agency set up to protect
consumers from unfair energy polides.

Further driving discussion is Afliant Energy’s proposed sale of its southern Minnesota transmission lines, which
carry Minwind power, .

Alfiant has the cument power conirack for energy preduced by Minwind’s Hills towers, but that contract expires
in 18 monihs and the buyers of Alliant’s transmission lines won't be obligated fo contract for energy from Minwind.

So, Willers said, it's difficult to run a company niot knowing what the rides will be or who the players In the
game will be.

“How do we make decisions amid the unknowns?” Willers said.

He said Minwind Companigs have enjoved relative prospenty in recent years, bur the April ice storm last vear
took 2 toll on ecuipment —— and on the budgst.

“Ye were 200 to 300 percent over budget to make those repairs,” Willers said.

The turbines themselves have long-term contracis with energy companies, so Willers said the blades will likely
continue spinning, regardless of the outcome of Wednesday's meeting.

Those with the most at sinke are the 300-some sharehoiders with financial interest in the company.

Sknce the Dac. 17 meeting, some of thosa sharsholders are now questicning the management of Minwind
Energy, which manages the projecis.

Seme wonder If the murbines were insured for damages taused by the ice storm, and where the profits from
thelr investments have gone.

@mai&d that 300 local sharshoiders stand o lose as much as $3.5 million in the Minwind bankruptcy‘.\ﬂ;
_‘_""—‘-———-—-—

[t bontabulutnaihah oty

On the public slde, losses t &=x payers may be measured in tarms of grants and loans.

A USDA Rural Businass-Cooperative Service grant provided $180,000 per turbine under the Renewable
Energy/Energy Efficency Program. With the seven turbines, they 1otal £1.25 million in govenment grants — nearly .
10 nercant of the project startup costs.

2%

hts':p://'vwfw.star-heraid.com/d&tail/412'-79.11tm1‘?sub 1d=41279&print=1 1/2/2015



Owners of two Minnesota wind farms file for bankruptcy court protection

= Article by: PAVID SHAFFER , Star Tribune _ : /3
+ Updated: January 7, 2015 - 9:21 PM
The filing raises questions about whether small-scale projects can survive in the industry.

Power to people on the prairie — it's the idea, born in Minnesota, that farmers should own some of the wind turbines

spinning above their fields.

But that idea has turned into a financial loser for about 360 farmers and other landowners who invested in two small
wind farms more than a decade ago near Luverne, Minn., in the windy southwest corner of the state.

The companies that coilectively own the two Minwind Energy projects filed for reorganization this week in U.S.
Bankruptcy Court in Minnesota. The owners stand to lose their investment, and the wind farms eventually may have to

shut down, according to regulatory filings.

It is the first of the state’s approximately 100 operating wind power projects to seek bankruptcy protection, and the case
is raising questions about whether the small-scale wind farm model still works in an era of ever-larger wind-generating

projects.

“The wind business is not for the faint of heart,” Beth Soholt, director of the St. Paul-based trade group Wind on the
Wires, said in an interview. “These are big energy facilities ... It is a long-term contract with utilities that expect you to

produce. A lot of things can go wrong.”

The Minwind wind farms, with 11 turbines that went on line in 2002 and 2004, made a profit until 2012, and are still
operating, according to its financial reports. The electricity is sold to Minneapolis-based Xcel Energy and Cedar Rapids,
lowa-based Alliant Energy under long-term deals. Some of Minwind’s power is fed into a giant.battery built by Xcel near
Luverne to store electricity for when the wind doesn’t biow.

Minwind has told federal regulators that the turbines have needed extensive repairs, including main bearings, and the
company no longer can afford the upkeep. To make things worse,-Minwind got into a jam with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission for not filing certain paperwork since 2006. The result is a $1.9 million regulatory liability that
has left a potential buyer uneasy about signing a deal to acquire the wind farms.

Minwind’s attorneys have told the government that the owners were “unsophisticated” in regulatory matters, and
should be excused from the filing lapse. Some of the owners also had invested in the former Agri-Energy ethanol plant in

Luverne, which was sold in 2020 to another biofuel company.

“None of the owners has had any experience in the power sector, except through ownership and operation of the
facilities,” the company’s Washington-based legal team led by Margaret Moore said in a regulatory filing.

But federal regulators didn’t buy the lack-of-sophistication argument. Indeed, the company led by President Mark
Willers, Luverne businessman and farmer, has long been credited with creating an innovative business structure with
nine separate limited-liability companies allowing investors to take advantage of federal wind energy tax credits, a now-
discontinued state assistance program for small wind projects and USDA grants.

Willers declined to comment in detail, but acknowledged that the company was tripped up by a rule change that FERC
made eight years ago — a time when the company didn’t have a Washington attorney on retainer to watch for such

things.
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1’irginia State Del. Joshua Nelson (R-Boone) is sero-
in West Virginia’s House of Delegates. Nelson serves
{ rnment Organization, Industry and Labor, and Vet-

"Whenever and wherever
we can fight for free-mar-
ket principles, you will find
me and other like-minded
West Virginia legislators
doing so.”

Nelson: We are always tracking new legisla-
tion coming out of Waghington, DC as well as
bills from anti-free market legislators coming
out of Charleston. Wherever we can fight for
free-market principles, you will find me and
other like-minded West Virginia legislators
doing so.

H Sierling Burneit (hsburnett@heartland.
org) is managing editor of Environment &
Climate News,

Under Fire for Huge Costs

Continued from page 1

freeze its RPS in 2014, and West Virginia repealed its mandates
altogether earlier in 2015.

“This is a bad time to be in the renewable energy industry,”
said Marita Noon, executive divector of Energy Makes America
Great. “In addition to laws enacted in Ohio and West Virginia
trimming renewable power’s legislated advantage, ethanol man-
dates have also fallen from favor at the federal level, and biofuel
companies, according to The Economist, are starting to give up.”

In 2007, North Carolina became the firat state in its region to
enact an RPS. Under that law, investor-owned utilities in the
state must provide up to 12.5 percent of their energy through
renewable resources or energy efficiency measures by 2021.

A March study from the Institute for Political Economy at Utah
State University found North Carolinians received an estimated
$14.4 billion less in real personal income in 2013 than they would
have without the renewable energy mandates. Because real per-
sonal income has fallen an average of nearly 4 percent cumu-
latively in states with renewable power mandates, a family in
North Carclina made $3,870 less in 2013 alone, the study says.

“In addition, RPS states have seen a drop in industrial electric-
ity sales of almost 14 percent and have experienced an overall
inerease of almost 10 percent to their state’s unemployment rate,”
the study states. “This means that there were 23,769 fewer jobs
in North Carolina at the end of 2014 than there would have been
without government mandates for renewable electricity.”

Kansas also adopted renewable power mandates that have
proven to be harmful. Kansag’'s 2009 RPS requires at least
10 percent of electricity-generating capacity in the state come
from renewable sources, with the percentage slated to rise to
15 percent in 2016 and 20 percent in 2020.

The same Utah State University team of regsearchers analyzed
the effects of Kangas’s RPS and found negative impacts similar
to those in North Carolina. The study reports, “Kansas electric-
ity rate payers will face $171 million in elevated electricity costs
beyond what they would have paid in the absence of an RPS. In
addition, RPS will cause ... the loss of 795 jobs, a decrease in
investment of $14 million, and a decrease in personal disposable
income of $72 million in 2020 alone.”

“These recent studies, using sophisticated economic tech-
niques, provide further evidence our basic intuition on RPS ig
correct. [They force} people to use expensive, unreliable sourc-
es of electricity like wind and solar [that increase] the cost of
power,” said Dan Simmons, vice president for policy at the Insti-
tute for Energy Research. “These studies should erase all doubt
about how harmful RPS mandates are.”

Bonner R. Cohen, Ph.D. (bcohen@nationaleenter.org) is ¢
senior fellow of the National Center for Public Policy Research.

INTERNET INFO

Randy Simmons, et al., “Renewable Portfolio Standards:
Kansas,” March 10, 2015: https://www.heartland.org/policy-
documenits/renewable-portfolio-standards-kansas

Randy Simmons, et al., "Renewable Portfolio Standards: North
Caroling,” March 10, 2015 https://www.heartland.org/policy-
documents/renewable-portfolio-standards-north-carolina



Michigan wind developer faces lawsuit over U.P. project

Posted on 01/26/2015 by Andy Balaskovitz

In a small community on the southern coast of Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, a 28 MW
wind farm remains a focus of dispute among landowners, some of whom are bringing the
developer into yet another lawsuit over claims about noise.

Traverse City-based Heritage Sustainable Energy’s wind project in Garden Township,
along with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, is the subject of a lawsuit filed this month
in federal court in Marquette. It’s the second suit against the company in a year.

Heritage settled a case out of court over six months ago when residents near its Stoney
Corners Wind Farm in the Lower Peninsula alleged it was causing health problems.

The 14-turbine Garden Wind Farm, located west of Escanaba, became operational in
September 2012 and was the first wind project in the U.P.

A company official, who claimed he first heard of the lawsuit when contacted by the
Associated Press last week, said Heritage has been working with local residents over
noise concerns. In an interview, he disputed claims made in the lawsuit over the project’s
threat to migratory and endangered bird species, based on studies to be released in the
coming months. He said that the company had not been served with any legal documents
pertaining to the suit as of Thursday night.

“We’re trying to work through issues with those who have some annoyance with sound
and shadow flicker,” said Rick Wilson, Heritage’s vice president of operations. “We
think we can work with them to resolve the issues.”

However, the lawsuit claims that nearby residents have endured disruptive noise and
decreased property values since the project became operational, contrary to what the
company had told them initially.

“Heritage, through the construction and operation of the Heritage Wind Farm, will
continue to unreasonably harm the Individual Plaintiffs, their lessees and guests by
subjecting them to disturbing and incessant noise, vibrations, shadow flicker/strobe
lighting, and flashing red lights which has caused nausea, headaches, sleep deprivation,
vertigo, dizziness, anxiety, and diminution of property values,” the suit says. Building
near the citizens’ properties was “intentional and unreasonable, negligent, and reckless,”
the suit claims.

Further development at the site, the suit adds, will cause increased “takes™ of species like
the Kirtland’s Warbler, piping plover, Northern long-eared bat and bald eagle.

“Hence, Heritage’s activities and (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s) failure to properly
regulate those activities will make it more difficult for plaintiffs to observe and enjoy
these species and to enjoy the benefits of the species,” the suit says. Landowners are
being represented by Topp Law in Gaylord, which specializes in energy and
environmental litigation.

The citizens also allege that Heritage’s activities are violating the Michigan
Environmental Protection Act. The plaintiffs are seeking a temporary restraining order or

injunction against Heritage’s expanding, as well as compensation for legal and other fees.

Wilson said the company has been working with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service since
2007 over concerns the department raised over bird species, some of which are
endangered. He said results from the latest scientific studies over bird deaths will be
released to the public “within the next several months.”
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“There is no correlation between the relationship with the wind farm and the shoreline
and any potential increase in fatalities,” he said. “Our 14 turbines kill no more birds than
a single feral cat. We’re looking to be somewhere in the range of three to four birds per
turbine, per year.”

The development in question is known as phase I of Garden Wind Farm, and the
company had tentative plans for two more phases.

“We have what we think are opportunities to build more but we don’t have immediate
plans to expand that project at this moment,” Wilson said. “It’s a matter of a power
purchase agreement and the current economic climate right now.”

‘Very controversial. Very controversial.’

Since its beginning, the project has divided the small community of roughly 1,000,
according to Garden Township Supervisor Raymond Young. It’s a picturesque landscape
on Big Bay De Noc in northern Lake Michigan, with the turbines situated mostly on an
area of flat farmland.

“Very controversial. Very controversial,” Young repeated by phone last week. “I don’t
care how you look at it, they’re noisy. That’s where the whole complaint comes from —
people can’t get a good night’s sleep. I’'m not taking a side, but the complaints I get,
which are numerous, are all about noise.”

Recent research has failed to find direct link between human health and wind turbines,
though there are connections between exposure to noise and annoyance. The American
Wind Energy Association says “allegations of health-related impacts are not supported by
science.”

Researchers have also found no statistical evidence that wind turbines impact property
values in general, but the lawsuit says county officials have already lowered assessed
values on some properties because of “proximity to [a] wind energy device.”

“It’s important to keep in mind that there are no free rides,” said John Anderson, director
of environmental affairs and permitting policy for the AWEA, referring to the trend of
litigation nationwide challenging turbines’ affect on lifestyles. “Our society is power
hungry and requires a huge amount of energy to operate as a modern society. No form of
energy is free of impact, and wind power is no exception, but studies show wind power ,
impacts to be the lowest.

“There is always going to be someone who feels negatively affected. We can’t have a
society dictated by a few loud opponents.”

Heritage is also playing offense in the courtroom, having filed suit against nearby
Schoolcraft County this month over what it claims is an overly restrictive zoning
ordinance against wind development.

Young took office shortly after the project began operations. “I can say that (Heritage)
made promises they didn’t keep, according to the people I get complaints from,” he said.
The township recently passed an ordinance that would use police powers to limit the
noise between 10 p.m. and 6 a.m., Young added.

The project has been so controversial — in a familiar case of pitting those benefitting
from leasing land to those with aesthetic and other concerns — that local sheriff’s
deputies had to start coming to public meetings, he said.

“Relatives aren’t speaking to each other. People I’ve known 40 years won’t talk to me,”
Young said. “We have divided this community between those who are leasing and those
that aren’t and don’t like the noise.”
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Ohio Sen. Bill Seitz, seen in this 2011 file photo, kas tried for several years to weaken the state's renewable energy laws. (Associated Press)

State lawmaker part of effort to stop Ohio
wind project

Kathiann M. Kowalski | 04/27/2015

An effort by opponents to stop a proposed Ohio wind farm, which includes alegally questionable maneuver to
prevent property owners from granting variances, has the support of the state legislature’s most outspoken critic of
renewable energy.

Greenwich Windpark, one of the few wind energy projects moving forward in Ohio, was approved by the state Power
| Siting Board in August. However, opponents, along with state Sen. William Seitz, have requested a rehearing and
3 want to apply stricter rules than those that were in effect when the Siting Board ruled last summer.

Earlier this month, Seitz provided Midwest Energy News with materials from Greenwich Neighbors United (GNU}
in Huron County as an example of “the efforts of local folks...to fight ‘Big Green Wind.”

The 60-page packet, consisting of a memorandum and numerous newspaper clippings, was also filed
(https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/CaseRecord.aspx?Caseno=13-0990&link=COM) last week in a case in which the group wants the Ohio
Power Siting Board to reverse its approval of a 25-turbine wind farm (http://www.windlab.com/projects/greenwich) in Huron
! County.

The Greenwich project is “one of the smailer wind farms that have been approved by the Power Siting Board,” said
i Sally Bloomfield, counsel for the project’s owner, 6011 Greenwich Windpark, LLC.

Seitz (http://e67tizwowsy1al8xmmnlisozd3. wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/files/2015/04/BigWindSeitzEmail ToOPSBo82014.pdf) , as well as
other (bttp:/ /e67tiawgwsytalsxmnhsozds. wpengine.n -cdn.com/ files/2015/04/Big ndellReferencingSeitzEmail.pdf) lawmakers
(Litp:/ fe67tiowgws7talSxmnhsozds. wpengine.netdna-cdn, com/ﬁles/ 2015/ 04/ B1gWudBooseToOPS]?.0814 pdf), contacted
i (htp://e57tiowows7al8musozd3, wpengine.neldna-cdn com/files/ 2015/ 04/Big WindSeituEmailToOPSBoB2014,pdf) the Siting Board by
: : email last August in support of a new public hearing in the case.
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Seitz claimed that one of the earlier evening hearings in May was inconvenient for farmers. “In addition, the

(http: //www.midwestenergynews.com/2014/06/05/ohio-legislature-and-lawsuit-raise-doubts-for-the-future/} and the wind farm setback
changes” in HB 483 (hitp://www.anidwestenergynews.com/2014/06/19/industry-setback-changes-will-end-new-wind-farms-in-ohio/} ,
Seitz wrote.

While both laws were passed earlier in the year, neither was in effect yet when the Siting Board issued its ruling in
August granting the 2013 application from Greenwich Windpark.

SB 310 (htipy/ [www.midwestenergynews.com/ 2015/ 01/22/drops-in-ohic-clean-energy-investment-could-hurt-jobs-growth/) , co-
sponscred by Seitz, scaled back Ohio’s renewable energy and energy efficiency standards and froze any increases in
their benchmarks for two years. The law also established the Energy Mandates Study Committee

HB 483 (bttp://www.midwestenergynews.com/2014/06/19/industry-setback-changes-will-end-new-wind-farms-in-ohio/} tripled property
line setbacks for turbines on commercial farms that did not already have permits. Seitz spoke passionately against
wind energy in the few minutes of public debate before that last-minute provision passed last year.

The day after Seitz’s email, a “late-filed (https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/CaseRecord.aspx?Caseno=13-09908dink=DI) ” motion to
intervene with a request for new hearing was filed by attorney Sam Randazzo on behalf of Omega Crop Co. Omega’s
. owners, Gerald and Connie Oney, are GNU members, according to the materials filed last week.

Some points in Randazzo’s brief for Omega are similar to those in Seitz’s email. Randazzo is general counsel for
Industrial Energy Users—Ohio thitp://viwv.ieu-ohio.org/about,_usaspx) . Like Seitz, he has advocated
(hitp://e67tiawgws71al8xmmbhsozd3.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/files/2015/04/randazzotestimonySB58.pdf) scaling back

(bttp://www.midwestenergynews.com/2014/04/0z/chio-renewable-energy-and-energy-efficiency-standards-face-multi-front-attacks/) the
state’s renewable energy and energy efficiency standards.

Greenwich Windpark opposed (https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/CaseRecord.aspx?Caseno=13-0990&link=DI) the motion, noting that
the record had been closed and the Siting Board was already scheduled to rule on the ease in less than two days.

Moreover, the brief noted, Greenwich Windpark had mailed out notices to Omega and various other property owners
several months earlier. Several hearings had been held in the community as well.

The case record also includes multiple comments from Oney and Kevin Ledet, chairperson of GNU. Those comments
became part of the case file for consideration by the Siting Board.

“We got on board sometime around June of 2014,” Ledet explained. “It was even after [the Siting Board] had their
public meeting in Greenwich,” Ohio.

“QOriginally most of the opposition thought these turbines were just small unimposing things,” Ledet said. It “didn’t
register” how big the turbines would be.

Nonetheless, a sign-in sheet for a May 22, 2013 community meeting shows that Omega owner Gerald Oney attended.

Also, Bloomfield noted, the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation was a party in the case. That organization often intervenes
in wind energy cases to represent farmers’ interests, she said. “They bring matters to our attention that we might not
have known about but for them.”

On August 25, the Siting Board denied the late-filed motion and ruled in favor of Greenwich Windpark's application.

Randazzo filed a motion for rehearing on September 23, On October 22, administrative law judge Greta See issued
an order “to afford the Board additional time to consider the issues.”

'Our property rights'

That ruling was not a decision on the merits, explained Bloomfield. Rather, it was for the “limited purpose” of giving
the Siting Board more time for the motion.

mhtml:file://C:\Users\Gregg\Downloads\State lawmaker part of effort to stop Ohio wind pr... 7/21/2015



DTate lawmaker part oI eIrort to stop Uhio wind project | Midwest Energy News Page 3 ot 989

Although the case remains open, Bloonifield siressed that the Siting Board granted Greenwich Windpark a
certificate. The company has begun to comply with some of its conditions, she added.

Meanwhile, in a pending rulemaking proceeding, GNU is urging the Siting Board to change its rules so that any
adjacent property owner could prevent a waiver by another property owner, even if the waiver would not affect the
person objecting to it.

“I believe It says all adjacent property owners to that wind farm have to sign waivers” for a setback or any other
variance, maintained Ledet. “1 think that’s something that's going to have to be battled out in court.”

“We want to make sure the Ohio Power Siting Board is deing what the Ohio Power Siting Board should be doing for
the citizens of Ohio,” Ledet also said. “Are they concerned about our safety and our welfare and our property rights?”

Ledet added that while his land does border a property where wind turbines will be, the closest would be “roughly
half a mile” to the south. That's farther than even HB 483 would have required.

Bloomfield said that if GNU’s interpretation were adopted, it would be a marked departure from prior law and
practice. In the past, the Siting Board has consistently interpreted the law to say that any waiver “has to be granted
by the people who were affected” by it, she explained.

A different result could raise constitutional problems, Bloomfield added. Among other things, it would be “an unfair
taking of your property, in effect, by people who have nothing to do with it,” she said. “People three miles away could
have a say over what you de with your property.”

Applying that interpretation to Greenwich Windfarm could also raise questions about retroactive rulemaking and
other issues.

'Ground to a halt'

Ledet said GNU is also trying to reach out to other communities “to help other people that are going to be facing the
same onslaught” from wind farms.

For the time being, though, SB 310 and HB 483 have apparently put the brakes on most in-state wind development.

“The wind industry has kind of ground to a halt in Chio,” Bloomfield said. Greenwich Windpark is the exception,
rather than the rule.

Indeed, a January 2015 report from Pew Charitable Trusts projected a plunge
(lttp: / fww idwestenergyneys. com/ 2015/01/22/ drops-in-obio-clean-energy-investment-conld-hurt-jobs-growth/) in investment int
Ohio’s wind energy from rmore than half a billion dollars in 2012 to essentially nothing through 2016.

Moreover, advocates have said, the Energy Mandates Study Committee testimony has so far focused on factors
against (attp://www.midweslenergynews,com/2015/04/ 14/advocates-hope-ohio-energy-committee-will-broaden-focus/) wind and other
forms of renewable energy. Critics (http://www.midvrestenergynews.com/2015/04/14/advocates-hope-ohio-energy-committee-will-
broaden-focus/) have said they hope that will change.

39

“Too often the press are complicit in presenting an unduly rosy picture of ‘green energy,” Seitz said in his email
providing the GNU packet about the Greenwich Windpark case. “Both sides deserve a hearing and equal publicity.”

You have not set a disclaimer for your site. Add a site disclaimer by visiting the Largo Theme Options page.
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Below is an e mail from a bank in southeastern South Dakota that | do several
appraisals for every year. This particular appraisal of bare land addressed in this e
mail was a FMAC “Farmer Mac” guaranteed loan. 1 have to keep the bank and
client confidential, but the land was within an hour from my house. According to
the way | read it, Farmer Mac assumes there is a detrimental effect on the value
of land if there is a wind lease. There isn’t a wind farm within 50 miles of this
land, but the detrimental effect is just on the fact there is a written lease (and
easements) on the property. This should make anyone who signed a lease
wonder about future borrowing ability as well as the fact of “Will the revenue
from the turbine be more than the devaluation of my land OR LESS?”

R

Good Morning Gregg -
We received the following notification from FMAC regarding the title report:

The preliminary title report notes there is a wind lease on the property. Please have the appraiser verify if he
was aware of this wind lease. If the appraiser was aware of the wind lease, does the final appraised value
represent the defrimental effect of the wind lease, on the property vaiue, if any. If the appraiser was not aware
of the wind lease please have him comment if the wind lease has a detrimental effect on the value of the
property. If he finds it does have a defrimental effect on the property, please have him adjust his final value
accordingly and provide support.

Can you please address this and send back to me?

Thank youll




To: "gregghubner@gmail.com” <gregghubner@gmail.com>

' /’} GREG. YOUR ZONING PEQPLE ARE VERY UN!FORMED. THEY NEED TO VISIT SITES WHERE WINDTOWER ARE
2000FT AWAY LET ALONE 1000 . CURRENT ZONING REGULATIONS IN ANTELOPE COUNTY NE ARE 1000 FT
AWAY. THAT WAS USED IN PHASE 1 TWO YEARS AGO AND IT IS A DISASTER. LAST YEAR PHASE 2 PASSED
WITH A 2000 FT SET BACK WHICH 1S NOT NEAR ENOUGH, WE ARE ASKING FOR A MILE SET-BACKIN PHASE 3
AND IT IS STRONGLY BEING CONSIDERED. HOLT COUNTY , JUST TO THE WEST HAS SET THEIR SET-BACKS AT
14 MILE. WHEELER COUNTY TO THE SOUTHWEST HAS TENTIVELY SET THE!IR SET-BACK AT 2500 FT. STATES
BACK EAST HAVE STATE REGULATED SET BACKS AT 1-1.5 MILES.THIS IS A VERY SERIOUS ISSUE BECAUSE
ONCE THE TOWERS ARE ALLOWED TO BE BUILT THERE IS NO MOVING THEM. PLEASE TELL YOUR ZONING
PEOPLE TO RESEARCH THIS MUCH MORE BEFORE THEY ALLOW THIS TO HAPPEN. IF THEY WANT MORE
TESTIMONY PLEASE HAVE THEM CONTACT ME. 1000 FT SET-BACKS HAVE RUINED THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN
MANY RURAL ANTELOPE COUNTY HOMES. THEY WILL NOT PUT TOWERS WITHIN A MILE OF A CITY OR
TOWN, WHY SHOULD THEY BE ALLOWED TO PUT THEM WITHIN A MILE OF OUR HOMES ?7? GARY BORER

From: Gregg Hubner [mailto:gregghubner@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 3:12 PM

To: I

Subject: Bon Homme County suggested Zoning for wind turbine setbacks

L WP v B

~ -Gary Borer <gborer@kaytoninf.com> - Sat, Aug 15, 2015 at 11:22 AM
,)0: "avonclarion@hotmail.com" <avonclarion@hotmail.com>
Cc: Gregg Hubner <gregghubner@gmail.com>

DEAR EDITOR [N ANTELOPE COUNTY IN NORTHEAST NE, TWO YEARS AGO IN 2013. WIND TOWERS
WERE ALLOWED TO BE CONSTRUCTED WITH A 1000 FT SET-BACKFROM HOUSES IN PHASE 1. THIS
DID NOT TURN OUT VERY WELL DUE TO EXCCESIVE NOICE. IN 2014 IN THE SAME AREA, PHASE 11
WAS ALLOWED WITH SET-BACKS OF 2000 FT FROM HOUSES. IN THE NEXT PART OF THE PROJECT
WE ARE ASKING FOR | MILE SET BACKS FROM HOUSES. WEST OF US IN HOLT COUNTY THEY ARE
USING SET- BACKS OF ONE HALF A MILE. SOUTH WEST OF US IN WHEELER COUNTY THEY ARE
CONSIDERING SET- BACKS OF 2500 FT. EASTERN STATES ARE USING STATE REGULATED SET
BACKS OF 1 MILE. YOU DO NOT SEE WINDTOWERS WITHIN A MILE OF CITIES OR TOWNS. WHY
SHOULD OUR RURAL FARM RESIDENTS BE TREATED ANY DIFFERENTLY??

n
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WIND TURBINE IMPACT STUDY
DODGE & FOND DU LAC COUNTIES - WISCONSIN

Preliminary Draft - September 2009

This is a study of the impact that wind turbines
have on residential property value. The wind
turbines that are the focus of this study are the
larger turbines being approximately 389ft tall
and producing 1.0+ megawatts each, similar to
the one pictured to the right.

The study has been broken into three
component parts, each looking at the value
impact of the wind turbines from a different
perspective. The three parts are: (1) a
literature study, which reviews and summarizes
what has been published on this matter found
in the general media; (2) an opinion survey,
which was given to area Realtors to learn their
opinions on the impact of wind turbines in
their area; and, 3} sales . studies, which
compared vacant residential lot sales within the wind turbine farm area to comparable sales
located outside of the turbine influence.

- The sponsor for this study was the Calumet County Citizens for Responsible Energy
(CCCRE) (Calumet County, Wisconsin), which_contracted our firm, Appraisal Group One, to
research the value impact that wind turbines have on property value. Appraisal Group One
(AGO} protected against outside influence from CCCRE by having complete independence to
the gathering of facts, data and other related material and the interpretation of this data to the
purpose of this study. AGO chose the location of the study, the search parameters, the
methodology used and the three-step approach to the study. AGO does not enter into any
contract that would espouse any preconceived notion or have a bias as to the direction of the
study and its findings. The purpose of the study was to investigate the value impacts of large
wind turbines, the issues influencing these impacts and to report these findings on an impartial
basis. '

AGO is an appraisal company specializing in forensic appraisal, eminent domain,
stigmatized properties and valuation research. This company is located in Oshkosh, Wisconsin,
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and provides appraisal services throughout the State of Wisconsin. In addition, AGO provides
forensic appraisal services, valuation consulting and research outside of the state. Recent
projects were completed in Ohio, Indiana, lilinois and Michigan.

The geographic area of this study was focused in Dodge and Fond du Lac Countles,
These two counties have three large wind farms. They are:.

WE Energies - Blue Sky Green Field wind farm which has approximately 88 wind turbines and is
located in the northeast section of Fond du Lac County, bordering Calumet County to the north.

Invenergy - Forward wind farm which has approximately 86 wind turbines and is located in
southwest Fond du Lac County and northeast Dodge County.

Alliant - Cedar Ridge wind farm which has approximately 41 wind turbines and is located in the
southeastern part of Fond du Lac County.

Of these three wind farms, only the WE Energies and Invenergy wind farms were used in the
sales study since the Alliant — Cedar Ridge wind farm did not have enough viable sales within
the turbine influence area to use as a base of comparison. The Realtor survey was limited to
Fond du Lac and Dodge Counties, that being the area which had the three wind farms. The
literature study was not limited geographically.

The balance of this report follows this introduction. The conclusions drawn at the end
3 of each section are based on the data we collected and analyzed and are the sole possession of
Appraisal Group One.

Submitted on September 8™, 2009, by:
Kurt C. Kielisch, ASA, IFAS, SR/WA, R/W-AC
President/ Senior Appraiser

Appraisal Group One

www.forensic-appraisal.com

M
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WIND TURBINE IMPACT — REALTOR SURVEY

The purpose of the Realtor survey was to learn from the people who are on the first tier
of the buying and selling of real estate what they thought of wind turbines and their impact to
residential property value. This survey was designed to measure what type of impact (positive,
negative or no impact) that wind turbines have on vacant residential land and improved
property. The questions were designed to measure three different visual field proximity
situations to wind turbines. These three were hordering proximity {defined as 600ft from the
turbine), close proximity (defined as 1,000ft from the turbine) and near proximity {defined as %
mile from the wind turbines). In all situations the wind turbines were visible from the
property. Graphics and photographs were utilized to illustrate each guestion so the survey
taker would have the same or similar understanding as others on each question. In addition to
asking the Realtor about the type of impact they expected in each situation, the survey then
asked them to estimate the percentage of the impact. Though it is understood that Realtors
are salespeople and not appraisers, it is also true that they often have to estimate asking prices
for their clients or act in the capacity of a buying agent for a client. Both situations demand an
estimate of value and recognition of those factors that both benefit and detract from value.

The geographic area for selection of the survey participants was defined by the wind
farm projects. These projects were in Fond du Lac and Dodge Counties, Wisconsin.

The Scope of Work (SOW) that was followed in the development, implementation and
recording of this survey was as follows:

1. Outline the purpose of the questions and determine what is to be measured and
what information is needed to have an informative survey free of any suggested
bias. .

2. Create a Beta version of the survey and have it tested by ten Realtors outside of the
projected survey area.

3. Once the Beta testing and revisions were completed, then print the final version of
the survey. '

4. Realtor offices were presented with the survey and participants were offered a fee
for taking the survey. ({interestingly, some declined the fee.)

5. All surveys were given in person. No surveys were giving orally nor via the Internet.

6. Once the surveys were completed the survey presenter signed and dated the survey.

7. All surveys were reviewed for errors and those that were found in error, e.g. giving
multiple answers to a question when only one was allowed, were then rejected and
saved with the reason for its rejection.

8. The survey results were tabulated and presented in a spreadsheet format.

M_
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- 9. From the spreadsheet the resuits were presented graphically for ease of
3 understanding.
10. A summary of the findings and a conclusion was then completed and included in this
report.

Following is: (a) a copy of the survey that was hand delivered to each survey participant and (b}
graphic presentation of the tabulated results from the survey.

Summary of Findings & Conclusion of Impact

The survey indicated that in all but two scenarios (those being Questions #8 and #9),

' over 60% the participants thought that the presence of the wind turbines had a negative impact

on property value. This was true with vacant land and improved land. Where the group

diverted from that opinion is when they were presented with a 10-20 acre hobby farm being in

close and near proximity. In these cases 47% (close proximity) and 44% {near proximity) of the
participants felt that the wind turbines caused a negative impact in property value.

The answers showed that bordering proximity showed the greatest loss of value at -43%

for 1-5 acre vacant land and -39% for improved properties. Next in line was the close proximity

- ' showing a -36% value loss for 1-5 acre vacant land and -33% for improved property. Lastin line

' ) was the near proximity, showing a -29% loss of value for a 1-5 acre vacant parcel and -24% loss

in value for improved parcels. These losses show a close relationship between vacant land and

improved land. This pattern was rep]icated. regarding the bordering proximity for a hobby

farm, whereas 70% believed it would be negatively impacted.  Lastly, the opinions regarding

the impact of the wind turbines due to placement, that being in front of the residence or

behind the residence, showed that in both situations most participants believed there would a

negative impact (74% said negative to the front placement and 71% said negative to the rear
placement).

In conclusion, it can be observed that: (a) in all cases with a 1-5 acre residential
property, whether vacant or improved, there will be a negative impact in property value; (b)
with 1-5 acre properties the negative impact in property value in bordering proximity ranged
from -39% to -43%; (c) with 1-5 acre properties the negative impact in property value in close
proximity ranged from -33% to -36%; (d) with 1-5 acre properties the negative impact in
property value in near proximity ranged from -24% to -29%; {e) in ali cases the estimated loss
of value between the vacant land and improved property was close, however the vacant land
estimates were always higher by a few percentage points; (f) it appears that hobby farm use on
larger parcels would have lesser sensitivity to the proximity of wind turbines than single family
land use; and (g) placement either in front or at the rear of a residence has similar negative
impacts.

M
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" PROPERTY VALUE IMPACT &
© ZONING EVALUATION

Industrlal Scale Wmd Energy
Mason County, Kentucky

- Requested by -
Cltlzens Volce of Mason County

McCann App-rai'sa-l & Con'sult'ing, LLC
May 12, 2014

@ MeCann Appralssl & Consuiting 2014

476 ft.. height

1,139 ft.. setback




| Va_elﬁue- Loss - Cause? )

| Detnmental Condltlon |
| _Impalrment of quiet use and enJoyment
+ Bona fide nuisances & health lmpacts
Aesthetics o
Stigma — “Market Resistance”

Any trespass or intrusion of excessive noise,
contaminants, odor, vibration, glare, flicker or
other physical impacts into, through or over
neighboring property

10

5P ValueStU'es : .

Independent
McCann & other mdependent
| professional appraisers

| Industry
Academic Institutions funded by USDOE
and wind energy developers



McCann 2012 Study
Lee & DeKalb Counties
+ Detailed Paired Sales analysis
. Target & Control sale data selected on basis of
sales near turbines (Target) being paired with

comparable sales (Control) at much greater
distances

« Target sales average distance = 2,618 feet
 Control sales average distance = 10.1 miles

e Current empirical data finds 23% to 33% (avg
26%) im pact from inadequate setbacks

Related Study Results

. ZCDOM is 1 year longer near turbmes

+ Sale Price as a % of list price is 70.6% near
- vs. 91% far from turbines

DeKalb FPL turbines are larger and nearer

" Target residential sales, on average, and
empirical appraisal results find greater impact
with shorter Setbacks |

LBNL & Hinman claim that values “rebound” is
false. McCann 2003-2005 & 2012 study
periods in Lee County find consistent long
term value impairment



LITERATURE REVIEW

Summary o
Wind Turbine - Property Value Impact Studies 3‘
Independent Studies
Author : Type Year ; Location ., Method Distance Impact
; ; g el ]
Lansink [Appraiser 2012 .Ontario ‘Resale <2 mies (38%) “!
' m Avg. f
23%-
. N 59%
Sunak i Academic | oLs 2 Km i{25%)
‘RWTH {Neuenkirchen Geographic ' ‘ !
“Aachen Weighted | i
University i Regression .
e AR H o .
Heintzelman ‘Academic 2011 ‘Upstate NY Regressnon 110 te  Varies
Tuttle ‘Clarksen : ‘Resale & Imiles to>
‘University ; ‘Census {45%)
i BlORR
McCann Appraiser 2008 |Illinois, .Paired <2 miles (25%}
. -2013 :(3) :Sales & 20% -
- ML, MA, Wi resale 40%
) (OH e et e et e e
Gardner ‘Appraiser 2008 Texas Paired 1.8 miles (25%)
: i Sales e o]
Kieiisch Appraiser 200% ‘Wisconsin  -Regression Visible (30- !
{4} ‘& Survey vs. not  40%) ;
visible {24
39%). ..
Luxemburger :Broker 2007  Ontario : Paired 3 NiW (15%) w]
: ‘Sales 548,600 @
}Linco!n‘l’wp. Committee | 2000- Wisconsin AV ratio 1 mile (28%) .
: {5) 2802 104% v, 76% ‘

Wind Industry Funded Studies
Canning & ‘"Appraisers:20i0 ‘Ontaric :Regression Viewshed : {7%-13%}
Simmons  (CANWEA)® : ‘Paired Sales  {B) {9%)
Hinman Academic (2010 :lIHinois [Pooled 3 miles No S5
ISU - REP Regression ¥z roiile {14.9%}
Student Realtor survey {7
thesis
Hoen USDOE 2009 (9 states [Pooled 5 mifes No 885
funded regression kft=1 |{5.6%)
LBNL mile {8}
Footnotes:

(1) Lansink Resale study uses resales from davalaper to private buyers, with
Easement in Gross condition of saie. Buyer accepis noise impacis. elc.. waives
liability

(2) Lots only. No pooling of data

{3) McCann tllincis study & research updaied. muitiple statss

(4) Kielisch regression lot sales: Realtor survey residential

(5) Commities compareg actual sale prices vs. AY and found homes up fo 1 miie
sold @ 76% of AV, and > 1 mils @ 104% of AV

(8) Usually cited a5 being a study that found no impact. Hewever. all methods used
yielded negative numerie indiestior. Author concludes no statistical significance.

{7} Cites Realior who belisves ro impact on valug » 3 miles. Concludes some
results indicate “wind farm anticipation stigma™ {11.8%)/Pg.55. Author states “ihe
resylts neither support nor reject the existencs of & wind farm nuisance stigma
afler the wind farm achieved comimercial operation... likely due to only 11
properties selling during operations within 1 mile of wind farm.” Good neighbor
paymenis to some nearby neighbiors.  Walues nsar wind farm appreciated
$13.524 after operation. foilewing $21.91€ decline measured under anticipation
stigrna theory, (Net loss of S€.392 pre- vs. post operation./Fg. 120.

(8) Study excludes developer resales with 36% & 80% discounts from buyout price.
Posied data from ¢ states 24 projects insures lack of siamistical significance for
value loss examples near turbines. Other sales nearhy excluded due to deviation
too far from mean anc resale.
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| Value Chanqe PA PC Difference
| 3-10 mlles $100 485 $151 559 $51, 074 50 8%
<1 m| ; $ 84,830 $100 485 $15 655 18. 18.5%

Value change is Iower by margln of | .,32.3%

> Orlgmal LBNL 2009 report excluded resales that
showed 36% & 80% value loss. 2013
conclusions SImllarIy not supported by empmcal
data analysis

VALUE IMPACJ? SUMMARY
| “MPAC STUDY DATA
(Trme Ad;usted Sales Appendrx DZ)

| "Setback | .# B Medlan | S %

km Sales Sale Impact | Impact |
Price

1or< 2791 $171,000|5$57,000| 25.0%

lto3 989 | $168,000| 560,000 26.3%

3to5 | 3,063|$180,000(%48,000| 21.1% |
>5 |37,093|$228,000| Control Setback
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Ben Hoen Interview

- Rey orted by:
- Clitf Schneider = '
-Aprit 12, 2010 i reccrded mtemew available onhne
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H

Dear Jack, : .
I recently finished reading the book “The Wind Farm Scam”

¥ " 3John Etherington, Ecologist at the University of Wales,
wh i1as devoted himself to researching renewable electricity
generation, in particular, wind power. Burope has had 2 longer
and more intense experience with wind farms than our country
has., Now many countries in Europe including Spain, England,
Germany, Portugal and more are realizing that they have made
huge mistakes. They spent billiens in taxpayer money. to ruin
the beauty of their countryside and make the electricity rates so
high they car’t afford them. Here are some excerpts:
“Enthusiasts (and lobbyists enriched by subsidies) who have
rushed into extensive wind farm developments will be seen in
due course to have taken public opinion for a colossal ride,

| although this may take some years to emerge”. {Lord David

Howell and Dr. Carol Nalchle} )

“Statistically the implication is that only a small proportion
of the total wind generation can be relied on to be available at
any one time, perhaps falling to no more than 4% of installed

capacity. So there we have the problem. Would you continue
to visit a shop which was often and unpredictably closed and
when open could rarely supply you with a desired commodity
and at twice the supermarket price? Of course not, and the only
way such an establishment could aveid bankruptcy would be

| legislation to leep it open and a constant drip-feed of cash from

anothet source to cover the losses incirrred by the constant clo-
sures and repeated failures to supply goods, despite high costs.”

“Wind power has been promoted for political/environmental
r s and wind developers have benefited from substantial
subsidies, lcading 1o exaggerated claims. A reality check is
needed”

“Possibly the most publicized case of a wind turbine noise
problem in Britain is that of the Davis family of Spalding in
Lincolnshire. When the construction of Deeping 5. Nicholas
wind farm was proposed, just 930 meters from their farnthouse,
Julian and Jane Davis initially had no objection. However, after
the eight 2.0 MW turbines became operational in summer 2007
the Davis’s discovered that pervasive neise was intolerable. ‘By
May 2007, we were forced to abandon our home as a place in
which to live and sleep’ The problem has been recognized as
rendering the house valueless”

-“The noise...was to those who could not mentally shut it
out, an obstacle to pleasant experiences decreasing the joy
of daily Efe at home...creating a feeling of violation that was
expressed as anger, uneasiness, and tiredness”.

“The- consequence is that a sensitive minority may be tor-

mented by the legal, but in my view quite unreasonable, activity -

of wind power developers”

“Ihe wind farm is noisy, i is a visual blight, it does create

shadow flicker, it has resnltéd in very little benefit to the lo-
cal economy, it has no¥resulted in an increase in tourism and
negotiating with PowerGen Renewables and Wind Prospect to
try to resolve the problems has been a most unpleasant experi-
er- “or all those inyolved. Simply put, we want our quality of
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" “They are nmney féctorics which industrializ
th .
scape for no other significant purpose” * fhe fand
The I-_Iig%ﬂands are being humiliated by wind farm develop-
.ers who insist they are saving the environment, They lie; they
ate h‘ere to mak:e a profit. Wind farms produce very little in-
termittent clectricity. Most of the time they do not work.. How
cin the 2 bulldozer ripping up 6,000 years of beauti-
ypresen::ed archaeology be saving the environment? How
can.the torbine hlades smashing a golden eagle be saving the
enviranment? How can the government of Scotland destray
sucha prize? And use public money to do #7 '
THE WIND FARM SCAM is available at Amazon.com
Gregg Hubner '
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a -edition contained a -
guest comrmentary from the Sioux
City Journal advocating extending tax
credits for renewable energy sources.
This article was not about the merits
of renewable energy but simply a call
to ensure Jowa (the nation’s leader in
wind energy and subsidies} can con-
tinue to draw ﬁ'om the government's
well.

With the exceptlon of grain
ethanol, most rvenewable energy
(wind, solar and cellulosic) never will
compete in the marketplace without
government subsidies. The commen-
tary stated, “Let's not forget, the oil,
natural gas and coal industries get
federal tax help, too.” While that's
true, government intervention bhe-
cause of unproven “climate change”

(formerly global warming” but re-
. named because global temperatures
did not rise) greatly increases the cost
of fossil fuels because of government
mandates: Tf the government stayed

completely out-of energy production,

renewables would be even more non-
competitive.

Initially, the pnmary justification
for renewables was fear that fossil
fuels would be expended within: our
lifetimes, but modern technology has
extended the availability several hun-

-dreds of years. Today the only reason

refewables remain in the energy
equation is the refusal of so-called
“environmentalists” to accept science
relying instead on the “politically cor-
rect” theory that climate change is
caused by human use of fossil fuels.
-~ Jerry Crew
Webb, Iowa Kl
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r A Fond Du Lac Farmer
has regrets about agreeing to
host a wind turbine--

Why car’t he speak openly
aboult it? ' .
gen. you sign a 20 to 30

yo -ontract to hosta wind
turbine on your prop erty you

may be s1gnmg away many [,» _
rights you're unaware of, A

|

the_contract gy‘n;e_:gn legal -

hi mplam publidy -
abotittlie project: A Fond Da
Lac farter signed: ‘away his
rights, Hé was intérviewed
by Don Bangart who wrote-
the fol[ong ofi'behalf of the
farm, whose cofitract with the
wind conipaiiy prevents him
from speaking openly about
any problems.

"This was printed as a full

Times-Journal, Qctober 25,
2007, ‘
WHAT HAVE I DONE?
Now each morning when
I awake, I pray and then ask
myself “What have [ done?”
“mn involved with the
Sky/Greenfield wind tar-
bme project in N.E. Fond du
Lac County. I am also a suc-
‘cessful farmer who cherishes
his fand. My father taught me
how to farm, to be a steward
of my fields, and by doing so,

confidentiality agreementin | -

page ad in the Chilton, Wisc., .

When the corporate sales-
men returned, there would be
more of us ready to sign up, :
farmers had hiéard about:the'
money to bé iade, Perhiaps
because we were successful
farmers, we wete the leaders
and their best salesmen.
Sometime in 2004 or 2005,
we signed $4,000 turbine
contracts allowing them to
“lease™ our land for their _
needs. Ot leases favored

' the company, birt ‘what did,

we know back then? Nobody
knew what we were do-
ing. Nobody realized all the

* changes that would occur,

aver when we would bave
no control. How often my

fnends and T havemade . . ~

' the statement: What have I
done?! L
I watched stakes bemg
driven in the fields and men
using GPS monitors to place
markers here and there.

' When the cats and graders

started tearing 22-foot-wide
roads into my fields, the phys-
ical changes started to impact
not only me and my family,
but, unfortunately; also my
dear friends and neigh-

+bors. Later, a 4-foot-deep

by 2-foot-wide trench was

| started diagonally across my
field. A field already divided
by their road was now being

l%ad

. divided again by the cables

running to a substation. It
was now making one large
field into 4 smaller irregularly
shaped plots, Other turbine

. hosts also complained about

their fields being subdivided -
or multiple cable tzenches
requiring more of their land.
Roads were cut in using any-

) jized that'thé'ortipatty places :
 roads and trenches whefe'
" they will benefif the company‘

most, not the landowner. One
neighbor’s access road is right
next to some of his outbuild-
ings. Another’s is right next to
his ferice line,

At awind company dinner
presented for the farmers
hosting the turbines, we were
repeatedly told -- nicely and
indirectly -- to stay away
from the company work sites
once they start, I watched as
my friends faces showed the
same concern I had, but none
of us spoke out. Months later,

~ when 1 approached a crew

putting in lines where they
promised me they definitely
would not go, a represerdative
told me I could not be there.
He insisted that I leave, The
line went in. The company
xight T had signed

Grumblmg started almost

) immediately after we agreed

V. to 2% yearly increases on our

¥ 30-year lease contracts. Some
felt we should have held out
for %10, What farmer would
lock in the price of corn over
the next 5 years, yet alone
lock one in at 2% yearly for 30
years? Then rumors emerged
that other farmers had .

* received higher yearly rates,
50 now contracts varied. The
fast-talking city-sales folk had
successfully delivered their
play. Without regard for our
land, we were allowing them
to come in and spoil it, All of
the rocks we labored 8¢ hard
to pick in our youith were re-

- placedrinafew hours by mil#§
of roads packed hard with 10 -
inches of large breaker rock.
Costly tiling that we installed
to improve drainage had now
been cut into pieces by com-

|: pany trenching machines.

Each night, a secutity team
ides down our roads check-
ing the foundation sites. They
are checking for vandals and
thieves. Once, when I had
ventured with guests {o show
them foundation work, secu- -
rity stopped up and asked me,
standing on. my own property,
what I was doing there, What
have 1 done?

Now, at social functions,
we can.clearly.see thehuge ..




Correction:- bl
T Last weeK's Letter to the Editor by Gary Borer, the Clar- 1
jon accidently had wind towers in Antelope County wereal- -
lowed to be constructed with a 100 foot set back from houses
in Phase L. This should have read, “wind towers were allowed
to be constructed with a 1000 foot set-back from houses in
_ Phase [” We apologize for the mistake,
JSB

So Then Let’s Talk About Money and Wind Farms

On April 29, 2015 the Mitchell Daily Republic published
my essay, “Wind Farms: The Worst Idea Since Cash for
Clunkers? Since then, there have been several local responses
ta both my article and to criticism of wind energy in general.
Allow me to briefly focus on two items.

1 reminded readers in my essay that (all things cons1dered)
government programs come a cost greater than what such
programs “produce” Subsidies = (inherently inefficient)
income redistribution. The government cannot “pull a rabbit

‘out of a hat” To everyone’s surprise, in a May 14 op -ed for the
Daily Republic, Anthony Reezac essentially veached into 2 hat
and proclaimed, “oh yes it can!” T will obwously leave him to
that imaginary world.

By fune 8th, the CEO of American Wind Association fin-
ished crafting a remarkably misleading piece of political prose
for the Sioux Falls Argus Leader. Like Reezac and others, the
majority of anti-wind concerns were casually dismissed while
strings of dollar bills were lowered into readers’ faces and -~
swung repeatedly (perhaps this would silence the wind t...I
mean the critics!) But, no, no fires were put out, and I might
suggest that waving a dismissive hand at South Dakotans
as if they were too gullible to care is not-a particularly good
strategy.

So, since all that pro-wind advocates seem capable of
consistently conversing about is money, let’s talk about money
and wind farms.

Pirst, to repeat, wind farms have to be subs1d.ized because -
they generate such a huge financial loss, and no one in the
free market is silly enough to build them from their own re-
sources. In Buffett’s words, “they don’t make sense without the
tax credit” Tt is precisely because of this monetary loss that
pro-wind advocates have to resign to exaggerated estimates,
numerical figures, and macro-level statistics {absent of micro-
Jevel realities) in the first place. They are on the defensive for
good reasoils,

Second, by comparison, wind energy is the most finascially
wasteful government-sponsored energy program in existence.
This was ably demonstrated in a 2010 study conducted by
Simmons et. al. for Utah State University. One key finding
was, “Tn 2010 the wind energy sector received 42% of total

faderal subsidies while producing only 2% of the nation’s total
electricity, By comparison, coal receives 10% of all subsidies
and generates 45% and nuclear is about even at about 20%.
Thése figurés Have not significantly improved today. Andyet
we are supposed to believe Tom Kiernan's claim that wind
energy will soon ‘compete” with other sources of energy?
(Yes—like a tricycle in Nascar )

Sl a .. e i _
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'Ihlrd clalmmg That Amercan Wmd—energy nelps the
American economy by being distinctively “local” is simply
absurd. Between 75-90% of wind farms are owned by foreign
corporations/investors, and over 60% of wind turbines are
manufactured by foreign companies (Choma, 2010). Ameri-
can wind energy is as American as a pair of shoes labeled.-
“Made in China”

Fourth, property-owners who have sold their mnd—nghts
may never earn their royalties fast enough to cover the foss
in property values from owning them. In other words, those
who are supposed to be making millions, don't. (You can
find this out yourself simply by asking around.) None of the
financial figures produced by the AWA or—to my knowledge,
by any pro-wind advocate—takes into full account this central
negative factor: depreciation of land. This is significant not
only because of the amount of depreciation for land near -

. and under windfarms {(which is high), but because of the
.ever increasing value of land (amplifying the losses), Over

a half-dozen independent studies conducted by Appraisers
and University-sponsored groups in the last decade found a
15-59% decrease in property values on or near wind farms
(see McCann Appraisal LL.C, summaries). (Predictably, pro-
wind studies creatively geneiate data with lower estimates).
Combined with 30-40% income tax on earnings from wind
royalties, shoddy contracts often not inflation-adjusted and
dependent on Washington's empty wallet (and irrational

- politics), certain land-owners with wind farms ultimately earn

pennies instead of millions over the long haul. ('his is what
you won't hear when signing a 30 or 60 year contract.) Even
for the lucky few in beiter situations, the profits still don’t add
up to the glorious estimates because of these losses.

Pifth, because of this liability, investors will go elsewhere
to invest their money (as will families in local communities).
Few want to live on-or near a windfarm, and no investor
wants to invest in land that has any potential for significant
depreciation, (And note that this is true whether land actually
depreciates or not; ambiguity is enough te stop investors).

Sixth, as ' mentioned above, wind- farm developers’ numbers
(whether royalty estimates, long term sales, “bringing money
to the community?” etc.} are so ont of touch with reality that
it's hard to even keep a straight face. Speaking of, Kiernan in
his article even claims that wind energy will contribute to the
prevention of “2 total of 22,000 premature deaths by mid-
century” via cleaner air! (What’s next? The vibration from
turbines will cure constipation? Happy day farmer Joel!)

Space does not allow for seventh, eighth, etc. But, wind
energy advocates should at Ieast panse before mindlessly

' regurgitating monetary figures in public and proclaiming

everyone 2 financial winner with wind farms. Nothing is free,
and the monstrous costs of wind energy are commg to the
light year after year.-

Dr. Jamin Hiibner "

- Director of Institutional Effectiveness, John Witherspoon

College, Rapid City
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Editor: o '

As for the people “who may be your friends and neighbors”
We are not going to give out their names; they are permitted
to have their privacy. Butwe will share where the project in-

"3 of Prevailing Winds, LLC come from:
"7 each from Avon and Tripp
3 from Springfield
2 each from Tyndall and Scotland '
1 each from Delmont, Lesterville, Menno, Olivet, Sioux
Falls, Tabor, Wagner, Dell Rapids, and Yankton,
And here is the breakdown of the ownership by type of
investors: - ’ .
27 individual investors
2 South Dakota limited liability companies
1 South Dakota limited liability partnership.
* Submitted by Ed Van Gerpen

Editor:
Iattended the zoning meeting on Monday morning at the
courthouse and left feeling like the opponents to the 1000
ft setback of a wind tower to a residence were completely
ignored. From what I understood this was by far the big-
gest crowd this county has scen at 2 zoning meeting. When
you fill a courtroom and by far have more people against the
setback you would think, hmmm, maybe we should look
into this some more. Not just settle for a sample ordinance
that was created back in 2008. Tt was obvious that the zoning
board have sold out to the wind industry. The meeting also
was conducted in a disordered manner as the proponents
- were given proper time to speak their minds first. 2 propo-
=nts spake, both who have an invested interest and wont
live under or near a tower, and they were told their time was

vestors are from. Here is a breakdown of where the 30 owners -

up sothenp tignts nowhad
Viidway through they all at once

& oppattitnity t0'speak -]

. altowed the proponents to speak, as they had their time and
shduld have spoké up.. Its amazing to me that so many peopl
came‘and voi¢éd thélr concerns about setbacks, all the way f¢

people wh live right next to the winid towers who have first

. hand kiiowledge of what they are experiencing, and somehos

the zoning hoard wouldn't even make a recommendation to

ipush back to another distance. I understand that the people

on the zoning board may volunteer or be appointed, but that

- doesn't mean you just disregard what the public are recom-

mending, I sure hope that when this zoning recommendatior
is gent to the county commissioners they show better respect
to the people who clected ther to their position. They need
to make some compromise and Tespect what the concerned
people in the community have to say. At the end of public
input it was obvious which way the zoning board was going
vote. They brought Roland Jurgens up and asked him a series
of questions they had on wind towers, To me that's a big no
no. You can't bring up a wind developer with an invested in-
terest p and allow him to be a salesman for-a period of time,

* and not allow the.opponents.time to respond to his answers;. .

If Roland was a fisherman he had the zoning board hool, line,
and sinker. I feltlike everyone who spoke up was completely
disrespected, especially when everyone took time out of their
Tives and jobs to be there, only to be ignored,

David Ratzdaff



1 always have -

ﬂmught of Farm": -

Bareau as anor-
ganization  that -
stood up for the

4. ‘Ihe}e ate ad-
Verse health effects
...from infrasound on

farmer with a
wary eye on the
ever-encroaching hand of government,
so I was dismayed at its stance on
wingd energy. Wind turbines are put up
solely for the production tax credit
given to the muitinational organiza-
tions who end up owning them. Maik-
ing a minuscule .percentage of-the
profit are the few farmers who have the
wind towers on their land, but the real
profits go to those corporations. Wind

turbines have nothing to do with wind,

green energy or more cost-efficient
electricity. It is big government giving
tax breaks to big corporations. Two-
thirds of the wind farms in our country
are owned by foreign companies. The
Beethoven project just completed in
Bon Homine County is now owned by a
company from Germany. It's all about
the money. Whenever the tax credit

humans and ampi-
“mals.,

" 5. The V181ble pollutton of a wind

tower wasteland will never be reversed.

6. The community shrinks; people
move away from wind farms, they do
not move into them to live or build new
homes.

7. Wildlife is destrayed or chased
away. -

They are a pilot’s nightmare as we
all saw when one of the lights was not

.working and we lost four young men

near Highmore last year.

The overzealous estimates of rev-
enue for counties are just that. What-
ever money is given to a few should not
overshadow the concerns of so many.
Some things just should not be for -
sale. And we are.not talking about put-
ting a grain bin in owr view, as Van-
derWal's letter suggested but aitering







Dear Jack;

1 have always thonght of Farm Bureau as an organization that
stood up for the farmer-with a wary eye on the ever encroaching
hand of the government. SoIam dismayed at Mr. VanderWal,
President of South Dakota Farm Bureau and his organization’s
stance on wind energy. Wind turbines are put up solely for
the Production Tax Credit given to the multinational organiza-
tions who end up owning them. Those who make a miniscule
percentage of the profit are the few farmers who have the wind
towers on their land, the real profits go to those corporations.
‘Wind. turbines have nothing to do with wind, green energy or

- more cost efficient electricity. It is big government giving tax
breaks to big corporations. 'Tvo thirds of the wind farms in our
country ate owned by foreign companies. The Beethoven proj-
ect just completed in Bon Homme Cousnty is now owned by a
company from Germany. It's all about the money. Whenever

the tax credit has been removed, wind fower development has

fallen by up to 93%.

And then he says they are good for the community! That is
laughable if it wasnt so sad.

*1, Energy rates are guaranteed to increase.

*2. Land and homes are devalued.

*3_ Small communities are bitterly divided,

*4, There are adverse health effects from infrasound on hu-
mans and animals.

*5. The visible pollution of a Wind Tower Wasteland will

never be reversed.

*6. The community shrinks, people move AWAY from wind
farms, they do not move INTO them to live or build new homes.

*7, Wild life is destroyed or chased away '

'They are a pilots nightmare as we all saw when one of the
lights was not working and we lost four young men near High-
more last year.

‘The over zealous estimates of revenue - for the counties are
just that. Whatever money is given to a few should not over-
shadow the concerns of so many. Some things just should not
be for sale. And we are not talking about a grain bin in our
view, Mt. VanderWal's example, but altering the quality of life.

Marsha Hubner

Avon SD '

*1  htp:/fwww.iorbes. com/sﬂes/;amﬁstaylorfzo14/ 10/17/
electricity-prices-soaring-in-top-10-.., and‘Mr. Blae repre-
senting NWPS made this public statement in Yankton SD, May
2015, “As more wind power is added into the system, the added

" cost will be passed on to the consumer.

%2 http://wwwlandsinkappraisals.com/downloads/Cas-
eStudy DiminutionInValue InJ urmusAffection _WindTur-
bines.pdf

*3  http://www.huntingtoncce. org/content/tlpton country-

indiana-commissionervoted-for-wind-farms-now-lives-with-
regrets.htmi :

*4  https://fwww.wind-watch. org/cocument/wmd—turbmes—
and-low-frequency-noise-implications-for-human-health/ and
the well-researched book “Wind Turbme Syndrome” by Dr
Nina Pierpont MD PhD
* *5 https://www.wind-watch. org/newszO13/05}'20/marsha]1-
_county-first-to-ban-wind-farms-2/

*6 https://www.wind-watch.org/news/2015/04/14/game-of~
thrones-in-wind-turbines-row

*7 hitps://www.gadsdentimes.com/apps/phes.dll/article?p=1
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Dear Jacksen,
# aanks for the ‘great plea-
s /1 getin 10 minutes each
week as I retrieve my Clarion
from the mail box!

Then the real fun starts as
I catch up on local (Avon),
school and community news,
and the present volatility of
environmental issues.

NIXON started the EPA,
not the Democrats.

40 years later we finally got
rid of the awful smell created
by dairy, cattle, and hog barns;
the stink of chicken coops ev-

e ———

erywhere; not to mention the
eyesore of windmills on-each
% section of land, given to the
immigrants, so the land could
be settled. ’

Then came poles, and pow-
er lines, and telephone wires,
all subsidized by the Feds.

In 63, the year of my gradu-
ation from AHS, the country-
side stunk of agricultural pol-
lution. Nobody said -a word
about it. Nixon - EPA-1970%.

My GOP side says that
we,; the Government-and:the
people are- both-yet atwork.
Is it really yet at work? Gov-
ernment of the people, by the

~ The country side is bloom-
Ing again, with thege ugly
wind mills, You capt even
find an old air-motor pump-

- Ing water to the cattle any-

more (needless to say that

N most of the Joca] water souye- |

s are polluted) exce
OUt west of Piegre, SI;T't e
Tamamazed athowpeacefu]
th.at Minnesota envirfonment
21111 i3, "That alone ranideg my
Keep the Government. out of
our Hves” side, "Trye, they ara

* poking their noses jnto far too

ANy issues that showld be
left up to the PEOPLE! But
I don’t see that stopping until
the whole natign is under the
control of a few radicals,

If the wind-farms prevaji




Dear Jack,

In response to Ronnie - you w?re b

Tou shonld rememper that,
ere. “The fuel to

ther

hing, You're the one

with
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Fhote by Gregg Hubner i

- Dear Jack,
J Last week [ spent a couple days making hay 10 miles
north and % mile east of Avoh on some hay ground we have
up there. There is a wind turbine right across the road to the
north, The day I windrowed®it took e about 5 minutes to
figure .out how gfad 1 was [ never let the developers talle me
into putting one of those 500 fi. ugly monstrosities on my land.
Going east T could see about 6 or & to the north/northeast. But
when I went west, I could always count close to 20 in the sky-
line. The day I baled it was the same thing, but it was calm and
only about half of them were turning; sometimes the closest
one would turn for a little while and then just stop. It's a good
thing the taxpayer is funding about $165,000 per tower per year
to make them look productive, because on their own they are a
big money losing joke. After about 5 hours of looking at them,
1 was so grateful to go back south to sanity again. Being up
there was like going to the State Fair and standing in the middle

-of the midway, but instead of one 150 ft. Ferris wheel, it was 20

plus and they were 450-500 ft. tall. ¥f any of you folks that live

. in the western third of Bon Honime County think that your life

wor't change if they build Prevailing Winds, you need to drive
10 miles north, I miléeast and twrn around, face west and just
sit there a few howrs, Because that scene is going to be your
new home, Your view, y’{)ur peace and quiet, your wildlife, it's
»™ -oing to be gone. It's going to be gone so big government
. .give our taxpayer money to big (foreign) business. Then
big business can give lobbyists more money to pay to our politi-
tians to promote more nonsense. '
Gregg Hubner

AVON CLARION

Dear Jack,

We attended the we-care meeting last night in Beresford on
"Wind Farm Impacts on Residential Property Values”. It was
put on by a Certified General Appraiser from Chicago that
has studied the effects of wind farms on property values in 21
states. In a nutshell, his 10 years of research showed a 25%
to 40% drop in residential values if your home was within 3

miles of a wind farm. Not surprising, after afl, who would pay

the same price to live under a wind farm if you didn't have
to? Thad a local builder call me in late June with a custormer
that wanted to build 2 new home in this area; he will wait to
see if the wind farm goes forward, if it does, he will not build
the new home. So much for “economic development in the
corununity”. The speaker also talled about what I have men-
tioned before, when selling real estate, a broker or selier must
disclose that there is a wind farm near or if they know of one
coming. If not they may be sued later.

As with most meetings, you get more out of talking to other
people. 1 talked with a Jady from the Canton area who was a
dairy farmer. She said her and her husband had a few rough
years in dairy farming and could use the extra income. So

they went to Minnesota and talked to several farmers liv-
ing under the towers there. One farmer had a turbine blow

over on bis field and he's been farming around it for 2 years.
The owner worr't pick it up, but won't Tet the farmer touch it
because it isn't his, Also she talked to a farmer that had a con-
tract for $4,000 per year for his tower, but after about 3 years
when the 3rd owner came in, they told everybody with towers
they were going to get-$2000 a yeax, take it or leave it.

The speaker talked a little about contracts; basically they are.
set up for the advantage of the developer/owmer. And as these
things change hands over and over the farmer is stuck with
whatever the contract says.

I can't stress énough, if you own land and hayen't signed a
contract yet to really consider both sides, For what is $7,000
ayear? ‘The governmient takes the first 15-20% in taxes, you
take"2-3 acres out of production, your field is broken into
smaller fields, if you have installed drain tile like many of you
have, they may slice that into pieces with the underground
wire. Then you reduce the value of your house and buildings
by 25-40%. But the blgger disadvantage is you have given an
easement for some stranger (foreign or domestic) to come
and go on you land for decades. All this to give Warren Buf-
fet or JP Morgan a tax break of billions. I just can't see it.

Gregg Hubner - ' : o~



" docketiit 1 avallable at the ity 11brary You atid iothers have
quoted NW official Bleau LaFave as stating at the PUC hear-

You say the We were minding our own busihess, paying tax-

es and enjoying life”. Did you notice that the small towns and -

schools around us are in a downward decline? And that most

of our young people leave the area for lack of opportunity? I

- know that this Wind Farm is not going to solve this problem
by itself. Butlook what the Beethoven project has done, added
new jobs, and vastly increased the tax base to the County, State
and School system. The school Districts are receiving more
than $140,000 in new revenue each year just from the Turbines

m their district alone. While the local counties and townships

“re also receiving in excess of $140,000. I know money is not
everything but certainly affects the quality of our school sys-
tems, our roads/streets and even our Churches.

You call me the developer’s “Pawn’ That is interesting be-
cause we (the Prevailing Wind Board) hired the developer and
are paying their bill. Not too much different than hiring a law-

Yes we did at their request handle the chartering of a bus

- tour to the White Lake wind farm for the County Commis-

gionets and. ZomngBoard ‘Why go'to there? t is an established
+farm vhere potential problems would have had an opportunity
“to arise. Jt started as a smaller farm similar to Beethoven and

had additional turbines added similar to what is proposed by
the Prevailing Wind project. It also gave the county officials a
chance to see an established wind farm and visit with residents
that live in the area, And yes they did get achance to get close
to a Tarbine, inside in fact, and it was in a corn field.

Yes we are the ones that printed the brochures with the 30
foot farm wind mill. Well if that is deceptive what do you call
the weekly picture that you have in the Clarion? The picture
appears to be of the first generation towers near Palm Springs
California, taken in such a manner as to enhance the cluttered
look. Now that is what I would call deceptive, at least people
know that our pu:ture is just a nostalgic reminder of a Wmd use

. re'several oversmed” checks at . ;
- stir'open: Hotisé to pomt'out‘the potential to the schools and
_.;-countles involved. The potenual amount to-the Avon school is
“$289,000 per year




I have always thought of Farm Bureau as an organization that stood up for the farmer with a wary eye
on the ever encroaching hand of the government, So | am dismayed at Mr. VanderWal, President of
South Dakota Farm Bureau and his organization’s stance on wind energy. Wind turbines are put up
salely for the Production Tax Credit given to the multinational organizations who end up owning them.
Those who make a miniscule percentage of the profit are the few farmers who have the wind towers on
their land, the real profits go to those corporations. Wind turbines have nothing to do with wind, green
energy or more cost efficient electricity. It is big government giving tax breaks to big corporations. Two
thirds of the wind farms in our country are owned by foreign companies. The Beethoven project just
completed in Bon Homme County Is now owned by a company from Germany. It's all about the money.
Whenever the tax credit has been removed, wind tower development has fallen by up to 93%.

He has stated they are good for the community! That is laughable if it wasn’t so sad.

*1. Energy rates are guaranteed to increase.

*2. Land and homes are devalued.

*3. Small communities are bitterly divided.

*4. There are adverse health effects from infrasound on humans and animals.

*5. The visible pollution of a Wind Tower Wasteland will never be reversed.

*6. The community shrinks, people move AWAY from wind farms, they do not move INTO them
to live or build new homes. '

*7. Wild life is destroyed or chased away

They are a pitots nightmare as we all saw when one of the lights was not working and we lost four young
men near Highmore last year.

The overzealous estimates of revenue for the counties are just that. Whatever money is given to a few
should not overshadow the concerns of so many. Some things just should not be for sale. And we are
not tatking about a grain bin in our view, Mr. VanderWal’s example, but altering the quality of life.

Marsha Hubner

L1



10 REASONS TO OPPOSE WIND FARMS: L\

. Wind turbines are bad for the environment; they ruin the landscape, dry out fields,

drive earthworms out of crop fields and take away the beauty of our rural
neighborhoods.

Wind turbines have serious negative health aspects including hearing problems,
sleeping problems, constant agitation and anxiety.

Wind turbines are bad for wildlife. Reports on the we-care website show that
pheasants, turkeys and deer will flee from the area. Even frogs and crickets
disappear. Migratory birds are slaughtered if they fly through a turning wind turbine.

Wind turbines are built on a false premise that all the effects are positive including
tax revenue, lower electricity rates, cleaner form of energy, when in fact the agenda to
build wind turbines is based on 1 major thing: Production tax credits. In essence, our
tax money funds the production tax credit which makes the building of wind towers

. financially feasible. It is a transfer of wealth from middle class tax payers to rich

10.

investors and large corporations, including foreign corporations.

A big share of the wind farms in the United States are owned by large foreign
corporations, including Spain, Ireland, India, Germany, China and others. When the
so called local group that started the project sells out, the farmer/landowner has had
his easements transferred to a foreign entity with no recourse.

Wind turbines decrease property values, including not only homes, but bare land.
Nobody wants to live in the middle of an amusement park. While politicians falk
about keeping the younger generation on the farm, who is going to live in the
neighborhood of wind towers in the next generation?

Wind turbines will not decrease electric rates. Any statistics the developers show to
the contrary are based on the taxpayers pouring in money to make these wind turbines
look good.

The root agenda behind wind turbines is so the environmentalists can continue putting
restrictions on coal, making it so expensive that eventually wind energy will be
feasible. In the meantime our electric bills are likely to double and triple.

Wind turbines split communities. They make enemies out of friends. They split
towns and churches.

The decommissioning of wind turbines is difficult to enforce, when many times the
owner becomes insolvent. There are reportedly 14,000 abandoned wind turbines in
the United States.
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| don't know if you sa letter in the Tri State Neighbor, but | have attached it. | just received a call
from a who saw the letter and praised it. He said they have went through phase 1
(108 towers) where he lives. He has 2 turbines within 1000 ft. of his house. He has a neighbor that did not sign
up for towers, so the developer put 6 turbines within 1500 ft. of his house. As [Jjjjjjsald "we're screwed". He
also said their zoning was set up so that instead of siting the towers each in a place, they zoned "an area”, then
the developer could put them anywhere he wanted in that area, as long as they were 1000 ft. from a house.
That's how the 6 towers got around his neighbor. He stated that over half of the people that signed up for the
first phase deeply regret it now. The song birds are all gone. The wildlife has vanished. And now the developer
wants to double the size of the project. He's sad and sick about the whole thing. (one attachment)

6regg C. Hubner

GUEST COMMENTARY four.doex
16K



312015 Gmail - wind turbine disturbance

by |- @ |
M o i é Gregg Hubner <gregghubner@gmail.com>
. b','iis;ixf.\:},[- '

wind turbine disturbance
3 messages

Gregg Hubner <gregghubner@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 11, 2015 at 2:58 PM
To: d

I'm Gregg Hubner from north of Avon, SD. We have 43 wind turbines about 10 miles north of here and they plan
to put another 100 in my immediate area. | was told by || | | S -t vou had some sleeping
problems when the wind turbines were put up in this area a few years ago. My other friends in that area are
. was my college roomate and that's how | met these other guys. We are having a meeting here tomorrow
night, and [ was hoping | could get something from you in writing to confirm any problems you had with any
sleeping or other health issues with the turbines. (and you opinion of them} Thanks Gregg Hubner 605 660 1867

Gregg C. Hubner

] Wed, Mar 11, 2015 at 5:37 PM
To: Gregg Hubner <gregghubner@gmail.com>

,
; [Quoted text hidden)

" Gregg |t took me about 2 years to adjust to the noise. Personal opinion,
but | think the setback for a 3 MW tower should be close to a mile. |
have been told 2 MW towers are only about half as loud. Closest tower to
our house is 5/8 mile, and when wind direction is right with high
humidity, we can hear the wosh noise with windows closed and the TV on.
Paul

Wed, Mar 11, 2015 at 5:47 PM

Greii Hubner <ireiihubner@gmail.com>

thanks
[Quoted text hidden]

Gregg C. Hubner




Industrial Wind Projects Clash with Real Farming

_.Farmers, the backbone of the American economy, have become a frequent target of
“"hdustrial wind energy developers. The wind speculators realize the hardship usually
endured by hard-working farmers, and often try to exploit that by presenting a one-

sided case claiming a farmer can earn big bucks, with little or no effort or downside.

This insightful farmer says that legislators are being fooled by easy money promises:
“There is not enough critical thinking skills or common sense being used when big
money energy companies enter rural communities”. [Note that the wind developer
involved with this controversy is Apex, the same developer for Timbermill.]

This is consistent with what other farmers have written. This one says: Four Reasons
We Will Not Sign a Wind Lease. Then there is this: “Farmer Regrets Signing Wind
Turbine [ ease”. This Wisconsin farmer came to realize that he had effectively signed
away control of his own property, and now says that it is his biggest regret. This farmer
laments signing a wind lease, saying “What Have I Done?” An Illinois farmer says the
extra income is not worth the problems that have resulted.

Clearly Buyer Beware applies here! Below is a sample of studies and reports that have
concluded that there will likely be a financial loss to farmers who either host industrial
. turbines, or (in some cases) when the turbines are even within 15+ miles of their farm:

" 1 - Economic Importance of Bats in Agriculture.

Economic Loss data for selected North Carolina Counties.
2 - Wind Turbines Can Reduce Crop Growth.

3 - Simulating impacts of wind farms on local hvdro-meteorology
4 - How Higher Energy Prices Will Affect U.S. Agricultural Production.

5 - Analysis of Environmental Impacts of Large Wind Projects.
6 - The Incompatibility of Wind Turbines and Crop Farming. .
7 - For Crop-Dusters, Turbines Pose a Hidden and Growing Danger.

8 - Crop dusters worried about wind farm impact.

9 - Agriculture and Wind Development are Incompatible.
10-Modern Wind Turbines Generate Dangerous Dirty Electricity.

It's likely that most farmers are not familiar with these studies and reports, as they are
not only highly technical, but are in a very specialized area.

Wind leases with farmers have been called among the most restrictive contracts in the
country. Since they are written by the wind developer’s attorneys, it’s not surprising
that they are extremely one-sided. Here’s an outline of over forty legal and financial
-<oncerns that should be given a LOT of thought. Independent observers have
concluded that these contracts effectively change the farmer’s legal posmon from being
a fee simple owner, to that of a caretaker.



Due to the severe complications that can result from these lopsided contracts, there

have been many cautionary advisories (e.g. from farm agencies, lawyers, academics

etc.). One attorney said the wind lease: “was the most one-sided, unconscionable, over
reaching contract I had ever examined in my entire 54 years of law practice!” &

If you only have time to read one, please see “Wind Energy Production: Legal Issues
and Related Liability Concerns for Landowners.” This is written by Dr. Roger
McEowen, a renown scholar at the Iowa Center for Agricultural Law and Taxation...
The fact that there are so many of these reports is a testament to the complexity and
severity of the wind lease contracts — which can be over 35 pages of legalese.

Note also that the wind developer who signs the Lease will likely soon be gone (after
they have skimmed the profits), so the farmer will end up dealing with not only a
stranger, but a LLC with little or no assets, In other words, there will be little recourse
for the farmer if something goes wrong — which over 20+ years may well happen.

Yet another consideration is the paltry amount most landowners are paid. This Penn
State College of Agricultural Resources News Release says: “Don’t give it all away for
crumbs from the table.” As a point of reference, each 2.5 MW turbine could make
$500,000+ a year in profits to the developer. Why should the farmer — a key ingredient
in the whole process — get such an insultingly low amount? |

Even if a farmer says that they can accept all the liabilities mentioned so far, what
about the health consequences to his own family? Numerous studies from independent
experts have identified a variety of potential health risks for those living within a mile
of industrial wind turbines. This Leaseholder now says they would not do it again.

Watch these short videos (1, 2, 3, and 4), which are a reenactment of a farmer being
solicited by a fast-talking wind energy salesman. In these films the farmer isn’t fooled
by the slick salesperson, and asks several insightful questions. “Mr. Farmer, Please
Read” also makes some excellent points.

Consider this: 23 landowners who host wind turbines on their property have filed suit
against two different wind developers, claiming that the developers “carelessly and
negligently failed to adequately disclose the true nature and effects that the wind
turbines would have on the community, including the plaintiffs’ homes.”

This and this both sum up the situation nicely: wind energy is a completely artificial idea,
where there is zero scientific proof that it has any Net Societal Benefit. There is no free |
lunch, so farmers should be extremely cautious about these solicitations. ~

John Droz, jr.  Physicist email: “aaprjohn af northnet dot org” 12/9/14
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-~ Better Plan, Wisconsin

BADGERS FOR A BETTER RENEWABLE ENERGY PLAN

; AN OPEN LETTER FROM A WISCONSIN FARMER WHO
REGRETS SIGNING A WIND CONTRACT

- "By signing that contract, I signed away the control of the
- family farm, and it's the biggest regret I have ever :
. experienced and will ever experience.”

~Gary Steinich, Cambria, Wisconsin, June 2011

Sometime in late 2001 or early 2002, a wind deveioper
working for Florida Power and Light showed up near the
Wisconsin Town of Cambria looking to get in touch with
someone at the Steinich family farm.,

He wanted to talk to the landowner about leasing a bit of
land for the installation of a met tower. He needed to
measure the winds in the area for a possible windfarm and
Walter Steinich's land looked like a good place to do it.

The wind developer seemed like a good guy to Mr, Steinich
who was in his early 70's at the time. The money seemed
good. A met tower didn't seem like a big deal. It was just a
tall pole with some guy wires, and it was temporary. Mr.
Steinich signed the contract.

That was nearly ten years ago. Mr. Steinich has since passed
away and now his son, Gary, runs the farm. He's written an
open letter to Wisconsin farmers about his experience with
the wind company since then.

Photos below are of access roads and turbine foundations in various
farm fields in the Glacier Hils project now under construction in
Columbia County, Wisconsin

hitp:/ibetterplan.squarespace.comfwisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayin/
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Turbine access road cutting diagonally across field in Glacier Hills project.
May 2011

http:/fbetterplan squarespace.comwisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayin/ 214



72712015 Better Plan: The Trouble With Industrial Wind Farms in Wisconsin - Wisconsin Farmer Regrets Saying Yes To Turbines

iz

5 T

From One Wisconsin Farmer to Another:

This is an open letter to Wisconsin farmers who are considering
signing a wind lease to host turbines on your land. Before you sign, I'd
like to tell you about what happened to our family farm after we signed
a contract with a wind developer.

In 2002, a wind developer approached my father about signing a lease
agreement to place a MET tower on our land. My father was in his
70’s at the time. The developer did a good job of befriending him and
gaining his trust.

He assured my father that the project wasn’t a done deal and was a
long way off. They first had fo put up the MET tower to measure the
wind for awhile.

He told my father that if the project went forward there would be plenty
of time to decide if we wanted to host turbines on our farm. There
would be lots of details to work out and paperwork to sign well before
the turbines would be built. The developer said my father could decide

later on if he wanted to stay in the contract.

In 2003 the developer contacted us again. This time he wanted us to
sign a contract to host turbines on our land. We were unsure about i,
s0 we visited the closest wind project we knew of at the time. If was in
Montfort, WI.

‘ The Monfort project consists of 20 turbines that are about 300 feet tall
i and arranged in a straight line, taking up very little farmiand with the
turbine bases and access roads. The landowners seemed very
satisfied with the turbines. But we were still unsure about making the
commitment.

We were soon contacted again by the developer, and we told him we
were undecided. Then he really started to put pressure on us to sign.

This was in March of 2004, a time of $1.60 corn and $1200 an acre

http//betterplansquarespace.comiwisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayin/ 314
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land. it seemed worth it have to work around a couple of turbines for
the extra cash. We were told the furbines would be in a straight line
and only take up a little bit of land like the ones in Monfort.

And we were also told that we were the ones holding up the project.
That ali of our neighbors had signed, and we were the last hold-outs. It
persuaded us. '

What we didn’t know then was the developer was not being truthful.
We were not the ‘last hold-out’ at all. In later discussions with our
neighbors we found out that in fact we were the very first farmers to
sign up. | have since found out this kind of falsehood is a common
tactic of wind developers.

My father read through the contract. He said he thought it was ok. |
briefly skimmed through it, found the language confusing, but trusted
my father's judgment. We didn'’t hire a lawyer to read it through with
us. We didn’t feel the need to. The developer had explained what was
init.

The wind contract and easement on our farm was for 20 years. By
then my dad was 75. He figured time was against him for dealing with
this contract in the future so we agreed | should sign it. A few months
later, my father died suddenly on Father's Day, June 20th, 2004

After that, we didn’t hear a whole lot about the wind farm for a couple
years. There was talk that the project was dead. And then in 2007 we
were told the developer sold the rights to the project. A Wisconsin
utility bought it.

After that everything changed. The contract | signed had an option that
allowed it to be extended for an additional 10 years. The utility used it.

The turbines planned for the project wouldn't be like the ones in
Monfort. They were going to be much larger, 400 feet tall. And there
were going to be 90 of them.

They weren’t going to be in a straight row. They'd be sited in the spots
the developer felt were best for his needs, including in middie of fields,
with access roads sometimes cutting diagonally across good farm
land. Landowners could have an opinion about turbine placement but
they would not have final say as to where the turbines and access
roads would be placed. It was all in the contract.

- Nothing was the way we thought it was going to be. We didn't know

how much land would be taken out of production by the access roads
alone. And we didn't understand how much the wind company could
do to our land because of what was in the contract..

In 2008 | had the first of many disputes with the utility, and soon
realized that according to the contract | had little to no say about
anything. This became painfully clear to me once the actual
construction phase began in 2010 and the frucks and equipment came
to our farm and started tearing up the field.

http:/iefterplan.squarespace.comiwisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayin/
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| In October of 2010 a representative of the utility contacted me to ask
El if a pile of soil could be removed from my farm. It was near the base of
1 one of the turbines they were putting on my land. | said no, that no soil
| is to be removed from my farm.

The rep said that the pile was actually my neighbor’s soil, that the
company was storing it on my land with plans to move it to another
property.

Shortly afterwards | noticed the pile of subsoil was gone.

In November of 2011 | saw several trucks loading up a second pile of
soil on my land and watched them exiting down the road. | followed
them and then called the Columbia County Sheriff. Reps from the
company were called out. | wanted my soil back.

A few days later the rep admitted they couldn’t give it back to me
because my soil was gone. It had been taken and already dispersed
on someone else's land. | was offered 32 truck loads of soil from a
stockpile they had. | was not guaranteed that the soil would be of the
same quality and composition as the truck loads of soil they took from
my farm.

| was informed by the lawyer for the utility that | had until April 30,
2011 to decide to take the soil. There would be no other offer. Take it
or leave if.

| contacted the Public Service Commission for help. The PSC
approved the terms of project and | believed the utility was violating
those terms. The PSC responded by telling me they could do nothing
because the issue involved a private contract between myself and the
utility.

They told me my only option was to sue the utility.

My father and | both worked those fields. Watching the way they've
been ripped apart would sicken any farmer. But what farmer has the
time and money it would take to sue a Wisconsin utility?

By signing that contract | signed away the controt of the family farm,
and it's the biggest regret | have ever experienced and will ever
experience. | have only myself to blame for not paying close enough
attention to what | was signing.

}‘ We had a peaceful community here before the developer showed up,
1‘ but no more. Now it's neighbor against neighbor, family members not
speaking to one another and there is no ease in conversation like in
the old days. Everyone is afraid to talk for fear the subject of the wind
turbines will come up. The kind of life we enjoyed in our community is
‘i gone forever.

| spend a lot of sleepless nights wishing 1 could turn back the clock
and apply what I've learned from this experience. Now corn and bean
prices are up. The maoney from the turbines doesn't balance out our
crop loss from land taken out of production. The kind of life we

hitp:/ibetterplansquarespace.comiwisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayir 54
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enjoyed on our family farm is gone forever too.

| would not sign that contract today. As i write this, the utility is putting
up the towers all around us. In a few months the turbines will be
turned on and we'll have noise and shadow flicker to deal with. If |
have trouble with these things, too bad. I've signed away my right to
complain. These are some of the many problems | knew nothing about
when | signed onto the project.

J

If you are considering signing a wind lease, take the confract to a
lawyer. Go over every detail. Find out exactly what can happen to your
fields, find out all the developer will be allowed fo do to your land. Go
through that contract completely, and think hard before make your
decision.

| can tell you from first hand experience, once you sign that contract,
you will not have a chance to turn back.

Gary Steinich
Steinich Farms, Inc.
Cambria, W

June, 2011

- EXTRA CREDIT READING: )

' CLICK HERE TO DOWNLOAD A COPY OF THE FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT
. WIND LEASE CONTRACT MUCH LIKE THE ONE THE STEINICH FAMILY
" SIGNED.

it can be found on the PSC Docket for the Glacier Hills project. [ #6634 CE 302]

http:ibetterplan.squares pace.com/wisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayin/ 6114
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: A Fond Du Lac Farmer has regrets
about agreeing to host a wind turbine-~
Why can't he speak openly about it?

When you sign a 20 to 30 year contract to host a wind turbine on your

" property you may be signing away many rights you're unaware of. A

confidentiality agreement in the contract may mean legal action can be taken
against you if you complain publicly about the project. A Fond Du Lac farmer
signed away his rights. He was interviewed by Don Bangart who wrote the
following on behalf of the farmer, whose contract with the wind company
prevents him from speaking openly about any problems.

This was printed as a full page ad in the Chilton, Wisc., Times-Journal,
October 25, 2007.

WHAT HAVE I DONE?

Now each morning when I awake, I pray and then ask myself,
“What have I done?”

I am involved with the BlueSky/Greenfield wind turbine project in
N.E. Fond du Lac County. I am also a successful farmer who
cherishes his land. My father taught me how to farm, tobe a
steward of my fields, and by doing so, produce far better crop
production. As I view this year's crops, my eyes feast on a most
bountiful supply of corn and soybeans. And then my eyes focus
again on the trenches and road scars leading to the turbine
foundations. What have I done?

In 2003, the wind energy company made their first contacts with
us. A $2,000 “incentive” started the process of winning us over, a
few of us at a time. The city salesmen would throw out their nets,
like fishermen trawling for fish. Their incentive “gift” first lured
some of us in. Then the salesmen would leave and let us talk with
other farmers. When the corporate salesmen returned, there would
be more of us ready to sign up; farmers had heard about the
money to be made. Perhaps because we were successful farmers,
we were the leaders and their best salesmen.

Sometime in 2004 or 2005, we signed $4,000 turbine contracts
allowing them to “lease” our land for their needs. Our leases
favored the company, but what did we know back then? Nobody
knew what we were doing. Nobody realized all the changes that
would occur, over which we would have no control. How often my
friends and I have made that statement: What have I done?!

hifp//befter plan.squares pace.com/wisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayir/ 814
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I watched stakes being driven in the fields and men using GPS
monitors to place markers here and there. When the cats and
graders started tearing 22-foot-wide roads into my fields, the
physical changes started to impact not only me and my family, but,
unfortunately, also my dear friends and neighbors. Later, a 4-foot-
deep by 2-foot-wide trench was started diagonally across my field.
A field already divided by their road was now being divided again
by the cables running to a substation. It was now making one large
field into 4 smaller irregularly shaped plots. Other turbine hosts
also complained about their fields being subdivided or multiple
cable trenches requiring more of their land. Roads were cut in
using anywhere from 1,000 feet to over half a mile of land to _
connect the locations. We soon realized that the company places
roads and trenches where they will benefit the company most, not
the landowner. One neighbor’s access road is right next to some of
his outbuildings. Another’s is right next to his fence line.

At a wind company dinner presented for the farmers hosting the
turbines, we were repeatedly told — nicely and indirectly — to stay
away from the company work sites once they start. I watched as
my friends faces showed the same concern I had, but none of us
spoke out. Months later, when I approached a crew putting in lines
where they promised me they definitely would not go, a
representative told me I could not be there. He insisted that I
leave. The line went in. The company had the right. I had signed
the lease.

TFeiAinrmedt RIS ey brimmar
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WHAT HAVEL BONE? |

PLEASE 03 NOT DO .
WHAT l HAUE DONE! R

A . Grumbling started
almost lmmedlateiy after we agreed to 2% yearly increases on our
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| A Fond Du Lac Farmer has regrets
about agreeing to host a wind turbine-~
Why can't he speak openly about it?

When you sign a 20 to 30 year contract to host @ wind turbine on your
property you may be signing away many rights you're unaware of, A
confidentiality agreement in the contract may mean legal action can be taken
against you If you complain publicly about the project. A Fend Du Lac farmer
signed away his rights. He was interviewed by Don Bangart who wrote the
following on behalf of the farmer, whose contract with the wind company
prevents him from speaking openly about any problems.

This was printed as a full page ad in the Chilton, Wisc., Times-Journal,
October 25, 2007.

WHAT HAVE I DONE?

Now each morning When I awake, I pray and then ask myself,
“What have I done?”

I am involved with the BlueSky/Greenfield wind turbine project in
N.E. Fond du Lac County. I am also a successful farmer who
cherishes his land. My father taught me how to farm, to be a
steward of my fields, and by doing so, produce far better crop
production. As I view this year's crops, my eyes feast on a most
bountiful supply of corn and soybeans. And then my eyes focus
again on the trenches and road scars leading to the turbine
foundations. What have [ done?

In 2003, the wind energy company made their first contacts with
us. A $2,000 “incentive” started the process of winning us over, a
few of us at a time. The city salesmen would throw out their nets,
like fishermen trawling for fish. Their incentive “gift” first lured
soime of us in. Then the salesmen would leave and let us tatk with
other farmers. When the corporate salesmen returned, there would
be more of us ready to sign up; farmers had heard about the
money te be made. Perhaps because we were successful farmers,
. we were the leaders and their best salesmen.

Sometime in 2004 or 2005, we signed $4,000 turbine contracts

allowing them to “lease” our land for their needs. Our leases

favored the company, but what did we know back then? Nobody -
knew what we were doing. Nobody realized all the changes that

would occur, over which we would have no control. How often my

friends and I have made that statement: What have I done?!
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1,000.
3. Transferability - Add a clause that stipuiates that the agreement cannot

be transferred by the
wind company to any person or company without your approval.

4. Appearance ~ No leases address appearance, but you could have to look
at it for 50 years.

Add a clause that prohibits advertising on the fower.

Add a clause that stipulates the paint colour be agreed and repainted if it
hecomes rusty.

Add a clause that covers effective reclamation of the site when all is done.

5. Building Restrictions — Attach a map of the property to the agreement
that outlines areas
where new buildings over 20 metres can and cannot be built.

6. Fill Material - Under no circumstances should a developer use fill taken
from your land.

7. Gear eil - You can use the lease to prohibit the use of toxic gear oil.

8. Option Termination - Add a clause that stipulates that the option ends at
5:00 p.m. on a

specific date if construction has not started by that date. You need a clear
ending to the option.

9. Net Meter Tower - Ask the company to lend you its crane to install your
own net metered

wind generator. You must be ready when they are, but it could save you $
10,000,

10. Option - The minimum should be § 5,000/ 100 acres for three to five
years. No renewal; they
put up a wind tower or they are gone. No payment is enough to maka a
bad lease worthwhile.

11. Rent - Rent should be at 3% for the first eight years then go to 8% once
bank loans etc. are

covered. Rent should apply to all income from the project including green
house gas credits.

12. Insurance - Add a clause stipulating that the wind company must
produce a valid certificate of

insurance covering liability to the farm and others each year and that it
assumes full liability for

damage caused by the wind tower or the contractors or consultants etc..

13. Protect Capital Value - Add a clause requiring the wind power company
to make whaole any

losses in re-sale value that might occur as a result of the lease or a wind
tower being in piace. If

the wind tower effects your fand value, losses might not be covered by rent.

14, Other Development - If the property may be valuable for other
development in the next 30

years do not sign, you will be giving the wind company your future profits or
capital gains. '

15. Your Other Rights - Some leases have clauses that appropriate your
development rights for

aggregates, ground water, top soil, sale outside of the family and even your
right to speak in

public on wind power guestions. Any such clause should be stricken from the
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agreement.

16. Tenants Rights - Stipulate that the only rights the tenant will have are

the rights to do needed

studies, the rights to construct, operate and maintain no more than two wind ;
towers per 100 /—}
acres as well as required roads and wires, and to remove the electricity from

the site to the grid.

17. A Cooling Off Period - have a clause that states that either party may
cancel the agreement
within 30 days without reason or penalty.

1 18. Power Sales - Stipulate that power must be sold to government or you
i get to approve any

other contract. Without this power can be sold to a subsidiary of the wind
power company and

the 3% rent you were hoping for will 3% of very little.

19. Hours, Times of Access — Access for emergencies at any time. Other
access between 8:00

a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday to Friday and requires notice so there is no
interference with

seeding, harvests, calving, or other farm or family activities that are time
restricted

/ 20. Area of Lease - Limit the area covered by lease to a suitably small area
-11to 5acres

21, Applies to One Lot Only - Limit the agreement so it only applies to the
actual lot leased and
that there is no reference to any other {and owned by the farmer

22. Conversion to Easement — Do not allow a conversion to an easement as
it will be more
difficult, perhaps impossible to discharge at the end.

! 23. Quitclaim - ensure the lease provides for a clean end so the wind
company cannot be

released from the lease or recover funds from the escrow account without
your approval and

certification that they have met ail their obligations inciuding clean up.

24. Wind Rights Only - Do not allow any clause that gives the wind power
company a right of first

refusal or an option for any purpose other than the use of the wind. Such
clauses encumber

sales, wills, development of other businesses etc.

25, Term of Lease - suggest 3 year option, 20 years for first term and 5
year renewals to follow.

This provides enough time to do tests and make profits and brings the
replacement date for the

generator and the lease renewal dates closer together, which improves your
negotiating position.

26. Assessment and Property Taxes - the land owner is ultimately
responsible for taxes — a

clause to require the wind power company to pay taxes associated with the
wind tower is

essential and it requires an enforcement clause - you cannot afford their
taxes, unless you have

their income. In the case of default, you shouid get the licences to produce

htip:/fbetterplan.squares pace.comfwisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayin/ 12/14
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and sell power.

27. Escrow Fund - Require the tenant to have an escrow fund heid with your
lawyer or a trust

company. This fund will be established with the start of construction and used
to pay any

arrears in taxes, any maintenance that the company refuses to do and wili
fund reclamation.

28 Registration of Surveys — surveys should only be registered with your
approval and the

agreement should specify that the tenant does not acquire a legal right of
way or any privilege

that could lead to shared or sole title. The tenant only acquires limited rights
to use for a period,

but no easements or rights of way.

29, Wait ‘Til You Know Yeur Choices - The government has a Standard
Offer. You can have )

your own wind project or you can find other firms or partners. You may do
better than you

might as a landlord. Don't sign a lease until you have considered the choices
and

determined what is best for your farm operation for the next 20 plus years.

30. If you wish to increase your bargaining power apply to Hydro One or
your local '

distribution company for the right to connect a generator yourself. The
connection

agreement is valuable, acquire it for yourself,

{To read more about what you should know before you sign a contract,
click here)

Why a Farmer in Johnsburg Wisconsin Regrets signing on for Turbines

Why A Wisconsin Farmer is Having Regrets
(Click Here to read this at its original source, the Appleton Post-
Crescent, Movember 30, 2007, )

As told in a recent ad, a Johnsburg farmer who will host wind
turbines now has many regrets.

He regrets having been the "lure" to draw in other
unsuspecting landowners. He regrets that he has allowed

hitp:ffbetter plan.squares pace.com/wisconsin-farmer-regrets-sayir/
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fields to be subdivided, road base to be spread on land once
picked bare of rocks, costly tiling to be cut up. He regrets that
he's no longer the person who controls his own land and is
now told where to go by security guards. He regrets the
divide he has created between friends, between neighbors
and between family members.

He regrets not having looked into all the ramifications first.
That farmer is now locked in to a binding contract. But there
are many landowners who have not yet suffered this fate.

Calumet County Citizens for Responsibie Energy asks that
landowners considering a contract first step back and study
the issues. As with any financial transaction, don't put a iot of
trust in those who stand to gain financially.

Look for Web sites and information from those experiencing
the effects of this worldwide "gold" rush for wind power.
People across world are rebelling. They're finding that they've
lost control of their land and their lives. And they're in danger
of financial hardship if these companies dissolve.

Our irresponsible government representatives are forcing this
"windfall" for wind investors on us. Their knee-jerk reaction to
the global climate change alarms will cause billions of doilars
to be wasted, lives to be ruined, and environments degraded
for what is, in actuality, a very inefficient energy source.

With a declining tax base and state and U.S. legislators
driving us further into massive debt, taxpayer subsidies for
wind will be impossible te maintain.

And with the subsidies gone, what will you be left hosting?
Posted on Sunday, December 2, 2007 at 09:16PM by [Your Name
Here] | Comments Off
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. Solar, wind subsidies are tax on the poor

Michael J. Hicks? 43 p.m. EST February 20, 2013

(Photo: AP)

20coNnNECT STWEETLINKEDIN 1 OCOMMENTEMAILMORE U
/7

Indiana faces a looming problem in electricity markets that many states have already

tackied. It is not a specially complicated issue, but with more than the usual
demagoguery surrounding it, a liftle explanation is in order. Electricity is sold 1o
consumers under a form of price regulation. The reason for this is that consumers cannot
change the wires to their home any time they see a lower price. So, electricity production
is what economists call a “natural moenopoly” and everywhere power is sold there is some
form of pricing regulation.

} The way this works is that the electric company builds power plants, pays workers and

} buys fuel. Then the regulator (usually an appointed board) sets a price for consumers

that covers the cost of the fuel and the people and pays the companies a “fair’ rate of
return on their plant and equipment. In return, the company must provide service to
everyene in their region.

This pricing regulation is not perfect. It cannot be. No price will meet the rmutually
exclusive goals of getting service to everyone at the lowest costs. So, regulators {or
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‘By Dennis M, Mitchell and Dr. Willie Saon

o

ithout affordable, reliable energy, life is short and

brutal. Visit any place wheve families struggle to live
without cheap electricity, and you will be horrified at the
suffering. Without rational stewardship of natural resources,
life is on a pathway to destruction.

Energy issues are very complex and therefore it is difficult
for anyone, expert or not, to see the best path, but there are
plenty of signs indicating who is and who isn't being straight
with you.

How does the average citizen see clearly when the experts
are o divided on complex and confusing issues? The same
way you choose peaple and organizations to do business with
on 2 daily basis.

Obama’s War on Coal

President Barack Obama is waging a war on
coal, with a disturbingly high level of persistent
deception. The trendy, hip, cool, sophisticated
approach has been to rush into “renewable ener-
gy" sources and shut down traditional sources of
energy, based on a huge deception ecalled “con-
sensus sclence.” S

The infamous claim “97 percent of all acien-
tists agree humans are causing dangerous cli-
mate change” pounded into our collective brain
by environmental lobbyists within and outside
of the Obama administration is in fact a well-
funded and pernicious deception. It is one of
many unethical tricks to get folks going along
with nonsense non-science.

The Achilles heel for “renewables,” the dirty
little secret renewable power promoters try to
hide, is there is no magic fix for the nearly insur-
mountable barriers of storage and distribution
of energy. Despite decades of enginesring efforts
and subsidies, solutions to these problems are
still nonexistent. ’

EPA Lies Exposed

Here are some of the deceptions just one agency, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), has been foisting
upon the United States public te gain support for its efforts
to end coal use.

Deception; The new clean-energy regulations currently
shutting down U.8. coal-fired power plants will have a mea-
gurable effect on carbon dioxide worldwide.

Truth: China’s increases alone will outstrip reductions from
the United States. And according to the United Nations’
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, each moderate
voleanic eruption will negate this effort for decades. All the
radical carbon dioxide emission cuts proposed cannot and will
not lead to any gignificant reduction in global temperature.

Deception: New mercury rules being applied to U.S. coal-

fired power plants will save 17,000 lives per year.

Truth: EPA’s claim is bizarre since there is not a single doc-
umented death from airborne environmental mercury. U.S.

“The idea of
‘free energy’
is a decep-
tion, danger-
ous to human
life and well-
being. No one
has been a

bigger pro-
moter of this
falsehood
than interna-
tional climate
alarmists and
EPA.”

power plants prodiice “about 42 tons of mereury emissions per

year. By comparison, voleanoes spew about 10,000 tons per
year. If we shut down all coal-electricity generation in the
nation, it would likely reduce mercury levels in Florida by less
than 3 percent. The Gulf of Mexico alone contributes about 40
percent of airborne mercury in the region as it has for several
million years. There is zero correlation between airborne mer-
cury and the organic mercury found in some fish.
Deception: We can replace all coal-fired power plants with
nuclear and renewables by 2030 with virtually no economic
impact because of the savings from fuel, health, and other
environmental benefits.

Truth: This would require building mors than 1,000 nuclear
power plants to replace the loss of coal-fired power
plants. Does anyone really think EPA would
allow permits for 1,000 nuclear plants in the next
15 years?

The only “new” jobs created by EPA’s legally
questionable regulations will be the increase in
EPA’s employee headcount from about 20,000
to more than 250,000.

Lessons to Remember

Remember, all wind and sclar “renewable”
energies must have fossil-fuel or nuclear back-
ups because they cannot deliver power when
needed. The U.N. climate conference in Peru
was noted as having the largest carbon foot-
 print of any U.N. conference thus far because -
it was powered by diesel generators—the orga- .
nizer did not trust its own solar panels.

Twenty years ago the renewables zealots
convinced Congress that 10 years of taxpayer
assistance would be plenty to develop wind as a
viable competitor for traditional energy. Today
those subsidies continue. Germany and Spain are prime
examples of national commitments to “renewables” failing
over the past 15 years. Spain’s economy is in shambles, and
Germany is shutting down most of its offshore wind program
and building coal-fired power plants literally as fast as pos-
sible to keep the nation from financial disaster.

Shoving immature technologies down taxpayers’ throats,
heedless of the consequences, is outrageous. Energy costs
from traditional sources have been artificially, and substan-
tially, raised. The poor suffer the most from these increases
in the cost of hiving. '

The idea of “free energy” isa deception, dangerous to
human life and well-being. No one has been a bigger pro-
moter of this falsehood than international climate alarmists
and EPA.

Dennis Mitchell (dennismitchell@fairpoint.net) is an
enuironmenital professional and certified public accountant
based in Laurel Hill, Florida. Willie Soon (romeosoon®
gmail.com) is a solar and Earth scientist with the Harvard-
Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. This is ¢ modified ver-
sion of an article, “EPA’s fibs in ifs war on coal,” originally
published in The Washington Times on December 29, 2014.

Reprinted with permission. ? :
o it



I$ECIIICITY ITICES DOANNg 1n 10p wina rower biales - FOroes

FOI'b eS : http://onforb.es/1zeSqFQ

James TaylorContributer

T'write about energy and environment 1ssues.

pinlons axgrossad by Ferkoa Cantribulers are thelr own.

ENERGY & ENVIRONMENT 10/172014 @ B:12AM 13,061 views

Electricity Prices Soaring In Top
Wind Power States

Comment Now

Electricity prices are soaring in states generating the most wind power, U.S.
Energy Information Administration data show. Although U.S. electricity
prices roseless than 3 percent from 2008-2013, the 10 states with the highest
percentage of wind power generation experienced average electricity price
increases of more than 20 percent.

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), the 10 states
in which wind power accounts for the highest percentage of the state’s
electricity generation are:

Iowa — 27%

South Dakota — 26
Kansas — 19

Idaho — 16
Minnesota ~ 16
North Dakota — 16
Oklahoma - 15
Colorado - 14
Oregon — 12
Wyoming — 8

The wind power industry claims switching from conventional power to wind
power will save consumers money and spur the economy. However, data
from the top 10 wind power states show just the opposite. From 2008-2013
electricity prices rose an average of 20.7 percent in the top 10 wind power
states, which is seven-fold higher than the national electricity price increase
of merely 2.8 percent.

http://www.forbes.com/sites/famestavlor/2014/10/17/electricity-prices-soaring-in-top-10-...
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The 2008-2013 price increases in the top 10 wind power states were:

Iowa — 16%

South Dakota — 25
Kansas — 26
Idaho— 34
Minnesota - 22
North Dakota — 23
Oldahoma — -2
Colorado — 14
Oregon — 16
Wyoming - 33

With the sole exception of Oklahoma, every one of the top 10 wind power
states saw its electricity prices rise at least 14 percent. For each of these
states, electricity prices rose at least five times faster than the national
average.

The electricity price increases in states producing the most wind power don’t
tell the whole story. Federal and state taxpayer subsidies to wind power
producers hideadditional costs of wind power. The federal wind power
Production Tax Credit (PTC), for example, gave wind power producers 2.3

http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamestaylor/2014/10/17/electricity-prices-soaring-in-top-10-..
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cents for every kilowatt hour of wind power production last year. With U.S.
retail electricity prices at 10.08 cents per kilowatt hour, the PTC allowed wind
power producers to hide over 20 percent of wind power costs. This allowed
the wind power industry to charge the American people still more money in
backdoor tax bills, in addition to the higher retail electricity prices
documented above.

Higher electricity prices in states producing themost wind power are taking a
devastating toll on disposable incomes and the overall economy.

In Colorado, for example, electricity consumers spent $5.3 billion on
clectricity in 2013. Had Colorado electricity prices risen at merely the
national average from 2008-2013, however, Colorado electricity consumers
would have spent only $4.8 billion on electricity. That's $500 million in
excess electricity costs in 2013. If we divide that up among Coloradd’s 2
million households, the extra electricity costs drained $250 from the average
Colorado household in 2013.

In Minnesota, electricity consumers spent $6.4 billion on electricity in 2013.
Had Minnesota electricity prices risen at merely the national average from

' 2008-2013, however, Minnesota electricity consumers would have spent only
$5.4 billion on electricity. That’s $1 billion in excess electricity costs in 2013.
If we divide that up among Minnesota’s 2.1 million households, the exira
electricity costs drained $476 from the average Minnesota household in 2013.

In Kansas, electricity consumers spent $3.8billion on electricity in 2013. Had
Kansas electricity prices risen at merely the national average from 2008-
2013, however, Kansas electricity consumers would have spent only $3.1
billion on electricity. That's $700 million in excess electricity costs in 2013. If
we divide that up among Kansas’ 1.1 million households, the extra electricity
costs drained $636 from the average Kansas household in 2013.

The wind power indusiry’s fallback position is wind power benefits state
economies, despite rapidly rising electricity costs, because the switch from
conventional power to wind power generates jobs within the wind power
industry. This argument, however, amounts to nothing more than a
misleading head-fake. Shifting electricity production from conventional
power to wind power does not create any net new jobs — it merely shifts jobs
from one sector (conventional power) to another sector (wind power). Jobs
created in the wind power industry come at the price of eliminating jobs in
the conventional power industry.

Worse yet, the jobs shifted to the wind power industry fail to equal the
number of jobs eliminated in other sectors of the economy for two important
reasons.

hitp:/fwww.forbes.com/sites/iamestavior/2014/10/17/electricitv-vrices-soaring-in-ton-~10-...
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First, wind power employs very few workers, After the tremendous start-up
costs necessary to build wind turbines and place them in industrial wind
farms, operational wind power facilities employ few workers. Nor does wind ( »5}
turbine manufacturing adds many jobs in top wind power states. Of the '
world’s top 10 wind turbine manufacturers, only one is located in the United
States. Wind turbine manufacturing jobs are created in places like Germany,
Denmark, and China more than in the United States.

Even among the top seven manufacturers of the wind turbines that are

deployed in the United States, only one is located_in the United States.

By contrast, conventional power plant operation requires far more workers
than wind farms. More jobs are created in the conventional power industry
even while electricity production costs go down. And unlike wind power jobs,
nearly all U.S. conventional power plant manufacturing and operational jobs
80 to American workers — and especially to workers within the resident state
of the conventional power plant.

Second, higher electricity prices caused by wind power kill jobs throughout
the entire state and national economy. For example, when the average
household in Kansas spends an extra $636 on electricity each year due to
unnecessarily high electricity prices, that means the average Kansas
household spends $636 less on other goods and services. The aggregate effect
of such reduced spending in the Kansas economy (equaling $700 million in
Kansas economy-wide reduced spending in 2013) eliminates thousands of
jobs that would otherwise be created or sustained throughout all segments of
the Kansas economy with higher consumer spending.

Any way you cut it, wind power is needlessly raising living costs, reducing
living standards, and destroying American jobs. Fortunately, states can easily
rectify the problem by repealing renewable power mandates and taxpayer
subsidies that perpetuate higher electricity costs and widespread job
destruction.

This arficle is available online at: http:/fonforb.es/1zeSgF G 2014 Farbes.com LLC™  All Rights Reserved
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complaints, and pointed out that many common sources
generate noise of greater intensity. The thousands of reports
from doctors dealing with people suffering stress, sudden
bursts of tachycardia, and hypertension would seem to be
harder to discount, but these reports have not yet been
prepared as a coordinated scientifically controlled study. The
turbine companies and organizations buying clusters of the
turbines often have considerable power over affected
communities, through agreements with local administrators
and contracts with residents for use of the land. In many
cases the residents of wind farms have had to sign
agreements forbidding public complaints.

The advocates of the new large machines respond to
complaints by residents and their doctors by stating that
people would not complain if they received adequate
payment for the use of their land as a wind farm. There have
been many statements belittling distressed or even seriously
ill people, often along the lines that they are just awkward
and resistant to progress. Objections are increasing however,
and in a recent decision the Victorian government has
decreed that wind turbines must be at least 2 km away from
inhabited areas. '

With audible noise, the loudness of the sound is often
emphasised whereas it is only one factor. Consider the effect
of music. It can have profound effects on behaviour even
when very quiet. This can be shown experimentally. If you
play Mozart to mice for a few hours they find their way out of
a maze much faster than mice that have had to listen to noise.
Similarly music can alleviate pain and is now used clinically
for this purpose. The loudness of the music is almost
irrelevant. It is the sequence of harmonic tones that is
important in producing the effects. It is surely similar with
noise. If you are nodding off to sleep and the wind picks up,
starting a group of wind turbines and your brain picks up a
quiet crunch-crunch-crunch, in an irregular and
unpredictable sequence because the various turbines are not
synchronous, you may not imagine a monster approaching
but primitive circuits in your amygdala, prefrontal cortex and
other areas of your brain will automatically fire off a stress
response, triggering an increase in adrenaline and cortisol
secretion. This fundamental mechanism has been an
important factor in our survival as a species but we have not
adapted to these previously unknown disturbances. Not good
for a restful sleep.

After looking at evidence from several seemingly disparate
areas of research it seems to me that the effect of the current
wind farms is not confined to the noise they make.1 am

https:INVW.wind-watch.crgldocumems!wind-power—and-ecol ogy!
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convinced that the evidence suggesting tissue damage both
to people and to a wide range of other species is strong
enough to sound a warning of environmental damage far
beyond 2 km both on land and on water.

That the disturbance caused by the new large turbines is not
trivial is highlighted by a recent decision by the UK Ministry
of Defence (MOD) objecting to plans to build wind turbines
on the north-west coast of England and the south-west coast
of Scotland. Why? Because the vibrations, the “seismic noise”
from such wind farms would interfere with the MOD
instruments that detect terrorist bombs.

So, what do we know about the seismic noise of wind
turbines? Quite a lot actually, but it has not yet received as
much attention as it warrants. Like the UK MOD, scientists
seeking to find evidence of gravitational waves have
extremely sophisticated equipment designed to detect
vibrations in rock, soil and water. Any device producing such
vibrations can interfere with their research, so several
centres, notably the Laser Interferometric Gravitational
Wave Observatory (LIGO), University of Oregon, near the
Stateline Wind Project, and the VIRGO European
Gravitational Observatory in Pisa, near a small wind farm,
have done detailed measurements of the generation and
transmission of seismic vibrations from large wind turbines.
Both of these centres were able to detect seismic vibrations
travelling through soil, rock and water. The vibrations were
correlated unambiguously with the operation of the wind
turbines. The distance travelled by these vibrations may
surprise those who talk about siting homes no closer than 2
kilometres from the turbines. The seismic vibrations
remained strong beyond 10 kilometres and were stili
detectable at 18 kilometres.

It is important then to ask the question whether vibrations
can affect health. Here we can refer to a quite extensive
literature on communication between creatures. These range
from the simplest multicellular organisms such as Physarum
polycephalum, a yeast that can at times join with its
neighbours and coordinate joint behaviour by transmitting
vibrations from cell to cell, to a wide range of insects that
transmit information to others of their species using arange
of different mechanisms. In most species the frequencies
used are below 20 Hz and transmission is through solids,
usually the fine stems of flowers and leaves. The vibrations
produced in a plant stem by a small insect are so tiny they are
undetectable without very sensitive equipment. For a small
insect however they are immensely significant, sending
information about potential threats, about food, and of
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course courtship. Most marine creatures, some of them very
small, transmit information through water, also usually by
low frequency vibration. All fish are very sensitive to low
frequency vibrations and any angler will tell you that merely
walking on the side of a lake will send most fish scurrying out
of range of their net.

The sensitivity of earthworms to vibration is well-known not
only to anglers but to predators that have learned to bring
the worms to the surface by a carefully calculated series of
taps on the ground. Here it is important to note that there are
many reports from farmers that seaguils no longer follow the
plough in areas near wind turbines. It has been suggested
that the seagulls have learned that the worms have all been
driven away and that in that area the farmer’s plough will not
bring breakfast to the surface. They must go elsewhere for
their food.

How many of the species found in the soil and waterways
have been affected by wind farm vibrations? We do not know
because the necessary environmental and ecological studies
have simply not been done. There are many anecdotal
reports but it is surely urgent that we learn a great deal
more, Of particular concern is that many farmers have
reported that bees are no longer seen in the vicinity of wind
farms.

What is known of the effect of vibrations on people working
in industry? Here there is a great deal of information, butitis
not widely known. Much of what has been discovered over
the last three decades is reported by Mariana Alves-Pereira
and Nufio Castelo Branco of Portugal. These extensive studies
report numerous serious illnesses and, yes, many deaths,
mainly from unusual cancers. A particularly characteristic
finding is a thickening of the fibrous sheath surrounding the
heart, the pericardium. Diseases such as type I diabetes and
epilepsy developing late in life were also found and unusual
malignant tumours were seen in the lungs, colon and brain.
Rage attacks occurred in some individuals and sudden
attacks of nonconvulsive mental defects were seen. These
ilinesses were caused by low frequency vibrations and
developed slowly over many years, with deaths usually
occurring after five years of exposure. The low frequency
induced disease complex is called Vibro Acoustic Disease, or
VAD and is thought to be the result of disruption of the fine
fibres that connect the cells of the body. This disease compiex
is not yet widely recognised clinically or legally and this has
seriously delayed diagnosis. Detailed experimental studies of
VAD pathology have been reported. A characteristic finding is
the production of excess collagen in the absence of an
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inflammatory response. This results in the thickening of
blood vessel walls and abnormal gas flow in the lungs. Other
findings in the experimental studies were unusual cell death
without the usual “cell suicide” mechanism of apoptosis.

So, what can we expect from the noise and vibrations caused
by wind farms? Many of the illnesses caused by industrial
vibrations would not be associated with wind farms by
doctors seeing such patients. Someone develops a heart
disease, a brain tumour or gets a stroke five years after a
wind farm starts up a few kilometres from their home. Or
they have their first epileptic fit very late in life, or they get a
cancer in the lung or bowel. Few doctors today would make
the connection with the wind farm. A diagnosis of VAD could
be made by detecting a thickening of the pericardium, but
this would not be done unless the clinician suspected VAD.
The association of this disease with wind farm operation is
not widely known.

Putting all this together, it seems obvious to me that there is
a very urgent need to study disease rates and death rates in
the areas near wind farms and in “control” areas more than
10 kim away. There is also an urgent need to organise clinical
and epidemiological studies to seek further evidence of the
diseases and pathology described in the studies of industrial
Vibro Acoustic Disease. There is similarly a very urgent need
for veterinarians and ecologists to follow up the reports from
farmers all around the world of abnormalities in farm
animals near current large wind turbines, as with chickens
that are hatching with crossed beaks and other
abnormalities, and stock of many types being born with
unusual abnormalities. Above all I feel that there is an urgent
need to study the epidemiology of organisms thatlive in the
soil and water around wind farms. These organisms are
known to communicate by low frequency vibration. All of this
must be correlated with precise measurements of noise and
vibration associated with wind turbine operation. Such
measurements must be made on the turbine towers, on
surrounding soils and on surrounding buildings out to at
least 10 km.

And what of the prospects for wind power today? A
potentially extremely valuable source of auxiliary power I
would say, but definitely not if it continues to be developed
for massive commercial gain as at present. Instead of
covering the planet with small quiet wind turbines feeding
continuously into an international power grid we have “wind
farms” springing up as concentrated power producing
enterprises that are as much like a farm as an open cut coal
mine.
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Max Whisson, MB, BS FRCPath, is a retired pathologist with a
strong interest in ecological issues. He invented the Whisson
Windmill, a device for extracting water from the atmosphere.
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Wind Turbines as Electricity Source Aren't
Reliable

Wind forecasting has certainly improved from 40 years
ago, but its reliability then, and now, is irrelevant. A 100%
accurate forecast of wind doesn’t boost the low efficiency
of wind turbines.

July 20, 2015 6:38 pm. ET

The July 13 letter from Rob Gramlich of the American Wind Energy Association makes a number of unsupportable statements, the most
agregious of which is “grid operators can easily manage variability from wind.” He further stretches the truth with “advances in wind
forecasting have now made wind energy even more reliable.” Both statements are unsupported by the facts. Wind forecasting has certainly
improved from 40 years ago, but its reliability then, and now, is irrelevant. A 100% accurate forecast of wind doesn’t boost the low efficiency
of wind turbines.

An industrial wind facility {IWF) operates with turbines that produce about one-third of their rated output. That means they will supply
somewhere between 0% and 100% of their capacity but will average only a third of that capacity. This large difference between their
maximum output and their actual output means that the electric grid must be able to accept, and use, not the *20% of the electricity in 23
states” that Mr. Gramlich claims, but between 0% and 60%. No matter the reliability of wind forecasts, no grid can be so accommodating.
The only way to accommodate such surges is to curtail either these wind surges or shut down other, cheaper and more reliable suppliers.
The first would so reduce the efficiency of wind as to make it laughable. The second would necessitate shutting down base load suppliers,
the cheapest and most reliable of all sources. A simple analysis of wind data in the U.S. shows that wind speeds are highly synchronized
over very large areas. This means that when ong IWF is producing lots of energy, all the others, within a few hundred miles will be too. Such
synchronized surges mean that grid operatars cannot easily manage variability from wind.

The net is that untl wind turbines can be highly efficient (75+%!) they will never be a serious competitor with other sources. No one expects
Mother Nature to be so cuddly. No one-third efficient source of energy can be useful to the electric grid, no matter its source.

Fred Ward

Steddard, N.H. : o
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Northwestern -
Energy asks to
increase rates

Hearing planned over
request to raise SD prices
for first time since 1980

By BOB MERCER
Capitol Coirespondent

__ PIERRE -— The state Public Utilities
Cornmission will hold a public hearing next
month in Yankton about NorthWestern
Energy’s request to raise rates for the com-
pany's South Dakota electricity customers.

The increases wotld be the first for elec-
tricity rates by the company since 1980.

The comiuission’s decision to host a
hearing came in response to a petition filed
by Angela Wiebelhaus, of Yankton. She
submitted signatures from 27 residents of
the Yanlkton area,

Wiebelhaus said most of the people who
signed the petition didn't know about the
proposed increase until she went around
the neighborhood.

She said her concern is for people —

“our fellow man” — who will feel financial-
Iy pinched
“Things keep going hlgher and higher. - .
We all want to stay in our houses,” she
gaid.”
Wiebelhaus added “We really do have
" good service in Yankton, I have to say that.

The hearing is set for 7 p.m. May 14
in the Best Western Kelly Inn on §.D.
Highway 50 on Yankton's east side.

NorthWestern wants to collect $26.5
million mere annually from the company’s
61,200 South Dakota electricity customers.

That would be a 20.24 percent rate
increase.

According to the PUC, NorthWestern's
plan would cost the average residential

See ENERGY Page A6
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A Problem With Wind Power

fwuw.aweo.org]  [click here for printer-friendly PDF]

by Eric Rosenbloom

Wind POWEI promises a clean and free source of electricity that would

reduce our dependence on imported fossil fuels and the output of greenhouse
gases and other pollution. Many governments are therefore promoting the
construction of vast wind "farms," encouraging private companies with
generous subsidies and regulatory support, requiring utilities to buy from them,
and setting up markets for the trade of "green credits" in addition to actual
energy. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) aims to see 5% of our electricity
produced by wind turbine in 2010. Energy companies are eagerly investing in
wind power, finding the arrangement quite profitable.

A little research, however, reveals that wind power does not in fact live up to the
claims made by its advocates [see part I}, that its impact on the environment and
people's lives is far from benign [see part IT], and that with such a poor record
and prospect the money spent on it could be much more effectively directed [see
part IIT]. Links to aid the reader's own tesearch are provided throughout this
paper as well as at the end [see Links; off-site links will automatically open to a
new window or tab]. Click here for an abbreviated version of this paper. Click
here for an even briefer version (a handy model for letters). This paper is also
available as a 7-page typeset PDF file (156 KB) -- click here.

I

[ Top » 1T+ TI » Links ]

In 1998, Norway commissioned a study of wind power in Denmark and concluded that it has

"serious environmental effects, insufficient production, and high production costs."

Denmark (population 5.3 million) has over 6,000 turbines that produced electricity equal to
19% of what the country used in 2002. Yet no conventional power plant has been shut down.
Because of the intermittency and variability of the wind, conventional power plants must be
kept running at full capacity to meet the actual demand for electricity. Most cannot simply

be turned on and off as the wind dies and rises, and the quick ramping up and down of those R H’ I {

hitp:/iwww aweo.org/problemwithwind.htmi
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that can be would actually increase their output of pollution and carbon dioxide (the primary
"greenhouse" gas). So when the wind is blowing just right for the turbines, the power they
generate is usually a surplus and sold to other countries at an extremely discounted price, or
the turbines are simply shut off.

A writer in The Utilities Journal (David J. White, "Danish Wind: Too Good To Be True?,"
July 2004) found that 84% of western Denmark's wind-generated electricity was exported (at
a revenue loss) in 2003, i.e., Denmark’s glut of wind towers provided only 3.3% of the
nation's electricity. According to The Wall Street Journal Europe, the Copenhagen
newspaper Politiken reported that wind actually met only 1.7% of Denmark’s total demand
in 1999. (Besides the amount exported, this low figure may also reflect the actual net
contribution. The large amount of electricity used by the turbines themselves is typically not
accounted for in the usually cited output figures. Click here for information about electricity
use in wind turbines.) In Weekendavisen (Nov. 4, 2005), Frede Vestergaard reported that -
Denmark as a whole exported 70.3% of its wind production in 2004.

Denmark is just dependent enough on wind power that when the wind is not blowing right
they must import electricity. In 2000 they imported more electricity than they exported. And
added to the Danish electric bill are the subsidies that support the private companies building
the wind towers. Danish electricity costs for the consumer are the highest in Europe. [Click
here for a detailed and well referenced examination by Vic Mason. ]

The head of Xcel Energy in the U.S., Wayne Brunetti, has said, "We're a big supporter of
wind, but at the time when customers have the greatest needs, it's typically not available."
Throughout Europe, wind turbines produced on average less than 20% of their theoretical (or
rated) capacity. Yet both the British and the American Wind Energy Associations (BWEA
and AWEA) plan for 30%. The figure in Denmark was 16.8% in 2002 and 19% in 2003 (in
February 2003, the output of the more than 6,000 turbines in Denmark was 0!). On-shore
turbines in the U.K. produced at 24.1% of their capacity in 2003. The average in Germany
for 1998-2003 was 14.7%. In the U.S., usable output (representing wind power's contribution
to consumption, according to the Energy Information Agency) in 2002 was 12.7% of
capacity (using the average between the AWEA's figures for installed capacity at the end of
2001 and 2002). In California, the average is 20%. The Searsburg plant in Vermont averages
21%, declining every year. This percentage is called the load factor or capacity factor. The
rated generating capacity only occurs during 100% ideal conditions, typically a sustained
wind speed over 30 mph. As the wind slows, electricity output falls off exponentially. [Click
here for more about the technicalities of wind as a power source, as well as energy
consumption data. Click here for conversions between and explanations of energy units. ]

In high winds, ironically, the turbines must be stopped because they are easily damaged.
Build-up of dead bugs has been shown to halve the maximum power generated by a wind
turbine, reducing the average powet generated by 25% and more. Build-up of salt on off-
shore turbine blades similarly has been shown to reduce the power generated by 20%-30%.

Eon Netz, the grid manager for about a third of Germany, discusses the technical problems
of connecting large numbers of wind turbines [click here]: Electricity generation from wind
fluctuates greatly, requiring additional reserves of "conventional" capacity to compensate;
high-demand periods of cold and heat correspond to periods of low wind; only limited
forecasting is possible for wind power; wind power needs a corresponding expansion of the
high-voltage and extra-high-voltage grid infrastructure; and expansion of wind power makes

hitp:/fwww .aweo.org/problemwithwind htm!
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the grid more unstable. [Click here for a good explanation of why wind-generated power can
not usefully contribute to the grid and only causes greater problems, including the use of
more "conventional” fuel.]

Despite their being cited as the shining example of what can be accomplished with wind
power, the Danish government has cancelled plans for three offshore wind farms planned for
2008 and has scheduled the withdrawal of subsidies from existing sites. Development of
onshore wind plants in Denmark has effectively stopped. Because Danish companies
dominate the wind industry, however, the government is under pressure to continue their
support. Spain began withdrawing subsidies in 2002. Germany reduced the tax breaks to
wind power, and domestic construction drastically slowed in 2004. Switzerland also is
cutting subsidies as too expensive for the lack of significant benefit. The Netherlands
decommissijoned 90 turbines in 2004. Many Japanese utilities severely limit the amount of
wind-generated power they buy, because of the instability they cause. For the same reason,
Ireland in December 2003 halted all new wind-power connections to the national grid. In
earty 2005, they were considering ending state support. In 2005, Spanish utilities began
refusing new wind power connections. In 2006, the Spanish government ended -- by
emergency decree -- its subsidies and price supports for big wind. In 2004, Australia reduced
the level of renewable energy that utilities are required to buy, dramatically slowing wind-
project applications. On August 31, 2004, Bloomberg News reported that "the unstable flow
of wind power in their networks" has forced German utilities to buy more expensive energy,
requiring them to raise prices for the consumer. [Note, April 2012: State support for
industrial wind fluctuates, but the trend noted here has continued.]

A German Energy Agency study released in February 2005 after some delay [click here]
stated that increasing the amount of wind power would increase consumer costs 3.7 times
more than otherwise and that the theoretical reduction of greenhouse gas emissions could be
achieved much more cheaply by simply installing filters on existing fossil-fue] plants. A
similar conclusion was made by the Irish grid manager in a study released in February 2004
[click here for 172-KB PDF]: "The cost of CO, abatement arising from using large levels of
wind energy penetration appears high relative to other alternatives."

In Germany, utilities are forced to buy renewable energy at sometimes more than 10 times
the cost of conventional power, in France 3 times. In the UK., the Telegraph has reported
that rather than providing cheaper energy, wind power costs the electric companies £50 per
megawatt-hour, compared to £15 for conventional power, The wind industry is worried that
the UK., too, is starting to see that it is only subsidies and requirements on utilities to buy a
certain amount of "green" power that prop up the wind towers and that it is a colossal waste
of resources. The BWEA has even resorted to threatening prominent opponents as more
projects are successfully blocked. Interestingly, long-term plans for energy use and
emissions reduction by both the UK. and the U.S. governments do not mention wind [click
here for more about this (the article is in Spanish)]. Flemming Nissen, head of development
at the Danish utility Elsam, told a meeting in Copenhagen, May 27, 2004, "Increased
development of wind turbines does not reduce Danish CO, emissions."

Installation of wind towers cannot hope to keep up with the continuing increase of energy
use. Denmark's annual production from wind turbines increased 28 petajoules (PJ, 1 PI =
278,000 MW-h) from 1990 to 1998, but total energy consumption increased 115 PJ. The
International Energy Agency reports that from 1990 to 2002, Denmark's annual production
from wind turbines rose 3,689 GW-h, but total electricity production rose 12,730 GW-h. The

hitp/www aweo.crg/problemwithwind.htmi
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Danish government's National Environmental Research Institute reported that in 2003
greenhouse gas emissions increased 7.3% over 2002 levels [click here].

In the U.K. (population 60 million), 1,010 wind turbines produced 0.1% of their electricity in

2002, according to the Department of Trade and Industry. The government hopes to increase ’ —3}
the use of renewables to 10:4% by 2010 and 20.4% by 2020, requiring many tens of

thousands more towers. As demand will have grown, however, even more turbines will be

required. In California (population 35 million), according to the state energy commission,

14,000 turbines (about 1,800 MW capacity) produced half of one percent of their electricity

in 2000. Extrapolating this record to the U.S. as a whole, and without accounting for an

increase in energy demand, well over 100,000 1.5-MW wind towers (costing $150-300

billion) would be necessary to meet the DOE's goal of a mere 5% of the country's electricity

from wind by 2010.

The DOE says there are 18,000 square miles of good wind sites in the U.S., which with
current technology could produce 20% of the country's electricity. This rosy plan, based on
the wind industry's sales brochures, as well as on a claim of electricity use that is only three-
quarters of the actual use in 2002, would require "only" 142,060 1.5-MW towers. They also
explain, "If the wind resource is well matched to peak loads, wind energy can effectively
contribute to system capacity." That's a big if-- counting on the wind to blow exactly when
demand rises -- especially if you expect the wind to cover 20% (or even 5%) of that demand.
As in Denmark and Germany, you would quickly learn that the prudent thing to do is to look
elsewhere first in meeting the load demand. And we'd be stuck with a lot of generally
unhelpful hardware covering every windy spot in the U.S., while the developers would be
looking to put up yet more to make up for and deny their failings. Click here to see what has
already happened in California and Germany and would happen everywhere.

As in Denmark and Germany, the electricity from those towers -- no matter how many --
would be too variable to provide the predictable supply that the grid demands. They would
have no effect on established electricity generation, energy use, or continuing pollution.
Christopher Dutton, the CEO of Green Mountain Power, a partner in the Searsburg wind
farm in Vermont and an advocate of alternative energy sources, has said (in an interview
with Montpelier's The Bridge) that there is no way that wind power can replace more
traditional sources, that its value is only as a supplemental source that has no impact on the
base load supply. "By its very nature, it's unreliable," says Jay Morrison, senior regulatory
counsel for the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. {Click here for a report on
the Searsburg plant's poor record.] [Click here to read about wind power's minuscule impact
on CO, emissions.] [Click here for a look at a U.N.-sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change Technical Paper that similarly shows wind power's miniscule part in the
mitigation of CO, release.]

As Country Guardian, a U.X. conservation group, puts it, wind farms constitute an increase
in energy supply, not a replacement. They do not reduce the costs -- environmental,
economic, and political -- of other means of energy production. If wind towers do not reduce
conventional power use, then their manufacture, transport, and construction only increases
the use of dirty energy. The presence of "free and green" wind power may even give people
license to use more energy.
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[Top+ I+ M+ Links]
[ this section: Size; Birds, bats, and other wildlife; Noise; Jobs, taxes, and property values; Other problems; Conclusion ]

Size

Pictures from the energy companies show slim towers rising cleanly from the landscape or
hovering faintly in the distant haze, their presence modulated by soft clouds behind them.
But a 200- to 300-foot tower supporting a turbine housing the size of a bus and three 100- to
150-foot rotor blades sweeping over an acre of air at more than 100 mph requires, for a start,
a large and solid foundation. On a GE 1.5-MW tower, the turbine housing, or nacelle,
weighs over 56 tons, the blade assembly weighs over 36 tons, and the whole tower assembly
totals over 163 tons. [Click here for a perspective on their size. Click here for the specs of
popular models. ]

As FPL (Florida Power & Light) Energy says, "a typical turbine site takes about a 42x42-
foot-square graveled area." Each tower (and a site needs at least 15-20 towers to make
investment worthwhile) requires a huge hole filled with steel rebar—reinforced concrete (e.g.,
1,250 tons in each foundation at the facility in Lamar, Colo.). According to Country
Guardian, the hole is large enough to fit three double-decker buses. At the 89-turbine Top of
Iowa facility, the foundation of each 323-foot assembly is a 7-feet-deep 42-feet-diameter
octagon filled with 25,713 pounds of reinforced steel and 181 cubic yards of concrete. The
foundations at the Wild Horse project in Washington are 30 feet deep. At Buffalo Mountain
in Tennessee, t0o, each foundation is at least 30 feet deep and may contain more than 3,500
cubic yards of concrete (production of which is a major source of CO,). On Cefn Croes in
Wales the developer built a complete concrete factory on the site, which is not unusual, as
well as opened quarries to provide rock for new roads -- neither of which activities were part
of the original planning application [click here for photos of the abhorrent destruction on
Cefn Croes].

On many such mountain ridges as well as other locations, it would be necessary to blast into
the bedrock, as Enxco's New England representative, John Zimmerman, has confirmed,
possibly disrupting the water sources for wells downhill. At the Waymart plant in
Pennsylvania, the foundations extend 30-40 feet into the bedrock. At Romney Marsh in
southern England, foundation pillars will be sunk 110 feet. For each 6-feet-deep foundation
at the Crescent Ridge facility in Illinois, another 24 feet was dug out and filled with sand.
Construction at a site on the Slieve Aughty range in Ireland in October 2003 caused a 2.5-
mile-long bog slide. '

(Building on peat bogs is recognized as a serious disruption of an important carbon sink; the
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds opposes wind development on the Scottish island
of Lewis because the turbines would take 25 years to theoretically save the amount of carbon
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that their construction will release from the peat (not to mention the threat to birds -- see

below). Clearing forests for facilities on mountain ridges is an analogous situation. Such

mountaintop clearing has serious runoff implications as well as documented at the

Meyersdale plant in Pennsylvania.) /_}
FPL Energy also says, "although construction is temporary [a few months], it will require o
heavy equipment, including bulldozers, graders, trenching machines, concrete trucks, flatbed
trucks, and large cranes." [Click here for pictures of towers being installed.] Getting all the
equipment, as well as the huge tower sections and rotor blades, into an undeveloped area
requires the construction of wide straight strong roads. Many existing roads, particularly in
hilly areas, are inadequate. For the Buffalo Mountain project, curves were widened,
switchbacks were eliminated, and portions were repaved. The weight of the material has
damaged existing roads. Many an ancient hedgerow in England has been sacrificed for
access to project sites.

The destructive impact that such construction would have, for example, on a wild mountain

top, is obvious. Erosion, disruption of water flow, and destruction of wild habitat and plant

life would continue with the presence of access roads, power lines, transformers, and the

tower sites themselves. For better wind efficiency, each tower requires trees to be cleared.

Vegetation would be kept down with herbicides, further poisoning the soil and water. Each

tower should be at least 5-10 times the rotor diameter from neighboring towers and trees for

optimal performance. For a tower with 35-meter rotors, that is 1,200-2,400 feet, a quarter to

a half of a mile. A site on a forested ridge would require clearing 45-90 acres per tower to

operate optimally (although only 4-6 acres of clearance per tower, the towers spaced every

500-1,000 feet, is typical, making them almost useless when the wind is not a perfect

crosswind). The Danish grid operator Eltra has found that a turbine can decrease the )
production of another turbine 5 kilometers (3.1 miles) away. The proposed 45-square-mile '
facility on the Scottish island of Lewis represents 50 acres for each megawatt of rated

capacity. FPL Energy says it requires 40 acres per installed megawatt, and the U.S,

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) says 60 acres is likely. Facilities worldwide

generally use 30-70 acres per megawatt, 1.e., about 120-280 acres for every megawatt of

likely average output (25% capacity factor). [Click here for a list of the areas of some

facilities. ]

GE boasts that the span of their rotor blades is larger than the wingspan of a Boeing 747
jumbo jet. The typical 1.5-MW assembly 1s two stories higher than the Statue of Liberty,
including its base and pedestal. The editor of Windpower Monthly wrote in September 1998,
"Too often the public has felt duped into envisioning fairy tale 'parks' in the countryside. The
reality has been an abrupt awakening. Wind power stations are no parks." They are industrial
and commercial installations. They do not belong in wilderness areas. As the UK.
Countryside Agency has said, it makes no sense to tackle one environmental problem by
instead creating another.

In Vermont, billboards are banned from the highways, and development -- especially at sites
above 2,500 fect -- is subject to strong environmental laws, yet many who call themselves
environmentalists absurdly support the installation of wind farms on our mountain ridge
lines as a desirable trade-off, ignoring wind's dismal record as described in part L.

Even if one thinks that jumbo-jet-sized wind towers dominating every ridgfa line in sight 1il§e
a giant barbed-wire fence is a beautiful thing, many people are drawn to wild places to avoid
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such reminders of human industrial might. Many communities depend on such tourists, who
will now seek some other -- as yet unspoiled -- retreat.

Birds, Bats, and Other Wildlife

The spinning blades kill and maim birds and bats. The Danish Wind Industry Association,
for example, admits as much by pointing out that so do power lines and automobiles. (The
argument follows the aesthetic one that the landscape is already blighted in many ways, so
why not blight it some more?) The industry claims that moving from lattice-work towers,
which provided roosting and nesting platforms, to solid towers, as well as larger lower-rpm
blades, solved the problem, and that studies find very few dead birds around wind turbines.
They ignore the facts that the larger blades are in fact slicing the air faster (150-200 mph at
their tips, that scavengers will have removed most injured and dead birds before researchers
arrive for their periodic surveys, and that many areas where dead and injured birds (and bats
-- see below) might fall are inaccessible.

Especially vulnerable are large birds of prey that like to fly in the same sorts of places that
developers like to construct wind towers. Fog -- a common situation on mountain ridges --
aggravates the problem for all birds. Guidelines from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -
(FWS) state that wind towers should not be near wetlands or other known bird or bat
concentration areas or in areas with a high incidence of fog or low cloud ceilings, especially
during spring and fall migrations. It is illegal in the U.S. to kill migratory birds. The FWS -
has prevented any expansion of the several Altamont Pass wind plants in California,
rejecting as well the claim that new solid towers would mitigate the problem. [Click here to
read the Fish and Wildlife Service recommendations. (Click here to read new
recommendations released in 2010.)]

A 2002 study in Spain estimated that 11,200 birds of prey (many of them already
endangered), 350,000 bats, and 3,000,000 small birds are killed each year by wind turbines
and their power lines. Another analysis [click here -- the article is in Spanish] found that it is
officially recognized (and obscured, generally by implying monthly figures as annual) that
on average a single turbine tower kills 20-40 birds each year. The U.S. FWS noted that
European wind power may kill up to 37 birds per turbine each year. The wind industry, in
contrast, cites the absurdly low results of a single very spotty study at one site as gospel.

Windpower Monthly reported in October 2003 that the shocking number of bats being killed
by wind towers in the U.K, is causing trouble for developers. The president of Bat
Conservation International, Merlin Tuttle, has said, "We're finding kills even in the most
remote turbines out in the middle of prairies, where bats don't feed.” At least 2,000 bats were
killed on Backbone Mountain in West Virginia in just 2 months during their 2003 fall
migration. Continuing research has found that rate to be typical all year, or even low, for
wind turbines on forested ridges [click here]. '

Wildlife on the ground is displaced as well. Prairie birds are especially affected by

disturbance of their habitat, and construction on mountain ridges diminishes important forest

interior far beyond the extent of the clearing itself. A visitor to the Backbone Mountain

facility wrote [click here], "I looked around me, to a place where months before had been

prime country for deer, wild turkey, and yes, black bear, to see positively no sign of any of

the animals about at all. This alarmed me, so I scouted in the woods that afternoon. All

afternoon, I found no sign, sight, or peek of any animal about." \ 1 ]\l
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Noise

The same West Virginia writer found the noise from the turbines on Backbone Mountain to
be "incredible. It surprised me. It sounded like airplanes or helicopters. And it traveled.
Sometimes, you could not hear the sound standing right under one, but you heard it 3,000
yards down the hill." Yet the industry insists such noise is a thing of the past. Indeed, new
turbines may have quieter bearings and gears, but the huge magnetized generators can not
avoid producing a low-frequency hum, and the problem of 100-foot rotor blades chopping
through the air at 150-200 mph also is insurmountable. Every time each rotor passes the
tower, the compression of air produces a deep resonating thump. In addition, the difference
in wind speed between the top and bottom of the rotor creates a rhythm in the "swishing" of
the blades through the air. The sound is projected outwards, so that it is actually fairly quiet
directly beneath the turbine, but farther away the resulting sound, especially of several
towers together, has been described to be as loud as a motorcycle, like aircraft continually
passing overhead, a "brick wrapped in a towel turning in a tumble drier," "as if someone was
mixing cement in the sky," "like a train that never arrives.” It is a relentless rumble like
unceasing thunder from an approaching storm. Enxco's John Zimmerman admitted at a
meeting in Lowell, Vt., "Wind turbines don't make good neighbors." [Click here for one
story from Fenner, N.Y ., where many other noises have been described, including an eerie
screeching as the blade and nacelle assembly turns to catch the wind -- click here for a video
recording of these noises.]

The penetrating low-frequency aspect to the noise, a thudding vibration, much like the
throbbing bass of a neighboring disco, travels much farther than the usually measured
"audible" noise. It may be why horses who are completely calm around traffic and heavy
construction are known to become very upset when they approach wind turbines [click here].
Many people have complained that it causes anxiety and nausea. The only way to reduce it is
to reduce the efficiency of the electricity production, i.e., reduce the illusion of profitability.
It can't be done.

Advocates, when not denying the noise outright, suggest that the wind itself masks any noise
the turbine assembly makes. Rustling leaves, however, are a very different sound than the
thumping of a wind facility. And in developers’ output projections, they point out that the
wind is very much more steady and stronger up at the top of the towers, so even that rustling
down on the ground is not always there when the turbines are turning. This is often the case
at night and always the case in winter. In Oregon, wind developers complained they could
not comply with regulations limiting the increase of noise in rural and wild areas. In May

2004, the state weakened the noise regulations so installation of wind facilities could go
ahead.

The European Union (E.U.) published the results of a 5-year investigation into wind power,
finding noise complaints to be valid and that noise levels could not be predicted before
developing a site. The AWEA acknowledges that a turbine is quite audible 800 feet away.
The National (U.S.) Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) states, "wind turbines are
highly visible structures that often are located in conspicuous settings ... they also generate
noise that can be disturbing to nearby residents.” The NWCC recommends that wind
turbines be installed no closer than half a mile from any dwelling. German marketer Retexo-
RISP specified in 2004 that turbines not be placed within 2 kilometers (1.25 miles) of any
dwelling [click here]; wind turbine towers and their blades have become much bigger since
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then, so that distance would have to be increased as well.

Communities in Germany, Wales, and Ireland claim that 3,000 feet away the noise is
significant. Individuals around the world say they have to close their windows and turn on
the air conditioner when the wind turbines are active. The noise of a wind plant in Ireland
was measured in 2002 at 60 dB 1 km (3,280 ft) upwind. The subaural low-frequency noise
was above 70 dB (which is 10 times as loud on the logarithmic decibel scale). A German
study in 2003 found significant noise levels 1 mile away from a 2-year-old wind farm of 17
1.8-MW turbines, especially at night. In mountainous areas the sound echos over larger
distances. A neighbor of the 20-turbine Meyersdale facility in southwest Pennsylvania found
the noise level at his house, about a half mile away, to average 75 dB(A) over a 48-hour
period, well above the level that the EPA says prevents sleep. In Vermont, the director of
Energy Efficiency for the Department of Public Service, Rob Ide, has said that the noise
from the 11 550-K'W Searsburg turbines is significant a mile away, Residents 1.5 and even 3
miles downwind in otherwise quiet rural areas suffer significant noise pollution. A criminal
suit has been allowed to go forward in Ireland against the owner and operator of a wind plant
for noise violations of their environmental law, Also in Ireland, a developer has been forced
to compensate a homeowner for loss of property value, and many people have had their tax
valuation reduced. In the Lake District of northwest England, a group has sued the owner
and operator of the Askam wind plant, claiming it is ruining their lives.

In January 2004, a couple was awarded 20% of the value of their home from the previous
owners who did not tell them the Askam wind plant was about to be constructed 1,800 feet
away: "because of damage to visual amenity, noise pollution, and the irritating flickering
caused by the sun going down behind the moving blades." The towers of this plant are only
40 meters (130 feet) high, with the rotors extending a further 24 meters (75 feet). Steve
Molloy of West Coast Energy responded that loss of value of a property, although
unfortunate, was not a material planning consideration and did not undermine the industry's
argument that the benefits of sustainable energy outweighed the objections. [Click here for
the news story.]

Don Peterson, senior director of Madison Gas & Electric, which operates 31 wind towers in
Kewaunee County, Wisconsin, similarly dismisses complaints, saying that most people, but
not all, will get used to the sound of the machines. "Like any noise, if you don't like it, your
brain is going to focus on it," he comfortingly told the Beloit Daily News. Especially in
relatively undeveloped areas, there can be no question that the unnatural noise from a wind
facility will be prominent. Just a 10-dB increase over existing levels (a typical limit for such
projects) represents the subjective perception of a doubling of noise level.

It has been reported that one of the farmers who leases land for the wind towers had to buy
the neighbors’ property because of the problems (not just noise but also flicker and lights at
night). Wisconsin Public Service, operator of another 14 turbines in Kewaunee County, in
2001 offered to buy six neighboring properties; two owners accepted, but two others filed a
lawsuit in January 2004. [Click here for a report of a study by Lincoln Township of the
many 11l effects of the Kewaunee County turbines.] On January 6, 2004, the Western
Morning News of Devon published three articles about noise problems, particularly the
health effects of low-frequency noise, from wind turbines. Another interesting report, which
notes that the Nazis used low-frequency noise for torture, was published in the January 25
Telegraph [click here].
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Jobs, Taxes, and Property Values

Despite the energy indusiry's claim that wind farms create jobs ("revitalize struggling rural
communities," says Enxco), the fact is that, after the few months of construction -- much of

it handled by imported labor from the turbine company -- a typical large wind facility q
requires just one maintenance worker. Of the 200 workers involved in construction of the

89-turbine Top of lowa facility, only 20 were local; seven permanent jobs were created. The

average nationwide is 1-2 jobs per 20 MW installed capacity.

The energy companies also claim that they increase the local tax base. But that is more than
offset by the loss of open land, the loss of tourism, the stagnation or decrease in property
values throughout a much wider area, the tax credits such developments typically enjoy, and
the taxes and fees consumers must pay to subsidize the industry. A lcoal "windfall" may also
be offset by a corresponding loss of state funds. Even surveys by wind promoters show that a
quarter to a third of visitors would no longer come if wind turbines were installed. That is a
huge loss in areas that depend on tourism. The wind developers say that the turbines
themselves are an attraction, but visitor centers at wind farms in Britain are already closing
for lack of business. A few people get more money from leasing their land for the towers
(until the developer starts withholding it for some small-print reason, or even disappears
after the tax advantages slow down -- Altamont Pass in California is littered with broken-
down wind towers owned by companies long gone), but that's the opposite of an argument
for the general good.

Wind advocates insist that property values are not affected by nearby industrial turbines,
because there will always be a buyer as it's just a question of taste. That is small comfort to
those who already own homes near potential wind-plant sites but whose taste militates
against rattling windows and humming walls, flickering lights, 100-foot blades spinning
overhead, and giant metal towers and supply roads where once were trees and moose trails,

Other Problems ¢

The industry recognizes that the flicker of reflected light on one side and shadow on the
other drives people and animals crazy. And at night, the towers must be lighted, which the -
AWEA describes as a serious nuisance, destroying the dark skies that many people in rural
areas cherish (and that the state of Vermont is on the verge of specifically protecting). Red
lights are thought to attract night-migrating birds.

Ice is another problem. It builds up when the blades are still and gets flung off -- as far as
1,500 feet -- when they start spinning. Accumulated ice on the nacelle and tower also falls
off. John Zimmerman, the developer of Vermont's Searsburg facility, wrote the following to
an AWEA discussion list in 2000. "When there is heavy rime ice build up on the blades and
the machines are running you instinctually want to stay away. ... They roar and sound scarey.
One time we found a piece near the base of the turbines that was pretty impressive. Three
adults jumping on it couldn't break. It looked to be 5 or 6 inches thick, 3 feet wide and about
5 feet long. Probably weighed several hundred pounds. We couldn't lift it. There were a
couple of other pieces nearby but we wondered where the rest of the pieces went." Access to
Searsburg is restricted when icing is likely. (Even in good weather, they shut the turbines
down when giving tours.)

Tssues of icing, noise, and structural damage and failure, particularly as they determine
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setback requirements, have been extensively documented by John Mollica in response to the
proposed expansion of a wind facility on Wachusett Mountain in Massachusetts (between
Princeton and Fitchburg). [Click here for the full report or here for a briefer presentation
version. ]

The plarners of giant wind installations in Valencia, Spain, mention the dripping and
flinging off of motor oil (almost 200 gallons of which may be present in a single 1.5-MW
turbine) and cooling and cleaning fluids. The transformer at the base of each turbine contains
up to 500 more gallons of oil. The substation transformers where a group of turbines
connects to the grid contain over 10,000 gallons of oil each.

The International Association of Engineering Insurers warns of fire: "Damage by fire in
wind turbines is usually caused by overheated bearings, a strike of lightning, or sparks
thrown out when the turbine is slowing down. ... Even the smallest spark can easily develop
into a large fire before discovery is made or fire-fighting can begi."

A 1995 study in Germany estimated that 80% of insurance claims paid for wind turbine
damage were caused by lightning. Lightning destroys many towers by causing the blade
coatings to peel off, rendering them useless. If the blades keep spinning, the imbalance can
bring down the whole tower. The towers are subject to metal fatigue, and the resin blades are
easily damaged even by wind. In Wales, Spain, Germany, France (Dec. 22, 2004; click
here), Denmark (Jan. 20, 2005), Japan (Feb. 24, 2005), New Zealand (Mar. 10, 2005), and
Scotland (Apr. 7, 2005; click here), parts and whole blades have torn off because of high
winds, malfunction, and fire, flying as far as 8 kilometers and through the window of a home
in one case. Whole towers have collapsed in Germany (as recently as 2002) and the U.S.
(e.g., in Oklahoma, May 6, 2005) [Click here for an extensive compilation of accidents.]
[Click here for another overview of industrial wind power's environmental problems. ]

Conclusion

All of these negative aspects will only become worse if even a small part of the industry's
plans for hundreds of thousands of towers becomes reality. At every level, however, the
negative impacts must of course be weighed against the benefits. As described in part I,
these are neglible. '

(112

[ Top»1«1e Links]

It is wise to diversify the sources of our energy. But the money and 1egislat'1.ve effort invested
in large-scale wind generation could be spent much more effectively to achieve the goal of

reducing our use of fossil and nuclear fuels. H , é
R
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As an example, Country Guardian calculates that for the U.K. government subsidy towards
the construction of one wind turbine, they could insulate the roofs of almost 500 houses that
need it and save in two years the amount of energy the wind turbine might produce over its
lifetime.

Country Guardian also calculates that if every light bulb in the U.K. were switched to 2 more
efficient one, the country could shut down an entire power plant -- something even
Denmark, with wind producing as much as 20% of their electricity, is not able to do.
According to solar energy consultant and retailer Real Goods, if every household in the U.S.
replaced one incandescent bulb with a compact fluorescent bulb, one nuclear power plant
could be closed. John Etherington claims that switching the most-used bulb in every house
of the U.K. would save as much as the entire output of all existing and proposed on-shore
wind plants in that country.

The BWEA itself says that the cost of saving energy is less than half the cost of producing it.
According to the California Power Authority (ignoring the subsidies that lower the market
price of wind-generated electricity) conservation costs exactly the same per KW-h as wind
power. John Zimmerman admitted at a February 2003 meeting in Kirby, Vermont, that we
"could do much more for our energy balance by just tightening our belts a little."

As described in part I, wind farms do not bring about any reduction in the use of
conventional power plants. Requiring the upgrading of power plants to be more efficient and
cleaner would actually do something rather than simply support the image of "green" power
that energy companies profit from while in fact doing nothing to reduce pollution or fuel
imports. An April 2000 E.U. report found that, using existing technology, increased
efficiency could decrease energy consumption by more than 18% by 2020. The U.N.-
sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has stated that simple voluntary
energy-efficiency improvements in buildings will reduce world energy use 10%-15% by
2020. They state that, with technology already in use, efficiency improvements in buildings,
manufacturing, and transport can reduce world carbon emissions more than 50% by 2020.

In the U.S., 61.5% of the energy used is "lost," i.e., only 38.5% of the energy consumed is
actnally extracted [click here]. In transmission alone, 7.34% of the electricity generated is
lost. There is obviously much that can be improved in what we already have and will
continue to live with for quite some time..

Electricity represents only 39% of energy use in the U.S. (in Vermont, 20%; and only 1% of
Vermont's greenhouse gas emissions is from electricity generation). Pollution from fossil
fuels also comes from transportation (cars, trucks, aircraft, and ships) and heating. Despite
the manic installation of wind facilities in the U.K., their CO, emissions rose in 2002 and
2003. At a May 27, 2004, conference in Copenhagen, the head of development from the
Danish energy company Elsam stated, "Increased development of wind turbines does not
reduce Danish CO, emissions." Demanding better gas mileage in cars, including pickup
trucks and SUVs, promoting rail for both freight and travel, and supporting the use of
biodiesel (for example, from hemp) would make a huge impact on pollution and dependence
on foreign oil, whereas wind power makes none. New-generation diesel-powered cars
common in Europe use less than half the fuel as their gasoline counterparts in the U.S.

Wind-power advocates often propose that wind turbmes can be used to manufacture
hydrogen for fuel cells. This may be an admirable plan (although Windpower Monthly
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dismisses it for several reasons in a May 2003 article) but is so far in the future that it only
serves to underscore the fact that there is no good reason for current construction. And it
must be remembered that as wind turbines are unable to produce significant amounts of
electricity they would likewise be unable to produce significant amounts of hydrogen. On
top of that, a 2004 study by the Institute for Lifecycle Environmental Assessment
determined that hydrogen returns only 47% of the energy put into it, compared with pumped
hydro returning 75% and lithium ion batteries up to 85%.

On a small scale, where a turbine directly supplies the users and the fluctuating production
can be stored, wind can contribute to a home, school, factory, office building, or even small
village's electricity. But this simply does not work on a large scale to supply the grid. Even
the small benefits claimed by their promoters are far outstripped by the huge negative
impacts.

We are reminded that there are trade-offs necessary to living in a technologically advanced
industrial society, that fossil fuels will run out, that global warming must be slowed, and that
the procurement and transport of fossil and nuclear fuels is environmentally, politically, and
socially destructive. Sooner or later the realities of this modern life will have to reach into
our own back yards, the commons must be developed for our economic survival, and it
would be elitist in the extreme to believe we deserve better. So wilderness areas are
sacrificed, rural communities are bribed into becoming live-in (but ineffective) power plants,
our governments boast that they are looking beyond fossil fuels (while doing nothing to
actually reduce their use), and our electric bills go up to support "investment in a greener
future." And at the other end of this trade-off, multinational energy companies reap greater
profits and fossil and nuclear fuel use continues to grow.

Many alternative sources of energy, as well as dramatic improvements in the use of current
sources, are in development. But wind turbines exist, so they are presented by their
manufacturers and managers as the solution. Every effort is made to maintain the illusion
that they are in fact a solution when a few simple questions reveal they are not.

Links

[Tope[+1-11]

Country Guardian was founded in 1992 to oppose wind farms in unspoiled rural areas of
the U.K. Their web site is at www.countryguardian.net. It includes a thorough summary of
the case against industrial wind power, many views from people alarmed at and who have
experienced the destruction wrought in the name of going green, and links to other groups
fighting industrial wind installations. National Wind Watch is a U.S. coalition founded in
August 2005. Their web site, containing key documents, a resource library, a daily news
feed, FAQs, their own publications, videos, and links to over 300 allied organizations, is at
www.wind-watch.org. A good series of newsletters is produced by Views of Seotland and

available at www.viewsofscotland.org/library/publications.php.

For information specific to off-shore siting of wind towers, which raises many issues not

covered above, see www.saveoursound.org and www.windstop.org. For example,

Greenpeace has been at the forefront of opposing the U.S. Navy's use of low-frequency

sonar, because of its disruption to wildlife, particularly whales. At the same time they are at

the forefront of promoting off-shore wind power plants, which produce low-frequency noise ‘

that has been measured at well over 100 dB, louder than the noise from an oil-drilling ({ H l ]
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CONVERSE COUNTY, WYO. — Every year 573,000 birds are
killed by wind turbines, according to an estimate published
in March in the peer-reviewed Wildlife Society Bulletin.

In the Converse County, Wyo., area, more than four dozen
golden eagles have been killed by the turbines since 2009,
one of the deadliest places in the country of its kind. In
neighboring South Dakota, there are no known reports of
eagle deaths but other birds, including pheasants, mallards
and smaller species have been killed.

Yet so far, the companies operating industrial-sized turbines
here and elsewhere that are killing eagles and other
protected birds have yet to be fined or prosecuted — even
though every death is a criminal violation.

The Obama administration has charged oil companies for
drowning birds in their waste pits, and power companies for
electrocuting birds on power lines.

But the administration has never fined or prosecuted a wind-
energy company, even those that flout the law repeatedly.

“What it boils down to is this: If you electrocute an eagle, that
is bad, but if you chop it to pieces, that is OK,” said Tim
Eicher, a former U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service enforcement
agent based in Cody.

It’s a double standard that some Republicans in Congress
said Tuesday they would examine after an Associated Press
investigation revealed that the Obama administration has
shielded the wind power industry from liability and helped
keep the scope of the deaths secret.
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“We obviously don’t want to see indiscriminate killing of
birds from any sort of energy production, yet the
administration’s ridiculous inconsistencies begs questioning
and clarity — clarity on why wind energy producers are let
off the hook,” Sen. David Vitter, R-La,, said.

The House Natural Resources Committee, which was at the
beginning stages of an investigation, vowed to dig deeper
earlier this week.

“There are serious concerns that the Obama administration is
not implementing this law fairly and equally,” said Jill Strait, a
spokeswoman for the committee’s chairman, Rep. Doc
Hastings, R-Wash.

Pheasants, mallards killed in S. Dakota

There is little data available of just how many birds collide
with wind turbines every year in South Dakota, but local
experts say there have been reports of several species,
including pheasants and mallards.

Natalie Gates, a fish and wildlife biologist with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, said there have been reports of a wide
range of species colliding with wind turbines in the state,
including American white Pelicans and pheasants, but no
reports of eagles collisions to her knowledge.

However, there isn’t an overall tally available on how
widespread the issue is, she said. Companies often do post-
construction wildlife surveys of bird deaths in the years after
a wind farm opens, but the reports from those surveys often
aren’t readily available, said Silka Kempema, a wildlife
biologist with South Dakota Game Fish and Parks.

Gates receives some reports from companies that report
data, but she said the list is not complete. She also declined to
provide the data without a Freedom of Information Act
request because of confidentiality issues.

But Gates did say avian collisions are an issue with wind
turbines.

“I think it's an issue wherever you have wind turbines,” she
said. “They’re going to kill birds. It's pretty much a given.”

Basin Electric Power Cooperative owns and operates 100
wind towers north of White Lake through the PrairieWinds
SD 1 subsidiary. The wind farm has an additional eight
towers, seven owned by South Dakota Wind Partners and
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another by Mitchell Technical Institute. The Crow Lake Wind
project was completed in 2011 and since then the company
has been doing post-construction monitoring for the site. The
company also has a wind farm in North Dakota.

Kevin Solie, senior water quality/waste management
coordinator for Basin Electric, said their studies show two
collisions per tower every year on average. By far the most
common collisions come from pheasants but also from
smaller species. They have not seen any collisions with
hawks, raptors, owls or eagles.

Wind turbines can be as tall as 30 stories high and the
spinning rotors can reach speeds up to 150 mph.

“A lot of times, the birds, if they’re going to move through,
they’re not moving through fast enough.” Gates said.

But hunting birds such as eagles or hawks also tend to be
looking at the ground and might not necessarily see the wind
turbines up ahead, Gates said. If wind farms are near prairie
dog towns, for instance, that can cause more collisions for
species such as raptors,

A number of organizations are looking into the issue. The
American Wind Wildlife Institute is working to create a

repository to collect and analyze unpublished data that often '

is considered confidential.

The Western Area Power Administration and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service are seeking comment on a draft of the
Upper Great Plains Wind Energy Programmatic
Environmental Impact Study, which looks at the effects of
wind energy on grassland and wetland easements in the
region.

Gates said research has found that bat collisions can be
decreased simply by powering the turbines up at higher wind
levels, when fewer bats are flying. Some states have used
radar equipment to determine when mass bird migrations
are in the area to power down turbines, though she doesn’t
think that technology has been used in South Dakota.

Solie said the average number of collisions on the Crow Lake
wind farm is less than other projects in the area that have
released data to the public. That's in part because more
recent wind farms have taken more care to site towers away
from wetlands and other habitats.

“I think there is some trying to avoid where the birds are
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going to be,” he said.

The Crow Creek project spans 30,000 acres and wind towers
are placed based on a computer model that determines the
best place to get the most wind resources along while also
avoiding necessary areas, said Daryl Hill, spokesman for
Basin Electric. That project is on cropland and pastureland.

Other tweaks have been made as well, Hill and Solie said.
Tower blades now spin slower, whereas in the early years
they moved fast enough that they would become invisible.
They also don’t have a lattice structure at the top anymore
and are solid columns.

“There is no place for the birds to nest or land on our
structures,” Solie said.

Further, during whooping crane migratory season the
company must hire biologists to look out for the birds. Once
one is spotted the turbines are shut off within a two miles
radius.

But both Gates and Kempema said there is little that can be
done, overall.

| Kempema said post-construction studies should continue
and that energy companies must continue to work with
conservation groups and federal and state agencies. They
both also said the best recommendation is for companies to
focus on wind farms already in disturbed areas such as
cropland rather than grass or wetlands.

“More times than not, South Dakota is a pretty good state for
wildlife, and we have a lot of habitat,” said Kempema, adding
it can be hard to find a place where no habits will be
disturbed.

U.S. energy policy

Wind power, a pollution-free energy intended to ease global
warming, is a cornerstone of President Barack Obama's
energy plan. His administration has championed a $1 billion-
a-year tax break to the industry that has nearly doubled the

! amount of wind power in his first term.

“Climate change is really greatest threat that we see to
species conservation in long run,” said Fish and Wildlife
Service director Dan Ashe in an interview with the AP on
Monday. “We have an obligation to support well-designed
renewable energy.”
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But like the oil industry under President George W. Bush,
lobbyists and executives have used their favored status to
help steer U.S. energy policy.

The result is a green industry that's allowed to do not-so-
green things.

Getting precise figures is impossible because many
companies aren’t required to disclose how many birds they
kill. And when they do, experts say, the data can be
unreliable.

When companies voluntarily report deaths, the Obama
administration in many cases refuses to make the
information public, saying it belongs to the energy companies
or that revealing it would expose trade secrets or implicate
ongoing enforcement investigations.

Source: Written by Staff and wire reports | May 16, 2013 |
www.argusleader.com
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Twenty Bad Thi w1g15 About Wind Energy, and
Three Reasons

By John Droz, Jr. (/about#john-droz) -- October 24, 2012

. Editor note: This is an updated version of a previous post at MasterResource: “Wind Spin:

, Misdirection and Fluff by a Taxpayer-enabled Industry
(hitp:/lwww.masterresource.org/2012/02/wind-spinl)” which was itself an update of “Fifteen Bad
Things About Wind Energy, and Three Reasons Why (hitp:/ fwww.masterresource.org/2010/09/15-

bad-things-windpower/),” one of the two most read posts in the history of MasterResource.

Trying to pin down the arguments of wind promoters is a bit like trying to grab a greased balloon. Just
when you think you've got a handle, it morphs into a different shape and escapes your grasp. Let's take a
quick highlight review of how things have evolved with wind merchandising.

1 - Wind energy was abandoned well over a hundred years ago, as even in the late 1800s it was totally
inconsistent with our burgeoning, more modern needs for power. When we throw the switch, we expect
that the lights will go on —100% of the time. It's not possible for wind energy, by itself, to EVER do this,
which is one of the main reasons it was relegated to the dust bin of antiquated technologies (along with

such other inadequate energy sources as horse and oxen power).

2 — Fast forward to several years ago. With politicians being convinced that Anthropogenic Global

Warming (AGW) was an imminent catastrophic threat, lobbyists launched campaigns to favor anything
__would purportedly reduce carbon dioxide. This was the marketing opportunity that the wind energy

business needed. Wind energy was resurrected from the dust bin of power sources, as its promoters

pushed the fact that wind turbines did not produce CO2 while generating electricity. R\J‘ ‘},l



3 - Of course, just that by itself is not significant, so the original wind development lobbyists then made

the case for a quantum leap: that by adding wind turbines to the grid we could significantly reduce CO2 from

those “dirty” fossil fuel electrical sources (especially coal). This argument became the basis for many states
implementing a Renewable Energy Standard (RES) or Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) — which q
mandated that the state’s utilities use (or purchase) a prescribed amount of wind energy (“renewables”),

by a set date.

Why was a mandate necessary? Simply because the real world reality of integrating wind energy made it
a very expensive option. As such, no utility companies would likely do this on their own. They had to be

forced to. For more on the cost, please keep reading.

4 - Interestingly, although the stated main goal of these RES/RPS programs was to reduce CO2, not a
single state’s RES/RPS requires verification of CO2 reduction from any wind project, either beforehand or
after the fact. The politicians simply took the sales peoples’ word that consequential CO2 savings would be

realized!

5 - It wasn’t too long before utility companies and independent energy experts calculated that the actual
CO2 savings were miniscule (if any). This was due to the inherent nature of wind energy, and the realities

of necessarily continuously balancing the grid, on a second-by-second basis, with fossil-fuel-generated
electricity. The freciuently cited Bentek study (How Less Became More (http://docs.wind- )
watch.org/BENTEK-How-Less-Became-More.pdf)) is a sample independent assessment of this aspéct. |
More importantly, there has been zero scientific empirical proof provided by the wind industry to support

their claims of consequential CO2 reduction.

6 — Suspecting that the CO2 deception would soon be exposed, the wind lobbyists took pre-emptive
action, and added another rationale to prop up their case: energy diversity. However, since our electricity
system already had considerable diversity (and many asked “more diversity at what cost?”) this hype

never gained much traction. Back to the drawing board....

7 - The next justification put forward by the wind marketers was energy independence. This cleverly played
on the concern most people have about oil and Middle East instability. Many ads were run promoting

wind energy as a good way to reduce our “dependence on Middle Eastern oil.”

None of these ads mentioned that only about 1% of our electricity is generated from oil. Or that the US
exports more oil than we use for electricity. Or that our main import source for oil is Canada (not the
Middle East). Despite the significant omissions and misrepresentations, this claim still resonates with

many people, so it continues to be pushed. Whatever works.



~ Knowing full well that the assertions used to date were specious, wind proponents manufactured still
another daim: green jobs. This was carefully selected to coincide with widespread employment concerns.
Unfortunately, when independent qualified parties examined the situation more closely, they found that

# ] aims were wildly exaggerated. Big surprise!

k4

Further, as attorney and energy expert Chris Horner has so eloquently stated:

There is nothing — no program, no hobby, no vice, no crime ~ that does not ‘create jobs.” Tsunamis,
computer viruses and shooting convenience store clerks all ‘create jobs.” So that claim misses the point.
Since it applies to all, it is an argument in favor of none. Instead of making a case on the merits, it is an

admission that one has no such arguments.

See a very detailed critique of the jobs situation at PTCFacts.Info (http://stopptcinfo.wordpress.com/job-
claims-copy/). Listed there are TEN major reasons why using jobs as an argument is not appropriate or
meaningful. Additionally there is a list of some 45 reports written by independent experts, and they all

agree that renewable energy claims are based on numerous fallacies.

9 — Relentlessly moving forward, wind marketers then tried to change the focus from jobs to “economic
development.” The marketers typically utilized a computer program called JEDI to make bold economic
projections. Unfortunately, JEDI is a totally inadequate model for accurately arriving at such numbers, for
. }riety of technical reasons. The economic development contentions have also been shown to be
inaccurate, as they never take into account economic losses that result from wind energy implementation
— for example agricultural losses (hitp://www.fort.usgs.gov/Products/Publications/23069a/23069a.pdf)
due to bat killings, and job losses due to higher electricity costs for factories, hospitals and numerous

other employers.

Additionally, as with jobs, economic development in-and-of-itself has nothing to do with the merits of
wind energy as a power source. Let's say we have a transportation RES mandating that 20% of a state’s
vehicles be replaced by horse power by 2020. There would be a LOT of “economic development” (making

horse carriages and buggy whips, building horse barns, growing and shipping hay) that would result

from such an edict. But would that be any indication that it is an intelligent, beneficial policy?

10 - Along the way, yet another claim began making the rounds: that wind energy is low cost. This is
surprisingly bold, considering that if that were really true, RES/RPS mandates would not be necessary.
For some reason, all calculations showing wind to be “low cost” conveniently ignore exorbitant subsidies,
_nentation costs, power adjusting (see next item), additional transmission costs, and so on.
Iﬁaependent analyses of levelized costs (e.g. from the EIA) have concluded that (when ALL applicable
wind-related costs are accurately calculated) wind energy is MUCH more expensive than any

BY;
conventional source we have. [{H p} |



11 — A subtle (but significant) difference between wind energy and other conventional sources of

electricity is in power quality. This term refers to such technical performance factors as voltage transients,
voltage variations, waveform distortion (e.g. harmonics), frequency variations, and so forth. The reality is
that wind energy introduces many more of these issues than does a conventional power facility. q
Additional costs are needed to deal with these wind-caused problems. These are rarely zdentzﬁed in pro-wind

economic analyses.

12 — When confronted with the reality that wind energy is considerably more expensive than any
conventional source, a common rejoinder is to object to that by saying that once the “externalities” of

conventional sources are taken into account, wind is less expensive than those conventional sources.

To gullible sheeple, this might make sense. But consider the following two points. First, externality
analyses posited by wind zealots never take into account the true environmental consequences of wind
energy (rare earth impacts [see below], human health effects, bird and bat deaths, the CO2 generated

from a two million pound concrete base, etc.).

Second, the “externalities” for things like coal are always only the negative part. If these advocates want a
true big picture calculation, then they need to also add in the benefits to us from low-cost coal-based
electricity. Considering that coal played a major part in our economic success and improved health and

living standards over the past century, such a plus factor would be enormous. - Y

[BTW there is some evidence that the negative externalities (e.g. about coal related asthma claims) are

exaggerated. What a surprise!]

13 — A key grid ingredient is Firm Capacity. (A layman’s translation is that this is an indication of
dependability.) Conventional sources (like nuclear) have a Firm Capacity of nearly 100%. Wind has a
Firm Capacity of about 0%. Big difference! '

14 — Since this enormous Firm Capacity discrepancy is indisputable, wind energy apologists then decided
to adopt the strategy that wind energy isn't a “capacity resource” after all, but rather an “energy
resource.” Surprisingly, this may be the first contention that is actually true! But what does this really

mean?

The reality is that saying “wind is an energy source” is a trivial statement, on a par with saying “wind
turbines are white.” Lightning is an energy source. So what? The fact is that your cat is an energy source
too. In this Alice-in-Wonderland reality, connecting the cat to the grid (after heavily subsidizing it, of

course), makes as much sense as does connecting puff power.



3 - Wmd marketers then hit on a new tactic: that we should use wind as it is a plentiful resource. This is
a strategy based on a part truth: that we should be utilizing energy sources that are abundant, reliable,

and low-cost. There are two major deficiences in this thinking.

AT

: Jt, abundant sources that are not reliable and that are not low-cost (i.e. wind energy), are a net
detriment to our economy. Second, if they are really saying that abundance should be our primary focus,
then they should be promoting nuclear power and geothermal energy. Both of these sources have
something like a million times the available energy that wind does. Both of those are orders of magnitude

more reliable than wind is. Both are lower cost when comparing the actual levelized cost of wind energy

(e.g. Wind+ Gas).

16 - One of the latest buzz-words is sustainability. One has to give these marketeers credit for being

persistently imaginative. The truth about sustainability is:

a) It is totally hypocritical to have wind advocates attacking fossil fuels as unsustainable, when the wind
* business has an ENORMOUS dependency on fossil fuels for their construction, delivery, maintenance and
~ operation. This article (hitp:/lwww.energybulletin.net/stories/2010-11-25/how-sustainable-renewable-

- energy) explains some of it.

| b) Nothing is sustainable, as this piece (hitp://wattsupwiththat.com/2011/12/22/nothing-is-sustainable/)

accurately explains.

: c¢) Wind energy is our LEAST sustainable option
. (hitp://townhall.com/columnists/pauldriessen/2011/09/01/our_least_sustainable_energy_option/page/fulll)!

17 — A related pitch is that our adoption of wind energy will help us break “our fossil fuel dependence.”
Guess what? The reality is that wind actually guarantees our perpetual dependence on fossil fuels! In addition
to wind turbines’ dependence on fossil fuels for manufacture, delivery and maintenance, the only way
wind energy can quasi-function on the grid is to have it continuously augmented by a fast responding

power source — which for a variety of technical and economic reasons is usually gas.

It’s rather amusing that the same environmental organizations that support wind energy are also against
shale gas. That's like saying that you love Italian food but hate tomato sauce. The two are paired together like
Fred Astaire and Ginger Rogers.

Realizing that their best defense is a good offense, some of these hucksters are now contending

7 /fwww.earthtimes.org/energy/should-we-embrace-wind-power/1807/) the inverse: that wind actually
aiﬁé;ﬁeni’s gus! So wind that generates electricity 25+% of the time is “augmenting” gas, which has to

supply the 75:%! This immediately brings to mind the British army band playing “The World Turned

Upside Down.” R HC}J



18 - The claim that wind energy is “green” or “environmentally friendly” is laugh-out-loud hilarious -
except for the fact that the reality is not funny at all. Consider just one part of a turbine, the generator,

which uses considerable rare earth elements (http://climateerinvest.blogspot.com/2009/05/wind-why-rare-
earth-metals-matter.html) (2000+ pounds per MW). ’“\}

The mining and processing of these metals has horrific
(http://www.dailymail.co.uk[home/moslive/arﬁcle-l350811/In-China-true-cost-Britains—clean—green~wind—
power-experiment-Pollution-disastrous-scale.html) environmental consequences that are
unacknowledged and ignored by the wind industry and its environmental surrogates. For instance, just

the rare earths of a typical 100 MW wind project would generate approximately:

a) 20,000 square meters of destroyed vegetation,

b) 1.2 million pounds of CO2,

c) 6 million cubic meters of toxic air pollution,

d) 29 million gallons of poisoned water,

e} 600 million pounds of highly contaminated tailing sands, and

) 280,000 pounds of radioactive waste. (See this )
(hittp:/ifmso.leavenworth.army.milldocuments/rareearth.pdf), and this
(http:/lwww.vetiver.org/ICV4pdfs/BA09.pdf), and this
(http:/fwww.sdcleanwaterallipnce.org/RareEarthElements.himi).)

19 — Modern civilization is based on our ability to produce electrical POWER. Our modern sense of power
is inextricably related to controlled performance expectations: when we turn the knob, we expect the stove to
g0 on 100% of the time — not just on those wildly intermittent occasions when the wind is blowing within a

certain speed range.

Underlying a lot of the wind lobbyists’ claims is a carefully crafted, implied message that there is some
kind of wind energy “equivalency” to conventional sources. This assumption is the basis for such
assertions that XYZ wind project will power 1,000 homes. Such claims are totally false. They are dishonest
from several perspectives: the most obvious error being that XYZ wind project will NEVER provide

power to any 1000 homes 24/7. It might not provide power for even one home 24/7/365.

Yet we see this same “equivalency” message conveyed even more subtly on EIA tables for levelized costs.
Wind and conventional sources should not be on the same table, but they were (defended only by a small ™

footnote). One useful analogy is to consider the cost, speed, reliability and load capacity of a single



1ghtc_e§en-whee1er truck in making daily interstate deliveries of furniture, heavy equipment or other large

products. This semi-truck is equivalent to a nuclear plant.

In~@ergy generatlon terms, the wind turbine equivalent is to attempt to replace the single truck with golf

6. How many golf carts would it take to equal the cost, speed, reliability and load capacity of a single
elghteen-wheeler in making daily interstate deliveries? This is a trick question, as the answer is that there
is no number that would work: not ten, not a hundred, not ten thousand, not a million. Exactly the same
situation exists in the electricity sector: no number of turbines will ever equal the cost, reliability and output of

one conventional electricity plant,

20 — A close cousin of the prior illegitimate contention is that “The wind is always blowing somewhere, so
spreading wind projects out will result in a combination that has a dependable output.” Like essentially
all the wind industry mis-infomercials do, this bald assertion has a soothing, reassuring ring. But this
marketing claim is unsupported by any empirical, real world evidence. For instance, in southeastern
Australia about 20 wind projects
(http://ramblingsdc.net/Australia[WindSA.html#OperatinngA_Wind__farms—Graph) are spread out over a
single 1000+ mile long grid. Yet the combined result
(http://windfarmperformance.info/documents/analysis/monthly/ aemo_wind_201005_hhour.pdf) in no

way even approximates the consistent dependable performance of our primary conventional sources.

Agéin, our modern society is based on abundant, reliable, affordable electric power. All these specious
claims for wind energy are simply part of a long line of snake oil sales spiels - intended to fool the public
and enable politicians to justify favoring special interests by enriching various rent-seekers (which will

then return the favor via campaign confributions and other reelection support).

They get away with this primarily for three basic reasons.

1 - Wind proponents are not asked to independently PROVE the merits of their claims before (or after) their
product is forced on the public.

2 - There is no penalty for making bogus assertions or dishonest claims about their product’s “benefits,” 50
each successive contention is more grandiose than the last.

" 3 - Promoting wind is a political agenda that is divorced from real science. A true scientific assessment is a
+ comprehensive, objective evaluation with transparent real world data—not on carefully massaged computer
'\ models and slick advertising campaigns, which are the mainstay of anti-science evangelists promoting

. political agendas. | |
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So, in effect, we have come around full circle. A hundred-plus years ago, wind energy was recognized as
an antiquated, unreliable and expensive source of energy — and now, after hundreds of billions of wasted
tax and consumer dollars, we find that (surprise!) it still is an antiquated, unreliable and expensive source

of energy. This is what happens when science is relegated to a back-of-the-bus status. /””}

Paraphrasing Dr. Jon Boone:

Let’s see the real world evidence for the lobbyists’ case. I'm weary of these relentless projections,
uncontaminated as they are by reality. In a nutshell, what these profiteers are secking to do, through
methodological legerdemain, is to make wind appear to be what it is not. This is a plot lifted out of
Cinderella and her step-sisters, or the Emperor’s New Clothes. It's really a story of class aspirations, but
one that is bizarrely twisted: giving wind a makeover to make her seem fetching and comely when in fact
she's really a frog.

When you hear that wind opposition is all about NIMBYs, think about the above points, and then reflect
on what NIMBY really means: The Next Idiot Might Be You. '

But consider the sources. When a major turbine manufacturer calls a catastrophic failure like a blade

falling off component liberation

(https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do? |
method=showPoupédocumentld=%7BCEGA8810-5F73-4455-A00C- )
063203CF1483%7D&documentTitle=20119-66248-01), we know we are in for an adventurous ride in a

theme park divorced from reality.

See EnergyPresentation.Info (http://www.slideshare.net/JohnDroz/energy-presentationkey-
presentation) for more detailed explanations, including charts, photographs, entertaining graphics, and

numerous references.

John Droz, Jx., a physicist & environmental advocate, can e reached at aaprjohn@northnet.org

(mailto:aaprjohn@northnet.org).
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