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SPECIAL TOWN
MEETING

On June 10™ at 7pm at the Town
Hall, the Ira Selectboard and Plan-
ning Commission are holding a pub-
lic meeting to address the Revised Ira
Town Plan. Ira residents will also be
given an opportunity to voice their
opinions on the pending wind turbine
project. We are hoping for a large
showing of our community on this
very important issue.

PLEASE NOTE: With all that is
on the Planning Commission’s plate,
they need help. If you would like to
serve on the Planning Commission,
please notify a Selectboard member.

ACT
NOW!

The company calling itself Vermont
Community Wind Farm has filed a per-
mit to put 199 foot tall Meteorological
Monitoring Towers (MET) on Herrick
Mountain and Trainer Brook Mountain
to measure our community’s wind. Once
these towers go up, they are billboards
announcing wind turbines are coming.
What does that do to your property val-
ues?

A quick e-mail, a call (1-800-828-
2358) or letter to the Vermont Public
Service Board will help ensure that the
individual residents of our community
are heard.

Ask for a public hearing on the MET
towers in Ira so they hear from each of us
in person. You have the right to express
your concerns.

Don’t be lax on this. Each and every
resident or land owner is affected by this
enormous project.

E-Mails:
www.psb.clerk@state.vt.us

Send your comments by mail to:
Public Service Board

112 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05620-2701

Monday, June 15th is the last date the

Public Service Board can receive com-
ments on the MET issue.

Please Act Now!

Thank you for your involvement

NO UNSIGHTLY BILLBOARDS BUT WIND TURBINES GALORE
WELCOME TO VERMONT

Wind Towers
In Ira

ERMONT Community Wind

Farm, LLc (VCWF), as most

know by now, has proposed

constructing 60 wind tur-
bines in Ira and the 5 surrounding towns
of West Rutland, Clarendon, Poultney,
Middletown Springs, and Tinmouth. By
far the largest number of the towers, be-
tween 38 and 40, are to be constructed
in Ira.

This is the largest industrial wind tur-
bine project ever proposed in Vermont.
These wind turbines, each producing 1.5
or 2.5 megawatts of power when there
is wind, will surround the central valley
of Ira, generally known as the Ira flats,
and the entire southeastern border of
what is usually called
North Ira. Even though
they may be operating
at under 30% capacity,
every night, 365 nights
a year, nearly every one
of us will bare witness
to the scores of 400
towers’ red flashing
strobe lights pollut-
ing the starry black

future, as it was imagined and written in
the report 40 years ago, stated that future
generating plants would “not differ ap-
preciably from other manufacturing in-
stallations.” A tire manufacturing plant,
or a light bulb manufacturing plant, it
was imagined, will always be contained
in a single building where raw materials
come in one end with a finished product
exiting the other.

In fact, the Power Committee of the
Commission was so sure of future power
generating facilities that in their final
report under “General Considerations
for the Future” they state that the “Com-
mittee considers it illogical to single out
electrical power manufacturing installa-

tions for special legislation.”

¢ ‘Our physical “Illogical.” Yet here we
environment
is the sum of
everything
around us. 2’

Governor Deane Davis
Opening sentence to

are 40 years later facing the
“illogic” of 60 individual
“power manufacturing instal-
lations,” hundreds of feet
high, consuming thousands
of acres, generating noise as
well as light, because it was
illogical to think otherwise.

Vermont sky. Looking at the map Executive Order #7

(PAGE 3), it is not hard to imag-
ine the landing lights at a major
airport surrounding the runway that the
Ira flats will become.

It need not be this way. Forty years
ago this May, Governor Deane Davis
signed Executive Order #7 creating the
“Governor’s Commission on Environ-
mental Control.” The Governor in his
Order stated that the “magnitude of
changes taking place in Vemont,” and
the “unplanned growth and develop-
ment,” required the enactment “into law
a set of comprehensive and meaningful
statutes to preserve and protect our envi-
ronment.” Known as the Gibb Commis-
sion, it was their efforts which provided
the framework for Act 250 and other
environmental legislation.

In reading the Commission’s report 40
years later, with the threat of 60 wind
turbines surrounding us, it’s interesting
to ponder what might have been. The

May 14, 1969

The question becomes, did
this lack of foresight preclude
legislation that otherwise might have
addressed this situation?

It could be argued that it did. After all,
aside from Act 250, we have legislation
addressing development above 2500', a
law banning billboards, as well as other
environmental legislation that could be
traced back to the original Gibb Com-
mission report.

The failure to articulate, let alone to
dismiss as “illogical”, the unforeseen
consequences of the technological
change in “power manufacturing”
precluded our legislature from finding
the motivation or the excuse to address
this issue. If they banned billboards as
unsightly, how could it be possible that
they would not consider wind turbines?

Continued on Page 6
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The Truth: Industrial Wind
Power 1s Not the Answer

In granting permission to reprint
this article, Mr. Kemper suggested that
while we may live in a different town
and that the figures and/or statistics may
have changed, the essence of the article
remains germaine to today s issues.

The following article was written in
2005 to address, in part, many (but not
all) of the issues raised by industrial
wind turbine projects, the author is sole-
ly responsible for its contents. It does
not purport to present either a complete
or a balanced view of these issues. On
the contrary, it is intended as a wake-up
call to residents of Londonderry and of
neighboring towns all of whom will be
directly affected by the proposed indus-
trial wind project on Glebe.

I. Wind Power is,
at best, a Symbolic
Gesture to Halting
Climate Change

HosE of you who believe
proponents’ claims that wind
power will meaningfully
contribute to fighting global
warming are victims of an elaborate
misinformation campaign. Wind power
is, at best, a symbolic gesture. Wind
power has not and will not play a sig-
nificant role in providing energy for a
very simple and indisputable fact-wind
is variable and thus unreliable. When
there is too little wind, too much wind or
simply no wind at all, there is no energy.

The hard truth is that industrialized
economies require reliable energy.
Because wind is variable, it will not re-
place existing conventional and reliable
sources of energy such as coal, nuclear
power and natural gas. And because
wind is variable, it will not allow us to
avoid or delay the building of additional
conventional capacity to meet growing
energy needs.

None other than James Lovelock, the
eminent scientist and co-developer of
the Gaia theory that views Earth as a
self-regulating super-organism, feels that
environmental groups are betraying the
planet through their unswerving promo-
tion of wind energy. Interviewed by the
Guardian (5/22/05), Lovelock believes
that nuclear energy offers the only solu-
tion to the twin challenges of global
warming and providing a reliable energy

Hugh T. Kemper, South Londonderry
Reprinted with Permission

supply. “To phase out nuclear energy
just when we need it most to combat
global warming is madness. They (i.e.
Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth and
the Green Party) are pursuing goals in
which neither environmental good sense
nor science play a part—a strange way to
defend the earth.”

Others both here and abroad are begin-
ning to address the fundamental flaws of
wind as an energy source.

On May 13th in remarks made while
introducing his Environmentally
Responsible Wind Power Act of 2005,
Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-TN) said,
“My studies suggest that at a time when
America needs large amounts of low-
cost reliable power, wind produces puny
amounts of high-cost unreliable power.
We need lower prices; wind power
raises prices.”

In response to a recent report by the
German government’s energy agency
that concluded that wind farms are
an expensive and inefficient way of
generating sustainable energy, Sterling
Burnett (senior fellow with the UK’s
National Center for Policy Analysis)
said:

“There is simply no getting around the
intermittency problem of wind power.
The wind does not always blow, and its
variability cannot be predicted on even
a minute-by-minute basis. Even after
constructing large wind-turbine com-
plexes, one must have sufficient backup
power generated by conventional power
plants. This redundancy raises overall
electricity prices. Moreover, wind farms
harm the environment in their own
right. It is not surprising that the Ger-
man government is finally learning, the
hard way, about problems with so-called
green power, and is finally beginning to
take its blinders off” (Environment News
6/1/05).

Reacting to the same study, Carlo
Stagnaro (director of Italy’s Istituto
Bruno Leoni) remarked:

“The German study sheds light on
the European illusion that the so-called
‘renewables’ may be a viable alternative
to fossil fuels. In fact, the wind lobby
has been able so far to push a lot of
programs all across the Old Continent,
the result:

expensive, unreliable energy, a waste
of taxpayers’ money and environmental
degradation. Those supporting ‘renew-

ables’ as alternatives to conventional
power sources should be honest and tell
us that what they actually advocate is
addressing an uncertain, future threat-
global warming-by creating the certain
misery of uneconomical power sources
that create their own scourge of envi-
ronmental degradations” (Environment
News 6/1/05).

Premier Bob Carr of New South
Wales, Australia, has said, “you could
have a wind farm across all the outback
NSW...but it wouldn’t provide the base-
load power we need” (Australian Times
6/3/05).

The reference by Premier Carr to “all
the outback” raises one of the most sig-
nificant environmental costs associated
with industrial wind turbines that should
be noted here-wind requires more space
per unit of capacity than any other
power source. For example, in a normal
grid setting that requires spacing on all
four sides to avoid the disruptive effects
of turbulence, the DOE estimates the
average turbine (e.g. 1.5MW) requires
40 acres; the AWEA estimates 75 acres
for the newer larger designs (e.g. =>
2.3MW). Physicist Howard Hayden,
professor emeritus of the University of
Connecticut, is quoted in Environmental
News (6/1/05), “Imagine a one-mile
swath of wind turbines extending from
San Francisco to Los Angeles. That
land area would be required to produce
as much power around the clock as
one large coal, natural gas, or nuclear
power station that normally occupies
about one square kilometer.” Along
ridgelines where side-to-side spacing
is required, the normal placement of
the 1.SMW turbine is approximately 8
per mile. Assuming the use of 1.5SMW
turbines operating at 27% of capacity
(the avg. capacity factor from 137 U.S.
facilities reporting to the EIA in 2003
was 26.9%), to produce (but importantly
not replace!) the energy generated by
Vermont Yankee would require 1,450
1.5MW turbines spanning 188 miles of
ridgeline.

The bottom-line is we have to make
do with the conventional and reliable
energy sources we currently have and
need for the foreseeable future. There
is simply no silver bullet for halting cli-
mate change. Our efforts and financial
resources must focus on reducing the
emissions of the two principal sources of
greenhouse gases, i.e. coal for elec-
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tricity and oil/gas for transportation,

as well as on making emissions free
nuclear power safer. In particular, the
benefits in reduced emissions of clean
coal are enormous (e.g. the 1600 MW
Mt. Storm plant in West Virginia, once
one of the nation’s dirtiest, has virtually
eliminated SOX, NOX and mercury
emissions). Clean coal, nuclear power
and clean oil/gas will make a difference;
wind power will not. Or in Lovelock’s
words, “I wouldn’t be against them (i.e.
wind turbines) if they actually worked”
Guardian (5/22/05).

II. Wind Power is a
Financial Windfall
for Developers and
a Rip-off for
Ordinary Citizens

Common sense dictates that we should
not subsidize an energy source that,
because of its variability, is unreliable
and offers little, if any, capacity value
as a substitute for conventional, reliable
energy sources. And yet, this is exactly
what federal and state governments are
doing. Moreover, the evidence strongly
suggests that so-called wind farms are
being built in the US primarily for tax
avoidance purposes.

FPL Group, parent of FPL Energy,
which with 45% market share is the
largest owner of wind farms in the U.S.,
is the poster child of these tax subsidies.
During 2002 and 2003, FPL Group paid
NO federal income tax on reported prof-
its exceeding $2.0 billion due in large
part to wind farm related tax benefits
(e.g. the 5 year double declining balance
accelerated depreciation and the Produc-
tion Tax Credit). Accelerated deprecia-
tion allows wind developers to shelter
income by writing-off equipment costs
over only 5 to 6 years vs. the more nor-
mal 20 year period. The Production Tax
Credit (which for 2005 is $19 per MWh)
allows developers a direct credit against
tax liabilities over a 10-year period for
every MWh of energy produced.

Federal tax subsidies to wind develop-
ers mean higher taxes to ordinary citi-
zens and the amount is large. According
to Sen. Alexander, the US Treasury
Department estimates that should the
Production Tax Credit alone be renewed
each year for the next 5 years it would
reimburse wind developers for 25% of
their costs and cost taxpayers $3.7 bil-
lion.

Many states are just as guilty as the
federal government in subsidizing this
fundamentally flawed energy source and
the resultant rip-off of ordinary citizens.
State incentives range from reduced
state income tax (due to accelerated de-

preciation) and the elimination of prop-
erty taxes on wind energy equipment to
Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS).
RPS increase consumers’ electric bills
by providing an artificial and guaranteed
market for high priced electricity pro-
duced from renewable energy facilities
(including wind mills) assuring these
facilities that they will not have to com-
pete on price with energy available from
conventional sources (e.g. coal, nuclear
power, natural gas, hydropower, etc). In
essence, RPS means that consumers are
paying for both reliable energy, which

is there when they need it, and renew-
able energy, which would otherwise be
uncompetitive and uneconomic.

For obvious reasons, developers would
prefer to talk about wind power’s pur-
ported green benefits than their financial
windfall. Interestingly, perhaps the best
insight into what’s really going on is
provided by Exxon, which has decided

not to invest in wind power because it
depends on tax incentives. According
to Scott Naumann, manager of Exxon’s
energy supply and forecasting division,
when you strip out the handouts, invest-
ing in wind and solar energy would be
nonstarters— “It’s an uneconomic niche
and our business is not built around the
expectation of a bunch of subsidies to
make a profit. We want a business that
is robust on its own merits” (Reuters, It'’s
the Economics-Stupid 5/30/05).

The bottom-line is the “n” in green
replaced with a “d” becomes greed and
characterizes wind power development;
ordinary taxpayers and utility custom-
ers are footing a bill that amounts to
hundreds of millions of dollars annu-
ally for an energy source that is about
as effective in fighting climate change
as a garden hose would be in dousing a
10,000 acre forest fire!

A Picture is Worth A Thousand Words
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I11. Wind Power
Significantly
Threatens our Area’s
Character and
Residents’ Lives

(Epitor’s Note: While much of the
original deals with the economics of a
ski area, Magic Mountain, I have taken
the liberty to insert information about Ira
where appropriate.)

The proposed project consists of 38 to
40, 400+ tall, strobe-lit turbines along the
central Taconic ridgeline containing Her-
rick Mountain and the ridgeline to the
east containing Susie’s Peak separating
Ira from Clarendon. The remaining 20 to
22 wind turbines are located peripherally
in Clarendon, West Rutland, Poultney,
Tinmouth, and Middletown Springs. For
Ira residents, with the turbines located
through the center of town, unlike their
locations in the other communities, the
project would be the dominant physical
feature of our environment; it will be a
presence, an integral part of our daily
lives. It is indisputable that the project
will alter Ira’s character and change resi-
dents lives— the only issue is how.

Visual and
Noise Impact

While some regard wind turbines as
soaring symbols of our fight to halt
climate change and aesthetically pleas-
ing, the evidence (in the absence of any
authoritative surveys) suggests many
(and most likely a majority) regard wind
turbines as a visual blight.

Shown 3 pairs of photographs by
Beacon Hill Institute of the proposed
Cape Cod project (130 turbines each
426’ tall arrayed over a 24 square mile
area located 5 miles off the coast and
clearly visible from 6 towns), 70% of the
501 homeowners surveyed and 61.7% of
the 497 tourists surveyed felt the project
would worsen the view either “slightly”
or “alot.” The percentage of homeown-
ers in the “a lot” category (37.7%) was
approximately double the corresponding
percentage of tourists (18.7%).

Returning once again to the remarks
made recently by Sen. Lamar Alexander
(R-TN):

“The idea of windmills conjures
up pleasant images — of Holland and
tulips, of rural America with windmill
blades slowly turning, pumping water
at the farm well. But the windmills we
are talking about today are not your
grandmother’s windmills. Each one is
typically 100 yards tall, two stories taller
than the Statue of Liberty, taller than a
football field is long. These windmills

are wider than a 747 jumbo jet. Their
rotor blades turn at 100 miles per hour.
These towers and their flashing red lights
can be seen from more than 25 miles
away.”

Author s note: the rotor blade of the
1.5MW GE turbine at 20 rpm is 180 mph
at blade tip.

In a 5/16/05 article entitled Waymart
Facility Troubles Residents, Tom
Venesky, staff writer for The Citizens
Voice, describes the Waymart Wind Farm
(43 — 320 tall turbines atop Moosic
Mountain in Pennsylvania’s western
Wayne County) as “Surreal...like some-
thing from a Road Warrior movie.” This
article contained the following comments
of local residents:

Donald Goetz said, “It’s not beautiful
or complementary. From a distance it
looks like hell. It’s not an asset to the
community. This is like a six-mile long
fence.”

Rose Marie Derk, who lives a mile
from the turbines, said the noise and
aesthetic impact have been significant.
She said the turbines sound like a large
industrial fan and the disturbance is
more noticeable at night when there is no
traffic. “When you go to bed and your
windows are open, you’re hit with this
buzz and roar. People thought they’d get
their electric bill reduced, but ours went
up and we’re getting nothing. I can’t
understand what anybody thought they’d
get out of this. This company (i.e. FPL)
came in, destroyed the top of the moun-
tain and left us with it.” She said a group
of residents tried to warn the community
about the negative aspects of the project-
ranging from noise to aesthetics, but the
damage has already been done.

[It is interesting to note that in a
companion article by Venesky published
the same day and entitled Wind Farms
Remain Pricy Propositions, Mary Wells,
community outreach manager for the
Waymart project developer FPL En-
ergy is noted as saying-the facility (i.e.
Waymart) has a narrow profit margin.
That’s why federal tax credits are crucial
toward making a new wind facility prof-
itable. “We’re a nation that has a huge
demand for electricity and its increas-
ing...FPL Energy believes there’s room
to make electricity that doesn’t pollute.
We (presumably parent company FPL
Group) own coal, nuclear and gas power
plants, but our (FPL Energy) focus is on
wind. We believe in it, and we (presum-
ably FPL Group) also know that shutting
down coal and nuclear plants is unreal-
istic.” Author’s note- Wind power itself
accounts for 24% of FPL Energy’s busi-
ness with the balance provided by natural
gas (57%), nuclear (9%), oil (6%), hydro
(3%) and other (1%)].

Local Economy

It is no secret that the economies of
Londonderry and the other towns that
would be directly affected by the project
are overwhelmingly dependent on tour-
ism and second homeowners. It is also
fair to say that tourism and second hom-
eowners are inextricably linked-second
homeowners begin as tourists, like the
area, and decide to stay. We also know
from research conducted in 1998 why
tourists visit Vermont and, presumably,
why second homeowners decide to stay.
The 1998 study (conducted by Vermont’s
Department of Tourism and Market-
ing) found that Vermont’s tourist appeal
or brand is a special combination of
beautiful scenery, a peaceful experience,
outdoor fun and great amenities.

The importance of Vermont’s brand
was emphasized by Jonathan Tourtel-
lot, director of sustainable tourism for
the National Geographic Society, in
comments before the Vermont Travel
Industry’s 22nd annual conference last
January. Tourtellot said that if Vermont
preserves its unspoiled character it would
be well positioned to tap the lucrative
and growing market of people seek-
ing unspoiled views, cultural arts, local
crafts, specialty cuisine and original
architecture. Tourtellot’s message was
clear-preserving Vermont’s unique and
unspoiled character is good for business
particularly as more and more pristine
travel destinations are spoiled by devel-
opment.

In November 2002 Scotland’s National
Tourism Board (www.visitscotland.org)
released the results of a survey specifi-
cally undertaken to assess the linkage
between wind turbines and tourism.
Entitled Investigation into the Potential
Impact of Wind Turbines on Tourism, the
survey found that:

(1) 80% of the visitors interviewed
came to Scotland for the beautiful scen-
ery and almost all said they valued the
chance to see unspoiled nature.

(2) 58% agreed that wind-power sites
spoiled the look of the countryside.

(3) Approximately a quarter said they
would avoid parts of the countryside
with wind developments (i.e. 15%
answered categorically they would steer
clear of an area with wind development
and 10% said they would be ‘less likely’
to return to the Scottish countryside if the
number of wind-power sites increased).

There is a wealth of anecdotal informa-
tion from Europe and Australia that sup-
ports the proposition that wind turbines
pose a real and present threat to tourism.
One closer to home is available in Berk-
shire resident Eleanor Tillinghast’s Wind
Turbines Don 't Make Good Neighbors.
Ms. Tillinghast relates that in com-
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ments made on 3/30/04 to the Berkshire
Regional Planning Commission (BRPC),
Bill Wilson of the Berkshire Visitors Bu-
reau stressed that extensive studies over
20 years suggest that people come to the
Berkshires not to see industrial installa-
tions but for a scenic, rural and pastoral
environment. He added that while there
will always be someone willing to drive
150 miles to see a ball of twine, wind-
mills will not put “heads in beds.”

While, arguably, the presence of ski
slopes on Glebe no longer qualifies
Glebe as unspoiled, most would agree
that there is a significant difference
between ski slopes (which is what people
come to Vermont to do!) and 27 strobe
lighted turbines taller than the Benning-
ton Monument. Prospective tourists
and second homeowners have a choice
and the direct linkage between preserva-
tion of area character and tourism (and
presumably the appeal to second home-
owners) should be a critical concern to
Londonderry and neighboring towns.
Anyone familiar with the economics
of tourism knows that even a modest
decline in visitors can have a dramatic
effect on local revenues and, consequent-
ly, local jobs.

Property Values
There are no authoritative studies that
have determined the impact of industrial
wind turbines on property values.

One of the most validated real estate
precepts, however, is that significant
natural views have premium value and
intrusions on these views erode value.
With respect to wind turbines, there is
a wealth of anecdotal evidence (and I
would add common sense) here and
abroad that supports this precept. For il-
lustrative purposes four anecdotes follow
courtesy of Eleanor Tillinghast’s Wind
Turbines Don’t Make Good Neighbors:

In 2001, a British District Judge found
that wind power plants destroy the value
of nearby homes. Judge Michael Buck-
ley ruled that noise, visual intrusion, and
flickering of light through turbine blades
550 meters away reduced the value of a
neighboring home by 20%. According
to the Times of London, he said, “The ef-
fect is significant and it has a significant
effect on the property. It is an incursion
into the countryside. It ruins the peace.”

Kyle Blue, a real estate agent work-
ing near a planned wind power plant
in Tebay, England, said to a newspaper
reporter, “To me, it is absolute common
sense that if you put up huge industrial
structures in an exceptionally beautiful
area, property prices are going to suffer.”
He then recounted that his agency had
been “trying to sell a beautiful restored
farmhouse. We told one prospective
buyer about the wind farm and he said,
‘it doesn’t bother me. My family and

I are very green and supportive of this
kind of energy.” Then he went away and
visited wind farms all over the country.
Three weeks later he came back to us
and said he couldn’t come to terms with
the development after all. We had to
take the property off the market and it
remains unsold.”

Another real estate sales manager,
Bruce Falk, had major difficulties selling
a property near the Toora plant. “T would
have shown 50 to 60 people through
that property and I would say half of
those wouldn’t even look at the place
once they realize it’s in the vicinity of
wind turbines. And half of the other 50
percent were concerned about resale so
they offered 20% less than the price the
owners would accept.”

In Lowell, Vermont, Enxco is propos-
ing a wind turbine development. Lowell
realtor Don Maclure told Enxco’s Mr.
Zimmerman that Zimmerman'’s claim
that the value of a farm near the pro-
posed site won’t decrease is “ludicrous.”
Maclure said that when he tells people
interested in buying the farm about the
proposed project he never hears from
them again.

The effect of proximity (the closer to
the turbines, the lower the value) and
view (with more expensive homes suf-
fering proportionately more) on home
values is evident in numerous other
available anecdotes. Depending on
the characteristics of particular proper-
ties, price declines (or estimated price
declines) generally fall in the range of
5%-30% with even greater declines on
record. The only instances (I’ve come
across) of price increases apparently in-
volve speculation-the buyer thought the
wind developer would expand the project
and wanted to generate lease income.

Other Issues

There are a host of other cost is-
sues raised by industrial wind turbines
that deserve your attention but are not
addressed here. Among them are the
physical disruption at the site itself (huge
cement foundations, clear cutting around
each turbine, road construction, clear-
ing required for transmission lines, etc.),
the destruction/disruption of wildlife
habitats, bird and bat kills, water runoff,
as well as the adverse effects on one’s
health caused by noise and light flicker.

I have also not addressed two purported
benefits, municipal taxes and jobs, be-
cause both are insignificant in the context
of the aforementioned real and potential
costs to our community, our environ-
ment, our lives and livelihoods as well
as our pocketbooks. From what I can
gather, the reduction in municipal taxes
for the average resident would be equiva-
lent to one very quick trip to Clark’s

IGA. On the job front, the national aver-
age (according to the National Renew-
able Energy Lab) is one maintenance
employee for every 12-15 turbines.
During construction, local excavators
would undoubtedly find some work for
+/- six months. Most of the construction
costs consist of the equipment itself and
the skilled technicians imported (nor-
mally from out-of-state) to assemble the
turbines.

Accountability...
What’s Next?

The Public Service Board (PSB),
consisting of three individuals appointed
by the Governor, will decide the fate of
Catamount’s project application. While
its review of the project must consider
the applicability of several Act 250 type
criteria and it may or may not impose
other conditions, the PSB has the author-
ity to do what it wants to do. Important-
ly, the PSB can overrule local objections
if it deems the project (with or without
PSB imposed conditions) is in the public
good.

The cynics amongst us will remain
unengaged, content to let Montpelier
decide yet again how we should live our
lives. This cynicism is understandable.
Perhaps more so than in any other state,
Vermont’s government has become of
Montpelier, by Montpelier, for Montpe-
lier.

What this cynicism overlooks, how-
ever, is that we as voters are accountable
for this state of affairs. We elected the
people who have usurped any pretense
of local control over local affairs. And
agencies such as the PSB are account-
able to individuals (in this instance, the
Governor) elected by us. Our prospec-
tive votes and, consequently, our voice
still matter.

As a subscriber to the old adage that
winners don’t quit and quitters don’t win,
I intend to make my voice heard. I'm
part of the public and the project is not in
the public good. It threatens my home,
my community, my environment and the
quality of my life for no useful purpose-
it won’t make a hoot of difference in
halting climate change and is a financial
rip-off to boot.

This won’t be an easy fight to win.
Political momentum, supported by some
among a well-intentioned but ill-in-
formed public, is on the side of wind
proponents. That will make victory for
us that much sweeter. A public service
will have been rendered not just to our
neighbors but to all those threatened by
this fraud. I invite you to join me and
many of our neighbors in this fight.

They won the fight!
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Continued from Page 1

Wind Towers In Ira conca.

The “public good” you might answer.
That, in fact, is the determinate our Pub-
lic Service Board (PSB) must address to
approve VCWE’s application.

The applicant, Vermont Community
Wind, must address specific criteria to
be awarded a Certificate of Public Good.
It is going to be up to us and surround-
ing communities that oppose this project
to make our voices heard.

The wind turbines will not contribute
to reducing our carbon footprint. They
will not replace Vermont Yankee or
Hydro-Quebec as our base-load generat-

ing system. They will not contribute to
the reduction of greenhouse gases. The
power, if in the form of excess capacity,
will likely be sent out of state via ISO-
New England, or, if used locally, require
CVPS to increase its base-load capacity
with more fossil-fueled power to address
the intermittent nature of wind. Our
electric cost will not go down. And then
there is the fact that most of the time, the
turbines will not be working, yet they
will be a blight on the landscape twenty
four hours a day, three hundred and sixty
five days a year for decades. Unless we
stop this development, it is this that will
define Ira.

Your Petition

During the last couple of weeks in
May, a number of us knocked on most of
the doors in Ira. Whether you signed the
petition or not, we thank you for your
time and sharing your comments.

We had 114 signatures on the petition
which we presented to the Selectboard
on June Ist.

The Selectoard has asked that we
continue the process of collecting
signatures. You may sign a petition at
the Town Clerk’s Office or call Peter or
Barbara Cosgrove at 235-2070.

We’d like to thank those who took the
time to travel the town seeking signa-
tures for the petition addressed to the
Selectboard:

Justin Turco, Mary Anne Black, Diane
and Henry Vergi, Mark FitzGerald, and
Alta Johnston. We’d also like to thank
Tina and the folks at West Rutland’s
Main Street Cash Market for allowing us
to leave a petition in their store. Thank
You All....

Let Your Voice Be Heard!

IN THE NEWS

NEW YORK TIMES: MAY 25, 2009

With Billions at Stake,
Trying to Expand the
Meaning of “Renew-

able Energy”

In this article by Felicity Barringer we
learn that because of the major “Federal
tax breaks for renewable energy” and
“quotas for renewable energy produc-
tion” in 28 states along with “extensive
grants, loans and other economic advan-
tages,” many industries are clamoring to
have their technologies categorized as
“renewable.”

These include: nuclear power plants,
burning of garbage, waste from coal
mines, old tires provided microwaves
are used to break down their chemical
structure, and burning bananas.

“A banana is renewable — you can grow
them forever, said Bob Eisenbud, a vice
president for government affairs at Waste
Management...” “A banana that goes

into garbage and gets burned, he added,
is a renewable resource and producing
renewable energy.”

MALONE TELEGRAM:
MARCH 26, 2009

“Noble Liens hit
43 More Properties”

Darcy Fargo reports that town officials
and townspeople in the Village of Cha-
teaugay (NY) were shocked to learn that
wind power developer Noble Environ-
mental Power LLC has been hit with new
liens totaling over $3 million.

Property owners who had agreements
with Noble are now finding, as a result,
that they too have a lien on their property.
This renders the owners unable to obtain
clear title to their property.

According to Chateaugay Village Trust-
ee Pat Dragon, liens had also been placed
on town property which may jeaporadize
their bond rating and loans for sewer sys-
tem upgrades.

The No Excuse
Not To Call List

Our legislators need to know where
you stand on this matter and we need to
know where they stand. Despite what
they may tell you, this is a political mat-
ter and all politics is local. Write them
letters, or call them. But, contact them.

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE

Joe Baker 802.438.9819

1479 Whipple Hollow Rd.

West Rutland, VT 05777

email: littledodgetruck@cs.com
jbaker@leg.state.vt.us

Dave Potter 802.438.5385

P.O. Box 426

462 East Tinmouth Rd

Clarendon, VT 05759

email: shadmtn@msn.com

dpotter@leg.state.vt.us

Andrew Donaghy 802.287.9693

P.O. Box 95

Poultney, VT 05764

email: andy05764@aol.com
adonaghy@leg.state.vt.us

MEMBERS OF THE SENATE
Bill Carris 802.438.5391
P.O. Box 886

Rutland, VT 05702
email: bill.carris@carris.net
bearris@leg.state.vt.us

Hull Maynard

7983 Cold River Rd.
Shrewsbury, VT 05738
email: hull@sover.net

802.773.3000

Kevin Mullin

118 Ox Yoke Dr.

Rutland, VT 05701
ermail: kimbjm@aol.com

802.775.7631

INTERNET SITES

www.windaction.org
www.wind-watch.org
WWW.aweo.0rg

www.vtcomwind.com



http://www.wind-watch.org/
http://www.aweo.org/

