April 12, 2004
Dear Editor:

The rush to install wind factories on Vermont ridgelines makes no sense to me.  New England has just experienced a large influx of new capacity and does not need new electric power generation until 2007.  If at that time, after careful consideration, Vermonters still want wind turbines, newer models of the turbines would be available in 2007. 

To rush ahead with wind development not only is not necessary at this time, it defeats the whole purpose of the decision making process that is explained in the 2004 Vermont Comprehensive Energy and Electric Plan.  Vermont suffers from high electric rates in part due to a hasty decision to lock in prices because of a fear of rising oil prices.  Wind developers are the only interest that will benefit from a hasty decision to build wind towers at this time

As more wind factories are developed throughout the world the unintended negative impacts of wind energy production have become more evident.  Vermont is being asked to sacrifice the ridgelines (an irreplaceable resource) for an energy source that would produce little real benefit.

There has never been a study by the Legislature or the Administration on the impact of these modern very large turbines on Vermont’s ridgelines.  The establishment of the study commission that is proposed in the House-passed Capital Bill and now being debated in the Senate could evaluate issues such as:
· It is difficult to comprehend the scale of these modern turbines, which are over 100 feet taller than the turbines at Searsburg.  For example the footprint for each commercial turbine is 1 acre.  A Wal-Mart store and adjacent parking is about three acres. If 27 turbines were to be installed (as is proposed for the Glebe Mountain ridge) that would be the equivalent of 9 Wal-Mart stores sited on a very prominent Vermont ridge.  At least Wal-Mart stores are producing revenue about 50% of the time; wind turbines are producing power only 30% of the time. 

· Wind generates electricity intermittently. Because of the stress of cold temperatures and icing on turbines, the productivity of the turbines may be reduced further by the need for more frequent repair.  Wind turbines usually do not produce power when it is most needed in Vermont: in the summer and in the afternoon

· Wind power does not lower high electric rates.  Denmark and Germany, European countries with the most wind development, also have the highest electric rates.  As wind power generation becomes common, there are increased costs for integrating this intermittent power into the grid. Vermont electric rates are already 50% higher than the national average electric rate. Not only businesses, but also low income families and persons on fixed incomes suffer from Vermont’s very high electric rates.
· Wind power production is economically viable because it is highly subsidized by taxpayer money.  Although the wind may be “free” developers can not make a profit if they have to pay the full cost of building and maintaining turbines.  These subsidies are paid by Vermont taxpayers who already are paying very high rates for their electricity.
· Once they are built, wind sites provide few jobs. Just as oil and gas are imported, wind turbines would be imported from elsewhere.  Potential new businesses, that would bring jobs to Vermont, avoid Vermont because of its high power rates.

· Wind development could negatively impact tourism and destroy the reputation Vermont has gained because of Act 250.

· Wind power wind power requires steady back-up power generation, so it can not replace Vermont Yankee.  

· Wind turbines kill birds, make noise and would permanently scar the ridge lines in Vermont.
Many worry that Vermont does not have any energy policy.  The reason Vermont (and the United States, also) does not have an energy policy is that the discussion has been unduly influenced by special interest groups and developers who have biased the process with their publicity and large contributions to legislators.  Energy production and use impacts everyone.  We need time for thoughtful discussion by all, rather than hasty decisions that serve only a few.  The study commission that is proposed in the House passed Capital Bill would help to move the discussion of energy production and use forward.
Linda Bly,

South Londonderry
 

 

