 

 

North Adams Transcript

Wind editorial was full of hot air 
Friday, March 11, 2005 - To the Transcript editor: 

The Transcript should consider some facts on wind power and traditional sources of electrical generation. 

Under 3 percent of electricity is produced by oil. The main thing we use oil for in the U.S. is transportation and heating. If we were able to improve gas mileage on our vehicles by 3 percent, we would not require any foreign oil. Ceasing dependence on foreign oil is not an argument for wind power, although it is commonly heard. 

In fact even our president has just said we must decrease our dependence on foreign oil. Why? Because he wants to open oil exploration in Alaska which is not foreign. 

Wind is not a viable alternative because it neither produces peak power or base load power. The wind also has to be between certain speeds to actually be useful. You need to look beyond the developer's hype. 

John Zimmerman, a spokesman for enXco, told an audience in Lowell, Vt., that wind can never replace nuclear. One other thing about enXco, it is a multi-national corporation with the main company in France, and while they will be taking full advantage of production tax credits, I don't believe they pay any U.S. federal taxes. 

You say you are not in favor of nuclear, but since everything is not black and white to you please look up living on earth from National Public Radio. Former Bishop Hugh Montefiore, a very serious environmentalist, came to the conclusion wind cannot alter climate change, only nuclear would have the ability to do that. James Lovelock, another prominent environmentalist, has come to the same conclusion. 

In Vermont, we have the Searsburg wind plant. After about seven years it has become obsolete. In 2003, Vermont used 6,058,000 MWh of electricity; Searsburg only produced 10,828 MWh, which is less than 2/10ths of 1 percent of Vermont's needs. 

You "don't buy that going green will kill the economy." I for one won't come there to see wind plants on mountains your area was too shortsighted to preserve; this is your biggest asset in the Berkshires. I might add you will never see any in Stockbridge or Lenox: think about that. 

You talk about a few turbines not killing off entire species of bats or birds, but a few turbines as I point out won't make much electricity either. Solar power, should be pursued. Hydrogen fuel cells have a lot of hope of being as being a more primary source of energy. 

Wind may be working its way up the Berkshires, but it's not so positive as your article states. You even state wind turbines won't lead to our extinction like oil. We have a huge amount of electricity needs that other forms of generation will be required to make, because wind alone can't do it. 

You need to print out the true statistics of what amount of oil is used to make electricity before dedicating so much space to an argument that is false, and keep in mind we can purchase oil from our friendly neighbor in Canada, which has as much as Saudi Arabia. 

It is disheartening to hear you excited about something your whole area may one day see as a huge mistake that can never be rectified. Developers will cheer you on, backed by misinformed politically correct folks. Take into consideration the long view since things are not black and white to you. 
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