JOHN R. SWEET

US 220 South
HCR 4, Box 305

Mustoe, VA 24468
540-468-2222

13 March 2006

Clerk of the State Corporation Commission
Document Control Center

P O Box 2118

Richmond, VA 23218-2118

Re:  PUE-2005-00101 Highland New Wind Development (HNWD)

Thisapplicationisthefirst for awind-powered generating plantinVirginia. | urgetheCommissiontogiveevery
aspect of thismatter athorough review. Y our decisononthiswill set the precedent that will apply toal futurewind
power applicationsinthestate. If thisapplicationisapproved morewill follow assurely asthenight followsthe
day. If hasty decisions are made here it will be much harder to control wind development in future cases.

Intheintroductory paragraphsof itsapplication, HNWD makesstatementsasif they werefact that arespecul ative
at best. Inparagraphtwothey statethat theproject will “ produceelectricity inahighly efficient, cost effectiveand
environmentdly friendly manner.” Continuinginparagraphfive,“ TheProject will provideaclean sourceof eectric
power totheregionwith minimal impactsto the environment and surrounding area. The proposed Project will
imposenegligiblerequirementson theexisting Highland County infrastructurewhile providing significant benefits
to the areain increased local tax revenues.”

1. Theproject will be highly efficient. It iswell known that wind turbines are an inefficient means of
generating electricity inthe Appal achianregion, whereaverage capacity factorsaretypically inthe 30%
range.* Thisnumber isevenlower insummer, typically falingto about 15%.2 On hot afternoonswhen
electricity demand is greatest, there is often little or no wind, resulting in an output of zero.

2. Theproject will becost effective. Windprojectsinthisregionarenever cost effective. Infact, awind
proj ect cannot stand onitsown. Without the promise of generoussubs diesfromthefederal government
itisunlikely that thisapplicationwould havebeenfiled at al. Thewindindustry reportsthat asmuch as
65% of the capital costs of a project will be covered by government subsidies.?

1 U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, 906-920 monthly reports.
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/el ectricity/page/eiad06 _920.html

2 ibid

3 Keith Martin, Tax Issues and Incentives for Wind Power, in Financing Windpower Projects,
December 2003. http://www.pmaconference.com/wind2 bro2 pma.pdf
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3. Theproject will beenvironmentally friendly. Theenvironmental benefitsof windturbines are wildly
overgtated by thewindindustry whiletheenvironmental costsarelargely ignored or minimized. Turbines
do not emit pollutantsor greenhouse gaseswhilein operation but their manufactureandinstallationare
pollution sources. Their operation hasseriousimpactsonwildlifeand they produce significant noiseand
light pollution when installed, as is common, in areas otherwise free of industrial development.

4. Therewill beminimal impactstothearea. Inadditiontotheenvironmenta impactsnoted above, there
will be mgjor impactsontheview shedsof what isarguably the most scenic and | east devel oped county
inthestate. Atleast onebusinessintheimmediateareaisvery likely to suffer substantial losses.* Property
values and Highland County’ s all-important tourist industry are likely to be impacted as well.

5. Therewill beasignificant increasein local tax revenue. Thishighly speculative clam is probably
themainreason that Highland County’ sboard of supervisorsapproved thisproject. Thereisnoguarantee
of increased revenue over the long haul and certainly no guarantee that such an increase would be
“ggnificant.” Thereisabill inthelegidaturethat would set local tax revenuefromwind turbinessothat,
if enacted, Highland County would receive $190,000 per year fromthisproject.® If twenty familiesdecide
not to build upscale homesherebecause of the presence of wind turbines, that could halvetheeffectivenet
tax recaeivedinthefirst year. Thosehomes, if they had been built, would beexpected to appreciateinvalue
with each reassessment sothat after 20 yearsthelost tax revenuefrom homesnot built could easily exceed
the tax revenue received from the wind project.

Later inthegpplication, insection 9, thematter of tax revenueisraised again, dongwithjobsandtourism. It states
that therewill be*“75to 100 temporary constructionjobs’ and “oneto two full-time positions. . . adding about
$100,000 of additiona payroll inthecounty.” It goesonto statethat “wind farms[sic] aretourist attractions.”
They do not point out that thevast majority of the construction jobsrequirespeciaized skillsand equi pment, so
it ishighly unlikely that many of them will go to Highland County citizens but rather to experienced outside
contractors. Full-timejobswill entail basic maintenance of thesite, soitisunlikely that eventwo salaries (and
certainly not one) could add up to $100,000 annually.

Thereisnodoubt that awind turbinewill beatourist attraction aslong asthey areodditiesbut it isthe stop-and-
gawk-for-a-few-minutestypeof tourism, which generateslittlerevenueand can, innoway, replacethemulti-day,
come-back-again visitorsthat Highland County hasnow.® Thistypeof visitor isseeking peace and quiet, open
vistasof fields, forests, and mountains, and dark skiesthat permit viewing thestarsinaway not possiblein most
other areas. Hugeindustrid installationswith flashing strobelightsarerepellent, not attractive, tothetypeof visitor
Highland County wishes to attract.

“* Bear Mountain Retreat is adjacent to the project area. Clients go there to enjoy the peace and
quiet, the dark sky, and the wilderness atmosphere. This project would change al that.

®> Senate Bill 404 has passed the Senate and is under consideration by the House.

® Letter from Raymond T. Fernald, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, to Ernst
Ashenbach, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, 24 February 2006, p. 17-18.
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Notethat theapplicationfrequently usesthewords*windfarm” indescribingtheproject. Highland County isa
rural area. Weknow afarmwhenweseeone. Thisproposed projectisanindustrial plant, not afarm, and should
be referred to as such. A piginadressisstill apig.

Insection 11, theapplication statesthat “ Theenvironmental impact of thisProjectisminima.” Infact, many of the
impactsareknownto besignificant and theoverall impact isunknown becausethe appropriate studieshavenot
been doneand the applicantsaretrying mightily towriggleout of havingto havethesestudiescarried out. Insection
11.bit statesthat “therewill be noimpact to groundwater” but thereality isthat theimpactisunknown. If any
blasting isrequired to set foundations or widen roadsit could affect water sources. A transmission linewill be
requiredto crosstheL aurd Fork, alisted State Trout Water, the construction of which may well affect that stream,
itstributaries, and/or associated wetlands, despitetheassertionin 11.d that “ thereareno wetlandswithinthesite
boundary.” This stream crossing is a matter of concern for the Army Corps of Engineers.”

Section 11.f totally glosses over the various wildlife issues. Allegheny Mountain is a known bird and bat
concentration area, hosting unusual ly large numbers during both spring and fall migrationsaswell asresident
populations. A 60-day study istotally inadequate.® Detailed studiesmust becarried out at different seasonsand
over aperiod of severa yearsto get anythinglikean accuratepictureof bird and bat movements. Remarkably high
mortality rateswerereported at the M ountai neer facility just afew milesto the northwest. Sincethosereports
appeared, the owner, Florida Power and Light, has refused access to scientists seeking to further study the
problem.® Furthermore, the Commission should be skeptical of any study paid for by the applicants. Thereis
always therisk that the results of a study will mimic the results desired by those writing the check.

Section11.hdismissesany concernsfor historicresources. TheCivil War sitesin Highland County and vicinity
areconsidered to belessimpacted by modernintrusionsthan any others. Camp Allegheny still looksmuch asit
did 140 years ago. The application states that “the turbines will not be seen due to the dense forested area
surrounding Camp Allegheny ... whichisnotimpairedinany way by theProject.” Itishardfor thisobserverto
seehow fifty-foot treeswill beableto screen 400-foot turbinesfromview. Whilethey will notloomdirectly over
the camp, thepresenceof amodernindustrial facility adjacent toaCivil War encampment lookslikeanintrusion
tome. Thisisone of several issues of concern to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources.™®

Thissectiongoesontodescribean historic bridge* along Route250.” | amnot familiar withthisstructurebut if
it doescarry US250it will a so haveto carry theextremeloadsof theturbine componentsasthey aretruckedto
thesite. Thisisalot to ask of abridge which is now approaching 70 years of age.

" Letter from Michael A. Schwinn, Chief, Western Virginia Regulatory Section, to Susan T.
Murdock, counsel for Highland New Wind Development, 23 January 2006.

8 Fernald, op cit, p. 19.
® Merlin D. Tuttle, Bats 23(3), p. 3, Fall 2005.

10 |etter from Roger W. Kirchen, Virginia Department of Historic Resources, to Ernst
Ashenbach, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, 23 February 2006.
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Section11,j returnstothewildlifeissue, again stating that thereisnoissue. | believeittobehighly speculativeto
assumethat thenoise, movement, and flashinglightsof thisindustrial complex will haveno effect of any kindon
wildlifepopulations. Thisisanareathat must recelvefurther study to ascertainthe potential extent of theimpacts.

| support the findings of the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, with the exception that the
proposed oneyear of preconstruction research'! isinadequate and should be extended to three years, and the
interimguidelinesof theU. S. Fishand Wildlife Service, 2 which doesindicatethat multi-year, multi-seasond studies
should be conducted to determinethe potentia impactsonbirdsand batsprior to erection of wind turbines. Post-
constructionstudiesmust alsoberequired, if constructionisalowedat all. Thevery limited studiesthat haveso
far been doneat the HNWD site show that itisaconcentration areafor birdsand batsduring thefall migration,
with more radar targets detected than for other sites.

Section 11.ngatesthat “theremay bedel ayson State Route 250 when theturbinesaretransported up to Allegheny
Mountain.” Giventhesizeof thesethingsandthenatureof thehighway, “theremay bedelays’ doesnot seemto
properly describethesituation. Onemight expect compl etetraffic blockagesfor extended periodsof timeasthe
turbinesand tower sectionsaremaneuvered around the many tight curvesof thishighway, occupying bothlanes
intheprocess. US250istheonly significant east-west highway in Highland County, meaning that each traffic
blockage will be a serious inconvenience for both residents and travelers.

Section 13indicatesthat “thistypeof project is‘ not contrary tothe publicinterest’ and receivesoverwhelming
public support.” Whilethat might betrueinsomelocations, for thisparticul ar project theexact oppositeistrueas
it hasrecel ved overwhel ming public oppositionfromitsinception. Infact, oppositiontoindustrial wind utilitiesis
growing inpractically every areawherethey have been proposed aspeoplebecomemoreawareof the problems
that these machines bring with them and realize that wind does not create pure, ‘green’ energy without
environmental or socia consequences.

Atthefirst publichearing onthisproject, only counsel for thedevel oper spokefavorably of theproposal while33
people spokeagainst it. Subsequently, theboard of supervisorsaskeditsIndustrial Development Authority to
investigatewind energy. After threepublic meetingsand cong derableresearch, thel DA voted unanimoudly against
making the zoning and comprehensive plan changes that would be necessary to accommodate wind turbines.
Afterwardthe Chairman of thel DA triedto‘ spin’ themotion voted onto makeit appear that theauthority favored
wind development. Whileonemember recanted hisvote, fiveof thesix voting membershaveremained steadfast
that the motion was straightforward and that they are opposed to utility-scale wind development.

Whenthe P anning Commission helditspublic hearing on amendmentsto thezoning ordinancethat would make
windturbinespossible, counsel for thedevel oper again spokeinfavor, thistimejoined by onecitizen of Highland
County, while 31 peoplespokeagainst. The Commissionthenvoted 3to 2 against theamendments. Despitethe
overwhe ming public opposition andthe negativevoteof the Planning Commission, theboard of supervisorsvoted
2 to 1 to adopt the amendments.

1 Fernad, op cit, p. 19, section 3.

12" Service Interim Guidance on Avoiding and Minimizing Wildlife Impacts from Wind
Turbines, http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/wind.htm
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Thestagewasthen set for the public hearing ontheconditiona usepermit for thewind turbinesthemselves. Those
infavor spokefirst, threerepresentativesof thedevel oper, then 19 others, includingtwowho arepaid promoters
of wind energy. Two peoplespokewhowereundecided. Itisimpossibletoknow precisely how many of those
present were opponents of the project. At least 73 spoke in person and at |east seven more had statements
presented on their behalf. Thehearing lasted until 2:00 am. and many of those who had signed up to speak in
opposition|eft becauseof thelatehour. Thesupervisorsagainignored the overwhel ming opposition and voted their
approval by the same 2 to 1 margin as before.

| understand that local zoning and land use issues are not normally within the scope of an SCC review;
however, sincetheapplicant hasrai sed the question of “ overwhelming public support,” it seemsto meimportant
for the Commission to understand that thereisoverwhe ming public opposition to thechangesthat would makethis
project possible.

Inclosing | ask that the Commission look beyond thisone small project and consider the cumulativeimpacts of
windenergy development. Toattainthelevel of renewableenergy being discussedinthelegidaturewouldrequire
about 4000turbines. If theseareal erected onthehighridgesof westernVirginiathey will cover about 500 miles
of ridgeline.* Much of our most pristine, undevel oped rural and pastoral landscapewill begivenover toindustrial
development. Unimaginablenumbersof birdsand batswill bedaughtered, |eading to popul ation-level impactsand
possibly extinctions. Thedoor must not beopenedfor thistypeof development without careful, long-term studies
that resultin mitigation techniquesto minimizetheimpacts. Part of thispreparation should entail settingupascoring
systemtorateand rank potentia wind energy sites. | feel confident that, if such ascoring systemwasin usetoday,
the HNWD site would receive alow score and be found unsuitable for such development.

| urgethe Commissionto deny thisapplication outright and to makeit clear that any wind developmentinVirginia
must be preceded by extensivestudiesof wildlifeimpactsand other issues, devel opment of measuresto mitigate
those impacts, and a detailed scoring system for evaluating wind-energy sites statewide.

Sincerdly,

W

John R. Sweset

13 John R. Sweet, Renewable Portfolio Standards, February 2006, p. 2.
http://johnrsweet.com/Personal/Wind/PDF/RPS-V A-20060211.pdf




