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Wind Towers 
In Ira

VERMONT 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 þats, 
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' 
towersô red þashing 
strobe lights pollut-
ing the starry black 
Vermont sky. Looking at the map 
(PAGE 3), it is not hard to imag-
ine the landing lights at a major 
airport surrounding the runway that the 
Ira þats 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 

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 ýnished product 
exiting the other. 

In fact, the Power Committee of the 
Commission was so sure of future power 
generating facilities that in their ýnal  
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.”

“Illogical.” Yet here we 
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.

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 ýnding 
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?

A newsletter published on occasion reporting on the issues of the proposed wind towers in our town as well as other information about wind turbines, legislation, 
renewable energy, news articles, etc. News contributions: call Peter or Barbara Cosgrove at 235-2070 or jpeter@vermontel.net
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NO UNSIGHTLY BILLBOARDS BUT WIND TURBINES GALORE
WELCOME TO VERMONT

“Our physical
 environment
is the sum of
everything 

around us.”Governor Deane Davis
Opening sentence to 
Executive Order #7
May 14, 1969

Continued on Page 6

SPECIAL TOWN
MEETING

On June 10th 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 ýled 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
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 In granting permission to reprint 
this article, Mr. Kemper suggested that 
while we may live in a different town 
and that the ýgures 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 

 

THOSE of you who believe 
proponents’ claims that wind 
power will meaningfully 
contribute to ýghting 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-
niýcant 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 

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 þaws 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 inefýcient 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 sufýcient 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 ýnally learning, the 
hard way, about problems with so-called 
green power, and is ýnally 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-
niýcant 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 1.5MW turbine is approximately 8 
per mile.  Assuming the use of 1.5MW 
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 ýnancial 
resources must focus on reducing the 
emissions of the two principal sources of 
greenhouse gases, i.e. coal for elec-

The Truth: Industrial Wind 
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