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Let me say at the outset that I am not against wind power and I state this often throughout the article. Nor 
do I expect to be 100% correct in everything I have asserted here. There are things that none of us know 
for sure. However, I do not believe that wind power can substitute for the steady electric power sources 
mankind requires to get his work done and to grow as a continually advancing society. This article, 
though brief, speaks to principles and the basics of how we must expect to get steady-state, stable, reliable 
electric power with plenty of extra margin capacity. It also provides sourced information for these 
misgivings. Further, it states technical facts which the public has not been privy to, purposely hidden from 
us, and outright lies (in many cases) substituted in their place. It’s one thing to be ignorantly enthusiastic 
about a project that has no hope of succeeding to the degree planned. It’s completely another thing to be 
deceitful and to opportunistically use one’s political connections to make alternative sources of energy a 
government mandate, which those persons so allied with can then reap “windfall” profits from.  
 
A windfall profit is defined as an enormous profit made gratuitously without any direct work on the 
recipient’s part. Windfall is an unearned income which was not otherwise forthcoming. As you can see, 
calling the profits made by big oil “windfall” is part of a plan to castigate the oil companies when 
truthfully, American oil companies represent less than 10% of the wealth in world oil markets, and 
practically none of the political power required to have a say in them. 
 
Our national ignorance on this subject is not our fault, yet. But like greenies say, "Do the math." I've done 
the math. Why haven’t they done the math? So let’s DO THE MATH together. I’m going to be using 
facts and figures from the US government, the EPA, the Department of Energy, and even Stanford. I will 
be quoting scientists, Speigel Online, other universities and worldwide sources. I have an engineering 
background but do not expect you to accept what I say from credentials. Do it like I do, and prove it, 
yourself. That always works. I promise you a big surprise about wind farming  just ahead. We will be 
speaking about wind power in America, mostly, some of it very successful, so far. However, you might 
wish to apply these same principles to wherever you may live. 
 

How Much Power Is Required? 
 
In the first place, the published facts on power production are all over the map. On a typical “Greenie” 
website we find these sets of figures (and more): 
 
“Currently the USA consumes ~4,000 TWh/yr (4,000 billion kWh/yr) of electricity.(1) Americans use 
more electricity per capita than almost anyone else on the planet. Europeans, for the same level of 
comfort, services, and industrial production, use one-half the per capita consumption of Americans. The 
US, then, can cut its consumption of electricity by at least 50% for the same standard of living as now. 
Thus, a rational target for US consumption is ~2,000 TWh/yr.” 
http://www.wind-works.org/LargeTurbines/OneMillionMegawattsofWindCapacity.html  
 
Notice here that their first order of business is to force Americans to cut down by 50% their electrical 
usage! It never occurs to the political left that the reason America has led the world in so many fields is 
because of our abundance. You see how they take offense at that? Do you understand here how they 
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intend to first equalize all peoples and do this by world-controlled communism—taking from those who 
have to give to those who have not? In our lifetime, was this promise ever KEPT by communist Russia? It 
was promised by Karl Marx, but it was never instituted. Never! Yet it is this overriding philosophy that 
again becomes the basis for their guilt trips and laws which then they will try to force Americans (by law 
and taxes) to divest themselves of their God-given blessings and curse their lot. They see us giving up 
everything to the government, one way or the other. That’s the plan. Control the energy—control the 
people. 
 
If you were to go to the Dept. of Energy website however you see a totally different set of figures, and the 
power requirements of the continental United States is about twice these published figures (shown and 
referenced below), which throws all the rest of their nonsense into the trash as well, so when I say I get 
the facts, that means I want the source of those facts, and it better be a legitimate source. I call several on 
the carpet in this article. 
 
What True Power Capacity Means 
 
One problem with facts and figures quoted by those with much to gain are often usage figures, not true 
capacity—be careful what you believe. Any power grid that is expected to hold up must be rated at no less 
than 50% of top capacity and ideally should be able to supply twice or three times the power required of 
it. The US power grid today is seriously deficient, running at close to 80% of its peak generating capacity. 
However, in this article I have used the EPA’s figures for peak usage, and not peak capacity. By rights, 
only peak capacity should ever be considered when you are talking about replacing all the power 
generation sources.  
 
Power is different from energy, and yet many of these so-called “experts” (most notably 
environmentalists)  don’t know the difference, and confuse kwh and kw. They use the terms “power” and 
“energy” interchangeably. They refer to whichever sounds the biggest or the least to support their 
argument, knowing nothing about it. They mix the two together, and they also quite often misname the 
figure they quote. Whether this is on purpose or innocent ignorance I don’t know. All I do know is, they 
seem to never correct themselves, later. Energy is labeled with “hours” at the end. Power is labeled just by 
watts. Energy represents watts expended or watts available over a period of time that are reliable and can 
be trusted, or used. Power is just an indication of its theoretical or idealistic capability under full load. 
 
Wind turbines and all sources of electric power have a ratio which engineers call “Capacity Factor.” What 
it refers to is the time a power plant is in operation, versus the time it is off-line. Nuclear power plants 
have the highest CF, being in the 90% bracket. Wind turbines have the lowest, being 20-40%. However, 
the CF of a power plant is seldom due to failure or a lack of fuel to run it, but strictly a planned inspection 
and maintenance schedule. The CF published for wind turbines (that 20-40% you read about) does not 
include inspection or maintenance. Maybe they are also free to own, too. So as we are to understand their 
zealous spiel, we get free ownership with free power and just sit around and collect the money? In 
addition to all the free stuff, turbines have a cut-in and cut-out point, which means that just because the 
wind is blowing doesn’t assure us of anything. It has to be blowing at a speed capable of producing power 
economically, or it is shut down, automatically. 
 
Failure to Store Intermittent Power 
 
Peak power watts, like during the hottest summer months as compared to winter months, are far more 
demanding on the power grid, yet the wind power available in the winter months of the most productive 
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wind sites is on average greater than in the summer. That’s a huge contradiction and a problem that man 
cannot fix. Nor can we store wind power in the frozen wintertime by raising lake levels with pumps, and 
only the tiniest wind systems are designed to store DC in batteries. So for the most part, winter winds and 
spring storms must either be wasted, or they will create surges which blow out the transformers, power 
equipment, and burn up their own generators, and set the grid back hundreds of millions of dollars, as has 
already happened by wind surges in Oregon, and many times in Denmark, Germany, and other nations 
(mentioned later).  
 
Americans are today being shamed and falsely labeled by large covert investors and eagerly connected 
politicians who have their mouths set now to make billions in the wind power market. They intend to 
influence you into believing this nonsense about “free energy from the sun and wind.” Nothing could be 
further from reality. However they are really just politically connected investors who intend to make 
billions for themselves, once they have convinced your government to legislate their yellow brick road, 
leaving the world in dire straits, ultimately. This article is about to show you what is going to happen if 
we listen to this nonsense and are willing to be shamed and intimidated. 
 
A few gullible Europeans might still wish to see Americans (through the eyes of instigating ochlocrats) as 
wasteful hogs who don’t need that much power, and of course the Internationalists use their class envy 
gambit to chastise Americans to the rest of the world for it. So to start with, I’m going to challenge their 
accusations, demand that we do NOT feel guilty, and back up Americans to the hilt for every extra watt 
they need and every extra KW they want. We deserve it, but we can also thank the world for it! Is that 
selfish? Hear me out, and then you decide. 
 
What Americans Are, To Me 
 
You may wonder what this has to do with low cost energy. Let me 
explain. Americans are by far and away the hardest-working people on 
the face of the earth. This is not my opinion. Each American still 
produces almost 3 times as much GDP as his European counterpart, and 
we have done so since the turn of the century.  Why is this, you ask?  It 
is because Americans have the lowest tax rate and expenses, while 
having also the lowest costs of production, and cheap and plentiful 
power. 
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/09/03/business/main3228735.shtml  
 
We are a giant power, yes, but not just because we occupy a large land mass. We produce far more per 
person than any other country in the world because we are yet the only truly free Republic in the world, 
even if not too bright as a society, anymore. Our people have had a work ethic instilled in us since before 
George Washington was born, which we believe is also scriptural (Sorry about that). We became the 
people the rest of the world’s equally ambitious and creative people want to work beside to prove how 
much better they can do it given the chance, than we ever could. We have always been more than happy 
to let them prove it. That helps them, and that helps us. Our superiority comes from everybody else who 
immigrated here. An American is as an American does, and we ignore our major media and entertainment 
industry to the contrary. Productive Americans (people like you and me) don’t bother listening to them, 
since they are a waste of everybody’s time and a national embarrassment. 
 
So despite what they may have heard to the contrary, millions are able to fulfill their dream, and that’s 
why we produce so much. It was never because we’re “better,” although some here have that mistaken 



����

�

belief. It’s really because we are the recipients of so much help from so much talent and they also 
contributed  so much, given opportunity within a truly capitalistic society. There’s nothing more inspiring 
on this earth than fair and just competition under a law which applies to everyone equally. Nothing is 
perfect of course, and our Congress is becoming blind to their advocacy and just a club that’s above the 
law, but in the beginning we were founded on principles so we have more power to demand them. Some 
of our people and courts still understand it, and our Constitution, were it fully utilized as envisioned, 
would assure it. 

 
I’ve never heard of another nation like the United States with so many 
hateful detractors. Why do so many hope to come here if they dream to 
produce what they always knew they could do-- given the chance? It’s 
because here, they can! We open a hand to them and say, “Do your best, 
because we are going to give you a lot more opportunity. On the other 
hand, you might fail, and to that we say, tough. But…you can still try 
again, and again, and if you use good judgment, you won’t fail.” Some 

immigrants seek to come here because they already know they can’t get to first base in the narrow and 
corrupt class system they were born into. But in America, their only limits are how hard they can work 
and what they want to accomplish. They are limited by their vision and determination to succeed. They 
provide the talent and we provide the climate. 
 
One Hoax Calls For Another 
 
The nonsense today is that CO2 is poisoning our planet, then why is it that the only spikes we find in CO2 
relate directly to volcanic eruptions, like Mt. Pinetubo, and why don’t we learn the truth, that CO2 and 
methane created by just one insect—the termite—amounts to 3 orders of magnitude more than all the  
domesticated animals on the earth?  Did you know that the common termite alone is responsible for more 
than 50 billion tons of CO2 and methane every year? The old estimate was 150 million tons.  But both 
estimates agree: This is at least 10 times more than the world’s present production of CO2! (Trashing The 
Planet, Dixie Lee Ray, pg.33, also see source bibliography for chapter, pps.175-178). See also: 
http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/1990JGR....95.3619K . http://www.termitedetector.com/detection.php  
 

It is thought there are 2,600 different species of termites, and it is estimated that 
there are at least a million billion individual termites on Earth. That they emit two 
and four percent of the global carbon dioxide and methane budget, respectively-
both mediated directly or indirectly by their microbes. OK now, if you would 
REALLY like to do the math and not just use that for a phrase, then here it is—50 
billion tons of CO2 and methane equates to 2% and 4% of the global production 
of CO2 and methane respectively. That means all sources included. Now if 50 

billion tons represents 2% of global CO2 and 1000% of all human production, and all we’re talking about 
are termites, alone,  then what percent of human CO2 is factored into global CO2? Simple. That would be 
.002%.  
 
Apparently then, our environmental experts should have stayed in college and gotten a decent degree first 
(as though that would have helped). Their problem apparently has always been powers of ten. What 
happens is this: You flunk college math and physics, move your major to teaching, or political science, or 
meteorology and they magically transform all your D’s to C’s if that college needs more students (they 
too work on quotas). But then that gives you a lot of extra time and now you can make friends with 
campus activists. You are offered an opportunity and a promise to “fit into a group destined to save the 
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world,” and pretty soon it takes so much time just memorizing all their ‘facts” that your grades drop to 
D’s and F’s and you quit before you flunk out. But you proudly tell mom and dad that you have (sniff) 
found your station in life (sniff-sniff, snort). One other thing—you are now committed and believe 
everything they tell you. What else can you do? But one thing no one will every deny. You are politically 
correct! Read “Who Speaks For Science?” Trashing the Planet. pps 3-13, Ray. 
 
The ignorance about this is just incredible when you read the actual 
measurements and computations required to arrive at these peer-
reviewed determinations. And if you would like to discover what just 
one large volcanic explosion can do to the earth’s ecology for a hundred 
years or more, erupting more effluent than man in his entire existence 
has ever belched forth all together, then I suggest you read this book! 
For instance, a comparatively small volcano like Mt. St. Helens erupted 
with the force of over 500 atomic bombs. It released 910,000 m. tons of 
CO2, 220,000 m. tons of sulfur dioxide, and many other gasses 
including methane, carbon monoxide, and vast aerosols containing 
complex hydrochloroflorocarbons, and injected these straight into the 
stratosphere. This was a “small” eruption. It was a dwarf compared to El 
Chicon in 1982 and Mt. St. Augustine and Mt Redoubt in 1976. 
Krakatoa produced chilly winters, red sunsets, and global temperature 
drop of .3 C. http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0197833.html  
 
Notice—the so-called greenhouse gasses make the earth cooler, not warmer. Don’t buy that! Mt. Tambora 
in 1816 cooled the earth so much that the summer in Hartford, CT never exceeded 82 F. Do you know 
why they have dropped the ice core analysis? Because before each ice age, the CO2 rose. That doesn’t fit 
their model, so they ignore it. Does anybody realize the awesome power we are talking about, here? And 
yet, you’ve never heard one word about the real facts on the matter because they have their own agenda. 
The truth is this—if you want to be a real “Greenie,” then make MORE (not less) CO2! If you like green, 
that’s the way to get it, and mother earth will thank you for it. Believe me, she knows exactly where to put 
it, and what to do with it. 
 
The Wind Power Swindle by the Leftist environmental movement is just one way to get control of all 
governments through their need for power by outlawing the most reliable forms of power that exist by 
reason of this silly CO2 hoax, and forcing them to switch to unpredictable and dangerous power sources. 
The hoax, in part, is in calling them “free power sources.” Wind power gives ignorant politicians 
something to fall back on, to say they helped save the planet. Believe me, that is not their motive. 
 
Nothing in nature is free, as all nature itself is able to prove. It’s an ipso-facto argument that everything 
has a price, and the most expensive of all things are those which appear on the surface as free.  Everything 
has requirements, expenses, maintenance, and is vulnerable to unpredictability such as  political caprice. 
If CO2 were the real culprit, then why do these same people oppose the most modern and safe nuclear 
power sources which generate none and whose fuel rods are today recyclable?  They then are forced to 
oppose the world’s cheapest power source of all with blatant fear-mongering, which—were they to tell the 
truth about nuclear waste, is no longer the problem it used to be when only 5% of the energy could be 
used. This then should clarify to everyone reading this exactly who and what these antagonists represent, 
their base motive, and what they really expect to get for their cooperation if successful. 
http://www.chemcases.com/nuclear/nc-13.htm  
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 The Actual Numbers 
 
According to the EPA, Summer peak power capacity over the United States in 2006 (that’s 2 years ago) 
grew to about one terawatt. http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epa/epa_sum.html .  (I simplified the figure 
and rounded it up about 1%--see under “Capacity”). I have read other articles which are 4 times this 
figure (i.e. 4 terawatts ??) and yet others which are ½ this figure (so go figure), but we will take the 
environmentalists’ own numbers for now.  From what I’ve read so far, they don’t understand it, anyway. 
 
A terawatt is 1012 watts. It is a unit of power (as compared to watt-hours, which is a unit of energy, or 
work). It takes a billion KW to equal 1 TW. That equates to 1 million wind turbines of the 1MW size. To 
achieve its full capacity, each turbine must run at full tip velocity 24 hours/day, 365 days each year at 
peak capacity, without maintenance or any trouble, ave. 300 ft/sec tip velocity: No snow, no rain, no ice, 
no lack of wind, no inordinate weather, no kiddin.’ So when you read that a certain wind farm produces 
125 MW of power, that means, all of them running at their top speed. Now that said, there are designs for 
what is known as Maglev vertical tower turbines, which can produce (at their top power) 1 GW. That’s 

gigawatt, or 109 watts. So it would only require 
1000 of them to barely keep up with peak 
demands of 2006. Here’s a picture. They should 
blend nicely with our purple mountain majesty, 
don’t you think? And they only require 100 acres, 
apiece. To then give this country a power margin 
typical of any nation’s power requirements and 
CF, we would only need 2000 of them, running at 
50% CF. This, of course, will be discovered to be 
naïve in the extreme. However, the maglev 
turbine is a better design. 

 
These giants are logistically impractical in most cases, but they have “paper advantages.” (Looks great on 
paper). Now frankly, if I were Texas, I’d consider a dozen of these. 
 
Let me elaborate further on that: Even if we had 1000 times more wind turbines than 1 million 1 MW 
systems (the common size propeller), it would not help.  I’ll explain this in detail further down, but here’s 
just one reason why: There are only a relatively few places where wind turbines can pay for themselves, 
and 99% of those instances are local farms, ranches, and accessible but remote villages.  
 
The Sierra Club in my area has this information gathered on their own website. You might like to take a 
look: http://kansas.sierraclub.org/issues/WindpowerPosition.htm  . What is missing?  Their source 
documentation—as usual.  Now let me say this in defense of the truth—people who only trust those with 
the highest credentials are likewise going to get baloney when they expected steak. Ignore credentials 
when you are wanting to learn something, yourself. Some of our absolute worst experts are PhD’s of one 
stripe or another. Since when has an expert ever, in your memory, been ultimately right? So I encourage 
you to prove what you know and then stick to your guns, and don’t let anybody tell you, “the scientists 
are all in consensus.” Consensus is only important to politicians and to scientists who need government 
funding. Otherwise, consensus is not science. Consensus is voting. How many scientists “consent” to the 
3 laws of thermodynamics, for instance? Silly, you say? I rest my case. Laws don’t require consensus. 
Voting does. So when you hear the word consensus or “in agreement,” your antennas should go up. 
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Likewise with groups like Sierra Club. They make astounding claims and back it up with—absolutely 
NOTHING but “because we say so, that’s why.” If you cannot verify the claim, then they have no case. 
There are many papers written about this subject, and one most interesting is 
http://www.protecttheflinthills.org/information/Gray%20Co%20%20Wind%20Power%20Facts.pdf .  
 
The flint hills of Kansas probably center around Wichita, but the article is entitled “Wind Can Be a Fickle 
Resource.” There is also another article by the University of Missouri found here: 
http://extension.missouri.edu/xplor/agguides/agengin/g01981.htm . I take TOTAL exception to it. The 
subject regards the “average wind speed” (apparently when it does decide to blow). I thought the chart 
provided looked “typical Missouri Engineer,” at best to me. It’s a shame. It doesn’t tell an engineer a 
thing, and the reader must assume these are surface winds because obviously, MU doesn’t know the 
difference. One must take into consideration that the winds above 200-350 ft are quite a bit different from 
surface winds, and different areas are vastly different. Besides that, they take the Dept. of Commerce’s 
wind data as their own, which is a complete joke. Were you to properly chart the mean average prevailing 
wind at ground level through a 31 day month of 744 hours, you would not arrive at anything even close to 
10 mph. These students and their professors sound more like Sierra Club than scientists, and they aren’t 
going to be able to tell anybody much. My suggestion—you may as well listen to the Sierra Club. One 
accepted definition of an environmental activist around here is “loudmouth college dropout,” and the 
Sierra Club is full of them. Interestingly, many professors belong, too, which I think is appropriate. “Birds 
of a feather.” 
 
Just for the record, You cannot set up an anemometer and calculate the area under the curve, boys. That 
seems to be what they have done, but they didn’t bother to tell us how they arrived at their 
prognostications. Very suspiciously reminiscent of fraternity-based civil and uncivil engineering with 
girls till 11, and then study copies of the test the night before. Have a question? Look it up on your i-pod. 
“Engineering is only as hard as you make it.” 
 
The most common equation (and one which really impresses the freshmen) is this: power = 0.00502 x 
blade area x (wind speed)3. Oh, my! That means that the power increases with the cube of the wind speed. 
“Impressed I am.” But then we have many other factors involved, plus a cut-in and cut-out power 
generation window which does not allow this factor to just free-wheel. Nor do we have “power silos” 
where all the extra power goes until we need some more. So you see how we either store power in a lake 
via the water table, running pumps to store potential energy later on, or we store it in batteries. At present, 
there is no other practical energy storage. But when we store it in water, then we need conventional power 
dam installations, destroying the idea of “free power” forever. Or as Al Gore would say, “What are those 
doing here?” Do you suppose we could convince him that alternators are alternative energy sources? I 
think so. 
 
The Problem of Power Losses with Huge Air Turbines 
 
Transmission losses can be a problem to power engineers. On the average, medium- distance power 
transmission  takes place in 3-phase AC at 110KV or above.  By doubling the voltage you halve the 
current but you take the square root of the power losses, which is convenient.  Tesla knew this a hundred 
years ago. Big deal. 

60 miles seems to be a good maximum average distance for high power lines to run. Now it is impractical 
to make wind turbine generators put out anything even close to 1000 KVAC (and higher).  Three-phase is 
very easy to do, so if they intend to run this power line as a long-distance high tension line, they must first 
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build a power station very close by. This might consist of large power transformers. Trouble is, their 
output power is continuously varying and far from being a steady source. In most cases, you try to arrange 
it so that your wind farm sits close to the high power lines already in place. Luckily, the cost of long-
distance power transmission is relatively cheap this way, so the likelihood of New York City receiving 
power from Orem, Utah is very good at 2000KVA. Otherwise, the idea would be totally insane.  And yet, 
we have another problem, Houston. 

The overall plan is to “interconnect” wind farms across the United states, hoping to null out all natural 
variations of wind activity. When one wind farm is sitting idle, another wind is blowing somewhere else, 
we feel, well, maybe, you know—hopefully, like? Remember too that power rises by the cube of wind 
speed. But while this looks somewhat possible on paper, there are too many variables to count on it very 
much. In the first place, each wind turbine of the 1 MW or larger variety requires on average 65 acres in 
order that its turbulence doesn’t cut its neighbor’s wind. So 1000 MW turbines require 65,000 acres (How 
big is your town? That’s 101 square miles, folks). Because of the inherent danger involved, including 
windstorms, hurricanes, tornadoes, overcharging the grid, snow and ice storms, etc. Wind farms have to 
be very well isolated. What’s wrong with that, you ask? 

Connectivity is one problem. The cost of running high tension power lines to remote, 
rocky, inaccessible places can be completely prohibitive, economically speaking. Next, 
we don’t have enough information about wind yet, to chance believing that 
interconnectivity will null out all the wind-dead power farms. Next, the wind during the 
wintertime seems overall to be less than in the spring and fall in our hemisphere.  In other 
words, were we to interconnect the world’s power across the oceans, then yes, 
interconnect averaging would work on paper. Of course, it would also be impossible. 

Some believe that  the gigantic vertical maglev turbines are the answer, and they most certainly would 
work well in some instances, but instead of having lots of eggs in lots of baskets, you now have all your 
eggs in a few baskets, so the fickleness of wind becomes a gigantic unknown rather than just a very large 
unknown problem. Also, $52 million just for the hardware is approaching the cost of a medium nuclear 
power station which has no wind vagaries or maintenance nightmares, no CO2, no dreaded hydrocarbon 
exhaust emissions, and a capacity factor on the order of 90% or better.  

“Quick—grab your placards and demonstrate against them. It’s the principle of the thing, you know? 
That will be our official position, once people realize they are the new generation of breeder reactors and 
not dangerous any longer.” 

One million megawatt turbines (1MW), spinning at full power 24 
hours/day will generate all the power required in 2006 America. On 
the more practical side however, that equates to 5 million units 
assuming that all areas of the United states have the same constant 
wind as Altamont Pass, only at different times, precisely dovetailing 
into the lulls of each other’s downtimes—which of course is 
ridiculous (Altamont pass turbines have been down for repairs for 
several years, now).  Fans have an upper max 20% Capacity Factor 
(CF) when they are able to generate, due to wind variation, only. We 
don’t count the times the bearings fail. This itself is Cheshire Cat 

calculations, purposely ignoring vast months (actually 2 years now and counting) of idle down-time and 
regular maintenance both of the turbines and the surrounding forests, which have to be mowed and 
cleared. In other words—pure Mad Hatter nonsense in rose-colored glasses! Be hard-nosed and practical. 
Think—smart. It also ignores even worse consequences than this, but we’ll get to it all. For now, we’ll 
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continue with their inane theoretical 20% idealism and show their plan to be impossible because even 
with their own figures it’s still absurd to claim that America can replace all their conventional power 
plants with wind turbines. You want the proof? I’m going to give it to you. 
 
Meanwhile,  back at the ranch there is nothing wrong with thinking in terms of wind turbines. Ranches 
especially would profit by having them. They can store their own power in batteries. It is possible and 
practical in some instances to SUPPLEMENT our power grid, and wind turbines can be a very practical 
solution, not only for a large nation, but also for individuals, villages, and rural stateside and foreign 
communities who live in relative isolation. No question about it, I love the idea-- provided they have a 
reasonable wind supply down mountainous passes and draws which they can rely on much of the year. 
Even commercial installations with a lake and a dam where intermittent surges of wind power can be 
stored for a sink to draw from when the wind is stopped. Even to make wind power work as a source, they 
still have to have conventional electric generators, powered by something. Think, coal and natural gas.  
Do you see already how silly Al Gore’s global idea has already become? But for individuals it might be 
very workable. 
 
Now what about Al Gore’s total replacement of all power generating equipment in 10 years? There are 
about 3,794,083 square miles in the continental United States, total. From this total there’s about 256,644 
square miles of watershed, leaving a total of 3,537,438 square miles of dry land. 
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/epa/epa_sum.html . Practically ALL of that land is off-limits to 
Wind Farms simply because the overhead, insurance, and acreage cost would be far too expensive, for 
one simple thing. There are about 730,000 square miles of desert in the United States.  The US 
government owns over a million square miles of territory in the United States, including mountain ranges 
upon which wind turbines could be placed.  If 5 million wind turbines were mounted upon our purple 
mountain majesty and government-owned plains only, we would require over 5 windmills per square mile 
of the 1 MW capacity. That’s 1 windmill for every 128 acres. Now the bad news.  
 
Considering that Windmills have to be connected together with very heavy tubular conductors, 
synchronized with the line, and maintained in a cost-effective manner, it is required that they not only are 
placed in the windiest draws and passes, but also where they are close to main stations on the power grid, 
otherwise transmission losses and the expense of connecting them would far outweigh their usefulness.  
 
Another problem is more technical and it’s called Reactive and reflection losses. Surges can easily 
become harmonic and reflect back into the turbine’s generator, blowing it up. So to prevent reflective 
power disasters, special fuses and reactive capacitors, etc. have to be hung on line. However, these 
contribute to a steady drain of power. You don’t get something for nothing. 
 
Politics in Wind Power 
 
Intermittent power from unpredictable wind is always the biggest problem. Trouble is that only about 
20% of federally owned land is really suitable for a wind farm, and only about 20% of that is financially 
viable—meaning connectable in an economic way, to the power grid. That cuts the remaining acreage 
down to 5.12 acres/windmill, and that my friends  is about 7% of the needed acreage.  Bet you won’t hear 
about that for a long time to come! I guess you could call this an Algore-ism. You know—from the fellow 
who singlehandedly invented the Internet? They were so eternally grateful, that they named the algorithm 
after him. Or…not! 
 



�����

�

The truth is that in a physically small country like Germany or Denmark, the idea of grid supplementation 
works a little better (at least on paper), but in a huge nation like The United States in which just one of our 
states is physically larger than their entire nation,  we have an unresolvable problem. It consists of 
communication, transmission, connection, synchronization, access, maintainability, and right-of-way. 
Texas already is generating more wind power than Germany, who has been in the business a decade 
longer.  
 
Now Texas is one of those rare states who own their own power grid, and Texas has millions of acres of 
nothing much to put turbines on. By far, most states share their grid with the federales and that adds 
another bureaucratic layer of red tape to the problems. Everybody has to get their cut, you see. Still, 
Germany is now having serious problems with their windmills, as we’ll soon see. 
 

“The DNC (Democrat National Committee) has contracted with Vermont-based 
American Wind Energy Inc/Native Energy to offer delegates “Green challenge” 
carbon offsets to soften the environmental impact of convention travel (I realize 
this is hard to believe, but yes, it’s too true). That money they then invested in 
carbon-free “green” energy sources around the country, including a wind turbine 
installed this year by the Wray School District RD-2. But a Face The State 
investigation reveals the district’s turbine has never produced marketable energy 
due to massive equipment malfunctions. “The school district (The Wray Project) 
held a ribbon-cutting ceremony for the wind turbine February 15th. Officials soon 
discovered, however, that the turbine was incapable of producing its intended 
output. “We flipped it back off and on about 10 times since then,” said 
Superintendent Ron Howard. “It has run, it will run, but it won’t ramp itself up to 
full capacity.” (That’s the understatement of the century. It doesn’t work. The 
blame is going to a Canadian company who makes the power switches or 

something like that. That’s not the point, is it? Why wasn’t the system tested BEFORE it was installed? 
Perhaps the answer to that can be satisfied in three little letters…DNC. I wonder who the Canadian 
company is blaming?) 
 
Could you imagine that the Danes or the Germans build wind turbines that don’t even work? Do you 
realize how many times cheaper it is to buy a good one, than depend on flunkies who don’t even know 
enough about it to learn from those who have been doing it for 30 years, and are trying to make their first 
one? Yet, this is the kind of stuff the DNC invests in. Be afraid. Be really afraid. http://www.wind-
watch.org/news/2008/07/28/dnc-boondoggle-carbon-credits-fund-broken-turbine/   
 
Since multiple windmills cannot be put on or close to habitation, the only place left for wind farms are 
remote places (hopefully) that are not close to homes, towns, or cities, but very important, they must be 
installed where the wind is fairly constant and brisk, but also where they can be maintained regularly.   
 
Already you are hearing that this plan is to completely replace conventional power plants. This is 
impossible and dangerous, because there are relatively few places in the United States where wind farms 
would not pose a serious hazard or be economically viable. The proponents smile knowingly and tell you, 
“Not to worry. The United States and Canada intends to place many giant wind farms safely offshore, in 
the ocean!” Right. And of course from there, you have tens of thousands of miles of heavy cabling leaving 
hundreds of thousands of wind turbines mounted offshore, winding their way back to the mainland at the 
bottom of the ocean, with the technical bugs provided by people like America’s Wind Energy, Inc. They 
should call themselves Carbon Credits, Inc. But who cares? There’s no competition if they are all 
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Democrats and members of the Sierra Club.  So you naturally ask, well then, suppose we dispense with 
the small stuff and buy only the really large wind turbines? 
http://www.nativeenergy.com/pages/our_projects/14.php#wrayupdate  
 
“Wind blowing through Indian reservations in just four northern Great Plains 
states could support almost 200,000 megawatts of wind power,” Winona 
LaDuke told Indian Country Today in March 2005, “Tribal landholdings in the 
southwestern US…could generate enough power to eradicate all fossil fuel 
burning power plants in the US.” 
 
Well now, that sounds like I don’t know what I was talking about, doesn’t it?  
They could eradicate ALL fossil fuel burning plants in the entire United States, 
right? This is the kind of utterly ludicrous baloney and outright lying that gets 
this country into serious trouble!  

 
Winona LaDuke (born 1959) is a Native American activist, 
environmentalist, economist, and writer. In 1996 and 2000, she ran for election to the office of Vice 
President of the United States as the nominee of the United States Green Party, on the ticket headed by 
Ralph Nader. In the 2004 election, however, she endorsed one of Nader's opponents, Democratic 
candidate John Kerry.[1] She is currently the Executive Director of both Honor the Earth and White Earth 
Land Recovery Project. (Wikipedia) 
 
As you can see, this comment was not really about the truth, or about free energy, nor was it from a 
scientist who stood ready to back up his claims. It was delivered by a woman totally invested in the 
politics of the left, who just makes it all up as she goes along. She is apparently a believer of the maxim 
which says, “76.835% of all statistics are just made up on the spot.” So let’s see now if we can trust what 
LaDuke says, or not. Is she honest, or is she totally dishonest? Well, who cares, anyway? She is a member 
of the Sierra Club, so she only has to be sincere. 
http://www.indiancountry.com/content.cfm?id=1096417098  

The US Department of energy attributes 3600 square miles of land to both the great southwest Indian 
reservations and the Alaska reservations. The  Sioux reservation in the great Southwest is probably the 
largest. http://www.eere.energy.gov/tribalenergy/report_reservations.cfm  

The largest practical generator turbine on the great plains is probably the 1-3 MW size, averaging 250 feet 
tall with the rotor, but can get over 390 feet, depending on the surrounding terrain.  To provide the 
200,000 MW promised by LaDuke, the Indians would require 200,000 wind turbines running at full 
capacity, day and night with wind averaging 25 mph. That is, if they bought all Danish wind turbines, 
representing the ultimate in rotor efficiency. However, even Danish wind turbines overall have only about 
20% Capacity Factor in practice when they are not breaking down. That means the Indians will need 
1,000,000 wind turbines.  Now how much room will they require, Winona?  That’s 2.3 wind turbines per 
acre! Fine, but now where are you going to put the Indians? Each wind turbine is in each other’s 
turbulence, so only the first few of them will actually turn. Now we also attributed this 3600 square miles 
to just the continental reservations, whereas, much of this territory ascribed to Indian reservations by the 
US government is really in Alaska. The actual figures are so incredibly impossible that we’re going to 
need ten times that much room and a thousand times more generating capacity (for the math-deprived out 
there, including Winona, that’s 10,000 times more, and far more if you consider running the entire 
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continental electric grid on power from southwestern windmills. That’s because one site for all the power 
generation in the United States is technically impossible to do. 

My suggestion to Winona LaDuke is to take her money and invest in a little Indian souvenir shop. She 
could put her sales pitch to good use selling bracelets and turquoise to tourists. The Indians however, are 
surely wiser than this! I thought it was mainly the white man who could be slicked so easily. Is Winona 
scamming her own brethren? She needs to know her clientele better. Can’t you imagine the new Indian 
names, like Flaming Turbine? Wild Rotor? Beheaded eagle? 

Really Large Wind Turbines 

“ The tallest wind turbines in the U.S. so far have 
been installed in Texas — the Vestas V90 turbines 
are 345 feet high, and are rated at 3 megawatts 
each. They are part of the 63 megawatt Snyder 
Wind Project, a wind farm that’s just been 

installed in western Texas. 

“Texas is already home to Horse Hollow, the world’s largest wind farm (oh, really) with 421 wind 
turbines that generate a total capacity of 735 megawatts. (Again, that’s 147 MW in practice. Don’t let 
them trip you up. These things have a 20% CF, not a 100% CF, OK?) 

“The turbine towers at Snyder are so tall because wind conditions are best at that height — will produce 
energy sufficient to power more than 12,000 average Texas homes annually.” (This is all just theoretical) 
http://www.metaefficient.com/news/the-tallest-wind-turbines-in-the-us-installed-in-texas.html��

The world’s largest wind turbine of the conventional variety is now the Enercon E-
126. This turbine has a rotor diameter of 126 meters (413 feet). The E-126 is a 
more sophisticated version of the E-112, formerly the world’s largest wind turbine 
and rated at 6 megawatts. This new turbine is officially rated at 6 megawatts too, 
but will most likely produce 7+ megawatts (or 20 million kilowatt hours per year). 
That’s enough to power about 5,000 households of four in Europe. A quick US 
calculation would be 938 kwh per home per month, 12 months, that’s 11,256 kwh 
per year per house. That’s 1776 American homes on one wind turbine. 

These turbines’ rotors are (which vary by model) taller than the vast majority of 
windmills with their towers! The hub height is 528 ft. high , making the entire thing 
734.5 ft. tall. That’s half the height of the Empire State building!  Each one is 

advertised to provide enough electricity for 5000 European homes, or 1776 American homes. In other 
words, the average American home requires 3 times more electricity than the average European home 
does. There are 89,783,000 occupied American homes.  It would require 50,553 of the world’s largest 
windmills just to produce enough power for the average American home. That of course doesn’t take into 
consideration the vast commercial and industrial requirements of this nation, does it?  Some websites give 
the turbine rotor diameter as 320-380 ft. However, the factory changes include enlarging the rotor to 413 
ft. 

The chances of importing such a behemoth is curious to me, since the cost to ship it might halve again its 
price, and that fact that we would have to buy 50,553 x 5 of them just to power private dwellings across 
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the United States reliably under the Al Gore vision, will be totally absurd. However, with government 
grants, that may be exactly what we will do. Nobody is very “smart” when somebody is throwing free 
money around, and absurd is good. Perhaps Winona LaDuke would have an alternative plan. Her Indian 
reservation might throw in some free turquoise. Turquoise is rare in Germany, you know. She sits on the 
tribal council—a squaw councilmember (?) Hmm. At the same time, their reservation is going to change 
drastically. These things puree eagles and hawks and drive wildlife far away. But once PETA or enraged 
ranch owners get involved, we may find high-power rifle bullets in them (my guess).  

If you’d like to see how the largest wind towers presently in the United States compare to this picture, 
then do you notice that red line around the base of the tower? That’s about where the top of their hubs 
would reach. But this isn’t the world’s largest. Oh no. There is now yet a larger one planned. Maybe the 
Indians would prefer those, instead. You know- something that could scoop up children. 

The problem with giant propeller wind turbines should be dawning on you by now. Yes, we could mount 
them along the coastlines, but 253,000 of these turbines would cost more than 1000 times the national 
budget just to install, not to mention hooking them up. And since they would have to be mounted in a ring 
around the United States, many of them are going to get torn apart every year by weather, not to mention 
making great targets.  Does Germany have any idea what tornadoes, hurricanes, high winds, and spoiled 
children can do to their stuff? 

What Has Europe Learned About Wind Power, So Far? 

In Speigel Online, there is an article about how dangerous 
these Wind Turbines can be. In just one incident, we read, 
“It came without warning. A sudden gust of wind ripped 
the tip off of the rotor blade with a loud bang. The heavy, 
10-meter (32 foot) fragment spun through the air, and 
crashed into a field some 200 meters away.”  
 
I  

encourage you to read the entire article, but here’s 
one quote: “At the Allianz Technology Center 
(AZT) in Munich, the bits and pieces from wind 
turbine meltdowns are closely examined. "The force 
that comes to bear on the rotors is much greater than 
originally expected," says AZT evaluator Erwin 
Bauer. Wind speed is simply not consistent enough, 
he points out. "There are gusts and direction changes 
all the time," he says. (You don’t say!) 
http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,500902,00.html 
In other words, wind turbines are being whipsawed and hammered to pieces constantly, and the public is 
not being made aware of this real and present  danger, for fear there will be a grass-roots uprising against 
it before they are saddled with them and don’t have any more say-so in the matter. The Danes stopped 
building them for themselves altogether. Guess they just don’t appreciate free power. 
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“Even among insurers, who raced into the new market in the 1990s, wind power is now considered a risky 
sector. Industry giant Allianz was faced with around a thousand damage claims in 2006 alone. Jan 
Pohl, who works for Allianz in Munich, has calculated that on average ‘an operator has to expect damage 
to his facility every four years, not including malfunctions and uninsured breakdowns.’" (Speigel Online) 
 
This article is just a start from the Web site; windfarms. wordpress.com. Article: Dangers of Windfarms.   
 

“Ontario and most jurisdictions in North America seem 
unwilling to learn from the mistakes of others. It is very easy to 
build clean cost effective electrical systems but our governments 
keep on chasing the wind dream. The dream will turn out to be a 
nightmare for the system operators, the farmers who lease their 
land, the people living near the wind turbines and last but not 
least the ratepayers who will get hammered with ever rising 
hydro bills. The fields will end up as junk yards of rusting 
broken down turbines . The investors will come out on the good 
end because the wind industry is a tax scheme not an electrical 

system.” 
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Bird Kills By Wind Turbines 

The first study on the effects of the wind turbines in Altamont was 
published in 1992. 1169 of the total 7340 turbines were studied for a 
period of two years (1989-91), but the study was limited to endangered 
raptors, with other species only being recorded haphazardly. The study 
found that these 1169 turbines had killed 182 raptors, i.e. one bird per 13 
turbines per annum. That's 0.07 per turbine p.a. However, the number of 
all of the birds killed by the rotor blades is much higher. A study 
published by the U.S. National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) 

in August 2001 estimates that the roughly 15,000 wind turbines then operating in the U.S. kill around 
33,000 birds annually, i.e. some 2.2 birds per turbine/year, though this figure fluctuates greatly from one 
location to another.  http://www.alternet.org/story/15900/  

Let’s get this right, now—the turbines we had by the year 2001 killed about 33,000 birds/year. OK? And 
now Al Gore demands that America change over completely to alternative power sources, requiring 
literally hundreds of thousands more installations. Now let’s say that we capitulate and fall for his 
scheme. Another 100,000 units would multiply the bird kill from 33,000 birds/year to 253,000 
birds/year—if in fact the mathematical relationship remains one-to-one. It wouldn’t because there are a 
decreasing number of birds to kill each year, so we’ll do an exponentially decreasing function-- a 
percentage of the remaining bird population.  

Question: Wouldn’t that just about remove the entire bird population of the United States, eventually? Of 
course, I am not an ornithologist. I can barely spell that. But perhaps others who are concerned might 
elaborate on the consequences. I don’t think they are minor. “Who gives a darn about a few sparrows?” 
Hmm. Well, I—for one, do. But the species these things really major in are raptors—birds of prey, and of 
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course hawks and eagles are tops on their list. “Keeping our eagles bald” could be the new wind farm 
slogan. Or how about, “Wind farms are for the birds.” Naw! Somebody might take that the right way. 

Comparing Breeder Reactors to Windmills 

Early-on, a number of attempts to build breeder reactors failed and 
were closed down, either by environmentalists, politics, or incorrect 
building practices. But today, we have a new type of breeder reactor 
showing promise, called the GFR, or gas-cooled fast reactor which is 
able to utilize old spent rods, once they start it up with new 
plutonium. The new plants actually create new fuel. It’s why they are 
called “breeders.” 

The cost of totally installing a new generation nuclear power plant is 
about 4.5 billion at the very most in the most expensive conditions, 
and more like 2 billion or less. Britain is building a new generation of 
nuclear plants and believe the cost will be about 1.5 billion pounds. 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/business/7180539.stm . These will be a new type of reactor called a breeder 
reactor which are 100 times more efficient than the reactors we use today. http://www-
formal.stanford.edu/jmc/progress/nuclear-faq.html . In other words, all the baloney that Sierra Club 
throws at you against nuclear reactors is nonsense. Ignore them. They are going back 50-60 years. They 
cite Three Mile Island and Chernobyl—dangerous junk we would never build again. “Don’t buy a Ford—
remember all the breakdowns with the model T?” 

An average size nuclear plant of the type we have today might 
range between 1,000 and 3,000 MW. These are old plants 
though, and although quite reliable, should be updated or 
replaced. We can get 5 times that much power easily and 
safely. 

“The chairman of the Nuclear Energy Institute, Adm. Frank 
"Skip" Bowman, as reported in the Aug. 15 Washington Times 
that he estimated the United States needs to build and operate 
60 new nuclear plants within the next 10 years. The head of 
the Federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Dr. Nils Diaz, 

earlier this year estimated a current need for 100 more American nuclear units. 

“These estimates—so far out of line with Bush's "hope" that design of a few new nukes might start by 
2010—are necessary just to maintain Nuclear's current share of electric power in America, if electricity 
use grows during that period with infrastructure building, industrial revival, and population growth; and 
assuming some of the oldest operating nuclear plants may go out of service. 

“Since 2000, in the world as a whole, 22 new nuclear electric plants have been put on line. Some 25 
more are in construction phases now—and recently, nuclear power plants have been completed very 
rapidly in some Asian countries—but that includes none in the United States, and only three in 
European countries outside Russia. The overall global number is still very small, compared to the 6,000 
nuclear units which engineers have long known are needed, if the nations of the world are to have and use 
anything like the electricity per capita, per year, which is used in Western Europe, the United States, and 
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Japan (see James Muckerheide, "How To Build 6,000 Nuclear Plants by 2050," EIR, June 17, 2005).” 
http://www.larouchepub.com/other/2005/3235build_nukes_fast.html  

Making The Big Bucks 

There's nothing wrong with alternative energy sources, except that the energy from them costs about 100-
150% more than conventional sources and will always cost more than conventional sources.  Why? 
Because of down-time, maintenance costs, installation costs, expense of maintaining the areas around the 
wind or solar farms so that the efficiency stays maximized, and ultimately that rascally basic principle 
they define as the Capacity Factor. To put it briefly, it amounts to a very low return on all your effort. 
 
Paul Gipe at Wind-Works.org has an article named One-Million Megawatts of Wind Capacity For the 
USA. As a big proponent of Wind power, he sees this as a worthy goal.  
 
The present cost of electric energy from all usable sources across the US is given at this website: 
http://hypertextbook.com/facts/2006/CollinTam.shtml  The cost of wind power today is almost twice the 
cost of coal powered plants (that’s called 200%), but that will increase since government subsidies are 
generous and subtracted from the actual cost of wind power. 
http://bp3.blogger.com/_ezKFjbZAXiw/ReDJbb84D9I/AAAAAAAAAIs/PyfLdIAS22s/s1600-
h/wsj_kwh.png  The cost of wind power versus nuclear powered plants however, is quadrupled/kwhr. 
That’s called 400%.  

A nuclear power plant is tens of times cheaper and thousands of times safer per TWH than gigantic air 
turbines will ever be—even if we learn someday how to prevent them from burning up, blowing the grid, 
and folding in half under a high wind load, and blending our birds with the landscape. Breeder Reactors 
are so efficient and cheap to run that without government subsidy, they should be about 30-60 times 
cheaper than so-called “free” electric power from windmills which are funded directly by your tax load. 
How does that sound to you? Not good? Well then, give them a minute and they will figure out how to 
conceal what it is you are really paying. Our rates got raised, and not because of the price of oil, either. 

There’s nothing wrong with wind power, as long as we don’t decide to replace all safe, continual power 
plants with windmills!  I’m all for it. But goofy concepts like “balance” and “wisdom” may sound strange 
to radical demagogues of avaritia when free money is being doled out and certain opportunists see a 
chance to become as rich as Midas using YOUR money and GIM money—GIM. That’s Al Gore’s green 
loan company. Interestingly and appropriately, his partner’s last name is Blood. So David Blood and Al 
Gore finance it. By the way, if you Google GIM, you’ll get everything except Generation Investment 
Management. It’s typically a poor name as well  but then that too requires good judgment, doesn’t it? 
One could have Googled the acronym GIM first—before copyrighting it. 
http://blogs.wsj.com/environmentalcapital/2008/03/27/blood-and-gore-veeps-firm-to-spend-big-on-vc/  
(The Wall Street Journal). 
 
This is all planned under cover of darkness I suspect, so as long as we are kept in the dark until they’ve 
thrown all the right switches, they’ll have their way and we’ll have nothing to say about it. It will be too 
late. I used to wonder how the Supreme Court could have voted to take away property ownership rights 
from Americans when a big moneyed project like this one was deemed necessary. Now I think I’ve 
spotted a connection. There is definitely a connection  that seems to be choreographed behind the scenes, 
almost as if governments are promising to fund much of it with taxes called “carbon credits.” (And thank 
you so much for your naivety—one and all). 
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http://www.alternet.org/story/15900/  http://www.socialfunds.com/news/article.cgi/1568.html  
 
Al Gore already pays carbon credit taxes, so he would tell you. But those are “taxes” he levies on himself. 
(??)http://mpinkeyes.wordpress.com/2007/03/02/al-gore-pays-carbon-credits-to-himself/  
 
You cannot “pay” taxes to yourself so what is it really? They are actually investments into GIM 
(Generation Investment Management) for the purpose of making interest and hundreds of millions  (or 
actually billions) of dollars. Therefore, he “assesses himself” according to his extra carbon footprint (so 
he says, ahem). Actually, he is just reinvesting a portion of his own profits from GIM back into his own 
business since he has apparently decided that he couldn’t eat that much spaghetti and meatballs if he tried. 
He does however look as though he tried. (And he calls this a carbon tax? This is for the gullible and their 
consumption who are totally prepared to believe every word this man says). 
http://newsbusters.org/blogs/matthew-vadum/2008/04/01/media-ignores-al-gores-planned-global-
warming-profiteering  
 
Besides being totally unable to afford such a ridiculous project economically,  it will cost far more than all 
our total national budget multiplied by 10. Where could I possibly come up with that figure? Wait and 
see. It will also cost our purple mountain majesty, our fruited plain, our wild animals and birds, and it will 
create a totally uninsurable financial mess that will destroy property values and could possibly bankrupt 
the nation’s largest banks (that’s called another opinionated extrapolation, except I admit to them).  
 
Let’s not even think about that. Otherwise, you listen to investors like Al Gore and T. Boone Pickens, ex-
oil man with lots of gas now, whom I suspect saw an opportunity in government grants, matching funds, 
and readily available Green loans and political clout from Al Gore’s company, GIM. He would be Al’s 
latest hero I strongly suspect, with a southern accent to boot. 
 
Personally, I think someone should compete with Big Al. Perhaps another company whose acronym could 
be GEE-WHIZ. You know, Green Environmental Economics With Hydrogen Investments Zenith.  Gotta 
get that hydrogen in there. It looks good to investors. Hydrogen production looks expensive and can be 
very dangerous, so that should make it the coming thing. Green loans and Brown-outs. Sounds like a plan. 
 
One Way to Figure The Cost 
 
A Kittitas county project (2007) close to Yakima, Wa began as a 4,750 acres project (initially) for 65-69 
turbines, costing $250M. They were all excited! Why? That’s over 2.5 times the cost/watt that we were all 
told it would be. Add to that then the inevitable cost overruns, and you’ll probably be paying $5/watt, 
initially. They should recoup that in, say, 35-40 years, or so. Brilliant! These windmills are going to have 
a lower blade tip height off the ground of 390 feet. That’s a long drink of water, for sure for a 1.5 MW 
bird-killer. The average scatter of wind turbines can be figured as 67 acres/turbine (safety requirements to 
keep people from getting bombed with broken turbine blades, ice, lightning attractants, etc. as well as 
engineering requirements to prevent excess air turbulence). But the project escalated. Somebody said, 
“let’s triple it.” Somebody else said, “Let’s test our rifle scopes and see if we can knock them out!” 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m5CNK/is_2007_Sept_19/ai_n25012092  
 
Since reading about this initially, and thinking about what a good deal this is, they are now talking about 
adding another 150 turbines for an additional 225 MW (the empty public claim) of peak power during 
high winds. Correction: 45 actual MW or less. They somehow never mention the actual average 
expected power over the course of a year’s time, do they? Much less do you ever hear a projection of 15 
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years down the line unless whispered over margaritas. 
http://www.catenergy.com/pdf%20files/Kittitas%20Wind%20final.pdf  

 
Taking the original Kittias projected cost at an average cost of $52,632/acre with a 
windmill every 47 acres, and extrapolating that “wilderness acreage price” across the 
United States as acres per windmill, were you able to realize 1 MW/unit, it will cost the 
United States only 4.58 x1014 dollars (or 4.58 hundred trillion). But cheer up! Remember 

that is spread over 10 years, meaning it will only cost us 4.58 x 1013th dollars each year. How much is 
that? Why-- very affordable, according to Al Gore. It’s only 10 times our national budget, each year. 
Obviously then, we can all see how easily this is managed, right? But they will be quickly paid for, 
because power costs/KWH is going to double, (trust me on that) even with government subsidies!  
 
Yes, that’s right.  And governments are going to borrow their money from--- GUESS WHO?” Now ten 
times our national budget each year, times ten years amounts to… 100 times our entire national budget 
(anybody ever figure the interest on 5 hundred trillion dollars?). But the Kittias project is going to be 
cheap, compared to some of these areas they want to screw up, permanently! $53,000/acre is soon going 
to look like a real bargain, but I’m being sarcastic. I just can’t help it. It will probably only cost half that. 
 
Each year between now and 2018, our cost to meet Algore's visionary challenge is only going to be 
$458,000,000,000,000, at the very most. That's only a bare tad more than ten times the entire budget of 
the United States each�year, which is already in the red anyway, so who cares? When will it pay for itself? 
The answer is—never! It will become a huge liability, a danger, a tragedy of epic proportions. 
 
If anybody is wondering if Al Gore lost his mind, I would suggest that he probably hasn’t. Some say he’s 
a little dimwitted, or perhaps he just doesn’t know how to put this stuff down on paper. Or maybe, as Al 
would explain it, he’s just so far ahead of the curve that ordinary people like ourselves can’t keep up with 
him. Stated more succinctly—if we’re so smart why aren’t we rich like he is? Whatever the  reply I’d say 
“Ya got me there, Al. But then , you are relying on a consensus of scientific approval, otherwise 
understood as panting scientists expecting lots of government grants as a result of consenting with Al 
Gore and the DNC.  
 
The Joys of Nature’s Wind Farms 
 
Besides their deadly presence, wind farms produce a noise that’s hard to comprehend and even more 
dangerous to live close to. The beating of the blades have not only their own throbbing sounds, but beat 
harmonically together to create a cacophony of audible confusion that eventually blends the auditory 
system into an amalgam of stony dullness. Where’d all the animals go? My guess is—as far away from 
those things as they can get.  
 
“A STUDY of noise generated by wind farms has found they can cause significant health problems, 
including stress, anxiety and depression. The report on the study also highlights a possible link between 
low-frequency noise of the type transmitted by wind farms and a rare condition called vibroacoustic 
disease – a complex illness that can lead to epilepsy and cancer.” 
http://www.yorkshirepost.co.uk/news/Windfarm-noise-39harms-health39.1677804.jp  
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Now I especially enjoyed this article and the video which shows a wind farm and the noise it makes. It is 
absolutely horrendous! See if you want your portion of the fruited plain bastardized with these dangerous 
whipsaws. Enjoy the experience—it’s downright cosmic. Think, “Star Trek on goat’s milk,  pre-Scotty.”  
http://windfarms.wordpress.com/2008/05/13/wind-turbine-noise-suncor-wind-farm-ripley-ont/  
 
Here on the other hand is the sound of one wind turbine at Fenner Farm. It’s about as noisy as one hand 
clapping, according to the guy who recorded it. This isn’t a wind farm however. It’s also very small, and 
that wasn’t the question.  It is the multiple turbulence and low frequency beats making sub and super 
harmonics created by a vast array of turbines that’s the problem. Nobody is complaining about a single 
unit that some farmer may have purchased for his own use. I’d have one of those, myself. It’s the Al Gore 
philosophy that I object to—“If one is good, a million of them is a million times better.” 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JD0v9_zV2uk  
http://www.healthyhearing.com/hearing_library/article_content.asp?article_id=840  
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Summary (portion) 
 
“Data from a number of studies and individual cases document that in rolling terrain, disturbing 
symptoms of the Wind Turbine Syndrome occur up to 1.2 miles from the closest turbine. In long 
Appalachian valleys, with turbines on ridge-tops, disturbing symptoms occur up to 1.5 miles away. In 
New Zealand, which is more mountainous, disturbing symptoms occur up to 1.9 miles away. In New 
York State, with its mixed terrain, I recommend a setback of 1.5 miles (8000 ft.) between all industrial 
wind turbines and people’s homes or schools, hospitals, or similar institutions. This setback should be 
imposed immediately for turbines not yet built. The legislature might want to set up a panel of clinicians 
to review the data and medical information I refer to here, but until this happens, and as research 
continues, a moratorium on all wind turbine construction within 1.5 miles of homes would be 
appropriate.” 
http://www.savewesternny.org/docs/pierpont_testimony.html  
 
This doctor really lays it out on the line, and you will enjoy reading her inspired testimony. I would quote 
more , but it makes the case, all by itself. Three doctors are already studying this syndrome, Nina 
Pierpont, as well as one in England and another in Australia. All three doctors have documented the same 
set of symptoms in all.  

1. Sleep problems: noise or physical sensations of pulsation or pressure make it hard to go to sleep 
and cause frequent awakening.  

2. Headaches which are increased in frequency or severity. 
3. Dizziness, unsteadiness, and nausea. 
4. Exhaustion, anxiety, anger, irritability, and depression. 
5. Problems with concentration and learning. 
6. Tinnitus (ringing in the ears). 

“Another risk factor is a preexisting migraine disorder. Migraine is not just a bad headache; it’s a complex 
neurologic phenomenon which affects the visual, hearing, and balance systems, and can even affect motor 
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control and consciousness itself. Many people with migraine disorder have increased sensitivity to noise 
and to motion -- they get carsick as youngsters, and seasick, and very sick on carnival rides. Migraine-
associated vertigo (which is the spinning type of dizziness, often with nausea) is a described medical 
entity.” If you really want to see what happens to humans living near these “farms,” please go to this 
address: http://kirbymtn.blogspot.com/2006/03/wind-turbine-syndrome_12.html  

So the last thing we should ask ourselves about vast arrays of wind turbines is this: If it can affect the 
relatively unconscious senses of a human being this much, then what should we expect to see amongst 
livestock and wild animals whose sensitivities are 50 times greater? Why would these arrays not create 
disorientation and kill any bird? Why would they not scramble the senses of predators, confuse the escape 
of prey, and destroy the fauna and wildlife in any area? 

I think it is wise to be circumspect and stop taking people’s word for things that we know are going to 
make them billionaires, or “accepted politically correct company” of billionaires. Let’s use our own brains 
for a change and get smart. Let’s learn to ask some intelligent questions and not just stop there! I am tired 
of superficial answers to all the intelligent questions which are just passed off with, “Experts say that,” or  
“Scientists all agree.” No, they don’t!  

What we need to do is say,  

“Prove your claims FIRST. We are through listening to this ‘because we say so, that’s why’ reasoning.  
Let’s see those underlying studies. You show me yours, and I’ll show you mine, and ‘scientists agree 
that’ is not going to cut it with me.” Then if we decide to spend our money on it, we’ll put it to a vote, as 
long as we receive intelligent answers to our questions and honest, truly scientific replies which doesn’t 
duck and run from any legitimate objections. We now want answers, not allusions. The only “consensus” 
that’s going to impress us any longer is our own!  

But when we are confronted by the Sierra Club, or the Green Party, or “Wind Turbines Forever,” or the 
likes of Winona La Duke, or T. Boone Pickens, or Al Gore, then my suggestion is, “Just say no.” It’s 
either going to be complete honesty, or thumbs down, and a soft-spoken southern accent is no longer 
going to cut it. We are not stupid, uh, are we? 

Please remember the basics. Wind turbines are fine. Wind farms are not fine. Trust only facts, not 
politics or save-the-planet environmentalists who refuse to listen and get very angry when their claims are 
questioned. No real scientist ever said the best defense is a good offense. And ignore paper credentials. 

“The investors will come out on the good end because the wind industry is a tax scheme not an 
electrical system.” 

http://windfarms.wordpress.com/2007/08/24/the-dangers-of-wind-power/  

http://www.wind-watch.org/news/2007/08/24/the-dangers-of-wind-power/ 

People who are objective and willing to be corrected, recognize the truth when they hear it. 

Craig Brougher 

 


