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Good evening.  My name is Per Anderson.  I live in Moorhead and am a charter member 
of Moorhead’s “Capture the Wind” program.  I am a small CRP landowner in Tansem 
Township.  I have lived in Minnesota for over 40 years, a state with a high quality of life, 
including good governance.   
 
The Noble Flat Hill Windpark is the first large wind energy project to seek approval in 
Clay Country.  Two other projects are under development near Rollag.  Clay County 
faces an important moment, and I want to speak to good governance. 
 
In 2007, the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences published 
a scientific study of the environmental impacts of wind turbine projects.  The council was 
charged to do a comprehensive case study of four Mid-Atlantic States, to develop a 
framework for evaluating impacts and to identify research and development needs.  The 
study characterized the state of governmental regulation and planning in the US as 
“relatively immature” and found little coordinated planning, policy, and regulation at all 
jurisdictional levels. 
 
Minnesota fits this analysis—we are not where we need to be today with planning, 
policy, and regulation.  I want to speak to two concerns—1) the absence of robust citizen 
and community participation and 2) the absence of science-based regulation for turbine 
siting. 
 
The regulation problem is urgent, and Minnesota needs to take one of two steps.  I 
commend the step taken by the USFWS in 2003 when it created interim, precautionary 
guidelines for avoiding and minimizing wildlife impacts.  In 2007, it created the Wind 
Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee which includes key interest groups and which 
will address governance needs. 
 
In the same way, Minnesota needs to adopt stringent and precautionary interim 
guidelines for turbine siting with respect to human health and environmental protection.  
It needs to call upon the Department of Health to render an authoritative judgment about 
adverse human health effects attributed to conventional siting regulations, which 
Minnesota uses. 
 
A moratorium on project approval is another option.  But because we have precautionary 
siting standards such as those proposed by George Kamperman and Richard James, 
this option is unnecessary.  Above all, we need scientific study of wind turbine impacts 
and we need to build regulation on sound science. 
 
Major studies are underway on wildlife impacts.  To date, no systematic epidemiological 
field studies of human impacts have been done.  Yet, extensive anecdotal evidence of 
adverse health effects calls out for study.  Several authorities now agree.  I will say more 
later. 
 
The problem of citizen and community participation is also an urgent matter.  I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak publicly tonight.  But this meeting comes late.  
Minnesota, like other states, is using private initiative and investment to build a wind 
energy sector. 
 
Developers establish land leases through private contact.  Participants sign leases with 
confidentiality clauses.  Meetings are held at the discretion of the developer.  Townships 
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and county officials know what the developer chooses to disclose.  The general public is 
the last to know.  Public, participatory deliberation about important questions has no 
place in the formative stages. 
 
If my information is correct (it is not public), 350 towers are currently planned for 
construction in Clay County.  Plans for hundreds more could be on corporate drawing 
boards.  Agreed--we need wind turbines to address global warming.  And private capital 
may be the only way to get there. 
 
But citizens have questions like, how many shall we have in Clay County?  Where 
should they go?  What about visual impacts?  What about property values?  These are 
fair questions, and they need to be addressed at the local level—in county commission 
rooms, township halls, churches, farm yards. 
 
Consider visual impacts.  In its application, Noble Environmental Power (hereafter, NEP) 
tends to dismiss the question by observing that visual impacts are “subjective” and 
conditioned by several variables (5.4.2; 5.21).  NEP acknowledges the possibility that 
transmission lines and turbines will be visible from some vantage points within the 
Buffalo Ridge State Park and TNC’s Bluestem prairie.  And such a viewshed “may 
diminish the natural quality of those areas and the experience of those persons utilizing 
the areas.” 
 
NEP goes on: “While it may be true to some extent that the ability to see the turbines in 
the background intrudes upon the purity of the experience, the same can be said of 
other infrastructure such as distribution lines and telephone lines in the area.” 
 
Telephone lines are not moving, 400-foot structures.  Again, as citizens, we can ask: 
how many shall we have in Clay County?  Where should they go?  These are public 
questions of planning and zoning.  Minnesota needs regulation that allows citizens to 
debate such questions.  Market forces and private decision should not drive 
development alone. 
 
Minnesota law needs to cede some jurisdictional authority to the local level.  The people 
and communities who will live with these decisions have interests that need to be heard.  
More local authority is needed to support robust participation in decisions that will have 
major, lasting impacts.  Country and township government can serve. 
 
Planning and zoning needs to happen at the local level.  However, siting law and 
environmental protection need to stay with state and federal agencies, because they can 
deploy science-based oversight.  Minnesota law requires developers to address 18 
environmental impacts. 
 
In the case of Noble Flat Hill Windpark, input from the USFWS, MNDNR, TNC, and other 
parties caused the developer to move the project west of MN Highway 9, outside areas 
with rare and unique flora and fauna.  The interests of over 20 protected species have 
been taken into account and respected. 
 
I want to return now to turbine noise and adverse human health effects and the need for 
science-based siting.  The NEP application reflects the need for precautionary regulation 
while scientific study addresses critical questions.  If you look at the NEP website, you 
find information about noise and human health that is misleading or simply untrue. 
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It states that the noise problems of first-generation turbines are much improved and that 
turbines today at 750-1000 feet are “no noisier than a kitchen refrigerator or a 
moderately quiet room.”  In answer to the question whether low-frequency sound poses 
a risk to health, the website claims that “the medical community” says no. 
 
It goes on: “Currently, there are some 68,000 wind turbines in operation worldwide.   
Some of these turbines have been producing energy since the 1980s!  There is no 
medically-documented evidence of wind turbines having a negative effect on people’s 
health or well-being for any reason, including low-frequency sound or infrasound.”  This 
information comes from an industry paper, which claims that the absence of any ill 
effects proves the benign nature of this technology. 
 
NEP knows that these matters are more complex and uncertain and tacitly 
acknowledges this in the application (paragraph four of section 5.3.2) when it deals with 
the phenomenon of increased noise under certain stable nighttime conditions.  Most 
noise annoyance is reported at night, and the application indicates that on some nights, 
people outside the project “may” hear noise as well. 
 
It does not say how much or how often.  It does not talk about the impulsive, thumping or 
booming quality that people report and that has been studied by Frits van den Berg and 
others.  It does not say how far this sound travels at night.  And it does not say whether 
some people have trouble sleeping with this sound. 
 
NEP says little about noise annoyance and nothing about adverse health impacts 
because they do not seem to be environmental impacts of concern for the State of 
Minnesota at this time.   
 
In conclusion, I want to cite some authorities that are calling for attention to people who 
suffer in proximity to wind turbines (contrary to what they were told to expect) and who 
claim a variety of health symptoms, mostly complaints about chronic sleep deprivation.  
While there have been no definitive studies to date of adverse health effects, some 
credible voices in the scientific and medical community should compel the state to 
assess the safety of its L 50 50 dBA siting standards. 
 
One voice is the National Research Council report which examined one of Nina 
Pierpont’s first papers on what she now calls “wind turbine syndrome” and concluded: 
“More needs to be understood regarding the effects of low-frequency noise on humans” 
(159).  This report calls for setbacks of a “half mile or so”.  Per state law, NEP is 
proposing 700-foot minimums for this project.   
 
In response to the NRC, Nina Pierpont will soon release a peer-reviewed, book-length 
case series of ten families to advance her observations that low-frequency noise from 
wind turbine projects built since 2004 are causing a complex of symptoms in some 
people up to .9 miles.  She indentifies risk factors and proposes causal mechanisms in 
the body. 
 
Pierpont calls for scientific confirmation of her findings--more medical research.  Pierpont 
thinks that people should live at least 1.25 miles (or 2 km) away from turbines.  (She also 
embraces the precautionary sound limits proposal of Kamperman and James.) 
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In 2006, the French National Academy of Medicine released a study claiming that health 
effects of wind turbines have been “insufficiently assessed.”  As an interim standard, this 
report calls for 1.5 km (or 1 mile) setbacks from human populations. 
 
In 2007, the WHO issued night noise guidelines for Europe that are more stringent than 
standards proposed in 2000.  In 2007, the WHO recommends that populations should 
not be exposed to outside noise levels higher than 30 dBA—20 dBA lower than 
Minnesota law.  Above 30, a number of adverse health effects begin to appear. 
 
In 2007, WHO released another study indicating that chronic noise of 50 dBA and higher 
contributes to coronary heart disease.  Neither of these studies addressed wind turbines, 
but both reports claim sufficient evidence to establish a causal relationship between 
noise exposure and health effects. 
 
Finally, 2008 saw publication of the WINDFARMperception project in Holland, which 
seeks to measure and explain different experiences of turbines.  Among reported health 
effects, the study documents patterns of sleep disturbance and diabetes. 
 
These studies and reports do not establish that turbines produce adverse health effects 
for some people.  But they render false wind developer claims that wind turbines have 
proven to be safe.  There is evidence they are not safe for some people under certain 
conditions.  We need more study.  We need to determine safe siting in the absence of 
definitive knowledge. 
 
I urge the state to adopt precautionary standards while the medical community 
establishes why some people have bad experiences with turbine noise.  Such people 
are sometimes dismissed as people with bad attitudes or psychosomatic problems.  
Maybe, maybe not; in any case, they are suffering people. 
 
I urge the Public Utilities Commission to charge the Department of Health with the task 
of evaluating existing evidence of health risks and of supporting additional research.  
Meanwhile, we need interim siting standards that insure that no one is harmed. 
 
Minnesota is a great state with a great quality of life.  As with all major change, we have 
work to do to insure that wind turbines and wind energy development contribute to the 
well being of all.  Thank you for this opportunity to speak and for any response that NEP 
and PUC officials wish to offer. 
 
Per Anderson 
2727-29th Ave S 
Moorhead, MN 56560 
701-388-1030 
permanderson@gmail.com 
 
4 February 2009 


















































David Birkholz 


From: lbrorby [lbrorby@minnkota.com]


Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2009 9:09 AM


To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us


Subject: WS-08-1134


Page 1 of 1


2/26/2009


Dear Mr. Birkholz: 
  
I attended the Noble Flat Hill Windpark meeting held in Glyndon a couple weeks ago and would like to share a 
couple comments on the project.  While in general I don't necessarily have any concerns about the project I do 
have a couple questions about it.   
  
1.    My first question is whether or not the location of the project is in the best available wind area.  Has Noble 
Flat Hill Windpark I, LLC conducted adequate wind studies to determine whether or not this area has the best 
wind.  In other words, is the wind blowing more consistently a few miles away for better energy production.  One 
or two miles an hour wind speed could make the difference in wind production. 
  
2.    Who exactly are they selling the energy to.  I know for a fact that Minnkota Power based in Grand Forks 
North Dakota has not been contacted by this organization.  The representative from Noble Flat indicated that they 
were working on contracts for the output of the wind park.   
  
3.    What exactly is the projected net wind capacity of this wind park.  Is it 30%, 28%, 33%?  This information 
would be useful for other individuals who may want to consider installing a turbine.  While I understand that the 
information may be proprietary in nature, it should be made public.  If that information is not made public, how can 
one determine if the project is the best bang for the buck.   We all know that base load generation is by far more 
productive and economical and for every wind park that goes up, you still have to build baseload generation. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Lauren Brorby 













David Birkholz 


From: Natalie Herzog [nherzog@dgf.k12.mn.us]


Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2009 2:51 PM


To: david.birkholz@state.mn.us


Subject: WS-08-1134


Page 1 of 1


2/26/2009


Daniel and Natalie Herzog 
10050  57 th Avenue N 
Glyndon, MN 56547 
Moland Township Section 14 
  
  
Mr. Birkholz: 
  
   We feel the need to add to the written statement that was submitted to you from us, Daniel and Natalie Herzog, 
via mail. You can not and hopefully will not have to experience what we go through on a daily basis. This wind 
project is consuming our daily lives; every conversation somehow ends up with this as the topic.  
  
We were going through Noble’s Certificate of Need Application and felt the need for you to address some items 
they have documented: 
  
1.  Page 24 – Noble states under section 2.2.4 Timing - that 5 years of on site wind data has been compiled, we 
do not believe that to be the fact. Noble only recently      went before the Clay County Planning Commission 
asking for permission to put up wind velocity towers to measure wind speed. This was on Oct 21, 2008. This data 
can be seen at    www.co.clay.mn.us/Depts/PlanEnvi?AgMinPDF/102108PM.pdf  Once again their integrity and 
honesty should be in question. 
  
2.  Page 38 – Table 8 - Existing Daily Traffic Levels Within The Project Area – We live on County Road 91. There 
is no possible way that 90 vehicles drive by our home on a daily basis. Even during harvest time I find this number 
to be on the high side. The same goes for County Road 93, which would be 1 mile to the north of us. We find the 
number of vehicles stated in the chart to be incredibly high. In our 19 years of living in this area, we have never 
seen that amount of traffic on these roads. 
  
  
3. Page 40 – 8.9 Noise – Noble states that Typical baseline average day-night sound levels measured in A-
weighted decibels in the Project Area likely range from approximately 38 dB(A) to 48 dB(A).  The key word here is 
likely. Testing needs to be done in our location. This testing could have been done anywhere and at anytime. 
  
Also, after making a trip to Edgley, ND where there are 41 wind towers, we have to correct our previous statement 
on ½ mile to ¾ mile radius. Any distance closer than 1 mile is to close for comfort.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Daniel Herzog 
Natalie Herzog 








David Birkholz 


From: Dave Kahly [dkahly@multiband.us]


Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 10:55 AM


To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us


Subject: Comments on IP-6687/WS-08-1134; TL-08-988; and CN-08-951 


Page 1 of 1


2/26/2009


In the Matter of the Noble Flat Hill Windpark I, LLC (Applicant) Applications for a Large 
Wind Energy Conversion System (LWECS) Site Permit, a 230 kV High Voltage 
Transmission Line (HVTL) Route Permit and a Certificate of Need (CN) for the Noble Flat 
Hill Windpark I Project (Project) in Clay County.  


PUC Docket Numbers: IP-6687/WS-08-1134; TL-08-988; and CN-08-951  


Dear Mr. Birkholz; 


I am pleased to submit several comments on the transmission line for this project. I live at 1117 Parke Avenue 
South in Glyndon, MN 56547. I am an electrical engineer employed by Moorhead Public Service, a municipal 
utility. 


First, the EMF data submitted is obviously incorrect in either Table 4.5.1 or Table 4.5.2 of Appendix B of the 
filing because they show the exact same data for two different types of transmission structures. Based on the 
graphs of the magnetic fields, I suspect that Table 4.5.2 is the wrong data. 


Please give careful and due consideration to the line routes. I would agree with Noble that Option 1 route is more 
preferable over Option 2 as proposed. In fact, I would argue that Option 2 route is not properly analyzed as the 
best alternative to Route 1. It does not make sense to me to route the line into Glyndon and then near to the 
elementary school.  


Route 2 should rather go west a mile and a 1/2 mile while still a mile north of U.S. Hwy 10 and then proceed 
straight south. This would put the line in the same corridor as an existing Minnkota Power 69kV line. The lines 
could be put onto one single pole, double circuited structure. This would minimize the impact of the line. It passes 
far fewer residents and homesteads and the phases of the lines can be arranged to further minimize EMF fields. 


My additional comment is about FAA warning lights. With the great numbers of wind turbines being considered 
across the country, I would like the regulatory bodies to consider the necessity of warning lights on every tower in 
a wind farm. With the electronic advances in airplane's navigation equipment, I do not believe warning lights are 
warranted on every wind tower. I also expressly dislike the white strobe lights versus the red warning lights. I find 
the white strobe lights to be very distracting while driving. Perhaps there is a study on this subject that can be 
referred to for guidance in the decision making process on balancing safety and other factors. 


Sincerely, 


David C. Kahly, P.E. 


1117 Parke Ave S. 


Glyndon, MN 56547 


























Dear Mr. Birkholz 
 
We moved to the Glyndon area, 3 years ago to give our family a quiet peaceful 
life, focused on family and nature.  Our young children of 4, 6, and 9 are the most 
wonderful things in our lives.  We have an 18 acre lot with about 15 acres of 
natural wildlife and rustic woodland.  


The primary concern we have with the wind turbines is the lack of definitive 
evidence regarding health issues for residents, especially when mostly 
surrounded by them.  In general, we have the following concerns about the 
proposed project which all relate to the close proximity of the turbines to our 
property.  


Risk to Quality and Quality Well Water:  The water table in our property is very 
high.  Our water quality can easily be affected as well as our well and drainage. 


Turbine Noise:  At a 700’ setback some studies have shown the noise to exceed 
50db, Noble Power would have you believe differently. Some studies indicate that 
there is a link between turbine noise and some medical problems including 
sleeping disorders, headaches and anxiety among others.  A person in our family 
has partial hearing loss which causes her be in a more vulnerable group.  Many 
documented wind turbine noise complaints exist from people who live around 
them.   


Safety Issues:  The safety issues multiply including deteriorating road conditions 
of already rough roads, stray voltage, fire hazard and ice throws.  Putting a nearly 
400’ tower 700’ away from personal property seems to us to be irresponsible. 
Flickering is also another concern of ours. Many people around wind farm 
experience the flashing in their homes created by the blades which have a 
considerable effect on health.  Therefore we feel the setbacks should be far 
greater than 700’. 


Visual and natural Property Value:  Our property is residential in nature.  
Currently, property like ours is highly sought after because of its robust forest, 
rural setting and close proximity to town. It is a high likeness that our property 







value will be reduced considerably if a wind farm is erected all around our 
property. 


In light of these concerns and capitalized by the lack of legal rights as property 
owners, we are very troubled.  This project has a substantial potential for adverse 
affects to residents in close proximity.  And, any studies done in this area by 
Noble Energy are subject to bias in favor of their objectives. 


If this wind farm comes to life and any of these concerns become a reality, we 
have no recourse.  Wind Energy is supposed to be the next technology to help the 
United States, but I doubt the intension is to negatively impact the average 
homeowner.  Since evidence can be provided for both sides, we are asking you 
error on the side of caution and pause the project to research further in this 
project for the safety of our family and everyone else that may be affected by it. 


Thank you for listening. 


Regards, 


Mike and Pam Misialek 
10946 57th Ave N 
Glyndon, MN 56547 
701‐371‐9939 
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February 24, 2009 


 


 


Sent Via E-mail: david.birkholz@state.mn.us with WS-08-1134 in the subject line 


 


David Birkholz 


Minnesota Office of Energy Security 


85 7
th


 Place East, Suite 500 


St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 


 


Re: WS-08-1134 


 


Dear Mr. Birkholz: 


 


The following comments relate to Noble Flat Hill Windpark I, LLC’s (“Noble”) Site Permit 


Application for a Large Wind Energy Conversion System (LWECS) for the Noble Flat Hill 


Windpark I Project, and Noble’s Route Permit Application for a new 230 kV Transmission Line 


and Collection System including Substation, in Clay County, Minnesota.   


 


The first issue I want to address here is the lack of adequate notice. Notice was not given to 


residents in the greater area that may be potentially impacted by this large scale project.  I live in 


the proposed transmission line and substation area and my first notice of the project was from 


your office on January 28, 2009, which indicates the date of the public information meeting of 


February 4, 2008.  I recently learned of landowners in this area that were not notified.  


 


Noble, Clay County, and local township government could have mailed a notice to each rural 


resident of the county, with particular diligence to notifying each resident in the project area.   


 


Some of my neighbors saw an article in the Fargo Forum Newspaper on the day of the February 


4, 2009 public hearing.  I was told if it wasn’t for a gentleman in Detroit Lakes, Minnesota 


alerting a Forum Newspaper reporter to this event it may have gone unnoticed by the media.  


 


It should be noted in this rural area of Clay County the newspaper is mailed to Forum subscribers 


from Fargo, North Dakota, and is delivered by rural postal carrier in the mailbox along with 


regular mail.  


 


The dates Noble reported its “public outreach efforts” were mainly in the summer when many 


residents are away from their homes, and in the fall, when many residents, especially those with 


children, are very busy with school and extra curricular activities.  The time periods coincide 


with planting and harvesting in this rural community.   


 


Local townships have chosen to put legal notices in more obscure newspapers such as the 


Hawley Herald, while the State of Minnesota published a Notice of Public Information and 


Scoping Meeting with the erroneous meeting date of February 5, 2008 in the Fargo Forum. I 


believe it is burdensome for rural residents to have to subscribe to two or more newspapers in 


order to receive notice of public meetings when Noble, state, county, and township government 
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collectively have the resources to adequately inform the public.  Perhaps the scale and impact of 


the project should dictate the type of notice required rather than the minimum that is presently 


required by law. 


 


Another issue is the manner in which Noble met with certain landowners, specifically the farmer 


landowners and officers of townships (often one in the same) to obtain leases and rights of way 


for this large scale, multifaceted project.  I choose to bring this to your attention because of the 


past actions of Noble and other wind energy companies in other states, such as New York.  The 


manner in which Noble and the other wind energy companies go about the countryside in 


obtaining contracts is at a minimum questionable, and in my mind raises the possibility of illegal 


action.  Also, Noble’s financial situation should be closely scrutinized. 


 


In relation to the siting of the wind turbines, I am most concerned with their close proximity to 


the “scattered residences” as Noble characterizes the nearby homes in its report.  Likewise, the 


high voltage transmission line, Route 1, is close to “scattered residences” along State Highway 9 


South on both the east and west side of the highway.  


I acknowledge that green energy carries environmental costs, like the continued need for 


traditional, less clean energy when the wind is not blowing, and the miles of land needed for 


400-foot wind turbines and 150-foot transmission towers.   Prevention in the planning stages 


seems to be a better option than allowing the project to be built as proposed and dealing later 


with adverse impacts and complaints about noise, shadow flicker, safety and security.   


I have researched wind turbines for my own use and from what I know siting a wind turbine 


closer than one mile to an existing home is just asking for trouble.   


 
My home is situated about four miles downwind from the proposed turbines.  I have tinnitus 


(ringing in the ears) almost on a daily basis which is exacerbated by the commercial trucks 


driving north and south on State Highway 9.  The potential for noise pollution downwind from a 


wind generating facility will no doubt compound this ailment.  


Negative health effects have been identified with wind turbine noise. Please see The Acoustic 


Ecology Institute’s Special Report: Wind Turbine Noise Impacts, January 6, 2009.  I will not 


repeat the results of the studies or sources here as the report is available on line. Please see, 


http://www.AcousticEcology.org/srwind.html. Also, other landowners in the proposed wind 


turbine area may address this issue.  


I have additional concerns related to the environmental impacts of this project, not only on the 


land, but on the people and wildlife that live on the land.   


In particular, I would like to point out that representatives of the Nature Conservancy, and 


Buffalo River State Park, are naïve in stating they have no concerns as long as the project is sited 


to the west side of State Highway 9.   



http://www.acousticecology.org/srwind.html
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My property is on the east side of State Highway 9 South where I have an unobstructed view to 


the east and west. I have seen more wildlife in my backyard, front yard, and western farm land 


across the highway than I have ever seen on Nature Conservancy or Buffalo River State Park 


lands.  I have documented the presence of the Greater Prairie Chicken, Trumpeter Swan, Pelican, 


Bald Eagle, Snowy Owl, Great Horned Owl, Cooper’s, Northern Goss, Sharp-shin, Swainson, 


and Red-tail Hawk, Peregrine Falcon, a variety of Bats, Turkey, Pheasant,  Dove, Pigeon, and 


many Canadian Geese.  There are also shorebirds and many songbirds along this stretch of 


highway and adjacent farm lands.   


I am very concerned about the hazards associated with power poles, transformers, and miles of 


transmission line on humans and animals. Recently Drs. Simona Carrubba and Andrew Marino 


concluded,  


 


 …EMFs were consistently transduced by essentially all the animal and human  


subjects with the requisite statistical reliability. After the first concerns that man-made 


electromagnetic fields in the environment might be a hazard to public health were raised almost 


40 years ago (Becker, 1972; Adey, 1976), the main counter-argument was that the reported 


EMF-induced bioeffects were inconsistent, thereby indicating only the existence of 


inconspicuous experimental errors, not real biological processes. There never was any reliable 


evidence that the argument was true. Now, there is clear evidence the argument is false; 


magnetosensory evoked potentials elicited by EMFs can be detected in essentially every subject 


examined when the proper form of analysis is used (Carrubba et al., 2008).  The Effects of Low-


Frequency Environmental-Strength Electromagnetic Fields on Brain Electrical Activity: A 


Critical Review of the Literature, Electromagnetic Biology and Medicine, 27:83-101, 2008, 


Informa Healthcare, USA. 


Also, the negative environmental impacts of wind turbines and their associated facilities is 


another area that needs to be addressed because of the large amount of petroleum products each 


turbine uses.  I have seen statements to the effect that the project does not anticipate the release 


of emissions of hazardous air pollutants or volatile organic compounds.  I don’t think the captain 


of the Exxon Valdez oil tanker “anticipated” the release of 11,000,000 gallons of Alaska North 


Slope crude oil into Alaska’s Prince William Sound and along a path stretching 470 miles to the 


southwest. But it did happen.  


Public safety is a serious issue in the project because of its proposed rural location. There are no 


fire hydrants, no water tower, and only volunteer fire service.  Other issues besides fire are   


turbine icing, blade failure, power surge, and lightning, to just name a few.  


I believe this project will cause a reduction in property values and degrade the rural landscape.  


The wind turbines, power poles, and miles of transmission lines will be the new features in our 


view shed.  That is not why I bought land in the country.    


The claimed environmental benefits of wind energy are exaggerated because the facts show 


“wind farms” have significant adverse environmental, scenic, and property value impacts, while 







4 
 


producing few local economic benefits.  The so-called local economic benefits Noble touts in its 


literature and documents will be overwhelmed by the higher costs imposed on electric customers 


through their monthly bills.  


Like many citizens have discovered, tax avoidance and tax subsidies, not environmental and 


energy benefits are the primary motivations for building wind farms.  The real winners in this are 


“wind farm” owners and the landowners who lease their lands.  


A very important issue in this region is flooding, especially overland flooding from farm land.  I 


believe the proposed wind turbine site will add to this problem because of the need for access 


roads, and concrete pads.  It doesn’t take a hydrologist to figure out where the water will go.  


Noble provided some information about regional electrical service in its documents stating that 


their project is in the Otter Tail Power (a private company) service area.  It is not. The area is 


served by Red River Valley Cooperative Power Association (RRVCPA), a not-for-profit 


cooperative.  This cooperative and its wholesale power supplier, Minnkota Power Cooperative, 


have stated they are already well positioned to meet the renewable “25 by 25” mandate set forth 


by the state.  RRVCPA distributes a diverse supply of electricity generated from coal, wind, 


water and biomass. Wind energy comprises about 23% of Minnkota’s generation portfolio with 


more coming online later this year or early next year. In its Annual Meeting brochure, SPARKS, 


February/March 2009, the Chairman and CEO reported, “…Like anything else, the cost to install 


turbines is becoming increasingly more expensive and costly new transmission lines must be 


built to deliver this energy to where it is needed. Furthermore, wind turbines are not reliable 


baseload energy (the type that powers your home 24/7). They only generate their rated electrical 


capacity about 49% of the time, meaning firm energy must be purchased or generated elsewhere 


much of the time.” 


There are many alternatives to Noble’s project that would produce renewable, green energy, 


which includes but is not limited to: solar, biomass, vegetable based oil, hybrid vehicles, 


effective energy conservation, higher efficiency standards, and planting more trees.   


Another alternative is to wait for the CapX2020 project plans to be finalized for transmission 


lines and substations in this area.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


Kathleen Stradley 


3116 Highway 9 South 


Glyndon, MN 56547 


218.498.0376 


E-mail: katstradley@gmail.com 
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February 22, 2009 


 


Minnesota Energy Facility Permitting Scoping Officers 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
St. Paul, MN 55101‐2198 
 
Dear Public Employees: 
 
I am writing because I want the environmental impact study prepared for this project to 
recognize a number of things.  I live along Minnesota Highway 9 in a neighborhood consisting 
of over 40 residences.  Other residences have been built nearby in the past two years as we 
transition into a town. 


1st  The power line will endanger Prairie Chickens (Tympanuchus cupido).  It will endanger 
them as they fly from State and private lands where they breed to feeding grounds to the West 
where they especially favor soybean stubble.  They typically fly at the same elevation as the 
proposed power line. 


2nd  I regularly watch the sunset and sunrise.  I regularly watch the heavens since my second 
hobby, after bird watching, is astronomy.   I use this hobby in my teaching to point out and 
show students the challenge of modeling planetary movement. 


3rd  I enjoy the peace and quiet.  The State highway is not always busy and there are long 
uninterrupted periods of quiet that will be lost to the proposed power line.  Personal utility is 
subjective but does have significant market value.  I spend considerable time every day engaged 
in these opportunities at significant opportunity cost (I give up time that is otherwise spent 
earning wages and revenue from my consulting). 


4th  I object to a Federal government that has a deficit this year of over 1 trillion and a State 
government that has a biennial deficit of over 6 billion granting subsidies to a technology that 
has not proved to be efficient in other parts of the world where it is in use.  
(www.countryguardian.net/Whiteco2.pdf) This technology receives a Production Credit from 
the Federal government and it is exempt from State and local taxation in Minnesota.  Wind 
generated power is “variable, unpredictable and uncontrollable.”  European experience shows 
“conclusively” that it is “routinely disappointing”.  Danish and German utilities found an 18-
20% annual load factor and not the 30% assumed for Minnesota operations (the best case 
scenario).   


5th   Wind energy is 2-3 times as expensive as other methods of generating electricity and will 
increase the cost of a necessity adversely impacting the poor and income layers immediately 
above them.  The source cited above calls it the “most expensive” method of CO2 avoidance.   



http://www.countryguardian.net/Whiteco2.pdf
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6th  The transmission line will cross a State highway and a Federal highway with high traffic 
density.  Ice storms bring down the transmission grid and in this case will create a public safety 
hazard. 


7th  Wind factories will have to built all across the Dakotas and Minnesota to substantially 
reduce the hourly frequency when actual savings of CO2 from other fossil fuel plants could 
occur (Final Report—2006 Minnesota Wind Integration Study, Volume 1.  Prepared by Ener 
Nex Corporation, Knoxville, TN, November 30, 2006).  Numerous transmission lines will have 
to be constructed and no one knows the actual cost that could be inflated by litigation and 
other costs. 


8th  Existing utilities like NSP have paid “Wind Curtailment Payments” to wind factories 
already heavily subsidized by taxpayers when the grid is congested.  These additional costs are 
passed along to existing electric utility customers resulting in higher prices per kilowatt hour.  
This is like paying farmers to not produce with the difference that public subsidy is also adding 
farmers to the production base.  The “Integration Cost” ($ per MWH of wind energy) ranges 
from $2-3 for 15% wind; $2.5-4+ for 20% wind; and $3-4.5 for 25% wind) and this does not 
include wind curtailment payments.  Furthermore, the cost of wind generation to the power 
system reliability is subject to substantial inter-annual variability. 


9th  Given the goal of public policy to raise electricity prices to reduce the quantity demanded it 
seems more efficient to impose a tax.  The proceeds of the tax could go toward subsidizing 
carbon sequestration and storage projects.  See March 2009 issue of National Geographic 
Magazine, p. 81. 


10th The State and Federal governments could subsidize more efficient electronics in residential 
and commercial buildings and LED lighting in commercial buildings. 


11th The State and Federal governments could tax fuel inefficient cars and trucks heavily to 
improve automobile, light-truck, SUV, and over-the-road truck fuel efficiency.  Over-the-road 
trucks could be converted to natural gas to reduce our dependence on imported oil with its 
impact on our nation’s huge trade deficit. 


12th Noble wind factory is proposed to be constructed in the Red River Valley of the North.  
This is prime farmland and this project proposes to occupy 22,000 acres.  The opportunity cost 
of this location is the foregone production of wheat, soybeans, corn, and oilseeds.  Wheat grown 
here is wheat for human consumption (high protein hard red spring wheat and hard red amber 
durum wheat) and is regularly exported in large quantity when the dollar is favorable, meaning 
cheap to foreign buyers.  Our nation’s trade deficit has doubled during this past decade and 
wheat is an agricultural commodity, along with soybeans that is exported and hence reduces 
our trade deficit.   We borrow to finance our trade deficit and so taking wheat and soybeans out 
of production will increase US borrowing and indebtedness to countries like China, which is 
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still ruled by the Communist Party.  This is not a good legacy for our children and 
grandchildren. 


13th The Federal and State government could reduce our carbon footprint by subsidizing the 
cost of meeting strict “green building” standards.  They could subsidize the installation of 
electric generation units in buildings where large boilers produce heat.  This would create two 
valuable commodities from the same carbon footprint: heat and electricity. 


14th Currently the Energy and Environmental Research Center at the University of North 
Dakota has a contract from the US Department of Defense to research the feasibility of using 
soybean oil to fuel our Air Force.  This research could lead to a large processing facility to be 
built near Grand Forks, North Dakota that would produce soybean oil that it would ship to 
other Air Force bases.  The goal of this project is national defense by making the Air Force less 
dependent on imported oil.  This economic activity would have a much larger economic impact 
LOCALLY than the wind factory.  The latter has a negligible economic impact locally since the 
power will not be sold locally, there will be a minimal employment impact (after construction 
only 1 person per shift would be on hand at the factory), there will be no local tax revenue 
generated.  The local people will, however bear the costs of the subsidies through taxes and 
interest and higher utility prices. 


15th The local people will bear the cost if these wind factories prove to be uneconomic.  Electric 
utility ratepayers will get stuck with the bill if the wind factory cannot generate enough 
revenue through electric sales and subsidy to pay its costs.   


16th There are negative externalities.  Wind factories do not deserve to be designated green 
energy.  This is their marketing plan, but it is not true.  Wind factories produce negative 
externalities, or costs that members of the public bear.  They, their substations, and 
transmission lines produce considerable noise.  They contain huge quantities of oil, which can 
be spilled at a cost to the locals.  The transformers contain dangerous chemicals that with oil 
spills could pollute our ground and surface water.  They create a stroboscopic effect in the 
daytime and the nighttime as the blades intermittently block light and then don’t block light.  
They produce considerable light at nighttime when the stroboscopic effect is worse.  There are 
experts that believe the electrical and magnetic fields around them and large voltage 
transmission lines present numerous health problems to those exposed to them.  Children 
especially should not have high voltage lines running through their front yards.  Rural 
residents should not have to bear these costs when there are alternative ways of reducing the 
nation and State’s carbon footprint. 


17th  An alternative way of generating power is via photovoltaic power generation.  This 
technology could be subsidized by government should they feel the need to subsidize.  It could 
be installed on the rooftops of private and commercial buildings to aid in the reduction of 
electricity consumption. 
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18th Cellulosic biofuels for vehicles are a better alternative than electric cars.  Electric cars will 
increase electric demand, and given the unreliability of wind generation they will contribute to 
growth in fossil fuel electric generation.   


19th Larger tax credits could be offered to homeowners and owners of commercial buildings to 
purchase more energy efficient furnaces, air conditioners and appliances. 


20th Tax credits and/or subsidy could be used to increase food production nearby cities and 
urban areas.  This would reduce the carbon footprint of the current transportation system.  As 
shown in the March 2009 issue of National Geographic barges on rivers could with 
greenhouses grow tomatoes, cucumbers, lettuce, strawberries, peppers, melons and greens.  
These are called “carbon neutral hydroponic farms”. 


21th Tax credits and/or subsidy could be used to reduce the carbon footprint of the commercial 
airline industry and aviation in general.  Old aircraft could be retired and replaced with aircraft 
that have much more efficient engines.   


22nd Buildings could be insulated much better.  Buildings, not cars, produce the most CO2 in 
the US.  The State and/or Federal government could subsidize the manufacture of “structural 
insulated panels”.  This would have a much greater economic impact than subsidizing wind 
factories and would help restore the manufacturing and construction industries in the US. 


23rd Many corporations have already shown the way to reduce energy intensity and have cut 
CO2 emissions by 20 percent (see National Geographic issue previously cited.  These 
corporations include Dow, DuPont, and 3M).  The Federal government is already sending 
teams from the Department of Energy out to discover what the private sector has already done.  
The governments could support the experts from the private sector teaching others how this is 
done.   


24th The Federal and State governments could cooperate to build mass transit.  They could 
encourage the use of these systems by raising gasoline taxes to pay for them.  This would also 
reduce gasoline consumption. 


25th Our nation could reduce the amount of electricity transported over transmission lines.  For 
every kilowatt-hour of electricity used in homes, 2.2 kilowatt-hours are lost over transmission 
lines.  Our current economy is an energy hog and adding wind generation will only encourage 
the hog to grow larger. 


26th We could convert our lightbulbs to compact fluorescents and reduce CO2 from lighting by 
42.4 million tons a year, or 36 percent. 


27th If we turned off home computers when not in use, we would cut their CO2 impact by 8.3 
million tons a year, or 50 percent.   
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28th Finally, our State should plant trees, especially in and around urban areas.  Trees, 
according to the Arbor Day Foundation, lower ozone, particulates, NO2, SO2, and CO2 
between April and the end of October.  Trees also lower heating and cooling costs. 













Noble Flat Hill Wind Park I 
Large Wind Energy Conversion System 
230 kV High Voltage Transmission Line 
 
Public Information and Scoping Meeting 
City of Glyndon, Clay County, Minnesota. 
 
Wednesday, February 4, 2009 
 
Summary of Public Comments 
 
1) Dr. Anderson: Dr. Anderson is concerned as to whether we are dealing with all the 


issues related to wind energy. Seems that private money is being used to develop 
wind energy projects as opposed to government money/projects. Who is or should be 
responsible for governing wind energy projects? Is the County going to be involved 
in the planning and zoning of wind projects? 


a. How many wind towers should be built in Clay County? (visual impacts) 
b. Suggests that the State look at data from adverse health affects from people 


living in close proximity to wind towers. 
i. World Health Organization is currently studying impacts of living near 


wind towers. 
ii. Should there be greater set backs? 


c. The Public Utilities Commission (PUC) should empower the Minnesota 
Department of Health to look at the health affects of wind towers. 


 
2) Mr. Stradley: Need to consider the opportunity cost of wind power in Clay County in 


terms of agricultural production lost; fuel production lost. Will the project tie into 
MinnKota projects? Maps presented in project applications were not clear and 
difficult to interpret. How will the EIS deal with negative issues associated with the 
project? 


a. Health 
b. Visual 
c. Habitat 
d. Threatened and Endangered Species 
 


Questions include: 
• Where will the power generated be used? 
• Can new transmission lines be avoided? 
• Will market values of homes be impacted? 
• What are the alternative transmission routes? 
• What are the health affects of power lines and wind towers? 


 
3) Wes Nickelson: Spring Prairie Township –  


a. What are the impacts associated with the access roads to the towers? 
b. How will project deal with road damage to County or Township Roads as a 


result of transporting the turbines to the project site? 
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c. What happens to the site in the event that Noble sells the project? Is there 
protection for the land owners? 


d. Suggests that bonding or escrow protection should be required for items such 
as roads, flooding or land owners. 


e. Is a conditional use permit required? 
 


4) Keith Harriger (lives along Hwy 9; he has small children):  
a. Concerned with transmission lines going directly over his house.  
b. How often do lines get serviced? 
c. How loud are the power lines? 
d. What are the health impacts? 
e. Concerned about visual impacts. 
 


5) Is the project going to go through no matter what or could it be stopped? Is it a done 
deal? 


 
6) Brad Kalsbeck: Concerned with what happens when wind farm are not in favor as 


alternative energy? 
a. What would happen if there were no government subsidies to aid wind farms? 
b. What happens if wind turbines break down (where would energy come from)? 
c. What alternatives are being considered to the project (such as coal fired power 


plants)? 
 


7) Homeowner in the project area is concerned about project. Does not own farm land 
and has not been approached about the project. Do people leasing land to the project 
get monetary benefits? 


 
8) Ron Hennanh: Do noise statues determine the set backs if you are a leased property 


owner in the project? Are there additional required setbacks?  
a. Suggested that Wisconsin has stricter setbacks (35 DB within 100 ft of house) 


and that Minnesota should examine increased set backs. 
 


9) What experience does project proposer/project manager have building wind farms 
across the county? Is there information available for other projects constructed by 
Noble in other States? 


 
10) Dr. Anderson: Setbacks in Minnesota are based on protecting wind rights but are not 


based on health impacts. Are the current set-back distances adequate to protect 
health? The FWS requires five mile set backs from prairie chicken habitat. 


 
11) Turbines used in projects appear to be getting larger. Proposed turbines are 1.5 MW 


compared to the ones in Moorhead that are 0.75 MW. What are the differences with 
larger turbines? Stated that 45% of homes near turbines from another project 
complained of noise. 
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12) Does wind power need to be backed up with other power sources, such as coal fired 


power plants? Are wind turbines reliable? What happens if turbines stop? 
 
13) Lauren Roach:  


a. Is there data on average wind speeds in the area? 
b. What is the net capacity for the project? 
c. Who does Noble sell the energy to? 
 


14) Dave Kaley: Has Noble submitted transmission rates to MISO? Is project in the 
MISO queue?  


 
15) Keri Myhre: 


a. How many towers will there be in Clay County? 
b. How far apart will they be? 
c. How tall are they? 
d. Are they fenced? 
e. Can they tip over? 
f. Will property owners be paid? 
 


16) What is the decommissioning process for the project? Does all of the concrete get 
removed? 


 
17) Can the land adjacent to the turbines be farmed or used for livestock? What are the 


maintenance requirements to avoid impacts to farming activities? Can the collection 
lines go under ground? 


 
18) Stated that there will be an operations center in the project area. Does Noble bring in 


outside contractors/crews to conduct local work or do they hire local 
contractors/workers? Are local workers hired to run operations center? 


 
19) Tim Magneson (Clay County Planning and Zoning): What is the tax on the project? Is 


it a production tax (based on the production of electricity)? Where does the tax money 
go?  


 
20) Why did Noble choose Clay County/Glyndon area for the proposed project? Why are 


there 134 turbines? Could the number of turbines get reduced? 
 
21) What are the impacts of concrete foundations on soils? The loads need to balanced 


within the soils. Are there going to be impacts to soils or homes in the surrounding 
area from loads produced by foundations that would move the soils? 


 
22) Tim Magneson (Clay County Planning and Zoning): What determines the height of 


the turbines? The permit says the hub height will be between 80 and 100 meters. 
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23) Gentleman stated that if Northern States Power had not come through Glyndon then 
would there be power here in Glyndon? Would we all still be using candles? Stated 
that he thought wind projects are a good alternative energy. 


 
24) City Clerk in Glyndon: Where will follow up meetings be held? Will they be local?  
 
25) For the transmission line, what are the poles made of (wood, steel, etc)? How do they 


look? 
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