David L Roseman, MD
4629 N Ridge Road
Mears, Ml 49436
(231) 873-7176
DLR@eolas.com

June 2, 2010

Oceana County Planning Commission
Attn: Chairman Jean Pease

Re: Response to the May 4, 2010 letter from Scandia
Dear Chairman Pease:

This is a response to Scandia’s reply to my questions raised by the Oceana County
Planning Commission. An electronic version of this letter, and much additional
information, is at http://lakemichiganpower.org .

Summary

Mr Stanley Pruss, Chairman of the GLOW Commission, is quoted as saying said the
Scandia Wind proposal is in the "wrong place at the wrong time." ' | would add that it
is made by the wrong people, using the wrong technology, for the wrong motives.
Scandia’s response strongly reinforces those statements.

Scandia says that those who opposed their proposal are
" Detractors -- a vocal, often well-heeled minority that seeks the status quo and
cannot accept the change in the view"

This is simply not true. The opponents are a wide variety of people who have deep
feelings about the many values of the Great Lakes. Lake Michigan is much more that
just a "viewshed." Most opponents are not "well-heeled." On the other hand, Scandia is
purely profit-driven, seeking US funding that will largely be diverted overseas. They
have no motive or incentive to develop local, State or US jobs

Scandia is a shell of an organization. The single American partner appears to be
operating from his home in Minnesota. The five Norwegian partners appear not to have
built a single turbine. We are targets of opportunity. They are hoping to capitalize on
our natural resources and our temporarily struggling economy.

They are proposing technology that will probably be outdated before one turbine could
be installed. Specifically, mid-Lake floating platforms are evolving rapidly, and would
avoid most of the problems that would be caused by the brute-force, bottom-sitting
supports.

The Scandia proposal has brought some good. Our community has been awakened to
the potential problems of nearshore windfarms. Also, a large grassroots effort has
formed that has the possibility of strengthening our community in many ways.



Implementing Scandia’s wind plant would almost certainly cause much more harm than
good to Lake Michigan and our area. Support for this position follows. Indented,
italicized quotes are from Scandia’s response.

Wrong place

Ludington Pumped Storage (LPS)
Proximity to the Ludington Pumped Storage is stated as a major reason for selecting the
proposed location. Scandia asserts that:

"Aegir | will be connected to the grid via the same substation currently used by the
LPS, therefore no bottlenecks will ever form between the two plants."

But they then say:

"No arrangements have been made with Consumers Energy regarding the sale of
power to charge the LPS. It is too early in the process to hold such discussions, but
these discussions will be initiated after necessary permits have been issued."

What? They do not have even a preliminary understanding with Consumers? They
would obtain a permit, then learn that there is no place to make the connection?
Consumers probably will have production by other windfarms long before Aegir could
be built. Does Scandia even know if there is any excess capacity in the LPS or grid?
They seem to address this with:

"The level of excess capacity that may exist at anytime for the LPS is related
to the level to which Michigan’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) is met.
Increases from the current requirement of 10% renewable energy generation
by 2015 are being discussed in political circles. Can renewable energy
generation keep pace with overall demand in order to reach a 10% (or higher)
RPS?"

| need a translation. Does this mean that they think that Consumers or consumers
would be forced to buy their power? As | understand it, power is sold to the grid based
on price per KWH. Even with heavy government subsidies, it will be difficult for the
present generation of offshore turbines to compete in this market. With the Country’s
burgeoning deficit, and struggling economy, it is likely there will be a decreasing interest
in subsidies of any kind.

Europe is used as a shining example of the value of wind power. Europe does not have
our other natural resources, and the global economy is now threatened because of
Europe’s mistakes. For example Spain's green initiative, which has served as a model
for the US to emulate, reportedly has failed completely."

Western Michigan’'s economy is very dependent on tourism, and on vacation and
retirement real estate and construction. Temporary interest by those who come to see
the spectacle of a bunch of windmills won't replace those who are attracted here for our
natural resources and beauty.



In response to my question about proximity to shore, Mr Warner cites Middelgrunden
Offshore Wind Farm, Copenhagen, Denmark." A visit to that website shows pictures of
heavy industry on the shoreline.” This is a ridiculous comparison. It is further
compounded by:

" There are communities (Copenhagen, Denmark, for example) that embrace the
marketing moment provided by a proximate wind farm — establishing it as an
attraction with tours and prominent placement in its tourism communication."

Shipping lanes
The proposed windfarm obstructs two shipping lanes. How could this have happened?
See Appendix A for details.

Wrong time

Mr. Pruss’ "wrong time" comment probably referred to the uncertainties in the permitting
process. The present law did not anticipate the possibility of offshore industrialization.
Scandia says:

" It may be interpreted that approval of local units is necessary for
agreements involving riparian or littoral property contiguous to their
jurisdictions. However, there is some question as to whether this applies to
bottomlands four miles offshore.”

I have read the pertinent parts of the present permitting process, and see no mention of
an offshore distance. A strong argument can be made that the present law would give a
virtual veto power to local governments. Some are trying to pass legislation that would
completely transfer the power from local governments to the State, but this is very
problematic. It would be very unfortunate for local governments to forfeit their rights to a
small group of politically-appointed State officials.

The law needs to be clarified and modernized. Issuing a permit under present law would
probably lead to costly and unnecessary legal disputes.

Wrong people

As anticipated, the CEO of Scandia has no experience that would prepare him for this
major undertaking. His background is in insurance and securities. He has been working
from his home, but now intends to open an office in Muskegon. It is amazing that
someone with this complete lack of credentials has caused so much turmoil.

It appears that neither Scandia nor Havgul would intend to actually build and operate
the facility. Why would the State issue a permit to someone other than the actual
developer?

I am reminded of the scene in which Toto opens the curtain as the Wizard is saying "I
am the great and powerful Wizard of Oz."

Wrong technology




It is extremely unlikely that the proposed wind turbines will be state-of-the-art, or even
viable, over the next 20 years. With the emphasis on clean power, and the ingenuity of
US and other inventors, better technology should come rapidly. One promising wind
technology is the use of floating platforms.

Floating platforms

Floating platforms would allow turbines to be located far offshore, and would address
many of the problems posed by the Scandia project. Potentially, they would use less
material, would be easier to deploy and repair, and easier to decommission. Scandia
says:

" The only test site in operation in the world is located in Norway, and was
built at a cost approximately 10 times higher than fixed foundations.
Furthermore, the platform technology today cannot support the large turbines
designed for offshore wind energy production."

They are either uninformed, or misleading.

A company named Blue H has developed and deployed a large scale prototype in Puglia
in Southern Italy. They are presently constructing the first commercially operating wind
energy converter to be installed at the Tricase site, to be followed shortly thereafter by
25 more units. They state that this "...is likely to be the first offshore deepwater wind farm
park in the world. The Tricase offshore wind farm will have an installed capacity of 92
MW enough to cover the needs of more than 75,000 households." ¥

Sway, a Norwegian company, plans to deploy a 10 MW floating turbine in 2011. ' Note
that 20MW is the size of the largest turbines proposed by Scandia.

Principle Power has a technology named WindFloat"
also plan to support 10 MW turbines.

that appears to be maturing. They

MIT has been developing floating platform technology.™ * ** It is likely that other major
educational institutions, inventors and entrepreneurs are or will join the quest.

It is no surprise that a prototype plant is expensive. This is inevitable. Costs will fall
dramatically as the technology evolves. The fact that floating technology is in it's infancy
offers great Michigan opportunities. We have world-class engineering, manufacturing
and construction talent, and world-class universities. The first step in job creation should
be to use our home talent.

Fixed foundations

xii Xiii

turbines could be SINKING due to design flaws.
"The problem could cost £50 million, said Renewables UK, the industry body that
represents wind farm developers. It says that almost all of the 336 offshore turbines that
have been erected could be affected as these were built to European standards now in
question." "

Turbine vs platform lifespan: decommissioning




". It is important to remember that the changes brought about by the Aegir
Project would not be permanent — the technical life of a turbine is approximately
25 years, and the proposed bottomland lease term is 25 years."

At the Scottville meeting, | understood Mr Dirdal to say that the platforms would have a
life expectancy of 200 years. What happens after 25 years? The generators are
removed? The millions of tons of concrete in the bases would be removed and disposed
of? This decommissioning cost would need to be funded before construction.
Presumably, this requires a bond, using approved bonding agencies. We must be sure
that the company cannot simply walk away from their mess.™

With floating technology, the turbines could be brought to a harbor and repaired,
deconstructed or decommissioned. It is likely that there would be much less material to
recycle or hide. This would appear to be a major advantage over fixed platforms.

Other technologies
There are rapid advances taking place in solar, fuel cell, small nuclear plants, clean coal,
biomass, etc. Most of these are not nearly as intrusive as offshore wind turbines.

Wrong Motives

Two good things have come from the Scandia proposal
1. We have been awakened to the fact that the Great Lakes are at risk of being
exploited in an unprecedented way. Few, if any, of us were familiar with the
GLOW Commission or the major push for wind turbines in the Lakes. Given the
political pressure for wind power, we need to be knowledgeable about the
potential benefits and problems.

2. An extraordinary group has formed to oppose irresponsible industrialization of an
irreplaceable natural resource. Mr. Warner characterizes this group as

" Detractors -- a vocal, often well-heeled minority that seeks the status quo and
cannot accept the change in the view"

This is wrong. The opponents of Scandia are a broad cross-section of people
whose common denominator is a deep respect for, and love of, Lake Michigan.
They formed a true grass-roots group that has been extremely effective. The fact
that Scandia chose to belittle them is an indication of Scandia’s desperation.

This group includes people with a very broad set of backgrounds, interests and
skills. | predict that it will be a force for the good of our community that extends
far beyond the immediate issue.

While Mr Warner impugns the motives of the opponents, his motives are completely
clear. He and his partners are hoping to extract as much money as possible from the
US government and US energy users. They have absolutely no incentive or reason to
develop local jobs or to help Michigan's economy. They are businessmen with no
connection to Michigan and little connection to the US. While demeaning "well-heeled"”
neighbors, their sole purpose is to obtain permits for turbines, and to make as much
money as possible in the process. While they talk of US jobs, their sole incentive is to
obtain a permit and sell it for a profit.



Where would the money come from, and where would it go? The money comes from
the US Treasury, in the form of incentives, grants, loan guarantees, generous
depreciations, etc. It will also come in the form of much higher energy costs. Given the
largely foreign composition of Scandia, they are planning to transfer as much money as
possible outside of the US. This is not surprising, since it is reported that about 80% of
US wind energy money has gone offshore. *"'

They say
" The fact that a company such as General Electric is dramatically expanding its
investment in manufacturing (including offshore wind) is a testament to the
growth potential of the industry."

This is an interesting example, given that GE has announced that it’s latest turbine
plants will be built in four European nations. ™"

It is insulting that Scandia chooses to demonize the residents and property owners of
our County, while portraying themselves as the saviors of our State.

Other issues
Visual impact

" The images were shot with a Nikon D2x digital camera using a 35mm lens.
This combination of camera and lens is equal to a 52.5mm lens on a 35mm
film camera. The horizontal angle is 38.2 degrees and the vertical angle is
25.4 degrees. The methodology used for the visualizations has been tested
and verified on thousands of projects since 1996. The turbine sizes have not
been minimized."

| agree that these are reasonable values for the angles of view. | am working with
others to get independent renderings, and will report on this when the information
becomes available.

"Recent press report concerning the offshore wind farm proposal off Cape
Cod, MA have stated that, from a distance of 5 %2 miles, the turbines would
appear to be about %2 inch tall."

This statement is meaningless.
I have spent many weeks developing a software tool to accurately portray the view
of proposed turbines from any location. This is not done, but will be made available

at http://lakemichiganpower.org. More information is in Appendix B.

The environment
This is a very complex group of issues that will require careful study.

Tourism and residential construction

In many ways, these are the lifeblood of our community. There are already
anecdotes indicating that the Scandia proposal has caused failed real estate sales,
cancelled building projects and inability to finance property purchases.




Jobs
What is the probability of

"...3,000-6,000 jobs in the manufacturing supply chain and construction) and
its capacity to provide such an opportunity during a time high unemployment
and a considerable percentage of its citizens subsisting on public
assistance.”

Scandia is asking us to make a very bad bet, to risk our natural resources, tourism and
home construction jobs for the highly unlikely prospect of substantial jobs. | believe that
Scandia’s proposal will be rejected. Future permit applicants should take a major share
of the risk. For example, profits should be placed in escrow pending delivery of real
jobs. This would provide them an incentive to actually help the local economy.

There are many topics that | have not addressed. The environmental issues alone
should block such nearshore projects. Having spent several months trying to
understand the issues, | believe that there are overwhelming reasons to reject the
Scandia proposal.

Sincerely,

David Roseman
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Appendix A. Shipping Lanes

The footprint for the proposed Aegir project obstructs two shipping lanes. The
GLOW Final Report, and, apparently, Scandia, used erroneous data for the location of
Lake Michigan shipping lanes. This error was pointed out early in 2010, but has only
been confirmed within the past few weeks. The GLOW commission recommended a
one-mile buffer around shipping lanes. Figure 1 shows the actual shipping lanes, using
data supplied by the DNRE. It shows the latest location of the proposed turbines, using
data supplied by Scandia. Figure 2 adds a 1 mile buffer for each lane. Note that 54 of
the 100 turbines are within one mile of a shipping lane.

How could this happen? GLOW used a proper and conventional mapping process to
develop layers of data. These layers were then used to determine criteria for siting
potential windfarm locations. GLOW did not release the sources of their mapping data.
After months of requests, | was finally told that they had used shipping lane data from a
group hamed NORTAD. They have tacitly admitted that the data were wrong, and that
they should have used data from NOAA. Had they used the correct data, most of our
area would have been termed Conditional, and we would have been spared months of
effort and hundreds of thousands of dollars. The net result, however, is overwhelming
evidence that the proposed project is in the wrong place. | don't think that any other
data sources have been revealed.

| want to make it clear that | am not criticizing GLOW or the DNRE for the shipping lane
error. This was just one of many layers of data. | am critical of the fact that it took so
long to admit the error. To the best of my knowledge, the GLOW commission still does
not have the updated data. | am also critical of the fact that the sources of the other
mapping layers have not been disclosed. It would take less than a day's time to publish
this information on a web page, in formats that could be used by conventional mapping
tools. In that time they could convert the data to KML files, which would allow any
member of the public to map them using Google Earth, Bing Maps, or other friendly and
free tools. Public information should be public. Another conclusion is that, in spite of
the best of intentions, mistakes can and will be made. This is an argument against
putting the power to grant permits into the hands of a few, nonelected, State officials.
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Figure 1. Shipping lanes are in black. These are consistent with those shown in
NOAA Chart 14907, and were plotted from a shapefile provided through Mr Dennis
Knapp of the DNR. Each red dot designates a turbine location. These are plotted from
a shapefile provided by Mr Warner of Scandia. Both files are available at
http://lakemichiganpower.org/references/#shapefiles



Figure 2. Same data as Figure 1. The yellow shows 1 mile buffers around the
shipping lanes, consistent with the recommendation of the GLOW report

(http://michiganglowcouncil.org/GLOW%20Report%209-1-09 FINAL.pdf , page
28.)



http://michiganglowcouncil.org/GLOW Report 9-1-09_FINAL.pdf

Appendix B. Visualization

When | saw the newspaper images of the proposed windfarm, the turbines appeared
smaller than | expected. | decided to try to write a program that would provide
documentably accurate renderings from definable locations, using Google Earth (GE) for
the display. Working with Steve Landers, a talented Australian programmer, we have
built one version that uses GE in a standalone mode, and another that uses the GE
browser plugin. Both are still works in progress.

The standalone version is named WindfarmVisualization, and is available at
http://lakemichiganpower.org/visualization/dIr/WindfarmVisualization.exe .

Instructions are at
http://lakemichiganpower.org/visualization/dIr/docs/WindfarmVisualizatyion%20instructio
nss.pdf

There are many issues involved in trying to present an accurate depiction of the visual
impact of a proposed so-called windfarm. These include:
*Turbine height
*Turbine distance
*Height of observer
*Observer’s viewing point
*Magnification (focal length, Field of View)
*Turbine and background colors
*Motion (animation)
eLighting, date and time of day
*Psychology of vision

*Some, but not all, of these have been addressed. Please direct comments to
dir@eolas.com .
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