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Editor, Oceana's Herald Journal

Dear Editor:

The Scandia proposal offered our County far more risk than potential benefit.  Congratulations to the Board of Commissioners for their decision, to all who worked so hard to learn about the issues, and to the OHJ for its timely editorial.

There are some interesting stories that are worthy of discussion. 

Credentials and credibility
Scandia was a start-up company, whose CEO was an insurance agent.  The office was in his home in suburban Minneapolis.  His partners were five Norwegians with much thinner credentials than appeared at first glance.  Somehow, they generated many public meetings, many pages of press coverage, many minutes of broadcast news, and countless hours of study and opposition.  How did they get such instant visibility and credibility?  Was it the billions of dollars and thousands of jobs?  The European mystique?  Some have likened Scandia to snake-oil salesmen or carpet-baggers.  They were far more sophisticated than those predecessors, but were we?
Scandia may have been short of being completely truthful.  For example, it is very questionable whether their proposed technology could be used in Lake Michigan, and very unlikely that they could be built locally.  The Vici Ventus foundations which they proposed must be built in deep, sheltered waters, like the Norwegian fjords.  Where do those conditions exist in Lake Michigan?  Not, of course, in Kalamazoo, their mistaken reply at the August 4 meeting.  But not in Ludington, Muskegon, or any harbor on Lake Michigan.  As stated at the August 4 meeting, Michigan has no fjords.

On August 4, Mr Dirdal said they would be built "up north."  So much for the 2 million man hours of local labor which they promised.   Perhaps he meant the Manitou (it rhymes with Kalamazoo) Islands.  First, these are part of the National Lakeshore.  Second, if he looked at his own slides of wind velocities, he would see that there are strong winds (and the resulting high seas) in northern Lake Michigan.   Building a 20 million pound concrete structure there would be difficult to impossible.  
Exactly where did Scandia  intend to build the 80+ meter (260+ feet)  tall concrete foundations and add the 500 foot tall turbines?  Until I hear differently, I will assume that it is not practical to build and deploy gravity-based foundations, with attached 5-10 MW turbines, in 80 meters of water in Lake Michigan.  Scandia wanted us to support their request to do millions of dollars worth of studies.  Is it possible that they didn't know if their proposed project was even possible?
And, of course, there is the question of decommissioning.  Scandia said there would be "Simple removal by reverse installation."  Would they take them back to Kalamazoo?
There are many other unresolved issues, such as ice, noise, birds and bats, reliability, accidents, fishing, navigation, oil spills, accuracy of visual renderings, end-user energy costs, etc, etc.
Opposition
The grass-roots organization that formed was truly impressive.  Many, many people contributed very large amounts of time and effort to opposing the offshore industrial facility.  Impressive amounts of money were collected.  The range of talents was broad and deep.  The emotions that were tapped were far deeper than a change in the "viewscape."   

Scandia chose to disrespect the opposition.  Their paid consultant ranted at the citizens at the August 4 meeting, a very questionable tactic.  Their detractors were
 "...a vocal, often well-heeled minority that seeks the status quo and cannot accept the change in the view."  
CEO  Warner said. “We’re just surprised by the lack of solid leadership in Mason and Oceana counties, leaders who do not shrink from the vocal minorities."  
"...it is surprising how the leaders responded to armchair engineers..."    
There is another possibility.  Perhaps the Scandia proposal was, as GLOW chairman Pruss said,  for the wrong place at the wrong time.
Role of electronics.
The very effective opposition that formed would not have been possible without the web for research and display of data, and email.  This was networking in the fullest sense of the word.
Big picture
The push for wind energy is based on some underlying assumptions.  Is global warming real?  If so, is it a result of human activities?  Specifically, is carbon dioxide a major offender?  Do wind turbines decrease CO2 production?  Regarding the last question, the use of gas generators  to make up for winds uncertainty may produce as much CO2 as the turbines save.  
These are serious issues.  If any of these assumptions are wrong, we are spending a large amount of our national treasure on faulty solutions.  This might be OK if the money stayed in the US economy.  Historically, however, most of the money for wind energy has gone overseas.  Those tax dollars may be much better spent for infrastructure projects, basic energy research,  making homes more energy efficient, etc.
I don't have the answers to my questions.  What troubles me is that these are scientific questions that are being answered politically.  We need objective investigations.  Studies by any proponent, such as Scandia, would be unacceptably tainted.  But who will do these studies?  The government decides that we need "green power" or "renewable energy," then sets quotas.  The GLOW commission did an earnest job, but was never intended to be unbiased.  Funds are granted to our universities, and are augmented by contributions from wind manufacturers.  The universities now become proponents, and careers will be built on fostering, for example, wind energy.  We need to watch these studies, and insist on intellectual neutrality.  

Some in the media business could contribute answers.  More likely, the answers will come from independent investigators.  Robert Bryce's Power Hungry is an excellent example.  
There is a good chance that offshore wind will not provide effective answers, especially for the Great Lakes, and that a few years from now this will be a distant memory.

Bottom line

A threat to our area was averted, for now,  and we became much smarter about energy issues.  Many people who would never have met worked toward a common goal.  My hope is that the coalition will continue to work, and to expand its interests to some of the other issues facing our community.  If that happens, we will owe Scandia a dept of gratitude.
David Roseman
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