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These comments are submitted on behalf of Wintec Energy, Ltd. and the Desert 
Wind Energy Association. Our comments relate to the impact of the Guidelines in Riverside 
County. Wintec Energy, Ltd. Is a pioneer - owner- operator of wind energy facilities, having 
built i ts first wind farm in Palm Springs California in 1981. We have great respect for the 
Commission and its work. If it hadn't been for Bob Thomas and other farsighted members of 
your staff and the work of your predecessors in the 1970s there would be no wind industry in 
California. In fact the Commission was a sponsor of our first wind energy facility in Palm Springs 
in 1981, and it would not have been built without your sponsorship. We take no pleasure in the 
following necessary comments. Given this history, it is ironic that you are poised to adopt 
Guidelines which will be a disaster for the Wind Industry. The Guidelines impose unnecessary 
expense and delay, and give opponents and extortionists the ability to stop wind energy 
development in our region for years to come. 

It is all the more ironic because you seek to solve a problem which does not exist in Riverside 
County, and appears to be grossly exaggerated in other regions of the state. 

The Guidelines are fatally flawed for the following reasons: 

1. The Smallwood and Thelander study (Smallwood study) done in 2004 for the 

Commission is the foundation upon which the Guidelines stand. Unfortunately, much of 

the evidence of bird takes contained in the Smallwood study is altered and forged. 

Therefore it cannot be used for any purpose nor can it serve as a basis for establishing 

guidelines that seek to understand and limit bird and windmill interaction. See Exhibit A 

for some examples of the altered documents. For example, they contain erasures 

changing the cause of death from "predator" to "windmill." This sort of deviation from 

the scientific method permeates the study. It is to be noted that at the August 5 hearing 

no one rose to defend the Smallwood study, not one voice was heard in i ts defense or 

support. 


2. 	 The project manager of the CEC independent review of the Smallwood study found the 

study "should not be considered as the basis for developing siting requirements for 

future wind energy projects", yet the draft Guidelines cite the Smallwood study five 

times. Fish and Wildlife recently quoted the study in a letter opposing a wind project in 

Riverside County. In fact, as discussed below, bird takes, if any, in Riverside County are 

biologically insignificant 




3. The Guidelines make no distinction as to various regions of the state. In Riverside 
County the windmills are installed in the desert where there is  no game for raptors to 
hunt. The author of the NREL Anderson study for the San Gorgonio Pass area found 
windmill bird interaction to  be biologically insignificant based on a survey by two 
biologists, five days a week for two years. I have operated wind farms in this region 
since 1981 and visit the projects daily. In the past 26 years I have seen only one bird 
killed by a windmill facility, and that was a crow killed by an open transformer. I suggest 
you give my testimony in this regard at least as much weight as that of biologists who 
alter and forge evidence. 

4. Wintec operates windmills in the Altamont Pass on land owned by the East Bay Regional 
Park District. The District commissioned a study of bird takes by our windmills on i ts  
land. The study began on May 24,2006 and continues. So far they have only found two 
dead nestlings and one mature bird of undeterminable species, and one dead Hawk. The 
hawk was dismembered, which is evidence of an attack by another predator. Contrary 
to what some would like you to assume, windmill blades are not sharp, they do not 
sever wings, they do not dismember, these injuries are caused by utility power lines or 
other predators. See Exhibit B for pictures of the hawk; further examples from the 
Smallwood study; and a summary of the evidence found so far. Although this is an 
ongoing study, evidence has been collected for enough time to further discredit the 
Smallwood study. Contrary to the truth, the Guidelines assume we kill dozens of birds 
there. The assumption is wrong; it is  based on error and fraud. 

5. At the August 13,2007 CEC hearing Wintec made a standing offer to all the 
environmentalists at the hearing to pay any of them $1,000 for any per bird or bat they 
could find on any of our Riverside county wind farms which was killed by a windmill. 
The offer was good for the next 90 days with a promise of free access to the sites. As of 
August 22,2007 none of them have taken up the challenge. 

6. A word on bats. There is  no evidence that windmills kill listed or to be listed bats, or any 
bats for that matter, in Riverside County, yet the Guidelines want us to do acoustical 
studies for THREE YEARS to  find out i f  there is a problem. Then, inevitably, more studies. 
We will not be put in a position of having to spend millions and endure years of delay to  
prove a negative. 

7. If the Commission adopts the proposed Guidelines it will be good for biologists who will 
be paid millions to study a problem that does not exist in Riverside County; lawyers who 
will be able to stop any wind project due to the guidelines Byzantine requirements; the 
coal industry which many believe takes great pleasure in republishing the fraud; and all 
those who have over these many years fought your efforts to promote the use of 
alternative energy. The losers will be the wind industry in California, since the 
moratorium you may create will stop all development for several years. Ultimately the 
Commission itself will be tarnished. If the Commission adopts Guidelines based on a 
fraud, the scandal will inevitably bubble to the top. The violation of the scientific 




















