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Ed Note: Wind energy advocates insist that those gigantic turbines we see sprouting up all over America “only” kill
an “acceptable” number of birds: perhaps 440,000 annually. That is hundreds of times more than were killed in the
Exxon Valdez or BP Gulf of Mexico oil spills – and 1,900 times more dead birds than what prompted the US Justice
Department and Fish & Wildlife Service to prosecute oil companies operating in North Dakota two years ago.
It’s also a complete fabrication – aided and abetted by the same government officials and environmentalists who
never miss an opportunity to pillory and prosecute petroleum producers. The actual death toll from wind turbine
blades is an intolerable and unsustainable 13,000,000 to 39,000,000 birds and bats annually, year after year, in the
United States alone!
In this article, wildlife expert Jim Wiegand explains how Big Wind hides these horrendous death tolls – and gets
away with it.

Hiding the slaughter
Big Wind hides evidence of turbine bird kills – and gets rewarded.
Here’s how they do it.
By Jim Wiegand

In 1984 the California Energy Commission said
“many institutional, engineering, environmental and
economic issues must be resolved before the industry is
secure and its growth can be assured.” Though it was not
clearly stated, the primary environmental issue alluded to
was the extreme hazard that wind turbines posed to
raptors.

While the public has some understanding that birds are
killed by wind turbines, it doesn’t have a clue about the
real mortality numbers. And the industry gets rewarded
with subsidies, and immunity from endangered species
and other wildlife laws.

Since the early 1980s, the industry has known there is
no way its propeller-style turbines could ever be safe for
raptors. With exposed blade tips spinning in open space
at speeds up to 200 mph, it was impossible. Wind
developers also knew they would have a public relations
nightmare if people ever learned how many eagles are
actually being cut in half – or left with a smashed wing,
to stumble around for days before dying.

To fully grasp the wind turbine mortality problem, one
needs to examine the 2004 report from the Altamont Pass
Wind Resource Area (APWRA). The study lasted five
years (1998-2003), and researchers did not have full
access to all the Altamont turbines.

To hide this awful truth, strict wind farm operating
guidelines were established – including high security,
gag orders in leases and other agreements, and the
prevention of accurate, meaningful mortality studies.
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For the industry this business plan has succeeded
quite well in keeping a lid on the mortality problem.

Early studies identified the extent of the problem

This careful, honest effort analyzed turbine
characteristics in relation to mortality and estimated
mortality from body counts compiled in careful searches.
Researchers then adjusted mortality numbers by
examining statistical data based on searcher efficiency
and other factors, such as carcass removal by predators
and scavengers. The report even suggested that the
mortality estimates probably erred on the low side, due to
missed carcasses and other human errors.
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This study stands in marked contrast to
studies being conducted today, especially the
Wildlife Reporting Response System that is
currently the only analysis happening or
permitted at most wind farms. The WRRS is
the power companies’ own fatality reporting
system, and allows paid personnel to collect
and count carcasses. It explains why mortality
numbers are always on the low side and why
many high-profile species are disappearing
near turbine installations.
Incredibly, the APWRA report actually
admitted: “We found one raptor carcass buried
under rocks and another stuffed in a ground
squirrel burrow. One operator neglected to
inform us when a golden eagle was removed
as part of the WRRS. Based on these
experiences, it is possible that we missed other
carcasses that were removed.” (Chap. 3, pg.
52) It’s easy to see how human “errors” keep
bird mortality low.
The APWRA study also documented that
raptor food sources, turbine sizes and turbine
placement all directly affect raptor mortality.
It was thus able to identify many of the most
dangerous turbines or groups of turbines –
those with a history of killing golden eagles,
kestrels, burrowing owls and red-tailed hawks.
Studies worsen as turbines proliferate and
increase in size.
The study also discussed how higher
raptor mortality occurred when smaller towers
were “upgraded” with larger turbines and
proportionally longer blades. These wind
turbines offered what raptors perceived as
intermediate to very big windows of
opportunity to fly through what looked like
open spaces between towers, but were actually
within the space occupied by much longer,
rapidly moving rotor blades.
The result was significantly more fatalities
of golden eagles, red-tailed hawks, American
kestrels, burrowing owls, mallards, horned
larks and western meadowlarks. Turbines with
slower rotations per minute actually made it
appear that there was more space and “greater
windows of time.” This fooled birds, by

giving them the illusion that they had open
flight space between the rotating blades.
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The APWRA report also looked at the
placement of carcasses in relation to turbine
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Obviously, taller turbines with longer blades
and faster blade tip speeds will catapult stricken
birds much further. Figure 1 shows how a
turbine 2.5 times larger will result in an average
carcass distance of 372 feet (113.5 meters)
from the tower. The wind industry is acutely
aware of this.
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Senate RINOs vote to fund Obamacare
QUOTES

QUOTES

In late March U.S. Senators Ted Cruz (R-TX) and Mike Lee (R-UT) forced a vote on an
amendment to defund Obamacare. The Democrats defeated the amendment, but all 45 Republicans
voted in favor of it even though some in the party don't want to fight the issue anymore.
But the real test for Republicans came a week later when the Senate held the final vote on the
bill that funds Obamacare.
Unfortunately, a large group of Republicans flip-flopped and helped the Democrats pass
the legislation.
Here are the 20 Republicans who voted to give the Obama Administration the funding it needs
to implement Obamacare. The highlighted senators are running for re-election in 2014.
Alexander (R-TN)
Barrasso (R-WY)
Blunt (R-MO)
Boozman (R-AR)
Chambliss (R-GA)
Coats (R-IN)
Cochran (R-MS)
Collins (R-ME)
Corker (R-TN)
Cornyn (R-TX)

Hatch (R-UT)
Hoeven (R-ND)
Isakson (R-GA)
Johanns (R-NE)
McConnell (R-KY)
Murkowski (R-AK)
Sessions (R-AL)
Shelby (R-AL)
Thune (R-SD)
Wicker (R-MS)

These senators want voters to know they oppose
Obamacare, but they aren't willing to do what is
necessary to actually stop it. They give lip service to
conservative principles, but won't make real sacrifices to
deliver for the American people.
Senator Mitch McConnell's vote for the Obamacare
funding bill was especially disappointing. He not only
supported the Cruz-Lee amendment to defund
Obamacare, he also gave a speech at CPAC where he stood next to thousands of pages of
Obamacare regulations and vowed to fight them. If he were serious, he would have opposed the bill
that funds the implementation of those very same regulations.
Republicans like Senator McConnell won't oppose spending bills like this one because they're
afraid of being blamed for a government shutdown. This fear is crippling the Republican Party. Until its
leaders face the ghosts of 1995 and stand up to President Obama, there is little hope that things in
Washington will change.
Source: Senate Conservative Fund, www.senateconservatives.com
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Can you get Obamacare?
This insanely complicated
chart will tell you.

SHORTS

Posted by Sarah Kliff
Why on earth would the federal government create such a complex form to obtain a public benefit?
For me, at least, the flowchart below provides a bit of an answer. It comes from the National Association
of Insurance Commissioners, which represents the regulators who oversee each state’s insurance
market. It is an attempt to draw up the most basic, simple questions to determine eligibility for insurance
subsidies or Medicaid.
You don’t have to spend much time with the chart to get that, it’s really not simple at all.

Continued to page 5
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It can take as many as six questions just to determine an individual’s ability to buy insurance. An eight-question
chain sorts out eligibility to eschew employer coverage and buy an individual plan with a tax credit instead.
In a way, this is a natural extension of the law’s structure. The Affordable Care Act grows two different insurance
programs, Medicaid and the individual market. Information on income levels is needed to figure out who qualifies
for which one.
The Obama administration isn’t collecting 21 pages of information for its own entertainment. It’s collecting 21 pages of
information to figure out where people land on this flowchart.

Keep in mind, the Federal Government can’t find a single dollar to cut from
the Budget:

Feds Spend $400,000 to Study Duck Genitals
By Eric Scheiner

CNSnews.com

The Ruddy Duck (US Wildlife Service Photo) is among the types of ducks whose penis length was measured in
a study on duck genitalia.
(CNSnews.com) - The National Science Foundation (NSF) has awarded a $384,949 grant to Yale University for a
study on “Sexual Conflict, Social Behavior and the Evolution of Waterfowl Genitalia”, according to the
recovery.gov website.
The grant description says, “The project examines how reproductive morphology covaries with season, age, and
social environment in a diverse sample of duck species that differ in ecology, territoriality and breeding system."
The grant was made available through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, better known as the
stimulus package.
The project has been receiving money from the NSF since 2009 and is slated for funding through July of this
year.
“In the last quarter, we have prepared a manuscript for submission on the results of the first two years of
experiments on social phenotypic plasticity in duck penis length in Lesser Scaup and Ruddy Duck. Experiments
continued on genital social phenotypic plasticity in Mandarin Duck and Laysan Teal,” a 2010 fourth quarter
recovery.gov update on the study says.
Many duck penises are cork-screw shaped and some scientists believe this is because of a form of evolution
known as "sexual conflict".
NSF spokeswoman Deborah Wing told CNSNews.com the updated title of the study is "Sexual Conflict, Social
Behavior and Evolution." Wing says, "The study met the criteria of the NSF panel of scientific peers as part of
the grant approval process."
According to the NSF grant abstract the study shows that age, environment and breeding changes can impact the
penis length of certain ducks, “Preliminary results of the project, suggest that male competition plays an
important role in the evolution of waterfowl reproductive morphology, that male reproductive morphology is
plastic depending on age and condition, and between species with different breeding systems.”
"The NSF strives to be good stewards of taxpayers dollars," Wing says, "Basic research often is combined with
other research efforts and turns into bigger things."
"Government funded grants for research have assisted in creating the barcode and Google," Wing added.
The NSF grant abstract states, “Broader impacts of the research will be international, national, local, and
personal."
Among those having a personal experience with the study are young minorities. “The project will incorporate
high school students from under-represented minorities through the Yale University EVOLUTIONISTS
program,” the NSF grant page says.
E-mail and phone attempts by CNSNews.com to contact the study’s Principal Research Investigator, Richard
Prum, a professor at Yale University, were unreturned.
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Maryland (2.5 MW turbines) should have used searches
655 feet (200 meters) from turbines, just to find the bulk
(75-85%) of the fatalities. Of course, they did not do so.
Instead, they restricted their searches to 165 feet –
ensuring that they missed most raptor carcasses, and could
issue statements claiming that their turbines were having
minimal or “acceptable” effects on bird populations.
Other methods and biased formulas allow the industry
to exclude or explain away carcasses. The latest Altamont
Pass studies found far more bird carcasses, but Altamont
operators still claim mortality declines by using new
adjustment formulas and other exclusionary factors.
(Figure 2) For example, industry analysts:


Exclude certain carcasses. The 2005-2010
WRRS data show that 347 carcasses (primarily
raptors) – plus 21 golden eagle carcasses – were
excluded from mortality estimates, because industry
personnel claimed they were found outside standard
search procedures, said the “cause of death was
unknown” (even when the birds’ heads had been
sliced off), or removed carcasses ahead of a scheduled
search.



Exclude mortally wounded or crippled birds
found during searches, even if they display turbinerelated injuries. Even though many birds hit by
turbine blades die within days, if they are still
breathing when found, they are considered mobile –
and thus not fatalities.



Simply avoid searching near some of the most
dangerous and lethal turbines. The industry justifies
this exclusion by claiming that “the number of
turbines monitored was reduced and spatially
balanced for a randomized rolling panel design.” That
this “reduction and balancing” excluded the most
deadly portion of the Altamont facility was presented
as coincidental or part of a proper scientific
methodology.

The cold reality is that honest, scientific, accurate
mortality studies in the Altamont Pass area would result in
death tolls that would shock Americans. They would also
raise serious questions about wind turbines throughout the
United States, especially in major bird habitats like
Oregon’s Shepherds Flat wind facility and the whooping
cranes’ migratory corridor from Alberta, Canada to Texas.
The techniques discussed here help ensure that
“monitoring” studies match the facility operators’ desired
conclusions, and mortality figures are kept at “acceptable”
levels.

The bird mortality disaster must no longer be hidden
Not only has the wind industry never solved its
environmental problem. It has been hiding at least 90% of
this slaughter for decades. In fact, the universal problem of
hiding bird (and bat) mortality goes from bad to intolerable
beyond the Altamont Pass boundaries, because studies in
other areas across North America are far less rigorous, or
even nonexistent, and many new turbines are sited in prime
bird and bat habitats.
The real death toll, as reported by Paul Driessen and
others, is thousands of raptors a year – and up to 39 million
birds and bats of all species annually in the United States
alone, year after year! This is intolerable, and
unsustainable. It is leading to the inevitable extinction of
many species, at least in many habitats, and perhaps in the
entire Lower 48 States.
Meanwhile, assorted “experts” continue to insist that the
greatest threats to golden eagles are other factors like
hikers getting too close to their nests, even when most
abandoned nests in Southern California are nowhere near
any hiking trails and wind turbines continue to slaughter
eagles.
It is essential that people realize that no energy source
comes anywhere close to killing as many raptors as wind
energy does. No other energy companies are allowed to
pick up bodies of rare and protected species from around
their production sites on a day-to-day basis, year-in and
year-out. No other energy producer has a several thousand
mile mortality foot print (the highly endangered whooping
cranes’ migratory corridor), like what wind energy has.
Once people understand all of this, they will rightfully
demand that the wind industry obey the same
environmental rules that all other industries must follow.
This will require that wind turbines be sited only where the
risk of bird deaths is minimal to zero; that turbines be
replaced with new designs that birds recognize as obstacles
and thus avoid; that fines be levied for every bird death, as
is done with other industries; and that industrial wind
facilities not be permitted where these requirements cannot
be met.
America’s wildlife, and proper application of our
environmental laws, require nothing less.
Jim Wiegand is an independent wildlife expert with decades
of field observations and analytical work. He is vice
president of the US region of Save the Eagles International,
an organization devoted to researching, protecting and
preserving avian species threatened by human encroachment
and development.
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By Internal Revenue Code rules, the identity of these
donors is not available for public inspection, no matter
which group is involved. But the general reader doesn’t
know that – so it sounds nefarious. If you’re dubious,
contact Greenpeace or any of those other groups, and ask
for their individual donor list. You won’t get it.
Donors Trust, is a “donor-advised fund,” established to
promote liberty and help like-minded donors preserve their
charitable intent. When donors make a gift to a donoradvised fund, they surrender all legal control over the gift
to a steward 501(c)(3), but they may recommend
recipients. Thus, “donor advised.”
In return, donors receive an immediate tax deduction
and guaranteed anonymity. The anonymity protects donors
from recipients eager for more grants. Being a secret donor
is a good way to stay off junk mail lists and not have to
worry about fundraiser phone calls during dinner time. And
when it comes to donors who give to any 501(c)(3)s, all of
them are secret, liberal and conservative alike.
Donors Trust also has its own rules. If a donor requests
a liberty-oriented recipient with no more than 25% of its
revenue from government sources, Donors Trust generally
approves, though it is not legally obliged to do so.
Greenpeace engages in the same practices it labels as
“laundering” when its critics are involved: receiving grant
money from donors such as the Packard Foundation ($1.5
million in 2011; total from all foundations, $18.1 million),
and then granting it to other non-profits. In 2011, for
example, Greenpeace gave $4 million to US groups and
$5.6 million to European groups, according to their IRS
Form 990.
The attacks against Donors Trust try to make donoradvised funds sound alien, unusual, and dangerous.
However, they are so common that Fidelity, Vanguard and
Schwab all run one. IRS Form 990 even devotes a page to
reporting on DAFs and asks every non-profit if it maintains
DAFs. (It’s in Schedule D, Part 1, for the curious.) Tides
Foundation, for example, houses hundreds of them.

Ms. Ball asked, “How is it that the Tides Foundation,
which funds environmental causes and does not publish
donor lists, is never characterized in the same way by
reporters?” Goldenberg replied: “There’s something really
different here.” Donors Trust grantees “spread information
that is factually incorrect, that is untrue…. You can’t draw
this equivalence here.” In contrast, DT’s organizations,
Goldenberg insisted, “were funded for the express purpose
of spreading disinformation.”
Based on the Tides output I’ve seen, it’s the other way
around: the climate alarmists are spreading deceit,
disinformation, climate horror stories and junk science that
have no basis in fact and made Climategate 1 and 2 such
fascinating reading.
Anyone who sees the Bastards movie credits might think
the film was “funded for the express purpose of spreading
disinformation.” Consider the sources.
The Bastards movie boasts a “Thanks to” list of 117
contributors, including Denis Hayes of the Bullitt
Foundation, EarthJustice (formerly the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund), Greenpeace USA, Natural Resources
Defense Council, Noam Chomsky, Richard Feely of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
(NOAA) Pacific Marine Laboratory, Vladimir
Romanovsky, of the Geophysical Institute, University of
Alaska, and Russell Train, who was the second
administrator of the increasingly alarmist Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).
All have career or financial vested interests in the climate
change scare and would be harmed by any public doubt about
their theories and political agendas. Well-funded climate
skeptics are a direct threat to their incomes, career prospects,
political success and reputations.
Anyway, just for your information, a massive database of
IRS Form 990s shows that total US foundation support for
environmental causes over the past decade or so is 331,256
grants totaling $19.3 billion, with a “b.” The portion
specifically devoted to global warming or climate change is
$797 million.

And the Greedy Lying Bastards producers are
complaining
about a couple million to manmade climate
Tides has also given over $1 billion to leftist causes,
cataclysm
skeptics.
The film’s pathetic efforts underscore
says its website (versus $2 million to “climate deniers,”
how
desperate
climate
alarmists have become. There goes
aka groups that challenge claims that humans are causing
30,000 feet of good (hydrocarbon-based) film stock, all shot
catastrophic climate change.)
to hell.

One of the most egregious insults to seep out of this insultRon Arnold is executive director of the Center for the
laden barrage came from UK Guardian correspondent
Defense
of Free Enterprise. Portions of this report originally
Suzanne Goldenberg, during a recent Democracy Now!
appeared
in the Washington Examiner, which is investigating
broadcast.
environmentalist funding.
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Radical environmentalists and their allies have launched an all-out attack on “climate deniers” –
scientists and other experts who do not accept the Gore-Hansen-IPCC doctrine of “catastrophic manmade
global warming and climate change.” The attack is a desperate, pathetic attempt to resurrect their quest for
global governance, by scaring people into believing our planet and civilization are imperiled by carbon
dioxide emissions.
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Their latest offensive is a pitiful movie – produced by a former mouthpiece for eco-terrorists – that
claims Big Oil is giving the “deniers” millions of dollars. Inconvenient Truth #1: The oil industry provides
virtually NO money for climate chaos skeptics. Inconvenient Truth #2: It is the environmentalists
themselves who are rolling in dough – over $19 BILLION from liberal US foundations alone over the past
decade.

Greenie lying bastards
Big Green’s complaints about Donors Trust and climate skeptic money are hollow and
pathetic
By Ron Arnold

Pathetic and desperate. There’s no other way to
describe the new “we hate-industry” movie, Greedy
Lying Bastards. Producers spent nearly $2 million to
complain about climate skeptic money, in yet another
Big Green attack on anyone who disagrees with the
climate fanatic industry, which is itself a multi-billion
-dollar global enterprise that seeks to impose antienergy policies in the name of preventing climate
change.

university horticulture center. The zealots incinerated
a priceless collection of endangered-plant species,
because they erroneously believed scientists there
were breeding genetically modified trees.

As to content, the Bastards movie is pretty much
the same tired parade of the Left’s favorite whipping
boys: the Koch brothers, ExxonMobil and other
“black hats” are to blame for global warming, think
tanks of similar views are mere stooges, out for the
money – and other intolerant, insulting, odious
characterizations. The movie’s tagline, “They are
destroying our world. Now is the time to stop them,”
is so easy to turn around on the accusers that you
wonder why they used it.

Just before Bastards premiered, Greenpeace
published a hit piece headlined, “Donors Trust
laundering climate denial funding: The shadow
operation has laundered $146 million in climate-denial
funding.” A few days after that, New York-based
media producer Democracy Now! broadcast a story
called “The ATM for climate denial: Secretive Donors
Trust funds vast network of global warming skeptics.”

The cost of jet fuel that Bastards burned zooming
to American filming locations – and to four countries
in Europe, two in Africa, one in South America and
the Pacific island nation of Tuvalu – didn’t faze the
producers or the funders. Neither did their enormous
CO2 footprint. Nor did the fact that Big Green is fed
with vastly larger sums from foundations,
governments and ideological individuals than the
entire gamut of “dangerous manmade global
warming” skeptics.
Its context, though, makes this film altogether
different from most industry-bashing movies.
Bastards writer and director Craig Rosebraugh was
formerly the mouthpiece for the eco-terrorist network
Earth Liberation Front. He gave the media
“communiqués” from nameless criminals, including a
cell of now-convicted felons who firebombed a

An appropriate tagline for that exploit – and
Rosebraugh’s Bastards – should be “Green radicals are
destroying our civilization. Now is the time to stop
them.”

This flank of the attack surge began with a PBS
Frontline broadcast last October, followed by inquires
by The Nation (November), the Center for Public
Integrity (December), and Mother Jones (January), all
resulting in February articles. The appearance of prearrangement, of course, is merely the old journalism
fact of life, that the liberal media feed each other, and
not necessarily collusion.
What did Donors Trust do to deserve this four-pronged
(so far) attack? Nothing. That is, nothing beyond
disagreeing with climate jihadists (or whatever the
appropriate counterpart to “climate deniers” may be). I
spoke with Donors president and CEO Whitney Ball,
who told me that all the “shadow” and “secrecy” and
“black box” and “dark money” accusations in these
attacks could apply to every 501(c)(3) public charity,
not just Donors Trust.
Continued on page 7

