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Chairman Stautberg, Vice-Chairman Roegner, Ranking Member Williams, Representative Romanchuk , a visitor 

to our wind farm, and distinguished members of the Committee.  Thank you for the opportunity to present this 

testimony.  I am Dan Litchfield, Senior Developer for Iberdrola Renewables and the developer of the Blue Creek 

Wind Farm – the largest investment in Ohio in 2011.  I am testifying today in opposition to Senate Bill 310. 

My testimony today is about success doing business in Ohio, but also the potential disappointment of doing 

business in Ohio because of SB 310 and its many former “companion” bills. I testified on this matter in the 

Senate exactly two weeks ago, stating the very many local benefits of our project –for example, it pays $5 

million per year into the local community. But today my testimony is going to be shorter and more to the point: 

Ohio’s “energy mandate” law is a good idea and should be left in place, and changing it now would be a terrible 

sign for any business considering an investment in Ohio. 

I appreciate that some folks refer to Renewable Portfolio Standards as “mandates” in a pejorative sense, but I 

embrace the term, as the laws take a long view and set a course to diversity and create jobs and investment in 

the state along the way. 

Ohio’s Advanced Energy Portfolio Standard, SB 221, is a fine idea. My Dad just retired after 37 years as a 

financial adviser, helping people with retirement plans, college savings and so forth in Greenville, Ohio in Darke 

County, where I was born and raised. A concept he really drilled into me is that a diverse portfolio is absolutely 

vital for a successful investment plan. You should not put all your eggs in one basket. For decades, Ohio’s energy 

basket has largely had only one type of egg. Market forces alone will not enable this transition to diversity. A law 

mandating a modest amount of diversity is prudent. Diversity is important to address environmental issues as 

well as for economic factors. 

As the National Climate Assessment just reported last week, climate change is here now and will get worse, with 

the major regional effect expected to be decreased agricultural productivity. Our Blue Creek Wind Farm takes a 

huge bite out of carbon dioxide emissions, to the tune of 1.6 billion pounds per year. Whether you want to 

tackle climate change or dispute the science behind it, it would seem prudent to encourage an activity that can 

fight climate change while creating jobs and investment in Ohio. SB 310 does not do this. 

The main difference in the business plan for renewable electricity generators and fossil generators is the 

ongoing fuel cost: zero for renewables and significant and variable for fossil plants. Fuel price considerations 

largely drive their sale price for electricity. To return to the investment analogy, renewables are bonds: stable. A 



source of electricity with stable pricing that can be locked in for decades deserves a mandated portion of the 

state’s energy supply. Renewable energy is competitive today and is a hedge for the future. SB 310 does not 

plan for a future of higher fuel prices. 

For all of these reasons, I think the General Assembly acted very wisely in 2008 when it mandated that Ohio’s 

utilities will get up to 12.5%, or one-eighth, of their electricity from renewable sources by 2025. That is a 

prudent and reasonable level. If the mandate was significantly higher, I would not be here today to defend it. 

This is an essential truth: there are different kinds of mandates, and Ohio’s is a mild and a prudent one. This is 

not California: 33% by 2020, or Illinois: 25% by 2025. The list of states with more aggressive RPSs goes on. Ohio’s 

energy mandate is reasonable, achievable, and it is working. 

I am deeply concerned about the language the draft legislation uses to describe our business, and that is why I 

have no confidence that this proposed freeze is truly temporary. The Energy Mandate Study Committee’s 

foregone conclusion is telegraphed in the legislation that creates the committee and uses terms like “unreliable, 

unaffordable and unrealistic.” 

A vote for SB 310 is affirmatively acting to detrimentally affect the stable business environment of the State of 

Ohio. Freezing this law turns Ohio’s back on billions of potential investment, and puts in jeopardy millions of 

dollars our company and others have already invested in future wind farm sites. This is not a good signal to send 

to other industries about doing business in Ohio.  The original law laid out a 17 year plan for investment in the 

state, and that brought us here. I respectfully caution you on making this change. 

We plan to continue operating our Blue Creek Wind Farm in Van Wert and Paulding Counties. With 10-20 year 

power sales contracts to credit-worthy entities, our facility will keep generating energy and local revenues for 

decades to come. The turbines allow farmers to harvest a new crop. All told, our royalty payments to 

landowners inject about $2 million per year into the local economies. Wind energy is a great fit with the wide 

open agricultural fields that cover so much of this great state. In addition to the landowner payments, we pay 

$2.7 million per year to local taxing bodies.  Amidst declining and uncertain state funding, the local 

superintendents have called our funding a “windfall” and a “godsend.” The revenue is not just for schools – Van 

Wert and Paulding Counties and each of the 5 townships where our turbines are planted see significant new 

revenues. Union Township, where we have 76 turbines, just saw a 25% boost to their annual budget from our 

PILOT. They just bought a new dump truck.  

If you proceed with passage of SB 310, you are jeopardizing the viability of two additional investments in Ohio 

we are planning that would total about 250 MWs of generation capacity, $500 million of capital investment and 

about $4 million per year in local tax revenues and landowner payments. We have already invested millions of 

dollars developing these sites. Our two sites are in addition to the 1,764 MWs of wind projects that have been 

proposed to the Ohio Power Siting Board, meaning a total of about $4 billion in potential investment. 

We are constantly innovating and scrutinizing our projects to lower their cost and, thus, open up new markets 

for our products. But the energy market is far from free, and Ohio’s AEPS gives new, paradigm-shifting 

generation technologies like wind turbines a toehold, but not a leg up. Removing this toehold will direct our 

interest and investment elsewhere, and Ohio’s electricity consumers, farmers, schools, and construction 

workers will suffer for it.I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and would be happy to answer 

any questions you might have at this time. 


