
 
Night and Day: MassDEP Wind Science Panel 

Compared to the National Academy of Sciences 

By Preston Ribnick and Lilli-Ann Green 
 
According to a February 1, 2012 presentation by MassDEP “Panelists worked 
independently and followed a process similar to the National Academy of Sciences 
protocol”1 
 
In reviewing the MassDEP Wind Science Panel approach to the National Academy of 
Sciences (NAS) review process, it is discovered that MassDEP had: 

- No “checks and balances” in the committee selection or review process 
- No rigorous balancing of the interests of the committee 
- Little attention to selecting members of diverse backgrounds 
- Demonstrated conflicts of various Panel members 
- No public airing of committee conflicts at the first meeting 
- No public meetings or public hearings 
- No public involvement other than comments at the beginning of process 
- No communication with members of the public living in the proximity of wind 

turbines and who report adverse health impacts 
- No posting or access to Panel’s materials  
- No posting of brief summaries of Panel meetings 

 
The National Academy of Sciences, Checks and Balances 2: 
“Checks and balances are applied at every step in the study process to protect the 
integrity of reports and to maintain public confidence in them.” For example, in the 
“committee selection and approval” process, “A committee is not finally approved until 
a thorough balance and conflict of interest discussion is held at the first meeting, and 
any issues raised in that discussion or by the public are investigated and addressed.” In 
the NAS process, “all provisional committee members are screened in writing and in a 
confidential group discussion about possible conflicts of interest”.  Such a “conflict of 
interest” is “any financial or other interest which conflicts with the service of the 
individual because it could significantly impair the individual’s objectivity...”.and “no 
individual can be appointed to serve...if the individual has a conflict of interest that is 
relevant to the functions to be performed”. After a series of reviews of potential 
committee members “at several levels”, the NAS provisional committee list is posted 
for public comment on their website and the applicants complete background 
information and conflict of interest disclosure forms, discussing these at the first 
committee meeting. Only then is the committee formally approved.   
MassDEP, Checks and Balances: 
By contrast the MassDEP “Expert Panel” selection process was conducted in secret and members 
of the Panel were chosen by MassDEP and MDPH. MassDEP stated that “no member of the panel 
expressed a particular position about wind turbines and health.”3 Numerous challenges were 
made to MassDEP’s assertion and issues were raised regarding the “independence” and “bias” of 
several of the committee members by Wind Wise – Massachusetts.4 No forms signed by 
committee members attesting to “no conflicts” were made public, DEP stated at one point that no 
documents were signed.5 In addition, it can be argued that James Manwell, as founder and head 
of the UMass Wind Center, served on the committee as a representative of an organization or 
interest group, something that is explicitly not sanctioned on National Academy committees.6 
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The National Academy of Sciences, Balancing of Interests: 
The NAS approach draws strength from bringing together diverse disciplines and 
backgrounds who conceive new ways of thinking about a problem. The goal “is to 
ensure that the relevant points of view are...reasonably balanced so that the committee 
can carry out its charge objectively and credibly”. Committee members “are expected 
to have points of view” but these should be balanced “in a way deemed appropriate for 
the task”. An important element of the process is that “each committee member has 
the right to issue a dissenting opinion to the report if he or she disagrees with the 
consensus of the other members”.  
MassDEP, Balancing of Interests: 
The MassDEP Panel focused on the engineering aspects of wind turbines and the measurement of 
sound. The Panel had no such “balanced” composition, and lost credibility due to the selection 
process. A Panel member stated in a public forum that the members of the Panel reached 
consensus on all points.7 Given the complexity and controversy regarding wind studies, such an 
agreement speaks loudly to the lack of balance on this Panel. 
 
The National Academy of Sciences, Public Statements and Positions: 
Among the areas of interest are “public statements and positions” (relevant articles, 
testimony, speeches, etc. and a brief description of relevant positions or any 
organizations or groups with which you are closely identified or associated), “research 
support” (including sources of funding, equipment, facilities etc), and “relevant 
organizational affiliations” (and relevant remunerated or volunteer non-business 
relationships).  The importance of this review process assures that the committee 
“should not be placed in a situation where others could reasonably question, and 
perhaps discount or dismiss, the work of the committee simply because of the existence 
of conflicting interests. 
MassDEP, Public Statements and Positions: 
Despite repeated requests to the Commissioners of DEP and DPH, and to their staff involved in 
this project, there was no public screening of the Panel members. When the “final” list of 
committee members was announced, a formal letter of complaint was filed with the MassDEP and 
MDPH Commissioners regarding the blatant bias of several panel members. 8 The challenge to the 
membership of the Panel was dismissed by MassDEP because the panel was chosen,9 but at the 
National Academies “committee members continue to be screened for conflict of interest 
throughout the life of the committee”.  
 
The National Academy of Sciences, Committee Meetings, Information Gathering, and 
Deliberations: 
The NAS process, study committees gather information through meetings that are open 
to the public and announced in advance through the NAS website. The submission of 
information by outside parties is encouraged, and “In all cases, efforts are made to 
solicit input from individuals who have been directly involved in, or who have special 
knowledge of the problem under consideration.” 
MassDEP, Committee Meetings, Information Gathering, and Deliberations: 
A comprehensive study of the public health and safety impacts to Massachusetts citizens in 
relation to the siting of wind turbines was initially proposed by members of WWMA who 
demanded transparency and openness of process of the Panel’s review of wind concerns.10 In 
particular, public meetings open to attendance by the public were to be announced in advance, 
and submission of relevant information to the work of the Panel should have been accepted 
during the many months the panel deliberated, not just during a pre-review period as was the 
case with the Panel.  Through meetings with MassDEP and MDPH staff overseeing the Panel 
review, WWMA particularly emphasized the absolute need for the Panel to include members of the 
“wind neighbor” public in their discussions, especially impacted neighbors of Newburport, 
Falmouth, and other wind turbine neighborhoods.11 The panel did not include people impacted. 
The MassDEP scope document called for a site visit.12 In yet another breech with NAS procedures, 
the Panel did not meet with – or solicit information from - “individuals who have been directly 
involved in, or who have special knowledge of the problem under consideration.”  
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The National Academy of Sciences, Open Meetings and Disclosure to Public: 
In the NAS process and “in accordance with federal law”, “information-gathering 
meetings of the committee are open to the public”, and written materials provided to 
the committee “are maintained in a public access file that is available for examination”. 
The public is provided with brief summaries of the committee meetings that include the 
list of committee members present. 
MassDEP, Open Meetings and Disclosure to Public: 
After great efforts of MA citizens, MassDEP posted a limited amount of the materials submitted to 
the Panel during the limited submission period prior to the Panel’s deliberations. No further 
materials have been made public. No public meetings were held. An Oct. 6, 2011 letter from 
MassDEP states that there will be no open meetings.13 No summaries or minutes have been made 
public. In response to a public records request, MassDEP has stated they want to charge the 
public in excess of $18,000 for documents that relate to the Panel and its proceedings.14 

 
The National Academy of Sciences, Final Report Review: 
In order to assure the quality and objectivity of a study, all NAS reports “must undergo 
a rigorous, independent external review” by (recruited) experts “whose comments are 
provided anonymously to the committee members”, making the identity of these 
reviews public after the report is thoroughly reviewed an released. The final NAS report 
“is structured to ensure that each report addresses its approved study charge and does 
not go beyond it” and that the report “is impartial and objective”.  
MassDEP, Final Report Review: 
MassDEP claims that the Panel report is a final report although in the fall of 2011 they told WWMA 
the Panel would issue a draft report.15 MassDEP did hold hearings and a public comment period 
which closed on March 19, 2012, one year ago. To date, MassDEP claims that they are reviewing 
the over 500 comments received.16 The vast majority are highly critical of the Panel findings. The 
public expects that MassDEP will issue a final report that follows the mission of the MassDEP to 
protect the health, safety and well-being of MA citizens. 
 
The National Academy of Sciences, Goals: 
NAS research methodology is to impart knowledge and advance understanding of 
important topics using a rigorous impartial investigation process in an open and 
transparent environment. 
MassDEP, Goals: 
The MassDEP faithfully replicated the same methodology utilized by the American Wind Energy 
Association (AWEA) and the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CWEA) in a 2009 white paper.17 
The AWEA/CWEA hired seven individuals from various backgrounds to conduct a highly selective 
and limited literature search on the same topic as the MassDEP study. MassDEP hired seven 
individuals in complete secrecy from various backgrounds, some with established pro-wind bias.  
The AWEA/CWEA White Paper reported a series of findings/conclusions. The MassDEP Panel 
reported similar findings/conclusions. The driving goal of the MassDEP report was confirmed when 
the MassDEP Commissioner issued a press release announcing the key panel findings that used 
misleading language to the average person.18 The AWEA/CWEA issued similar press releases for 
their white paper. 
 
 
The truth is as clear and it is simple:  The Goal of the MassDEP panel report was to 
advance a political agenda of the Patrick Administration to deploy a vast number of 
land based industrial wind turbines in Massachusetts.  Throughout the Commonwealth 
people living near wind turbines are becoming sick with the same set of symptoms.  
MassDEP sponsored and is disseminating its panel report to blunt rising local opposition 
to siting wind turbines in close proximity to people.   
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