




January 4, 2022 

 
 
James Malters 
727 Oxford St. 
Worthington, MN 56187 
 

Mr. Malters, 

 

In regards to the STAFF’S FOURTH SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO MR. MICHAEL BOLLWEG 
EL21-018:  

 
(a) Does Dr. Christenson maintain that a pilot cannot safely fly around a turbine that is shut down and 
not moving as ordered for the Crowned Ridge Wind II Project? 
 

No. 
 
If the wind towers were not in operation, it would substantial decrease the turbulence created by 
the wind turbines. As long as the distance from the field to the obstacle can be maintained, pilots 
could safety operate around a wind turbine.  

 
 
(b) Please explain how flying around a wind turbine that is shut down is different than flying around 
other stationary obstacles, such as a power line, grain bin, house, trees, or cell tower. 
 

As a professional pilot and flight instructor, I do not see a major difference between obstacles 
when height and circumference are adequately considered. I would not try to outmaneuver an 
obstacle without proper setback clearances for any stationary obstacles such as a wind turbine, 
powerline, grain bin, house, trees, or cell tower. The height and size of the obstacle must be taken 
into consideration when operating an aircraft in the vicinity of known obstacles.   
 
I would recommend if a 100 ft grain bin was located within the area of operation, it would be 
considered much like a 100-foot shut down wind turbine would be except that a wind turbine can 
rotate so the orientation of the blades in relation to the aircraft turn would have to be taken into 
consideration. An operator could fly closer to a 100 ft grain bin because the climb required to 
clear a 100ft bin is less than a taller obstacle.  
 



A 600-foot-tall grain bin with the same circumference as a 600-foot- tall wind turbine would be 
treated with equal caution. I have yet to encounter a 600-foot-tall grain bin so the best description 
would be trying to operate in downtown Manhattan with 60 story buildings on multiple sides. It 
would be possible to operate around them, but the distance between the building (wind 
turbine/grain bin/obstacle) would need to be sufficiently away to allow for a proper turn. The 
margin of error decreases and safety margins virtually disappear.  
 
If the PUC request was to evaluate a new tower that was 600ft tall with known guy wires, I would 
treat it the same as a 600-foot wind turbine using the height and circumference of the obstacle. 
The tower along with the guywires constitute an obstacle that is not able to be flow through. Yes, 
it is possible to fly under, over, or through guy wires but the margin of safety decreases with each 
pass. Flying under or through stopped wind turbine blades is much like guy wires.  
 
As a professional pilot I would not fly under shut down wind turbine blades, nor would I teach that 
maneuver to any student.  
 
 

4-3) Refer to the response to staff data request 2-4.  Mr. Christensen recommend a setback for a wind 
turbine no less than 0.8 miles from the end of the field.  Is Mr. Christensen aware of any governmental 
entity that has ordered a similar setback for wind turbines from a property line to facilitate aerial spraying?  
If so, please provide supporting documentation. 
 

I am not aware of any governmental entity that has ordered a similar setback for wind turbines 
from property line to facilitate aerial spraying. My job was to evaluate the threats to safety to 
agricultural spray aircraft posed by the turbines. That analysis had to do with the hard science 
of physics as it applied to aircraft and pilot performance. No political considerations were 
evaluated. Governmental agencies sometimes take other factors into consideration. 

 

 

Respectfully, 

 
 
Cody Christensen, Ed.D. 
Airline Transport Pilot 
FAA Gold seal flight instructor 
 
 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE
APPLICATION BY NORTH BEND WIND
PROJECT, LLC FOR A PERMIT TO
CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE THE
NORTH BEND WIND PROJECT IN
HYDE COUNTY AND HUGHES
COUNTY, SOUTH DAKOTA

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

EL21-018

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of Mr. Michael Bollweg’s Response to
Staff’s Fourth Set of Data Requests and the Certificate of Service were served
electronically on the Parties listed below, on the 7th day of January, 2022, addressed to:

Amanda M. Reiss
Staff Attorney
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501
Phone (605)773-3201
Amanda.reiss@state.sd.us

Ms. Patricia Van Gerpen
Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 E. Capitol Ave.
Pierre, SD 57501
patty.vangerpen@state.sd.us

Mr. Darren Kearney
Mr. Jon Thurber
Staff Analysts
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 E. Capitol Ave.
Pierre, SD 57501
darren.kearney@state.sd.us
jon.thurber@state.sd.us

Mr. Brett Koenecke - Representing: North Bend Wind Project, LLC
Attorney
May, Adam, Gerdes & Thompson LLP
503 South Pierre Street
PO Box 160
Pierre, SD 57501-0160
brett@mayadam.net



Mr. Casey Willis
Senior Project Developer
ENGIE North America
3760 State St., Ste. 200
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
casey.willis@engie.com

Ms. Marilyn Ring
Auditor
Hyde County
412 Commercial Ave. SE
Highmore, SD 57345
hydeaud@venturecomm.net

Mr. Thomas Oliva
Auditor
Hughes County
104 E. Capitol Ave.
Pierre, SD 57501
Thomas.Oliva@co.hughes.sd.us

/s James E. Malters
JAMES E. MALTERS
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