  OBJECTION TO THE EISHKEN WIND FARM          

       PROJECT, ISLE OF LEWIS, SCOTLAND.

Sent to: Paul.Smith@scotland.gsi.gov.uk                                     Date: 16 June 2005

Dear Sir,

I object to the Beinn Mhor Power’s Eishken Wind Farm project, a.k.a. "Eisgein, Eisgen, or Muaitheabhal Windfarm".

The project, if approved, would violate the Scottish Natural Heritage guidelines, the RSPB guidelines, the Bern Convention, and the European Birds and Habitats Directives, all of which stress the necessity of protecting listed bird species as well as the habitats that are necessary for their survival.

The proposed wind farm is sited in an Important Bird Area (IBA UK224 or "Park IBA") that is home to, arguably, as much as 10% of the UK population of the rare white-tailed sea eagle. It also hosts the second highest density of golden eagles in the European Union. As such it meets the UK selection criteria for SPA classification. It is also habitat to 8 additional Annex I species (protected under European and UK laws), plus 2 species protected under UK legislation. 

This IBA constitutes one of the finest eagle habitats in the UK, perfectly suited for the recuperation of the white-tailed eagle species in the UK, which has only 30 breeding pairs. It should have been designated a Special Protection Area in accordance with the EU Birds and Habitats Directives. Failing which, the more stringent requirements of Article 4.4 of the Birds Directive apply:

"4. In respect of the protection areas referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2 above, Member States shall take appropriate steps to avoid pollution or deterioration of habitats or any disturbances affecting the birds, in so far as these would be significant having regard to the objectives of this Article." - and the European Court of Justice has shown that these words are not to be taken lightly.

Having chosen this exceptionally important bird habitat to locate his large wind power plant (133 turbines), in violation of all known guidelines, the promoter produced an environmental statement (the "ES") that makes a mockery of science.

My objections denounce the oversights, the obfuscation, and the use of pseudo-science, which confuse the reader and lead him to believe that the windfarm will enhance the productivity of the golden eagle population. This particular conclusion is asserted by the consultant after a 4-step exercise in casuistry:

1) - Disregard 22 years of golden eagle productivity surveys, which show that the Eishken eagles are good breeders, fledging more young than other Lewis and Harris eagles (table 9.6).

2) - Based on the promoter's own 2-year survey, allege that their productivity is low, and declare Eishken to be a "sink" for golden eagle populations (paragraph 9.160).

3) - Based on the promoter's hastily conducted survey of hare and grouse droppings (15 minutes per 25 hectares, i.e. 0.25 km2 - parag. 9.26), declare the cause of the alleged low productivity to be scarcity of prey (parag. 9.164).

4) - Allege that a programme of prey enhancement and diversionary feeding,

pompously enveloped in a "regeneration of Eishken" scheme, will make golden eagles more productive (parag. 9.101/9.127/9.155), "thereby changing Eisgein from a sink to a source population" (parag. 9.164).

I submit that, on the contrary, Eishken was, and is, a "source population" (based upon the 22-year record 1982-2004 - table 9.6), but that it will become a population sink if the projected wind farm is built. 

I explain: as eagles are killed by the turbines, other eagles from the Western Isles, other Hebrides islands, and even the mainland, will replace them on their attractive "prey-enhanced" ranges - and get killed in turn. This is the population sink, or black hole effect.  It will act as a drain on the eagle population of Scotland, particularly on the white-tailed eagles, which only number 30 breeding pairs in the UK.

Even using, to the promoter's advantage, the fatally flawed SNH collision model (see 2.3.2 below) and applying arbitrary avoidance rates, the ES gives us the following worse-case-scenario prediction (ES, paragraph 9.148):

Deaths due to collision with the wind turbines over 25 years:

- white-tailed eagles: 

1 adult every 20 years = 1.2 over 25 years

1 sub-adult every 18 years = 1.4 over 25 years

1 non-breeding adult every 6 years = 4.2 over 25 years    

TOTAL:  6.8 white-tailed eagles killed

- golden eagles:

1 adult every 3 years = 8.333 over 25 years 

1 sub adult every 33 years = 0.757 over 25 years          

TOTAL: 9 golden eagles killed.

GRAND TOTAL: 16 eagles killed over 25 years, according to the promoter. 

This is unacceptable enough, especially regarding the rare white-tailed eagle. But actual mortality figures are likely to be much worse, according to statistical evidence from around the world (1).  From Australia, for instance, we have records of eagles getting killed as early as one week before and one week after the official inauguration of a windfarm (4).  - It does not take years for it to happen, as predicted by the ES: the consultant's estimate is self-serving. 

And in all likelihood, the wind farm will last longer than 25 years, as turbines are normally replaced at the end of their useful lives.  So the destruction of the Scottish eagle population will continue for 50, 75, 100 years or more. 

A final word on the "regeneration" plan: providing carrion and live rabbits to attract the eagles away from the turbines will not save their lives; because eagles do not fly only to get "free food". They also fly:

- to get to a hilltop or ridge where they can soar

- to patrol their ranges

- to chase intruders

- to interact with other eagles

- to engage into courtship

- to investigate strange structures placed on their territories

- to look for suitable perching sites (including wind turbines)

- to hunt on their traditional range

- to test the defence of neighbouring ranges

- to investigate a vacant neighbouring range 

- to roam over vast areas in search of a range (sub-adults and floaters)

These activities cannot be controlled by simply providing food away from the turbines. So the promoter's regeneration scheme is fatally flawed in this respect as well.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DETAILED OBJECTIONS

1. 0.  -  I object to the project on the grounds that the Muaitheabhal Windfarm environmental statement (the "ES") is not objective. It does not constitute a proper database for decision-making.  

The ES is not an independent scientific study. It was prepared by consultants selected, hired and paid by the promoter. Although wind industry followers would argue this is "normal" practice, it cannot be denied that the resulting conflict of interest impairs scientific objectivity.

To use an analogy, it is not much different from asking a poacher to assess the effect of his activity on the game population of a wildlife reserve. The analogy is appropriate, for it is a criminal offence to kill eagles and other protected birds; and indeed, the ES admits that this project will kill eagles - 16 of them over 25 years being the upper estimate.  

Eagle mortality is likely to exceed this figure (see 2.3.2 below).

The ES classifies the killing of up to 7 rare white-tailed eagles - out of a UK population of only 30 breeding pairs - as a "minor impact" (Ch. 17, page 6). How objective is that?

In fact, the effect on the white-tailed eagle species, cumulatively with other windfarms in Scotland and around the world, will be catastrophic. But the cumulative impact is not assessed in the ES.

Other illegal acts will be perpetrated: 1) against a National Scenic Area, 2) against the local otters, and 3) against the people who drink the water and eat the fish from the Eishken moors (see Objection # 8.0. on water contamination). 

In effect, the ES is a request for permission to break the law. And however qualified consultants may be, it does not make them any more objective than defence lawyers in a criminal trial. 

In this case, the consultant does not even sign as "ornithologist", or "biologist". 

2.0.  - I object to the project on the grounds that the ES is using oversight, obfuscation and pseudo-science to "prove" that the effects of the illegal acts to be perpetrated by the promoter are acceptable. 

2.1.  - Examples of oversight.

2.1.1.   It is locally known that IBA UK224 is home to 7 white-tailed sea eagles, arguably 3 breeding pairs and one floater (a non-breeding adult). This represents 10 % of the UK population, making the Eishken estate the nº1 stronghold of the species in the UK. As such, it should have been designated an SPA in accordance with EU Bird & Habitats Directives.   

But instead of mentioning this important fact, the ES takes a reductionist approach. It divides the sea eagles into 3 categories: breeding pairs, sub-adults, and non-breeding adults (parag. 9.147). The numbers are NOT specified, except for the author alleging that there is only one breeding pair.

The second oversight is to have limited the survey for breeding eagles to a 2-km buffer zone from the windfarm, whereas SNH guidelines recommend that surveys for eagle nests be conducted up to 6 km away from the turbines (2). This way, chances to find more nests, and therefore breeding pairs, is greatly reduced.

The third oversight is to ignore the fact that the "non-breeding" adults may actually be breeding - only further away from the turbines than the 2 km buffer zone that was surveyed.

In this manner, instead of saying there are 3 breeding pairs and one floater (for instance), which is a considerable number for such a rare bird, the only number made available to readers of the ES is: one pair. 

These oversights will have vast implications for the assessment of impact on white-tailed eagles populations.

2.1.2.  The ES fails to address the fact that the windfarm site is located within an Important Bird Area (IBA UK224). 

Yet, this was pointed out to the promoter by the Scottish Executive Ecological Advisors Unit (parag. 9.6).

As with the numbers of white-tailed eagles present at Eishken, it would be detrimental to the interests of the promoter to address the IBA issue. - The ES does not broach the subject, other than the short reference in parag. 9.6.

2.2.  EXAMPLES OF OBFUSCATION

2.2.1.  The major risk for eagles near a wind power plant is death by collision, as vividly reminded to us by the infamous windfarms of Altamont Pass, Tarifa, Navarre, Aragon, Shlesvig-Holstein, Hokkaido, New Mexico, and Starfish Hill (1),(4),(8),(9).  But the consultant does not address the issue properly.

2.2.1.1.  Diversion - the ES spends a considerable amount of time on secondary subjects. And when it comes to evaluating collision, only 1.5 pages are dedicated to this crucial issue (of the 18 pages of text in the Chapter on Birds). 

2.2.1.2.  Confusion - Here is the paragraph dedicated to the collision risk for white-tailed eagles:

"9.147. Collision risk per turbine for white-tailed eagles is shown in Figures 9.8, 9.9 and 9.10, calculated separately for breeding white-tailed eagle, non-breeding adults and sub-adults. Appendix 9.2 shows the estimated risk, with 0% avoidance, for all turbines that pose a potential risk to any of the three white-tailed eagle classes. Assuming avoidance at 95%, the entire windfarm would result in one adult breeding white-tailed eagle being killed every 20 years. For 97.5% and 99% avoidance the figures are one killed every 40 and 100 years respectively. These figures represent an impact of low magnitude with minor significance at both the site level and regionally across Lewis and Harris. For sub-adult white-tailed eagles, assuming 95%, 97.5% and 99% avoidance, the figures are one killed every 18, 36

and 89 years respectively. These figures represent an impact of low magnitude with minor significance at both the site level and regionally across Lewis and Harris. For the non-breeding adult white-tailed eagles assuming 95%, 97.5% and 99% avoidance, the figures are one killed every 6, 13, and 32 years. These figures represent an impact of low to medium magnitude and minor to moderate significance at both site level and regionally. In general the potential collision risk to the adult pair of breeding white-tailed eagles is small. There is a higher risk of collision mortality to non-breeding adult white-tailed eagles."

It requires an effort, pencil and paper - or a calculator - to figure out the promoter's predicted mortality, which is divided into 3 age groups, and further divided into 3 scenarios. How many readers will take time to figure out that the worse case scenario comes to 6.8 dead white-tailed eagles over 25 years? Many more will get the impression that the mortality is negligible, remembering phrases such as:  "one killed every 40 and 100 years respectively".  

And if one looks at the tables, that impression is reinforced (tables 9.11 / 9.12 / and 5 tables in appendix 9.2). These tables confuse the eye with a flurry of zeros. Intentional or not, the conveyed message is: negligible. - Nowhere in the whole ES is it clearly said that 6.8 sea eagles, and 16 eagles in total, may be killed by this windfarm.

Besides, the ES does not include an Executive Summary. The hot subject of eagle collisions is left where it is, in the second half of the chapter on birds, and in the sort of diluted form we have seen above. 

2.3.  EXAMPLES OF PSEUDO-SCIENCE

2.3.1. Avoidance rates.

There is no statistical basis for such rates: it is arbitrary. Proof of this is that 3 different ones are used: 95%, 97.5% and 99%. The only "criteria" is this one: "There is a consensus, within the United Kingdom, that an avoidance factor of 95-99% is reasonable."
"Reasonable" and "consensus" are words that are used when there is no hard evidence available. 

2.3.2. Collision model.

I have demonstrated, in another objection to another windfarm on Lewis, that the SNH collision model was fatally flawed (6). 

This, plus an arbitrary avoidance rate as per 2.3.1, causes mortality estimates to be self-serving rather than objective. Worldwide data available to us confirms that the Eishken wind power plant (the "EWPP") is likely to kill in excess of 16 eagles over 25 years (see earlier comments, and reference (1) at the end).

2.3.3. Prey survey.

It is said in paragraph 9.26: "All 0.25 km2 squares within and adjacent to the study area were located using a GPS unit (Global Positioning Satellite) and systematically searched for red grouse and mountain hare droppings for 15 minutes."
Fifteen minutes to search 25 hectares for droppings! I submit that the results of such a survey are necessarily understated by a wide margin. Here is the demonstration:

0.25 km2, or 25 hectares, is a square 500 m x 500 m. Its perimeter is 2 km. 

A man walking at 3 kph (on the moor, and looking for droppings, that is not slow by any means), would only cover 0.75 km in 15 minutes ( 3 / 4 = 0.75 )

In other words, he wouldn't be able to walk the perimeter of his survey square, let alone survey the interior!

Conclusion: it is evident that the results of this prey survey are worthless, as well as self-serving.

2.3.4. Sticking to his own 2-year survey.

As mentioned earlier, golden eagle productivity surveys covering 22 years are disregarded. Yet they show that the eagles from the windfarm site are excellent breeders: 0.58 fledged per recorded range.  This compares with 0.32 for the Harris and other Lewis eagles (Table 9.6).

The author uses instead his own 2-year survey that yields 0.16 - a rate that is clearly insufficient to maintain a population, but permits the promoter to allege that the IBA is a population sink for golden eagles.

Assuming the surveyors were doing their job without malice, what could possibly explain a drop from 0.58 to 0.16?

The answer may be: disturbance of the eagles by human presence. For windfarm projects cause a sudden flurry of activity in once serene wilderness: engineers and technicians move across vast areas, at and around the site. Off-track vehicles take people to heretofore-undisturbed bird habitats - and we can't even be sure that helicopters are not used. Ornithologists survey the land on foot, looking for protected bird species and for eagle prey; they search for eagle nests, check the presence of eggs, monitor flights and breeding success. 

In the circumstances, it is not surprising that the eagles, which are extremely shy of human presence, would experience more reproduction failures during those years. 

Thus, the poor breeding success of the last 2 years find a logical explanation: the windfarm has started to victimize the eagle population long before the first turbine is installed.  

And then we read this phrase: "In 2004 more than 10% of the ranges, in which eggs were laid, were subject to thefts or burning of the nest" (parag. 9.75).

So we have to add a criminal element to the plight of the eagles on Lewis. This is all very disturbing, giving a new dimension to this tragedy of eagles to be killed illegally by wind turbines, but with the approval of SNH and the Scottish Executive. 

3.0.  - I object to the project on the grounds that the cumulative impact on eagle populations has not been addressed.
Many other golden eagle habitats are being targeted by the wind industry in Scotland: Western Isles, Isle of Skye, Mull, Ardnamurchan, Kintyre, Loch Awe etc. It has been estimated that 233 golden eagles may be killed on Skye alone (7). Cumulatively with the hundreds of windfarms to be built in Scotland, the effect of the EWPP on the UK population of golden eagles will be disastrous (all but one of UK's c.400 breeding pairs are in Scotland). 

Yet, the cumulative effect on the UK population is not addressed in the ES.

Worse when it comes to the white-tailed eagle, whose population is only 30 breeding pairs, all of them in Scotland. The destruction of 7 birds (or more) by the EWWP, in addition to others killed by other windfarms in Scotland, will cause severe damage and may cause the extirpation of the species.

IBA 224 is crucial to the conservation of the white-tailed eagle in the UK. It is even so at the world level, which has only c.5,000 pairs, most of which currently being threatened by windfarms, already operating or to be built.

In Germany, Mr. Tobias Dürr, ornithologist of the Brandenburg State Bird Conservation Centre, has kept a record of the windfarm victims that were casually reported to him (8). They include 13 white-tailed sea eagles. 

In Japan as well, white-tailed eagles have been killed by turbine blades (9). Many more are expected to die as a windfarm is to be placed on a migration hotspot on Hokkaido, where transits half of the world's population. 

And more windfarms are to be built in more habitats of this endangered species: Pairc, North Lewis, Isle of Skye, Mull, Ardnamurchan, Kintyre, and other locations in Western Scotland. In other countries as well: Norway, Sweden, Finland, Germany, Japan, and possibly one day the shores of Russia. - There is little doubt that their cumulative effect on the conservation of this magnificent species will be severe. 

This makes the Eiskhen IBA all the more important as a safe haven for these rare, threatened birds.

4.0.  - I object to the project on the grounds that the collision risk to migrating birds was not addressed.

Among migrants using the North-East Atlantic migratory flyway, we find 3 "Annex I" species: whooper swans, white-fronted geese, and barnacle geese. They use Eishken as a staging post in their trans-Atlantic migrations, and some make it their wintering grounds.  

Swans and geese have been killed by wind turbines in Germany (8), and probably elsewhere as well but such deaths are rarely reported. Windfarm employees are likely to take home what the foxes would miss. 

5.0.  - I object to the project on the grounds that the collision risk was not properly addressed regarding merlins, peregrine falcons, red-throated divers, black-throated divers, golden plovers, dunlins and greenshanks.

In a cavalier manner, paragraphs 9.144, 9.145 and 9.146 dismiss the collision risks to these birds as negligible, not worth studying in detail.

Here are some of the excuses given: 

- "almost all of the 93 flights recorded in this study were at considerable distances from proposed turbine locations, it seems reasonable to assume that there is only a very small risk of a collision."
Comments: how many are "almost"? This word is not scientific, allowing as it does personal interpretation. Besides, the birds in question (divers) may be using a breeding location one year, and another the next (this was established by research for the Lewis Wind project, on North Lewis). So their flight patterns may also vary from year to year. 

- the species is only there 6 months of the year.

Comment: this admittedly reduces the risk by a factor, but does not eliminate it. Six months is ample time for 

collisions to occur.

- the species flies "mostly" at low altitude.

Comment: and when it happens to fly higher, what then?

It is clear that the collision risk of these listed bird species is not addressed properly.

6.0.  - I object to the project on the grounds that the EWPP will have a severe impact on the quality of life of residents and visitors alike. 

Over one hundred industrial structures topping 400 feet in height will have a negative impact on the quality of life of the islanders. Living in an industrial zone has never been associated with bliss.

133 steel towers 130-meter tall, with 50-meter-long revolving blades will profoundly transform the natural, picturesque landscape of Eishken, which is partly included in a designated National Scenic Area. Nearly one third of the turbines (40 to be exact) will be within the NSA, and the rest just outside of it.

"The NSA is considered ...to be of unsurpassed attractiveness which must be conserved as part of our national heritage." (ES, table 6.9.) - Yet the ES pretends that the effect of 40 wind turbines within the NSA, and 93 just outside of it, will have a "moderate" impact (table 6.9.). This is preposterous, resulting to be an insult to anyone's intelligence. 

Common sense tells us they will ruin the eastern portion of the NSA. And this is contradictory to the Comhairle's commitment towards improving the landscape of the Western Isles.

Says the CNES Landscape Assessment Policy: "Policy ENf 1 indicates the Comhairle’s commitment to foster understanding, managing and enhancing of the landscape assets." - Will 133 wind turbines 130-meters-tall "enhance" the landscape assets of the NSA? Even the promoter doesn't go that far! Landscape quality is an essential part of quality of life. Disfiguring a National Scenic Area goes beyond destroying the amenity of the countryside: it is abominable.

Approval of the EWPP would violate the spirit AND the letter of CNES Policy. 

7.0.  - I object to the project on the grounds that the EWPP will be economically detrimental to the vast majority of islanders.
7.1. - Tourism.
Visitors coming to these remote islands are "landscape tourists", in search of beauty, wildlife and authenticity. This is clear enough. Affirmations that wind turbines do not deter tourists, voiced by windfarm promoters, are based on manipulated polls (3).

A local survey, which was completed by 276 visitors to tourist attractions in

north-west Lewis in July and August 2004, found that an ‘overwhelming

majority’ of visitors to the area (90 per cent) are not in favour of the

current windfarm development proposed by AMEC — and that 54 per cent feel

that ‘any windfarm in this area will discourage tourists from visiting

Lewis’.

Says the CNES Landscape Assessment Policy:

"Studies undertaken by Tourism Management Services as a basis for its 

Tourism Management Plan showed the landscape qualities of the Western 

Isles to be a key reason for attracting visitors."
And here is a comment by the Scottish Wildlife Trust (table 16.1 of the ES):

"The tourist industry is crucial to the economy of both Lewis and Harris. The proposed development will be visible from the A859, the only road link between Tarbert, the entry port to Harris, and Stornoway, the entry port to Lewis."

And by the Western Isles Fisheries Trust: "The main reason why people visit the fisheries of the Western Isles is the wild and unspoilt environment."

The consultant himself had to admit: 

"16.49.   ...there is limited scope for the mitigation of the visual impacts of the turbines, therefore visual impacts on recreational users are considered to vary from negligible to major."

The 133 turbines will be seen by most visitors touring the Western Isles, being located alongside the main highway A 859. It will not be possible to travel southwards from Stornoway, or northwards to Stornoway, without running into them.

The impact will be major, more so if considered cumulatively with the other windfarms to be built on Lewis.

And there will be an impact on people's income, for many depend on tourism.

7.2.  - Second homes and retirement residences.

This is an economic sector with great potential for the Western Isles, one that would create many jobs.  

The EWPP, in addition to other windfarm eyesores to be built on Lewis and the Uists, will depreciate quality of life on the islands, and hurt this potentially lucrative market.

7.3.  - Property values.

Property values are in direct relationship with quality of life in a given area. Transforming the islands into an industrial landscape will affect both negatively.

8.0.   - I object to the project on the grounds that the EWPP will contaminate the water tables.  That will be detrimental to the health of the people, to the survival of the otters, and to the fish farms and other fishing activities.
Says Appendix 3.2:

- "10. During the upgrading works a number of potential pollutants may be present on site, including oil, fuels, chemicals, unset cement and concrete. Any pollution incident occurring on the site may detrimentally affect the water quality of the nearby surface waters and groundwater. Where there are fisheries and water supply interests this may have a significant impact."
"11. Similarly there is likely to be ground disturbance during the upgrading works, which may prompt soil erosion and sediment generation. Sediment transport in the surrounding watercourses and lochans may result in high turbidity levels which will impact on the ecology, fisheries interests and water supplies."

"17. Depending on the abundance and distribution of otter within the road upgrade area, habitual patterns of forage may be impacted by the works, and decreased water quality may affect prey availability."

And of interest are 3 words in table 12.6 of the ES on page 8, section 12 (transport) - left column, 4th box: "Normal and Extended Servicing (includes oil changes)" 

You can't help dripping some oil on the ground when you change 400 litres of oil, even if you are super-efficient and careful - then you have the sloppy kind, and the criminal one, who thinks nothing of pouring the old oil into the ground in order to save a trip to the oil disposal facility. At sea, more than one ship captain have been caught perpetrating ecological crimes of the sort - why would a windfarm maintenance person be more ethical?

There will be 133 oil changes, involving about 400 litres each. Add to this oil dripping from the arms of the turbines or along the towers (see picture here:  http://www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1457 ) plus the transformers' cooling oil (in electrical sub-stations); plus oil-cooled cables wherever high tension cables are laid underground. 

Last, but not least, cleaning liquids are used to clean the blades from the thousands of dead midges and other insects that affect the performance of rotors.  

There is little doubt that the people of Eishken will feel the effects of that contamination in their water supply. So will the otters, and so will the fish.

The promoter's hired ecologist recognizes the risk:

"7.57.   A pollution incident during construction could have an impact of major magnitude on the water quality of the surface and ground waters of the area, potentially irrevocably damaging the ecology."

The same holds true during the operation of the windfarm, however, and this increases the risk by a time factor:

"7.123. The majority of potential pollutants i.e. fuel, oil, chemicals and cement will be removed from site on completion of the construction phase. Remaining potential pollutants will include lubricants for turbine gearboxes, transformers oils, and fuel leaks from maintenance vehicles."

Introducing such pollutants in a pristine environment earmarked as a bird reserve, and used by otters, swans and other waterbirds, is an ecological crime. It may also affect the health of the people, who drink the water.

9.0.   - I object on the grounds that Eishken is a protected peatland habitat.

Adding to the exceptional conservation value of Eishken as an endangered bird species habitat, it is almost entirely composed of active blanket bog and Atlantic wet heath (both "Annex I" as per the Habitats Directive, and the former of Priority Community Concern); and it hosts a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) qualifying bryophyte and vascular plant community.

The excavation of peat for the concrete bases of the turbines, the access roads, the electrical substation, the underground cables, the pylons for high-tension overhead cables, the quarries etc., will clearly have a negative impact on this highly-valued ground cover, which is it illegal to alter.  

10.0.   - I object on the grounds that the promoter did not prove there was no alternative to this project, in contradiction with Policy RM11 of the Western Isles Structure Plan.
"9.40. Policy RM11 of the Western Isles Structure Plan (adopted 2003) refers to listed habitats and species. It states that: “The Comhairle will not normally grant consent for developments on land or water that would have a significant adverse effect upon habitats or species listed under the EC Habitats Directive (Annex 1, 2 & 4), the EC Wild Birds Directive (Annex 1) or the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (Schedules 1, 5 and 8).” It adds that developments in these habitats should not proceed if there are satisfactory alternative locations.

There are, indeed, many alternative locations within Scotland. Selecting an Important Bird Area of such overriding conservation significance, without showing proof that the windfarm can be erected nowhere else, is a clear violation of Policy RM11.   

Sincerely

Mark Duchamp                                                                            

Windfarm/Bird Research Manager

Proact International    www.proact-campaigns.net 

save-the-eagles@madrid.com
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(1) Chilling Statistics  www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1875

(2) Draft SNH guidelines, ANNEX 2. METHODS TO ASSESS THE IMPACTS OF PROPOSED ONSHORE WIND FARMS ON BIRD COMMUNITIES

(3) - Manipulated polls: the Argyleshire MORI polls have been publicly discredited. They had to be withdrawn from the An Suidhe planning application as its methodology would not have withstood cross-examination.

Yet the ES refers to the MORI polls in paragraph 16.45, to try and dismiss the negative impact on tourism.

(4) - Starfish Hill. Excerpt from A. Chapman (2003) - Renewable Energy Industry Environmental Impacts: 

"I recently received the following information from members of the Eaglehawk Conservation Group in South Australia about the Starfish Hill wind farm, a facility developed by Starfish Hill Wind Farm Pty Ltd, a wholly owned subsidiary of Tarong Energy, based in Queensland.

· On 22 September 2003 the group said a Wedge-tailed Eagle had been killed at the Starfish Hill wind farm. This kill occurred before it was officially opened by Premier Mike Rann on Saturday 4 October 03.

· During the first week in October 2003 a second eagle was found dead under one of the turbines by the Tarong Energy Site Manager.

At least four months after the first turbine commenced operating and even after the last kill there was no official bird kill monitoring procedure in place. These two eagle kills are known only because members of the public have stumbled across them."

(6) Objection to the Barvas moor windfarm project, Lewis: http://www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=2030

(7) Objection to the Ben Aketil windfarm, Isle of Skye, by Dr. Jeremy Carter:

"1.14 The applicant’s own assessment of the impact of the Ben Aketil wind farm is that one golden eagle may be killed every 8.5 years, and cumulatively with the Edinbane wind farm one eagle every 1.5 years.

Leaving aside the fact that the applicant’s assessment is very likely an underestimate of the collision risk for Golden Eagle (as I have shown), it implies that even the applicant’s estimate is that the combined impact of these developments may be to kill 17 golden eagles over 25 years. The more realistic direct estimate not including displacement but based on observation at existing wind farms gives a mean of 1.9 collisions per year for Ben Aketil, and 9.3 collisions per year for the cumulative impact, implying that these developments may kill up to 233 golden eagles over 25 years. Whichever estimate is considered, an impact of this severity is completely unacceptable."

(8)  - German mortality records - these only reflect dead birds that were reported by the public to the authorities of the länder of Brandeburg. They are the tip of the iceberg: more than 1 million birds are thought to be dieing yearly from German wind turbines: see: www.iberica2000.org/documents/eolica/casual_bird_mortality_record_germany.xls

(9) Japan eagle kills - http://sierraactivist.org/article.php?sid=46455      

and:    http://www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/BIRD_MORTALITY/Japan_3_eagles_killed_in_2004.txt

