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Objection to the Carraig Gheal windfarm project.

Dear Sirs,
 

Although it has been late coming, here is my objection to the Carraig Gheal windfarm project. I hope you will consider it, as it contains carefully pondered arguments, and information not currently available elsewhere.
 

Reasons for objecting:
 

Carraig Gheal (hereinafter: CG) will have 24 turbines of 2 to 3 MW. In the best of cases, its total generating capacity will be: 72 MW. But wind does not blow all the time at optimal speed, so the amount of electricity actually produced will be much less. Indeed, Section 15.2. of the Environmental Statement (hereinafter: ES) predicts the windfarm will only use, yearly, between 30 and 35% of its installed capacity,. Thus, at best, it will actually generate 72 x 35% = 25 MW. Expressed as a percentage of what would produce an alternative clean-energy power plant - say a 1,000 MW CO2-free power station using clean-coal technology and carbon sequestration - this represents only 2.5%.
 

Question: is it reasonable to ruin the sights around loch Awe, the lives of the neighbours, and the tourism potential of North Argyll, to produce just 2.5%  of what would generate an alternative clean energy source located in a tourist-neutral "brownfield"?
 

A vast area stands to be affected by the turbines. The visual impact maps presented by the developer show that they will be visible from as far as the isle of Mull. To mar such a vast and remarkably beautiful landscape for such a minimal amount of electricity could be qualified as state vandalism by generations to come. 

 

The extent of the visual damage is best appreciated on a picture taken from the top of Ben Cruachan (See Annex to the ES). Contrasting with the eye-friendly patchwork of undulating moors and forestry, and the scenic lochs, islands and seascapes, the existing windfarm of Beinn Ghlas is sticking out like a sore thumb.

 

The erection of an additional cluster of wind turbines a few kilometres to the south will expand the industrial footprint on these beautiful uplands, a second step in their unwitting conversion to the degraded status of "brownfield".      

 

The promoter, in the ES, estimates that "the visual effect is considered of low or negligible magnitude". But he would say that, wouldn’t he? The area residents have a different appreciation, and so do recurring tourists such as myself. 
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The visual impact on such a vast area of the valuable North Argyll scenery is more than enough reason for rejecting this project, which in any case will only produce an intermittent trickle of electricity.   

 

But there is more. The consultant writes, on page 32 of the ES: "wet cement and concrete are very alkaline and corrosive." And, on page 32, he mentions the risk of accidental spills and contamination of water supplies. 

 

Contamination is indeed likely. Here are some excerpts from an ES for another windfarm in Scotland - Muaitheabhal project, Appendix 3.2  www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/LEWIS/EISHKEN_EAGLE_KILLER.doc  

 

 "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."
 

"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." 
 

What is more, pollution is not limited to the construction phase. Contaminants will be used throughout the life of the windfarm: lubricants for the turbines, cooling oil for the transformers, cleaning liquids for the blades (whose performance is impaired when dead insects form a paste on their surface) and for the towers (when oil leaks develop in the turbines) – see important oil leak pictures here: 

 

http://blog.sekano.org/index.php?s=aceite&searchbutton=Go%21        

 

and another one here:

 

www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1457   (scroll down)

 

There will be periodical oil changes for the turbines, involving about 400 litres for each nacelle. Accidental spills are bound to happen, and maybe some not-so-accidental ones as well (illegal dumping of soiled lubricants). 

 

Many windfarm pollution incidents go unreported, but in Germany 5 are already on record: 

 

www.caithnesswindfarms.co.uk      click "Accidents", go to page bottom and click "Accident data", then scroll down to these items:

 

- 111: oil leaks into ground - specialist firm called to clean up.

- 171: oil leaks into ground - ongoing for a month.

- 177: turbine felled by storm, oil spilled in protected area for drinking water supply.
- 180: oil leaking into the ground. 

- 186: 160 litres of oil leak in protected area for drinking water supply

 

Item 177 is interesting because there have been many such crashes around the world. As lubricating oil is stored in each nacelle (about 400 litres for 2 MW models), much oil spills into the ground after each crash. 

 

* Note: caithnesswindfarms.co.uk is pro-windfarms, so they may not be accused of over-reporting the accident data.

 

Reviewing the rest of the accidents, item 48 relates the collapse of  129 turbines in a major storm in India. So this is a case where 129 x 400* litres of oil were spilled into the ground.  

 

* could be less, depending on the model of the turbines.

 

This is a bit extreme, but even outside cyclones areas there has been a number of turbine collapses. Here is a sample:

 

www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/PHOTOS/COLLAPSED_5.jpg 

www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/PHOTOS/COLLAPSED_4.jpg  

www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/PHOTOS/COLLAPSED_3.jpg   

www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/PHOTOS/COLLAPSED_2.jpg  

www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/PHOTOS/COLLAPSED_1.jpg  

http://ventdubocage.net/accident3.htm 

http://ventdubocage.net/accident10.htm  

http://ventdubocage.net/accident11.htm   (NZ - the title is in French, but the text is in English).

 

 

It is clear from all of the above that the ecology of the streams, the purity of the springs, and the water quality of the aquifers will be negatively affected by the CG windfarm – all the way down to loch Awe. 

 

This is no small matter: windfarm projects can be turned down because of their impact on drinking water: 

 

DRUMDERG WINDFARM DECISION

 

“At a packed meeting in Perth City Hall, Perth and Kinross councillors voted by 8-2 to refuse planning consent for a 16-turbine development at Drumderg, overlooking "Bonnie Glenshee" and close to the A93 tourist route to Braemar. Concerns over the effects of excavation works on the water supply to local residents and the risks to a nearby Site of Scientific Interest were uppermost in the minds of councillors who spoke against the issue."
 

*Source: press release from Scottish Wind Watch, January 19th 2005

 

 

In the case of CG, there are major reasons to reject the application based on water contamination alone. 

 

Says the ES: “A worst-case scenario would be that track construction, stream crossing construction and turbine construction could cause impacts on watercourses which would be similar to those which routinely occur during  storm events.”
 

This is incorrect and self-serving. In a pristine environment, runoff waters from a storm do not carry sediments, cement, and chemicals. The situation is different when soil lays bare on tracks, embankments, and vehicle working areas; when “dust from rock-crushing” has been spread over the land; when oil, cement, and cleaning liquids are present on the site .Then, storm runoffs will carry these pollutants into streams and ground waters. 

 

Elsewhere in the ES the consultant admits this when he says: “discharged waters are likely to be sediment-laden and could also contain spilt fuels, oils and greases… (and cement or  alkaline waters)”  and “the impact .. is of Major significance (on freshwater ecology, including fisheries)” (section 9.6.2.4). This is but one of the contradictions and inconsistencies that may be found in the ES, 
 

We also read (Hydrology Impact Assessment, section 9.4.5.  ): "... there is 

believed to be a local public mains water supply for Inverinan, Craigloist and Achachenna on Loch Awe". 

 

In fact, the situation is the following: Inverinan is on a private water supply whose catchment area is on the SE corner of the site. So its drinking water may be directly affected by the contamination. 

 

Craigloist and Achachenna are on public water supply which is sourced from two small lochs away from the windfarm site. But the now-preferred western access route passes close to these two lochs, and its effect on this drinking water supply has not been assessed. 

 

So it appears that the drinking water of these communities could be contaminated by the windfarm. But the ES states, deceptively: “there is no possibility of wind farm  construction activities impacting on known private water supplies” (mitigation section (9.7.6.). And “public” water supplies are simply omitted. 

 

In any event, proposed mitigation would be inadequate. For the 2 private water supplies recognized by the ES, it consists in providing “replacement water supplies” for the duration of the contamination, which the developer predicts to be of short duration. But this does not take into account contaminations after the construction phase, contaminations that will go undetected, and contaminations that will have penetrated into the ground, to later reappear in aquifers and spring water. 
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There are other negative effects related to windfarms, particularly those affecting neighbours: road traffic, loss of amenity of the surroundings, property values, noise etc.  But I imagine these will have been covered at length by the residents themselves. The loss of blanket peat is another issue of importance for North Argyll. But I don’t have the competence to expand on that theme: I hope someone else will. 

 

I am familiar, however, with the subject of windfarms’ impact on wildlife. So I shall make a few comments on CG’s impact in this respect. 

 

To start with, it is disturbing to read that the windfarm will use 11 km2 out of  a 60 km2 block of SSSI quality (section 8.5.1.6.). This is definitely the wrong place for an industrial development; and for this motive alone, the project should be rejected.
 

Indeed, as admitted by the promoter himself, it will negatively affect the survival of the following species, which are protected by law (the possibility of future lawsuits is not to be dismissed): 

 

-         Otters, water voles, badgers, wild cats, endangered bats, and a rare dragonfly.
-         Red-throated divers: “adverse effect of high magnitude” says the ES.

-         Merlins: one collision every 10 years, predicts the ES (we know how unreliable such self-serving predictions can be – see below: Muaitheabhal project).

-         Golden plovers.

-         Golden eagles.

 

I wish to add a few other protected species, even if some of them do not breed in the immediate area: white-tailed eagles, ospreys, hen harriers, peregrine falcons, geese, swans, etc.  Indeed, the fact that a bird does not breed at CG does not mean it won’t fly there. For instance, hen harriers and peregrine falcons were seen during VP watches (A8b pages 11 and 27, as per RSPB letter of March 2005). 

 

The windfarm will be erected on and around a summit used by valuable raptors for soaring, so the danger for these will be permanent – be they residents or transients.

 

Golden eagles deserve our particular attention. They are a priority species under the Argyll Biodiversity Action Plan, yet the proposed windfarm will be located within the range of a breeding pair, one that has an excellent track record of productivity. As a matter of interest, the RSPB pointed out how the promoter “misinterpreted” the data submitted to him (letter of March 2005).

 

Eagles and other raptors are particularly prone to being chopped by whirling turbine blades, as shown by the pictures available here: 

 

http://www.iberica2000.org/documents/EOLICA/PHOTOS/BIRDS_KILLED_BY_WINDFARMS/ 

 

And here are some relevant data obtained from scientific reports:

 

1)  In California, an estimated 2,300 golden eagles were killed by wind turbines over 20 years, plus 10,000 other raptors, and smaller birds in greater quantities still (Dr. Smallwood & K. Thelander, Aug. 2004 - and other studies). The golden eagle population is declining in that State (Kochert and Steenhof (2002). 

 

2)  In Navarre, Spain, we find more of the same: 368 wind turbines under study have killed 409 griffon vultures in just 12 months, plus 24 eagles and other raptors, 6,000 smaller birds, and 650 bats (Dr. Lekuona, 2001). 

 

3)  In Scotland, Scottish Natural Heritage revealed to the press that a single windfarm (Muaitheabhal, on the Eishken estate) could kill 575 golden and sea eagles over 25 years (The Herald, 2 Feb. 2006), whereas the promoter had predicted 11 dead eagles. This shows how easy it is to manipulate bird mortality predictions.

 

It is not just the golden eagles currently breeding at CG that are at risk. It is also the adult eagles that will take possession of the territory when resident eagles are killed. This way, the CG windfarm will act as an ecological sink - for adult and immature eagles. The latter because they roam for years before settling down, gliding from one summit to another, attracted by their declivity winds (which permit soaring).
 

Thus, the survival of the entire eagle population of North Argyll will be compromised. This is notwithstanding the self-serving study commissioned by the wind industry at Beinn an Tuirc, on which I have made the following comments to the ornithological community: 

 

The Beinn an Tuirc study is inadequate, and the conclusions drawn from it by the wind industry amount to wishful thinking:

1) it was sponsored and paid for by the wind industry, in the hope that it would "prove" that habitat management can tell the eagles where to fly and where not to fly. Objectivity: doubtful.
2) it does not take roaming immature eagles into consideration, yet they are especially prone to getting killed by the turbines (plus the young from the resident pair - though they seem to be unproductive now).

3) I am told that the turbines are not being monitored for mortality.

4) the resident pair is now unproductive, if indeed it is true that it is still alive (or that it is the same pair - it could have been killed, and another taken its place - population sink effect).

This study is the cornerstone of the wind industry's efforts to convince us that, in Scotland, wind turbines can be placed on eagles' ranges without harm. I' m not buying it. At another windfarm in Argyll - Beinn Ghlas - the resident eagles have disappeared. As the windfarm is not being monitored for dead birds, we shall never know what happened to them. 

It just isn't right to let the wind industry monitor the damage its turbines are doing. It is tantamount to asking a hunter, in front of witnesses, if he killed any eagles last year.

The evidence coming from many parts of the world is overwhelming: eagles are particularly prone to being killed by windfarms. Considering that Scotland may be an exception, or that "habitat management" can teach eagles where not to fly, is wishful thinking. A ridge will always attract eagles because declivity winds help them to soar, no matter how many rabbits you put at their disposal away from it: eagles have other activities besides foraging. 

An inadequate study of dubious objectivity won't change reality.
 

And the reality is that eagles do not avoid wind turbines: they get killed by them. 

There is ample evidence of this:  

 

www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1875          scroll down 5/8th of the way to:
 

            ......................(PARENTHESIS ON EAGLE MORTALITY)............................
 

                                        X                        X                          X

 

 

And of course, other valuable birds will be killed by the blades, whose tips move at speeds up to 300 km/h*, fooling the birds. Like us, they see them as moving slowly. And that includes the osprey, a favourite with tourists. 

 

* www.iberica2000.org/Es/Articulo.asp?Id=1875         scroll down 1/8th of the way to: 

 

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS ON AVIAN MORTALITY

 

 

                                       X                           X                             X
 

 

 

CONCLUSION

 

Apart from the illegality of killing bird species that are protected by law, Argyll will lose a great deal if eagles disappear from its skies, and if ospreys no longer splash the surface of its lakes. Nature conservation, tourism, and quality of life are at stake at Carraig Gheal. 
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