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INTRODUCTION

The Forum’s specialist areais, as defined in our Constitution ... The conservation of
Thorne and Hatfield Moors, their biodiversity, and their geological,

pal aeoecol ogical, archaeological and historic features, seeking to sustain and where
possible to improve, their environmental quality.

By way of qualification of interest we will in due course provide a number of
supportive documents as appendices to our Proofs of Evidence (e.g. T& HMC Forum
Executive Committee abridged Curriculum Vitae, Constitution and membership list).

TWEEN BRIDGE

In March 2004 Thorne & Hatfield Moors Conservation Forum objected to United
Utilities application for awind farm at Tween Bridge, Thorne, Doncaster. This
objection was in the form of atwenty five page response to the Environmental
Statement submitted by the devel opers as part of the application to the DTI under the
Electricity Act.

Subsequent to that initial ES, E-On as successorsin title to the application have
provided additional information in the form of Supplementary Environmental
Infor mation January 2006.

This Statement of Case reaffirms the objection contained and maintained in the
Forum’s March document (previously provided and circul ated to the main parties and
also in the public domain and available for inspection at a number of sources, and also
provided to the Planning Inspectorate viathe Pl Programme Officer). This document
also seeks to consolidate that objection with areview of the later submission by the
developers.

There are aspects in the objection which the devel opers, particularly E-On, failed to
address and are therefore re-iterated and will be progressed through Proofs of
Evidence in due course.

The Forum re-iterates and strongly maintainsits objection and concentrates on
the following grounds:

i SAC interest, i.e. hydrological security and safeguard for thesiteasa
Natura 2000 sitefor itsbiodiversity and as a carbon sink, an important
consider ation in the climate change challenge.

2/ SPA interest, i.e. nightjar (including noise assessment and not just
collision potential).

In addition, the Executive would also draw to the Inquiries attention the following
issues, still we believe to be resolved and consequently remaining as Forum
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objections but recognising that there are al so aspects of focus by other specialist
parties objecting to the proposals.

() The loss of wilderness value and impact upon landscape character of
the Humberhead Levels and particularly Thorne Moors SSSI, SPA,
SAC.

(i) Issues relating to the Ancient Acts and Awards of Thorne have yet to

be addressed and answered by the applicants. This relates particularly
to the proposed use of Jones' Cable, land in public ownership and with
boundaries protected by extant statute.

(iii) E-On have failed to provide evidence of right to include all theland in
the application, most notably that owned by Thorne-Moorends Town
Council. Jones Cableisapublic right of way and SSI.

T-MTC approved aresolution on 15 June 2004 (report to Planning,
Environment, Amenities and Leisure Committee) para. 479 of main
Council minutes state, “ the council has been asked to confirm that they
would not allow Jones cable to be used or crossed by traffic in
connection with the proposed Tween Bridge wind farm and resolved
that this be confirmed” . The Clerk to said T-MTC Mr lan Harrison
subsequently attended DM BC Planning Committee meeting on 19
September 2006 and placed on record T-MTC had not been
approached by E-On for inclusion of public land in their application.

(@iv) SEI para. 2.7 Refersto transport options for materials but does not
mention the requirement to dredge the canal to ensure sufficient depth
for the barges to deliver materias. Itisvery likely that there will be a
toxicity issue of the necessary canal dredgings. Thereisaso theissue
of the popularity and fishing rights existing on the canal.

(V) The sterilisation of the coal resource under and beyond the site, loosing
the opportunity for clean fuel energy and local employment

(vi) Demonstration of need
SEI 3, 4.12 Discusses need for the development. Thereisadistinct
failure to acknowledge the importance of peat as a climate change
regulator and carbon sink. There has been no work undertaken to
provide assurances that the hydrological integrity of the peat body will
not be impacted upon. ldentification of the extent and proximity of the
peat underlying the agricultural land and the likely potential of
disruption to the peat body will cause oxidisation of the peat and the
release of carbon dioxide. Thiswould be adirect contradiction to the
reputed purpose of wind turbinesi.e. to generate carbon free
electricity.

(vii) E-On particularly but a'so RES have failed to submit wind speed data
which would evidence viability of the sites. The nomina map
included in the initial ES only shows borderline viability.
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(viii) The developers have failed to include all datain the emission savings
clam. Energy isrequired to produce cement, a necessary component
in the construction of wind power stations such as this proposed for
Tween Bridge and indeed Keadby.

(ix) SEI para. 3.6 Recognises the requirement of future generations. There
isalso arequirement not to place at risk the internationally recognised
sites of Thorne & Hatfield Moors which are protected by European
legislation. Not only for their unique biodiversity interest but also their
considerable contribution as a climate change regulator. E-On have
failed to take this factor into account and it is one which the Forum
will develop through their Proof of Evidence in due course.

Tween Bridge is an inappropriate site for the following reasons as well as those
rehearsed above:

(x) Planning context
Much is made by the devel opers of planning context, however
nowhere are we able to identify discussion nor more importantly
evidence which would satisfy the criteria on the investigation,
identification and consideration of alternative sites. The recent
decision in the matter of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA demonstrates
that the requirement for alternative sites needs to be thoroughly
explored. There has aso been afailure to demonstrate need in the
terms defined above which might make the application eligible for
consideration.

(xi) The Habitats Directive, Regional Spatia Strategy, Unitary
Development Plans all accept that Natura 2000 sites are afforded
European protection and to quote the most recent, the RSS reaffirms
that developments will only be allowed “in the absence of alternatives,
thereis an over riding public interest and compensatory measures are
provided”. Thissame quoteiseven used by the developers but has not
been discussed nor explored and of more importance evidenced.

We will not rehearse nor repeat the Local Authority casein terms of planning
considerations, please note that we do support their rejection of the application and
thelr reasons for same.

SEI para. 4.98 Fails to recognise that nightjars are crepuscular in their habits. To
commit to no construction being undertaken between 8am and 6pm will surely restrict
the capability of the devel opersto complete to schedule and would provide cause for
concern in terms of compliance. Theinitial ES actually suggested that nightjar were
wintering birds. Thiskind of substandard reporting is a concern and suggests afailure
to properly understand and appreciate the sensitivity of the site.

SEI Appendix X
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Failure to submit in full the reports of the survey work undertaken by CSL certainly
suggests and possibly demonstrates that conclusions other than those reached by the
developers could be drawn from the findings of the survey.

We have not been privy to raw date, as E-On’s Project Manager refused provision on
the grounds of commercia sensitivity. Asaconsequence we are unable to analyse
and provide our opinion on the radar work.

We therefore request of the Inspector that this information be made available and the
Forum be allowed sufficient time to examine and provide rebuttal, either written or by
cross examination of their data providers should they be appearing on behalf of the
developers. If thisdatais not made available then there is the potential that there will
be aneed to allow additional time, either as an adjournment for review or for cross
examination.

We understand that Natural England (previously English Nature) who have been
privy to and have examined the data have concluded in conjunction with the RSPB
and who we learned on 25 September will be NE’'s expert witnesses, are still not
satisfied and have found a number of inconsistencies which lead them to maintain and
strengthen their opposition to the proposal.

The fact that only a partial season of data was gathered also demonstrates an
unscientific approach to the assessment. It is an accepted fact amongst the scientific
community that single season work is not reliable and for the survey to only comprise
eight sessions seems to demonstrate disregard for the sensitivity of the species and
site. The nightjar population of Thorne Moorsis recognised as asignificant onein
terms of European sites and the site is accorded Special Protection Area (SPA) status.
In 2004 a proposal was prepared for the DTI which recommended a minimum of two
but preferably three seasons worth of data be collected, had the devel opers acted then
the case presented now might have been more reliable and less subjective to selective
interpretation.

To evidence sweeping statements about invertebrate prey availability and preference,
considerably more data would have need to have been collected. | am unaware that
prey even to taxa have been assessed in terms of available mass per season to specific
habitat types.

The assertion of increasingly detailed surveys being undertaken is not substantiated
by even alist of work let alone inclusion as appendices. To make the broad statement
that they [the reports] had been provided to the Appropriate Authority but without
identification of that AA and the rationale for that conclusion is sub standard
reporting and demonstrates a failure to be transparent.

We further note that the developers have failed to respond to the Forum'’s calculations
inour original analysis and objection i.e. that the unacceptable level of loss would
place the population at significant risk. The Forum will develop this argument further
in its Proof of Evidence in due course.

We would refute that the ecological impacts are within acceptable level s of
significance (SEI 4.104). Interms of other sensitive ecological features (4.103), we
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have reiterated the sensitive nature of the hydrological unit, the contribution of the
peat body in terms of a climate change regulator and the significant CO, issueif the
integrity were to be damaged. Both these aspects will be advanced and further
developed in the Proof of Evidence in due course.

Whilst the Forum would not concentrate nor focus especialy on Landscape val ue,
there would be a major change and loss of wilderness value, the feature most
frequently cited as the reason for specia value for visitors and tourists.

The devel opers have failed to undertake a compl ete noise assessment in terms of
impact upon SPA interest and indeed bats. Surveys to establish species and density of
populations have not been undertaken and given their protected status this would be a
prudent and reasonabl e expectation.

IN COMBINATION AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT

There are anumber of other wind power station applications submitted either as
Electricity Act or Town and Country Planning Act applications. Figure 3.10 in
Volume 2, Part 2 of the E-On SEl illustrates well the potential and likely impact of
cumulative effect. The applications at Rusholme and Bagmoor have received
consent. Others at Goole Fields, Twin Rivers, Keadby, Aire & Calder are undergoing
due process. Figure 3.11 further illustrates the ‘ring of steel’ and area of likely impact
upon Thorne Moors SSSI, SPA, SAC. RES SEl illustrates on Figure 5.1 atotal of 12
sites within a 60km radius, Figure 5.2 illustrates 10 in the more immediate area which
effectively create that ‘ring of steel’ in the Humberhead. In both SEI’ s the figures
show these as actual applications, there are also others upon their peripheriesand it is
known that a number of other developmentsin the area are also at the informal
scoping stage. Failureto adopt a strategic signposting approach to such dramatic and
potentially damaging devel opments allows and encourages ad hoc applications.

KEADBY WIND FARM

The Forum objected to this devel opment proposed by RES Ltd. in December 2003.
Theissuesraised in that objection remain, principally that the devel opers have failed
to demonstrate no significant impact upon the SPA interest (nightjar) of Thorne
Moors SSSI, SPA, SAC and also to Harrier species in terms of both the wintering and
breeding populationsin the locality.

The RES SEI produced in January 2006, contains we believe a number of subjective
interpretations relating to the surveys undertaken but not included in full and the
Forum reserve the right to develop further in due course the rebuttal of these
assertions as definitive fact and eligibility to be treated thus.

Theissue of cumulative impact of the various other proposals, if granted in part or in
full would also have alikely significant impact upon the ornithological interest of the
Humberhead Levels and the devel opers have failed to provide, in the Forum'’s opinion
sufficient data to demonstrate safeguard of the integrity of the site.
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IN CONCLUSION

The Forum isa strong advocate of the precautionary principle underpinned by
the belief that affirmanti non neganti incumbit probatio should apply (‘ The
burden of proof lieswith him who affirms, not with him who denies’).

The Forum would strongly disagree with the conclusions drawn by the
developers previously and particularly those recently provided in the SEI of
2006. On thecontrary thecritical mass of objections by statutory agencies,
authorities, airport developers, mining companies aswell ascommunity groups
and natur e conservation organisationswould suggest that thereis concensus, but
in opposition not favour and we therefore call upon the Inspector to recommend
to the Secretary of Statere ection of the Tween Bridge proposal.

APPENDICES
References
Itisdifficult at this stage to provide an exact list of documents which will be used to

support the Forum’s case, a complete list will be provided as an appendix in the
Forum’s expanded Statement of Casein due course.
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I ntroduction

The Forum’s specialist areais, as defined in our Constitution ... The conservation of

Thorne and Hatfield Moors, their biodiversity, and their geological,

palaeoecol ogical, archaeological and historic features, seeking to sustain and where
possible to improve, their environmental quality. By way of qualification of interest

we provide a number of supportive documents as appendices.

The Forum supports the principle of truly sustainable energy produced from
renewabl e sources.

However, it bases any analysis of any project or proposal upon sound science. Any
planning application which has the potential to have any impact upon the
Humberhead Peatlands is analysed and a response made accordingly.

The Forum is a strong advocate of the precautionary principle underpinned by the
belief that affirmanti non neganti incumbit probatio should apply (‘ The burden of
proof lies with him who affirms, not with him who denies’).

This submission is the Forum’ s response to the Environmental Statement produced by
Entec on behalf of United Utilities Green Energy Limited, as part of the planning
application submitted to the Department of Trade and Industry for determination.

Note that this contribution to the planning application process is a compilation of
contributions provided by specialists within the Forum Executive , where appropriate
at this stage it has been supplemented by commissions.

The Forum reserves the right to provide at alater date additional information or
argument as it becomes available, which it considers may be material or of interest to
the determination of this site specific case, or to itsinclusion in the wider cumulative
impact of the numerous schemes proposed for the Humberhead area.
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3. The EI A Process

34  Theinteractive EIA process continues even after the production of the ES
The Forum, with a considerable network in many fields, is unaware of any continued
consultation with regards to science, otherwise it appears to be restricted to statutory
agencies and authorities and indeed political lobby of Members of Parliament and
Ministers.

Environmental considerations will need to be taken on board .... which may require
additional survey work and consultation to be carried out.

We believe that the points included herein are clear evidence of insufficient provision
of sound science and therefore demonstrate a clear case for further detailed survey
and independent analysis, prior to any decisions being made, because with respect we
would point out that there is alegidative requirement for due and appropriate account
as provided in The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994.

We would remind the proper authorities that, under current interpretation EU Habitats
and Species Regulations, planning permission should not be granted conditional upon
asurvey, asthe survey may reveal material facts which would reverse the planning
decision. Thereis ample relevant case law, especially referring to Great Crested
Newts; no doubt it applies equally to Nightjars, and to SPA and SAC features.

3.5 refersto good practice. BWEA Best Practice Guidelines for Wind Energy
Devel opment states (page 18) “ For wind turbines which require substantial
foundations, it may be important to establish who obtains water for drinking or
agricultural purposes from below ground sources within the relevant catchment area.
A water interest study will reveal thisinformation and may help to determine the
potential effect of the development on spring water supplies.” Asfar aswe are ableto
establish this has not been undertaken and we are aware of four households at |east
who do draw their water supply via boreholes. Contamination has not been
addressed, nor hasthe LA Environmental Health Office been consulted to advise
upon mitigation. Neither, asfar as we are aware, has the increased flood risk
associated with North Soak Drain ‘habit’ of seasona egress from the restricted
confines of the drain been raised when consulting the Environment Agency. Asa
consequence health and property is placed at increased risk without mitigation or
compensatory address.

3.8 using best available data ... this should be included, and references cited if
used as part of the analysis upon which assumptive statements are made. Deficiencies
should be taken forward and more survey work commissioned through consultation
with interested/qualified parties in addition to statutory agencies, whose science has
not always proven to be sufficient (1997 application for denotification of parts of
Thorne & Hatfield Moors SSSI). Such additional survey asis recommended should
the carried out and assessed before the application can be safely determined. Failure
in thisregard could render any decision subject to Judicial Review.

We are unabl e to locate evidence of consultation with the Tween Bridge Internal
Drainage Board and UUGEL. Water logging of valuable agricultural land is
generally resisted by IDB’s. If existing field drains and channels have to be widened
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or deepened then this may require additional land take. It may also be contrary to the
the Hatfield Thorne and Fishlake Inclosure Act of 1811 and subsequent Award of
1825, the Act of Parliament which created this has not been repealed and therefore
remainslaw. This provision determined the dimensions of certain roads, ditches
hedgerows and such in the parishes aforementioned. Perhapsit is worth mentioning
that the Chairman of Tween Bridge IDB is the main land owning interest and
therefore presents a potential conflict of interest, which arguably provides grounds for
acounter claim potential from agricultural interest not benefiting from the proposed
UUGEL development? It would be unreasonable to expect these land owners to
forfeit land for drainage works benefiting a minority land ownership, nor should it be
funded through local council levies as support for IDB activity.

Any additional land drainage works in the vicinity of the SPA and SAC would need to
be assessed in advance with regard to any potential impact on the hydrology of the
site, and it cannot be assumed that the works could go ahead.

5. Planning and Environmental Policy Context

Acknowledgement is made in 5.43 that for eligibility consideration by DMBC
through the Doncaster Unitary Development Plan, an application will be considered
“providing a number of criteria including landscape and visual appearance, cultural
and ecological issues are considered.”

The Forum will demonstrate throughout this response that the devel opers have failed
to take due and appropriate account of |egidlative considerations. The paragraph
above merely illustrates an instance of failure at alocal level. Itislikely that there
will be more, but in this response the Forum have in the main restricted comment to
specialist areas as outlined in the Introduction
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8. Ecology

Desk top analysisin general, as noted in 8.12 isrestricted in scope. Perhaps even
more remarkable was the failure to address 8.14 the invertebrate ecological interest in
terms of Red Data Book species, BAP interest etc. Also, ornithological datafor the
areais clearly lacking, this could have been better researched by consulting with local
societiesi.e. Doncaster and District Ornithological Society, Doncaster Naturalist’s
Society as well as the Forum (we were scoped specifically for views — as a voluntary
organisation we have limited resources, especially in terms of time to respond to
enquiries — the response we did make was neither acknowledged nor was additional
information in the form of data requested).

Considerable quantities of Thorne Moors ornithological records have been provided
by Richard Sprakesto TDWAG, Mr Sprakesis very knowledgeable of the
ornithological interest of Thorne Moors and well qualified to provide the data which
we do not propose to replicate here but ask that you give due and appropriate
consideration to its provision.

We specifically draw attention to the proximity of turbines 24, 23 and particularly 25
to the re-vegetated former mineral line (previously used to remove peat from Thorne
Moor) purchased by English Nature, which is known to be used regularly by Short-
eared Owl and Nightjar.

The Forum response to Entec, dated 5 October 2003 (copied to DMBC) contained
aspects which we believe have yet to be adequately addressed. It should also be noted
that despite no formal objection from English Nature, aletter dated 6 February 2004
to the Forum informs us that issues raised in their own correspondence with UUGEL
indicates“ that the issues raised needed to be satisfactorily dealt with, not just
incorporated in the EIA” . We would draw your attention to the fact that asfar aswe
are aware these have yet to be resolved.

It is noted that 8.97 that a stand off distance had been agreed with English Nature of
250m, at Goole Fields thisfigureis 400m. the question has to be asked and answered
as to how this distance was cal culated?

The peripheral farmland to the SPA isimportant foraging habitat, local ornithologists
will attest to this. Asrecommended by Palmer, acknowledged by Entec and Percival
throughout the ES there is a clear need for further study. The Forum would seek the
commissioning of detailed studies by an ornithologist with experience of the species
and of the site before any further consideration is given to the application. Migration
routes which could differ for arrival and departure, foraging and use of farmland,
impact of weather etc. should all be assessed. Until several seasons datais available
and analysed then there should be adoption of the precautionary principle with regard
to SPA interest, likewise with the SAC interest. There is no substitute for science,
and without baseline data assumptions and theories have no relevancein
consideration of Habitat Directive interpretation.
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SPA interest: Nightjar

In their initial scoping exercise Entec referred to (5.2.2 Designated Sites) Thorne's
principle interest as being flora, and “ valued for the breeding and wintering
population of nightjar that it supports’ . This hardly inspires confidence, since (i) the
Nightjar is the primary reason for SPA designation, and (ii) Nightjars winter in sub-
Saharan Africa, and not on Thorne Moors.

Thereafter in the EIA, and reported in the ES, Entec have selectively assessed a report
by Philip Palmer (2000) which relates to an English Nature survey commission.

Appendix G refersto areport “Ornithological Assessment: nightjar report” (Dr S
Percival, 2002) submitted as a confidential annex to the Goole Fields wind farm ES.
The document can hardly be described as confidential when it can be obtained by
other commercial interest. If it isto be cited as relevant and containing relevant study
specific to the Humberhead population then it should be made available to responsible
bodiesfor analysis. We believe that this report is aso within the scope of the EU
Directive on Environmenta Information, - the developers would need to
demonstrate that it is exempt from these provisions.

The Forum commissioned the author of the original Nightjar report whichis
extensively used by Entec, to evaluate Entec’s analysis of the likely impact and to
provide comment on Appendix G which was again an analysis of Palmer’s 2000 study
supplemented with the poor and inadequate field work (see Palmer herein) and
importantly which fails to recognise the restrictive remit of the survey —viz. the use of
bare peat by the species: it did not cover feeding or other activity on peripheral
farmland, along ditches, hedges etc.

It is surprising that no formal modelling of Nightjar populations on the Moors, now
and in the future, has been commissioned. We therefore provide the following
preliminary calculations, based upon published datain Birds of the Western
Palaearctic (1985):

Average fledging of Nightjarsis 1.35 young per pair per year, taking into account the
existence of some second broods.

Let us assume that the Thorne population is c. 20 pairs, based on average figures
taken from annual Thorne Moors Bird Reports. (Note that censuses are all based on
counts of churring males. No data appear to be available on the presence and
behaviour of non-breeding males. There is some evidence of additional males feeding
young birds at the nest, which may imply that there are unpaired malesin the
territory. Hence, the count of churring males may over-estimate the numbers of pairs
somewhat.)

20 pairs producing 1.35 fledglings each = 27 young per year

Little information is available on longevity, but the oldest recorded ringed bird was 8
yearsold. That, coupled with first breeding generaly at age of 1 year, suggests that
they are not very long-lived. (For comparison, another seldom-ringed bird, the Twite,
has a maximum age recorded as 6yrs 1 month; this compares with tits with maximum
age (on much bigger samples) of 8-11 yrs, which have 50% survival annual from
maturity, and much larger clutch sizes).
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If average lifespan of adultsis 4 years (perhaps an over-estimate), 20 pairs (c. 40
birds) need to recruit 10 replacements a year to sustain the population.

S0, at present, 10/27 fledged birds (37%) would need to survive migration to and from
sub-Saharan Africa, and over-wintering, which sounds precarious.

However, most mortality from turbines will be of foraging adults gathering insects to
feed their chicks. Thistherefore resultsin loss of reproductive output for the year, and
aloss of breeding adults which needs to be made good. For example:

1f 4 birds are killed by turbinesin ayear, it islikely that 4 pairs will fail to reproduce,
which reduces chick numbers from 27 to 22 (4 x 1.35 chicks = 5.4 fledglings)

Adult mortality would be 4 birds higher, so the loss to be made up that year would be
14 rather than 10.

So, whereas without turbines, 10 out of 27 chicks (37%) must survive migrations and
over-wintering, with 4 adult deaths in the year, 14 out of 22 (64%) need to survive in
order to maintain a constant population.

If 6 adults die, and those pairs do not reproduce, 8 chicks arelost, so productivity
fallsto 19 birds, and the required recruitment isnow 10 + 6 = 16 out of 19 = 84%
must survive migration and wintering.

Note that, id all the current and proposed turbine applications were approved, 4
nightjar deaths per year would represent 1 bird per 63 turbines per year (CHECK!
Assumes 250 turbines total); 6 deaths represent one bird per 42 turbines.

With this sort of population structure, longevity, and reproductive capacity, 10ss of
even a handful of birds each year to turbines would be gravely damaging to the
population, and thus to the SPA designation.

Thereis no real fact base to discount the potential impact of turbines, especially when
anightjar population will be increasingly crowded into a strip of drier habitat around
the edge of the moors as the centre of the Moorsis gradually wetter through EN
management for the SAC interest features. Noise may well be a problem in addition
to direct killing of birds which forage off the moors.
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Philip Palmer responsereport ()

“1 have recently read a copy of an ecological report by Entec that discusses the impact
of the location of awind farm in the Thorne and Hatfield Moors area on Nightjars. In
the Entec report, information from a survey conducted by myself (Palmer 2002) is
used and acknowledged.

| found much information relating to Nightjarsin this report to be incorrect or very
poorly researched to such adegree that | was uncomfortable knowing that my work
was being quoted in an inappropriate way for commercia gain.

| should point out that | was not consulted in any way by Entec (or Casella Stanger
who provided information to Entec) regarding my findings or the work | undertook on
Nightjar activity at Hatfield and Thorne Moors.

| am neither in favour, nor against the use of wind power to generate electricity,
although | generally support the use of renewable energy sources.

My report commissioned by English Nature (P Palmer 2002: Movements of foraging
Nightjars at Hatfield Moors and some aspects of their ecology) was undertaken to
look at the effect of peat extraction activities on Nightjar behaviour. As aresult my
report concentrated on the movements of Nightjars on areas being worked by peat
extraction companies not the area or habitat where awind farm is proposed.

Almost all of my observations included in my report were in the central area of
Hatfield Moor and not the surrounding fields, woodlands, etc outside the boundary of
Hatfield Moor, which is the subject of the Entec report. Very little was done a Thorne
Moor where the number of birds and extent of habitat is different.

My report concerned ten individually marked Nightjars trapped in positions where we
thought they would be most likely to cross open peat, not agricultural areas. Had |
been commissioned to study birds expected to visit farmland, etc, | would have
trapped the birds closest to Hatfield Moor’ s boundary. In this respect, my results were
biased towards birds not leaving Hatfield Moor and so details of my report should
NOT form part of the Entec (or Casella Stanger) reports.

| made some additional observations not included in my report, outside, and along the
boundary of Hatfield Moor, but these were not relevant to peat extraction and
therefore not included. Much of this concerned birds without radio-transmitters, and
so of unknown origin.

All my radio-tagged birds were breeding on Hatfield Moor and so had no logical
reason to go to Thorne Moor which is the nearest breeding habitat. Thorne Moor is
located further away than the greatest recorded foraging Nightjar distance in Britain.
However, one radio-tagged bird ‘ disappeared’ for twelve days before breeding had
commenced and was thought to possibly have visited Thorne Moor before returning
to Hatfield, but this was not proven.
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Reading through the Entec and Casella Stanger reports, there are several points that as
aNightjar ‘expert’, if they are accepted as fact, may influence future work regarding
Nightjars and their habitats. Thiswould concern me and | have listed my comments
below:

Casdlla Stanger Survey (2003)

CS8.23: The Casdlla Stanger survey is of no statistical value at all due to the limited
time spent in the field by (I assume from the written details produced) inexperienced
nightjar observers.

Without aradio transmitter being fitted, one has no accurate idea of how many
individual foraging Nightjars are involved or indeed where the birds are. A good
indication of this was the note Entec 8.60: “Nightjar were heard churring fromall
three observation points on most surveys, but with a single exception were seen only
from observation point 1.”

*Note: The standard BTO method of censusing Nightjarsisto count churring males,
thisis still inaccurate, but is accepted as the only realistic way to census them without
the expense of radio-tracking. There is no proven way to census females, juveniles,
migrating or foraging Nightjars.

The proposed wind farm site apparently contains no breeding habitat (I have not
visited site to be sure).

As Nightjars do not sing and only rarely call when foraging, this means that birds are
unlikely to be recorded in the proposed wind farm location without the use of night
vision or radio-tracking equipment.

The fact that the observers attempted to use atorch to locate them indicates a
complete lack of experience with the species. Torch use would have caused that
observation period to be useless due to the observer’ s negative impact upon Nightjar
behaviour.

If the observers were inexperienced, how do we know that they were positioned in the
best sites to observe Nightjars?

In the survey, 3 random observation points were not covered in any onevisit so a
nightjar may have chosen aroute avoiding the position of humans. If they were near a
vehicle, this may also have affected their usua flight route.

Asnightjars forage (fly) after sunset, through the night and prior to sunrise, their
movements are impossible to ascertain without night vision equipment or aradio-
transmitter. This means that Entec’ s observation periods could only have lasted for
about 30 minutes on each night.

In my experience, flights at dawn are short and remain close to the nest site so
become statistically insignificant. Indeed on Hatfield Moor, the birds often did not
move at dawn.
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The first two hours of darkness are the prime Nightjar activity period, declining
rapidly after this except when young need to be fed. The first 30 minutes to one hour
of this activity period is when the male churrs around his territory on perches close to
the nest site. There are interactions with other Nightjars (including his mate or young)
at thistime and he has to confirm his ownership of the territory. Rarely does he
indulge in feeding forays away from the nest site into other areas e.g. set-aside.

As aresult for the purpose of the Entec report, visual observations of males during the
first hour after sunset are limited in value. Indeed any records will indicate the close
proximity of breeding birds. Negative reports would not confirm that Nightjars do not
feed in the area.

The methods employed by Entec are therefore biased towards not recording Nightjars
in the area of the proposed wind farm.

Nightjar visits outside the breeding site (e.g. to set-aside or agricultural land) are
made after dark, usually after the first hour of darkness and so would not have been
recorded by the observersin this survey. There is apossibility that females may have
foraged in the area at this time, but the females are silent when feeding so would have
gone unrecorded in the dark.

The four visits made by two observers for Casella Stanger & Entec equate to eight
observation periods of about 30 minutes where Nightjars may have been recorded.
This equates to just four man hour observationsin ayearly Nightjar activity period of
1428 hours (six hours of potential Nightjar activity per day X 119 daysin the
breeding locality X two observers). Therefore the study was wholly insignificant and
not truly representative of Nightjar movements.

During Casella s & Entec observations, weather conditions were described as
‘optimal’ (still and warm). A true picture would also cover other weather periods.
Windy evenings, or evenings following showers cause Nightjars to make different
feeding strategies, visit different habitat areas and feed at different times. Nightjar
activity is also greatly affected by the moon phase and insect hatching activity.

Nightjar food involves many different insect species present at different times of the
year, in different weather conditions and in different habitats. Insects are very mobile
and so Nightjars do not feed at the same location on consecutive nights throughout the
period. Variable weather conditions mean that Nightjars feed at different heightsin
different conditions.

Birds adopting alow level feeding strategy in one weather type may rise to greater
heights in other conditions. This was noted on Hatfield Moors during my
observations.

Nightjars also followed prey into atypical habitats to feed. They can congregate on
prey blown away from their ‘usual’ feeding sites. | have seen large numbers of several
Nightjar species gather to feed over golf courses, swamps and around spotlights that
attracted moths.
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Nightjar feeding habits vary between sites and habitats in other areas of Britain. They
are avery unpredictable bird. For example the studies by Cresswell et al referred to in
the Casella Stanger ‘ desk survey’, were made in the New Forest which contains no
raised peat bog habitat as found at Thorne and Hatfield Moors.

My studies indicated that the Nightjarsin lowland raised bogs vary greatly in their
ecology from birds at my other main study site in Sherwood Forest, Nottinghamshire.
Indeed, the author of the reports mentioned (Brian Cresswell) also visited Hatfield
Moor with me and we discussed these considerabl e differences.

The fact that Nightjars were regularly seen over set aside land (Casella Stanger 4.2)
indicates to me that thiswas amost likely aregular foraging site. Hatfield Nightjars
only left their immediate breeding site when searching for a mate or when local food
supplies were low.

They then visited an area of disused gravel extraction to feed regularly despiteit being
atypica Nightjar habitat and unsuitable for breeding.

| suspect further study would reveal that the set aside area in the Casella Stanger study
isregularly used by a number of foraging Nightjars, due to a high abundance of food
and thus Nightjars may actually be encouraged closer to the wind farms by such
habitat.

In my report | state that birch woodland was the preferred foraging habitat at Hatfield
because of its abundance of prey and that the local areas of set aside were avoided.
Casella Stanger mentions that set-aside was also avoided in their study area with one
notable exception, an area that appeared popular with Nightjars. Eight flights were
recorded over this area. Statistically due to the few site visits made, thisisalarge
number of records indicating a high usage of this area by Nightjars.

Set-aside is variable in the plants and insect prey they produce. Set-aside is a habitat
so variable, that it isimpossible to generalise and say that Nightjars do or do not use
it. Its value to Nightjars depends on prey abundance and if Nightjars can find enough
food close to their nest sites, they are unlikely to expend energy leaving the areato
visit set-aside.

It is therefore dangerous to say that Nightjars would avoid the area of wind turbines
because of habitat type. Indeed it is likely that the production of set-aside that
produces high concentrations of prey items would attract Nightjars, particularly if
thereisalack of food locally in their nest area.

Willow coppicing isacrop increasingly being used in the Thorne area, thisisa‘ new’
product that may provide both foraging and nesting habitat for Nightjars, but no study
has been undertaken of this. The type of crop in the vicinity of wind turbines could
affect Nightjar movements and numbers.

Local Nightjar movements are aso affected by many factors e.g.: aneed for amaleto
remain on his breeding territory to deter intruders and the need for birds to remain
closer to the nest during incubation and tending small young.
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Migrating birds pass through the proposed wind farm site between 10" May to 10"
June and then during the last 2 weeks of August. Only one site visit was made during
this period by Casella Stanger.

Nightjars were heard by Casella Stanger on most visits. This species churrs only
rarely outside its breeding territory indicating breeding where heard. Nightjars do not
churr when foraging. A record of ‘No churring’ does not indicate alack of nightjars
on site asimplied in Casella Stanger.

In Casella Sanger 2.21. It isinferred that my study indicated that nightjars are tol erant
of disturbance, under the heading of “Movements of Turbines’. Thisiswholly
inaccurate as the three sites listed as having a disturbance factor had no activity there
at al well before dusk continuing to well after dawn (Nightjar activity period). Indeed
two of the sites were not visited by humans at all during the day, except on rare

mai ntenance periods (not noted during my survey). In addition there was no
movement of any machinery at the three sites at all during Nightjar activity periods.
Therefore this statement is inaccurate and misleading.

Under “Lighting Impacts’, it is stated that artificial lights could disrupt normal
feeding behaviour. While thisis true in some circumstances, it was certainly not the
case around the spotlights of the gas terminal and prison at Hatfield Moor. However, |
have seen moving lights from travelling vehicles or flashing lights cause birds to
move on.

So firstly Casella Sanger say that Nightjars are tolerant of disturbance at these to sites,
then go on to say that disturbance effects feeding activity.

Both statements are in direct conflict and therefore totally irrelevant to the argument.
It isafact that there is no way of being sure how birds will react until the introduction
of the ‘disturbance’ . Even then some birds may eventually get used to it, some may
not. In my experience, Nightjars are individuals reacting in different ways to different
stimuli.

The statement referring to my report by Casella Stanger in 3.21 isirrelevant asthe
“various developments’ where Nightjars were recorded in my study were nothing like
awind turbine!

The statement that Nightjars will migrate predominantly eastwards, Casella Stanger
3.2.4, isincorrect, as the BTO Migration Atlas would indicate that birds
predominantly move north — south.

Entec 8.153 also states that a distinct pattern of birds dispersing to the south was
reported. Therefore the report by Entec conflicts with the statement made in Casella
Stanger a 2003.

My own studies in Nottinghamshire showed that birds there generally moved
northwest or southeast, while aradio-tagged bird at Hatfield Moor headed due south
when leaving the site in autumn.. | am sure birds in different parts of the UK movein
different directions.
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Entec Report
This report makes recommendations based upon Casella Stanger 2003, which in parts

isunreliable and misleading.

All reference to studies about wind farms and Nightjars E.g.: 8.103, 8.138 and 8.147
areirrelevant as no studies have been made.

Some paragraphs are said to be based on “a series of assumptions and so may not be
accurate” 8.107. If so, why are they included?

8.61 states that protection from the wind provided by a strip of maize created better
Nightjar feeding conditions. Is there any wind produced by the turbines, and if so
what would the effect be upon any Nightjars close by?

8.63. One observation was dismissed asirrelevant because it was an “ exploratory
flight”. Isthere astudy that saysthat exploratory birds avoid wind turbines?

8.86 Thisreport assumes that English Nature will be working to reduce Nightjar
numbers. | cannot believe that a body committed to protecting this important Nightjar
population at this site will be working to reduce it?

8.87 This statement is misleading as it states that the Nightjar is a declining speciesin
the UK, which was true for the period, quoted 1953 — 1973.

The report omits to state that the UK Nightjar population doubled between two recent
surveys in the 1980s/1990s.

8.88. The status change was attributed to fresh habitat creation locally rather than
affects “acrossits full biogeographical range”.

No scientific study has been done in relation to Nightjars and noise, so the positive
statement in 8.110 isirrelevant. Reference to studies by Cresswell et al is of no use
here because they were undertaken on birds in very different habitats to Thorne and
Hatfield Moors.

8.113/4 infers that Nightjars have good eyesight and hearing, so are less likely to be
killed by wind Turbines than some other animals. As many of the birds recovered by
the BTO ringing scheme are from collisions with cars that are noisier, slower and
have bright moving headlights this statement is misleading and inaccurate.

What is the reason for assuming that Nightjars at Thorne will produce 1.5 young per
pair per year?

Contrary to 8.152, there is some indication of Nightjar migration preferences e.g.
BTO Migration Atlas. A broad statement “that they occasionally migrate diurnally in
low numbers’ is biased towards the pro wind farm argument. An accurate and more
honest answer would be that Nightjars can migrate at any time during the 24 hour
clock, in numbers from 1 to 1,000, possibly more. On at least one instance hundreds
of European Nightjars of three subspecies were found in atrap during one night in
Kazakhstan.

22

Thorne & Hatfield Moors Conservation Forum



| would conclude that some of the information in this report is misleading, poorly
researched, incorrect and deliberately biased towards the creation of a wind farm at
this site.

In my opinion, the creation of a wind farm so close to a nationally important Nightjar
population is unprecedented and so more study is required before such an activity can
take place.”

Of Appendix G (Goole Field ES) Palmer comments:

Page 69 1st para.

The males did not move out of their territories to forage in my report. They may have
been restricted by habitat loss & peat workings. So this may change if the birds were
in a@estored@rea, such as the report.

Page 73 Design Mitigation

| think locating wind turbines at 400m from the SSSI is insufficient distance - my
personal opinion based on extensive study and many years experience of the species,
shows that the birds avoid nesting near noise, for example roads with fast moving
cars in Nottinghamshire.

300m is stated as the max distance proven to disturb breeding birds. Other studies
show that birds such as Godwits need a large distance away from some objects (roads,
trees, buildings, etc) before they will nest.

P74  Disturbance.

They state that "there have not been any detailed studies of the effects of Wind farms
on nightjars or similar species'. This point isfrequently raised and screams out to
have some work done before taking a risk.

*IF* it looks like some turbines will be erected regardless of alack of study, planning
permission could state that they would accept their erection on condition that they be
dismantled if proved subsequently to have adverse effects. If they do not agree to this,
then they should fund studies.

P75 Collision Risk
Reference to Whip poor - wills & Nighthawksisirrelevant asthey live in different
habitats & feed differently.

23

Thorne & Hatfield Moors Conservation Forum



Of the various statements made by the developers, it is not only disappointing but
worrying that accuracy has not been a strong point.

As detailed above Entec referred to Thorne' s principle interest as being flora, and
“valued for the breeding and wintering population of nightjar that it supports’. As
previously indicated Nightjar is amigratory species which if they survive migration
the young of the previous season return to their nursery site.  This erroneous
inclusion was then compounded by another, made by Dr Percival.

Dr Perciva’s error, isthat of Nightjar's status. He refersto it as a Schedule 1 species.
The speciesis as described within the SPA citation (a INCC website copy isincluded
in Annex Jof Entec ES). That copy records site qualification under Article 4.1 of the
Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of the following species listed on
Annex 1 of the Directive:

Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus, 66 pairs representing at least 1.9% of the breeding
population in Great Britain (5 count mean 1993, 1995 — 1998).

8.116 Creation of Nightjar foraging habitat

This paragraph contains contradictory statements. To say that The proposed
development will only result in the permanent loss of a relatively small area of arable
land , which is of minor importance for foraging nightjar and of no ecological value
to breeding nightjar. Neverthelessit isintended to carry out some enhancement
habitat creation on an area of land immediately to the north of Thorne Colliery which
forms part of Inkle Moor. Theland is currently used for arable production by the
principal landowner.

To dismiss agricultural land as minor importance without scientific study to support
such statements demonstrates a lack of scientific research, and then to offer to provide
areas of same elsewhere without historic record of presence and utilisation effectively
contradicts the previous statement. Have the devel opers established if the land
offered is currently utilised by foraging Nightjar?
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SAC interest

Citation pursuant to Article 4.1 of the “Habitats Directive” (Council Directive
92/43/EEC) describes “Degraded raised bog still capable of natural regeneration.”
Noting also “for which thisis considered to be one of the best examplesin the United
Kingdom”.

When management for Conservation Objectives is analysed and considered thereisa
potential conflict between SAC and SPA designation. Restoration to bog requiresre-
wetting which is likely to make the middle of moors too wet for nightjar, which must
therefore relocate and the population may as a consequence establish themselves on
the edges (and so, much more vulnerabl e to turbines).

For that reason, EN specifically highlights the need for buffer habitats around the
moors. One such ambition had been Goole Fields to the north, where there are
historic records from, but which would no longer be possibleif the application for the
National Wind Power wind farm at Goole Fields were to be granted.

By way of historical context for the habitats: for 4700 years, Goole Fields and much
of the surrounding farmland, supported raised mire habitats. For the past 150 years or
S0, it has been drained and farmed. Should the prospect of restoring the area as
buffering wetlands to the national nature reserve be destroyed forever to provide 25
years of wind turbines? (See hydrological issues, below).
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Hydrology & geology

Crucia to the restoration programme of Thorne and Hatfield Moors SSSI is the
maintenance of the integrity of the hydrological unit. The Forum do not see scientific
evidence to support the assumption that there will be no significant impact. Asa
Natura 2000 siteis at risk, this scientific information should be commissioned and
provided. When building structures of 125m, considerable foundations will be
required which we understand to be a‘rumoured’ 15m x 15m x 3m base, which will
then be piled to the ‘required’ depth. That ‘required depth’ has yet to be established
by the developers. The agricultural Grade 1 land is shallow alluvial warp over peat
deposits, which in turn overlay soft Lake Humber Clay; the bedrock is at least 38m
below current land surface level down on the eastern fringe of the proposed
development. To reach bedrock would require breaching Lake Humber Clay, which
would irrevocably and permanently prevent any wetland restoration of former
peatlands around the national nature reserve, and may impact on the moors
themselvesin their present state. A development of this nature would also raise land
prices by c. 50%, so conservation organisations would find it considerably harder to
plan future restoration.

Much is made by the devel opers of their contribution to halt global warming, and the
Forum are aware of the need to address the issue of climate change. However, peat
bogs are important as carbon stores. they help takein CO,. By significantly damaging
the hydrological integrity of the mire Thorne Moors, the moors' contribution to
slowing globa warming would be diminished. No attempt has been made to compare
the carbon balance of the turbinesin saving fossil fuel (having accounted for the
energy used in their manufacture) compared with the reducting in carbon absorption
by the peatland and possible extensions to the peatland, which they restrict.

10.29 Upgrading of Medge Hall pumping station - thiswill have an effect
upon Thorne Moors - what is EN®view?

North Soak Drain, to the south of Thorne Moors, floods in wet winters. By removing
porous material, and replacing it with the substantial amounts of cement required as
part of the turbine foundations, the turbines may increase the likelihood of this
flooding. Theincreased risk to peripheral properties appears to be a neglected aspect
of any proposed mitigation, and the Environment Agency expertise should be sought.
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Cultural Heritage

Overall comments:

This section of the Environmental Statement shows a rather poor understanding of
peat and wetland archaeol ogical landscapes and the overall impression is that this part
has been written by an archaeol ogist with little or no expertise in wetland
environments. Thisis not adequate when considering such an important wetland site
of archaeologica and pal aeoecol ogical importance. It is a shame the consultants did
not choose to use expertise of local wetland archaeol ogists who would have been
more aware of some of the issues. More generally, there are obvious
misunderstanding, omissions and gaps in understanding and knowledge.

Fundamentally, we do not disagree with the recommendations that watching briefs
should be carried out at each turbine site, although we feel the archaeol ogical
significance of the area has perhaps been down-played. We request that particular
attention should be carried (a) where there is a high possibility of remains of a Bronze
Age trackway/platform which could be recovered (see recommendations below) and
(b) attention should be paid where former land surfaces may be exposed, particularly
where associated with the distribution of sand dunes, the location of past artefact
scatters. Additionally, we would request that particular attention is played to the

pal aeoecol ogical importance of the peats and appropriate sampling for

pal acoenvironmental analysisis carried out where valuable peats are disturbed.

We strongly recommend that watching briefs should be carried out by experienced
wetland archaeological staff, with good local knowledge, such as those based at the
Humber Wetlands Unit, University of Hull, or ARCUS, based at the University of
Sheffield.

The northern edge of the area is buried beneath 19"-century warping (silts laid down
by controlled tidal flooding) and with the best will in the world, a desk top survey of
the archaeology will produce next to nothing. The Bronze Age trackway site lies
roughly 1 km to the East, and we have no idea what lies under the warp, although the
peat sequence thereis probably better preserved than on the Moor itself simply
because it is sealed by thewarp. Itislikely to contain a unique palaeoecological
record of human impact on the landscape and this should have formed part of the
archaeological assessment - did it? To say that sites are @nworthy of statutory
protection@s ridiculous in the context of buried landscapes - you cannot schedule
something if you do not know it isthere. In addition the process of protection leaves
more than 90% of the country® archaeology unlisted, largely because we know so
little about it - does this mean that it is @nworthy@of study?

Specific comments:

11. 2. Cultural heritage al so includes ecofacts, particularly in this wetland landscape
and specific reference should be made to these.

11.19. “paeleologica” record of asiteisalluded to. This should read
“palaeoecological”; we could be forgiven for thinking that this gross misspelling of
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this suggests little or no awareness of what the “ palaeoecological” record is. This sets
the tone of the report with regard to thisissue.

11.20. Indirect effects may also be affected by de-watering and drainage in awetland
landscape.

11.37. It is suggested that very few recorded features of cultural heritage interest lie
within 500 m study area. In fact, the area known as Nun Moors has yielded severa
prehistoric finds. A Neolithic polished stone axe was found at SE712044; Magilton
(1977) reports aMesolithic tranchet axe and flint flakes nearby at SE728131. All were
found on the sandy ridges protruding through wasting peats of Nun Moor. Non Moors
are where turbines 27, 10, 7 and 28 are located. These sandy ridges are important
archaeologically, since they represent old land-surfaces and have frequently yielded
archaeologica remains.

The assumption that an organic material cannot be preserved within the wasting peats
iserroneous. The peats are usually protected by alluvia deposits and many may bein
good condition. There is thus potential for organic archaeological and
palacoenvironmental materials being present on the sites being disturbed. This may be
established further through an augering programme prior to work, thus anticipating
whether an archaeol ogist with palaeoecological expertiseis required on site.

11.38. With regard to the Bronze Age trackway/platform - although the possible
recovery of another section of the trackway near Medge Hall was never
“independently” verified, it is nevertheless important that watching briefs are
particularly mindful of the possibility that other sections of the trackway could be
disturbed during excavation for the turbines. This possibility is somewhat played
down in the report. It isimperative that careful watching briefs are carried out in the
Medge Hall turbines area (17-25 turbines), as well asimmediately ahead of the
trackway, ie within the vicinity of turbines 6, 8, 115, 26, 4 and 2. It would be best if
these were carried out by trained wetland archaeol ogists.

11.39. Dinnin and Whitehouse should read Dinnin and Whitehouse 1998.

11.43. The use of aeria photographsis of little use in a buried peat |andscape such as
this one.

11.48. Peat was not formed as aresult of “rising sealevels, with run-off impeded by
vegetation”. Whoever wrote this clearly has no understanding of ecology or peat
growth, since run-off is not impeded by vegetation. Rather vegetation stops run-off
from starting in the first place! Peat development on these sitesis likely to have been
due to paludification (i.e. rising base levels), most likely due to a combination of (1)
sea level rise (2) back-up of rivers due to increased run-off and increased sealevels
and (3) climate change at c. 4000 BP. Woodland clearanceis likely to have
exacerbated this process.

The quote of Langdale on the cutting down of the forest by the Romans is fanciful and
erroneous, since woodland clearance would have happened well before the arrival of
Romans. This should be made clearer by the writer, since any reader with limited
information would assume this statement is correct; aword explaining the limitation
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of thisview would be appropriate here. Discussions by Buckland (1979) provide a
sensible over-view of the issues.

11.49. The areawas part of the important Royal Forest of Hatfield Chase. Thisis not
mentioned.

11.51. The earliest map of the areaisin fact the map of “Inclesmoor” from the early
15™ century, more recently published and discussed by Beresford (1986).

11.55 The potential for recovery of palaeoenvironmental information from the peat
depositsis still considerable, despite the cutting and draining of the Moors.

11.56. The topography underneath at least is some areas is sand dune. Thisisan
archaeologically important |andscape type.

11.64 We agree that an archaeological watching brief is sufficient in this
development, although archaeol ogists should be particularly vigilant in areas
highlighted above. It isimportant that those involved in the watching brief should be
fully trained wetland archaeol ogists and should include a person with

pal aeoecol ogical expertise (sometimes one and the same with awetland
archaeologist).

It should be noted that, in peatland sites, the expertise should include the ability to
analyse, identify and interpret insect fragments, pollen grains, Sphagnum moss
remains, and plant macro-fossils, each providing a different and complementary
ecological interpretation of the past.

Additionally, we would suggest that workers who are used to dealing with peat-
covered |andscapes be employed, particularly those who have good local knowledge,
such as the Humber Wetlands Unit (University of Hull) or ARCUS (University of
Sheffield).

Bibliography. Two references have no dates, despite being well known. Buckland,
P.C. was published in 1979; Dinnin and Whitehouse, 1998.
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The previous areas are aspects of the ES in which the Forum has considerable
expertise and experience, the following we would make no such specialist claims,
however there are several areas where we have concerns and fedl that they need to be
brought to your attention, we understand that they have been covered in greater depths
by Thorne and District Windfarm Advice Group (TDWAG) and we would trust that
their representation on these matters will be given due consideration.

Tourism

Recent visitor numbers for the Humberhead Peatlands are quoted in Twin Rivers ES
as 2,500 a year, it would be reasonabl e to expect these numbers to increase as the
initiatives being progressed by local Town and Parish Councils and statutory agencies
cometo fruition. These numbers are unlikely to include local people, or naturalists
using the moors as they have time immemorial. The introduction of aring of steel
around the Humberhead Peatlandsis likely to have a negative impact upon tourism as
they are perceived by people seeking the wilderness and landscape experience as an
intrusive and undesirable blight.

Transport and infrastructure

To access the site as proposed will present safety risks along the outlined route, it will
increase and exacerbate traffic congestion along narrow and unsuitable roads and
tracks. We understand that consideration is now being given to access via Inkle Moor
SSSI and Jones's Cable, we would point out that the former is SSSI and therefore
afforded statutory protection, the second is arelic landscape feature understood to be
one of the last remaining in Y orkshire. Jones Cable (also known as Broadbentgate
Moor) is owned by Thorne & Moorends Town Council and designated as a SSI by
Doncaster MBC.

The Tween Bridge Wind Farm Planning Application Supporting Statement, produced
by Atkins Design, Environment & Engineering (1.8) alludes to agreement being
reached with regards to access permission being granted by the Moor Owners
Association for construction traffic and use of Moor Owners Road. There are two
issues here which cause concerns. Oneis of the road’ s statusi.e. designated on the
definitive map as a public footpath, viz. not open to all traffic. For agricultura
interests to transfer permissive rights to industrial devel opment might require a
change of land use application? To address the risk to public safety have the HSE
been consulted or a Risk Assessment been undertaken?

Windspeed

The ES shows that the whole areais not one of high wind speed therefore a cost
benefit analysis of energy provision against health impact upon a dense human
population, coupled with impact upon a Natura 2000 site suggests this application
would make very little contribution to the actual consumption requirement, locally or
nationally and fossil fuel stations would still have to operate as back up, and as stand
by and whilst doing so they would operate less efficiently, producing proportionately
higher CO, emission levels.
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PPS22 (draft consultation)

Whilst planning issues per se are not a Forum speciality, we felt compelled in this
instance to submit aresponse to the ODPM on the issue of renewable energy. One of
the Forum’s major concerns was the omission of data to establish accurately the true
carbon emission savings, thereby providing atrue cost benefit analysis figure.
Likewise the failure to adequately ensure environmental safeguards for sites of nature
conservation interest protected by legislation.

L egadlative context

The Environmental Statement covers reasonably well the various planning regulations
relevant to such an application but it fails to acknowledge and take account of the
various UK and European legislation which need to be considered and adhered to as a
consequence of the proximity to a Natura 2000 site.

Whilst the project may be seen to be a contribution to the governments renewable
energy target commitment, it is nevertheless a private initiative and primarily
concerned with pecuniary gain.

Cumulative impact

This proposed development is by far the most significant amongst a swathe of
applications and ongoing scoping exercises for wind farms in the Humberhead area.
This may have been encouraged by alack of strategic policy and the lack of aholistic
approach to wind farm developments. Prior to the application being submitted there
were a number of other applications already submitted and UUGEL failed to take due
and appropriate account by addressing in combination and cumulative impact.

In Conclusion

Affirmanti non neganti incumbit probatio (‘Theburden of proof lieswith him
who affirms, not with him who denies’)

The Forum are of the opinion that United Utilities have failed to prove that the
proposed development will not have a detrimental effect upon Thorne Moors
SSSI, and by virtue of cumulative impact upon a European site (SPA and SAC).

Application of the precautionary principle, based upon the European inter est
and the protection afforded the Natura 2000 site, in addition to thefact that the
proposed development isin an area of low wind speed, isvery closeto high
density human population makesthe Tween Bridge application an inappropriate
one and werespectfully requirethe Secretary of Stateto dismissthe application
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