May 21st, 2009
Open letter to the RSPB

The RSPB is advocating in favour of more wind fagososs the UK. Yet in the United States the Sihte

Birds report, released by U.S. Interior SecretamnkSalazar last month, warns of the impact these
installations are having on bird populations, whach already in sharp decline.

John Fitzpatrick, the director of the Cornell Unisity Lab of Ornithology, helped draft the repdudray with
nonprofit advocacy groups. Yahoo News reportsnvitbnmentalists and scientists say the report Ishou
signal the Obama administration to act cautiouslyt aeeks to expand renewable energy productidrtten
electricity grid on public lands and tries to hameavind energy along the nation's coastlines.”

This significant impact on biodiversity is corrobted by the Spanish Ornithological Society (SEQHE#).

In a new report commissioned by the Spanish goventnthey warn that the effect of wind farms ordbir
mortality has been grossly under-estimated. Endpecies are at risk, and among other things they
recommend that wind turbines not be erected clisar 15 kilometers from eagles' nests. Too marihiede
great birds have been killed by their blades alyead

Yet, in Scotland, there is no setback regardindesagests: on the isle of Lewis, the John Muir Strbas
approved the erection of 3 wind turbines as claserse kilometer away from an active golden eagkt. ne
The RSPB is not objecting to this practice, whinfeatens the survival of the UK’s eagles.

Several Scottish eagles have disappeared near farnts already, a fact that your organisation has no
publicised.

One may wonder why you would encourage the erediaonore wind farms across the UK when there is so
much evidence that many bird species, from eaglesohg birds, are being killed by these machines in
substantial numbers.

It is disturbing enough, but there is more: the B3fs a financial interest in the development afidvi
farms. You contracted a business relationship Bitlottish and Southern Energy, which sells a product
called "RSPB energy" - a vector for renewable enefpe conflict of interest is evident.

You also have close ties with governments, workwmigh them to reduce opposition to wind farm
development. This was again evidenced by a recemumcement: "Charities, voluntary organisationd an
NGOs are to team up with Government to look at waytackle climate change and other environmental
issues in this sector.”

Politicians are enlisting the support of charitiegheir attempt to convince increasingly sceptiBatons
that their landscapes and quality of life have ¢o-ga highly controversial decision based on comput
predictions about climate that hundreds of prontiiserentists from around the world denounce asdryarg
on fraud.

The charities’ involvement appears to involve smpsnwell. Recently the BBC quoted the RSPB in itager
of Spain (which has 16,000 wind turbines Kkillinglfha million birds a year): they said the countsy i
producing 20% of its electricity from wind. Yet thigure is actually 11%.

Most people who form the one-million-plus membepsbf the RSPB think that wind farms do not harm
birds significantly. But this is a perception theceived from management. Reality proves othenivise
countries where bird mortality at wind farms isrgginvestigated.

In the UK, very few wind farms are monitored foradebirds, and when they are the results are not
published. The wind turbines at Blyth harbour ameefception: they were monitored for one year anwd |



mortality was found. But the turbines being locabeda wharf, most birds that are hit fall at sed arany
are never found.

We as dedicated conservationists, and this opisi@mared by many RSPB members and other birddover
across the country, are increasingly worried bywire farm policy of your bird society. It is badaugh to
sacrifice the British landscape to produce smalbambs of unreliable yet very expensive energy. \Blat

are we to think of the RSPB making every efforfptomote such destruction? And why do you keep to
yourselves most of the evidence of high bird maytat wind farms around the world?

The broad picture

A report on wind energy claims that wind farm gextielg capacity in the world could reach 7,500GW by
2025.

Supposing an average of 2 MW per turbine, thaf'SBO00 wind turbines.
25 birds killed per turbine/year* ---> 25 x 3,7600 = 93,750,000 dead birds/year (conservativenasti).

* As shown by studies not unduly influenced by tHanding and performed by biologists Lekuona iraiip Everaert
in Belgium, and Winkelman in the Netherlands.

To this must be added the death toll of new higsitn power lines: 1) from each wind farm to théaral
grid, and 2) extensions of the grid itself.

Let's say, conservatively, that this represent&rhOof new HT power lines per wind farm, and thatiad
farm has an average of 50 turbines:

3,750,000 divided by ~50 turbines per wind farm55000 wind farms x 10 km = 750,000 km of new HT
power lines.

750,000 km x 200 birds per km/year* = 150 milliogad birds/year
Total: 150,000,000 + 93,750,000 = ~250 million dbads/year
* Average mortality according to a study in the hNatands by Koops (1987) quoted by the Americand\&Emergy

Association. However, in important areas of birgyration, mortality can exceed 500 birds per kiloengter year, says
Birdlife International.

Bats are another matter: where bats are presemg are killed by wind turbines than birds. Thegénty
mammals are attracted to the blades. A video hagrdented this fact.

The upshot of all this is: 1) many bat speciesahready on the endangered list, 2) migrating birchbers
are shrinking rapidly, and 3) another study fromdBie found that most other bird species are asdhe
decline. And now wind farms and their power ling e adding another 250 million killings per yealn
the circumstances, is it reasonable for the RSRRist for more wind farms?

To put things into perspective: Germany has ove@@Dwind turbines, Spain 16,000, yet CO2 emissions

have continued to increase in both countries. Thednfor back-up by conventional power stations
practically makes redundant this form of internmitieunreliable electricity.

Co-signed:

Professor David Bellamy Mark Duchamp



