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Tiree (Argyll) Array, if consented, will comprise 180-300 turbines, each in 
excess of 200m high, within the boundary area delineated above. The Array 
will cover an area more than 4.5 times the area of Tiree. The first row of 
turbines will be 5km(3 miles) from shore.  
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Submission to Marine Scotland, presenting a critique of (a) the content 
and dissemination of the Developer’s (SPR) Public Information and (b) 
the Developer’s Public Consultation with reference to the proposed Tiree 
(Argyll) Array 
 
Executive Summary: 
 
 This submission reviews, critically, SPR’s (the developer) public information with regard to the 

proposed Tiree (Argyll ) since it was announced in Feb 2009.  
 

 3 years after Tiree Array’s original announcement, no Developer-created visualisations or 
montages, of the proposed Array, are in the public domain.   

 
 SPR’s public information delivery has fallen well below any acceptable quantitative and qualitative 

standards. SPR’s associated questionnaire failed to meet basic professional standards, and 
breached  RenewableUK’s guidelines  

 
 There is an absence of any formal qualitative standard or regulatory scrutiny by the Licensing and 

Consenting process, to a Developer’s public information with regard to a proposed Array .  
 
 

Recommendations:  
 
 To require, from the outset, comprehensive Developer’s visualisations ,and montages, of any 

proposed off shore development to be produced and presented to the impacted public and/or 
community by the developer. With regard to Tiree Array such a presentation should have been 
made in Feb 2009.  

 
 Such Developer’s visualisations and montages to be updated regularly by the Developer 

throughout the pre-planning application phase of any development.  
 

 To review current Marine Scotland Licensing and Consenting procedures to derive quantitative 
and qualitative Public Information standards to be adopted by, and required of, any developer 
through-out the project’s development. 

 
 To introduce a regulatory framework to ensure such procedures are implemented. 

 
 To require any developer-promoted Questionnaire to be subject to independent scrutiny, and 

approval, prior to its application and distribution. 
 

 To require multi-stakeholder discussions prior to planning applications being submitted, led by 
someone from outside, whom all parties would regard as independent 

 
www.no-tiree-array.org.uk  
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Methodology 
 
This submission offers:- 
 

 Background to the creation of an, as yet, untested L&C regime. This untested regime is 
currently (Feb 2012) under Scottish Government review to further enhance its existing fast track 
/one-stop planning procedures. 

 
 Chronology of SPR’s  dissemination of public information since the public advise, Feb 2009, of 

the proposed Tiree ( (Argyll) Array.  
 

 Presentation and Analysis  of the dissemination of  (a) SPR’s limited Public Information and 
(b) the developers (SPR) community Questionnaire.    

 
 Conclusions and Recommendations. 

 
 
Background 
 
The Marine Scotland Act came into force in April 2011, following the Mar 2011 post Adoption Statement re 
off shore wind farm development.  Adoption, followed national public consultation in the period May-Sep 
2010, which required further local  consultation in Jan 2011. 
 
The proposed Tiree( Argyll) Array (1800MW) represents 40 % of Scottish Government’s STW proposed 
off- shore wind farm capacity by 2020. Tiree Array is one of the largest Arrays proposed in Europe. No 
visualisation or montages of an Array were presented during the consultation period. 
 
Tiree stakeholders, attending Scottish Government ‘s  consultation meetings during this period, 
consistently reiterated the basic point that “the concerns of the proximate community” with regard 
to any proposed offshore development were not addressed in the legislation.  This was in stark 
contrast to statutory requirements, and provision, with regard to flora/fauna/marine, avian, and many 
other environmental issues.  
 
This is rationalized in the legislation’s perception, and assumption, that ‘offshore’” means of no relevance 
to, nor having any potential impact on the on-shore proximate community.  
 
The Tiree  proximate community (pop 800) is only 5 km from the largest proposed Scottish off shore wind 
farm. The proposed Tiree Array, 4.5 times the land area if Tiree , is one of the largest offshore Arrays 
proposed in Europe . The proximate community is closer than most onshore communities to any onshore 
wind farm development.  The lack of consideration of proximate community issues, suggests fundamental 
flaws in the legislation. No other UK or European offshore wind farm, comparable to the size of the 
proposed Tiree Array, is proposed to be developed within such close proximity to its definitive community.   

Proximate community issues make Tiree (Argyll) Array unique to Scottish Government’s current off shore 
wind farm plans. This was acknowledged by Marine Scotland’s post –adoption initiative, to promote a 
“Tiree Master Planning Exercise “. This has not been adopted with regard to any other Scottish or UK 
Array. In the 12 months gestation of the Tiree Master Plan, it has been reduced, and re-branded , to 
become  the ‘ TIREE ON-SHORE SCENARIO MAPPING” exercise.  

The conclusion of this exercise is merely advisory. The developer at the outset demanded it;- “be de-
coupled from the project consent process“. 

 
The Licensing and Consent procedure is Advisory to a process in which the applicable legislation, and 
adopted procedures are untested.  Current untested L& C procedures should be subject to a review similar 
to the recent ( Feb 2012) task force review re “STREAMLINING ENERGY DEVELOPMENT LICENSING 
AND CONSENTS’    
 
The short comings, to date, in the quality and dissemination of Developer  public information with regard 
to the proposed Tiree(Argyll) Array have lessons for Scottish Government, Marine Scotland, and all 
consultees. 
 
www.no-tiree-array.org.uk  
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Chronology:- 
 

 The proposed Tiree (Argyll) Array was announced in Feb 2009 with Scottish Power Renewables 
(SPR) a subsidiary of Iberdrola , to be the developer.   

 
 Consistently, in the period up to adoption (Mar 2011) SPR refused to present any visualization 

/montages of the proposed Tiree (Argyll) Array to the Tiree community. The reasons given were 
specious and spurious. This lack of information was in stark contrast to on-shore Arrays when 
visualizations and montages tend to be presented to the impacted community at the outset 

 
 In this period, Scottish & Southern Electric (SSE) presented (May 2010) visualizations of both 

their proposed Kintyre and Islay Arrays.  
 

 At the Sept 2010 SPR Public Information Day, contrary to prior assurances, SPR did not present 
any visualisations/montages of the proposed Tiree Array.  

 
 At the June 2011 Public Information Day SPR presented visualisation and montages of the 

proposed Tiree Array. SPR stated these had been taken in “best visibility conditions”. Met Office 
data refuted this statement . 

 
 The technical accuracy of SPR’s June 2011 visualisation came under scrutiny. After a very limited 

and restricted public exhibition, SPR withdrew their visualizations. 
 

 SPR, contrary to previous undertakings, have not posted their June 2011 visualizations on the 
SPR /Argyll Array website.  

 
 The only public access to any visualizations of the proposed Tiree Array is on the No Tiree Array 

(NTA) website(www.no-tiree-array.org.uk). NTA produced their own visualisations, 6 months 
prior to SPR’s , using similar  technology, and methodology.  

 
            

 
                                                                                                                             (NTA Copyright) 
 

 Despite many requests to re-present more accurate visualisations, SPR have refused to do so, 
stating that they would only do so closer to submitting their planning application.   
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 SPR’s information on its dedicated Tiree (Argyll) Array website page has been sparse and 
inconsistent. Its last entry was 7 months ago, in JULY 2011!!  

 
 During last Qtr 2010 SPR circulated a Questionnaire (Q) and subsequently SPR published their 

results. NTA ,at the outset, vigorously questioned SPR as to the quality, relevance and 
professionalism of their questionnaire. The distribution of, and public access to the Q was flawed. 

 
 A significant number of the mails questioning SPR ( see above ) were  cc’d to Iberdrola, Marine 

Scotland and  Scottish Government. None were acknowledged. 
 

 SPR’s questionnaire breached UK Renewable guidelines. 
 

 The results and SPR’s subsequent analysis of its own Q were flawed.  
 

 NTA retained a statistician to analyse SPR’s Q results . He concluded SPR ‘s results had a 64% 
confidence level of accuracy  The normally allowed confidence level is 95% confidence level. 
(School exam statistics are reported to a 99% confidence level) 

 
 In last qtr 2011, SPR’s Tiree liaison officer hosted individual “township” meetings. These were by 

invitation only. A considerable number of stakeholders were either not invited, or uninformed of 
any such meetings. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

      
 
               Balephuil  Before                                Balephuil  After  
 
 
 
 
 
www.no-tiree-array.org.uk  
 
 



 7 

 
PUBLIC INFORMATION  
 
Introduction:- 
 
SPR’s limited proposals for public information, with regard to Tiree Array, are stated in SPR’s Request for a 
Scoping Opinion Aug 2010 p 149-150. 
 
Marine Scotland’s (MS) Scoping Opinion, in response to SPR request, was drawn up with inputs from 
various consultees (Annex 1).  
 
The Aim of MS’ Scoping opinion is stated in p4 as follows:-    
 
Scottish Ministers are obliged under the EIA regulations to respond to requests from developers for a 
scoping opinion on outline design proposals.  
The purpose of this document is to provide advice and guidance to developers which have been collated 
from expert consultees whom the Scottish Government has consulted. It should provide clear advice from 
consultees and enable developers to address the issues they have identified and address these in the EIA 
process and the ES associated with the application for section36 consent. 
 
From the Developer Application Checklist to the MS scoping Opinion (Annex 2) it is self evident that :- 
SPR‘s  limited public information proposals  are not subject to any qualitative standard, or 
scrutiny, by the L&C process. 
 
 
SPR Public Information Days: 
 
Annex 3 contains copies of SPR’s leaflets with regard to both public Information Days. 
 
Public Information Day 1 (PID 1):  23 Sep 2010: 
 
This was attended by approx 60 members of the general public. No record was kept of attendee’s 
stakeholder credentials.  
 
The Tiree community had been advised by the Tiree Community Development Trust (TCDT),  that SPR 
would produce montages of the proposed development at this meeting. This did not occur. SPR on 
interrogation denied that they had made any such commitment and suggested TCDT was misinformed. 
TCDT denied they had been misinformed. 
 
The information boards were not Tiree Array specific. The cover image (below) of the SPR information 
leaflet showed, a stunning beach, in twilight, with not a turbine in sight!!  
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Public Information Day 2 (PID 2):  28 June 2011. 
 
This was attended by approx 110 members of the general public. No record was kept of the attendee’s 
stakeholder credentials. The event coincided with Tiree Sports day, thereby limiting Tirisdeach attendance. 
Copies of SPR’s questionnaire were made available. ( See Annex 6 entry ‘X’)   
 
The long awaited Tiree Array visualizations and montages were presented. It is relevant at this stage to 
remind MS that this was 28 months after the Feb 2009 Tiree public meeting following the public  
announcement  the proposed Tiree Array . At the Feb 2009 meeting SPR had been asked to present 
visualizations /montages, but obfuscated till June 2011. This was 13 months after SSE had produced 
comparable visualizations for their proposed Kintyre  and Islay Arrays. All these proposed Arrays had been 
publicly announced in Feb 2009. 
 
These visualizations and montages were subsequently removed to the Tiree cattle market for 2 months 
and erected in some disarray for further possible public viewing. The cattle market is not the most publicly 
accessible of places and doubles up as the island’s cinema. This required the display to be removed on 
many occasions.  NTA repeatedly advised SPR of this restricted access. On one occasion when NTA 
required access, the visualizations had been moved ,and stored in a nearby container. 
 
SPR advised that the photos for the visualisations had been taken in” best visibility conditions”. Cross 
checking with data from the MET Office , SPR visualisations ,did not correspond to ”best visibility 
conditions”. SPR’s landscape consultants were on Tiree for 3 days to take the required photos for the 
visualisations . On the morning the photos were taken, there was steadily improving visibility after the 
required photos had been taken. By noon there was a 50% improvement in visibility.(Annex 4)   
 
SPR’s pledge to place these visualizations and montages on their dedicated SPR/Tiree Array website has 
not been fulfilled. SPR’s (25 Oct 2011) pledge to present “The example layout for the 180 and 300 
turbines will on our website shortly” has not been fulfilled.  
 
Despite many reminders, and requests, SPR has consistently refused to offer public access to these 
visualisations and montages. Sole access to any visualisations of Tiree Array is to NTA’s visualizations, on 
the NTA website.       
 
SPR’s PID 2 leaflet repeated most of the editorial and visual content of PID 1. The only new information 
was a possible reduction in the number of turbines(but this isoffset by the increase in their dimensions) 
The cover image (below) was of a stunning Tiree beach scene with, yet again ,not a turbine in sight! The 
contrast with NTA ‘s visualization from approx the same viewpoint, with turbines in situ, is stark.  Note 
this NTA visualization only shows part of the proposed Array which extends to 360 sq.km incorporating 
either 300(6MW) units or 180 (10MW) units.   
 
 
 

                      
 
                                                                      The proposed Array is approx 6.5 km from this view point   
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Whilst SPR executives were willing to engage in discussion on aspects of the Array, this was restricted by 
SPR to those aspects which SPR was only willing to address. In this respect SPR refused to address the 
contents of  its section headed “ Economic Gain”. Under pressure, SPR reluctantly accepted a significant 
error and omission in the wording  in that it should have stated “to minimise negative economic 
impacts”.  SPR accepted , grudgingly,that its statement to “minimise impacts” was meaningless. 
 
Site Visit:  SPR invited a group of Tiree attendees to visit offshore wind farms off Barrow in Furness.  
The significant outcome of this visit was the contrast in visual impact between turbines on jacket 
foundations, as at Barrow( as below), and turbines on monopile foundations. The latter had been the basis 
of SPR’s June Visualisations. NTA’s visualisations ,which pre-date SPR‘s, are also based on monopile 
foundations .  This contrast between monopile and jacket foundations is self evident. 
 

                        
 
SPR, despite many requests, has refused to re-present Tiree Array visualisations incorporating turbines 
with jacket foundations.   
 
Similarly SPR has refused to offer any comment, and or visualiszation, on the trajectory to 7MW and 
10MW units , to coincide with the submission of their intended planning permission. A 7MW unit is 
currently under design by Gamesa,  a company in which Iberdrola–SPR has a 20% investment, and with 
which Iberdrola has long standing supply agreements. 
 
 
In the absence of any input from SPR, NTA has produced a visualization of the 7MW unit: 
 

 
                                                                                                                         (NTA Copyright) 
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Lacking any comparable public information from SPR, confirms (a) the inherent weakness of the lack of 
any qualitative standard demanded by the L&C process with regard to public information and (b) the vice 
of no scrutiny of any such standard.    
 
Township meetings:   Referring to them as townships will confuse mainlanders.  For simplicity, they 
were meetings of small local groups. In last qtr 2011 SPR’s Tiree liaison officer hosted individual ‘township’ 
meetings. These were by invitation only. A considerable number of stakeholders were either not invited, or 
uninformed of any such meetings. 
 
 
  

         
                                                                                                                                  (NTA Copyright) 
 
View from Baugh : The highest point Ben Hynish (141m) is 6 Km distant . The proposed Array is  approx 
11 Km distant . Tiree’s topography dictates minimal visual mitigation. The developer has a statutory 
obligation to mitigate.  .   
 
                                                                                                                            
         
 

                    
 
 
 

                      (Comparison of  7/10MW turbines, as proposed for Tiree Array, alongside Tiree’s Community Turbine)   
 
 
 
www.no-tiree-array.org.uk  
 



 11

Consultation: SPR ‘s Questionnaire (Q)  
 
Chronology of SPR‘s Questionnaire (Q) was as follows:-  
 
(1) Presentation and Circulation :- the  Questionnaire ( Annex 5) was  presented at SPR’s  22 Sept 
2011 PID.  It was subsequently circulated as follows:-  
 

 Tiree; enclosed with an edition of An Tirisdeach, Tiree’s fortnightly newspaper. No S.A.E was 
attached . 

 
 Coll; by mail-shot to every Coll household with S.A.E to reply.  

 
 Web; via Monkey Survey with a closure date of 31 Dec 2010  

 
Note;- (a)  Q 9 of the questionnaire re Tiree Harbour was included in the circulated Q to Coll with no 
modification. 
 
         (b) Notwithstanding that the web survey was supposed to close by end Dec 2010, the survey 
remained “open” till 2nd week Feb 2011.  
 
Over a 2 month period, prior to the survey’s purported closure date 31st Dec 2011  SPR/ Iberdrola  
/Marine Scotland /Scottish Government / MSP’s were inundated with correspondence from concerned 
members of the public offering serial criticism of the structure, integrity and the professionalism of SPR’s 
questionnaire.  
  
An annex to include the complete correspondence would exceed 19 /A4 pages!  NTA is willing to submit a 
comprehensive file of this correspondence if requested /required. For the purpose of this submission 
(Annex 6) contains a small sample of this correspondence to SPR.  
 
The critics included a prestigious professional market researcher and pollster, whose knowledge and 
expertise challenged the professional integrity and credibility of SPR’s questionnaire. 
 
During this correspondence, which rarely received any acknowledgement from SPR, the following was sent 
to SPR, Scottish Government, and in hard copy to SPR’s Board of Directors. 
 
++ 
Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2010 10:02 AM 
Subject: Re: Argyll Array Questionnaire 
 
  
Dear Mr Thornton, 
  
I wrote to warn you that the methodology of your recent survey of opinions about the "Argyll Array" is invalid, that its 
results will therefore be dangerously unreliable, and that in publishing them you and SPR would be guilty of fraudulently 
misleading the public and authorities. 
  
You have already acknowledged the above by committing SPR to incorporate the necessary changes in future. You 
therefore have only one proper course of action available to you, which is to rerun this survey using correct methodology. 
  
You may be planning instead to use its "findings" to promote your cause. This will render you and SPR guilty of 
professional malpractice.The public, the relevant authorities, and any future Enquiry will be so informed. 
  
You may wish to consult with your superiors and your legal advisors before proceeding. 
  
A hard copy of this email has been sent to your Board of Directors. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
++ 

SPR‘ s responses throughout were minimal, and platitudinous, 
as evidenced by the following;-   
++ 
 Thank you for your correspondence.  The points you made have been considered and noted by us.  They 
will be taken into consideration in any future plans. 
++ 
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There is no evidence of what SPR meant, or what transpired when SPR stated “They will be taken into 
consideration in any future plans”   
 
SPR ceased their correspondence by stating; “ We cannot comment further on the questionnaire at 
this time”  
 
Whilst this correspondence was taking place, the on-line survey remained open beyond its stated closure 
date of end Dec  2010. It was not closed by SPR until the 2nd week of Feb when NTA advised SPR it was 
still open!!  The survey’s compliance section advised NTA that ”customers are responsible for conducting 
their own surveys, including determining when to close them” .  
 
SPR was advised that as a consequence the online survey results could be corrupted and inadmissible.   
  
(2) RESULTS:   Published by SPR in May 2011 ( Annex 7) . 
 
SPR was contacted immediately re statistical errors and SPR’s conclusions arising therefrom.  
 
SPR’s response offered no integrity as to their published results and conclusions (Annex 8). 
 
Re the questions asked of SPR; (1) a corrected copy was not circulated and (2) SPR refused to advise to 
whom they had circulated copies of the uncorrected survey results. 
  
The comment ‘being economic with the actualite‘, relates to the following statement in SPR’s Q results: 
“This has confirmed for us the need to appoint a Community Liaison Officer…. “ . This was not the reality. 
The post was advertised in Oct 2010 with a closing date shortly thereafter but prior to the closure of the 
SPR questionnaire.  SPR interviewed these applicants in Jan 2011.  None were offered the post.   
 
NTA retained a statistician to analyze SPR’s results. He reported as follows;- (Annex 9)  
  
++  
 
The results of my analysis are detailed below; 
 
There is a range in the total number of responses to each question which are unaccounted for. If we take 
the range as a percentage of the smallest value this introduces an error of around 6% for the overall total. 
 
However, if broken down into each sample, the errors are as follows -  
 
Public Event Tiree - 13%   (6/46) 
Public Event Coll - 15%   (2/13) 
Postal Tiree - 36%   (14/39) 
Postal Coll - 8%   (5/60) 
Online - 32%   (12/38) 
 
This is clearly in line with your concerns re: the postal vote on Tiree. Also the online statistics are very 
inconsistent (as one would expect when no quality control is exercised on such a system). 
 
Statistically the highest error is the minimum confidence which you can have when reporting results. This 
makes these results accurate only to 64% confidence level. Far outside the normally allowed 95% 
confidence level (note: school exam statistics are reported to a 99% confidence level). 
 
 
Also worth noting, there is a positive correlation between Q3 and Q5 whereby those groups who feel more 
informed of the developments are less supportive of the offshore windfarm. 
++ 
 

This analysis, concluding in a “ 64% confidence level” discredits SPR’s 
Questionnaire, and SPR’s analysis . It renders SPR’s Questionnaire, and 
SPR’s analysis, inadmissible to the L&C process. Similarly any reference to 
SPR’s Questionnaire  and SPR’s analysis in the media, or by any consultee to 
the L&C process, must be qualified by “ Caveat Emptor “    
 
 
www.no-tiree-array.org.uk  
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Conclusion: 
 
The scale of the proposed Tiree Array (180-300 turbines, 7-10MW, each  in excess of 200m height /4.5 
times the area of its impacted proximate community), and its uniqueness ,with regard to its proximity 
(5Km) to its impacted community demand ,from the outset, comprehensive and detailed public 
information from the Developer . 
 
Whilst SPR may have nominally adhered to its limited Scoping Opinion Public Information proposals, the 
quality of SPR’s public information has fallen well below any acceptable qualitative standard. The sparse 
information given has proven vague, misleading and erroneous. 
 
The absence of formal scrutiny, by the Licensing and Consenting process, of the quality and extent of the 
Developer’s public information is a fundamental weakness in the Consenting process.   
 
SPR’s Questionnaire, and its results have been discredited thereby rendering it inadmissible  to the L&C 
process. 
 
This leads to the following recommendations:- 
 

 To require comprehensive visualizations and montages of any proposed off shore development to 
be produced and presented to the impacted public and/or community by the developer from the 
outset.  With regard to Tiree Array such a presentation should have been made in Feb 2009.  

 
 To adopt the qualitative Public Information standards required of the developer. 

 
 To require any developer-promoted Questionnaire to be subject to independent scrutiny, and 

approval, prior to its application and distribution. 
 

 To adopt Prof Grigg’s ** minuted suggestion for “multi-stakeholder discussions prior to planning 
applications being submitted, led by someone outside who all parties would regard as 
independent”.  ( See current task force review body report  for ““STREAMLINING ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENT LICENSING AND CONSENTS’  ) 

 
 To review current L&C procedures. Such a review would be as appropriate and relevant as the 

current task force review re “STREAMLINING ENERGY DEVELOPMENT LICENSING AND 
CONSENTS’    

 

**Professor Russell Griggs OBE, is chairman of the Scottish Government Regulatory Review Group which 
looks at the impact of regulation on business.   

 
 
         

 
                                                                                                                            (NTA Copyright) 
View from Ben Hough : The highest point Ben Hynish is 141m approx 6.5km distant and the proposed  
Array is approx 12km distant        
 
www.no-tiree-array.org.uk  
 
 
 
 
March 2012 
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 Annex 1: Consultee Comments Relating To Argyll Array Windfarm, Tiree  

 
The following organisations provided a scoping opinion in relation to the Argyll Array 
Windfarm, Tiree  
 
 
Statutory Consultees  
Scottish Natural Heritage  
Scottish Environment Protection Agency  
 
Non Statutory Consultees  
Association of Salmon Fishery Boards  
BT Network & Radio Protection  
Civil Aviation Authority  
Chamber of Shipping  
Defence Estates  
Health & Safety Executive  
Historic Scotland  
Joint Radio Company  
MCGA  
NATS  
Northern Lighthouse Board  
RSPB  
Royal Yachting Association  
Transport Scotland  
Marine Scotland  
**SQW consulting**  
 
 
 
 
** SWQ were consultants to ARC of which TCDT was a member.   This refers to SWQ (1) which 
was widely condemned as an inadequate document. TCDT ‘s own scoping opinion would appear 
to have either been lost in  the ether, or ignored by Marine Scotland.  
 
No proximate community representative body has consultee status.    
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Annex 2.  
 
DEVELOPER APPLICATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT CHECKLIST  

 
 

1. Developer cover letter and fee cheque □  
2. Copies of ES and associated OS maps □  
3. Copies of Non Technical Summary □  
4. Confidential Bird Annexes □  
5. Draft Adverts □  
6. E Data – CDs, PDFs and SHAPE files □  
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Environmental Statement Enclosed ES Reference  
(Section & Page No.)  
1. Development Description □  
2. Planning Policies, Guidance and Agreements □  
3. Economic Benefits □  
4. Site Selection and Alternatives □  
5. Baseline Assessment data – air emissions □  
6. Design, Landscape and Visual Amenity □  
7. Construction and Operations (outline methods) □  
8. Archaeology □  
9. Designated Sites □  
10. Habitat Management □  
11. Species, Plants and Animals □  
12. Water Environment □  
13. Sub-tidal benthic ecology □  
14. Hydrology □  
15. Waste □  
16. Noise □  
17. Traffic Management □  
18. Navigation □  
19. Cumulative Impacts □  
 
26. Other Issues □  
 
N.B. Developers are encouraged to use this checklist when progressing 
towards application stage and formulating their Environmental 
Statements. The checklist will also be used by officials when considering 
acceptance of formal applications. Developers should not publicise 
applications in the local or national press, until their application has been 
checked and accepted by officials. 
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Annex 3: SPR  Public Information Day Leaflets  Sept 2010  
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Annex 3 cont’d;  PID June 2011 
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Annex 3 cont’d  
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Annex 4  

TIREE MET Office reports for 1-4 June 2011. This was the period during 
which SPR was on Tiree to take landscape photos for their subsequent 
visualisations.  

The photos used for the visualisations were taken around 0700 GMT on Friday 3 June 2011. Note:- 
continuing improvement in visibility throughout the morning.  There was a 50 % improvement in visibility  
by 12.00 which was maintained throughout afternoon  into early  evening. 

1300 GMT on Wednesday 1 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL 
(mb) 

Trend  

Tiree SW 27 37 14.0 13 1019 Rising Overcast 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

 

1800 GMT on Wednesday 1 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL 
(mb) 

Trend  

Tiree SW 19 32 6.0 12 1023 Rising Mist 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++= 

 

2200 GMT on Wednesday 1 June 2011 

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree SW 16 25 4.7 11 1026 Rising Mist 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

0800 GMT on Thursday 2 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) 
MSL 
(mb) 

Trend  

Tiree SW 11 N/A 8.0 12 1032 Rising Mist 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 



 20

1200 GMT on Thursday 2 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

Annex 5 CONT’D 

 

     

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) 
MSL 
(mb) 

Trend  

Tiree SW 15 N/A 6.0 13 1034 Rising Mist 

1800 GMT on Thursday 2 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree SW 9 N/A 16.0 13 1035 Rising Partly Cloudy 

 
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 
 

2200 GMT on Thursday 2 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree S 6 N/A 7.0 11 1036 Rising Mist 

 

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

***0700 GMT on Friday 3 June 2011***  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree S 9 N/A 19.0 12 1035 Falling Clear 

 

*** Time when SPR took photos for visualisations  

1200 GMT on Friday 3 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree S 10 N/A 28.0 16 1034 Falling Clear 

 

www.no-tiree-array.org.uk 

 

Best visibility was from 12.00  This Met Office DATA refutes SPR’s statement re “Best Visibility”   
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Annex 4 CONT’D 

1800 GMT on Friday 3 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree W 10 N/A 28.0 12 1033 Falling Mostly Cloudy 

 
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 
 

2200 GMT on Friday 3 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) 
MSL 
(mb) 

Trend  

Tiree NW 7 N/A 2.0 11 1033 Rising Mist 

 
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 
 

0700 GMT on Saturday 4 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) MSL (mb) Trend  

Tiree N 16 N/A 35.0 10 1032 Falling Mostly Cloudy 

 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

0900 GMT on Saturday 4 June 2011  

Location  Wind (kn) Visibility  Temp Pressure Weather 

 Dir Speed Gusts (km) (°C) 
MSL 
(mb) Trend  

Tiree N 17 N/A 30.0 11 1032 Falling Mostly Cloudy 

 
 
 

 

www.no-tiree-array.org.uk 
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Annex 5  
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Annex 6 
Copies of E mail’s from NTA members to  SPR, Iberdrola, Marine Scotland, 
Scottish Government, and various  statutory consultees  challenging the 
professionalism, and quality standards, of SPR’s  Questionnaire   
++ 
Dear Mr Thornton,  
  
I take "In due course" to mean "before any interpretation or publication of the survey findings". It is up to 
you to correct that understanding or to allow it to stand on the record. 
  
To quote Renewables UK's own Guidelines, (the Chairman of which I understand is Andrew Jamieson, 
Regulations and Markets Dir of Scottish Power?) 
Gathering information, Opinion surveys, interviews, questionnaires and ‘focus groups’ are all direct ways 
to gather information about stakeholders’ views, and providing they obtain a cross section of opinion and 
analyse it properly they can be useful for collecting a wide range of views using fairly limited resources of 
time and money. However, it has to be said that the response rate to questionnaires and surveys, and the 
quality of responses even in focus groups, can be very disappointing and sometimes biased. 
In particular, these methods only gather information in response to the questions asked: they may miss 
opinions or concerns that are not asked about, andgive no opportunity for people to develop their views 
in association with others. (My underlining)  
  
Please be aware that the matter of this survey could be placed before a future Independent Enquiry, as 
evidence of the validity or otherwise of SPR's AA consultation process. 
  
Sincerely, 

 ++  
Sent: 30 November 2010 10:41 
To: Thornton, Ralph 
Cc: Phil.Gilmour@scotland.gsi.gov.uk; Phil.Alcock@scotland.gsi.gov.uk; Mathers, Martin; Cannon, 
Morna; Anderson, Keith S; Susan.Deacon@ScottishPower.com 
Subject: Argyll Array Questionnaire 

 Dear Mr Thornton,  

I wrote to you on November 16th regarding your Argyll Array questionnaire. I have not received any 
reply. As my letter concerns the validity of your survey, which you were no doubt planning to publish, an 
immediate answer is needed. To repeat, you cannot be allowed to circulate the findings as they will be 
fraudulent. 

 Kindly reply to my letter by return. 

++ 

Question 7; uses a dangerously flawed research technique,I am surprised that your research team have 
allowed it. 

The only proper way to get a true measure of respondents’ opinions and concerns is to invite a scale of 
response options to each of the areas that you are investigating. 

Thus: “The look of the wind farm is a major concern, a slight concern, not very concerning, not at all 
concerning”. Structured as it is in your questionnaire, ticking a “yes” box and with only 3 ticks allowed, 
will ‘ Obviously’ give a fundamentally false reading. 

Your questioner is ‘ fundamentally’ flawed or engineered in such a way as to be capable of getting an 
indication of limited opposition, where it is in fact widespread, or narrow areas of approval where there 
are in fact many. 

www.no-tiree-array.org.uk 
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Annex 6 cont’d :- 

The 3 that emerge with the most ticks will be wrongly observed as the only three for you to address. No 
indication will emerge of the number of concerns, the nature of those concerns, and the strength of feeling 
about each one. 

This is a base error. Correct me if I am wrong ? the role of any research is to measure the true views of 
stakeholders, and your technique totally invalidates that measurement in this survey. 

This questionnaire will now be placed before independent experts/statisticians. The findings are not valid 
for any decision-taking on your part, nor can you be allowed to use them to give comfort to others that 
you have completed a satisfactory and reliable level of investigation about stakeholders’ opinions, they 
can quite simply be perceived as fraudulent. 

FYI:You must surely have heard about the current accusations directed at Viking Energy in Shetland, who 
have been accused of using software to generate letters of support for their onshore project…these 
accusations are currently been investigated…however these ‘generated’ letters of support involve a ‘tick in 
a box’ and unbeknown to the ‘ticker’, the tick then generates a ‘computer letter of support’ with random 
fonts and wording, and the name of the pseudo supporter…the letters of support are then past to the 
governmental ministers who are reviewing the application, and are no doubt now snowed under with 
computer literate Shetlanders venting the hope that they are not left out of the ‘Renewables circus’ 

Given the importance you attached to your consultation process, kindly provide a response and 
explanation, in a transparent and concise manner to myself and the people of Tiree who question the 
validity of such a biased approach to data collection. 

Yours sincerely, 

++++++++++++++++++ 
 
Martin Mathers <martin.mathers@scottishpower.com>, 
 Ralph Thornton <Ralph.Thornton@scottishpower.com>, 
 Morna Cannon <Morna.Cannon@scottishpower.com>, 
 Susan.Deacon@scottishpower.com, 
 Keith.Anderson@scottishpower.com 
 
1Dec 2010 
 
Mr Mathers, Mr Thornton, Ms Cannon, Ms Deacon, Mr Anderson... 
  
Are any of you at SPR able to answer either this letter or the others you have received on this matter ? 
 

++ 
 
We have not responded to the SPR  Questionnaire and are not very  happy to do so, because it  appears 
to us to be useless as a competent measure of opinion to inform any process leading to 600 wind 
turbines!. 
  
When presented with it , and a free green  pen at the SPR Open day inSeptember , ( four panels of sparse 
information, with no copies to take away and urged to fill it in there and then, we had no faith in the value 
of the exercise at all , or in what would become of the Questionnaires. No-one tookour names. There was 
no attendance sheet.  
  
We would have expected as a house owner on Tiree at least to be sent one in the post, with a covering 
letter to explain the methodology, as part of any competent legally compliant Consultation process.  
 

www.no-tiree-array.org.uk 
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Annex 6 cont’d:- 
 
Ppeople were being pressured into filling  in the questionnaire  at the Open Day in September, ( it did not 
even provide a space for the respondents to put their names and addresses on it if they wanted to !) Quite 
how the recording of these comments was to be achieved  and for what purpose they would be used , was 
quite unclear. 
  
We told Ms Cannon etc on that day that, if we responded at all to the SPR "consultation" we would do so 
by letter, once we had more facts! and expected this to be made public.  
We also asked to be sent , by post, a copy of the power point page ( no hard copies were available at the 
meeting) showing the SPR development  "timetable", which eventually arrived some weeks later, after two 
reminders . Somebody  from SPR at the open day wrote my e mail address on the back of an SPR leaflet 
and put it in her handbag. Ms Cannon had left early on that day to catch the ferry to go on holiday to 
Crete. 
  
We did not form the impression that the day's offering in September   by SPR represented any  adequate 
attempt to consult  people on Tiree, but was merely a window dressing exercise attempting  to bolster the 
"nothing can stop this now" argument from the June presentation , and underline to us the mantra that no 
Right Thinking Person could  seriously object to the development of offshore wind off Tiree, because it was 
SELF EVIDENT that: 
  
1. otherwise "the lights will  go out" ( a phrase recently adopted by Mr Salmond, when increasing the 
green energy targets ) and we "owe it to our grandchildren"  
  
We are most uncomfortable that these emotive, poorly evidenced   arguments , (and the arguments 
aginst this position  as well! )  are being adopted as general baseline for deciding on the fate of the 
Scottish coast line  and Tiree in particular  
  
2.  the secondary industries which would  definitely grow up around the offshore wind developments 
would bring thousands of jobs to Scotland  - therefore we should support the necessary sacrifice of  some 
minor  aspects of Tiree life, for the Greater Good. . 
We felt this  sort of argument, in the middle of a recession,  when the funding for these projects is 
extremely uncertain  to be speculative at best.  
  
3 There were lots of potential benefits "like jobs" which MIGHT ( or might not) accrue to Tiree itself.  
These were not specified and not costed. To speculative to have a view really 
  
4 the potential damage to the Tiree Unique Way of Life and fragile economy  WOULD be  properly 
considered.  
We did not come awy from the meeting feeling much faith in this promise. 
  
 We did not then  feel that these sort of broad and emotive  arguments,and other  similar arguments 
being advanced on a "possibly" and "maybe " basis in the draft impact assessment scoping report  when it 
was issued  were adequate to convince us of the need to support   the development of the Argyll Array,. 
  
Nothing has changed about our impression since September .  and we  have therefore ignored the  SPR 
Questionnaire    for the moment, considering the questionnaire to be possily  more dangerous than helpful 
to a balanced decision process about these plans. . 
  
Have you any advice about what might be helpful for us to do now, re SPR, if anything?  
 
++ 

 
 
 

www.no-tiree-array.org.uk 
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Annex 6 cont’d:- 
 

 
To Jamie  McGrigor MSP / Jim Mather MSP  MP 5 Dec  
 
 
(2) SPR 's Questionnaire  
 
NTA has  been in contact with SPR to raise serious concerns  re the competence  of SPR's Questionnaire.  
 
 
This Questionnaire was presented at SPR 's Public Information Day on Tiree on the 23 Sept 2010 
 
and subsequently posted on SPR's website.  
 
So far SPR has not replied to the substantive issues raised.  
SPR has only  acknowledged the correspondence.  
We have subsequently advised  SPR as follows:-  
 
++ 
Please be aware that the matter of this survey could be placed before a future Independent Enquiry, as 
evidence of the validity or otherwise of SPR's AA consultation process. 
++++ 
 
 

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++  

From: peter@isdell-carpenter.co.uk  
To: Ralph Thornton  
Cc: Susan.Deacon@ScottishPower.com ; Phil.Gilmour@scotland.gsi.gov.uk ; 
Phil.Alcock@scotland.gsi.gov.uk ; Keith.Anderson@ScottishPower.com  
Sent: Friday, December 10, 2010 4:09 PM 
Subject: Fw: Argyll Array Questionnaire 
 
  
Dear Mr Thornton, 
  
When do you intend to reply to my email? 
  
Sincerely, 
++ 
 
 
++++++ 
 
Sent  Tuesday, December 21, 2010 11:11 AM 
Subject: Fw: Argyll Array Questionnaire 
 
  
Dear Mr Thornton, 
  
1. The SPR "Project Update" in the December 10th issue of the Tiree fortnightly newsletter An Tirisdeach 
states that the Coll survey "was launched much later" than the Tiree survey. As requested, please confirm 
the actual date when it was launched. 
2. The same Project Update says that SPR will shortly begin to look at the survey results. Be warned that 
those responsible for publishing those results, or using them to influence anyone's thinking, including 
SPR's, may be held accountable for fraudulent practice.  
3. You state that the Coll and Tiree survey questionnaires are exactly the same. Are SPR offering new 
harbours to both Coll and Tiree? 
4. For your information, all of the correspondence on this subject has been passed to Jim Mather MSP and 
has now been forwarded to energy officials through his ministerial office.   
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+++++++++++++++ 

From: Peter Isdell-Carpenter [mailto:peter@isdell-carpenter.co.uk]  
Sent: 07 January 2011 18:41 
To: Thornton, Ralph 
Cc: Susan.Deacon@ScottishPower.com; Phil.Gilmour@scotland.gsi.gov.uk;  

Phil.Alcock@scotland.gsi.gov.uk; Keith.Anderson@ScottishPower.com 
Subject: RE: Argyll Array Questionnaire  

Dear Mr Thornton, 

 I refer to your email of December 24th 2010. 

  

My case is this. The methodology of the SPR Tiree questionnaire is seriously flawed. Its findings are 
therefore invalid, and publishing or using those findings in any way would be misleading and fraudulent. 
You say that “ we are in a long process of evaluating .... the local issues”. Your survey was promoted by 
SPR as a way of finding out what those local issues are. Not only does it fail to do so, it actually misreads 
and will therefore misrepresent what they are - to the public, to SPR, and to the Authorities. 

Your case is that yes, my criticism is valid in that future questionnaires will incorporate the necessary 
changes. But it is somehow OK to live with the invalid findings because they form only a part of SPR’s 
feedback, so it doesn’t matter if they mislead the public or anyone else.  

I know your difficulty. To withdraw the survey would be embarrassing, and you would have to run it again. 
But mistakes happen, and honesty seldom hurts.  

On the other hand, to knowingly publish fraudulent findings deserves the backlash it will receive.   

A growing number of people are awaiting your decision with considerable interest. It is not too late to do 
the right thing, and I repeat my offer to help develop the correct methodology. 

You are knowingly without heeding repeated warnings of its failings There are 3 choices. Publish with an 
instruction to ignore its findings. Withdraw the survey and rerun it with a properly constructed 
questionnaire. Or publish without a disclaimer and face the public backlash, the damage to SPR’s integrity 
and credibility, and in due course be held accountable for the consequencies in a public enquiry  

++ 

I wish we could end this correspondence. But these opinion surveys are desperately important. Evasive 
responses and no action mean the file keeps growing. And with it the indictments of SPR . To repeat, if 
they publish, they are responsible for influencing Tiree stakeholders to fall in with the opinion of others 
that have been falsely represented. That is unprofessional, irresponsible and unethical. And the file will 

show that you have done so in full knowledge and despite repeated warnings and even offers of help.  

 
 ++++ 
Cc: Susan.Deacon@ScottishPower.com; Phil.Gilmour@scotland.gsi.gov.uk; 
Phil.Alcock@scotland.gsi.gov.uk; Anderson, Keith S 
 
Subject: RE: Argyll Array Questionnaire 

Dear Mr Thornton,  
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Throughout my correspondence with you I have received evasive and incomplete replies. Your email below 
is another. 

 Our correspondence centres on a fundamental part of SPR’s consultation process – a survey to measure 
and understand Stakeholders’ opinions and concerns. The flaws in your survey make that impossible. 

I will ask you once again. Are you going ahead with publication of this survey, knowing that its findings 
will be corrupted and invalid?   

A straight answer please. SPR’s promise to Tiree stakeholders about full and open consultation is “in the 
dock” here.  

++++++++++++++++++++ 

 
Mr Mathers, Mr Thornton, 

Questionnaire: 

 when does SPR Iberdrola intend to update the current out-dated and fault ridden questionnaire ?  

I have received umpteen emails and correspondence in relation to the ‘questionnaire’ and the answer I 
was given by Miss Cannon : ‘The questionnaire was designed as part of a suite of consultation methods to 
get a general view of concerns on the island. We can assure you our Environmental Assessment will cover 
much more than the 3 highest ranked items resulting from this survey’. Is again yet another open ended 
and weak reply, it does not answer any concerns or indeed answer the original question, given that we 
have not had a single credible answer to any questions put forward to SPR Iberdrola the answer above 
begs the question ‘What other consultation methods’? 

++ 

Annex 6  Entry “X” 

Finally a comment from an attendee to the SPR PID 2 and why they did not complete the Q 

++ 

 We have not responded to the SPR  Questionnaire and are not very  happy to do so, because it  appears 
to us to be useless as a competent measure of opinion to inform any process leading to 600 wind 
turbines!. 
  
When presented with it , and a free green  pen at the SPR Open day inSeptember , ( four panels of sparse 
information, with no copies to take away and urged to fill it in there and then, we had no faith in the value 
of the exercise at all , or in what would become of the Questionnaires. No-one tookour names. There was 
no attendance sheet.  
  
We would have expected as a house owner on Tiree at least to be sent one in the post, with a covering 
letter to explain the methodology, as part of any competent legally compliant Consultation process.  

People were being pressured into filling  in the questionnaire  at the Open Day in September, ( it did not 
even provide a space for the respondents to put their names and addresses on it if they wanted to !) Quite 
how the recording of these comments was to be achieved  and for what purpose they would be used , was 
quite unclear. 

  
We told Ms Cannon etc on that day that, if we responded at all to the SPR "consultation" we would do so 
by letter, once we had more facts! and expected this to be made public.  
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We also asked to be sent , by post, a copy of the power point page ( no hard copies were available at the 
meeting) showing the SPR development  "timetable", which eventually arrived some weeks later, after two 
reminders . Somebody  from SPR at the open day wrote my e mail address on the back of an SPR leaflet  
and put it in her handbag. Ms Cannon had left early on that day to catch the ferry to go on holiday to 
Crete. 
  
We did not form the impression that the day's offering in September   by SPR represented any  adequate 
attempt to consult  people on Tiree, but was merely a window dressing exercise attempting  to bolster the 
"nothing can stop this now" argument from the June presentation 
 
++ 
 
 
 
 

                  
                  

                     
                     Down wind micro climate issues . ..as if Tiree needs any more rain!!  
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Annex 7   SPR Questionnaire:- SPR’s Results and Analysis 
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ANNEX 8  
 
SPR/ Tiree  Array Questionnaire  Result .  NTA challenge       
 
E MAIL TO SPR  (19/5/2011) AND SUBSEQUENT DIALOGUE  
 
++  
I am now re-appraising your presentation of the results with a view to making a formal NTA  presentation 
to MS  
 
Before doing so I request an explanation of some glaring statistical anomalies  
 
(1) Postal  Return  
 
                                  Tiree        Coll  
 
population                   800        150   
 
postal returns               53           65  
 
This either suggests glaring apathy on Tiree  or  a break down in Tiree 's postal delivery service  
 
I along with others on Tiree  have no recall of receiving a  postal survey  
 
(2) On-line survey  
 
I have to confess that I made multiple responses to the Online survey .  
I am aware others also made multiple returns 
 
You record  39 on-line responses to Q1 ( location ) yet 50 to Q 2 (A). 
From the subseq  record of the number responses ie consistently 39 it would appear that  an additional 
11  
people made an online response but  bizarrely answered just ONE  question!!! 
 
This has to be a nonsense, unless you can offer a rational xplanation   
 
PLease advise  
 
rgds  
 
 
 
 

Dear Mr Trythall, 
 
The Tiree postal returns were from those people who posted us the questionnaire we printed on an edition 
of An Tirisdeach.   It was the same questionnaire that you saw at the exhibition and I presume you 
completed one at that.  It was up to the readers to complete and post the questionnaire to us.  The 
questionnaire was also distributed to islanders of Coll and some of them chose to complete it and post it 
to us.  
 
( NOTE  from NTA : unlike Tiree,  SPR  distributed their Q to COLL with a S.A.E which explains(a)  the 
disproportionate number of returns and (b) SPR only volunteered this addit info upon further interrogation 
by NTA to explain this glaring discrepancy )  
  
It is unfortunate people made multiple returns, particularly if you and others also completed the 
questionnaire at the exhibition and/or the postal return. 
  
You’ve found a formatting error.  For Q2a the titles ‘online’ and ‘postal Tiree’ are switched.  The numbers 
for postal Tiree don’t quite add up but is a much better fit.  The version which ends up on our website will 
be corrected. 
  
Yours sincerely 
Ralph Thornton 
 
++++++++++++++ 
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Annex 8 cont’d  
 
ralph /r 
 
reply noted ..tks  
 
ummm  ... what can one say !!!   
 
I dont recall getting a  copy of the Q  attached to my ed of AnT   
  
**Did SPR distribute the Tiree  postal survey with a SAE?** 
 
Please clarify how SPR distributed this Q  on Coll ??  Manifestly there is still a huge statistical anomaly 
between the respective island's postal returns  
 
What  do u mean by " The numbers for postal Tiree don’t quite add up but is a much better fit." 
 
Surely SPR is seeking statistical accuracy ,and not statistical convenience with  a 'much better fit. ". Please 
comment  
  
 please confirm the foll : 
(1) SPR will circulate a corrected hard copy version via AnT  
(2) SPR  other than  this presentation in AnT , has  not issued copies of this error strewn analysis  
to any consultee incl MS in the licencing process. Similarly SPR has not used it any form of media release  
 
I would also add that SPR has once again proven to be  economic with the actualite with SPR's comment 
in their analysis  that:-  " This confirmed for us the need to appoint ..... "  
 
This does not conform to the chronology of SPR's appointment  
 
I await your further clarification  
 
Rgds 
 
 
**SPR on interrogation admitted the foll:- 
(a) SPR circulated the Tiree survey enclosed to  “AnTirisdeach” (AnT ), the island fortnightly 
newspaper . No SAE was attached.  AnT does not have “ all Tiree household “ circulation.   
In contrast  
(b)  Coll’s local representatives insisted SPR mail-shot the Q to all Coll households with a S.A.E  
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Annex 9:   NTA ‘s analysis of  SPR’s results of SPR’s Questionnaire  
 
NTA  retained  statistician to analyse SPR’s results . His analysis is  detailed below. 
 
++ 
 
There is a range in the total number of responses to each question which are unaccounted for. If we take 
the range as a percentage of the smallest value this introduces an error of around 6% for the overall total. 
 
However, if broken down into each sample, the errors are as follows -  
 
Public Event Tiree - 13%   (6/46) 
Public Event Coll - 15%   (2/13) 
Postal Tiree - 36%   (14/39) 
Postal Coll - 8%   (5/60) 
Online - 32%   (12/38) 
 
This is clearly in line with your concerns re: the postal vote on Tiree.  
 
The online statistics are very inconsistent (as one would expect when no quality control is exercised on 
such a system). 
 

Statistically the highest error is the minimum confidence which you can 
have when reporting results. This makes these results accurate only to 64% 
confidence level. Far outside the normally allowed 95% confidence level 
(note: school exam statistics are reported to a 99% confidence level). 
 
 
Also worth noting, there is a positive correlation between Q3 and Q5 whereby those groups who feel more 
informed of the developments are less supportive of the offshore windfarm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
                                                                                                                    (NTA  Copyright)  
View from Ben Hough : The highest point Ben Hynish is 141m approx 6.5km distant and the proposed  
Array is approx 12km distant        
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