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SUBMISSION FROM COMMUNITIES AGAINST TURBINES (CATS) 
 
 

A Brief Critique on the Submission from Dr Maitland Mackie CBE, LLD, DBA, 
FRAgS, BScAg, MA hons Econ. 

to the 
Enterprise, Energy and Tourism Committee Inquiry into Renewable Energy 

entitled 
 

“An article on the realities of wind power. 
Injecting some realism, facts, and perspective into the wind turbine debate” 

 
Introduction 
 
Dr Maitland Mackie submitted the document in the title of this paper to the EET 
Committee and addressed it in committee on 30th May 2012.  The submission was not 
rigorously examined by Committee and the record appears to show that Dr Maitland’s 
paper is a matter of fact.  That is not so.  
 
CATS considers this to be an undesirable situation and has produced this brief critique.  
It is brief, as it simply addresses Dr Mackie’s submission and not his supporting paper.  
However, as the submission draws on the supporting work this critique is in principal 
just as valid as if it had been based on the more extensive document. 
 
The critique takes the form of a tabulation of Dr Mackie’s submission with CATS 
observations alongside, line by line. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Dr Mackie’s paper addresses wind energy from the perspective of the Mackie family 
business.  Dr Mackie equates the commercial interest of the Mackie business to the 
interest of all others.  He sees only income as being important and ignores the fact that 
business income from renewables subsidy comes from the electricity consumer, and 
what is good for business is often bad for the consumer. 
 
The paper is a collection of assertions unsupported by reference to documented 
evidence.  This is not helped by rounding down the value of the ROCs subsidy and 
rounding up the expected load factor to support his argument. 
 
CATS however is in complete agreement in principle that the FITS regime is 
enormously wasteful of money for little energy generation, but regrets that Dr Mackie 
does not take the opportunity to highlight the fact that it is a money spinner for those 
that have at the expense of those who do not. 
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It is self-evident that large scale on-shore wind generation is cheaper than off-shore, but 
the thrust of Dr Mackie’s submission is that more money can be made for business 
using on-shore wind. 
 
Dr Mackie’s submission loses all credibility through his assertions that: 

a) the generation industry has somehow solved the problem of mass storage of 
wind generated power, and 

b) that wind generated electricity is used close to the point of generation thereby 
maximising the use of existing transmission plant and obviating the need for 
reinforcement or expansion. 
 
 

CATS 
June 2012 
 
 
 
 
 

Line by line observations on Dr Maitland Mackie’s Submission to the EET 
Committee’s Inquiry into  
Renewable Energy 

SUBMISSION OBSERVATION 

Of course, there is a subjective aesthetic 
issue with regards to wind turbines.  Well I 
remember my parents in the 40s 
bemoaning the pylons marching across 
the countryside! But as they had to get 
them into perspective with reality, so have 
we with turbines. 
 

 

Appreciation of the following points and 
information are crucial to ensuring 
constructive debate concerning wind 
power’s renewable energy potential. 
 

 

1. We are at the beginning of the end of 
the fossil fuel era.  
 

 

A fundamental reality is that dramatically 
rising energy costs will only stabilise when 
there is enough renewable energy coming 
on stream, capable of filling the world’s 
fast increasing gap between conventional 
energy supply and demand. 
 

What is the justification for using the term 
“fundamental reality”?  Where is it proven 
that energy costs will stabilise under the 
circumstance described? 
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A modest 10% annual energy price 
increase, means a doubling of price every 
seven 
years. To realise that the price of energy in 
one and a half decades could be four 
times its current price, puts the potential 
cost of renewable energy into perspective. 
 

Nothing is presented in respect of the 
“potential cost of renewable energy”. 

To avoid Armageddon in the next few 
decades, the world needs to invest trillions 
in replacement energy systems in which 
renewable energy will be by far the major 
component 
 

No doubt major investment is needed in 
replacement energy systems whether like 
for like or something else, but how is it so 
certain that “renewable energy will be by 
far the major component”? 

The following practical points reflect 5 
years of experience of our (Mackies) 
investment in 3MW of wind power 
capacity, that now drives our business. 
 
 

 

Efficient onshore installations on sites of 
average wind speed of 7 m/s, at 6% 
interest charged on the investment, are 
producing electricity at a cost of circa 
six pence per kilowatt, similar to that of 
new conventional fossil fueled power 
stations, saddled with carbon capture 
requirements.  
 

This requires further explanation.  Cost to 
whom?  Does the 6p include the ROC 
value of approx 4.5p in which case the 
energy is extraordinarily cheap, or if it 
does not include the ROC value, then the 
energy is extraordinarily expensive?  In 
any case, as there are no “new 
conventional fossil fueled power stations 
saddled with carbon capture requirements” 
a comparison is not possible. 
 

And the running cost ( maintenance and 
insurance) is less than half a pence 
per kilowatt, and will remain so until a 
government taxes the wind! (circa 
90% of the full cost is the interest charge 
on the initial investment and 
depreciation charges) 
 

 

3. After wind speed, financial and physical 
efficiency is directly, and crucially 
related to size of turbine, both in height 
and generating capacity. 1 MW + 
turbines deliver the figures in para 2 
above. 
 

The point is not proven. 
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Planners need to be aware that enforced 
reduction from optimum height reduces the 
output near pro rata. I.e. 20% height 
restriction likely reduces the output by 
20%. 

“Reduces the output near pro-rata” is a 
much more positive statement than the 
speculative “likely reduces the output by 
20%”.  Is it a mathematical relationship or 
a speculative relationship? 
 

And the difference between, quite big, big 
and very big, is quite small! 
 

This phrase is unintelligible. 

4. The incentivising subsidy, paid for by all 
electricity users in UK, for the big 
turbines (1 MW +) is circa four pence per 
kilowatt.  
 

The cost of the ROC subsidy is paid for by 
all the electricity users in UK, but 
businesses of all sorts pass on their costs 
to customers, so ultimately the total cost of 
the ROCs subsidy is carried by the 
consumer.  “Circa four pence per kilowatt” 
is understated. ROCs values have not 
been below 4p since 2006 and are 
averaging about 4.25p so far this year. It 
has to be acknowledged that this level is, 
with the exception of 2006, the lowest 
recorded. 

And will not be necessary 
when the price of electricity, doubles. 
 

It may not be necessary, but it will 
continue to be levied under Government 
guarantee. 

In comparison the subsidy for the 
smaller turbines, rises to circa 33 pence 
per kilowatt for the very small toys, 
and incentivises people to spend a very 
large amount of money for very small 
and insignificant output. 

The underlying criticism of the FITS 
regime is very valid in that the subsidy 
under the FITS regime is excessive for the 
energy generated. What it conceals is that 
the reward is so high that people are 
incentivised to make a relatively small 
investment in return for a 
disproportionately high return.  It also 
avoids explaining that the returns to those 
who benefit from the FITs scheme, are 
directly funded through their electricity bills 
by those who do not have small turbines or 
PV panels. 
 

(Note that photo voltaic solar panels 
currently require subsidy of up to 43pence 
per KW produced) 
 

There are two kinds of people now.  Those 
who benefit from the FITS regime, and 
those who pay for it. 

5. Certainly backup power is needed to 
cover light and no wind situations. 
 
 

Agreed 
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But the industry is now learning fast how to 
store high wind produced surplus energy,  
e.g. as off grid stored heat, hydropower 
pumped storage, hydrogen and 
ammonium production. 

Really?  Where are these installations?  
How many projects are operational, under 
construction, consented but not started, in 
design, under consideration?  What is their 
total capacity? What is the projected 
timescale for delivery? 
 

And demand management, in which smart 
grids will play a big part, will all help to 
solve this requirement. 

Note that the solution does not yet exist, 
and, when developed, will only “help” solve 
the requirement. 
 

Further, wind is seldom still everywhere, 
and turbines distributed here there and 
everywhere, feeding into the National Grid, 
ensures best use of this power source.  
 

Wind is frequently still everywhere, and 
turbines distributed “here there and 
everywhere” most certainly cannot ensure 
best use of a frequently non-existent 
power source. 
See “Analysis Of UK Wind Power 
Generation November 2008 To December 
2010” 
  

And incidentally, reduces grid distribution 
costs by producing electricity close to its 
users. 

This is an utterly preposterous notion.  It 
will cost £600million at least for the 
Beauly-Denny upgrade to take Highland 
wind power to Central Scotland.  
Goodness knows how much more for a 
subsea connection from Hunterston.  
Subsea cables to Norway and Europe are 
under consideration?  Connections from 
Shetland and Orkney down an East coast 
subsea cable are proposed?  The 
Dounreay to Beauly transmission 
reinforcement is currently under 
construction.  This is the tip of the iceberg 
of the grid reinforcement required just to 
be able to use wind energy as and when it 
is around, far from its origin. 
 

Important to note that grid management 
requires constant expensive supply 
adjustment to balance widely fluctuating 
demand. As part of the process of 
supply management the Grid owners do 
compensate all power suppliers for 
enforced suboptimal output.  

The normal wide fluctuations in demand 
over the daily, weekly and annual cycles 
are largely catered for by commercial 
arrangements between generators and 
distributors.  National Grid fine tunes the 
balance in real time by calling on and 
restraining off generators who participate 
in the Balancing Mechanism.  Costs are 
normally related to loss of income, or as in 
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the case of oil generation, the high cost of 
maintaining a capability for relatively little 
use. 
 

It only costs a phone call to shut down and 
start up a turbine or two.  

This is simply not true.  In the case of wind 
energy, a problem arises when an 
uncalled-for high level of wind output 
coincides with a low demand and there is 
not sufficient free capacity on the 
transmission system to disperse the 
unwanted input.  This puts wind 
generators in a strong bargaining position, 
as the alternative to the Grid paying the 
high prices demanded by wind generators 
to close down in such circumstances is to 
disconnect customers to preserve Grid 
integrity.  This would be the correct 
engineering solution, but it is politically 
unacceptable.  Costs are therefore 
disproportionately high to “shut down or 
start a turbine or two”.  It should be noted 
that a wind generation plant cannot be 
called upon to start at any particular time 
unless it has first been manually stopped 
and the wind resource is still available 
when it is required to restart. 
 

I.e when the wind is blowing, another side 
of this coin is that the dynamics of supply 
management is hugely facilitated. 
 

This appears at first sight to be 
meaningless. 
On a second examination, it seems to be 
saying that if too much wind generated 
energy comes on to the Grid and causes a 
problem, it can be switched off. 
 

6. The big, slow-moving turbines do not kill 
birds. To keep a perspective, 
hundreds of thousands are killed every 
year on the roads, by cats and by flying 
into windows. 
 

This is not relevant to the Inquiry, but it is 
wrong on two counts.  It cannot be 
disputed that turbines kill birds, and the 
rotor tip speeds of large turbines are not 
slow moving.  At 1rpm, a 40 metre blade 
tip travels at 15kph, at 2 rpm, 30kph, and 
so on. 
 

7. Investment in Offshore renewable 
energy is just as crucial in filling the 
widening energy gap. But important to 
note that the cost per kilowatt produced is, 

Less costly only in relation to offshore 
wind. 
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and always likely will be, twice that of 
onshore wind power. Important 
therefore to note that the more of our 
replacement supply we can produce by 
onshore turbines, the less costly it will be. 
 

8. 1000 3 MW turbines throughout 
Scotland, delivering an average 33% of 
their capacity, would add 10% to 
Scotland's current electricity generating 
capacity of circa 10 GW  
 

33% average of capacity is overstated.  

9. 10000 such turbine owned by people in 
Scotland at current prices would return 
to them and their communities circa a net 
annual income of £4billion!  

Most turbines in Scotland are in foreign 
ownership,but just to examine the figures, 
in this scenario, there would be one 
turbine per 525 people.  If one person 
owned that turbine, the income would 
come from the other 524 people.  Each 
would have to pay the turbine owner a 
sum of £763 p.a.  This is a nonsense 
calculation but so is the proposition. 
 

10. The power produced from the wind can 
potentially save billions of barrels of oil 
or gas equivalent for its myriad of other 
essential uses.  
 

No supporting data. 

11. The energy equivalent used in their 
manufacture and installation is replaced 
by renewable energy within the first year of 
production.  
 

No supporting data. 

12. Should we crack nuclear fusion, it 
takes 24 hours to drop a turbine, and 
everything of it is usefully recyclable.  
 

This is not evidence. 

13. On the subjective aesthetic issue, 
maybe this tells a tale. There are 
thousandsof transmission Pylons across 
Scotland. A good friend was expostulating 
howshe did not wish for a planned turbine 
on the hill behind her house. “What about 
the pylons on it?” asked her husband. 
“What pylons?” she responded!! 
Our society simply needs to get used to 
turbines as my parents did pylons!  

Pylons are static and silent.  Wind turbines 
are normally but not always in motion, and 
sometimes noisy.  There is no reasonable 
comparison to be made. 
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14. Finally, Donald Trump is clearly totally 
ignorant of these realities, and 
needs to be put back in his box! 
 

This statement has no place in what 
should be a reasoned presentation to a 
Committee of the Scottish Parliament. 

 
 


