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Appendix 3.1 Outline Construction Environmental 
Management Plan 

Executive Summary 
This Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) replicates the committed construction 
mitigation measures that were presented within the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report and 
presents proposed best practice environmental management during the construction phase of the Proposed 
Development.  

Construction works are currently estimated to occur over a 24-month programme beginning in 2025. 
Construction is expected to commence in 2025 but is dependent on an offtake mechanism for the electricity 
generated, likely to require a new transmission connection to Orkney from mainland Scotland. The actual 
construction date may therefore be determined by factors out with the control of the Applicant and as such it is 
not possible to confirm the construction date with certainty.  

This outline CEMP is presented as a draft document in support of the planning application for the Proposed 
Development and will be updated and refined once a lead construction contractor (‘Principal Contractor’) has 
been appointed and as further detailed design is undertaken.  

A separate Operational Management Plan will be produced prior to operation which will cover the 
environmental mitigation to be implemented during the operational lifespan of the Proposed Development.  

Purpose of the Document 
This outline CEMP is a live document which will evolve as the planning process progresses. It defines good 
practice as well as actions required to deliver site-specific mitigation as detailed within the Schedule of 
Environmental Commitments presented in Chapter 19 of the EIA Report (this will form an appendix to the final 
CEMP), relevant future planning consent conditions and pre-construction survey reports. 

This document provides an outline of the future Principal Contractor’s proposed Environmental Management 
methods during the construction phase of the Proposed Development. The methods and principles contained 
within this document will be adhered to by the Principal Contractor in developing the detailed design, 
construction method statements and other plans relating to environmental management as required by the 
Contract.  

All of the works should be carried out with the objective of causing a minimal amount of disturbance and impact 
to the environment. 

Planning and Marine Licence Conditions 
Once planning and marine licence conditions have been set, this section will identify the specific conditions that 
require to be addressed through the preparation of this CEMP and related plans, method statements, technical 
drawings etc.  

Reference Documentation 
The following documentation will be followed (and regularly reviewed) during the construction of the Proposed 
Development. 

▪ relevant SEPA/EA Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPGs) and Guidelines for Pollution Prevention 

(GPPs); 

▪ Good Practice During Wind Farm Construction Version 4 (Scottish Renewables, Scottish Natural 

Heritage, Scottish Environment Protection Agency, Forestry Commission Scotland, 2019); 

▪ Engineering in the Water Environment, Good Practice Guide, Construction of River Crossings (SEPA, 

2010); 
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▪ Prevention of Pollution from Civil Engineering Contracts: Special Requirements publication (SEPA, 

2006); 

▪ Constructed tracks in the Scottish Uplands (SNH, 2015); 

▪ Code of Practice for Earth Works, BS6031:2009; 

▪ Code of practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open sites. Noise, BS5228-1: 2009;  

▪ The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) Piling Protocol (JNCC, 2010);  

▪ International Maritime Organisation (IMO) guidelines for the Development of Shipboard Oil Pollution 

Emergency Plans (SOPEPs): Resolution MEPC.54(32) (IMO, 1992) as amended by Resolution 

MEPC.86(44) (IMO, 2000) and 

▪ CIRIA Publications: 

- Control of Water Pollution from Construction Sites – Guide to Good Practice (SP156) 

- Control of Water Pollution from Construction Sites – Guidance for Consultants and 

Contractors (C532) 

- Control of Water Pollution from Linear Construction Projects – Technical Guidance (C648) 

- Control of Water Pollution from Linear Construction Projects – Site Guide (C649) 

- Culvert Design Guide, C689, CIRIA, 2010;  

- Environmental Good Practice – Site Guide (C650) 

- The SUDS Manual (C697) 

- Site Handbook for the Construction of SUDS (C698). 

Project Information 
The Proposed Development is located on the Island of Faray, an uninhabited island to the north and west of 
Eday and south-east of Westray in the Orkney Islands. A smaller uninhabited island Holm of Faray is immediately 
to the north. Faray is approximately 17 km north-east of Orkney Mainland, and approximately 25 km from 
Kirkwall.  

The topography of the island comprises two low hills. The southern of the two forms approximately the central 
point of the island, rising to 32 m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD). Approximately 700 m to the north a second 
hill rises to 31 m AOD. The ground level falls away fairly gently from the two hills, the steepest slope being near 
the coast to the west of the southern hill. The coastline is generally defined by rocky cliffs with geos and caves, 
except on the west coast near the north of the island and on the far south-east coast, where there are stretches 
of beach. The island is used for grazing sheep. The site boundary and location are shown in Figure 1.1 of the EIA 
Report. 

There are several small watercourses and drains on the site, appearing to be man-made based on the straight-
line patterns. No major, natural watercourses are present. 

Two springs and several abandoned wells are shown on OS mapping in the northern half of the island.  

The island is uninhabited, with the last former residents understood to have left in the late 1940s. However, 
there are several relic structures, former farms and cottages, an old road/track, and a burial ground. A small 
slipway is located on the south-east coast. 

The key components making up the Proposed Development include (refer to Figure 1.2 of the EIA Report): 

▪ six wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 149.9 m; 

▪ a substation compound and maintenance building; 

▪ crane hardstandings; 
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▪ new and upgraded access tracks providing access to the WTGs and the substation;  

▪ a permanent meteorological mast for ongoing recording of wind data during the operational life of the 

Proposed Development;  

▪ borrow pits; 

▪ underground cabling connecting the WTGs with the substation; 

▪ possible external transformers; 

▪ temporary construction compound; 

▪ new extended slipway; and 

▪ new landing jetty. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

ECoW / Employer’s Representative 

The Applicant will appoint an appropriately qualified and experienced person or persons to perform the role of 
Environmental Clerk of Works (ECoW) for the duration of the construction phase of the Proposed Development. 
The ECoW will be responsible for ensuring that all of the requirements of the CEMP, associated Construction 
Method Statements (CMS) and the Schedule of Environmental Commitments are maintained throughout the 
construction phase. This role will be supervisory and may be full-time or part-time, to be agreed in advance with 
Orkney Islands Council (OIC). 

The ECoW will liaise with the Applicant and the Principal Contractor in finalising the relevant environmental 
management documentation for all work activities where there is a risk of environmental impact. This will 
include finalising the detailed CEMP and individual CMS as required. 

The ECoW will liaise directly with OIC, Marine Scotland, SEPA and/or NatureScot where agreement is required 
with those bodies for the above documents. 

The ECoW will be familiar with the baseline data gathered during the EIA and pre-construction surveys, as well 
as all environmental commitments and requirements. The ECoW will ensure that the Principal Contractor has 
obtained the required permits, licences and permissions, prior to those works which require them beginning. 

The ECoW will carry out regular documented inspections/audits of the site to ensure that all work is being carried 
out in accordance with the CEMPs and method statements. 

The ECoW will liaise with the Applicant to identify requirements for specialist environmental contractors before 
commencement of the project and will ensure that specialist environmental contractors are competent and 
have sufficient expertise to co-ordinate and manage environmental issues and their activities on site. 

The ECoW will ensure that Environmental Induction Training is carried out for all site personnel working under 
the Principal Contractor. 

The ECoW will ensure that the Applicant is notified of all incidents where there has been a breach of agreed 
environmental management procedures; where there has been a spillage of a potentially environmentally 
harmful substance; where there has been an unauthorised discharge to ground, water or air and where there 
has been damage to a protected habitat, etc. 

The Principal Contractor will be responsible for notifying the relevant statutory authority of environmental 
incidents and carrying out an investigation and producing a report regarding environmental incidents and non-
conformances, to be provided to the Applicant for appropriate action. 

Contractor’s Site Environmental Representative  

The Principal Contractor will appoint an appropriately competent person (e.g. Contractor’s Environmental Site 
Engineer or Site Environmental Manager) to undertake relevant environmental tasks as detailed in this 
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document prior to, during and upon completion of the construction works. This role will be referred to as the 
Principal Contractor’s Site Environmental Representative and may be undertaken by the Site Agent.  

The Principal Contractor will demonstrate the competence of the Site Environmental Representative to the 
Applicant via submission of relevant information (e.g. CV, training records, membership records) for acceptance 
prior to commencement of construction works. 

The Principal Contractor’s Site Environmental Representative will liaise directly with the ECoW and will have 
responsibility for the full-time environmental management of staff and activities on site.  

The Principal Contractor’s Site Environmental Representative will have responsibility to 'stop the job/activity' if 
a breach or potential breach of mitigation or legislation occurs. 

The Principal Contractor is responsible for obtaining all necessary consents, licences and permissions for his 
activities as required by current legislation governing the protection of the environment. 

The Principal Contractor will consider all of the mitigation measures and best practice construction methods 
detailed within this CEMP in his design and in any detailed environmental plans as required by the Contract.  

A copy of this document and related files and documents will be kept in the site offices for the duration of the 
site works and will be made available for review at any time. Upon completion of the construction works, the 
Principal Contractor will provide a complete copy of the final set of information to the Applicant for their records.  

Marine Mammal Observer (MMO) 

The MMO will be onsite throughout sheet piling operations in order to ensure that works are carried out to 
minimise potential impacts to marine mammals from underwater noise. The MMO will ensure compliance with 
the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) piling protocol (JNCC, 2010). The piling activities will be 
monitored by the MMO, whose primary role is to detect marine mammals and to potentially recommend a delay 
in commencement of piling activity if any marine mammals are detected. In addition, the MMO will advise the 
crew of all required mitigation measures.  

The MMO will complete all relevant forms, and use all guidance provided, on JNCC’s website: 
https://hub.jncc.gov.uk/assets/31662b6a-19ed-4918-9fab-8fbcff752046. Further details on the piling protocol 
are provided in the Marine Ecology section below.  

Site Working Hours 
Given the remote location of the Proposed Development, construction hours of 07:00 – 20:00, seven days a 
week are proposed. 

The Environmental Health Officer (EHO) stated the following when consulted on working hours “Given the 
unique location and probability that weather could have a major impact on scheduling deliveries to site I have 
no objection in principle to an application for 7 day a week working.” 

As per the JNCC (2010) piling protocol, piling will not commence during hours of darkness as it is not conducive 
to a comprehensive marine mammal search.  

General Site Best Practice 
Water, electricity, paper consumption, use of non-renewable resources etc. will be controlled to the minimum 
practicable by adequate management systems. This will be monitored on a monthly basis by the site manager 
to identify any potential wastage and opportunities for further reduction in consumption. 

Other best practices will be implemented, for example:  

▪ vehicle engines to be switched off when not in use; and 

▪ the proper maintenance of all vehicles, and prompt reporting of faults. 

Emergency procedures will be established for use in case of fire and will be clearly explained to all site staff. 

Under no circumstances will open fires be lit on the site. 

https://hub.jncc.gov.uk/assets/31662b6a-19ed-4918-9fab-8fbcff752046
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Details of the construction compound, including layout, access, security, lighting, pest control and re-
instatement will be included within the CEMP. 

Environmental Training 
Environmental training/induction will be undertaken for all site staff prior to working on site.  

Method statements will be communicated to all relevant personnel through activity plans. 

The Principal Contractor will provide ongoing training and review of relevant procedures with site staff 
throughout the contract, including through the use of toolbox talks. 

The Site Environmental Representative will undertake ongoing monitoring of the effectiveness of mitigation and 
procedures and update as required. He will also undertake ongoing monitoring, review and update of 
environmental control measures in method statements. 

Ecology and Ornithology 

General Best Practice 

Prior to any construction of the Proposed Development, the Applicant will undertake a series of pre-construction 
ornithological targeted checks to update the baseline information reported in this chapter. The full scope and 
requirements of the pre-construction checks will be agreed with the Planning Authority and involve engaging a 
Suitably Qualified Ecologist (SQE). The aim of these checks would be to provide up to date information on 
possible new breeding attempts for key target species, such as Schedule 1 raptors, in order to finalise the 
mitigation proposals. This would be in addition to completing a final check prior to construction for protected 
species (see Chapter 8 Terrestrial Ecology and Chapter 16 Marine Ecology of this EIA Report) and would be 
discussed and agreed with NS. 

Plant and personnel will be constrained to a prescribed working corridor through the use of temporary barriers, 
thereby minimising damage to habitats and potential direct mortality and disturbance to species. 

Works compound, storage sites and access tracks will avoid, as far as practicable, areas identified as being of 
ecological value by the ECoW. 

Any required culverts will be designed to be adequately sized and orientated in the correct direction for wildlife 
in accordance with good practice. 

Any trenches dug during construction and decommissioning operations will be covered at the end of each day. 
Alternatively, mammal ramps will be positioned in such a way that trapped mammals may be allowed to escape. 

All exposed pipes and trenches will be checked each morning prior to starting construction activities. If trapped 
animals are found, the ECoW will be contacted to provide advice.  

The ECoW will provide appropriate ecological toolbox talks to all site personnel, setting out any measures that 
need to be undertaken.  

As part of the toolbox talks the importance of adhering to speed restrictions and watching out for wildlife and 
grazing farm stock will be highlighted. 

Ornithology 

Further to or incorporated into the update surveys above, protection of breeding bird nests from damage and/or 
destruction during the breeding season will need to be ensured. Wherever possible, all vegetation clearance will 
occur outside the bird (and seal) breeding season (i.e. between December – March, inclusive), to ensure that no 
active nests are damaged or destroyed by the proposed works. If work is required after March 31st, the SQE will 
search areas to provide clearance in advance of works and buffer active nests as appropriate.  

Avoidance of unnecessary disturbance to habitats by minimising the extent of ground clearance and other 
construction practices as far as practicable. 
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Prior to the construction and operation of the wind farm a ‘Biosecurity Plan’ is required to be drafted and agreed 
with NatureScot and Orkney Islands Council and will be put in place to prevent rodents being introduced to the 
site. Further details are provided in Chapter 7 (Ornithology), Section 7.10 of the EIA. 

In order to further support the storm petrel colony on the site, it is proposed that collapsed sections of the dyke 
are carefully re-built with suitable petrel breeding burrows located within. A full monitoring program will follow 
construction of the nest walls. Further details on mitigation measures and monitoring programme are provided 
in Chapter 7 (Ornithology), Section 7.10 of the EIA. 

In order to provide areas of longer grassy sward and a mosaic of grassland swards on the island for the benefit 
of ground nesting birds it is proposed to extend the areas that are currently fenced off. Further details are 
provided in Chapter 7 (Ornithology), Section 7.10 of the EIA. 

Terrestrial Ecology 

The principles and objectives for mitigation associated with the Proposed Development have been developed 
through an iterative process with the Applicant’s design team and through discussion with NatureScot and other 
stakeholders. 

During the iterative design process, the following decisions have been implemented to reduce the potential for 
impacts on Important Ecological Features (IEF):  

▪ Existing tracks have been used, where possible, in order to reduce the footprint of the Proposed 

Development. Some localised upgrading will be required to ensure a minimum 4.5 m running width. 

▪ Electrical infrastructure cabling will be installed alongside tracks, wherever possible, to further minimise 

habitat loss. 

▪ Turbines have been sited at least 50 m from the shoreline and drainage channels, where practical.  

▪ No site works will be undertaken during the seal breeding season (Mid-September-December, inclusive). 

Mitigation includes best practice methods and principles applied to the Proposed Development as a whole 
(generic measures) as well as site-specific mitigation measures applied to individual locations (specific 
measures). 

The final CEMP is to be agreed with OIC, in consultation with NatureScot and SEPA, post-consent, but prior to 
construction commencing. It will outline all required mitigation and provide details on timelines for undertaking 
mitigation for each identified ecological receptor. The CEMP will also outline a timetable of actions and form 
part of the contract documents to ensure delivery of mitigation specified in this chapter  

Standard mitigation also includes the following: 

▪ Adherence to current environmental protection policies and guidance, including but not limited to: 

- Good Practice During Wind Farm Construction (SNH, 2019); 

- WAT-SG-75 (SEPA, 2018); 

- The Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as amended; 

i.e. the CAR regulations) A Practical Guide (SEPA, 2019); and 

- LUPS-GU31 (SEPA, 2014). 

▪ Development of Method Statements for use during construction (i.e. part of the CEMP), to include current 

good practice and prescribed use of low noise and vibration plant and construction techniques to reduce 

potential for acoustic disturbance to the surrounding marine habitats, including “soft-start” procedures (i.e. 

gradually increasing a disturbance activity up to full operation over a c.10-20 minute period) to limit wildlife 

avoidance behaviours when working near the shore; 

▪ Development of Method Statements to control dust-generating activities, such as aggregate extraction and 

vehicle movements. Standard mitigation includes damping-down surfaces; 
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▪ A suitably qualified ECoW will be present and oversee construction activities, as well as providing toolbox 

talks to all site personnel with regards to priority species and habitats, as well as undertaking monitoring 

works and briefings to relevant staff and contractors, as appropriate; 

▪  

 

▪  

  

 

  

 

  

 

 

  

▪ Development of a Species Protection Plan for seals; 

▪ In order to prevent pollution of watercourses/field drains and waterbodies within the site (particulate 

matter or other pollutants, such as fuels), best practice techniques will be employed; for example:  

- Establishment of drainage measures (e.g. cut-off ditches, bunds, silt fencing) around the 

tracks and hard-standings prior to formation; 

- Application of best practice methodologies for water channel crossings, in order to prevent 

pollution during construction and operation (design capacity of culverts; use of silt fencing 

and sediment mats, etc.), in accordance with the CAR regulations; 

- Designated fuel and chemical stores, using appropriately bunded and maintained facilities; 

- Application of best practice methods for concrete batching, to prevent potential for 

pollution and contamination of ground waters and soils (with particular regard to storage 

of materials and wash-out facilities); 

- Use of appropriate alternative products where possible, to reduce the number of 

environmentally hazardous products on site (with particular reference to hydraulic fluid 

and lubrication oils/grease required for heavy plant such as excavators and dump trucks); 

- Designated fuelling areas and method statement-controlled fuelling procedures;  

- Spill kits to be carried on all site vehicles;  

- Storage of spill kits at each works location; and 

- Controlled storage and disposal of all COSHH and environmentally hazardous waste 

materials (including method statements). 

▪ Regular monitoring of watercourses/field drains will be required during construction. The monitoring will 

include a responsive element, with an on-site ECoW checking areas where active works are taking place and 

areas where sediment run-off may be a concern during periods of high rainfall. 

As part of the Proposed Development proposals it will be necessary to develop and implement a Site Restoration 
Plan (SRP) as part of the CEMP to ensure the regeneration of those areas of habitat that have been temporarily 
lost through development. 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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In order to facilitate restoration, including of the borrow pits, disturbed ground will be restored as soon as 
practicably possible using materials removed during the construction of access tracks, excavation of cable 
trenches and turbine foundations. To achieve this, any excavated soil will need to be stored in such a manner 
that is suitable to facilitate retention of the seed bank.  

Additional mitigation and enhancement measures include: 

• Designated seal haul-outs: 

- Delivery of staff, plant and materials to the island will be controlled though development of 

method statements to provide the least-disturbing route to site; this could potentially include 

varying the route from the port of origin. 

• Habitats: 

- Identification of appropriate exclusion zones around sensitive features (e.g. waterbodies), to 

prevent construction vehicles tracking through these areas. 

- Operative awareness education, in the form of toolbox talks, to ensure the value of the island and 

its coastal environment is understood. 

- Careful wash-down of plant and other equipment will be mandatory prior to access to (i.e. before 

embarking on the vessel for transport to the island) or egress from the Proposed Development site, 

to prevent potential biosecurity risks associated with plant movements; potentially contaminated 

materials will be identified and the handling of such strictly controlled. A biosecurity Plan is detailed 

in Chapter 7, Section 7.10 of the EIA. 

•   

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

• Seals: 

- Landing facilities construction Method Statement.   

- The potential for collision with marine traffic will require consideration when planning navigation 

routes from port to site and procedures. Navigational Method Statements will be developed to 

cover port to Faray transport and use of the island landing facilities. In the case of seals using the 

extended slipway and landing jetty area, the approach of a vessel is likely to cause an unavoidable 

dispersal. Given the use of the area, visual, olfactory and acoustic deterrents, such as those 

described in MMO (2018 & 2020) for use with fishing gear are considered unsuitable. Consultation 

will be undertaken with NatureScot with regards to the possibility of disturbance licence 

requirements; 

- Control of borrow pit works to limit duration of disturbance events caused by material extraction. 

This will be covered through development of a borrow pit operations Method Statement; 

- Use of sound barriers along the coastal edge of the secondary borrow pit to reduce noise 

propagation from extraction operations; 

[Red
acte
d]
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- Construction plant will be selected for the lowest noise output possible, with sound barriers also 

to be available for deployment around stationary plant, such as generators; 

- Restrict extraction of material from the secondary borrow pit to periods when no seals are present 

within the landing facility and Scammalin Bay area. Where this is not possible, use of a standard 

“soft-start” procedure (i.e. slowly increasing the level of noise in the works area, prior to 

commencing full operations), to avoid causing a potentially stressful “scare” reaction to a sudden 

noise, may reduce the intensity of any such disturbance events;  

- With the Proposed Development to be constructed onshore, the impact of any piling activity on 

the surrounding marine habitat is likely to be reduced (i.e. insulated by the surface geology), but 

low impact methodologies will be selected for base construction and use of these methodologies 

will be programmed such that there are no sustained periods of disturbance. Formation of any 

piled foundations will also be programmed, as far as possible, for the earliest part of the 

construction “season” as possible, in order to avoid the times of highest seal presence; 

- Though of a lower potential for disturbance impact, use of vibromatic compaction will also be 

limited to short periods of time, with a minimum of two hours between any compaction 

operations, if displacement behaviour is observed in any nearby seals;  and 

- Strict control of potential for human presence near hauled-out seals. In general, no personnel 

should approach within 50 m of a seal resting on the shore. However, Method Statements and site 

staff protocols/toolbox talks will be in place prior to all construction activities commencing, with 

the sensitivities of the adjacent habitats and their wildlife (and how to reduce/avoid impacts) 

explained to site personnel prior to commencement. 

Marine Ecology 

The standard measures, as detailed in JNCC (2010), built into design are listed below: 

- Mitigation zone: implementation of a mitigation zone where the area is monitored either visually 

and/or acoustically (via PAM) for marine mammals prior to piling commencing. Monitoring will be 

undertaken by a suitably qualified MMO / PAM operative. The extent of the mitigation zone will 

be agreed with the consenting authority prior to the works taking place. The minimum is a 500 m 

radius.  

- Pre-piling search and delayed start: the mitigation zone will be monitored visually by the MMO 

and/or acoustically via PAM for a period of at least 30 minutes. Piling will not commence if marine 

mammals are detected within the mitigation zone or until 20 minutes after the last visual or 

acoustic detection.  

- Avoid piling at night or in poor visibility: piling activities will not commence during periods of 

darkness, poor visibility (e.g. fog) or a rough sea state where it is not conductive to visual mitigation 

as there is a greater risk of failing to detect a marine mammal within the mitigation zone.  

- Soft-start: the piling activities will employ a soft-start, where the piling power is gradually ramped 

up incrementally until full power is achieved. This is to allow for any marine mammals within the 

area to move away from the noise source and will reduce the likelihood of exposing marine fauna 

to sounds which can cause injury. The soft-start period for piling will be a minimum of 20 minutes. 

If a marine mammal enters the area during the soft start then, wherever possible, the piling should 

cease, or at the least the power should not be increased until the marine mammal exits the 

mitigation zone and there is no further marine mammal detection for 20 minutes. When piling at 

full power, there is no requirement to cease piling or reduce the power if a marine mammal is 

detected in the mitigation zone as it is deemed to have entered “voluntarily”. JNCC (2010) does 
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recognise in the piling protocol that it may not be technically possible to stop piling at full power 

until the pile is in position.  

- Break in piling activity: If there is a pause in the piling operations for a period of greater than 10 

minutes, then the pre-piling search and soft-start procedure will be repeated before piling 

recommences. If a watch has been kept during the piling operation, the MMO or PAM operative 

will be able to confirm the presence or absence of marine mammals, and it may be possible to 

commence the soft-start immediately. However, if there has been no watch, the complete pre-

piling search and soft-start procedure will be undertaken. 

Due to the Proposed Development overlapping with Faray and Holm of Faray SAC and SSSI, there is a project 
commitment to avoid construction from 15 September to 31 December inclusive to take account of the grey 
seal breeding season. Piling will not take place any later in the year than 15 August. This will further ensure that 
piling is out with the breeding season and for a month prior where seals could be returning to the island for 
breeding purposes. 

Additional mitigation will include use of bubble curtains, which reduce low-frequency sound in the source level 
spectrum. 

Archaeology 
A precautionary exclusion zone will be set up around onsite assets at the start of construction works, in 
accordance with a design to be agreed to the satisfaction of the OIC Archaeologist.  

Pre-construction 

A walkover survey was undertaken on 17th August 2020 in variable weather. It is acknowledged that despite the 
walkover survey undertaken to inform the assessment, there may be further previously unrecorded subtle 
archaeological features within the site or hitherto unknown buried remains. Given the presence of known assets 
and the potential for presently unknown archaeological remains, in particular of post-medieval date, to survive 
within the site, a programme of archaeological works will be undertaken prior to the commencement of 
construction of the Proposed Development. 

These works will include a geophysical survey of the proposed access routes, cable routes, turbine locations, 
crane pads and other infrastructure. The geophysical survey will cover a 60 m buffer on either side of the 
proposed centrelines for the access tracks and cable routes so as to allow for micro-siting in the event of 
significant remains being identified during the trial trenching. A 50 m buffer around each of the proposed turbine 
locations will be covered to allow for micro-siting and the future presence of the turbines, as once constructed 
their magnetic signatures will prevent further magnetometry geophysical surveys from being undertaken within 
their vicinity.  

The geophysical survey will be followed by trial trenching which will be targeted on any possible anomalies that 
were identified and will also include a representative percentage of the total footprint of the development 
infrastructure. Depending on the results of these investigations further works during construction including 
further excavations and/or an archaeological watching brief may be required. The purpose of the geophysical 
survey and the archaeological trial trenching will be to identify any archaeological remains threatened by the 
Proposed Development, to assess their significance and to mitigate any impact upon them either through 
avoidance or, if preservation in situ is not warranted, through preservation by record. Depending upon the 
results of the geophysical survey and the trial trenching there is the potential that further works, such as 
excavation and post-excavation analyses, could be required. Details of mitigation will be agreed with OIC in 
consultation with the Orkney Country Archaeologist through a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI). 

Construction 

Given the extent and density of recorded remains it has not been possible to avoid all impacts and there would 
be direct impacts on seven non-designated heritage assets. All of these assets are of post-medieval date and 
comprise the sites of former buildings (Sites 5 and 12) and a well (Site 109) recorded from historic mapping, 
areas of former rig cultivation (Sites 73 and 74) and a road (Site 114) and a slipway (Site 119) of 20th century 
date. The actual impact will be minimised as far as practicable.  



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY  

11 APPENDIX 3.1 

 

 

Heritage assets within 50 m of the proposed working areas, including all areas to be used by construction 
vehicles, will be fenced off where appropriate under archaeological supervision prior to construction. This 
fencing will be maintained throughout the construction period to ensure the preservation of these assets. 

The measured survey records (as detailed in Chapter 10) are to be published. 

Surface Water Management and Pollution Prevention 

Detailed Design 

Pre-construction intrusive site investigation works will be undertaken, to confirm ground and groundwater 
conditions at the proposed turbine and infrastructure locations, and to aid in detailed design and micro-siting. 
The investigations would include targeted monitoring and assessment of groundwater levels and flows beneath 
the site, for example including trial pits to undertake rising- or falling-head permeability testing, and collection 
of groundwater samples for quality testing. The requirement for any additional specific mitigation resulting from 
the findings of these investigations would be agreed with SEPA in advance of construction. 

Access tracks will be constructed with appropriate drainage provision, including drainage ditches or swales on 
one or both sides of the track, and cross carriage drainage pipes laid at appropriate intervals within the newly 
laid material, to allow for the flow of shallow groundwater. 

The detailed design of drainage ditch crossings will take account of the guidance contained within Engineering 
in the Water Environment Good Practice Guide: River Crossings (SEPA, 2010). All crossings will be designed to 
accommodate 1 in 200-year storm event (including climate change allowance) to reduce the risk of flooding. The 
detailed designs will be agreed with SEPA prior to construction. 

Surface Water Monitoring 

Baseline surface water quality monitoring will be undertaken where appropriate in the drainage ditches across 
the site, prior to construction works. Parameters to be tested will include, as a minimum, pH and suspended 
solids. Monitoring will be undertaken during the construction works to ensure no adverse effect on water 
quality. Should an adverse effect be identified, works will stop until additional mitigation measures can be 
determined and implemented, in agreement with SEPA. 

Best Practice 

The Principal Contractor will identify and map out field drains on a plan, which will be included within this section 
of the CEMP.  

Staff will be briefed on the location and importance of the field drains and will be given regular tool box talks 
about the risks of working near water and the potential to cause pollution. 

All earth moving works or similar operations will be carried out in accordance with the British Standards Institute 
Code of Practice for Earth Works BS6031:2009. 

Construction of the access tracks will require stripping existing unsuitable material to a suitable bearing or the 
designed formation, and placing a filter membrane and or geotextile reinforcement membrane (depending on 
site conditions) on the ground. Aggregate will then be layered, with the access track capped with a layer of Type 
1 or similar material. 

The requirement for dewatering of excavations will be minimised by timely and efficient excavation of the 
foundation voids and subsequent concrete pouring and backfilling. 

All staff will be trained in the application of emergency procedures, including the use of sand bags, absorbent 
booms, silt fences and spill packs.  

The site manager will ensure adequate supplies of absorbent booms, silt fencing, and spill packs are stored on 
site. All site staff will have access to these supplies. 

All construction vehicles used on site will carry spill kits. 

In the event of spillage, staff will follow emergency procedures, take action immediately to minimise any spill 
and its spread, and notify SEPA as quickly as possible by telephone.  
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Members of staff will be appointed to undertake daily checks on site to ensure that pollution prevention 
measures are in place and are successful. Daily checks of drainage ditches, silt traps, settlement ponds and the 
field drains will also be undertaken. 

The site manager will regularly check the local weather forecast to identify future adverse weather conditions. 
If adverse weather conditions are identified, the site manager will brief staff on the requirement for extra 
vigilance in checking the condition and performance of site drainage. 

No water from excavations and dewatering activities will be allowed to directly enter the water environment.  

Stockpiles (of fines and aggregate) will be located away from drainage ditches. 

All refuse and debris will be gathered daily and stored in secure skips prior to regular removal to avoid risk of 
polluting watercourses. 

All plant and equipment will be maintained appropriately including checking for leaks and cleaning/removing 
visible oil. 

Any contaminated soil will be disposed of to a licensed waste disposal site in accordance with legal requirements, 
e.g. from oil / fuel spill on site. 

There will be no sewage discharges from the site.  

Following completion of the construction phase, the site will be monitored at regular intervals to ensure that all 
drainage features retained within the site are functioning properly and that the site is in good condition. 

Water Abstraction 

There will be no abstraction from drainage ditches or the sea. 

Fuel Storage 

The site manager will determine the minimum practical volume of fuel that needs to be stored on site. The site 
manager will plan deliveries of oils to the site so that the minimum practical volume of oil is stored on site. 

A Pollution Control Plan will be kept on site, including emergency response. It will be kept on prominent display 
at the fuel storage area and in the site office. This will include the requirements for fuel deliveries. 

A self bunded fuel storage tank will be located on an impermeable base and will be physically protected by 
barriers.  

All valves and tank couplings will be located within the tank bund, and a spill kit will be held beside the bulk 
storage tank. 

Mobile plant and vehicles will be refuelled beside the tank. Filler handles will be auto-shutoff trigger-spring type, 
i.e. as per garage pumps. They will be stored within the bund at all times. Static plant will be refuelled at their 
operational location using a mobile bunded fuel bowser or jerry cans. 

Generators or similar plant and machinery will be positioned on plant nappies within designated areas within 
the site boundary. These will be inspected and, if required, emptied on a daily basis. 

No 45 gallon drums for fuel or oil are permitted on site under any circumstances. Only 20 litre jerry cans can be 
used. All small fuel and oil containers will be locked in a secure store to prevent theft and vandalism. 

All bunds and settlement areas will be checked daily for hydrocarbons. Adequate oil absorbent and containment 
materials to be held in areas on all parts of the site and staff briefed on how to use these effectively. 

Oil contaminated water from bunded areas, drip trays or plant nappies will be removed by using oil-absorbent 
pads. 

Contaminated water/materials will be disposed of off-site to appropriate disposal site with necessary paperwork 
in place in accordance with the Site Waste Management Plan. 

Contacts 

The following should be contacted in the case of an emergency by any member of staff: 



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY  

13 APPENDIX 3.1 

 

 

Table 1 – Emergency Contacts 

Contact Office hours Out of hours Address 

Fire Department 999 

 

999 TBC 

Police Department 999 

 

999 TBC 

Ambulance Service 999 

 

999 TBC 

Non-Emergency Medical 

Assistance 

TBC TBC TBC 

The following staff should be contacted following any pollution incidence by the site operations staff: 

Table 2 – Internal Contacts for any Pollution Incidence 

Contact Office hours Out of hours Address 

Principal Contractor 

Emergency Response 

TBC TBC TBC 

ECoW TBC TBC TBC 

  

The following should only be contacted by the ECoW or the Contractor’s Site Environmental Representative as 

required following a pollution incidence. 

Table 3 – Key Contacts 

Contact Office hours Out of hours Address 

SEPA TBC TBC TBC 

NatureScot TBC TBC TBC 

Scottish Water TBC TBC TBC 

SSEN TBC TBC TBC 

Waste Management 

Contractor 

TBC TBC TBC 

Specialist Clean Up  TBC TBC TBC 

Other TBC TBC TBC 
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Material Storage 
All stockpiles will be formed to maintain a low profile and to follow the direction of surface water flow to prevent 
pooling. 

Stockpiles of loose materials will be sheeted in times of dry or windy weather.  

Contaminated Materials 
Site staff will be vigilant in visually assessing excavated materials for signs of contamination. [These could include 
discoloured soil, unexpected odours, a fibrous texture to the soils (e.g. asbestos), presence of foreign objects 
(e.g. chemical/oil containers/waste) and evidence of made ground]. 

In the event that suspected contaminated materials are identified, site staff will respond as follows: 

▪ report the discovery to the site manager who must seek advice from the Client’s environmental team; 

▪ contact technical specialists for immediate advice on testing and mitigation; 

▪ seal off the area to contain spread of contaminants; 

▪ clear site to ensure there is nothing that could cause fire or explosion; and 

▪ contact the OIC Contaminated Land Officer if it is confirmed that contamination has been found. 

Any unexpected contaminated land that has been disturbed by construction activities may need to be dealt with 
as waste (following results and characterisation from chemical analysis) and disposed of to a suitably licensed 
site in line with all relevant waste management regulations. 

Ensure that the suspected contamination is tested and characterised and agree changes to the existing site 
proposals and method statements. 

Contaminated soil will not be stockpiled unless it cannot be avoided. If it is necessary, the stockpile will be placed 
on an impervious base (e.g. hardstanding or plastic sheeting) and covered with plastic sheeting to prevent 
contamination of the wider area.  

Surface drainage from stockpiled area will be controlled through the use of an impermeable bund placed around 
the stockpile. Any surface water found within the bund will be removed off-site by a licensed contractor. 

Dust and Air Pollution Management 
The following mitigation measures will be implemented throughout the construction period: 

▪ Throughout construction best practice will be implemented to prevent pollution; 

▪ The construction site layout will be designed to locate machinery and dust causing activities away from 

receptors where possible. 

▪ The Principal Contractor will review the daily weather reports and communicate with the Section 

Engineers so that works can be planned to minimise effects on sensitive receptors. 

▪ The Principal Contractor will maintain a water bowser on site to suppress dust along the access tracks 

as required. If there is a risk of fugitive dust arising from the site works, water spray systems may be 

set-up to dampen down the material. The Principal Contractor will ensure an adequate water supply 

on the site for effective dust/particulate matter suppression/mitigation, using non-potable water 

where possible and appropriate. 

Transportation and Storage of Materials 

The following mitigation measures will be implemented to limit emissions and dust creation from the 
transportation and storage of materials and from the movement of vehicles associated with the Development: 
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▪ The Principal Contractor will use a water-assisted dust sweeper(s) on the access and local roads, to 

remove, as necessary, any material tracked out of the site.  

▪ All vehicles entering and leaving sites will be monitored to ensure they are covered to prevent escape 

of materials during transport. 

▪ The Principal Contractor will confirm with OIC whether a wheel washing system is required to be 

implemented. This would contain rumble grids to dislodge accumulated dust and mud prior to leaving 

the site. The Contactor will ensure there is an adequate area of hard surfaced road between the wheel 

wash facility and the site exit, wherever site size and layout permits. 

▪ The Principal Contractor will ensure fine powder materials are delivered in enclosed tankers and stored 

in silos with suitable emission control systems to prevent escape of material and overfilling during 

delivery.  

▪ For smaller supplies of fine powder, materials bags will be sealed after use and stored appropriately 

to prevent dust. 

▪ Stockpiles will be covered, seeded or fenced to prevent wind whipping. 

▪ Materials will be removed that have potential to produce dust from site as soon as possible, unless 

being re-used on site. 

▪ The Principal Contractor will ensure sand and other aggregates are stored in bunded areas and are not 

allowed to dry out, unless this is required for a particular process, in which case it will ensure that 

appropriate control measures are in place. 

▪ The number of handling operations for materials will be kept to the minimum practicable. 

Construction Plant 

The following mitigation measures will be implemented to limit plant emissions and dust creation: 

▪ All staff will operate plant and vehicles in accordance with the manufacturer's instructions. If possible, 

filters will be provided on plant anticipated to generate excess emissions. In addition, dust extractors, 

filters or collectors may be used. 

▪ Only use cutting, grinding or sawing equipment fitted or in conjunction with suitable dust suppression 

techniques such as water sprays or local extraction, e.g. suitable local exhaust ventilation systems. 

▪ All plant and vehicles will be turned off when not in use and will not be left idling. The movement of 

vehicles around the site will be minimised where possible. 

▪ Where possible, construction plant will be located away from the site boundary and from sensitive 

receptors. 

▪ Use enclosed chutes and conveyors, loading shovels, hoppers and other loading or handling equipment 

and use fine water sprays on such equipment wherever appropriate. 

▪ Where reasonable and practical, the Principal Contractor will avoid the use of diesel or petrol-powered 

plant and will power plant through the use of mains or battery powered generators. 

Earthworks 

▪ Stripping of topsoil will occur as close as reasonably practicable to the period of excavation or other 

earthworks activities to avoid risks associated with run-off or dust generation. 

▪ Drop heights from excavators to vehicles involved in the transport of excavated material will be kept 

to the minimum practicable to control dust generation associated with the fall of materials. 
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▪ All deposited materials will be compacted, with the exception of topsoil, as soon as possible after 

deposition. 

▪ Soiling, seeding, planting or sealing of completed earthworks will be undertaken as soon as reasonably 

practicable following completion of the earthworks. 

Waste Management 
It is not anticipated there will be significant quantities of waste from the short construction period of the 
Proposed Development.  

A Site Waste Management Plan will be kept on site, detailing how waste is managed.  

Fully enclosed skips and other smaller containers will be used for all wastes on site. Separate skips, as detailed 
below, will be held on site to allow segregation of waste materials for recycling or recovery. 

▪ general mixed non-hazardous; 

▪ wood; 

▪ metal; 

▪ hazardous (special) – depending on the types of special waste generated, separate containers may be 

used; 

▪ plastics; and 

▪ inert construction waste. 

All the legal documents to ensure the Duty of Care for waste will be kept on site during the construction of the 
extension.  

All waste leaving the site will be accompanied with a Waste Transfer Note (WTN) (for non-hazardous) or Special 
Waste Consignment Note (SWCN). These will be checked by the site manager to ensure that the following 
information is detailed: 

▪ producer of the waste; 

▪ site name & location; 

▪ date; 

▪ description of the waste (i.e. contents and volume); 

▪ EWC code; 

▪ signature of the waste carrier; and 

▪ name of disposal site. 

Once complete, the WTN / SWCN will be signed by the Principal Contractor. 

SEPA will be notified a minimum of 72 hours prior to the transfer of Hazardous/Special waste. The contractor 
will confirm whether the waste carrier will undertake the appropriate notification. 

Regular waste audits will be undertaken by the Principal Contractor to check for the following: 

▪ containers are adequately signed; 

▪ containers are being filled fully prior to uplift; 

▪ there is no cross contamination of materials (e.g. hazardous and non-hazardous or wood and metal 

etc.); 

▪ food and hazardous wastes are contained in covered containers; 
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▪ containers are fit for purpose – i.e. adequately sized and structurally sound; and 

▪ waste documentation is being retained, e.g. WTN’s. 

Noise and Vibration 
All noise during construction will be managed under the various EC Directives and UK Statutory Instruments that 
limit noise emissions of construction plant, including: 

▪ guidance set out in BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014 which covers noise control on construction sites;  

▪ the powers that exist for local authorities under Section 60 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974 to 

control environmental noise on construction sites; and 

▪ the adoption of Best Practicable Means (as defined in Section 72 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974). 

All sub-contractors of the Principal Contractor will be formally required through contract to comply with the 

noise mitigation measures outlined below. 

The following mitigation measures will be implemented by the Principal Contractor to minimise noise impacts 
on noise sensitive receptors: 

▪ Where it is reasonable and feasible, the quietest construction methods will be used. The Principal 

Contractor will aim to reduce all noise emissions, regardless of the threshold limits. 

▪ The Principal Contractor’s appointed Principal Designer will monitor construction activities at regular 

intervals to ensure that appropriate Personal Protective Equipment is being used by staff during 

activities identified by Risk Assessments. 

▪ Site inspections shall be undertaken to ensure that plant is being operated with any specified acoustic 

covers in place. Any excessively noisy plant will be removed from the Proposed Development site for 

repair or maintenance.  

▪ Local hoarding, screens or barriers to be erected as necessary to shield particularly noisy activities. 

▪ Plant and equipment: 

- Any plant and equipment required for operation at night (23:00 - 07:00) shall be suitably 

silenced and shielded to ensure compliance with WHO night-time noise criteria, assuming 

open windows. If generators are required to be operated overnight, measures shall be 

taken to minimise noise levels at the nearest dwellings. 

- All equipment will be switched off when not in use (including during breaks and down 

times of more than 30 minutes). 

- The Principal Contractor will ensure that where possible, noisy plant will not be used 

simultaneously and/or close together to avoid cumulative noise impacts. 

- Any compressors brought on to site to be silenced or sound reduced models fitted with 

acoustics enclosures. 

- All pneumatic tools to be fitted with silencers or mufflers. 

- All plant items to be properly maintained and operated according to manufacturers’ 

recommendations in such a manner as to avoid causing excessive noise. 

- All plant to be sited so that the noise impact at nearby noise-sensitive receptors is 

minimised. 

- If required fixed plan will include a noise mitigation scheme to ensure that noise limits are 

achieved. 
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- Fixed and mobile plant used within the site during the construction period shall not 

incorporate bleeping type warning devices that are audible outwith the site boundary 

unless required for health and safety reasons. 

- Where practicable, and required, noise from fixed plant and equipment will be contained 

within suitable acoustic enclosures or behind acoustic screens. 

▪ Traffic and deliveries: 

- Due to the Proposed Development being located on an uninhabited island, loading and 

unloading isn’t anticipated to be restricted.  

- Care will be taken when unloading vehicles to minimised noise disturbance to the Island 

wildlife.  

- Construction traffic would be prohibited from un-necessary idling. 

Lighting 
All lighting used will be of the cut-off type with the light being focused onto the works area to avoid light overspill 
which could disturb wildlife.  

Access and Traffic Management 
Given the island is uninhabited the impacts of construction traffic will be minimal, however in keeping with good 
practice a Traffic Management Plan will be agreed with OIC and displayed in the site office at all times. 

The requirements of the Traffic Management Plan will be communicated to all drivers, including pending 
deliveries. 

Construction traffic will adhere to programmed activities and agreed working hours. No construction traffic will 
undertake works outwith the agreed activities and hours unless by prior agreement. 

Vehicle wheels and chassis will be regularly cleaned to prevent deposition of construction site material on the 
road. 

Dredging 
Dredging will be kept to a minimum, and will be as per the volumes and locations provided in the dredging 
marine licence application and accompanying EIA Report (see Figure 17.1 of the EIA Report). Should additional 
dredging works be necessary, these would require an additional marine licence application process, including 
the appropriate impact assessment. This would likely be via a variation to the existing licence, however, would 
require discussion with Marine Scotland.  

In the unlikely event that additional dredging requirements are identified, the ECoW should be notified 
immediately so that the relevant applications can be made.  

As outlined in the dredging marine licence Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO) Assessment, disposal 
at sea is the BPEO for the Proposed Development. Should any dredged material be identified as suitable for re-
use on-site, this should be done, however it is recognised that fine sand is not usually suitable for construction 
use. Any dredged material for disposal will be properly stored and the correct consignment notes in place for 
disposal at sea. The preferred sea disposal site is Stromness A.   

A backhoe and hopper barge operation is the assumed dredging methodology. Due to the distance from the 
dredging site to the disposal site, the backhoe dredger will operate most efficiently if two hopper barges are 
provided to the works, or the backhoe operates daytime only operation with disposal occurring by the hopper 
barge at the end of the shift. 

Construction Vessel Pollution Prevention and Management 
All construction vessels must be MARPOL compliant. Regulation 37 of MARPOL Annex I requires that all ships of 
400 gross tonnage and above carry an approved Shipboard Oil Pollution Emergency Plan (SOPEP).  
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SOPEPs should be prepared in line with the relevant IMO guidelines, including Resolution MEPC.54(32) (IMO, 
1992) as amended by Resolution MEPC.86(44) (IMO, 2000). 

The following standard practices should be followed by all vessel contractors to prevent the likelihood of 
pollution occurring: 

• Regular inspection and maintenance of all equipment, including storage tanks and pipework, will be 
undertaken; 

• Appropriate bunding and storage facilities will be employed to prevent the release of fuel oils, 
lubricating oils and chemicals to sea; 

• Personnel will be trained in spill prevention awareness, and in the use of spill kits;  

• Spill kits shall be readily available for mopping up any minor spills; 

• Refuelling operations will be planned in advance; and 

• Fuel transfer operations will be carefully conducted under the supervision by an appointed responsible 
person on board (e.g. Chief Engineer) and in accordance with each vessel’s stipulated procedure and 
checklist. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and Context 

 The Orkney Islands Council and/or its subsidiary (hereafter referred to as “the Applicant”) intends to 

apply to Orkney Islands Council (OIC) for consent for the construction and operation of a wind energy 

project on the island of Faray, Orkney Islands (hereafter referred to as the “Proposed Development”). 

The site boundary comprises the entire island, extending to approximately 168 hectares and centred 

on British National Grid (BNG) 352985, 1037250 (refer to Figure 1.1). 

 The Applicant intends to submit an application for the Proposed Development to OIC under The Town 

and Country Planning Act (Scotland) 1997 as amended by The Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006. This 

application will be supported by an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report governed by The 

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017. This 

document forms the Scoping Report presented to OIC in order to request a Scoping Opinion on the 

EIA of the Proposed Development. 

 The Applicant initiated a process in 2016, seeking to identify potentially suitable sites for wind energy 

generation at various scales. The search identified a small number of potentially suitable sites 

however, each identified site has a range of technical and/or environmental constraints. Therefore, 

to maintain a number of options for development, further searches led to the identification of Faray 

– an uninhabited island between Westray and Eday – as an additional site with potential for wind 

energy development. The Council acquired the island in late 2018 following an initial feasibility study. 

 Part of the rationale for identifying suitable renewable energy generation projects is to help to 

support a needs case being presented to Ofgem, for a new subsea cable linking Orkney to the Scottish 

mainland. To make the case to Ofgem for the required spending on a new cable, there is a 

requirement for Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission (SHE-T) to demonstrate that there will be 

sufficient generation capacity to connect to the new cable, once operational. Ofgem has intimated its 

‘minded to’ view that generation capacity in the order of 135 MW is required in order to balance the 

cost of investment with the benefits of renewable energy generation. A final decision by Ofgem on 

the conditions which must be met to justify a new transmission connection is expected by summer 

2019.  

 As the leader of OIC has previously identified, the benefits the investment in a new subsea cable would 

bring include, “greater employment opportunities in the county and greener energy supplies for the 

rest of the UK and greater security of supply for our own electricity needs as a county,” and, “building 

confidence in marine and onshore wind energy projects already based in the county.” 

 Currently there are no new renewable energy projects consented. Several are either in the planning 

system or at Scoping stage, but even if those were all consented and progressed, additional capacity 

would be needed to support the needs case. Therefore, the Council is seeking to identify prospective 

projects which are of sufficient capacity to materially support the needs case, and have the potential 

to be consented and progressed within the timescale required. Faray is considered to meet this 

definition, based on feasibility work undertaken to date. 

 The Proposed Development would consist of indicatively eight wind turbines with a blade tip height 

of around 150 m, providing a total generation capacity in the order of 32 MW. The turbine co-

ordinates of a preliminary indicative layout are presented in Table 1.1 and shown in Figure 1.2. The 

design process of the Proposed Development is in its early stages and only preliminary environmental 

assessments have been undertaken to date. For this reason, the Applicant cannot be definitive 

regarding the turbine dimensions and the installed capacity of the Proposed Development. The 



 

 

Project Number 10806 
Faray Wind Farm 

2 
Scoping Report 

 

  

associated infrastructure will include: a new jetty/landing site for bringing components onto the 

island, internal access tracks, crane hardstandings, underground cabling, an on-site substation and 

maintenance building, and a temporary construction compound.  

Table 1.1 – Proposed Indicative Turbine Co-ordinates (BNG)  

Turbine Easting Northing 

1 352843 1037767 

2 353134 1037403 

3 352793 1037086 

4 353240 1036937 

5 353474 1036524 

6 352942 1036299 

7 353360 1036079 

8 352959 1035812 

 

1.2 Environmental Impact Assessment 

 The Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (the 

EIA Regulations) require that before consent is granted for certain types of developments, an 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is undertaken. The EIA Regulations set out the types of 

development which must always be subject to an EIA (Schedule 1 development) and other 

developments (Schedule 2 developments) which may require an EIA if they exceed certain thresholds 

and are likely to give rise to significant environmental effects. 

 The Proposed Development falls within Schedule 2 (a) of the EIA (Scotland) Regulations 2017, as an 

installation involving 2 or more turbines. The Proposed Development has the potential to have 

significant environmental effects because of factors such as the characteristics of the Proposed 

Development, the size and location of the Proposed Development and the nature of the effects as set 

out in Schedule 3 of the EIA (Scotland) Regulations 2017. Therefore, the Proposed Development 

qualifies as an “EIA Development” and the Applicant independently proposes that it is subject to an 

EIA. 

 EIA is an iterative process which identifies the potential environmental effects that in turn inform the 

eventual design of the proposal. It seeks to avoid, reduce, offset and minimise any adverse 

environmental effects through mitigation. It takes into account the effects arising during the 

construction, operation and decommissioning phases. Consultation is an important part of the EIA 

process and assists in the identification of potential effects and mitigation measures.  

1.3 The Purpose of the Scoping Report 

 Regulation 17 of the EIA (Scotland) Regulations 2017 provides for potential applicants to ask the 

planning authority to state in writing the information that ought to be provided within the EIA Report. 

The ‘Scoping Opinion’ is to be offered following discussion with the consultation bodies.  

 The Applicant recognises the value of the Scoping approach and the purpose of this report is to ensure 

that relevant issues are identified and to confirm that the assessment process described will meet 

legislative requirements. 

 This Scoping Report:  

• describes the existing site and its context; 



 

 

Project Number 10806 
Faray Wind Farm 

3 
Scoping Report 

 

  

• identifies key organisations to be consulted in the EIA process; 

• establishes the format of the EIA Report; 

• provides baseline information; and 

• describes key issues and the proposed assessment methodologies for various technical 

assessments to be covered in the EIA.  

 This Scoping Report will be issued to OIC who will consult with other statutory consultees and 

interested relevant parties. A suggested consultee list is provided in Appendix A.  

1.4 The EIA Report 

 The structure of the EIA Report will follow the requirements of EIA (Scotland) Regulations 2017 and 

other relevant good practice guidance. Essentially, the EIA Report will comprise three main parts: 

• a non-technical summary (NTS);  

• the main EIA Report text and accompanying figures; and  

• the EIA Report technical appendices. 

 The first part of the main EIA Report text will comprise: 

• an introduction; 

• a description of the site selection and design iteration process; 

• a description of the Proposed Development; 

• a description of the site and its context; and  

• a summary of relevant planning policy. 

 The remainder of the EIA Report will present the baseline conditions and potential, residual and 

cumulative effects on the environmental factors identified in Regulation 4(3) as follows: 

• Population and human health – covered by assessment of noise, transport, shadow flicker, 

aviation, telecommunications, socio-economics, tourism, recreation and visual effects. 

• Biodiversity – covered by assessment of ecology and ornithology. 

• Land, soil, water, air and climate – covered by assessment of geology, hydrology, hydrogeology 

and carbon displacement. 

• Material assets, cultural heritage and landscape – covered by assessment of cultural heritage 

and landscape. 

 Finally, a schedule of environmental commitments (mitigation measures) and a set of EIA summary 

tables will be produced. 

1.5 Cumulative Effects 

 The EIA (Scotland) Regulations 2017 state that cumulative effects should be considered as a part of 

the EIA. It will therefore be important to consider the cumulative effects of the Proposed 

Development with other developments in the area, including those that are currently operational, 

consented and in planning. The cumulative assessment will also consider the cumulative effects of 

different elements of the Proposed Development on environmental media and sensitive receptors, 

and in particular the cumulative effects of different effects upon individual and groups of receptors. 
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 The methodology to be adopted for assessing the cumulative effects of wind energy developments 

will be in accordance with the Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) guidance, ‘Assessing Cumulative 

Impacts of Onshore Wind Energy Developments’. The scope of the cumulative assessment will be 

agreed through consultation with OIC and SNH, in particular relating to specific developments in the 

area which will be included in the assessment. 

 Figure 1.3 and Table 1.2 show other known operational and proposed medium- to large-scale wind 

energy developments at the various stages of planning within 40 km of the Proposed Development 

(from January 2019). It should be noted that this record of wind developments will be updated 

throughout the EIA process up to the date of submission of the application for consent. For example, 

several proposed developments are currently at Scoping stage and are not included in the table below 

but would be taken into account in the cumulative assessment if applications are submitted. We 

welcome any further information from stakeholders on additional proposed wind farm 

developments. 

Table 1.2 - Cumulative Wind Energy Developments within a 40 km Radius of the Site 

Name Status Distance (km) Direction 

Costa Head Application 23 WSW 

Burgar Hill Operational 21 SW 

Evie Hill Application 21 SW 

Hammars Hill Operational 19 SW 

Howe Community Wind Turbine Operational 19 SSW 

Crowness Buisness Park (Hatston) Operational 25 SW 

Rennibister Operational  26 SW 

Upper Stove Operational 29 SSE 

Barns of Ayre Operational 31 SSE 

Akla Approved 33 SW 

Work Farm Approved 23 SW 

New Holland Approved 32 SSW 

Holodyke  Operational 25 SW 

Rothiesholm Operational 16 SE 

Ludenhill Approved 24 SW 

Kingarly Operational 11 SW 

Sandy Banks Operational 4 SSE 

Spurness Operational 7 ESE 

Gallowhill Operational 12 NW 

Gallowhill Approved 12 NW 

Northfield Operational 37 SSW 

2 The Proposed Development 

2.1 Site Description 

 The site comprises the island of Faray, an uninhabited island to the north and west of Eday and south-

southeast of Westray in the Orkney Islands. The smaller island Holm of Faray is immediately to the 

north. Faray is approximately 17 km northeast of Orkney Mainland, and approximately 25 km from 

Kirkwall.   
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 There are no current residents on the island, with the last former residents understood to have left in 

the late 1940s. However, OS mapping suggests there are several relic structures, former farms and 

cottages, an old road/track, and a burial ground. A small jetty is located on the southeast coast. 

 The topography of the island comprises two hills. The southern of the two forms approximately the 

central point of the island, rising to 32 m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD). Approximately 700 m to the 

north a second hill rises to 31 m AOD. The ground level falls away fairly gently from the two hills, the 

steepest slope being near the coast to the west of the southern hill. The coastline is generally defined 

by rocky cliffs with geos and caves, except on the west coast near the north of the island and on the 

far southeast coast, where there are stretches of beach. 

 Aerial photography suggests that at one time there were defined field boundaries. The island is 

understood to still be used for grazing sheep. 

 There are several small watercourses and drains on the site, appearing to be man-made based on the 

straight-line patterns. No major, natural watercourses are present. 

 One spring and several wells are shown on OS mapping, in the northern half of the island. 

 Access to the site is currently only achievable by private boat landing at the existing jetty at the 

southeast of the island.  

2.2 Infrastructure Description 

 The Proposed Development would consist of the following elements: 

• Indicatively eight wind turbines with a tip height of around 150 m; 

• turbine foundations; 

• crane hard-standings; 

• a new jetty/landing site for bringing turbine components and construction materials onto the 

island; 

• internal access tracks; 

• on-site access tracks between turbines; 

• underground cabling between the turbines; 

• on-site substation and maintenance building with welfare facility;  

• temporary construction compound; and 

• potential on-site borrow pit(s) dependent on the suitability of site-won materials to provide 

aggregate for the construction of the development. 

 The expected operational life of the turbines is 30 years from the date of commissioning. Before the 

end of this period, a decision would be made as to whether the Proposed Development should be 

decommissioned and removed, refurbished or re-powered. The assessment reported within the EIA 

Report will assume that the Proposed Development will be decommissioned. 

 Based on the preliminary, indicative layout being considered, the development would provide a total 

generating capacity of approximately 32 MW (based on eight turbines with a 4 MW rated capacity).  

 The parameters of the EIA will be such that an appropriate level of assessment is undertaken for a 

given hub height and rotor diameter. The turbine locations and dimensions will evolve in response to 

the ongoing detailed assessment work, taking consideration of the environmental effects, terrain, 
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current land use, technical and health and safety issues. The parameters of the Proposed 

Development will be explicitly identified in the EIA Report. The final locations of the turbines will be 

‘frozen’ at an appropriate time in order to enable the EIA Report to describe fully the Proposed 

Development for which planning permission will be sought.  

3 Planning Policy Context 

3.1 Introduction 

 A high-level overview of the relevant national and local planning policy context will form the basis 

against which the EIA will be assessed in the context of The Town and Country Planning Act (Scotland) 

1997 as amended by The Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006.  

 Appendix B summarises national and local planning policy considerations of relevance to the EIA 

process. It comprises two parts: Part 1 – National planning policy, with particular reference to National 

Planning Framework 3 and Scottish Planning Policy; and Part 2 – Local planning policy, with a focus 

on the Orkney Local Development Plan (Orkney Islands Council, 2017a) and Supplementary Guidance 

(current and emerging). 

 The Orkney Islands Council Energy Supplementary Guidance (Orkney Islands Council, 2017b), 

identifies the Proposed Development site as being within an area “with potential for wind farm 

development” where wind energy development is likely to be supported in principle.  

3.2 Key Issues for the EIA Report 

 The EIA Report will include a comprehensive documentation of the up-to-date planning policy at the 

time of submission, whilst the application for planning consent will include a Planning Policy 

Statement which assesses the Proposed Development in the context of relevant policy considerations. 

4 Noise and Vibration 

4.1 Introduction 

 This chapter considers the potentially significant effects of noise during the site preparation and 

construction, operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development which will require 

further consideration within the EIA Report.  

 This Scoping chapter sets out the key issues identified and proposes methodology and standards for 

assessment in the EIA Report. 

 Consultation will be undertaken throughout the Proposed Development’s lifecycle with OIC 

Environmental Health Officer (EHO) to agree both the Noise Sensitive Receptors (NSRs) and the 

methodology for the noise survey and assessment. 

4.2 Summary of Baseline Environment 

 The site comprises an uninhabited island used for agricultural grazing, with no NSRs within the site 

boundary. The nearest NSRs to the site are approximately 1.5 km to the east of the nearest proposed 

turbine, along the west coast of Eday. To the south, one NSR is within 2 km of the nearest turbine, 

located at Fers Ness in the west of Eday. The nearest NSRs to the north and west are over 3 km away 

and are not anticipated to experience any significant adverse noise effects from the Proposed 

Development..  
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 It is anticipated that typical day and night time ambient noise levels at all the closest identified NSRs 

will be relatively low, although some noise from the sea will be evident.  

4.3 Key Issues for the EIA Report  

 The following have been identified as key issues to be addressed within the EIA Report and will be 

agreed through consultation with OIC: 

• establish the identity of the closest NSRs for assessment; 

• predict the likely operational noise levels at these locations from the Proposed Development 

using an appropriate candidate turbine; 

• establish the requirement for baseline noise monitoring to underpin an operational noise 

assessment compliant with ETSU-R-97 and other recognised guidance; 

• establish acceptable day and night time operational noise limits at the closest identified NSR; 

• predict whether these can be met across all critical wind speeds or if there is a requirement 

for mitigation; 

• identify cumulative wind energy schemes pertinent to the assessment which may be in 

planning, consented or operational, and establish cumulative effects on the closest NSRs if 

applicable (noting that based on a preliminary review, see Table 1.2, no cumulative 

developments are considered likely to require assessment for noise effects); and 

• state any residual impacts after implementation of recommended mitigation. 

 Given that the Proposed Development site comprises an uninhabited island and that the nearest 

identified NSRs are at least 1.5 km away, there is not considered to be potential for any significant 

noise or vibration effects on NSRs from construction works. Assessment of construction noise and 

vibration is therefore proposed to be scoped out of the assessment. 

 It is, however, noted that part of the site area (the coastal edges and an area in the west) is designated 

as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC) for grey seals. 

Consideration will be given to the potential for construction noise and vibration to adversely impact 

grey seals. This will be covered as part of the Ecology assessment (see Chapter 6), with appropriate 

liaison between ecology and acoustics specialists to identify and assess potential effects and establish 

suitable mitigation measures, if required.   

4.4 Relevant Legislation and Guidance 

 The following documents will be referenced in the EIA Report chapter: 

• The Control of Pollution Act (CoPA) 1974; 

• Planning Advice Note (PAN) 1/2011: Planning and Noise; 

• The Working Group on Noise from Wind Turbines The Assessment & Rating of Noise from 

Wind Farms (ETSU-R-97) (1996); 

• Institute of Acoustics (IoA) Bulletin Article Volume 34 No. 2, March / April 2009; 

• Institute of Acoustics (IoA) (2013) A good practice guide to the application of ETSU-R-97 for 

wind turbine noise assessment (IoA Good Practice Guide) and associated Supplementary 

Guidance Notes (SGS); and 
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• British Standard (BS) 5228 (2009) Part 1: Noise + A1 (2014) Code of practice for noise and 

vibration control on construction and open sites. 

 Where OIC has its own noise-related requirements, these will also be taken into account in the EIA 

Report chapter. We would request that any such requirements should be highlighted in the Scoping 

response, however based on our experience we understand OIC conforms to guidance provided in 

ETSU-R-97 and the IoA Good Practice Guide. 

4.5 Proposed Assessment Methodology 

Construction 

 No assessment of construction noise and vibration on residential receptors is proposed, given the 

distance between any such receptors and the Proposed Development. 

 Data and information on anticipated construction noise and vibration will be provided to the ecology 

specialists to aid in assessment of potential adverse effects on grey seals during the construction 

phase.  

Operation 

 Consultation will be undertaken with OIC to agree standards and methodology for assessment.  

 The identity of the closest NSRs will be agreed and any financial involvement established.  

 Any relevant wind energy schemes that should be included in the cumulative assessment, whether in 

planning, consented or operational, will also be identified and agreed, although at this stage it is not 

anticipated that any such cumulative developments will require consideration.  

 Any requirement for baseline monitoring will be established based on the results of electronic noise 

modelling, which will be undertaken using suitable software. The electronic noise model will consider 

both the likely contribution from the Proposed Development (as well as the cumulative effects of 

other relevant schemes if applicable). 

 A candidate turbine will be selected for the Proposed Development, the verified noise emission details 

of which will be reproduced in the EIA Report chapter (A-weighted and octave band data) for critical 

wind speeds. 

 Where the received operational noise level is predicted to exceed 35dB LA90,10min at any of the closest 

identified NSRs then baseline monitoring will be undertaken, unless existing suitable baseline noise 

data can be identified. Appropriate locations and, where relevant, proxies for baseline monitoring will 

be agreed in advance of the works with the EHO. 

 All baseline noise monitoring, if applicable, will be undertaken in accordance with the IoA Good 

Practice Guide. 

 Day and night time operational noise limits across the range of critical wind speeds (typically 3 – 

12m/s) will be established at the closest identified NSR in accordance with ETSU-R-97 and any specific 

requirements of OIC. 

 For the purposes of the cumulative assessment (if applicable), the geographical location of each of 

the wind turbines relative to a given NSR will be considered and acoustic corrections applied as 

appropriate for prevailing wind directions. This supports the notion that a given NSR is unlikely to be 

simultaneously downwind of all turbines. Corrections will be derived in accordance with the guidance 

set out in the IoA Good Practice Guide. 
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 Comparison of predicted scheme and cumulative operational noise levels will be undertaken with the 

established day and night time limits (taking account of financial involvement of any relevant NSRs in 

the Proposed Development) and where any exceedance at any critical wind speed is noted, mitigation 

measures will be considered. 

Sensitivity of Receptors 

 For the purposes of the assessment, the sensitivity of all domestic NSRs is considered to be high. 

Magnitude and Significance of Impact 

 For the purposes of the assessment of operational noise, predicted noise levels within the day and 

night time limits derived in accordance with ETSU-R-97 will be considered non-significant. 

 Where predicted levels of operational noise exceed the derived limits at any critical wind speed, then 

the impact will be considered to be significant and mitigation measures considered as appropriate. 

Mitigation 

 The requirement for any mitigation relating to construction noise and vibration and potential effects 

on grey seals, will be established together with the ecology specialists. It is anticipated that such 

mitigation may include controls on timing/seasonality and hours of working.  

 Given the separation distance between the Proposed Development and identified NSRs, mitigation of 

operational noise is considered unlikely to be required. However, should there be a requirement for 

mitigation following an iterative design process, this may include an alternative selection of turbine, 

operating certain turbines on low noise modes under certain meteorological conditions, including 

specific wind speeds and directions or recommendations to move or eliminate turbines from the 

scheme. 

Residual Impact 

 The residual impact after implementation of mitigation will be stated in the chapter. 

5 Landscape and Visual 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) is intended to establish the potential significant 

effects on the character and fabric of the landscape, on designated and classified sensitive landscapes, 

and on the visual amenity of receptors within a study area as defined in Section 5.3.2, below. It will 

also consider potential cumulative effects arising as a result of the introduction of the proposed 

development when viewed in combination with other wind farm developments in the planning 

system1.  

5.1.2 The assessment will involve desk study, field work, data processing and analysis as well as 

interpretation using professional judgment. 

5.2 Policy and Guidance 

5.2.1 The baseline appraisal will also consider the planning policy and strategic guidance context for the 

Proposed Development, including: 

                                                           

1 Wind farm developments which are constructed or consented will be considered as part of the baseline. 
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• Siting and Designing Wind Farms in the Landscape Version 3a (SNH, 2017); 

• Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments (SNH, 2012) 

• Orkney Islands Local Development Plan (Orkney Islands Council, 2017a);  

• Orkney Islands Council Supplementary Guidance: Energy (Orkney Islands Council, 2017b); and 

• Orkney Islands Council Landscape Capacity Study for Windfarms (LCSfW) (July 2015). 

5.2.2 The site is located within an “Area with Potential for Wind Farm Development” for wind energy as 

indicated by the Spatial Strategy Framework. This framework is presented in the OIC Energy 2017 

Supplementary Guidance.  

5.2.3 The size of turbines which would be considered for the development fall within the LCSfW “Very 

Large +” typology (125 m to 150 m). The LCSfW assesses very little capacity for turbines of this scale 

anywhere on Orkney, with only localised areas in southwest Stronsay and western Sandy being 

identified as having any capacity. The Proposed Development site itself is identified as having no 

capacity for turbines at any scale. The nearby coasts of Eday and Westray are identified in the LCSfW 

as having some capacity.  

5.3 Baseline  

5.3.1 The baseline study will identify and analyse the following: 

• the physical constituents that contribute to the landscape and seascape character of the site 

and the broader study area; 

• landscape designations and classifications within the study area that indicate special 

protection or elevated value;  

• the character and condition of the landscape and seascape environments within the study 

area based on published descriptions and field verification; and 

• the visual context, including key visual elements, view scale, connecting views, focal points 

and key visual receptors/receptor locations. 

Study Area 

5.3.2 A study area equivalent to a 40 km radius of the outer turbines of the Proposed Development is 

proposed. This is consistent with SNH’s ‘Visual Representation of Wind Farms’ (2017), based on 

turbines of up to 150 m blade tip height.  

5.3.1 Initially, a description of the existing landscape, seascape and visual context of the Proposed 

Development will be prepared to provide a context for the location and design of the Proposed 

Development, and against which its potential effects will be judged. This will be based on desktop 

reviews of mapping, aerial photography, baseline database information, and will be verified during 

field reconnaissance.  

5.3.2 The study area comprises the majority of the Orkney Islands archipelago (see Figure 5.1), excluding 

Hoy, Flotta and South Ronaldsay. The topography of the Orkney Islands is undulating and mainly low-

lying, with the exception of some steeply rising sandstone hills on Hoy (outside the study area), 

Mainland and Rousay and rugged cliffs on some western coasts. The majority of the landform within 

the study area does not rise much above 250 m AOD. Small lochs/ lochans are a typical feature of the 

islands. In contrast, watercourses on the islands are limited to small burns which drain the elevated 

land. The coastlines are mostly formed by cliffs and are indented, with numerous inlets and gullies 

located along their length. The coastlines are generally more rugged on the western coasts where 
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they meet the Atlantic Ocean. The islands are separated from one another by a number of straits, 

such as Stronsay Firth, Scapa Flow, Westray Firth and Gairsay Sound. 

5.3.3 The majority of the Orkney Islands landcover comprises pastoral and arable fields, interspersed with 

the occasional area of moorland. Within the study area, the exception to this is Rousay, where the 

majority of the landcover comprises moorland. Field boundaries are mainly formed by post and wire 

fences. The islands are notable for the absence of trees, which is mainly due to the exposed, open 

nature of the islands.  

5.3.4 Settlement is relatively dispersed, although occasionally there is a focus around ports where the 

largest settlements such as Kirkwall and Stromness tend to occur. There is an extensive network of 

roads present, with a hierarchy of ‘A’ roads providing access across the Southern Isles and ‘B’ roads 

providing access across the Northern Isles, whilst a large number of minor roads connect individual 

scattered properties. The islands are connected by a network of ferries which operate in the straits 

between the islands. 

Landscape 

5.3.5 Landscape receptors comprise elements of the landscape’s fabric, and the distinctive landscape 

character types and seascape units in the study area, as well as all designated and classified 

landscapes2 which are predicted to be subject to views of the Proposed Development. 

5.3.6 The Faray site is an uninhabited island situated between Eday to the east and south, and Westray to 

the north. The site comprises an area of pasture land, with field boundaries evident. A historical access 

track remains on site, running approximately north-south and dividing the island roughly in two. The 

site topography comprises gentle inclines to two low hill features in the centre and north of the site. 

5.3.7 Although the island is uninhabited, the landscape is not wild, given the field patterns, grazing use, and 

relic farmhouse structures.  

5.3.8 Landscape character types (LCTs) and seascape character types (SCTs) with potential views of the 

Proposed Development will include character types from the following published character 

assessments: 

• Orkney Landscape Character Assessment (SNH, 1998);  

• Orkney Islands Council Landscape Capacity Study for Windfarms (July 2015); 

• Offshore Renewables – guidance on assessing the impact on coastal landscape and seascape 

(SNH 2012); and 

• An Assessment of the Sensitivity and Capacity of the Scottish Seascape in Relation to Offshore 

Windfarms. (SNH Commissioned Report No. 103 2005). 

5.3.9 The OIC Landscape Capacity Study for Windfarms (LCSfW) classifies the landscape of the site as the 

Whaleback Island Landscape Character Type (LCT) (see Figure 5.2).  

National Landscape Designations 

5.3.10 The Hoy and West Mainland National Scenic Area (NSA) is the only national landscape designation 

within the study area and is located nearly 30 km southwest of the Proposed Development site 

boundary (see Figure 5.1). Given this distance and intervening topography and land use, and that the 

preliminary ZTV (see Figure 5.3) indicates very little visibility of the Proposed Development from the 

                                                           

2 For example, Wild Land Areas 
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NSA, there is not considered to be potential for significant effects on the NSA, and it is proposed that 

further assessment is scoped out of the EIA.  

Local Landscape Designations 

5.3.11 There are no local landscape designations identified across the Orkney Islands.  

Nationally Important, Landscape Classifications  

Wild Land Areas 

 No areas of Wild Land are located within the study area.  

Gardens and Designed Landscapes  

5.3.13 The Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes (GDL) schedules sites frequently but not 

exclusively as a setting to historic buildings. There are two GDLs situated within the study area, as 

illustrated in Figure 5.1 and listed below:  

• Balfour Castle GDL (GDL ref 00038), approximately 18.5 km south-southwest of the Proposed 

Development site boundary; and 

• Skaill House GDL (GDL ref 00341), approximately 33 km southwest of the Proposed 

Development site boundary. 

5.3.14 The ZTV indicates some visibility from the western area of the Balfour Castle GDL, and no visibility 

from Skaill House GDL. Even with some theoretical visibility from Balfour Castle, at a distance of over 

18 km from the Proposed Development it is considered unlikely that actual views of the Proposed 

Development would result in significant effects on this GDL. It is therefore proposed that both of these 

receptors will be scoped out of the assessment.  

Visual Amenity 

5.3.15 Visual receptors will comprise those individuals or groups of people which will experience views of 

the Proposed Development. The main groups of visual receptors with potential to be affected by the 

Proposed Development are as follows: 

• scattered communities and small settlements found within 10 km of the Proposed 

Development site (principally on Eday, southeast Westray, southwest Sanday) where there are 

views of the development; 

• tourists or visitors to locations which have important physical, cultural or historic attributes, 

although noting that the ZTV indicates no visibility from any of the core elements of the Heart 

of Neolithic Orkney World Heritage Site on Mainland Orkney; 

• visitors to beauty spots, beaches, picnic areas and formal/mapped vantage points (e.g. 

Vinquoy Hill on Eday); 

• walkers / hill walkers, which includes those walking on core paths on the surrounding islands, 

and unmarked footpaths within 5 km of the Proposed Development; 

• passengers on the ferries that connect the islands to one another; and 

• road users. 

5.3.16 It is acknowledged the Proposed Development will be viewed from a number of residential properties 

within the study area. The LVIA will not include an assessment of effects on private views from 

individual properties. Assessment will be carried out from the edges of urban areas and from within 
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rural settlements to understand the effect of the overall change in view for residential receptors in 

respect of ‘community amenity’.  

5.3.17 A Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) will be included as a separate report to judge the 

effect of the Proposed Development on living conditions in the context of changes to views and wider 

aspects of visual amenity from individual dwellings, garden and approaches “in the round”, and 

conclude whether or not the changes in visual amenity result in “...unacceptable overbearing or 

oppressive effects on nearby dwellings that would adversely affect the living conditions of occupiers3”. 

There is no published guidance or methodology regarding best practice for assessing of impacts on 

residential visual amenity of dwellings in the vicinity of developments. Consequently, guidance for 

this will be sought from previous planning appeals, in particular the decision statements of the North 

Tawton4 and Enifer Downs5 Public Inquiries. The RVAA will consider individual properties within 2 km 

of the Proposed Development, which have theoretical views of the turbines. These are anticipated to 

comprise approximately seven properties on the west coast of Eday to the east of the Proposed 

Development site, and one at Fers Ness in the west of Eday to the south of the Proposed Development 

site. 

5.3.18 Table 5.1, below, outlines the preliminary viewpoint list based on the findings of the preliminary Zone 

of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) (see Figure 5.3). The final, more exhaustive, viewpoint list setting out 

the number and location of representative viewpoints that are to be utilised to verify assessment 

findings will be agreed with OIC and SNH. The viewpoints comprise locations within settlements and 

to represent scattered residential properties, on public footpaths and core paths, on roads, at 

representative recreational receptors such as beaches and attractions, and at formal vantage points. 

Each of the identified viewpoints is at a publicly accessible location, and the viewpoints have been 

selected to represent a range of viewing directions, distances and experiences. This list will be liable 

to change following design refinements and consequent alterations to the ZTV, and precise locations 

may be amended based on observations in the field, in order to ensure that viewpoint locations 

provide visibility of the Proposed Development, representative of the intended receptor. All 

visualisations forming part of the LVIA will be in accordance with current OIC and SNH guidance. 

Viewpoints located up to 15 km from the site will be represented with photomontages, although it is 

proposed that viewpoints from ferries would be represented by a wireline only. 

Table 5.1 - Preliminary Viewpoints 

VP 
No. 

Location 
Approximate 
Co-ordinates 

Receptor Type 

1 Millbounds (West Eday)  355335 1036659 Small settlement, transportation route, 
representative of nearest residential 
properties 

2 Vinquoy Hill 356149 1038508 Formalised viewpoint, recreational receptors, 
core path users 

3 Sands of Mussetter 354842 1033425 Beach, recreational receptor, core path users 

4 Westray Ferry Terminal 350966 1040610 Ferry users, transportation routes, 
representative of residential properties, beach 

5 Ness of Tuquoy 345805 1043623 Walkers, recreational receptors,beach, core 
path users 

6 Noltland Castle 342908 1048722 Tourism/recreational receptors, settlement 
(Pierowall) 

7 Broughtown, Sanday 365512 1041407 Small settlements, beach, campground, 
recreational receptors 

8 North Stronsay 363104 1029085 Small settlements, beach, recreational 
receptors 

                                                           
3 Paragraph 215, Appeal decision APP/F2415/A/09/2096369 dated 9 October 2009 for Land to the North East of Swinford. 
4 Paragraph 21, Appeal decision APP/Q/153/A/08/2017162 dated 12 February 2007 
5 Paragraph 66, Appeal decision APP/X22201/A/08/2071880 dated 16 March 2009  
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VP 
No. 

Location 
Approximate 
Co-ordinates 

Receptor Type 

9 East Rousay 344704 1032472 Small settlements/residential receptors, 
walkers, recreational receptors, core path 
users 

10 Hatston/edge of Kirkwall 343311 1012038 Edge of largest settlement with theoretical 
visibility, residential receptors, transportation 
routes 

11 Westray Ferry 351789 1033246 Ferry users, tourism/recreational receptor 

 

Cumulative  

5.3.19 The LVIA baseline appraisal will include any existing wind farms within the study area and will also 

consider any consented (but presently unconstructed) schemes, given that they may be built at any 

time and must be considered as ‘present’ in the landscape.  

5.3.20 The cumulative assessment will then take into account any wind farms subject to currently 

undetermined wind farm applications based on a search area of a 60 km radius of the Proposed 

Development. Only those developments that will contribute to significant effects upon receptors 

within the 40 km study area will be included in the assessment. The cumulative context will be 

confirmed with both OIC and SNH approximately two months before the submission of the EIA Report 

and will form the basis for the cumulative assessment of the Proposed Development, following a 

review of current cumulative databases held by the consultant, SNH and OIC. An initial table of 

operational, consented, and proposed wind farms within the study area is presented in Table 1.2 in 

Section 1.5. 

5.4 Potential Effects 

Zones of Theoretical Visibility 

5.4.1 In order to assist in evaluating the potential landscape and visual effects arising from the Proposed 

Development, blade tip and hub height ZTVs will be generated to identify the potential extent of the 

Proposed Development’s visibility over the agreed study area. It should be noted, however, that these 

are based on bare ground Digital Terrain Modelling (DTM) and therefore the ZTV represents a worst-

case scenario as it does not reflect the screening effect of intervening vegetation or built structures.  

5.4.2 The ZTVs used in the LVIA will be based on 5 m DTM. In order to assist initial consultations, a 

preliminary ZTV has been produced (Figure 5.4). This ZTV was generated using 50 m DTM and is based 

on an initial development scenario, namely an eight-turbine layout of turbines with 150 m tip height, 

as given in Table 1.1. Subsequent ZTVs will reflect the visibility of the optimised scheme following 

design freeze. 

Landscape and Visual  

5.4.3 The Proposed Development will introduce a number of elements to the landscape which will have an 

effect on the landscape fabric and character of the application site. These elements include wind 

turbines, anemometer mast(s), jetty/landing site, access tracks, a substation and compound. The scale 

of these elements also means that they are likely to be visible from a wide area within the 

surroundings, with consequent potential for effects on the visual amenity and character of the 

adjoining landscape. The LVIA will therefore address impacts on the Proposed Development area itself 

and wider study area. The LVIA will consider effects on: 

• landscape fabric, caused by physical changes to the form of the landscape and/or its 

landcover/land use elements; 
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• landscape and seascape character, caused by changes in the pattern of key characteristic 

elements and perceptual qualities of the landscape, and of landscape designations and 

classifications; and 

• visual amenity, caused by changes to the composition and quality of views and the visual 

amenity in general. 

5.4.4 Based on an initial examination of baseline data, as briefly described above, the key issues for 

consideration in the LVIA comprise: 

• potential effects on the landscape fabric of the site, including permanent loss of agricultural 

farmland; 

• the effect of the Proposed Development on the landscape and seascape character of the 

Study Area; and 

• effects on visual receptors with views of the Proposed Development including scattered 

residential dwellings and small settlements, tourists and recreational users, ferry passengers, 

and users of core paths and of the roads that pass throughout the study area.  

5.4.5 The ZTV indicates widespreadh theoretical visibility across the Northern Isles, with the exception of 

western Westray. To the west and south the theoretical visibility is more broken up, particularly 

beyond approximately 10 km from the site. Due to topographical screening, much of the West 

Mainland would have no views of the development. There is theoretical visibility from Kirkwall, 

however at approximately 25 km distance, the development would not likely be a noticeable feature 

on the landscape.  

5.4.6 Due to the low coverage of vegetation across the Orkney Islands, it is unlikely that tree cover will 

provide much screening, however local undulations in topography not picked up the by the digital 

terrain model may reduce the ZTV coverage, as well as screening afforded by built development. This 

will be explored as part of the detailed LVIA. 

5.5 Impact Assessment Methodology 

5.5.1 The LVIA will be produced to a standard suitable for submission within an EIA Report, in accordance 

with the EIA (Scotland) Regulations 2017 and the third edition of the Guidelines for Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) (Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management 

and Assessment, 2013). In addition to the GLVIA, the assessment will take account of the following: 

• Siting and Designing Wind farms in the Landscape Version 3 (Scottish Natural Heritage, 

2017a); 

• Visual Representation of Wind Farms – Version 2.2 (Scottish Natural Heritage, 2017b); 

• Advice Note 01/2011: Photography and Photomontage in Landscape and Visual Assessment 

(the Landscape Institute, 2011);  

• Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments (Scottish Natural 

Heritage, March 2012); 

• An assessment of the sensitivity and capacity of the Scottish seascape in relation to windfarms 

(Scottish Natural Heritage, 2005); 

• Guidelines on the Environmental Impacts of Wind Farms & Small Scale Hydroelectric Schemes 

(Scottish Natural Heritage, 2002); 



 

 

Project Number 10806 
Faray Wind Farm 

16 
Scoping Report 

 

  

• Strategic Locational Guidance for Onshore Windfarms in respect of the Natural Heritage, 

Policy Statement no 02/02 (Scottish Natural Heritage, 2009 as amended); and 

• Orkney Islands Council Energy Supplementary Guidance (Orkney Islands Council, 2017b). 

 The LVIA will consider the landscape, seascape and visual effects on receptors identified in the agreed 

Study Area during the construction and operational stages of the development. This will include 

assessment of any planned ancillary elements such as site access, on-site tracks, cabling, and 

substation. 

5.5.3 Whilst there is potential for landscape and visual effects during subsequent decommissioning of the 

Proposed Development, such effects would be similar to those occurring during the construction, 

would be of relatively short duration, and would be largely reversible. Consequently, it is not proposed 

to assess decommissioning operations. It is also uncertain how the site will be reinstated at this stage 

and so any consideration of the effects following the removal of the wind farm would be more 

appropriately dealt with closer to the end of the life of the Proposed Development. 

Assessment of Significance of Effects 

5.5.4 The level of residual landscape and visual effects is conditioned by a combination of receptor 

sensitivity (i.e. receptor value and susceptibility) and the magnitude of predicted impacts, which is 

largely a quantifiable measure of change to baseline elements or conditions. 

5.5.5 Landscape and visual effects will be assessed as major, moderate, minor, negligible, or none and, 

dependant on the findings of the assessment, and may include a hybrid of these (i.e. major-

moderate). Major and moderate effects are considered to represent significant effects in landscape 

and visual terms (see Table 5.2 below). 

Landscape Sensitivity 

5.5.6 The sensitivity of landscape receptors to change arising from the type of development proposed is 

defined as high, medium and low based on professional interpretation, combining judgements of their 

value attached to the landscape and susceptibility to the type of change or development proposed. 

Landscape receptors include the different landscape character types or areas which may be affected 

by the Proposed Development, as well as landscape designations and GDLs within the study area. 

5.5.7 The value attached to landscape receptors (landscape character) is reflected by landscape 

designations and the level of importance which they signify. However, landscape designations are not 

the sole indicator of landscape value. The following factors also are considered to identify valued 

landscape:  

• landscape quality; 

• scenic quality; 

• rarity;  

• representativeness; 

• conservation interest; 

• recreation value; 

• perceptual aspects; and 

• cultural associations.  

5.5.8 Susceptibility to change concerns the ability of the landscape receptor to accommodate the Proposed 

Development without undue consequences for the maintenance of the baseline situation and/or the 
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landscape planning policies and strategies. The susceptibility of landscape character to change is 

defined as high, medium or low based on an interpretation of a combination of parameters including:  

• the scale and pattern of the landscape and its elements/features; 

• the simplicity or complexity of the landscape; 

• the nature of skylines; 

• landscape quality or condition; 

• existing land use; 

• visual enclosure/openness of views; and 

• the scope for mitigation, which would be in character with the existing landscape. 

Viewpoint Sensitivity 

5.5.9 The sensitivity of visual receptors is defined as high, medium and low based on professional 

interpretation, combining judgements of their susceptibility to the type of change or development 

proposed and the value attached to the particular views. Visual receptors consist of the particular 

person or group of people likely to be affected at a specific viewpoint, and are assessed in terms of 

both their susceptibility to change in views and visual amenity and also the value attached to 

particular views.  

5.5.10 The susceptibility of different visual receptors to change in views and visual amenity is mainly a 

function of: 

• the occupation or activity of people experiencing the view at particular locations; and 

• the extent to which their attention or interest may therefore be focused on the views and the 

visual amenity they experience at that particular location. 

5.5.11 In relation to the occupation or activity of people experiencing the view at the viewpoint, visual 

susceptibility is defined as follows: 

• High: Residents of dwellings; users of outdoor recreational facilities including strategic 

recreational footpaths, cycle routes or rights of way, whose attention is focused on the 

landscape; visitors to cultural/historic assets, important landscape features with physical, 

cultural or historic attributes; beauty spots or picnic areas. Travellers on key tourist routes, 

including ferries. 

• Medium: General road and ferry users, commuters and travellers not primarily focused on the 

landscape. 

• Low: People engaged in outdoor sports or recreation (other than appreciation of the 

landscape), commercial buildings, and other locations where people’s attention may be 

focused on their work or activity, rather than their surroundings. 

Magnitude of Change 

5.5.12 The magnitude of change arising from the Proposed Development at any particular viewpoint is 

described as high, medium, low, barely perceptible or none based on the interpretation of a 

combination of largely quantifiable parameters, as follows: 

• the distance of the receptor from the Proposed Development; 
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• the extent of existing landscape and/or seascape elements that will be lost or by adding of 

new ones; 

• the proportion of the total extent of the landscape and/or seascape elements that this 

represents;  

• the degree to which aesthetic or perceptual aspects of the landscape/seascape would be 

altered by removal of existing components or with the addition of new elements; 

• the context in which the proposed development would be seen (i.e. similar land uses in the 

vicinity of the development); 

• the geographic area over which the loss of landscape/seascape elements will be perceived;  

• the alteration of the skyline/altering the vertical scale in relation to the existing 

landscape/seascape features; 

• the duration of the change; and 

• the reversibility of the change. 

5.5.13 The criteria utilised in ascribing magnitude of change in respect of visual amenity is as follows: 

• the scale of change in the view with respect to the loss or addition of features in the view and 

changes in its composition, including the proportion of the view occupied by the proposed 

development; 

• the degree of contrast or integration of any new features or changes in the 

landscape/seascape with the existing or remaining landscape/seascape elements and 

characteristics in terms of form, scale and mass, line, height, colour and textures; 

• the nature of the view of the Proposed Development;  

• the relative amount of time over which it will be experienced and whether views will be full, 

partial or glimpsed; 

• the angle of view in relation to the main activity of the receptor; 

• the distance of the viewpoint from the Proposed Development; and 

• the extent of the area over which the changes would be visible. 

5.5.14 The varying scales of magnitude of change could be defined as follows: 

• High: Total loss or considerable alteration to key elements, features or characteristics of the 

landscape/seascape character and/or composition of views. The development is highly 

prominent or even dominant and could become the defining characteristic of views and 

landscape/seascape character. 

• Medium: Represents a notable alteration or loss of key elements, features or characteristics of 

the landscape/seascape character and/or composition of views. The development is prominent, 

but not dominant. In such circumstances the development may become ‘a’ defining 

characteristic of the view of landscape/seascape, but not ‘the’ defining characteristic. 

• Low: Constitutes a partial loss to one or more key characteristics of the landscape/seascape or 

views. Localised effects within an otherwise unaltered landscape/seascape or visual context. 
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• Negligible: Represents a barely discernible loss or alteration to one or more key elements, 

features or characteristics of the baseline conditions. The underlying landscape/seascape 

character or view composition would be essentially unchanged. 

• None: No aspect of the proposed wind farm would be discernible. The proposed wind farm 

would result in no appreciable change to the landscape/seascape or view. 

5.5.15 Cumulative magnitude of change arising from the Proposed Development when considered in 

conjunction with other similar developments in the vicinity is determined taking account of the above 

criteria as well as the following:  

• the number of existing, consented and proposed wind farms visible; 

• the distance to each of the visible developments from the receptor location; 

• the direction of each development in relation to the viewpoint;  

• the extent of the view occupied by each development; 

• the cumulative effect of development upon the fabric or key landscape/seascape 

components; and 

• in the case of LCTs, residential areas and transportation/recreational routes: the proportion of 

the area or route subject to cumulative views. 

5.5.16 Cumulative magnitude of impact categories are defined as follows: 

• High: The proposed development would represent a considerable increase in the influence of 

energy developments on the character of the landscape/seascape and/or the composition of 

views. 

• Medium: The proposed development would represent a notable increase in the influence of 

energy development on the character of the landscape/seascape and/or the composition of 

views. Moderate cumulative change equates to a localised change within an otherwise 

unaltered context. 

• Low: The proposed development would represent a minor addition to the influence of energy 

development on the character of the landscape/seascape and/or the composition of views. 

The change would be discernible, but the original baseline conditions would be largely 

unaltered. 

• Barely Perceptible: The proposed development would represent a barely discernible addition 

to influence of energy development on the character of the landscape/seascape and/or the 

composition of views. The baseline condition of the landscape or view would, for all intents 

and purposes, be unaffected. 

• None: No other cumulative development would be apparent. 

Identification of Significant Effects 

5.5.17 The magnitude of change and the sensitivity of the receptor are considered together in order to assess 

the level of significance. A higher level of significance is generally attributed to changes of a higher 

magnitude affecting receptors of higher sensitivity. Table 5.2 presents the criteria which will be used 

to guide the assessment of the levels of significance of impacts and residual effects. They are 

described as being major, moderate, minor, negligible or none, where major and moderate are 

considered to be significant.  
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Table 5.2 - Levels of Significance of Landscape, Seascape and Visual Effects 

Significance Justification 

Major  

Significant 

Changes would substantially affect the character or views of the landscape/seascape or the 

defining elements within it. For example, a major effect is likely when a receptor of high 

sensitivity is affected by a high magnitude of change. 

An effect of major significance can be positive. Where this is the case, it will be noted in 

the text. 

Moderate  

Significant 

Change which affects, to a lesser degree, the character or views of the landscape/seascape 

or the elements within it. For example, a moderate effect is likely when a receptor of 

medium sensitivity is affected by a medium magnitude of change.  

An effect of moderate significance can be positive. Where this is the case, it will be noted 

in the text. 

Minor 

Not significant 

Slight change affecting the character or views of the landscape/seascape or specific 

elements within it. For example, a minor effect is likely when a receptor of low sensitivity 

is affected by a low magnitude of change. 

An effect of minor significance can be positive. Where this is the case, it will be noted in 

the text. 

Negligible 

Not significant 

An almost imperceptible change affecting the character or views of the 

landscape/seascape or specific elements within it. For example, a negligible effect is likely 

when a receptor of low sensitivity is affected by a barely perceptible magnitude of change. 

An effect of negligible significance can be positive. Where this is the case, it will be noted 

in the text. 

None 

Not significant 

No perceptible change, affecting the character or views of the landscape/seascape or 

specific elements within it. This also includes locations where there would be no effects. 

 

5.5.18 The significance criteria in Table 5.2 will be used as a guide only and professional judgement about 

effects on a particular resource will be made on a case by case basis. There is a gradual transition 

between levels of significance. If professional judgement considers a landscape/seascape to fall across 

two levels, a balanced significance of effect may be attributed (i.e. moderate-major). 

5.5.19 The nature of the effect will be determined as being adverse, neutral or beneficial and the duration 

of the effects will also be stated, as follows: 

• short term - up to 1 year in duration;  

• medium term - between 1 and 5 years’ duration; 

• long term - between 5 and 30 years; and  

• permanent. 

5.5.20 For the purposes of the LVIA the following definitions will be adopted for ‘adverse’ and ‘beneficial’ 

effects: 

Landscape and Seascape effects: 

• Adverse: the Proposed Development will result in the direct loss of physical resources, or will 

weaken the key characteristics of a landscape/seascape or will negatively affect the integrity 

of (or reason for) a landscape designation; and 

• Beneficial: the Proposed Development may replace physical resources through specific 

mitigation measures or strengthen the landscape/seascape characteristics, or improve the 

quality or condition of the landscape/seascape. 

Visual effects: 

• Adverse: the Proposed Development will result in a loss of visual amenity; and 
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• Beneficial: visual amenity will be improved by the Proposed Development.  

6 Ecology and Nature Conservation 

6.1 Introduction  

6.1.1 In the context of the EIA Report, this chapter will assess the potential significant effects associated 

with ecology and nature conservation during the construction, operation and decommissioning 

phases of the Proposed Development. The assessment of the ornithological resource will be 

presented in a separate chapter. 

6.1.2 The chapter will present the following: 

• A description of international, national and local sites designated for their species and habitats 

including but not exclusively Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), Special Areas of Conservation 

(SACs), Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCSs). 

• A description of the existing ecology baseline for the Proposed Development site (‘the site’) 

and wider ecological study area up to 250 m from the boundary of the site (‘zone of 

influence’) including habitat types, grey seals (Halichoerus grypus) belonging to the Faray and 

Holm of Faray SAC population, and evidence of any protected and priority species (including 

grey seal), European Protected Species, and/or Orkney/ Scottish Biodiversity List priority 

species). 

• An assessment of the potential significant ecological effects of the Proposed Development. 

Because the Faray site is designated an SAC for grey seals, the Competent Authority (CA) will 

need to undertake a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), possibly including an 

Appropriate Assessment (AA); sufficient information and assessment will therefore be 

included within the ecology chapter to allow the CA to go through this process. 

• Proposed mitigation to improve identified potential effects (where appropriate). 

• An assessment of the potential residual significant effects following the implementation of 

mitigation. 

6.1.3 This Scoping exercise has been undertaken in accordance with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 

Environmental Management (CIEEM) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and 

Ireland (CIEEM, 2018). 

6.2 Overview of Baseline 

6.2.1 The site is an island, which is no longer inhabited but which remains dominated by fields of improved 

agricultural grassland.  

6.2.2 A number of European and national nature conservation designations are present within a 10km 

radius from the site. These are detailed in Table 6.1 and can be viewed in Figure 6.1 (note that 

designations relating to ornithological interests only are not listed below). 
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Table 6.1 - Ecological Designations 

Name  Designation Distance and Direction 
from Proposed 
Development 

Reason for Designation 

Faray and Holm 
of Faray 

SAC 0.0km, Surrounds Site, 
partly within Site 

Species: Grey seal  (Halichoerus grypus) 

SSSI 0.0km, Surrounds Site, 
partly within Site 

Species: Grey seal  

Wyre and 
Rousay Sounds 

MPA 6.3km SW 
 

Habitats: Kelp and seaweed communities 
on sublittoral sediment and 
maerl beds 

Muckle and 
Little Green 
Holm 

SSSI 7.8km S 
 

Species: Grey seal 

Rousay SSSI 8.2km SW 
 

Habitats: Blanket bog, maritime cliff, 
mesotrophic loch and subalpine 
wet heath  

Species: Vascular plant assemblage 

 As shown on Figure 6.1, there are locally designated sites (LNCS) within 2km of the site boundary, on 

the island of Eday. 

6.3 Proposed Desk Based Methods 

6.3.1 In addition to the statutory and non-statutory consultation process, a desk-based study for the 

Proposed Development and wider ecological study area will be undertaken to review the local, 

regional and national planning framework and other sources of information sources/guidance (in line 

with CIEEM (2018)) including: 

• relevant authority and local structure plans; 

• Scottish Biodiversity List Plan (Scottish Government, 2013); 

• Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan 2018 to 2022 (Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan 

Steering Group, 2018); 

• Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish Government, 2014); and 

• other relevant nature conservation policies and best practice guidance. 

6.3.2 The desk study will additionally seek to identify records of protected or notable species within 2 km 

of the site from statutory and non-statutory organisations, for example the local biological records 

centre and other non-statutory groups. 

6.4 Proposed Survey Methods 

Vegetation 

Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

6.4.1 An extended Phase 1 habitat survey will be undertaken in accordance with the standard Joint Nature 

Conservation Committee (JNCC) methodology (JNCC, 2010). This will establish the ecology baseline of 

the site and zone of influence and inform the ecological impact assessment. The survey will catalogue 

habitats within the site and a series of target notes will be produced to describe these habitats, as 

well as any evidence of protected or otherwise notable species, or the potential for features within 

the site to support such species.  
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National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey 

6.4.2 If wetlands and/or habitats of nature conservation significance are identified at the site, then those 

habitats will be subject to a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey, carried out 

simultaneously with the Phase 1 habitat survey, using the standard methods (Rodwell, 2006; Rodwell, 

1991 et seq.). Any potential Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTEs) (SEPA, 2017) 

will be identified as part of this work. 

Protected Species Surveys 

6.4.3 Species-specific surveys will be undertaken during the optimal season and in accordance with the 

following methods. 

Grey Seal 

 Faray and Holm of Faray SAC is designated for breeding grey seals. The breeding season for Scottish 

grey seal colonies occurs during the autumn and can extend over eight to ten weeks. A commitment 

has been made not to undertake any wind farm construction works during the breeding season, and 

significant construction phase impacts on the SAC population are therefore not likely. However, a 

potential exists for indirect construction phase impacts, e.g. from changes to habitats, as well as 

operation phase impacts, e.g. if maintenance works are required within the breeding season. 

 Surveys are not proposed for the grey seal breeding season, as it is assumed that such data exists for 

the SAC and will be available for use in the assessment.  

6.4.6 As a small islet, Faray contains three main habitats that need to be considered when designing surveys 

for seals: Nearshore waters, shoreline and the landward hinterland. At present, the following 

assumptions have been made regarding their use by grey seals: 

• Nearshore waters – are used by seals for foraging, resting, in flight when disturbed on 

shoreline and for access to and from the island.  

• Shoreline – is used by seals as haul-out and for pup-rearing in autumn. 

• Hinterland – this habitat is used by seal pups and adults, especially when moulting. 

6.4.7 It is proposed to carry out monthly surveys over one year, but excluding the breeding season from 

September to mid-December. For seals present in the water and hauled out on shore, these surveys 

will be done by boat and/or drone, whereas for seals present in the coastal hinterland the surveys will 

be done by drone. During the survey numbers of seals will be counted per location (determined by 

grid square – 10 m by 10 m or 50 by 50 m scale). The surveys will cover Faray and the Holm of Faray. 

Harbour Seal 

 Sanday SAC, located approximately 11km east of Faray at its closest point, is designated for its 

breeding population of harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) which make up approximately 4% of the UK 

breeding population. Harbour seals do not breed on Faray but the island falls within the foraging range 

of the SAC population (40-50km) and harbour seal counts will therefore be included as part of the 

grey seal surveys outlined above. 

Otter 

6.4.9 All suitable watercourse habitat, drains and coastline within the site and 250 m zone of influence will 

be surveyed for evidence of otter in line with standard methodology (Chanin, 2003). Surveys will be 

conducted by experienced ecologists working from within channels, where possible, along the river 

bank/coast and on ground within 10 m of watercourses, and will focus on identifying the presence of 

otter signs, such as spraints (droppings), footprints, runs or other well-used access points to 
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watercourses (slides), feeding remains (e.g. fish carcasses) and sightings. Resting sites, for example, 

holts, couches and hovers, will also be identified.  

6.5 Ecology Features Scoped Out of the Assessment 

6.5.1 It is proposed to only include those nature conservation designations in the assessment that overlap 

with the site, i.e. Faray and Holm of Faray SAC and SSSI. 

6.5.2 Given the nature of the site as an isolated and exposed island with few or no trees,  

 it is proposed to scope bat surveys out of the 

assessment unless the extended Phase 1 habitat survey reveals a greater potential for bat presence, 

in which case a bat survey programme will be agreed with SNH.  

6.5.3 Similarly, given the absence of major watercourses on the site, it is not proposed to undertake any 

dedicated freshwater fish or macroinvertebrate surveys.  

6.6 Ecological Impact Assessment  

6.6.1 In accordance with the CIEEM (2018) guidance, the Ecology and Nature Conservation chapter for the 

EIA Report will present a description of the ecology baseline for the Proposed Development site and 

local area. The findings of the survey work will be analysed and presented (where appropriate) in a 

technical report providing baseline conditions of the site. Activities during the construction, 

operational and decommissioning phases and their potential significance on valuable or vulnerable 

ecological features, such as protected species, will be identified and direct and indirect effects will be 

described with consideration of the above guidelines and the geographical scale at which they are 

significant. Potential cumulative ecological effects will also be assessed for schemes up to 10 km from 

the site boundary. The assessment will additionally present mitigation measures, as required, and 

assess any residual effects. 

6.7 Mitigation 

6.7.1 If it is considered that mitigation is necessary to reduce any adverse ecological effects and/or if there 

is considered to be potential for incorporating biodiversity enhancement measures into the 

development, then an integrated mitigation and enhancement package will be proposed. This will 

address ecological effects and will reflect local or national objectives in terms of biodiversity and the 

enhancement of environmental character. During the Proposed Development design and EIA process, 

mitigation measures will seek to follow the recognised hierarchy of avoidance, reduction, 

enhancement, and compensation. 

6.8 Key Issues for Consideration in the EIA 

6.8.1 The key ecology and nature conservation issues to be considered with respect to the Proposed 

Development are likely to include the following: 

• disturbance and direct mortality of fauna during construction, operation and 

decommissioning; 

• behavioural changes of fauna during operation;  

• the potential for adverse effects on grey seal, as the qualifying feature of a Natura site, from 

construction, operation and decommissioning of the development; and 

• pollution via road drainage and runoff during all development phases. 

6.8.2 Given the absence of important habitats identified at the site (with the possible exception of the 

coastal fringe where no proposed turbines are to be located), habitat loss is not considered to be a 

[Redacted]
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key issue for consideration, however opportunities for habitat enhancement will be explored as 

appropriate.  

7 Ornithology 

7.1 Introduction  

7.1.1 The ornithology chapter will assess the potential significant effects on ornithology during the 

construction, operational and decommissioning phases of the Proposed Development. 

7.1.2 The ornithology chapter of the EIA Report will present the following: 

• A description of the existing ornithological baseline for the Proposed Development site and 

wider ecological study area between 500 m and 2 km from the boundary of the site (zone of 

influence). 

• An assessment of the potential significant ornithological impacts of the Proposed 

Development (including collision risk). 

• Proposals for appropriate mitigation to ameliorate identified potential impacts (where 

appropriate). 

• An assessment of the residual potential significant impacts following the implementation of 

mitigation. 

7.1.3 This Scoping exercise has been undertaken in accordance with the ‘‘Guidelines for Environmental 

Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland’ (CIEEM, 2018). 

7.2 Overview of Baseline 

7.2.1 The Site consists of Faray Island and comprises an area of improved grassland and coastline and is 

predominately flat land. 

Designations and Data Search 

7.2.2 An initial search using publicly available data has revealed a number of statutory European and 

national nature conservation sites designated for ornithological considerations within 20 km of the 

site. A number of non-statutory RSPB reserves are also present. These designations are detailed in 

Table 7.1 and can be viewed in Figure 7.1.  

Table 7.1 - Ornithological Designations 

Name  Designation Distance and Direction 
from the Proposed 
Development 

 
Reason for Designation 

Doomy and 
Whitemaw Hill 

SSSI 2.5km SSE Species: Breeding whimbrel 
(Numenius phaeopus) and 
Arctic skua (Stercorarius 
parasiticus). 

Mill Loch SSSI  Species:  
 

Calf of Eday SPA 2.7km NE Assemblage: A seabird assemblage of 
international importance 

SSSI 2.7km NE Species: Important nesting site for the 
cormorant 

North Orkney Proposed 
SPA 

 Species:  

[Redacted]

[Redacted][Redact
ed]

[Reda
cted]
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Name  Designation Distance and Direction 
from the Proposed 
Development 

 
Reason for Designation 

Non-breeding common eider 
(Somateria mollissima), shag 
(Phalacrocorax aristotelis), 
great northern diver (Gavia 
immer), long-tailed duck 
(Clangula hyemalis), red-
breasted merganser (Mergus 
serrator), slavonian grebe 
(Podiceps auritus) and velvet 
scoter  (Melanitta fusca) 

Rousay SPA 6.1km WSW Assemblage: A seabird assemblage of 
international importance 

Species: Breeding arctic tern (Sterna 
paradisaea) 

SSSI 8.2km SW Assemblage: Breeding bird assemblage 
(moorland), seabird colony 

Species: Breeding Arctic skua, Arctic 
tern, guillemot and kittiwake 

Onziebust RSPB 
Reserve 

7.2km SW Species: Corncrake (Crex crex), curlew 
(Numenius arquata), lapwing 
(Vanellus vanellus) and 
redshank (Tringa totanus) 

West Westray SPA 9.8km NW Assemblage: A seabird assemblage of 
international importance 

Species: Breeding Arctic tern and 
guillemot (Uria aalge) 

SSSI 11.5km NW Species: Breeding Arctic skua, Arctic 
tern, kittiwake (Rissa 
tridactyla) and razorbill (Alca 
torda) 

Assemblage: Seabird colony 

East Sanday 
Coast 

SPA 12.8km E Species: Bar-tailed godwit (Limosa 
lapponica), purple sandpiper 
(Calidris maritima) and 
turnstone (Arenaria 
interpres) 

SSSI 12.8km E Species: Non-breeding bar-tailed 
godwit, purple sandpiper, 
ringed plover (Charadrius 
hiaticula), sanderling (Calidris 
alba) and turnstone 
Migratory turnstone 

Papa Westray 
(North Hill and 
Holm) 

SPA 13.0km N Species: Breeding Arctic skua and 
Arctic tern 

Holm of Papa 
Westray  

SSSI 13.0km N Species: Breeding black guillemot 
(Cepphus grylle) 

Noup Cliffs RSPB 15.3km NE Species: Breeding gannet (Morus 
bassanus), guillemot, fulmar 
(Fulmarus glacialis), razorbill 
(Alca torda) and puffin 
(Fratercula arctica) 

North Hill RSPB 15.6km N Species: Breeding Arctic skua and 
Arctic tern 

SSSI 15.6km N Species: Breeding Arctic skua and 
Arctic tern 
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Name  Designation Distance and Direction 
from the Proposed 
Development 

 
Reason for Designation 

Mill Dam RSPB  17.6km S Species: Passage corncrake 

Assemblage: Passage waders 

Birsay Moors RSPB  Species:  
 

 

Cottascarth and 
Rendall Moss 

RSPB 19.7km SW Species: Merlin, kestrel and hen 
harrier 

7.3 Proposed Desk Study Methods 

7.3.1 A desk-based study for the Proposed Development and wider ornithology study area will be 

undertaken to review the local, regional and national planning framework and other sources of 

information sources/guidance (in line with CIEEM (2018)), as outlined in the Ecology and Nature 

Conservation section. 

 The desk study will additionally seek to identify records of protected or notable bird species within 

2 km of the site (10 km for species listed on Annex 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended)) from statutory and non-statutory organisations; for example, local bird groups and other 

non-statutory groups, including the local raptor study group.  

7.4 Proposed Surveys 

 Although SNH guidance (SNH, 2014a) recommends a survey period covering a minimum of two years, 

preliminary observations suggest that the Proposed Development site comprises largely semi-

improved grassland, not providing high-value habitat for birds, although some pools may also be 

present. Taking account of this and, given the remote location of the island and requirement for 

private boat access for surveys, a pragmatic approach is proposed, involving one year of surveys 

supplemented by any available data from the local raptor study group and the RSPB, to be evaluated 

towards the end of the one-year survey period with a view to determining the value of and 

requirement for any further survey, in consultation with SNH and OIC. 

 It is proposed to undertake the following surveys: 

Vantage Point (VP) Survey 

 A full year of Vantage Point (VP) surveys from two VPs will be carried out. It is anticipated that VPs 

will be located on the highest points of the island; ground-truthing will be carried out to demonstrate 

that adequate coverage of the site is feasible. Given the nature of the site as an isolated island, it is 

not considered feasible to site VPs off-site (the nearest points on adjacent Eday would not provide 

suitable viewshed coverage of the full site within a 2 km radius as per SNH guidance). Therefore, 

agreement is sought from SNH that siting VPs on Faray itself is suitable, with appropriate precautions 

to ensure any disturbance to birds and breeding grey seals on the island is minimised during the 

surveys. It is noted that the two island high-points are at least 200 m from any proposed turbines 

based on the current Scoping layout. 

 A minimum of 72 hours of VP survey effort will be undertaken from the confirmed VP locations (36 

hours during the breeding season and 36 hours during the non-breeding season). Target species for 

the vantage point surveys are proposed to be, as a minimum: hen harrier, short-eared owl and other 

raptors, as relevant, , seabirds, waders and geese. Vantage point surveys will cover 

the whole year, appropriately stratified to cover dawn, day and dusk in accordance with the SNH bird 

survey methods guidance. They will be carried out in a wind of Beaufort force 4 or less, where feasible, 

and in dry weather. 

[Redacted][Redacte
d]

[Redacted]
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Breeding Bird Survey 

 A full breeding bird survey will be carried out during the breeding months from April to July, inclusive, 

and will cover the entire island of Faray and, if access is possible, the Holm of Faray. Faray is known 

for its breeding assembly of seabirds and the survey will follow the guidelines outlined in the Seabird 

Monitoring Handbook (Walsh et al., 1995).  

 The following surveys are proposed surveys for ground-nesting seabirds: 

• Arctic skua and Great skua (Stercoarius skua) – single walkover survey, visit mid-June to count 

adults on territory; 

• Gulls – single visit using vantage points to count adults on nests late-May to Early June; and 

• Arctic tern – weekly visits using vantage points to count incubating adults mid-May to mid-

June. 

 The methodology additionally outlines the following methodology for cliff nesting birds: 

• Black guillemot – two walkover surveys to count pre-nesting birds from the cliff tops in early 

April; 

• Fulmar – a full island census by boat of apparently occupied nests in early June; and 

• Shag – a full island census by boat of apparently occupied nests in late June. 

 Storm petrels (Hydrobates pelagicus) were recorded as breeding in two locations on Faray, in the last 

survey was undertaken in 2000. In order to establish the continued presence of breeding storm 

petrels, a callback survey will be undertaken at the two locations in mid-July following methods 

outlined in Gilbert et al. (1998), we propose a minimum of three visits. 

 Storm petrels breed hidden within boulders and man-made structures such as walls or buildings, and 

the methodology involves surveyors playing storm petrel calls at all suitable breeding habitat, 

including the suspected breeding sites, and listening for return calls. Should the presence of breeding 

storm petrels be confirmed, further survey work to establish their movements will be required. Storm 

petrels fly at night and further surveys will include dusk watches to monitor the petrels return to 

breeding sites and the use of night image binoculars in order to record their movements after dark. 

Given the lack of methodology involving storm petrel activity and windfarm proposal,s the number of 

further surveys will be agreed with SNH once breeding is confirmed, although  is likely to involve one 

or two survey visits.. 

 In addition a breeding bird walkover survey will be carried out on four occasions during the breeding 

months from April to July, using a modified Brown & Shepherd (Gilbert et al., 1998) method in order 

to record all breeding wader territories and any other birds of conservation concern. The survey study 

area will covers the entire island. Standard methodology normally involves extending 500m beyond 

the outermost turbine locations; however, given the island nature of the site this is deemed 

unnecessary. The survey will, where practical, incorporate the methods outlined above for seabird 

monitoring. 

Breeding Raptor Survey 

 Any records of breeding raptors on Faray will be recorded during the breeding bird survey outlined 

above and given the island status of the Proposed Development data for the extended area will be 

confined to adjacent islands and data on breeding attempts in these areas will be collected from local 

raptor groups. 
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7.5 Ornithological Impact Assessment  

7.5.1 In accordance with the CIEEM (2018) guidelines, the Ornithology chapter for the EIA Report will 

present a description of the ornithological baseline for the Proposed Development site and wider 

ornithology study area. The findings of the survey work will be analysed and presented in one or more 

technical reports providing baseline conditions of the site. Activities during the construction, 

operation and decommissioning phases and their potential significance on valuable or vulnerable 

ornithological features will be identified and direct and indirect effects, including collision risk, will be 

assessed, taking account of the above guidelines and the geographical scale at which they are 

significant. Potential cumulative ornithological effects will also be agreed through consultation for an 

area up to 20 km from the site boundary and/or Natural Heritage Zone (where applicable). The 

assessment will additionally present mitigation measures, as required, and assess any residual effects. 

7.6 Mitigation 

7.6.1 If it is considered that mitigation is necessary to reduce any adverse environmental effects on bird 

populations, mitigation will be proposed in the ornithological chapter to reduce the significance of 

these effects to an acceptable level. During the Proposed Development design process mitigation 

measures will seek to follow the recognised hierarchy of avoidance, reduction, enhancement, and 

compensation. 

7.7 Collision Risk Modelling 

7.7.1 The following steps are proposed to inform the assessment of collision risk that will be undertaken in 

accordance with SNH’s ‘Collision Risk Model’ (SNH, 2000): 

• Review all digitised flight lines and recorded characteristics for target species (species, number 

of birds, start time of flight, height at 15 second intervals etc.), from the survey work. 

• Define a turbine envelope and identify all flights which are at any point within the dimensions 

of the rotor height and which intersect the boundary of the turbine envelope. 

• Calculate the number of transits through the turbine envelope per unit of observation time 

and extrapolate to determine total predicted transits over the period of interest at risk height. 

• Run the collision model with relevant turbine and ornithological parameters, taking as input 

the total transits calculated previously. 

7.8 Key Issues for Consideration in the EIA 

7.8.1 The key ornithology issues to be considered for the Proposed Development will include the following: 

• Potential for Schedule 1 or other notable raptors, and divers, to be displaced by the Proposed 

Development or suffer direct mortality through collision with turbines. 

[Redacted]
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• Potential for breeding birds (including waders) within or adjacent to the site to be disturbed 

and/or displaced as a result of the Proposed Development (individuals may also collide with 

the turbines). 

8 Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 

8.1 Introduction 

 The archaeology and cultural heritage assessment will consider the potential both for direct effects 

of the development on archaeology and heritage assets within the Proposed Development site and 

for effects upon the settings of key heritage assets within the wider landscape. The assessment will 

also identify measures that should be taken to mitigate any predicted significant adverse effects. 

 Cultural heritage assets relevant in the context of the Proposed Development include: Scheduled 

Monuments and other archaeological features, and Listed Buildings and other buildings of historic or 

architectural importance. 

8.2 Key Planning Policy and Guidance 

 The following legislation and policy concerning the protection and conservation of cultural heritage 

assets will be considered: 

• Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979; 

• Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997; 

• Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) (Scotland) Order 1992 (as 

amended 2001); 

• The National Planning Framework for Scotland (NPF3) (Scottish Government, 2014a); 

• Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Scottish Government, 2014b); 

• Historic Environment Scotland Act 2014 (Scottish Government, 2014c); 

• Historic Environment Scotland Policy (Historic Environment Scotland, 2016); 

• Our Place in Time. The Historic Environment Strategy for Scotland (Scottish Government, 

2014d); 

• Planning Advice Note 2/2011 (PAN 2), Planning and Archaeology (Scottish Government, 2011);  

• Orkney Islands Council Local Development Plan (OIC, 2017a); 

• Orkney Islands Council Energy Supplementary Guidance (2017b); 

• Heart of Neolithic Orkney World Heritage Site Supplementary Planning Guidance (Planning 

Policy Advice) (OIC, 2010); and 

• Listed Buildings and the Orkney Local List (2011). 

 The collation of baseline information will be conducted in accordance with the Institute for 

Archaeologists’ ‘Code of Conduct’ (CIfA 2014) and ‘Standard and Guidance for Historic Environment 

Desk-Based Assessment’ (CIfA, updated 2017). 
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8.3 Baseline Conditions and Key Issues 

Proposed Development Site 

 There is one Scheduled Monument within the northwest extent of the Proposed Development site 

boundary, Quoy broch (SM11440). This is located approximately 215 m from the nearest turbine 

based on the current preliminary layout. 

 There is one Category C Listed building within a 2 km buffer of the Proposed Development site 

boundary, a house on Rusk Holm island, located approximately 1.4 km to the west of the site. 

 There are no other historic environment sites with statutory designations, within 2 km of the site 

boundary. Figure 8.1 shows all the historic environment designations on and within 10 km from the 

site boundary.  

On-Site Assets 

 There are 15 archaeological assets listed on the Historic Environment Record (HES, 2019) identified 

within the site boundary. The assets can be found across the site and comprise a mix of settlement 

buildings, enclosures, chapel and burial ground, and a chambered cairn. 

External Receptors 

 Within the wider 10 km study area there are a total of 31 Scheduled Monuments, 19 of these are 

located on Eday to the east of the Proposed Development site. The nearest are: 

• Dale burnt mound (SM1257) approximately 2.2 km south of the site boundary;  

• Muckle Hill of Linkataing (SM1355) chambered cairn, homestead and field system, 

approximately 2.5 km northeast of the site boundary; 

• Vinquoy Hill (SM1410) cambered cairn approximately 2.8 km east of the site boundary 

• Huntersquoy (SM1250) cambered cairn approximately 2.8 km east of the site boundary; 

• Carrick Farm (SM1251) cambered cairn approximately 2.8 km east of the site boundary  

• Fold of Setter enclosure (SM1441) approximately 2.8 km east of the site boundary; and  

• Stone of Setter standing stone and enclosure (SM4299) approximately 2.9 km east of the site 

boundary; and 

• Carrick House (SM1432) cambered cairn approximately 3.4 km east of the site boundary. 

 There are a further eleven SMs located on Eday and a further nine SMs on Rousay and Egilsay, located 

between 8.2 and 9.5 km to the southwest, across the Westray Firth. There are additionally three SMs 

located approximately 8.8 km to the northwest near Langskaill on Westray. 

 There are no Category A listed buildings, 24 B listed buildings and 11 Category C listed buildings within 

the 10 km study area, the majority (20) of which are situated on Westray to the northwest and Sanday 

(further 11 listed buildings) to the east. The nearest Category B listed building is Carrick House 

(LB5438) located approximately 3.6 km to the east on Eday. 

 Analysis of the preliminary Zone of Theoretical Visibility Model (ZTV) indicates that many of the 

Scheduled Monuments and listed buildings in the study area would have visibility of the development, 

but topography would provide screening to some, to the east, southeast and southwest.   

 There are no World Heritage Sites, Conservation Areas or Gardens and Designed Landscapes within 

10 km of the Proposed Development site boundary. The nearest World Heritage Site (outer perimeter 
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of the Sensitive Area of the Heart of Neolithic Orkney) lies approximately 16.6 km southwest of the 

site.  The ZTV indicates very limited visibility within the Sensitive Area, and no visibility from any of 

the core monuments within the World Heritage Site.  

 The nearest Conservation Area lies approximately 17.3 km southwest of the site; Eynhallow Rural 

Conservation Area. No visibility of the development is predicted from Eynhallow.   

 The nearest Gardens and Designed Landscape lies approximately 18.8 km south of the site.  

Key Issues 

 The potential effect of the Proposed Development on the settings of the nearby Scheduled 

Monuments will be carefully reviewed and considered. This will include consideration of the inter-

relationship between the various SMs, where they relate to one another. 

 Appropriate visualisations will be provided to help inform assessment of the potential effects upon 

the setting of these and other heritage assets, in consultation with Historic Environment Scotland and 

OIC. 

 The assessment will also consider careful design of onsite infrastructure in consultation with OIC on 

the historic assets identified on the HER record. 

Consultation 

 Historic Environment Scotland and OIC will be consulted to agree the approach to assessment, to 

obtain professional opinion on the likely effects of the Proposed Development upon cultural heritage 

assets, and to discuss approaches to mitigation. 

8.4 Impact Assessment Methodology 

 The effects of the Proposed Development on cultural heritage assets will be assessed on the basis of 

their type (direct physical effects, effects on setting, cumulative effects), nature (beneficial, neutral 

or adverse), and longevity (reversible, short-term or long-term; irreversible, permanent). The 

assessment will take into account the sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of impact. The 

assessment of sensitivity of cultural heritage assets reflects the relative weight which statute and 

policy attach to them, principally as published in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and Scottish Historic 

Environment Policy. 

 The assessment of effects on cultural heritage assets will be closely linked with the assessment of 

socio-economic, tourism and recreation effects, recognising that archaeology and cultural heritage 

are highly important to tourism and recreation in Orkney. 

Direct Effects 

 Construction of the Proposed Development has the potential to disturb, damage or destroy features 

or buried remains of cultural heritage interest. Other construction activities, such as vehicle 

movements, soil and overburden storage and landscaping also have the potential to cause direct 

permanent and irreversible effects on the cultural heritage. 

Desk-based Assessment 

 A desk-based assessment will be conducted across the entirety of the site, to identify all known 

cultural heritage assets, designated or otherwise, and to inform an assessment of the archaeological 

potential of the site. Sources to be consulted for the collation of data will include: 

• The OIC Historic Environment Record (to supplement the search already undertaken above); 
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• The National Record of the Historic Environment; 

• OS maps (principally 1st and 2nd Edition), and other published historic maps held in the Map 

Library of the National Library of Scotland; 

• Unpublished historic maps held in the National Archives of Scotland; 

• Vertical and oblique aerial photographs held by National Record of the Historic Environment; 

• Published bibliographic sources, including historical descriptions of the area (Statistical 

Accounts, Parish Records); 

• The Scottish Palaeoecological Database (Coles et al., 1998); and 

• The Historic Land-use Assessment Data (HLAMap) for Scotland. 

Field Survey 

 The results of the desk-based assessment will be reviewed to determine the requirement for field 

survey work, in consultation with OIC and the County Archaeologist.  

 Intrusive field evaluation is not anticipated to be undertaken as part of the baseline survey, however 

this will be discussed and agreed with OIC and HES based on findings of the desk study work and site 

walkover(s). 

Indirect Effects (Effects on Setting) 

 The Proposed Development has the potential to affect the setting of cultural heritage assets within 

the wider landscape. 

Desk-based Assessment 

 Details will be obtained for cultural heritage assets with statutory and non-statutory designations 

within 10 km of the Proposed Development. 

 A ZTV map generated for the site will be used to identify those cultural heritage assets within 10 km 

of the Proposed Development (and any particularly significant assets outwith 10 km), from which 

there is theoretical visibility of one or more development component. 

 The assessment of potential effects on setting will consider: the characteristics of the setting of the 

asset; the sensitivity of that setting; how the presence of the Proposed Development would affect 

that setting; and the significance of the effect on the cultural heritage asset’s setting. 

Site Visits 

 Heritage assets identified by the desk-based assessment and/or consultation as potentially being 

subject to significant adverse impacts on their settings will be visited to establish their current 

baseline setting and their sensitivity to such impacts from the Proposed Development. Where relevant 

the assessment of effects will include provision of visualisations (photomontages or wireframes). 

Cumulative Effects 

 Cumulative effects on cultural heritage assets will be assessed, taking into consideration the impacts 

of the Proposed Development on the settings of assets with statutory and non-statutory designations 

within 10 km of the Proposed Development, in addition to the likely impacts of other operational, 

consented and proposed wind farm developments (at the application stage). The assessment will take 

into account the relative scales (i.e. size and number of turbines) of the other developments, their 

distances from the affected assets and the potential degree of visibility to the various developments. 
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Mitigation 

 Mitigation measures designed to prevent, reduce or offset significant adverse effects will be taken 

into account. Residual effects will be assessed, taking into consideration the likely effectiveness of the 

mitigation proposed. 

9 Hydrology, Hydrogeology and Geology 

9.1 Introduction 

 This section considers the potential for significant effects on surface water, groundwater, the 

potential risk of flooding, and the drainage requirements which may result from the Proposed 

Development. This section also considers the potential effects associated with the ground conditions, 

including any contamination associated with historic land uses, geological resources, and the ground 

stability of the site and the surrounding area. 

9.2 Baseline 

Hydrology 

Site Description 

 The site comprises agricultural fields, surrounded by sea. There are a number of drainage ditches on 

the site but no major surface watercourses.  

Drainage Catchments 

 The entire site area is within the Orkney Coastal catchment area. The site is drained by several small 

drainage ditches which drain into the sea on the site boundaries.  

Groundwater 

 Groundwater beneath the site is not given a specific classification by SEPA (2015) however the 

surrounding islands all have groundwater classified by SEPA as having an overall status of Good. The 

aquifer, based on British Geological Survey (BGS) hydrogeology mapping, is Old Red Sandstone, a 

moderately productive aquifer in which flow is virtually all in fractures and other discontinuities. 

 OS mapping shows six wells and an area marked as springs, in the northern half of the site. 

Flooding 

 SEPA flood risk mapping shows a high risk of coastal flooding around the coastal fringes as would be 

expected, however no flood risk across the main body of the site (SEPA, 20115). 

Private Water Supply 

 As noted above, a number of wells and springs are shown on OS mapping. However, with no 

inhabitants on the island, any which may have once been used as private water supplies, for example 

for drinking water, are assumed to no longer be in such use.   

Geology 

Designated Sites 

 There are no SSSIs designated for geological interests, nor Geological Conservation Review (GCR) sites 

within the site boundary or in the close vicinity. 
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Superficial Geology 

 British Geological Survey (BGS) mapping shows that low lying ground in the west and central part of 

the site is underlain by till (diamicton – typically sandy clay with variable amounts of gravel, cobbles 

and boulders). There are localised areas of blown sand in the south, and there are two area of marine 

beach deposits (sand, gravel, cobbles and boulders) on the east coast near the southern-most point 

and on the west coast near the northern point (refer to Figure 9.1). 

Solid Geology 

 British Geological Survey (BGS) mapping indicates the bedrock underlying the western half of site 

comprises the Upper Stromness Flagstone Formation, formed of siltstone, mudstone and sandstone. 

To the east of this are the Lower Eday Sandstone Formation and Eday Flagstone Formation (siltstone, 

mudstone and sandstone). 

Peat 

 No peat is recorded on BGS mapping within the site boundary. The SNH Carbon and Peatlands map 

shows no Class 1 or 2 peat on or near the site. 

9.3 Approach and Justification for Scoping Out 

 A high-level desk-based baseline study has been carried out as reported above. Baseline geological, 

hydrological and hydrogeological conditions beneath the site have been identified as being 

straightforward.  

 A review of the Proposed Development proposals and reports from other technical studies being 

undertaken for the planning application will be undertaken, principally ecology surveys, to identify 

any potential groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTE). However, this is considered 

unlikely based on the site being largely semi-improved grassland. 

 No dedicated field survey work for geological, hydrological and hydrogeological assessment is 

proposed. Findings from other site survey work (e.g. ecology) will be reviewed together with desk 

study data. 

 With site drainage being directly to the sea, the receiving surface water network is not highly sensitive.  

It is considered likely that suitable mitigation can achieved through good construction practices and 

implementation of a robust Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), to ensure no 

significant adverse effects on water quality. New drainage systems will be designed, as required, to 

ensure that any discharges are appropriately treated prior to outflow into surface waters. Similarly, 

appropriate protection of groundwater can also be achieved through measures implemented in 

accordance with a CEMP. No sensitive geological receptors have been identified. 

 Based on the above, it is considered appropriate to scope out assessment of effects on geology, 

hydrology and hydrogeology from the EIA process. 

10 Aviation and Radar 

10.1 Introduction 

 This section considers potential issues associated with aviation and radar as a result of the Proposed 

Development during the construction, operation and decommissioning phases.  
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10.2 Baseline 

 The nearest civil aerodrome is at Eday, approximately 3 km southeast of the site boundary. Flights 

from Eday operate to Kirkwall and the other North Isles (Westray, Papa Westray Stronsay, Sanday, 

and North Ronaldsay).   

 Stronsay Airport is approximately 11.4 km southeast of the site, and Sanday Airport is 14 km east-

northeast. Papa Westray and Westray aerodromes are 14 km and 15 km north-northwest. 

 A preliminary consultation response has been requested from Highlands and Islands Airports 

Authority (HIAL) to identify any potential concerns with the development. No response has yet been 

received.  

 The Proposed Development site lies within a low priority, military low flying area. 

10.3 Methodology and Guidance 

 Pending a response from HIAL, an aviation risk assessment will be undertaken by an experienced 

specialist, to identify potential conflicts with aviation interests, largely relating to inter-island flights. 

The findings will feed into the iterative design process, and where possible and appropriate, measures 

will be identified to mitigate against potentially unacceptable impacts. 

 Further consultations may also be required with HIAL to determine whether they would object to a 

wind farm development at the site, and, if required, identify any required mitigation for effects on 

aviation infrastructure. 

 OIC’s Marine Services will also be consulted with respect to any marine/shipping radar installations 

and the potential for the Proposed Development to create conflicts with any such installations. 

10.4 Key Issues for Consideration in the EIA 

 The EIA will take into consideration any construction or operational effects on radar systems or 

airspace associated with airfields at Eday and the other North Isles.  

11 Telecommunications 

1.1 Introduction 

 This section considers potential issues associated with telecommunication and television reception as 

a result of the Proposed Development during the construction, operation and decommissioning 

phases.  

11.2 Methodology  

Telecommunication 

 The Ofcom online database of fixed links has been interrogated to identify any links near the Proposed 

Development site (note that Ofcom no longer provides such information directly). None have been 

identified, with the nearest link path being 800 m or more from the nearest proposed turbine. 

 The Joint Radio Company (JRC) has been consulted for information on any potential conflict with 

telecommunications links it manages. JRC has responded to confirm no conflicts have been identified. 

 Atkins Global has been consulted for information on any potential conflict with telecommunications 

links it manages. A response is awaited. 
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Television Reception 

 The closest television transmitters are Pierowall 16 km to the north, and Burgar Hill 21 km to the 

southwest, both part of the Keelylang Hill transmitter group. These transmitters have switched to 

digital transmission only. Currently there is no widely accepted method of determining the potential 

effects of wind turbines on digital television reception, however digital television signals are better at 

coping with signal reflections, and do not suffer from ghosting that may occur with analogue signals. 

 To date, there are very few known cases of wind turbine interference with digital television reception 

post-digital switchover. Given the separation distance between the proposed turbines and any 

residential receptors, and the inherently resilient nature of digital television reception at the location 

of the Proposed Development, there is considered to be a low risk of any interference from a wind 

energy development at this location on domestic television reception. 

 Due to the low risk of interference with television reception, the requirement to address any 

reception issues once the Proposed Development were operational, could be conditioned in planning 

consent. It is not proposed to carry out a detailed assessment of potential effects on television 

reception and therefore will be scoped out of further assessment. 

11.3 Key Issues for Consideration in the EIA Report 

 Unless Atkins Global identifies any conflicts with links it manages, then consultations have shown 

there to be no potentially significant effects on telecommunications links, and it is proposed that 

further assessment is scoped out of the EIA.  

 The Applicant proposes to scope out any assessment on television reception. 

12 Transport and Accessibility 

12.1 Introduction 

 This section considers potential issues associated with transport and access routes as a result of the 

Proposed Development during the construction, operation and decommissioning phases and their 

implications for the detailed environmental assessment. 

12.2 Baseline Conditions 

 At present the site has a small jetty located on the southeast cost of the island and no formal road 

network. Both current and historical OS mapping show disused tracks across the site, with a main 

track running from north to south long the centre of the island. 

12.3 Proposed Assessment Methodology 

 The Applicant proposes to either upgrade the existing jetty and / or construct a new jetty on Faray for 

the delivery of personnel, construction materials and abnormal loads to the island. This jetty will also 

be assessed by a local marine expert. From the jetty, the onsite access tracks are anticipated to use 

the disused central track, with spur roads to the individual turbine locations located to the east and 

west. 

 It is proposed that the following stakeholders would be consulted for information and guidance 

related to traffic and transport: 

• Orkney Islands Council; 
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• Orkney Ferries; and 

• Marine Scotland. 

 Assumptions for construction activities and transport specifications will be defined and agreed with 

relevant project team members drawing on experience from other wind farm sites. This will include 

collating information on: 

• access route to site (by sea) for the different component types and materials; 

• number and type of onsite vehicles required and how general construction traffic will access 

the site; 

• travel times; 

• direction of origin; and 

• access points to the site. 

 It is likely that the main transport impacts will be associated with the delivery of construction 

materials and abnormal loads to the site by sea, and the movement of ferries travelling to and from 

the site during the construction phase of the project. An estimate of the number of ferry trips 

associated with the proposed construction, operation and decommissioning phases of the Proposed 

Development site will be developed and included within the TA. 

 Depending on the access route to site, there is potential for the construction phase of the Proposed 

Development to have an effect on ferry and cruise ship traffic in and out of nearby ports and ferry 

terminals, for example reducing capacity or disrupting scheduled sailings. Consultation with the OIC 

harbour authority will be required to assess potential effects and derive appropriate mitigation.  

 Operational traffic to the Proposed Development site is anticipated to be a minimal and therefore no 

operational effects are anticipated. 

12.4 Key Issues for Consideration in the EIA 

 Consideration and defining the proposed access route to site for construction materials, abnormal 

loads and site personnel for the construction and operational phases of the Proposed Development. 

This is assumed to be by sea, likely from Hatston to a new or upgraded jetty on Faray. 

 Requirements for upgrades to existing infrastructure and new built infrastructure to accommodate 

the Proposed Development access proposals. 

 The potential impact of construction traffic on existing infrastructure such as ports and ferry terminals 

will also be assessed in detail as outlined above. Suitable mitigation measures will be established 

where required and appropriate. 

13 Socio-economics, Tourism and Recreation 

13.1 Introduction 

 The potential for both adverse and positive local impacts will be evaluated in the environmental 

assessment process. This will involve identification of the existing socio-economic baseline conditions 

in the surrounding area, and consideration of potential direct or indirect impacts on employment, 

recreation and tourism and the local population in terms of community benefit. Particular to this 

project, the potential benefits associated with the Local Authority’s potential to gain an income from 
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the site’s generation, and to provide support to the needs case for a new subsea cable between 

Orkney and mainland Scotland, will be taken into account. 

13.2 Baseline Description 

 The site itself is uninhabited and used only for sheep grazing.  

 Orkney is characterised by: 

• a population increase of over 10% in the years 2001 to 2011; 

• lower unemployment rates than across the Highlands and Islands and Scotland as a whole; 

• a business and employment base that compares closely to that of the Highlands and Islands, 

but with higher rate of self-employment, and a higher rate of employment in agriculture, 

forestry and fishing, construction, and transport and storage; and 

• a higher share of employment, compared to the Highlands and Islands as a whole, in skilled 

trades. 

 Renewable energy is an important facet of the socio-economic baseline of Orkney, with the European 

Marine Energy Centre (EMEC) based on the Orkney Mainland and the International Centre for Island 

Technology (ICIT) offering renewable energy related MSc courses. There are several Orkney-based 

companies providing technical and operational support to the renewable energy industry. 

 EMEC provides wave and tidal energy developers with full scale grid connected test sites, facilities 

and technical support. It “exports its knowledge around the world to stimulate the development of a 

global marine renewables industry.”1 However, it has been identified that a key challenge for EMEC is 

to “find ways to unblock the restrictions currently placed on renewable energy generation in Orkney 

by inadequate grid connections to mainland Scotland”.6 The unblocking of such restrictions through 

delivery of a new subsea cable between Orkney and mainland Scotland has potential to provide highly 

significant economic benefits to Orkney over a long-term period. 

13.1.1 With respect to the tourism and recreation baseline, the most popular activities undertaken by 

visitors are visiting archaeological sites and to enjoy the coastal scenery and beaches. Orkney also 

receives visits from a growing number of cruise liners throughout the year.  

13.1.2 A review of available tourism and recreation activities on the islands surrounding Faray has 

highlighted wildlife tours, archaeological and historical tours and walks, beaches, sailing, walking and 

surfing as being important. Notltland Castle on Westray and a heritage and visitor centre on Eday are 

points of interest. The potential for seeing the northern lights is also highlighted on online tourism 

sites. 

13.3 Guidance/Legislation 

 There is currently no established EIA methodology for the assessment of socio-economic impacts. This 

chapter of the EIA Report therefore will describe the processes and outcomes of a socio-economic 

impact assessment based on professional experience and EIA good practice. It will also draw relevant 

information from the 2008 Moffat Report ‘The Economic Impacts of Wind Farms on Scottish Tourism’, 

the subsequent 2012 Climate X-Change Report ‘The Impact of Wind Farms on Scottish Tourism’, and 

the good practice in the preparation of socio-economic, tourism & recreation impact assessment as 

set out in the EU and Scottish Government ‘Good Practice Wind’ guide. 

                                                           

6 www.emec.org.uk  

http://www.emec.org.uk/
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 Identification and assessment of effects on recreational receptors will also follow SNH guidance 

‘Outdoor Access Effect Assessment’. 

13.4 Proposed Scope of Assessment 

 The assessment will consider the likely impacts of the Proposed Development on the economic profile 

of the area (including employment opportunities and the wider economic impacts of a new subsea 

export cable), tourism and recreation, and public perception of wind farms. The work will also 

consider socio-economic impacts within other sections of the EIA Report (i.e. noise, landscape and 

visual, and traffic). Data will be collected on the socio-economic profile of the area (with specific 

reference to the importance of tourism). Data will be collected from a variety of sources including the 

Office of National Statistics (ONS), OIC, Visit Scotland, and other local tourist 

information/organisations. 

13.5 Potential Impacts 

 The potential impacts of the Proposed Development therefore may include: 

• the generation of employment and business opportunities during manufacturing, construction 

and operational phases of the Proposed Development; 

• impacts on land values, local tourism and recreational amenity;  

• indirect and direct economic benefits and dis-benefits from the Proposed Development, 

including the economic impacts of the Proposed Development being owned by OIC and 

therefore providing direct economic and community benefits to the population of the Orkney 

Islands; and 

• wider economic benefits to Orkney from the delivery of a new subsea cable to the Scottish 

mainland, the needs case for which could be supported by the Proposed Development. 

 The importance of archaeology and cultural heritage to Orkney’s tourism industry is recognised and 

the assessment of effects will reflect this association. 

 The assessment will also consider the impacts of the Proposed Development to the renewables 

industry in Orkney, and Scotland, through the promotion of the renewables industry, skills and 

experience within the Orkney Islands – particularly given the private wire element which would be 

unique within Orkney to date.  

13.6 Cumulative Impacts 

 Cumulative impacts upon tourism, employment opportunities, or local amenity will be considered. 

13.7 Mitigation 

 Thorough communication will take place throughout the development process and every effort will 

be made to fully engage the community (principally Eday and Westray). Meetings with community 

councils, ward members and local politicians will be initiated at the very early stages of planning the 

Proposed Development and will continue throughout the design and planning process. The site itself 

falls within the Eday Community Council area but it will be important to also engage with Westray 

Community Council, and Rousay, Egilsay, Wyre and Garisay Community Council. Input from local 

stakeholders will be sought to establish appropriate mitigation and potential community benefits 

arising from the Proposed Development.  

 The potential for both adverse and beneficial local effects will be evaluated in the environmental 

assessment process. This will involve identification of the existing socio-economic baseline conditions 
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in the surrounding area, and consideration of potential direct or indirect effects on employment, 

recreation and tourism and the local population in terms of community benefit. 

14 Shadow Flicker 

14.1 Introduction 

 This section considers shadow flicker, an effect caused by the rotation of the turbine blades when the 

sun is shining, which can create a flickering or strobe like effect.  

14.2 Guidance 

 There are at present no formal guidelines available on what exposure would be acceptable in relation 

to shadow flicker. There is no standard for the assessment of shadow flicker. The specific advice sheet 

from Scottish Government, Onshore Wind Turbines, a web-based guide (Scottish Government, 2013) 

sets out the potential geographic area which may fall under assessment: “Where this (shadow flicker) 

could be a problem, developers should provide calculations to quantify effect. In most cases however, 

where separation is provided between wind turbines and nearby dwellings (as a general rule ten rotor 

diameters), ‘shadow flicker’ should not be a problem.” In addition, the distance between the turbine 

and a window has an impact on the intensity of any shadow flicker that is experienced. The study area 

has been set at 10 rotor diameters as the effects of shadow flicker are shown to be greatly reduced 

outside this distance. 

 Published research by the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), Update of UK Shadow 

Flicker Evidence Base (DECC, un-dated), evaluates the current international understanding of shadow 

flicker and confirms an acceptable study area for assessment is ten rotor diameters from each turbine 

and within 130 degrees either side of north. 

14.3 Baseline 

 Based on an indicative candidate turbine model at the larger scale being considered, the rotor 

diameter could indicatively be 120 m. Therefore, the minimum distance from the turbine at which 

residential property must lie in order to be outwith consideration for shadow flicker effects, is 1.2 km 

(ten times the rotor diameter). There are no residential properties within 10 rotor diameters of the 

site boundary. The nearest residential property is on Eday, at Greenan Nev, located approximately 

1.4 km to the east of the site.  

 It is therefore proposed that Shadow Flicker be scoped out from further assessment. 

15 Miscellaneous 

15.1 Carbon Displacement 

 A wind farm has the potential to displace electricity generated from fossil fuels during its operational 

lifespan and consequently prevent carbon dioxide (CO2) from being released. The EIA will provide an 

estimate of the potential amount of CO2 savings that can be made, based on assessing the electricity 

generation mix that the Proposed Development is displacing at any given time. 

 A wind farm constructed on peatland habitat also has the potential to generate CO2 emissions as a 

result of the degradation of peat. The current best practice guidance available on the Scottish 

Government website provides a method to calculate carbon emission savings associated with wind 

farm developments on Scottish peatlands using a full life cycle analysis approach. The tool was 
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originally published in 2008 and the latest version published in December 2018 (Scottish Government, 

2018). The tool compares the carbon costs of wind farm developments with the carbon emissions 

savings attributable to the Proposed Development. The calculation is summarised as the length of the 

time (in years) it will take the carbon savings to amount to the carbon costs also referred as the 

“payback period”. 

 No peat has been identified at the Proposed Development site. Therefore, it is proposed to undertake 

a simplified analysis of the development’s carbon balance based on estimated carbon used to develop 

the site (manufacture and transport of components, construction etc.) and the estimated carbon 

savings through renewable energy generation. 

15.2 Health and Safety  

 The indicative turbine locations are located outwith the topple height distance from any dwelling. 

Modern turbines are also fitted with sensors that can shut the turbine down in icing conditions to 

prevent ice throw from the turbine blades. 

 Health and safety considerations during construction of the Proposed Development would be subject 

to relevant legislation and best practice, for example, appropriate risk assessments and method 

statements to be in place for various aspects of the construction and de-commissioning works. The 

Proposed Development would operate in line with best practice guidelines from Renewable UK 

‘Onshore Wind Health and Safety Guidelines’ published in 2015. 

 The EIA will take into account health and safety considerations relevant to the construction, operation 

and de-commissioning of the Proposed Development including safety of structures in extreme 

weather conditions and health and safety procedures during construction. There is no further 

requirement for an additional assessment of the operational health and safety impacts, so health and 

safety is scoped out from the EIA. 

15.3 Air Quality 

 The main source of impact on air quality would be construction traffic flows on on-site roads and 

tracks during construction and emissions from construction activities including exhaust fumes and 

dust. It is not considered that the effects of these activities would be significant, particularly given the 

absence of any local residents on the island, provided mitigation measures including adopting 

recognised best management practices on site were implemented.  

 There would be no routine emissions to air during operation with the only source being occasional 

vehicles accessing the site for maintenance purposes. Operation of the Proposed Development would 

displace alternative sources of power generation, mainly fossil fuels, and therefore would result in 

reduced emissions of carbon dioxide and other pollutant gases (NOx and PM10 etc.) 

 Air Quality is therefore scoped out from further assessment. 

16 Consultation 

16.1 Public Consultation 

 The Applicant is fully committed to engaging with local communities and ensuring that they are 

informed throughout the EIA process. The Applicant proposes to undertake consultation using various 

methods, such as meetings with key stakeholders and near site neighbours, leaflets/newsletters and 

public exhibitions. 
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 A project website will also be set up on which information including site location, preliminary layout 

photomontages, dates of upcoming public exhibitions and scoping reports will be publicised. In 

addition a direct email address to the Applicant will be provided to allow members of the public to 

make enquiries. 

 The Applicant will undertake public exhibitions as part of the community engagement process, at 

which it intends to gather feedback in order to assess public opinion. The consultation exercise 

provides an opportunity for organisations and any interested parties to raise concerns or issues with 

regard to the Proposed Development that they would like to see addressed as part of the EIA. The 

feedback on concerns will ultimately be fed into the iterative design process and recorded in 

appropriate sections of the EIA Report. 

16.2 Statutory and Non-statutory Consultees 

 As a part of this Scoping exercise, the Applicant is inviting inputs from both statutory and non-

statutory consultees to inform the Proposed Development. Consultees are invited to comment on the 

content of the EIA Scoping Report and should answer whether the report has missed any potential 

effects associated with the Proposed Development. 

 A list of consultees who are recommended to be contacted as a part of the Scoping exercise is included 

in Appendix A. 
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Appendix A – Proposed Consultee List 

Atkins Orkney Islands Council – relevant departments 

British Telecom Orkney Raptor Study Group 

Civil Aviation Authority Rousay, Egilsay, Wyre and Garisay Community Council 

Eday Community Council Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

Highland and Islands Airports Limited Scottish Environment Protection Agency 

Historic Environment Scotland Scottish Natural Heritage 

Ministry of Defence Spectrum Licensing (Ofcom) 

Orkney Ferries Visit Scotland 

Orkney Harbour Authority Visit Orkney 

Orkney Heritage Society Westray Community Council 
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Appendix B – Planning Policy Context 

Part 1 – National Planning Policy 

National Planning Framework 3 (2014) 

Scotland’s third National Planning Framework (NPF3) was published by the Scottish Government on 

23 June 2014. NPF3 is a long-term strategy for Scotland and is the spatial expression of the Government’s 

Economic Strategy and plans for development and investment in infrastructure. Together, NPF3 and Scottish 

Planning Policy 2014 (referred to below) applied at the strategic and local levels, are intended to help the 

planning system deliver the Government’s vision and outcomes for Scotland and to contribute to the 

Government’s central objective: sustainable development. 

NPF3 sets out the Government’s “vision” for Scotland which is referred to as inter alia:- 

A successful, sustainable place – “we have a growing low carbon economy which provides opportunities…” 

A low carbon place - “we have seized the opportunities arising from our ambition to be a world leader in low 

carbon generation, both onshore and offshore…” 

A natural resilient place - “natural and cultural assets are respected; they are improving in condition and 

represent a sustainable economic, environmental and social resource for the nation…” 

A Low Carbon Place 

Chapter 3 of NPF3 address ‘A Low Carbon Place’. As noted below, this is also a ‘subject policy’ in Scottish Planning 

Policy. Paragraph 3.1 explains that planning will play key role in delivering on the commitments set out in ‘Low 

Carbon Scotland’: The Scottish Government’s Proposals and Policies’. It adds: 

“the priorities identified in this spatial strategy set a clear direction of travel which is consistent with our world 

leading climate legalisation”. 

The introduction to Chapter 3 states that the Government’s ambition “is to achieve at least an 80% reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions by 2050”. 

The introductory section acknowledges that at present, the energy sector accounts for a significant share of the 

country’s greenhouse gas emissions and that a planned approach to development has ensured that onshore 

wind development has widely avoided internationally and nationally protected areas. 

Paragraph 3.7 states that whilst there is strong public support for wind energy as part of the renewable energy 

mix, opinions about onshore wind in particular locations can vary. It adds that the technology is also 

“…recognised as an opportunity to improve the long-term resilience of rural communities”. 

Paragraph 3.8 makes reference to targets and states that by 2020, the aim is reduce total energy demand by 

12 %. In order to achieve this, and to maintain energy supplies, further diversification of supplies will be required. 

Scottish Planning Policy (2014) 

A new Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) was published on 23rd June 2014. The purpose of the SPP is to set out 

national planning policies which reflect Scottish Government Ministers’ priorities for the operation of the 

planning system and for the development and use of land. The SPP is a statement of Scottish Government policy 

on how nationally important land use planning matters should be addressed. 

Paragraph (iii) states that as a statement of Ministers’ priorities, the content of the SPP is a material 

consideration that carries significant weight, although it is for the decision maker to determine the appropriate 

weight to be afforded to it in each case. 
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Relationship of SPP to National Outcomes 

SPP contains two Principal Policies: ‘sustainability’ and ‘place making’. Sustainability is addressed at Page 9. The 

SPP states: 

“the Scottish Government’s central purpose is to focus Government and public services on creating a more 

successful country with opportunities for all of Scotland to flourish through increasing sustainable economic 

growth”. 

Paragraph 25 adds that the Scottish Government’s commitment to the concept of sustainable development is 

reflected in its Purpose. 

Paragraph 27 cross refers to the Government’s Economic Strategy which it states, “indicates that sustainable 

economic growth is the key to unlocking Scotland’s potential…. and to achieving a low carbon economy…” It also 

makes reference to the need to maintain a high quality environment and to pass on “a sustainable legacy for 

future generations”. 

SPP Subject Policies – A Low Carbon Place 

SPP addresses ‘A Low Carbon Place’ as a ‘subject policy’ on page 36 and refers to ‘delivering electricity’. 

Paragraph 152 refers to the NPF3 context and states that NPF3 is clear that planning must facilitate the transition 

to a low carbon economy and help to deliver the aims of the Scottish Government. It is stated that Scotland has 

significant renewable energy resources, both onshore and offshore. 

Paragraph 153 states that terrestrial planning ‘facilitates’ development of renewable energy technologies, and 

guides new infrastructure to appropriate locations. It adds that “sufficient supply of low carbon and low cost 

generation of electricity from renewable energy sources are vital to reducing greenhouse gas emissions…” It 

explains that renewable energy also presents a significant opportunity for associated development, investment 

and growth of the related supply chain. 

In terms of ‘Policy Principles’, Paragraph 154 states that the planning system should: 

• Support the transformational change to a low carbon economy, consistent with national 

objectives and targets, including deriving: 

- 30 % of overall energy demand from renewable sources by 2020; and 

- the equivalent of 100 % of electricity demand from renewable sources by 2020. 

• Support the development of a diverse range of electricity generation from renewable 

technologies – including the expansion of renewable energy generation capacity. 

• Guide development to appropriate locations and advise on the issues that will be taken into 

account when specific proposals are being assessed. 

• SPP also cross refers to ‘key documents’. Those of relevance include: 

- The Electricity Generation Policy Statement; 

- The 2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy in Scotland; and 

- Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting Our Emissions Reductions Targets 2013 – 2027. 

Onshore Wind 

Onshore wind is specifically addressed at Paragraphs 161 et seq. of SPP. Detailed guidance is provided for 

Planning Authorities with regard to the preparation of spatial frameworks for onshore wind development, and 

it makes it clear that proposals for onshore wind turbine development should continue to be determined whilst 



 

 

Project Number 10806 
Faray Wind Farm 

 Scoping Report 

 

  

spatial frameworks and local policies are being prepared and updated. It makes it clear at Paragraph 166 that 

moratoria on onshore wind development are not appropriate. 

In terms of spatial framework guidance, a “community separation for consideration of visual impact” is set out 

as an area not exceeding 2 km around cities, towns and villages identified on the local development plan with 

an identified settlement envelope or edge. 

As with the previous SPP, this separation distance seeks to guide the preparation of spatial frameworks and is 

not a requirement for a ‘set back’ to settlements for wind farms in terms of development management. 

Based on the criteria set out in SPP Table 1: Spatial Frameworks, the Costa Head site falls within Group 3: Areas 

with potential for wind farm development.  

Development Management for Energy Infrastructure Developments 

In terms of development management, Paragraph 169 of SPP set out that “proposals for energy infrastructure 

should always take account of spatial frameworks for wind farms and that considerations will vary relative to 

the scale of proposals and area characteristics but are likely to include a number of matters”. These are set out 

as follows:- 

• net economic impacts, including local and community socio economic benefits such as 

employment, associated business and supply chain opportunities; 

• the scale of contribution to renewable energy generation targets; 

• effects on greenhouse gas emissions; 

• cumulative impacts – planning authorities should be clear about the likely cumulative impacts 

arising from all of the considerations below; 

• impacts on communities and individual dwellings, including visual impact, residential amenity 

and noise and shadow flicker; 

• landscape and visual impacts including effects on wild land; 

• effects on the natural heritage, including birds; 

• impacts on carbon rich soils using the carbon calculator; 

• public access, including impact on long distance cycling and walking routes and scenic routes 

identified in the NPF; 

• impacts on the historic environments, including scheduled monuments, listed buildings and 

their settings; 

• impacts on tourism and recreation; 

• impacts on aviation and defence interests and seismological recording; 

• impacts on telecommunications and broadcasting installations, particularly ensuring that 

transmission links are not compromised; 

• impacts on road traffic; 

• impacts on adjacent trunk roads; 

• effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk; 

• the need for conditions relating to the decommissioning of developments, including ancillary 

infrastructure and site restoration; and 
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• the need for a robust planning obligation to ensure that operators achieve site restoration. 

Paragraph 170 states that areas identified for wind farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity. It further adds 

that consents maybe time limited, but nevertheless “wind farms should be sited and designed to ensure impacts 

are minimised and to protect an acceptable level of amenity for adjacent communities”. 

In terms of the various considerations set out above, SPP also contains detailed policies on a number of the 

topics referred to: for example cultural heritage and the historic environment, natural heritage and landscape 

designations. 

National Policy Conclusions 

Support for renewable energy development at an appropriate scale and location remains within NPF 3 and SPP, 

with the 2020 targets being reiterated and the continued support for onshore wind being firmly re-stated. The 

Proposed Development is entirely consistent with both NPF 3 and SPP and would further the sustainable 

development and low carbon objectives set out. The site is in a location defined as Group 3: Areas with potential 

for wind farm development, according to the criteria set out by SPP. 

Part 2 – Local Planning Policy and Guidance 

Orkney Local Development Plan (LDP) 

The Orkney LDP was formally adopted in April 2017. Relevant elements of the LDP are summarised in Table B1 

below: 

Table B1 - Local Development Plan – Summary of Relevant Policies 

Policy 
 

Name Summary 

20-Year Vision for Orkney The introductory ”vision” statement states that Orkney is, ”Policy support has been 
establisshed to ensure that all appropriate energy generation schemes will be 
supported in the county”. 

1 Criteria for All 
Development 

Refers to supporting development which takes into consideration the location and 
wider landscape, which is appropriate to its location, which does not prejudicial 
development or use of the wider area, which preserves the amenity of the 
surrounding area, which does not create an unacceptable burden on infrastructure 
or risk to public health and saftey, which is resource efficient, which promotes and 
enhances access to natural heritage and protects and enhances Orkney’s cultural 
heritage resources.   
 

7C  Energy Relates to renewable energy developments stating ”the development of renewable 
and low carbon energy schems, icluding the onshore infrastructure and/or buildings 
required for offshore marine renwable energy developments, and related 
transmission infrastrucutre, will be supported where it has been demonstrated that 
the proposal will not result in significant adverse effects on known constraints , 
either individualy or cumulatively”. 

7C Energy Relates to renewable energy development. ”proposals for wind energy 
developments of all scales, including extensions to exisiting developments and 
repowering, will be assessed against the following factors to ensure that there will 
be no significant adverse individual or cumulative impacts: communities and 
amenity; landscape and visual impact; natural heritage; historic environment; 
tourism and recreation; peat and carbon rich soils; water environment; aviation, 
defence and communications; and construction and decommissioning.” 
 
”Applications for any wind farms should take account of the Spatial Strategy 
Framework for wind famr development”. 

8 Historic Environment & 
Cultural Heritage 

Development which will have an adverse impact on cultural heritage assests will 
only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that ”measures will be taken to 
mitigate any loss of this signficance and any lost significance which cannot be 
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Policy 
 

Name Summary 

mitigated is outweighed by the socia, economic, environmental or saftey benefits of 
the development”. 
It goes on to state that where a proposed development will have an adverse effect 
on the integrity of the setting of a scheduled monument, ”planning permission will 
only be granted where: there are exceptional circumstances; there is no practical 
alternative site; and there are imperative reasons of over-riding public need”. 

9 Natural Hertiage and 
Landscape 

Refers to consideration of internationally, nationally and locally designated natural 
heritage sites, protected species, geodiversity and wider biodivesity and associated 
restrictions on development in such sites, or which would significantly affect such 
sites. 
It also includes restrictions on development which will impact on peat and soils, 
water environments (both coastal and inland) and wetlands. 
It goes on to sate that all developments should be designed to minimise adverse 
impacts on landscapes, townscapes and seascapes. 

13 Flood Risk, SuDS & 
Waste Water Drainage 

Refes to the requirement for a flood risk assessment to be undertaken for 
developments in areas identified as medium to high risk of flooding. It also contains 
the requirement that development proposals must incorporate SuDS which 
demonstrates compliance with best practice. 

 

Supplementary Guidance 

Energy Supplementary Guidance 

In March 2017, OIC published their Energy Supplementary Guidance document, which currently forms part of 

the development plan. This guidance “seeks to ensure that appropriate development can take place, whilst at 

the same time seeking to ensure the character and special qualities of Orkney is not adversely affected”. 

The Guidance identifies Areas with Potential for Wind Farms where a wind farm is a development with turbines 

over 50 m. These places represent the areas with the least constraints and within which the Proposed 

Development site falls. 

The Guidance goes on to outline the development criteria for wind energy developments which covers the 

following: 

• communities and amenity (including noise, shadow flicker, electromagnetic interference, 

construction phase and traffic); 

• landscape and visual impact; 

• natural heritage; 

• historic environment; 

• tourism and recreation; 

• peat and carbon soils; 

• water environment; 

• aviation, defence and communications; and 

• construction and decommissioning. 

  



 

 

Project Number 10806 
Faray Wind Farm 

 Scoping Report 

 

  

Appendix C – Figures 

 

 



 © Crown copyright and database rights 2019. Ordnance Survey 100021621

Pro
jec

t N
um

be
r: 1

08
06

Faray Wind Farm
EIA Scoping Report

Figure 1.1
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Figure 1.2
Indicative Site Layout Plan
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Figure 1.3
Cumulative Wind Farms (within 40km)
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Figure 5.1
LVIA Study Area and Designations
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Figure 5.2
Landscape Character Types
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Figure 5.3
Preliminary ZTV (150m Tip Height) and

Proposed Viewpoints
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Figure 6.1
Ecology Designations (within 10km)
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Figure 7.1
Orthinology Designations (within 10km)
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Figure 8.1
Cultural Heritage Designations (within 10km)
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Figure 9.1
Superficial Geology
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The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017. 

Scoping Opinion. 

 

Application reference 19/174/SCO 

Type of application Scoping 

Complete application received: 26 April 2019 

Development description: Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW 
wind turbines (max height 150 metres)  

Location of development: Faray, Orkney 

Applicant: Orkney Islands Council 

 

1. Introduction  

Under the provisions of Regulation 17 of The Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impacts Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (‘The 
Regulations’), this Scoping Opinion has been adopted by Orkney Islands Council, as 
planning authority. 

2. The Scoping Opinion  

Orkney Island Council adopts this Scoping Opinion having taken into account the 
information provided by the Applicant in the request dated 26 April 2019 in respect of 
the specific characteristics of the proposed development and representations 
received in response to the consultation undertaken.  

In providing this Scoping Opinion, Orkney Islands Council has had regard to current 
knowledge and methods of assessment; has taken into account the specific 
characteristics of the proposed development, the specific characteristics of that type 
of development and the environmental features likely to be affected.  

This Scoping Opinion is based on information contained in the Applicant’s written 
request for a Scoping Opinion and information available at today’s date. The 
adoption of this Scoping Opinion by Orkney Islands Council does not preclude 
Orkney Islands Council from requiring of the Applicant information in connection with 
any Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report submitted in connection with its 
application for planning permission for the development. This Scoping Opinion will 
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not prevent Orkney Islands Council from seeking additional information at application 
stage. 

3. Consultation  

The below listed bodies were all consulted, as either statutory consultation bodies or 
other bodies which Orkney Islands Council considers likely to have an interest in the 
proposed development by reason of their specific environmental responsibilities or 
local and regional competencies.  

• Orkney Islands Council County Archaeologist. 

• Orkney Islands Council Development and Marine Planning (DaMP). 

• Orkney Islands Council Environmental Health. 

• Orkney Islands Council Roads Services. 

• Airfield Superintendent. 

• Historic Environment Scotland (HES).  

• Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA).  

• Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH).  

• Scottish Water.  

• Highlands and Islands Airports (HIAL). 

• Ministry of Defence (MoD). 

• National Air Traffic Services (NATS). 

• Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Scotland (RSPB). 

• Spectrum.Licensing@ofcom.org.uk. 

• Windfarm.enquiries@arqiva.com. 

• Windfarms@jrc.co.uk. 

• Kirkwall Airport Senior Pilot. 

The full list of consultation responses received is attached to this Scoping Opinion as 
Appendix 1. Each should be read in full for detailed requirements from individual 
consultees and for comprehensive guidance, advice and, where appropriate, 
templates for preparation of the EIA Report.  

Unless stated to the contrary in this Scoping Opinion, Orkney Islands Council 
expects the EIA Report to include all matters raised by the consultees. 

4. Procedure  

4.1. Consideration of alternatives  

Schedule 4, paragraph 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 requires that all EIAs should include 
information on the main alternatives studied and an indication of the main reasons 
for choosing the selected option, with reference to the environmental effects. The 
EIA Report should therefore contain details of considered alternative approaches 
and why the proposed development was selected, focussing on the specific extent, 

mailto:Windfarms@jrc.co.uk
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direction and phasing proposed, reasons for discounting other sites. This will be 
particularly important to help address cumulative impact. 

4.2. Schedule 4 – Information for inclusion in an EIA Report 

As stated in Schedule 4 of The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 and confirmed in Planning Circular 
1/2017: Environmental Impact Assessment regulations, the EIA report must include 
the following information. 

1.  

A description of the development, including in particular: 

(a) description of the location of the development;  

(b) description of the physical characteristics of the whole development, including, 
where relevant, requisite demolition works, and the land-use requirements during the 
construction and operational phases;  

(c) description of the main characteristics of the operational phase of the 
development (in particular any production process), for instance, energy demand 
and energy used, nature and quantity of the materials and natural resources 
(including water, land, soil and biodiversity) used;  

(d) an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected residues and emissions (such as 
water, air, soil and subsoil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat, radiation and 
quantities and types of waste produced during the construction and operation 
phases. 

2.  

A description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of development 
design, technology, location, size and scale) studied by the developer, which are 
relevant to the proposed project and its specific characteristics, and an indication of 
the main reasons for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of the 
environmental effects. 

3.  

A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment 
(baseline scenario) and an outline of the likely evolution thereof without 
implementation of the development as far as natural changes from the baseline 
scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of 
environmental information and scientific knowledge. 

4.  

A description of the factors specified in Regulation 4(3) likely to be significantly 
affected by the development: population, human health, biodiversity (for example 
fauna and flora), land (for example land take), soil (for example organic matter, 
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erosion, compaction, sealing), water (for example hydromorphological changes, 
quantity and quality), air, climate (for example greenhouse gas emissions, impacts 
relevant to adaptation), material assets, cultural heritage, including architectural and 
archaeological aspects, and landscape. 

5.  

A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment 
resulting from, inter alia: 

(a) the construction and existence of the development, including, where relevant, 
demolition works;  

(b) the use of natural resources, in particular land, soil, water and biodiversity, 
considering as far as possible the sustainable availability of these resources;  

(c) the emission of pollutants, noise, vibration, light, heat and radiation, the creation 
of nuisances, and the disposal and recovery of waste;  

(d) the risks to human health, cultural heritage or the environment (for example due 
to accidents or disasters);  

(e) the cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved projects, taking into 
account any existing environmental problems relating to areas of particular 
environmental importance likely to be affected or the use of natural resources;  

(f) the impact of the project on climate (for example the nature and magnitude of 
greenhouse gas emissions) and the vulnerability of the project to climate change;  

(g) the technologies and the substances used. 

The description of the likely significant effects on the factors specified in Regulation 
4(3) should cover the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, 
transboundary, short-term, medium- term and long-term, permanent and temporary, 
positive and negative effects of the development. This description should take into 
account the environmental protection objectives established at Union or Member 
State level which are relevant to the project [including in particular those established 
under Council Directive 92/43/ EEC3 and Directive 2009/147/ EC]. 

6.  

A description of the forecasting methods or evidence, used to identify and assess the 
significant effects on the environment, including details of difficulties (for example 
technical deficiencies or lack of knowledge) encountered compiling the required 
information and the main uncertainties involved. 

7.  

A description of the measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if possible, 
offset any identified significant adverse effects on the environment and, where 
appropriate, of any proposed monitoring arrangements (for example the preparation 
of a post-project analysis). That description should explain the extent, to which 
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significant adverse effects on the environment are avoided, prevented, reduced or 
offset, and should cover both the construction and operational phases. 

8.  

A description of the expected significant adverse effects of the development on the 
environment deriving from the vulnerability of the development to risks of major 
accidents and/or disasters which are relevant to the project concerned. Relevant 
information available and obtained through risk assessments pursuant to Union 
legislation such as Directive 2012/18/ EU of the European Parliament and of the 
Council or Council Directive 2009/71/Euratom or relevant assessments carried out 
pursuant to national legislation may be used for this purpose provided that the 
requirements of this Directive are met. Where appropriate, this description should 
include measures envisaged to prevent or mitigate the significant adverse effects of 
such events on the environment and details of the preparedness for and proposed 
response to such emergencies. 

9.  

A non-technical summary of the information provided under paragraphs 1 to 8. 

10.  

A reference list detailing the sources used for the descriptions and assessments 
included in the EIA report. 

5. Site Specific Issues 

In order to make the scope of the EIA Report acceptable, mindful of consideration of 
the above general information requirements, it is considered that the following points 
should be addressed: 

5.1. Details 

Clarify the size, type and precise location of the turbines proposed within the site 
area, as well as provide details of all the associated apparatus, infrastructure and 
source of construction materials. Given the location on an uninhabited island it is 
noted that no substantive indication of access, construction and decommissioning is 
provided.  

5.2. Wind Turbine Scale 

5.2.1. 

The proposed development is of a scale of wind turbine which exceeds the 
maximum defined scale of wind turbine, 125 metres to blade tip height, included 
within the Orkney Island’s Council Supplementary Guidance: Energy, April 2017. 
The scale of given wind turbines is a fundamental aspect of the guidance and has 
significant implications for spatial strategy and environmental impacts arising 
therefrom. It is incorrect therefore to reference the Spatial Strategy Framework, on 
the basis that at this time as the proposed scale of turbine would fall outwith 
parameters specifying that the development would be located within an ‘Area with 
Potential for Wind Farm Development’. However, this is a broad indication of certain 



 

Page 6. 
 
 

  
   
 

defined constraints and is not inclusive of all material considerations in a given area. 
The situation remains problematic to ascribe this guidance to the proposed scale of 
development without consideration afresh of the spatial framework for wind farm 
developments, landscape and visual impacts arising, the landscape capacity and 
cumulative impacts with other wind energy development for a scale of wind turbine 
above 125 metres tip height.  

5.2.2. 

At time of writing this Scoping Opinion, a draft Development Management Guidance 
‘Energy’ is scheduled to be considered by a Special Development and Infrastructure 
Committee meeting, which may address the matter of Wind Energy developments 
above the current maximum height parameters.   

5.3. Landscape and Visual Impacts 

In relation to providing landscape capacity assessment reference should be made to 
method adopted within the ‘Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in 
Orkney’, June 2015 (LCA 2015) which considers the following; 

• Firstly, assessing the underlying capacity of the Orkney landscape to 
accommodate wind turbine development; 

• Secondly, assessing the degree of cumulative change resulting from 
operating and consented wind turbines in Orkney, 

• Thirdly, assessing the extent to which cumulative consented development has 
reached the limit of the landscape’s capacity to acceptably accommodate 
wind energy developments; 

• Finally, assessing residual capacity and the level of further development that 
could acceptably be accommodated within areas of Orkney. 

The Landscape Capacity Assessment specifically states that there are no areas of 
Orkney with underlying capacity for the scale of multi-turbine windfarms found in 
parts of mainland Scotland: there are no locations where single wind energy 
developments greater than 20MW could be accommodated without exceeding the 
underlying landscape capacity. The proposed development is 32MW.  

In consideration of landscape sensitivity and capacity the methodology is detailed in 
Appendix 2 of the Landscape Capacity Assessment, leading to an overall 
assessment of high, medium or low impact. The Landscape Assessment considered 
all islands of the archipelago, with the exception of the outlying Sule Stack and Sule 
Skerry. The islands of Faray and Holm of Faray have therefore been considered as 
part of the Landscape Assessment.  

The defined landscape character type of ‘Whaleback Island Landscape’ is applicable 
to Faray. Faray is considered within Table 6.2k Eday within the ‘Landscape Capacity 
Assessment for Wind Energy in Orkney’, June 2015, which expressly states that 
‘Faray should be retained free of turbines’. This is also expressed throughout all 
scale of underlying landscape capacity figures within the assessment where Faray 
and the Holm of Faray are indicated as having no capacity. This latter point has 
been identified within the submitted Scoping Report.  



 

Page 7. 
 
 

  
   
 

The scale of the proposed wind turbines is beyond the current maximum height of 
125 metres tip height as considered by Supplementary Guidance: Energy. This 
guidance does however indicate that the scale of the ZTV will increase with the scale 
of the wind farm proposed. The ZTV, which covers a study area of 40km indicates 
that all of the islands within Orkney north and east of Orkney Mainland together with 
a swathe of east mainland will likewise theoretically have a view of the wind turbines.   

The proposed scale of the development is such that it is expected to be visible for a 
considerable distance given the lack of intervening landforms at height, as evidenced 
by the indicative LVIA. In addition to the proposal ZTV, it would be expected that due 
consideration is made of cumulative impacts with other wind energy developments, 
as approved and as built within the ZTV, of a medium scale and above (20 metres 
+). 

The ZTV requires to provide additional information to inform the LVIA and CLVIA 
from that indicated.     

ZTVs should be provided for both: 

• Blade tip ZTV; and 

• Hub height (or nacelle) ZTV 

the following information should also be included: 

• how many of the wind turbines are likely to be visible; 

• how much of the wind turbines is theoretically visible (if separate ZTVs are 
produced showing theoretical visibility to blade tip height, and also theoretical 
visibility of the hub or nacelle); and 

The theoretical visibility of different numbers of wind turbines (within a single 
development, or between different wind farms within a cumulative ZTV) 

The above information will aid selecting the visual receptors to be used in the 
assessment, these should be selected beforehand to reflect these receptors and with 
agreement from the HES, the Council and SNH. The preliminary viewpoints 
suggested are inadequate and further consultation on these requires to be 
undertaken 

Notwithstanding the fact that the scale of the development exceeds current 
maximum parameters, mindful of the draft Development management Guidance 
‘Energy’ noted in 5.2.2. and Landscape Assessment which specifies that Faray 
should be retained free of turbines, were the project to be progressed further, the 
Council agrees with the findings of the Scoping Request Statement that that a full 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and Cumulative Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA) shall be required.  
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The visual impact of lighting at height requires to be fully considered within the EIA 
Report. Within SNH response of 15 May a number of issues in this respect are 
raised with the following requirements; 

• Clear information on the positions and intensity of lighting proposed and, if 
only certain turbines are to be lit, a plan showing which turbines would be lit. 

• Production of a ZTV map which shows the areas from which the nacelle and 
tower lights may be seen. 

• Annotation of the positions of turbine lighting (including intermediate tower 
lights) on all wirelines from each viewpoint. 

• A table similar to that suggested by SNH showing the lit turbines visible from 
each viewpoint 

• Written assessment based on fieldwork for relevant viewpoints, with potential 
visibility of lighting and where effects may be significant. In a worst-case 
scenario this may involve all LVIA viewpoints, but judgement should be 
applied to ensure the assessment remains focused on likely significant 
effects. The assessment should take into account the baseline darkness and 
artificial lighting characteristics, and people’s likely use of different areas 
during darkness and low light (dusk and dawn) conditions. In some cases, 
there may be the need to select some of the viewpoints on the basis of the 
turbine lighting impacts, as opposed to day-time visual effects. Edge of 
settlement locations are likely to be better lighting assessment viewpoints, 
compared with locations within towns and villages given the influence of 
existing lighting. 

• Night-time visualisations from a limited number (we suggest two or three) of 
representative viewpoints. These may be selected on the basis of sensitivity 
or regular usage during low-light conditions. 

The value placed upon dark skies and the impacts arising from aviation warning 
lighting should also be explored including assessment on the value of dark skies and 
the impact of the flashing effect that arises, depending on wind direction and 
viewpoint.  

Mitigation measures would need to be explored to minimise any significant effects. 
The most effective measure is proximity activated lighting, which would mean the 
lights would only be turned on for a very small proportion of the time. The case-
specific permissibility for proximity activated lighting should be discussed with the 
Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) (contact Andy.Wells@caa.co.uk ). 

Noting also that wildlife impacts may also arise, and should therefore be addressed, 
in consideration of aviation lighting as referenced in section 5.3 below. 

It is agreed that a Residential Visual Amenity Assessment should be included as a 
separate report as indicated within the submitted Scoping Report and that such will 
focus, although not necessarily be confined to, properties within 2 km of the 
proposed development given the very large scale of the of wind turbines as 
indicated. 

mailto:Andy.Wells@caa.co.uk
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The LVIA must accord with best practice and current guidance at time of application, 
with the Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (3rd edition) being 
the current standard and as supported by SNH. Final representative viewpoints 
(VP’s) shall be subject to agreement in advance of preparation of the LVIA. The main 
sensitive visual and landscape receptors, informed by forecast ZTV, desk-based 
research, site survey and 3D modelling, shall include, but not be limited to, 
residential properties and settlements, views from recognised viewpoints, main 
routes (land & sea), visitor attractions and sites of historic interest. The requirement 
to consider receptors including sea borne routes owing to regular ferry traffic and 
cruise ships. Consideration of the likely visual effects of the proposed development 
on tourism and recreation features and facilities, noting in particular core paths and 
the cruise ships should also be used to identify suitable VPs.  

Given the expectation, not least arising from consideration of the Landscape 
Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Orkney, of significant adverse landscape 
and visual impacts, the mitigation hierarchy of prevent, reduce and offset should be 
followed and detailed within the EIA Report. 

All viewpoints should be free from any avoidable foreground objects and other 
obstructions such as fences, walls, gates, roadways, road furniture, parked cars, 
trees, shrubs or foliage. 

5.4. Natural Heritage. 

Assess the potential impact of the proposed development on protected areas and 
species noting SNH response dated 15 May 2019, Council DaMP response received 
10 June 2019 and RSPB response dated 24 May 2019. Detailed assessment will be 
required.  

SNH state that the most significant natural heritage interests likely to be affected by 
the proposal being the grey seal feature of the Faray & Holm of Faray SAC and 
harbour seal feature of Sanday SAC. The entire Holm of Faray and parts of Faray 
are designated as a Site of Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Special Area for 
Conservation (SAC) for grey seal. Both islands support a well-established grey seal 
breeding colony.  

A Habitats Regulations Appraisal will be required for both sites. In line with the 
requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as 
amended), an assessment should be undertaken of the likely direct and indirect 
effects of all phases of the proposed development on grey seal and common seal, 
both during their breeding season and throughout the remainder of the year.  

SNH do however expect that adverse effects can be avoided or mitigated and note 
the important commitment to undertake construction works outwith the grey seal 
breeding season to avoid adverse effects on Faray and Holm of Faray SAC. 
Additional consideration will be required on the effects on any harbour seals hauling 
out on Faray and Holm of Faray should be assessed in the context of the Sanday 
SAC breeding population. Faray and Holm of Faray are within the 40-50km foraging 
distance from Sanday and so harbour seals hauling out there may be from the 
Sanday breeding population. Impacts should also be considered in the context of the 
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wider Orkney population of harbour seals, which is currently in decline. 
Consideration will also be required of the differing habit of harbour seals with their 
breeding season being in the summer and may overlap with the construction period.  

It is currently unclear as to the extent of works required to facilitate access to the 
island. Such works have the potential to cause significant disturbance, especially if 
any blasting or piling is necessary, all such works would be required to be 
considered within the EIA Report. Works within the marine environment are likely to 
require a license from Marine Scotland. SNH provides further information for the 
nature and extent of seal counts noting that the next SMRU count of breeding grey 
seal is due to be undertaken at the end of 2019. 

A bird species highlighted both within submitted information and by SNH for 
particular attention is breeding storm petrels with the lack of current survey data 
requiring to be addressed on Faray and Holm of Faray. In the event that storm petrel 
breeding colonies are found as a result of bird surveys, you are advised to discuss 
the matter with SNH particularly with respect to an agreed approach to assessing 
collision risk given their nocturnal behaviour. Standard methods for collision risk 
assessment do not apply in such a situation. Furthermore, RSPB Scotland have 
noted the different monitoring methods for such species. 

Given the likelihood of aviation lighting there is a noted evidence that lights may 
attract birds at night and so increase collision risk. Given the uncertainties, noting 
potential for adverse effects, the additional risk to birds of any turbine lighting should 
be assessed as part of the ecological assessment, and again the need for mitigation 
measures considered. Aviation warning lighting is also a consideration in relation to 
visual impacts per s.5.3 above. 

RSPB Scotland recommends that a full two years of bird surveys are undertaken, 
rather than a single year, to aid the robustness of bird survey conclusions. Due 
consideration should also be given to potential connectivity between designated sites 
including SPAs and pSPAs within 20 km of Faray, particularly with regard to the 
collision risk impacts on their qualifying features and any in-combination impacts 
from other relevant developments. 

It is agreed that unless potential for bat roosts or hibernacula are found as a result of 
the proposed extended Phase 1 habitat survey, that bat surveys can be scoped out.  

In addition to species associated with the above SPAs, other legally protected bird 
species in the wider countryside could be affected by the proposed wind farm, both 
alone and in combination with other plans or projects in the area. For further advice, 
see SNH guidance on “Assessing significance of impacts from onshore windfarms 
on birds out with designated areas”, at: Wind farm impacts on birds. 

The EIA Report should include details of appropriate mitigation methods for any 
identified significant impacts on species or protected areas. An appropriate 
methodology and commitment to monitoring impacts of the proposed development 
through its operating lifespan would be advantageous.  
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With regards European Protected Species (EPS) consideration is required for  
This is confirmed within the submitted Scoping Report which is welcomed. This shall 
inform usage and any species licencing requirements. It is noted that that  
surveys are generally valid for 18 months, however there is an expectation that a 
follow-up survey, no less than 6 weeks prior to the proposed start date on site would 
be required to provide up to date information of presence. Information on  
and licencing is available at 

 

All Cetaceans are EPS with many species known to frequent Orkney waters. 
Blasting or piling activities in relation to jetty facilities have potential to impact 
cetaceans.  As noted by DaMP in the response of 10 June 2019 this issue should be 
considered when planning the design and construction of the jetty, and mitigation 
measures should be identified which would minimise the risk of disturbance. 
Licences to disturb cetaceans are only granted where there is no satisfactory 
alternative. Information on cetaceans and licencing is available at 
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-
species/licensing/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-
licensing 

Opportunities to incorporate benefits for biodiversity should also be identified and 
proactively considered for incorporation within the proposed development. 

5.5. Telecommunications. 

Wind turbines can interfere with telecommunications, radio and television reception 
and transmission and radar as has been recognised within submitted information. In 
their letter of 8 May 2019 The Joint Radio Company Ltd. which is a joint venture 
between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy Industries) 
and the National Grid have cleared the proposal with respect to radio link 
infrastructure operated by The Local Electricity Utility and Scotia Gas Networks. 
Whilst the indicated risk of interference is low this does not remove the requirement 
to address any reception issues in the event of negative impacts arising upon 
operation. Reasonable consideration of potential means of remediation in relation to 
telecommunications, radio and television reception and transmission and radar 
should be considered in brief. This matter would typically be subject to appropriate 
planning condition.  

5.6. Water environment. 

The EIA Report should include full consideration of impacts upon the water 
environment upon inception and construction, throughout operational phase and 
upon cessation of the development detailing, as follows: 

a) Map and assessment of all engineering activities in or impacting on the water 
environment including proposed buffers, details of any flood risk assessment and 
details of any related CAR applications. 

[Redac
ted]

[Reda
cted]

[Red
acte
d]

[Reda
cted]

[Reda
cted][Redacted]

https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/licensing/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-licensing
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/licensing/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-licensing
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/licensing/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-licensing


 

Page 12. 
 
 

  
   
 

b) Map and assessment of impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial 
Ecosystems and buffers. 

c) Map and assessment of impacts upon groundwater abstractions and buffers. 

d) Assessment of any peat and if applicable table detailing re-use proposals. 

e) Map and site layout of borrow pits.  

f) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures. 

g) Borrow Pit Site Management Plan of pollution prevention measures. 

h) Map of proposed waste water drainage layout. 

i) Map of proposed surface water drainage layout. 

j) Map of proposed water abstractions including details of the proposed operating 
regime. 

k) Decommissioning statement. 

In its correspondence of 21 May 2019 SEPA makes a number of site-specific 
comments which should be considered in full and with respect to regulatory 
requirements. SEPA scoping requirements should also be fully considered and acted 
upon, noting that the ‘forest removal and forest waste’ section is not relevant in the 
context of this site or specific proposal. 

5.7. Soils. 

The Council’s DaMP function, in their response of 10 June 2019 notes that the Soil 
Survey of Scotland indicates that Faray is underlain by peaty gleys so we would 
expect any planning application to be accompanied by a peatland management plan 
which clearly demonstrates how the unnecessary disturbance, degradation and 
erosion of carbon-rich soils will be avoided and, where this is not possible, minimised 
and mitigated. 

5.8. Historic environment. 

Assess the potential for cumulative effects on the setting of historic environment 
features. Historic Environment Scotland (HES) in its letter of 11 June 2019 expressly 
notes the potential for significant adverse impacts on heritage assets in terms of their 
historic environment interests including the Quoy Broch 270m NW of (Scheduled 
Monument, Index no.1440) located within the development site boundary, as well as 
other scheduled monuments located on the nearby Isle of Eday. HES state that 
impacts may raise issues of national interest such that they would object to the 
proposals. HES are uncertain as to whether such impacts could be mitigated 
although suggest that changes to the development design, involving layout, number 
of turbines and turbine heights could be considered to avoid any direct impacts to 
Quoy Broch and its setting. Impacts on the setting of other nearby heritage assets 
should also be minimised as much as possible. 
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There are a number of heritage assets in the vicinity of the development which have 
the potential to be affected by the proposals. The EIA Report should therefore 
include a full consideration of impacts on the setting of these heritage assets. This 
should pay particular attention to the historic environment features identified below.  

• Muckle Hill of Linkataing, chambered cairn, homestead and field system 
(Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1355) 

• Carrick House, chambered cairn NW of, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index 
no. 1432) 

• Vinquoy Hill, chambered cairn, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1410) 

• Huntersquoy, chambered cairn 480m SW of Carrick Farm, Eday (Scheduled 
Monument, Index no. 1250) 

• Carrick Farm, chambered cairn and cairn 500m SSW of (Scheduled 
Monument, Index no.1251) 

• Fold of Setter, enclosure, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1441) 

• Stone of Setter, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index No. 4299) 

• Mill Hill chambered cairn, Millbounds (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1321) 

• Sangar Crofthouse including adjoining threshing barn, windmill tower, kiln and 
byre, and detached house to southeast, Rapness, Westray (Category A listed 
Building, LB48010) 

 

The above list is not exhaustive, and it is recommended that within the Zone of 
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) analysis should be used as a basis for selecting sites, 
where significant impacts are considered likely as in the event that the proposed 
turbines would appear in key views towards or from these sites. Appropriate 
visualisations including photomontage and wireframe views should be provided 
where the impacts are likely to be highest. Provision of a large scale ZTV with 
heritage assets clearly noted are therefore required. 

Any cumulative impacts resulting from this development in combination with other 
existing and proposed wind farm developments within the area identified in the ZTV 
should also be carefully considered in relation to historic environment features.  

The EIA Report should include an assessment of impacts on the historic 
environment. It is required that this assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified 
professional and meets the requirements of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP, 2014), 
the Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS, 2019) and associated Managing 
Change Guidance Notes produced by HES. 

In general, the island is relatively poorly understood for historic environment remains 
of significance at a local or regional level, with no extensive archaeological surveys 
noted for its historic environment possibly due to its remote nature and lack of recent 
resident population. However, the preservation of standing building, and 
archaeological remains in the landscape is considered as good. In their response of   
29 May 2019 DaMP state that the EIA Report should include an assessment of the 
historic environment/archaeology of both Faray and the Holm of Faray up to and 
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including the 20th Century remains, including the intertidal zone. The assessment 
should include a walkover survey and desk-based assessment, and this should 
inform the design layout of the proposal to avoid any direct impact on physical 
remains of significance. Furthermore, the EIA Report should include a viewshed 
analysis to identify historic environment assets that may be affected by the proposal 
and an assessment that considers impacts on the setting of the identified sites. 
Supplementary Guidance: Historic Environment & Cultural Heritage, April 2017 
should be referred to inform such work.  

5.9. Pollution prevention. 

Demonstrate how the proposals will avoid any adverse impacts upon the 
environment and include details of pollution prevention principles and mitigation 
measures for the periods of construction including delivery, operation, maintenance, 
demolition and restoration of the project, addressing the points raised within the 
advice from SEPA on 21 May 2019.  

5.10. Noise, vibration and air quality. 

Given the proposed location on an uninhabited island noise and vibration impacts at 
a localised level are unlikely to cause significant concern to human receptors.  In 
their response of 21 May, Environmental Health acknowledge and accept the key 
issues as identified in relation to potential noise and the use of ETSU-R-97 (including 
Institute of Acoustics GPG/SGN) based methodology and general approach. OIC 
Environmental Health note that the propagation of noise between turbines and noise 
sensitive receptors will predominately be over water, as such the developer should 
have due regard to ‘IoA SGN 6: Noise propagation over water for on-shore Wind 
Turbines’. 

Care should be taken to ensure the correct acoustic data for the exact make and 
model of turbine proposed is used in any acoustic calculations. 

Any noise impact assessment report provided with the application should include as 
a minimum the following information:- 

• Make and Model(s) of turbine(s) to be assessed, full acoustic data for each 
make and model including octave band data. 

• Address and locations of each noise sensitive receptor identified. 

• Distance between each turbine assessed for noise impact and each noise 
sensitive receptor. 

• The predicted cumulative impact calculated for the proposed turbines, the 
cumulative impact calculated for any existing (including any approved but not 
yet developed) turbines and the cumulative impact calculated for all turbines. 

 

Full assessment of the impacts on air quality should be provided within the EIA 
report which may arise from activities related to the development, in particular stone 
excavation.    
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5.11. Roads and traffic. 

Full detail of how turbines and construction materials are to be transported to the site 
including any proposed use of public roads, piers and ferries, including the weight 
and length of all delivery vehicles and loads, as well as the estimated number of 
movements is required. This is in addition to full consideration of additional access 
and roads infrastructure required on Faray inclusive of new jetty and associated 
landward infrastructure. This information to cover all phases of development from 
inception and construction though management and maintenance and ultimate site 
clearance upon cessation. Direct liaison with Roads Services regarding the 
information that the Roads Authority requires in relation to transportation via public 
road infrastructure is considered necessary in assessing impacts and proposing an 
appropriate transport and access strategy to address this element of the EIA Report.  
Note the response from Roads Services received 21 June 2019. It should also be 
noted that the Council may require the turbine developer to enter into an agreement 
pursuant to Section 96 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 (Extraordinary expenses in 
repairing roads damaged by heavy vehicles etc.).  

5.12. Aviation. 

Aviation interests, both civil and military, have been consulted.  The response from 
the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) of 15 May 2019 indicates that the 
MoD may have concerns about the proposal owing to the potential impact that the 
development may have upon low flying operations. This should be investigated 
directly with the DIO, the outcome of which should be fully detailed within the 
appropriate section of the EIA Report. NATS do not consider the proposal to conflict 
with their safeguarding criteria as stated in their response received 9 May 2019. The 
senior pilot Kirkwall, in response of 27 May, states that historically Loganair have 
operated Westray to Stronsay air services that passed directly over Faray and that 
their minimum en-route altitude is 350 ft above mean sea level, noting that the 
proposed turbine height to blade tip is over 500 ft amsl. Appropriate aviation warning 
lighting is suggested together with comment that operations have been subject to 
adaptation for previous wind energy developments and that a similar outcome is 
likely in this case. In conclusion the senior pilot states that the proposed 
development is likely to have a minimal effect on inter-isles flight services. If the use 
of visible aviation obstacle lighting is required, this matter should also be considered 
in relation to visual impacts and potential wildlife impacts.  

5.13. Shadow flicker. 

The currently uninhabited nature of the island and cited separation distance from 
nearest proposed wind turbine of the nature and scale indicated suggests that 
shadow flicker effects are unlikely to be significant. With reference to shadow flicker 
it is noted that the ten x rotor blade diameter separation distance is cited. 
Notwithstanding development criterion within Supplementary Guidance quoting this 
separation distance, as a general point the onus should be on avoiding harm and 
nuisance, which should be established by exposure thresholds, and not necessarily 
on limiting the area of assessment. The mitigation hierarchy of prevent, reduce and 
offset should be followed and detailed within the EIA Report given inhabited 
properties within 2km of the site. 
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5.14. Stone. 

In the event that sourcing of stone on site via borrow pits is pursued, this would 
require further assessment for environmental affects arising within the EIA Report 
with consideration and comparison of environmental impacts accruing between 
sourcing stone from pre-existing quarries elsewhere in Orkney and the use of on site 
borrow pits. Impacts accruing from the sourcing of stone from existing quarries 
should be fully addressed with the impact of such development considering 
environmental, transport, visual and potential heritage impacts arising. A map and 
site layout of borrow pits together with borrow pit site management plan of pollution 
prevention measures will be required. Mitigation measures should be identified to 
avoid or minimise the potential for adverse impacts. A restoration plan for any such 
borrow pits should also be prepared.  

5.15. Human health. 

The consideration of human health assessment within EIA Report should be robust, 
and also considered in a holistic manner, combining otherwise disparate parts of the 
EIA Report into focus at a human impact level. 

5.16. Socio Economics, Tourism & Recreation 

The consequences of the development for the immediate area and the area as a 
whole are important considerations requiring detailed assessment. The application 
should be supported by a comprehensive socio-economic impact assessment, which 
balances any impacts on known constraints with the envisioned positive impacts – 
as applicable, further information can be found in Supplementary Guidance: Energy, 
adopted in April 2017 document, paragraphs 1.11 – 2.15. It is helpful that the 
Scoping Report has identified tourism and recreation as a key element and it is 
agreed that the enjoyment of coastal scenery, beaches and seaborne tourism is a 
significant element within the local economy and recreational pursuit for residents. 

5.17. Decommissioning and Restoration 

The EIA Report should include a programme of works complete with outline plans 
and specifications for the decommissioning and reinstatement of the site. This 
should include the initial construction reinstatement and the longer-term 
reinstatement when the development is to be decommissioned.  

6. Mitigation  

Orkney islands Council is required to make a reasoned conclusion on the significant 
effects of the proposed development on the environment as identified in the EIA. The 
mitigation measures suggested for any significant environmental impacts identified 
should be presented as a conclusion to each chapter. Applicants are also asked to 
provide a consolidated schedule of all mitigation measures proposed in the 
environmental assessment, provided in tabular form, where that mitigation is relied 
upon in relation to reported conclusions of likelihood or significance of impacts, and 
how any mitigation would be secured.  
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7. Next Steps  

It is acknowledged that the EIA process is iterative and should inform the final layout 
and design of proposed developments. Orkney Island Council notes that further 
engagement between relevant parties in relation to the refinement of the design of 
this proposed development will be required and would request that the Council is 
kept informed of on-going discussions in relation to this.  

To facilitate uploading to the planning portal, the EIA Report and its associated 
documentation, when submitted, should be accompanied with a CD containing the 
EIA Report and its associated documentation divided into appropriately named 
separate files of sizes no more than 5 MB. This will also assist consultees.  

Applicants are reminded that there will be limited opportunity to materially vary the 
form and content of the proposed development post submission.  

When finalising the EIA Report, applicants are asked to provide a summary in 
tabular form of where within the EIA Report each of the specific matters raised in this 
scoping opinion has been addressed. 

Notes 

Grid connection options may have implications for natural heritage interests, as well 
as other interests relevant to the EIA Report. Should options be known at the time of 
submission, those should be included in the EIA Report. 

Any planning application for wind energy development is expected to take account of 
all relevant policies of the Orkney Local Development Plan 2017, and all relevant 
supplementary guidance, including Supplementary Guidance ‘Energy’, adopted April 
2017, with specific regard to section 4 ‘Wind Energy’. The supplementary guidance 
document is accessible at:  http://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Planning/Development-
and-Marine-
Planning/Adopted_PPA_and_SG/Guidance_for_the_Plan/Energy_Supplementary_G
uidance.pdf 

The EIA Report must be prepared by competent experts and contributors, outlining 
relevant expertise or qualifications of such experts. The detail of which should be 
included within or accompany the EIA Report. 

Please note Scottish Planning Policy: 
https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/06/5823 

  

http://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Planning/Development-and-Marine-Planning/Adopted_PPA_and_SG/Guidance_for_the_Plan/Energy_Supplementary_Guidance.pdf
http://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Planning/Development-and-Marine-Planning/Adopted_PPA_and_SG/Guidance_for_the_Plan/Energy_Supplementary_Guidance.pdf
http://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Planning/Development-and-Marine-Planning/Adopted_PPA_and_SG/Guidance_for_the_Plan/Energy_Supplementary_Guidance.pdf
http://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Planning/Development-and-Marine-Planning/Adopted_PPA_and_SG/Guidance_for_the_Plan/Energy_Supplementary_Guidance.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/06/5823
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This Opinion is hereby adopted under the provisions of Regulation 17(10) of the 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2017 and shall be placed on the register in accordance with Regulation 
28. 

Date 

21 June 2019 

Signed 

Jamie Macvie, Planning Manager, Development Management  

Scoping Opinion sent to: 

Development and Infrastructure, Orkney Islands Council, Town House, Stromness, 
Orkney KW16 3AA 

Appendix 1 

Consultation Responses. 



 

  

 
Scoping Application Consultation  

 
   

Planning Authority Name Orkney Islands Council 

Date of Consultation 14th May 2019 

Response required by 4th June 2019 

Planning Authority Reference 19/174/SCO 

Nature of Proposal 
(Description) 

Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW wind 
turbines (max height 150 metres) 

Site Faray, 
Orkney 

Site Postcode N/A 

Site Gazetteer UPRN  

Proposal Location Easting 353091 

Proposal Location Northing 1036773 

Area of application site 
(Metres) 

1712510  
 

Clarification of Specific 

Reasons for Consultation 

 

Development Hierarchy Level N/A 

Supporting Documentation 

URL 

http://planningandwarrant.orkney.gov.uk/online-applications/ 
 
Please enter - 19/174/SCO 

 

List of Available Supporting 

Documentation 

As above URL 

Offline Documents available? N/A 

Date of Validation by Planning 

Authority 

26th April 2019 

Governing Legislation THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND) 
REGULATIONS 2017 

Consultation Type Scoping 

Consultation Stage N/A 

Is this a re-consultation of an 
existing application? 

No 

EIA Required Yes 

EIA Regulations Yes 

Use Class (Current)  

Use Class (Proposed)  

Does the application conform 

with the Structure Plan / Local 

Plan Land Use 

  

Additional Comments relating N/A 

http://planningandwarrant.orkney.gov.uk/online-applications/


 

  

to Structure Plan / Local Plan 

Use 

Transport Assessment or 

Travel Plan 

N/A 

Applicant Name Orkney Islands Council 

Applicant Organisation Name  

Applicant Address C/o Eibhlin Lee 
Council Offices 
School Place 
Kirkwall 
UK 
KW15 1NY 

Agent Name  

Agent Organisation Name  

Agent Address  

Agent Phone Number N/A 

Agent Email Address N/A 

PA Office Development Management  

Case Officer Mr David Barclay 

Case Officer Phone number 01856 873535 Ex2502 

Case Officer email address david.barclay@orkney.gov.uk 

PA Response To planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk 

 
Designated sites 

The entire Holm of Faray and parts of Faray are designated as a Site of Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) and Special Area for Conservation (SAC) for grey seal. Both islands support a 
well-established grey seal breeding colony. Faray and Holm of Faray are also within foraging 
distance of the Sanday SAC where harbour seal is one of the qualifying features. Harbour seal 
populations in Orkney are currently in decline. The breeding season for Grey seal extends from 
1 October until 31 December, whereas Harbour seals give birth during summer.  

Upgrading the existing jetty or constructing a new jetty will be a major element of the project and 
there is potential for this work to overlap with seal breeding seasons when activities such as 
blasting or piling would cause significant disturbance to seals. Construction activity within the 
marine environment is likely to require a licence from Marine Scotland – see 
https://www2.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00524064.pdf .   

In line with the requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as 
amended), an assessment should be undertaken of the likely direct and indirect effects of all 
phases of the proposed development on grey seal and common seal, both during their breeding 
season and throughout the remainder of the year. 

Several SSSIs and Special Protection Areas (SPA) for birds are located within foraging range of 
Faray. An assessment should be undertaken of the likely direct and indirect effects of the 
proposal on the qualifying interests of these sites.  

 
 

    

[Redacted]

https://www2.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00524064.pdf


 

  

The assessment should address the effects of all stages of the proposal on the bird species of 

these sites, including collision risk. Vantage Point surveys should be undertaken in line with 

current guidance which may be accessed from the SNH website at www.nature.scot, and advice 

should be sought from SNH on the scope and frequency of these surveys, as well as potential 

vantage point locations.  

It should also consider the cumulative impact of the proposal with other wind turbine 

developments, including any wind energy proposals which are currently in the planning system. 

Information on the qualifying features of the relevant internationally and nationally designated 

sites is available from ‘SiteLink’ which may be accessed from the Scottish Natural Heritage 

website at https://sitelink.nature.scot/home 

European Protected Species 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Cetaceans 

Records held by the Orkney Wildlife Information and Records Centre indicate that cetaceans 

are frequently present in Orkney waters. If blasting or piling activities prove necessary to 

upgrade jetty facilities on the island, these have potential to impact on cetaceans. Sudden 

noises can lead to panic, confusion and temporary disorientation, with potential for strandings to 

occur and can also cause exclusion from feeding areas. This issue should be considered when 

planning the design and construction of the jetty, and mitigation measures should be identified 

which would minimise the risk of disturbance. Licences to disturb cetaceans are only granted 

where there is no satisfactory alternative. Information on cetaceans and licencing is available at 

https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/licensin

g/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-licensing 

Ornithology 

We welcome the commitment to undertake a breeding bird survey which will include a survey of 
breeding storm petrel, with follow up studies of nocturnal flight activity where necessary. 

Wider biodiversity 

We also welcome confirmation that an Extended Phase 1 habitat survey will be undertaken, 
along with an NVC survey if any wetlands and/or habitats of nature conservation significance 
are identified at the site.  

If the excavation of borrow pits on the island is considered, options for these should be fully 
assessed, along with other elements of the proposed development.     

[Redacted]

[Reda
cted]

http://www.nature.scot/
https://sitelink.nature.scot/home
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/licensing/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-licensing
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/licensing/species-licensing-z-guide/dolphins-whales-and-porpoises-and-licensing


 

  

Carbon-rich soils 

The Soil Survey of Scotland1 indicates that Faray is underlain by peaty gleys so we would 
expect any planning application to be accompanied by a peatland management plan which 
clearly demonstrates how the unnecessary disturbance, degradation and erosion of carbon-rich 
soils will be avoided and, where this is not possible, minimised and mitigated. 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Soil Survey of Scotland Sheet 1 Orkney & Shetland. The Macaulay Institute for Soil Research, Aberdeen. 



 

  
 

 
RE: 19/174/SCO – Faray, Orkney 
 
This response excludes issues relating to the natural environment, which will follow by separate 
return from our Environmental Planner. 
 
The Local Development Plan 2017 and associated supplementary guidance contain information that 
should be considered in the preparation of any development proposal and should inform the 
content of the associated EIA. The principal point of reference should be Supplementary Guidance: 
Energy, adopted in April 2017; in particular, the ‘Development Criteria for all types of wind energy 
development’ starting on page 18 of the document. The application should be supported by a 
comprehensive socio-economic impact assessment, which balances any impacts on known 
constraints with the envisioned positive impacts – further information can be found at paragraphs 
1.11 – 2.15 of the document. 
 
Historic Environment 
There is only one Scheduled Ancient Monument on Faray/Holm of Faray but the entire island is of 
historical importance as a landscape, bearing 6000 years of habitation, culminating in abandonment 
in the mid 20th Century. Due to its recent use primarily as a sheep run, the preservation of standing 
building, and archaeological remains in the landscape is good. The island has not been subject to any 
extensive archaeological survey, so few items are currently recorded. In support of the EIA, an 
assessment should be undertaken of the historic environment/archaeology of both Faray and the 
Holm of Faray up to and including the 20th Century remains, including the intertidal zone. The 
assessment should include a walkover survey and desk-based assessment and this should inform the 
design layout of the proposal to avoid any direct impact on physical remains of significance. 
Furthermore, the EIA should include a viewshed analysis to identify historic environment assets that 
may be effected by the proposal and an assessment that considers impacts on the setting of the 
identified sites. Further information on Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments can be found within 
the Historic Environment Planning Policy Advice 2017, or by contacting the Development and Marine 
Planning function at the Council. 
 
Stuart West 
Planning Manager (Development and Marine Planning) 
Development and Infrastructure 
Orkney Islands Council  
Council Offices  
Kirkwall 
KW15 1 NY 
 



 

  
 

19/174/SCO | Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW wind turbines (max height 150 
metres) | Faray, Orkney 
 
Subject to the comments below Environmental Health are satisfied that the Scoping Report has 
covered all the key issues relating to potential noise impacts from the proposed development, in 
particular we agree with the proposed ETSU-R-97 (including Institute of Acoustics GPG/SGN) based 
methodology and general approach.  We also agree that, in this particular case, construction noise is 
unlikely to be a concern and can be scoped out. 
 
Comments. 

1. The propagation of noise between turbines and noise sensitive receptors will 

predominately be over water, the developer should have due regard to IoA SGN 6: 
Noise propagation over water for on-shore Wind Turbines.  

2. Orkney Islands Council Environmental Health does not envisage applying any local 

or special noise-related requirements.  

Regards 
Paul 
 
Paul Turner 
Environmental Health Officer 
Development and Infrastructure 
Orkney Islands Council 
School Place  
KIRKWALL 
Orkney. 
KW15 1NY 
 



 

  

 
Scoping Application Consultation  

 
   

Planning Authority Name Orkney Islands Council 

Date of Consultation 7th May 2019 

Response required by 28th May 2019 

Planning Authority Reference 19/174/SCO 

Nature of Proposal 
(Description) 

Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW wind 
turbines (max height 150 metres) 

Site Faray, 
Orkney 

Site Postcode N/A 

Site Gazetteer UPRN  

Proposal Location Easting 353091 

Proposal Location Northing 1036773 

Area of application site 
(Metres) 

1712510  
 

Clarification of Specific 

Reasons for Consultation 

 

Development Hierarchy Level N/A 

Supporting Documentation 

URL 

http://planningandwarrant.orkney.gov.uk/online-applications/ 
 
Please enter - 19/174/SCO 

 

List of Available Supporting 

Documentation 

As above URL 

Offline Documents available? N/A 

Date of Validation by Planning 

Authority 

26th April 2019 

Governing Legislation THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 
ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND) 
REGULATIONS 2017 

Consultation Type Scoping 

Consultation Stage N/A 

Is this a re-consultation of an 
existing application? 

No 

EIA Required Yes 

EIA Regulations Yes 

Use Class (Current)  

Use Class (Proposed)  

Does the application conform 

with the Structure Plan / Local 

Plan Land Use 

  

Additional Comments relating N/A 

http://planningandwarrant.orkney.gov.uk/online-applications/


 

  

to Structure Plan / Local Plan 

Use 

Transport Assessment or 

Travel Plan 

N/A 

Applicant Name Orkney Islands Council 

Applicant Organisation Name  

Applicant Address C/o Eibhlin Lee 
Council Offices 
School Place 
Kirkwall 
UK 
KW15 1NY 

Agent Name  

Agent Organisation Name  

Agent Address  

Agent Phone Number N/A 

Agent Email Address N/A 

PA Office Development Management  

Case Officer Mr David Barclay 

Case Officer Phone number 01856 873535 Ex2502 

Case Officer email address david.barclay@orkney.gov.uk 

PA Response To planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk 

 
 
While it is understood that there are no adopted public roads anywhere near the proposed site, 
there is still a concern with regard to all deliveries to the proposed site. Therefor the applicant 
must provide full details of all materials, plant and components that be transported to the 
proposed development site via the public road infrastructure. Consideration must also be give to 
the effect that the transportation of any materials, plant or components may haver on the public 
road, as the cost of any repair of any damaged caused as a direct result of the transportation of 
any materials, plant or components must be funded by the developer. 
 
D.W.      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

  
 

Classification: OFFICIAL  
 
Good morning, 
 
Airfields have no objection. 
 
Regards Mal 
 
Malcolm Parsons MCMI 
Airfield Superintendent 
Development and Infrastructure, Marine Services, Engineering and Transportation Orkney Islands 
Council, Council Offices, Kirkwall, Orkney, KW15 INY 
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Dear Mr Barclay 
 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 
2017 
Faray Wind Farm, Orkney  
EIA Scoping Report 
 
Thank you for your consultation which we received on 07 May 2019 about the above 
Scoping Report (March 2019).  We have reviewed the details in terms of our historic 
environment interests.  This covers world heritage sites, scheduled monuments and their 
settings, category A-listed buildings and their settings, inventory gardens and designed 
landscapes, inventory battlefields and historic marine protected areas (HMPAs). 
 
Your archaeological and cultural heritage advisors will also be able to offer advice on the 
scope of the cultural heritage assessment.  This may include heritage assets not covered 
by our interests, such as unscheduled archaeology, and category B- and C-listed 
buildings.   
 
Proposed Development 
We understand that the proposals comprise the development of 8 wind turbines (with a 
maximum tip height of 150m) and associated infrastructure on the Island of Faray, 
Orkney Islands. 
 
Our View on the Principle of the Development 
Based on the information provided in the EIA Scoping Report, we consider that there is a 
potential for significant adverse impacts on heritage assets within our remit.  These 
include the Quoy Broch 270m NW of (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1440) located 
within the development site boundary, as well as other scheduled monuments located on 
the nearby Isle of Eday.  It is our view that these impacts may raise issues of national 
interest such that we would object to the proposals. 
While we are uncertain about whether these effects can be mitigated, you may wish to 
explore alterations to the development design.  This may involve changes to the 
development layout, number of turbines and turbine heights.  In the first instance, it will 
be important to avoid any direct impacts on Quoy Broch.  We would also recommend that 
consideration is given to minimising impacts on its setting.  Impacts on the setting of 
other nearby heritage assets should also be minimised as much as possible.   

By email to: 
planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk 
 
Orkney Islands Council 
Development Management 
Council Offices 
School Place  
Kirkwall 
Orkney 
KW15 1NY 
 

Longmore House 
Salisbury Place 

Edinburgh 
EH9 1SH 

 
Enquiry Line: 0131-668-8716 
HMConsultations@hes.scot 

 
Our case ID: 300037358 

Your ref: 19/174/SCO 
11 June 2019 
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We also strongly recommend that further engagement is sought with us should this 
development progress.  In particular, we recommend seeking our involvement as design 
alternatives are explored.  We also request sight of any ZTV analysis, provisional 
wireframe views and photomontages prior to submission of any planning application and 
EIA Report for the proposals.  Provision of a large scale ZTV with heritage assets clearly 
marked on it would be particularly useful.  We would be happy to meet to discuss the 
findings of any initial assessment if that would be helpful. 
 
Scope of assessment 
As indicated above, the proposed development has the potential to affect heritage assets 
within our remit located within and outside the development site boundary.  Any 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) undertaken for the proposals should therefore 
include an assessment of impacts on the historic environment.  We recommend that this 
assessment is undertaken by a suitably qualified professional and meets the 
requirements of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP, 2014), the Historic Environment Policy for 
Scotland (HEPS, 2019) and associated Managing Change Guidance Notes.   
 
Any EIA should pay particular attention to the Quoy Broch 270m NW of (Scheduled 
Monument, Index no.1440) and the potential for impacts on its site and setting.  We have 
provided specific comments regarding this heritage asset in the attached Annex.  We 
also recommend that an assessment should consider the potential for impacts on the 
setting of heritage assets located on nearby islands.  These are likely to include the 
following heritage assets located on Eday and Rapness.  We have provided further 
comments regarding these heritage assets in the attached Annex. 
 

• Muckle Hill of Linkataing, chambered cairn, homestead and field system 
(Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1355) 

• Carrick House, chambered cairn NW of, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 
1432) 

• Vinquoy Hill, chambered cairn, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1410) 
• Huntersquoy, chambered cairn 480m SW of Carrick Farm, Eday (Scheduled 

Monument, Index no. 1250) 
• Carrick Farm, chambered cairn and cairn 500m SSW of (Scheduled Monument, 

Index no.1251) 
• Fold of Setter, enclosure, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1441) 
• Stone of Setter, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index No. 4299) 
• Mill Hill chambered cairn, Millbounds (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1321) 
• Sangar Crofthouse including adjoining threshing barn, windmill tower, kiln and 

byre, and detached house to southeast, Rapness, Westray (Category A listed 
Building, LB48010) 
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This list is not exhaustive and we recommend that ZTV analysis is used to identify 
heritage assets for assessment.  We recommend that this analysis is informed by a large 
scale ZTV with heritage assets clearly marked on it.  We note that the ZTV included 
within the EIA Scoping Report obscures some heritage assets behind viewpoint 
locations.  We also recommend that consideration is given to the potential for the 
proposals to appear in views behind any heritage assets not located within the ZTV. 
 
There may, for example, be potential for impacts on the setting of scheduled monuments 
located on Westray and Papa Westray.  We also recommend that any assessment 
should consider the potential for impacts on the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of 
the Heart of Neolithic Orkney World Heritage Site (HONO WHS). 
 
EIA Scoping Report (March 2019) 
We have reviewed the EIA Scoping Report and are broadly content with the assessment 
methodology proposed.  We note that the Category A listed Sangar Crofthouse 
(LB48010) is not identified as part of the baseline analysis for the proposals, and would 
recommend that this baseline information is reviewed for accuracy.   
 
Further information 
A new Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (HEPS, 2019) was adopted on the 1st 
May 2019, which replaces the Historic Environment Scotland Policy Statement (HESPS, 
2016).  The new Historic Environment Policy for Scotland is a strategic policy document 
for the whole of the historic environment and is underpinned by detailed policy and 
guidance.  This includes our Managing Change in the Historic Environment Guidance 
Notes.  All of these documents are available online at 
www.historicenvironment.scot/heps. 
 
Practical guidance and information about the EIA process can also be found in the EIA 
Handbook (2018).  This is available online at 
https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-and-
research/publications/publication/?publicationId=6ed33b65-9df1-4a2f-acbb-
a8e800a592c0 
 
We hope this is helpful.  Please contact us if you have any questions about this 
response.  The officer managing this case is Alison Baisden and they can be contacted 
by phone on 0131 668 8575 or by email on Alison.Baisden@hes.scot. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Historic Environment Scotland  
 
 

http://www.historicenvironment.scot/heps
https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-and-research/publications/publication/?publicationId=6ed33b65-9df1-4a2f-acbb-a8e800a592c0
https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-and-research/publications/publication/?publicationId=6ed33b65-9df1-4a2f-acbb-a8e800a592c0
https://www.historicenvironment.scot/archives-and-research/publications/publication/?publicationId=6ed33b65-9df1-4a2f-acbb-a8e800a592c0
mailto:Alison.Baisden@hes.scot
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Annex 
 

• Quoy Broch 270m NW of (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1440) 
 
Although this monument was scheduled in 1936 as a broch, our understanding of 
the monument has changed.  We now interpret this as the remains of a Neolithic 
Orkney-Cromarty horned chambered cairn. These types of monuments tend to 
have a passage grave which is aligned in a specific direction which leads to an 
internal chamber which is separated into compartments.  The monument is 
situated by the shore on the west of the island, and the current character of its 
surroundings is both coastal and rural in nature, with little vegetation or modern 
development in the vicinity. It is likely to have been deliberately sited to be visible 
form the sea and from other islands nearby, particularly from the chambered 
cairns along their coastlines.   The setting of the monument includes the open 
views both from, and towards the monument, including those from the sea and 
other islands, the rural and coastal character of its surroundings, and its sense of 
place.  
   
We note that the monument is located within the development site boundary.  
Under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 any works 
within the scheduled area requires Scheduled Monument Consent from Historic 
Environment Scotland beforehand.  It is unlikely that we would grant consent for 
any works associated with this development so it will be important to avoid any 
direct impacts on the scheduled monument. This includes all works associated 
with the development proposal, including turbines, access tracks, borrow pits etc.   

 
As well as avoiding any direct impacts on the monument, it will be important to 
consider and assess the impact on its setting using our Managing Change 
Guidance Note on Setting (2016).  Based on the information provided, we have 
concerns at this stage about the impact on the setting of this monument, 
especially given that the nearest turbine would be located only 200m away to the 
south and would be highly visible. Other large-scale turbines would also be in 
relatively close proximity.  At this proximity the turbines are likely to have a 
significant adverse impact on the monument’s setting.  We therefore recommend 
that a provisional wireframe and photomontage is produced showing views both 
from and towards the monument. 
 

• Scheduled Monuments located on Eday including; Muckle Hill of Linkataing, 
chambered cairn, homestead and field system (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 
1355), Carrick House, chambered cairn NW of, Eday (Scheduled Monument, 
Index no. 1432), Vinquoy Hill, chambered cairn, Eday (Scheduled Monument, 
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Index no.1410), Huntersquoy, chambered cairn 480m SW of Carrick Farm, Eday 
(Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1250), Carrick Farm, chambered cairn and cairn 
500m SSW of (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1251), Fold of Setter, enclosure, 
Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1441), Stone of Setter, Eday (Scheduled 
Monument, Index No. 4299), Mill Hill chambered cairn, Millbounds (Scheduled 
Monument, Index no.1321) 

These scheduled monuments are all located within approximately 5km of the 
proposals, and we recommend that impacts on the setting of these monuments 
are assessed within any EIA undertaken for the proposals.  We recommend that 
the design of the development should be amended where impacts are considered 
likely. 
 
Of these monuments, we would recommend that particular attention is given to 
Muckle Hill of Linkataing, chambered cairn, homestead and field system 
(Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1355) and Carrick House, chambered cairn NW 
of, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1432).  These monuments have similar 
coastal and maritime context to the monument at Quoy, and may also have a 
direct visual relationship with the monument at Quoy.  We would therefore 
recommend that careful consideration is given to the potential for impacts that 
would reduce the relationship between these monuments and the sea and with 
Quoy.   
 

• Sangar Crofthouse including adjoining threshing barn, windmill tower, kiln and 
byre, and detached house to southeast, Rapness, Westray (Category A listed 
building, LB48010) 
 
Sangar is an exceptionally rare and largely complete 19th century Orkney croft, 
comprising a crofthouse with an adjoining byre, a threshing barn, a windmill tower 
and a kiln. These vernacular buildings were once prolific across Orkney, but are 
now extremely rare. The wind-powered threshing machine is the most complete 
surviving example of its building type in Scotland. 

Sangar Croft is located on the southern side of Westray, one of the northernmost 
islands in Orkney. Topographically, it is flat and is largely crop-based farming. The 
Sangar croft buildings are situated prominently at a crossroads less than 1km from 
the ferry pier at Rapness. The arrangement of the buildings, and the wider 
surrounding landscape, remains largely unchanged from that shown on the 1st 
Edition Ordnance Survey map (surveyed 1879). The level of survival of these croft 
buildings help us understand about land-use and the development of farming 
communities in Orkney in the 19th century. 
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According to the submitted ZTV, the wind farm would be visible from the listed 
building.  We would therefore expect the EIA Report to include an analysis of the 
impact of the development on the setting of the Croft.  We understand that the 
applicants propose to produce a visualisation illustrating the view from Rapness 
pier towards the wind farm (VP4), which would assist an assessment of the impact 
of the development in views from Sangar Crofthouse.  
 

Historic Environment Scotland  
11 June 2019 



 

 
Our ref: PCS/165398 
Your ref: 19/174/SCO 

 

David Barclay 
Orkney Islands Council 
Department of Development Services 
Council Offices 
School Place 
Kirkwall 
KW15 1NY 
 
By email only to: planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk 
  
 

If telephoning ask for: 

Alison Wilson 
 

 

21 May 2019 

 
Dear Mr Barclay 

 

The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 

Regulations 2017 
Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW wind turbines (max height 150 metres) 

Faray, Orkney 
 
Thank you for consulting SEPA on the scoping opinion for the above development proposal by way 
of your email received on 7 May 2019. We would welcome engagement with the applicant at an 
early stage to discuss any of the issues raised in this letter.  
 

Advice to the planning authority 
 
We consider that the following key issues must be addressed in the Environmental Impact 
Assessment process. To avoid delay and potential objection, the information outlined below and 
in the attached appendix must be submitted in support of the application:  

 
a) Map and assessment of all engineering activities in or impacting on the water environment 

including proposed buffers, details of any related CAR applications. 
 
b) Map and assessment of impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems and 

buffers. 
 
c) Map and assessment of impacts upon groundwater abstractions and buffers. 
 
d) Assessment of any peat and if applicable table detailing re-use proposals. 
 
e) Map and site layout of borrow pits. 
 

mailto:planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk


 

f) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures. 
 

g) Borrow Pit Site Management Plan of pollution prevention measures. 
 

h) Map of proposed waste water drainage layout. 
 

i) Map of proposed surface water drainage layout. 
 

j) Map of proposed water abstractions including details of the proposed operating regime. 
 

k) Decommissioning statement. 
 
Further details on these information requirements and the form in which they must be submitted 
can be found in the attached appendix. We also provide site specific comments in the following 
section which can help the developer focus the scope of the assessment.  
 

1. Site specific comments 

• We welcome that an extended Phase 1 habitat survey will be undertaken and that "If 
wetlands and/or habitats of nature conservation significance are identified at the site, then 
those habitats will be subject to a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey.” 

• We note there is a “potential on-site borrow pit(s) dependent on the suitability of site-won 
materials to provide aggregate for the construction of the development.” Please refer to 
Section 7 of Appendix 1 below for further advice on the information we require in support of 
this aspect of the proposal.  

• We note there are numerous wells on the island but the Scoping Report details that the 
island is uninhabited with the last resident leaving in the 1940s, however the island is used 
for sheep grazing. Section 9.2.6 of the Scoping Report references that it is assumed the 
wells are no longer in use to provide drinking water. This should be confirmed to be the 
case or the advice in Section 5 of Appendix 1 below followed.   

• Provided watercourse crossings are designed to accommodate the 1 in 200 year event and 
other infrastructure is located well away from watercourses we do not foresee from current 
information a need for detailed information on flood risk. 

• We note the proposal includes a new jetty/landing site for bringing components onto the 
island. For information, we hold an estimated 1 in 200 year coastal flood level for the area 
of 3.5m Above Ordnance Datum. This is from the Coastal Flood Boundary dataset and is a 
still water level with no allowance for wave action or climate change. Any infrastructure 
required on the coast may need to take this into account depending on the operational 
requirements of the site. 

 
Regulatory advice for the applicant 

 
2. Regulatory requirements 

2.1 Authorisation is required  under The Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2011 (CAR) to carry out engineering works in or in the vicinity of inland surface 
waters (other than groundwater) or wetlands. Inland water means all standing or flowing 
water on the surface of the land (e.g. rivers, lochs, canals, reservoirs). 

2.2 Management of surplus peat or soils may require an exemption under The Waste 
Management Licensing (Scotland) Regulations 2011. Proposed crushing or screening will 
require a permit under The Pollution Prevention and Control (Scotland) Regulations 2012. 
Consider if other environmental licences may be required for any installations or processes. 

2.3 We note from the Scoping Report that “The site boundary comprises the entire island, 
extending to approximately 168 hectares”. A Controlled Activities Regulations (CAR) 
construction site licence will be required for management of surface water run-off from a 
construction site, including access tracks, which: 



 

• is more than 4 hectares, 

• is in excess of 5km, or 

• includes an area of more than 1 hectare or length of more than 500m on ground with a 

slope in excess of 25˚ 

See SEPA’s Sector Specific Guidance: Construction Sites (WAT-SG-75) for details. Site 

design may be affected by pollution prevention requirements and hence we strongly 
encourage the applicant to engage in pre-CAR application discussions with a member of 

the regulatory services team in your local SEPA office. 

2.4 Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found 
on the Regulations section of our website. If you are unable to find the advice you need for 
a specific regulatory matter, please contact a member of the regulatory services team in 
your local SEPA office at: Norlantic House, Scotts Road, Hatston, Kirkwall, Orkney, KW15 
1GR, Tel: 01856 871080.  

If you have any queries relating to this letter, please contact me by telephone on 01224 266656 or 
email at planningaberdeen@sepa.org.uk. 
 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Alison Wilson 
Senior Planning Officer 
Planning Service 
 
ECopy to: Eibhlin Lee, Orkney Islands Council, eibhlin.lee@orkney.gov.uk 
                 David Barclay, Orkney Islands Council, david.barclay@orkney.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disclaimer 
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as such a decision may take 
into account factors not considered at this time. We prefer all the technical information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted 
at the same time as the planning or similar application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant 
changes required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application or similar application and/or neighbour 
notification or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information supplied to us in providing the above 
advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or interpretation, or omissions, in such information. If we have not referred to a 
particular issue in our response, it should not be assumed that there is no impact associated with that issue. For planning applications if 
you did not specifically request advice on flood risk, then advice will not have been provided on this issue. Further information on our 
consultation arrangements generally can be found on our website planning pages. 

https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/340359/wat-sg-75.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/
mailto:planningaberdeen@sepa.org.uk
mailto:eibhlin.lee@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:david.barclay@orkney.gov.uk
http://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/land/planning/


 

Appendix 1: Detailed scoping requirements 
 
This appendix sets out our scoping information requirements. There may be opportunities to scope 
out some of the issues below depending on the site. Evidence must be provided in the submission 
to support why an issue is not relevant for this site in order to avoid delay and potential 
objection. 

If there is a delay between scoping and the submission of the application then please refer to our 
website for our latest information requirements as they are regularly updated; current best practice 
must be followed. 
 
We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft submission. As we can process files of 
a maximum size of only 25MB the submission must be divided into appropriately named sections 
of less than 25MB each. 
 

1. Site layout 

1.1 All maps must be based on an adequate scale with which to assess the information. This 
could range from OS 1: 10,000 to a more detailed scale in more sensitive locations. Each of 
the maps below must detail all proposed upgraded, temporary and permanent site 
infrastructure. This includes all tracks, excavations, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines, 
cabling, site compounds, laydown areas, storage areas and any other built elements. 
Existing built infrastructure must be re-used or upgraded wherever possible. The layout 
should be designed to minimise the extent of new works on previously undisturbed ground. 
For example, a layout which makes use of lots of spurs or loops is unlikely to be 
acceptable. Cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed such as verges. A comparison 
of the environmental effects of alternative locations of infrastructure elements, such as 
tracks, may be required. 

2. Engineering activities which may have adverse effects on the water 
environment 

2.1 The site layout must be designed to avoid impacts upon the water environment. Where 
activities such as watercourse crossings, watercourse diversions or other engineering 
activities in or impacting on the water environment  cannot be avoided then the submission 
must include justification of this and a map showing: 

a) All proposed temporary or permanent infrastructure overlain with all lochs and 
watercourses. 

 
b) A minimum buffer of 50m around each loch or watercourse. If this minimum buffer 

cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated 
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse and drawings of 
what is proposed in terms of engineering works.  

 
c) Detailed layout of all proposed mitigation including all cut off drains, location, number 

and size of settlement ponds. 
 
2.2 If water abstractions or dewatering are proposed, a table of volumes and timings of 

groundwater abstractions and related mitigation measures must be provided. 

2.3 Further advice and our best practice guidance are available within the water engineering 
section of our website. Guidance on the design of water crossings can be found in our 
Construction of River Crossings Good Practice Guide. 

2.4 Refer to Appendix 2 of our Standing Advice for advice on flood risk. Watercourse crossings 
must be designed to accommodate the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flows, 
or information provided to justify smaller structures. If it is thought that the development 

http://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/water/engineering/
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/151036/wat-sg-25.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/136130/sepa-standing-advice-for-planning-authorities-and-developers-on-development-management-consultations.pdf


 

could result in an increased risk of flooding to a nearby receptor then a Flood Risk 
Assessment must be submitted in support of the planning application. Our Technical flood 
risk guidance for stakeholders outlines the information we require to be submitted as part of 
a Flood Risk Assessment. Please also refer to Controlled Activities Regulations (CAR) 
Flood Risk Standing Advice for Engineering, Discharge and Impoundment Activities. 

3. Disturbance and re-use of excavated peat and other carbon rich soils 

3.1 Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 205) that "Where peat and other carbon rich 
soils are present, applicants must assess the likely effects of development on carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable to 
be a release of CO2 to the atmosphere. Developments must aim to minimise this release."  

3.2 The planning submission must a) demonstrate how the layout has been designed to 
minimise disturbance of peat and consequential release of CO2 and b) outline the 
preventative/mitigation measures to avoid significant drying or oxidation of peat through, for 
example, the construction of access tracks, drainage channels, cable trenches, or the 
storage and re-use of excavated peat. There is often less environmental impact from 
localised temporary storage and reuse rather than movement to large central peat storage 
areas. 

3.3 The submission must include: 

a) A detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey 
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Developments on Peatland - 
Peatland Survey (2017)) with all the built elements (including peat storage areas) 
overlain to demonstrate how the development avoids areas of deep peat and other 
sensitive receptors such as Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems. 

b) A table which details the quantities of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat 
which will be excavated for each element and where it will be re-used during 
reinstatement. Details of the proposed widths and depths of peat to be re-used and 
how it will be kept wet permanently must be included. 

3.4 To avoid delay and potential objection proposals must be in accordance with Guidance on 
the Assessment of Peat Volumes, Reuse of Excavated Peat and Minimisation of Waste and 
our Developments on Peat and Off-Site uses of Waste Peat. 

3.5 Dependent upon the volumes of peat likely to be encountered and the scale of the 
development, applicants must consider whether a full Peat Management Plan (as detailed 
in the above guidance) is required or whether the above information would be best 
submitted as part of the schedule of mitigation. 

3.6 Please note we do not validate carbon balance assessments except where requested to by 
Scottish Government in exceptional circumstances. Our advice on the minimisation of peat 
disturbance and peatland restoration may need to be taken into account when you consider 
such assessments. 

4. Disruption to Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) 

4.1 GWDTE are protected under the Water Framework Directive and therefore the layout and 
design of the development must avoid impact on such areas. The following information 
must be included in the submission: 

a) A map demonstrating that all GWDTE are outwith a 100m radius of all excavations 
shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and proposed 
groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as a mitigation measure 
the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed maximum extent of 
micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary where the 

http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/162602/ss-nfr-p-002-technical-flood-risk-guidance-for-stakeholders.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/162602/ss-nfr-p-002-technical-flood-risk-guidance-for-stakeholders.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/94134/car-flood-risk-standing-advice-for-engineering-discharge-and-impoundment-activities.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/94134/car-flood-risk-standing-advice-for-engineering-discharge-and-impoundment-activities.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00517174.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00517174.pdf
http://www.scottishrenewables.com/publications/guidance-assessment-peat-volumes-reuse-excavated/
http://www.scottishrenewables.com/publications/guidance-assessment-peat-volumes-reuse-excavated/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/287064/wst-g-052-developments-on-peat-and-off-site-uses-of-waste-peat.pdf


 

distances require it.  

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative 
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions 
securing appropriate mitigation for all GWDTE affected. 

4.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on 
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further 
advice and the minimum information we require to be submitted.  

5. Existing groundwater abstractions 

5.1 Excavations and other construction works can disrupt groundwater flow and impact on 
existing groundwater abstractions. The submission must include: 

a) A map demonstrating that all existing groundwater abstractions are outwith a 100m 
radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations 
deeper than 1m and proposed groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be 
considered as a mitigation measure the distance of survey needs to be extended by 
the proposed maximum extent of micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the 
site boundary where the distances require it.  

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative 
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions 
securing appropriate mitigation for all existing groundwater abstractions affected. 

5.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on 
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further 
advice on the minimum information we require to be submitted. 

6. Forest removal and forest waste 

6.1 Key holing must be used wherever possible as large scale felling can result in large 
amounts of waste material and in a peak release of nutrients which can affect local water 
quality. The supporting information should refer to the current Forest Plan if one exists and 
measures should comply with the Plan where possible. 

6.2 Clear felling may be acceptable only in cases where planting took place on deep peat and it 
is proposed through a Habitat Management Plan to reinstate peat-forming habitats. The 
submission must include: 

a) A map demarcating the areas to be subject to different felling techniques. 

b) Photography of general timber condition in each of these areas. 

c) A table of approximate volumes of timber which will be removed from site and volumes, 
sizes of chips or brash and depths that will be re-used on site. 

d) A plan showing how and where any timber residues will be re-used for ecological 
benefit within that area, supported by a Habitat Management Plan. Further guidance on 
this can be found in Use of Trees Cleared to Facilitate Development on Afforested 
Land – Joint Guidance from SEPA, SNH and FCS. 

7. Borrow pits 

7.1 Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 243) that “Borrow pits should only be permitted 
if there are significant environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material 
from local quarries, they are time-limited; tied to a particular project and appropriate 
reclamation measures are in place.” The submission must provide sufficient information to 

http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/144266/lups-gu31-guidance-on-assessing-the-impacts-of-development-proposals-on-groundwater-abstractions-and-groundwater-dependent-terrestrial-ecosystems.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/143799/use_of_trees_cleared_to_facilitate_development_on_afforested_land_sepa_snh_fcs_guidance-_april_2014.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/143799/use_of_trees_cleared_to_facilitate_development_on_afforested_land_sepa_snh_fcs_guidance-_april_2014.pdf


 

address this policy statement. 

7.2 In accordance with Paragraphs 52 to 57 of Planning Advice Note 50 Controlling the 
Environmental Effects of Surface Mineral Workings (PAN 50) a Site Management Plan 
should be submitted in support of any application. The following information should also be 
submitted for each borrow pit:  

a) A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions.  
 

b) A map showing any stocks of rock, overburden, soils and temporary and permanent 
infrastructure including tracks, buildings, oil storage, pipes and drainage, overlain with 
all lochs and watercourses to a distance of 250 metres. You need to demonstrate that 
a site specific proportionate buffer can be achieved. On this map, a site-specific buffer 
must be drawn around each loch or watercourse proportionate to the depth of 
excavations and at least 10m from access tracks. If this minimum buffer cannot be 
achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated photograph of 
the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is proposed in 
terms of engineering works. 
 

c) You need to provide a justification for the proposed location of borrow pits and 
evidence of the suitability of the material to be excavated for the proposed use, 
including any risk of pollution caused by degradation of the rock. 
  

d) A ground investigation report giving existing seasonally highest water table including 
sections showing the maximum area, depth and profile of working in relation to the 
water table. 

 
e) A site map showing cut-off drains, silt management devices and settlement lagoons to 

manage surface water and dewatering discharge. Cut-off drains must be installed to 
maximise diversion of water from entering quarry works. 

 
f) A site map showing proposed water abstractions with details of the volumes and 

timings of abstractions. 
 
g) A site map showing the location of pollution prevention measures such as spill kits, oil 

interceptors, drainage associated with welfare facilities, recycling and bin storage and 
vehicle washing areas. The drawing notes should include a commitment to check these 
daily.  

 
h) A site map showing where soils and overburden will be stored including details of the 

heights and dimensions of each store, how long the material will be stored for and how 
soils will be kept fit for restoration purposes. Where the development will result in the 
disturbance of peat or other carbon rich soils then the submission must also include a 
detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey 
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Developments on Peatland - 
Peatland Survey (2017)) with all the built elements and excavation areas overlain so it 
can clearly be seen how the development minimises disturbance of peat and the 
consequential release of CO2. 

 
i) Sections and plans detailing how restoration will be progressed including the phasing, 

profiles, depths and types of material to be used. 
 
j) Details of how the rock will be processed in order to produce a grade of rock that will 

not cause siltation problems during its end use on tracks, trenches and other 
hardstanding. 

 

8. Pollution prevention and environmental management  

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/1996/10/17729/23424
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/1996/10/17729/23424
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00517174.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00517174.pdf


 

8.1 One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures during 
the periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration. A schedule 
of mitigation supported by the above site specific maps and plans must be submitted. 
These must include reference to best practice pollution prevention and construction 
techniques (for example, limiting the maximum area to be stripped of soils at any one time) 
and regulatory requirements. They should set out the daily responsibilities of ECOWs, how 
site inspections will be recorded and acted upon and proposals for a planning monitoring 
enforcement officer. Please refer to Guidance for Pollution Prevention (GPPs). 

9. Life extension, repowering and decommissioning 

9.1 Proposals for life extension, repowering and/or decommissioning must demonstrate 
accordance with SEPA Guidance on the life extension and decommissioning of onshore 
wind farms.  Table 1 of the guidance provides a hierarchical framework of environmental 
impact based upon the principles of sustainable resource use, effective mitigation of 
environmental risk (including climate change) and optimisation of long term ecological 
restoration. The submission must demonstrate how the hierarchy of environmental impact 
has been applied, within the context of latest knowledge and best practice, including 
justification for not selecting lower impact options when life extension is not proposed. 

 
9.2 The submission needs to demonstrate that there will be no discarding of materials that are 

likely to be classified as waste as any such proposals would be unacceptable under waste 
management licensing. Further guidance on this may be found in the document Is it waste - 
Understanding the definition of waste. 

 

 

http://www.netregs.org.uk/environmental-topics/pollution-prevention-guidelines-ppgs-and-replacement-series/guidance-for-pollution-prevention-gpps-full-list/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/219689/sepa-guidance-regarding-life-extension-and-decommissioning-of-onshore-windfarms.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/219689/sepa-guidance-regarding-life-extension-and-decommissioning-of-onshore-windfarms.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/154077/is_it_waste.pdf
http://www.sepa.org.uk/media/154077/is_it_waste.pdf
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By email only to planningconsultations@orkney.gov.uk 
 
Date: 15 May 2019 
Our ref: CEA155409 
 
For the attention of David Barclay, Case Officer, Development Management 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
SCOPING OPINION REQUEST TO ERECT 8 X 4MW WIND TURBINES ON FARAY, 
ORKNEY 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2017 
 
Thank you for consulting us on the scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the 
proposed Faray wind farm.  We are broadly satisfied with proposed scope of the survey and 
assessment, and provide the following advice. 
 
Seals 
 
The most significant natural heritage interests likely to be affected by the proposal are the grey 
seal feature of the Faray & Holm of Faray SAC and harbour seal feature of Sanday SAC.  A 
Habitats Regulations Appraisal will be required for both sites 
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/environmental-
assessment/habitats-regulations-appraisal-hra, though we do not anticipate any effects on seals 
that cannot be avoided or mitgated.  The commitment to undertake construction work outwith 
the grey seal breeding season is particularly important in avoiding any adverse effect on 
Faray & Holm of Faray SAC. 
 
The effects on any harbour seals hauling out on Faray and Holm of Faray should be assessed 
in the context of the Sanday SAC breeding population.  Faray and Holm of Faray are within 
the 40-50km foraging distance from Sanday and so harbour seals hauling out there may be 
from the Sanday breeding population.  Impacts should also be considered in the context of the 
wider Orkney population of harbour seals, which is currently in decline.  Note that the harbour 
seal breeding season is in the summer and so may overlap with the construction period. 
 
Details of the plans for the new jetty will be important to consider with respect to impacts on 
both seal species, especially if any blasting or piling is necessary.  Construction activity within 
the marine environment is likely to require a licence from Marine Scotland (see 
https://www2.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00524064.pdf page 4 for licensable activities, and 
guidance page https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Licensing/marine/guidance). 
 
Seal counts should be conducted during the period of 2 hours either side of low tide. This is 
standard practice employed by SMRU as the time when seals are most likely to haul out. 
Counts at any other time will underestimate the seals using the area. 
 

https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/environmental-assessment/habitats-regulations-appraisal-hra
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/environmental-assessment/habitats-regulations-appraisal-hra
https://www2.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00524064.pdf
https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Licensing/marine/guidance
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Care must be taken to avoid disturbing seals by: 
 

- making steady and predictable movements when in sight of seals 
- not approaching individuals directly 
- being aware of signs of disturbance, i.e. increased awareness of presence (heads up), 

shifting around and becoming agitated, flushing into the water. If individuals appear 
disturbed then the surveyors need to move further away. 

 
Supporting seal survey data is available from the Sea Mammal Research Unit (SMRU) who 
undertake regular seal surveys around the UK (via the Special Committee on Seals (SCOS 
http://www.smru.st-andrews.ac.uk/research-policy/scos/) see http://www.smru.st-
andrews.ac.uk/files/2017/04/SCOS-2016.pdf.  The most recent grey seal breeding data for 
Faray and Holm of Faray SAC is for 2014, as part of the Site Condition Monitoring undertaken 
by SMRU on our behalf.  The next breeding grey seal survey is expected to be undertaken at 
the end of this year. 
 
Birds 
 
Supporting seabird survey data is available from JNCC’s National Seabird Census.  Faray 
and Holm of Faray were last surveyed in 2018 (see count results at 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/smp/sitesBrowser.aspx?siteID=93797).  Further details regarding the 
distribution/breeding locations in 2018 may be available from the national census coordinator 
Daisy.Burnell@jncc.gov.uk. 
 
We welcome the proposed checks for breeding storm petrels, given the lack of survey data 
since they were last recorded breeding on Faray and Holm of Faray in 2000.  The standard 
methods for assessing collision risk do not apply to storm petrels because of their nocturnal 
behaviour, but we would be happy to discuss the need for any further assessment that might 
be required should storm petrel breeding colonies or other significant activity be recorded. 
 
See additional advice below regarding the potential effect on birds of any lighting that may be 
required on the turbines for aviation safety. 
 
Turbine lighting 
 
Turbines with a tip height of 150m or taller would require visible lighting for aviation safety, 
and some turbines of less than 150m may also require lights depending on the proximity to 
civil and military aviation interests.  The requirements are set out in Civil Aviation Authority 
(CAA) guidance(see http://www.caa.co.uk/Safety-Initiatives-and-Resources/Safety-
projects/Windfarms/Windfarms/ and 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP764%20Issue6%20FINAL%20Feb.pdf).  If the 
application included turbines requiring lighting, the effect of the lighting would need to be 
considered as part of the EIA and mitigation measures put in place where necessary. 
 
The requirement for aviation lighting of turbines is a fairly recent issue for wind farms and we 
have limited understanding of the effects and how to assess them.  Nonetheless, the effects 
of aviation lighting could be significant in some locations. Darkness or dark skies may be 
valued by people, some of whom may be actively seeking out and enjoying good views of the 
night sky.  A flashing effect can also occur, depending on wind direction, as turbine blades 
pass in front of the nacelle-mounted lighting.  Turbine lighting could therefore adversely affect 
people’s experience and enjoyment of darkness/dark skies and of sunset and sunrise views 
(noting that turbine lights are switched on before dusk and off after dawn).  Turbine lights can 
be seen over considerable distances, with some clearly visible at 20-30km.  However, the 
extent of the study area should be informed by the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) map 
and an understanding of the nature of the likely effects. 

http://www.smru.st-andrews.ac.uk/research-policy/scos/
http://www.smru.st-andrews.ac.uk/files/2017/04/SCOS-2016.pdf
http://www.smru.st-andrews.ac.uk/files/2017/04/SCOS-2016.pdf
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/smp/sitesBrowser.aspx?siteID=93797
mailto:Daisy.Burnell@jncc.gov.uk
http://www.caa.co.uk/Safety-Initiatives-and-Resources/Safety-projects/Windfarms/Windfarms/
http://www.caa.co.uk/Safety-Initiatives-and-Resources/Safety-projects/Windfarms/Windfarms/
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP764%20Issue6%20FINAL%20Feb.pdf
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Assessment of the landscape and visual effects of turbine lighting is an evolving practice.  We 
provide some advice in our existing landscape guidance (see paras 2.11-2.13 of our Siting 
and Design guidance, and paras 174-177 of our Visual Representation guidance 
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/renewable-energy-
development/visual-representation-guidance.  In addition we advise that the assessment 
includes: 
 

- Clear information on the positions and intensity of lighting proposed and, if only certain 
turbines are to be lit, a plan showing which turbines would be lit.  

- Production of a ZTV map which shows the areas from which the nacelle and tower 
lights may be seen.  

- Annotation of the positions of turbine lighting (including intermediate tower lights) on all 
wirelines from each viewpoint. 

- A table similar to below showing the lit turbines visible from each viewpoint 
 
Turbine 
number 
(height) 

Viewpoints 
VP1 VP2 VP3 etc 

T1 (150m) Xx   Xx 
T2 (175m) Xx   X 
T3(150m) Xx  X Xx 
etc Xx  X Xx 
 
Key 

 

Xx Lights visible as pair on nacelle and tower 
X Light visible as single light on nacelle 
 Lights currently screened by forestry 

 
- Written assessment based on fieldwork for relevant viewpoints, with potential visibility 

of lighting and where effects may be significant.  In a worst case scenario this may 
involve all LVIA viewpoints, but judgement should be applied to ensure the 
assessment remains focused on likely significant effects.  The assessment should take 
into account the baseline darkness and artificial lighting characteristics, and people’s 
likely use of different areas during darkness and low light (dusk and dawn) conditions.  
In some cases, there may be the need to select some of the viewpoints on the basis of 
the turbine lighting impacts, as opposed to day-time visual effects.  Edge of settlement 
locations are likely to be better lighting assessment viewpoints, compared with 
locations within towns and villages given the influence of existing lighting. 

- Night-time visualisations from a limited number (we suggest two or three) of 
representative viewpoints.  These may be selected on the basis of sensitivity or regular 
usage during low-light conditions.  
 

Mitigation measures would need to be explored to minimise any significant effects.  The most 
effective measure is proximity activated lighting, which would mean the lights would only be 
turned on for a very small proportion of the time.  The case-specific permissibility for proximity 
activated lighting should be discussed with the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) (contact 
Andy.Wells@caa.co.uk). 
 
Turbine lighting could also have an adverse impact on birds.  Our own appraisal of the 
literature suggests that there is evidence, albeit very limited, that lights may attract birds at 
night and so increase collision risk.  To date there have been no significant fatality events at 
wind farms relating to lighting that we are aware of, but this could be due to a lack of recording 
rather than a lack of fatalities.  Given the uncertainties, but potential for adverse effects, the 
additional risk to birds of any turbine lighting should be assessed as part of the ecological 
assessment, and again the need for mitigation measures considered. 
 

https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/renewable-energy-development/visual-representation-guidance
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/renewable-energy-development/visual-representation-guidance
mailto:Andy.Wells@caa.co.uk
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General advice 
 
For general scoping and pre-application advice, please see our advice note at 
https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-02/SNH%20General%20pre-
application%20and%20scoping%20advice%20%20to%20developers%20of%20onshore%20win
d%20farms.pdf. 
 
If you have any queries about this letter please contact me on 01786 458635 or at the email 
address below. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
[By email] 
 
Michael Shepherd 
Senior Casework Manager, Supporting Good Development 
mike.shepherd@nature.scot 
 
Copy to: Allan Taylor, ITPEnergised; Sweyn Johnston, Orkney Islands Council 

https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-02/SNH%20General%20pre-application%20and%20scoping%20advice%20%20to%20developers%20of%20onshore%20wind%20farms.pdf
https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-02/SNH%20General%20pre-application%20and%20scoping%20advice%20%20to%20developers%20of%20onshore%20wind%20farms.pdf
https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-02/SNH%20General%20pre-application%20and%20scoping%20advice%20%20to%20developers%20of%20onshore%20wind%20farms.pdf
mailto:mike.shepherd@nature.scot


9th May 2019

Orkney Islands Council
Council Building School Place
Kirkwall
KW15 1NY
     
     

Dear Local Planner

KW17 Orkney Faray Site At
PLANNING APPLICATION NUMBER:  19/174/SCO
OUR REFERENCE:  776809
PROPOSAL:  Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW wind turbines (max height 

150 metres)

Please quote our reference in all future correspondence

Scottish Water has no objection to this planning application; however, the applicant should 
be aware that this does not confirm that the proposed development can currently be serviced
and would advise the following:

Drinking Water Protected Areas

A review of our records indicates that there are no Scottish Water drinking water catchments
or water abstraction sources, which are designated as Drinking Water Protected Areas under
the Water Framework Directive, in the area that may be affected by the proposed activity.

General notes:
 Scottish Water asset plans can be obtained from our appointed asset plan 

providers:

Site Investigation Services (UK) Ltd
Tel: 0333 123 1223  
Email: sw@sisplan.co.uk
www.sisplan.co.uk

If the applicant requires any further assistance or information, please contact our 
Development Operations Central Support Team on 0800 389 0379 or at 
planningconsultations@scottishwater.co.uk

Development Operations
The Bridge

Buchanan Gate Business Park
Cumbernauld Road

Stepps
Glasgow
G33 6FB

Development Operations
Freephone  Number - 0800 3890379

E-Mail - DevelopmentOperations@scottishwater.co.uk
www.scottishwater.co.uk

mailto:planningconsultations@scottishwater.co.uk
http://www.sisplan.co.uk/
mailto:DevelopmentOperations@scottishwater.co.uk


 
Yours sincerely

Angela Allison
Angela.Allison@scottishwater.co.uk
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Teena Oulaghan 
Safeguarding Officer 
Ministry of Defence 
Safeguarding Department 
Kingston Road 
Sutton Coldfield 
West Midlands B75 7RL 
United Kingdom 

Your Reference: 19/174/SCO 

Our Reference: DIO 10045633 

Telephone [MOD]: 

E-mail: 

 

teena.oulaghan100@mod.gov.uk 

  

 

Mr David Barclay. 

Orkney Islands Council, 

Planning Department, 

School Place, 

Orkney. 

KW15 1NY  
  15th May 2019 

 
Dear Mr Barclay 

 

Please quote in any correspondence: DIO 10045633 
 
Site Name: Faray Wind Farm 
 
Site Address: Faray, Orkney 
 
Thank you for your pro-forma requesting scoping advice from the Ministry of Defence (MOD) regarding your 
proposed wind energy development. 
 
I am writing to inform you that the MOD may have concerns about the proposal.  Our assessment has been 
carried out on the basis that there will be 8 turbines at 150.00 metres in height from ground level to blade tip and 
located at the grid references below: 
 

Turbine Easting Northing 
1 352,843 1037,767 

2 353,134 1037,403 

3 352,793 1037,086 

4 353,240 1036,937 

5 353,474 1036,524 

6 352,942 1036,299 

7 353,360 1036,079 

8 352,959 1035,812 

 
Low Flying 
 
Fixed Wing military low flying training takes place throughout the United Kingdom down to a height of 250ft above 
ground level and in certain designated areas down to a height of 100ft above ground level.  A turbine 
development of the height and at the location you propose may have an impact on low flying operations.  We 

[Redacted]



Commercial in Confidence 

Commercial in Confidence 

have produced a map which indicates areas in the UK where the MoD is more likely or less likely to object to wind 
turbine planning applications on the grounds of interference with low flying operations.  The following link will take 
you to this map, which has been produced only for guidance and does not offer definitive advice on the MODs 
position 
 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140802171818/https:/restats.decc.gov.uk/cms/aviation-safeguarding-
maps/ 
 
Regardless of whether we object to your proposal, it is probable the MoD will request the turbines be fitted with 
MoD accredited visible or infrared aviation safety lighting. 

 
Meteorological Office Radar 
 
The Met Office is now a statutory consultee for planning relating to their technical infrastructure, therefore the 
MoD has not informed the Met Office of this pre-application. If your development falls within any of the Met Office 
safeguarded zones you will need to contact the Met Office directly. More information is available on the Met Office 
website at 

 
http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/learning/library/publications/safeguarding 

 
Please note that DIO staff will not be able to provide any information regarding the operational impact of 
your development over and above that which is contained in this letter. 
 
Unless directed otherwise, the Ministry of Defence will treat all pre-application information in confidence and 
the information will only be used or disclosed in accordance with the wishes of the confider. 
 
MOD Safeguarding wishes to be consulted and notified about the progress of planning applications and 
submissions relating to this proposal to verify that it will not adversely affect defence interests. 
 
I hope this adequately explains our position on the matter.  Further information about the effects of wind turbines 
on MOD interests can be obtained from the following website: 

 

MOD:  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safeguarding  
 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Teena Oulaghan 
Safeguarding Officer  

[Redacted]

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140802171818/https:/restats.decc.gov.uk/cms/aviation-safeguarding-maps/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140802171818/https:/restats.decc.gov.uk/cms/aviation-safeguarding-maps/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safeguarding


 

  

 

The proposed development has been examined from a technical safeguarding aspect and 
does not conflict with our safeguarding criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) Public Limited 
Company ("NERL") has no safeguarding objection to the proposal. 
 
However, please be aware that this response applies specifically to the above consultation 
and only reflects the position of NATS (that is responsible for the management of en route 
air traffic) based on the information supplied at the time of this application. This letter does 
not provide any indication of the position of any other party, whether they be an airport, 
airspace user or otherwise. It remains your responsibility to ensure that all the appropriate 
consultees are properly consulted. 
 
If any changes are proposed to the information supplied to NATS in regard to this application 
which become the basis of a revised, amended or further application for approval, then as a 
statutory consultee NERL requires that it be further consulted on any such changes prior to 
any planning permission or any consent being granted. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
 
 
 
NATS Safeguarding 
 
D: 01489 444687 
E: natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk 
 
4000 Parkway, Whiteley, 
Fareham, Hants PO15 7FL 
www.nats.co.uk  
 
 
*Please note our email address is now natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk*  
 

mailto:natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk
http://www.nats.co.uk/
mailto:natssafeguarding@nats.co.uk*


 
 

 
East Scotland   Tel   01224 624824 
Regional Office  Fax  01767 685571 
10 Albyn Terrace  rspb.org.uk  
Aberdeen 
AB10 1YP  
 
Patron: Her Majesty the Queen   Chairman of Council: Kevin Cox   President: Miranda Krestovnikoff 
Chairman, Committee for Scotland: Professor Colin Galbraith   Director, RSPB Scotland: Anne McCall    
The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is a registered charity in England and Wales 207076, in Scotland SCO37654 

Mr David Barclay 
Orkney Islands Council 
planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk 

24/05/2019 

19/174/SCO Scoping opinion request to erect 8 x 4MW wind turbines (max height 150 
metres), Faray, Orkney. 

Dear Mr Barclay, 

Thank you for consulting RSPB Scotland on the scope of the EIA for the above windfarm. 

Having examined the scoping report, we wish to reiterate comments made by SNH 

regarding the welcome inclusion of a survey of breeding storm petrels, with follow-up 

nocturnal flight activity where necessary. You may find the following links useful for 

determining monitoring methods for storm petrels:  a paper evaluating the use of infrared 

video http://rdcu.be/xGKt; and a paper on the most recent surveys on Mousa, giving useful 

details on playback survey methodology http://www.seabirdgroup.org.uk/seabird-30-15.  

On the survey effort point, we do not support the proposal to undertake only one years’ 

worth of data collection. A lack of two years’ worth of data will serve to increase any 

uncertainties in the assessment and devalue the robustness of its conclusions.   

As stated in the Scoping Report, there are a number of designated sites, including SPAs and 

pSPAs, within 20 km of Faray. Due consideration should be given to potential connectivity to 

these sites, particularly with regard to the collision risk impacts on their qualifying features 

and any in-combination impacts from other relevant developments. 

Please don’t hesitate to contact me for further advice. 

Yours sincerely, 

Amanda Biggins 

Assistant Conservation Officer. 

mailto:planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk
http://rdcu.be/xGKt
http://www.seabirdgroup.org.uk/seabird-30-15


From: JRC Windfarm Coordinations <windfarms@jrc.co.uk>  
Sent: 08 May 2019 13:29 
To: planningconsultation <planningconsultation@orkney.gov.uk> 
Subject: Scoping Application Consultation 19/174/SCO [WF138612] 
 
-- do not edit anything below this line -- 

Dear Planningconsultation,  
 
A Windfarms Team member has replied to your coordination request, reference WF138612 with the 
following response:  
 
Dear sir/Madam, 
 
Planning Ref: 19/174/SCO 
 
Name/Location: Faray, Orkney, Scotland  
 
Site Centre/Turbine at NGR/IGR:  
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T1 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 352843 1037767 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T2 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 353134 1037403 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T3 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 352793 1037086 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T4 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 353240 1036937 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 



TURBINE: 
Faray T5 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 353474 1036524 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T6 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 352942 1036299 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T7 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 353360 1036079 
 
No links affected 
 
----------------------------------------- 
 
TURBINE: 
Faray T8 hub 90m blades 60m 
Grid ref OSGB 352959 1035812 
 
No links affected 

 
 
This proposal cleared with respect to radio link infrastructure operated by: 
 
The Local Electricity Utility and Scotia Gas Networks 

 
 
 
JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry. This is to assess 
their potential to interfere with radio systems operated by utility companies in support of their 
regulatory operational requirements. 
 
In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential problems 
based on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided. However,if any details of the 
wind farm change, particularly the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will be necessary to re-
evaluate the proposal. 
 
In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data, although we 
recognise that there may be effects which are as yet unknown or inadequately predicted. JRC cannot 
therefore be held liable if subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted. 
 



It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of the spectrum 
is dynamic, the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and consequently,developers are 
advised to seek re-coordination prior to considering any design changes. 
 
Regards 
 
Wind Farm Team 
 
The Joint Radio Company Limited 
Delta House 
175-177 Borough High Street  
LONDON 
SE1 1HR 
United Kingdom 
 
Office: 020 7706 5199 
 
JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy 
Industries) and National Grid. 
Registered in England & Wales: 2990041 
http://www.jrc.co.uk/about-us  
 
 

http://www.jrc.co.uk/about


 

 

  

 

Good afternoon, 
 
This wind turbine development at Faray will be close to the route flown to Eday. 
 
Historically Loganair have operated Westray to Stronsay air services that passed directly 
over Faray. 
 
Our minimum en route altitude is 350 ft above mean sea level and the proposed turbine 
height to blade tip is over 500 ft amsl. 
 
It would therefore be prudent to light the turbines with red anti collision warning lights on 
top of the turbine heads in the same manner as those on Sanday. 
 
As turbines have appeared on Shapinsay, Eday, Westray etc we have adapted our operation 
to mitigate the risk and will undoubtedly do so again if the Faray development is to 
proceed.  Therefore, we have no objection as there will be minimal effect on the Inter Isles 
service. 
 
Yours, 
 
Colin McAllister 
 
Kirkwall Senior Pilot, 
Loganair 
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Appendix 4.3 - Cross-reference of EIA Scoping Opinion 
in the EIA Report 

Executive Summary 
Following receipt of the EIA Scoping Opinion the Applicant has considered the consultation received and Table 1 
below provides a cross-reference to the appropriate chapter within the EIA Report where a response is provided. 
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Table 1 – Summary of EIA Scoping Opinion 

Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

Landscape and Visual Orkney Islands 

Council 

 

“The ZTV requires to provide additional information to inform the LVIA and CLVIA 

from that indicated. ZTVs should be provided for both: 

• Blade tip ZTV; and 

• Hub height (or nacelle) ZTV. 

The following information should also be included: 

• how many of the wind turbines are likely to be visible; 

• how much of the wind turbines is theoretically visible (if separate ZTVs are 

produced showing theoretical visibility to blade tip height, and also theoretical 

visibility of the hub or nacelle); and 

• the theoretical visibility of different numbers of wind turbines (within a single 

development, or between different wind farms within a cumulative ZTV) 

The above information will aid selecting the visual receptors to be used in the 

assessment, these should be selected beforehand to reflect these receptors and 

with agreement from the HES, the Council and SNH. The preliminary viewpoints 

suggested are inadequate and further consultation on these requires to be 

undertaken”. 

Refer to Chapter 6 of the EIA 

Report. 

“Notwithstanding the fact that the scale of the development exceeds current 

maximum parameters, mindful of the draft Development Management Guidance 

‘Energy’ noted in 5.2.2. and Landscape Assessment which specifies that Faray 

should be retained free of turbines, were the project to be progressed further, the 

Council agrees with the findings of the Scoping Request Statement that  a full 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and Cumulative Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA) shall be required”. 

“The LVIA must accord with best practice and current guidance at time of 

application, with the Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (3rd 
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

edition) being the current standard and as supported by SNH. Final representative 

viewpoints (VP’s) shall be subject to agreement in advance of preparation of the 

LVIA. The main sensitive visual and landscape receptors, informed by forecast ZTV, 

desk-based research, site survey and 3D modelling, shall include, but not be limited 

to, residential properties and settlements, views from recognised viewpoints, main 

routes (land & sea), visitor attractions and sites of historic interest. The 

requirement to consider receptors including sea borne routes owing to regular ferry 

traffic and cruise ships. Consideration of the likely visual effects of the proposed 

development on tourism and recreation features and facilities, noting in particular 

core paths and the cruise ships should also be used to identify suitable VPs”. 

“It is agreed that a Residential Visual Amenity Assessment should be included as a 

separate report as indicated within the submitted Scoping Report and that such will 

focus, although not necessarily be confined to, properties within 2 km of the 

proposed development given the very large scale of the of wind turbines as 

indicated”. 

NatureScot 

(formerly SNH) 

“Turbines with a tip height of 150m or taller would require visible lighting for 

aviation safety, and some turbines of less than 150m may also require lights 

depending on the proximity to civil and military aviation interests”. 

Ornithology Orkney Islands 

Council (Case 

Officer: 

Environment) 

Several SSSIs and Special Protection Areas (SPA) for birds are located within 

foraging range of Faray. An assessment should be undertaken of the likely direct 

and indirect effects of the proposal on the qualifying interests of these sites.  

 

 

 

Refer to Chapter 7 of the EIA 

Report. 

 [R
ed
act
ed]
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

The assessment should address the effects of all stages of the proposal on the bird 

species of these sites, including collision risk. Vantage Point surveys should be 

undertaken in line with current guidance which may be accessed from the 

NatureScot website at www.nature.scot, and advice should be sought from 

NatureScot on the scope and frequency of these surveys, as well as potential 

vantage point locations. 

It should also consider the cumulative impact of the proposal with other wind 

turbine developments, including any wind energy proposals which are currently in 

the planning system. Information on the qualifying features of the relevant 

internationally and nationally designated sites is available from ‘SiteLink’ which 

may be accessed from the Scottish Natural Heritage website at 

https://sitelink.nature.scot/home 

OIC welcome the commitment to undertake a breeding bird survey which will 

include a survey of breeding storm petrel, with follow up studies of nocturnal flight 

activity where necessary. 

RSPB 

 

Having examined the scoping report, RSPB wish to reiterate comments made by 

NatureScot (formerly SNH) regarding the welcome inclusion of a survey of 

breeding storm petrels, with follow-up nocturnal flight activity where necessary.  

On the survey effort point, RSPB do not support the proposal to undertake only 

one years’ worth of data collection. A lack of two years’ worth of data will serve to 

increase any uncertainties in the assessment and devalue the robustness of its 

conclusions. As stated in the Scoping Report, there are a number of designated 

sites, including SPAs and pSPAs, within 20 km of Faray. Due consideration should 

be given to potential connectivity to these sites, particularly with regard to the 

collision risk impacts on their qualifying features and any in-combination impacts 

from other relevant developments. 

https://sitelink.nature.scot/home
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

NatureScot 

(Formerly SNH)  

 

Supporting seabird survey data is available from JNCC’s National Seabird Census. 

Faray and Holm of Faray were last surveyed in 2018 (see count results at 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/smp/sitesBrowser.aspx?siteID=93797). Further details 

regarding the distribution/breeding locations in 2018 may be available from the 

national census coordinator. 

NatureScot welcome the proposed checks for breeding storm petrels, given the 

lack of survey data since they were last recorded breeding on Faray and Holm of 

Faray in 2000. The standard methods for assessing collision risk do not apply to 

storm petrels because of their nocturnal behaviour, but NatureScot would be 

happy to discuss the need for any further assessment that might be required 

should storm petrel breeding colonies or other significant activity be recorded. 

Ecology Orkney Islands 

Council 

 

Noted a requirement for: 

▪ A description of the baseline; 

▪ Identification of relevant receptors; 

▪ A description of likely effects resulting from the development, including 

cumulative effects; and, 

▪ Mitigation measures. 

Recognised Scottish Natural Heritage’s (SNH) (now NatureScot) requirements 

regarding seals (see below). 

Recognised Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s (SEPA) requirements 

regarding groundwater-dependent terrestrial ecosystems and pollution 

prevention. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the EIA 

Report. 

Noted the Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI) designations for the island and wider area; and the need to avoid works 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/smp/sitesBrowser.aspx?siteID=93797


 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM PROJECT – FARAY 6 APPENDIX 4.3 

 

  
 

Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

during the seal breeding season. Also noted the potential presence of the 

European Protected Species (EPS)  on the island and the presence of 

cetacean species in the waters off the island. 

SEPA Advised to identify and map any groundwater-dependent ecosystem (GWDTE) 

areas. 

Refer to chapters 8 and 11 of the 

EIA Report. 

NatureScot 

(Formerly SNH) 

Advised that the most significant natural heritage interests likely to be affected by 

the proposal are the grey seals (Halichoenus grypus) of the Faray & Holm of Faray 

SAC and harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) of the Sanday SAC. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the EIA 

Report. 

Requirement for a HRA to be undertaken for both SACs, though effects are not 

anticipated. Faray is within the 40-50 km harbour seal foraging distance of the 

Sanday harbour seal population. 

Noted: “The commitment to undertake construction work outwith the grey seal 

breeding season is particularly important in avoiding any adverse effect on Faray & 

Holm of Faray SAC.” 

Seal count survey required (outline of methodology also provided). 

Noise Orkney Islands 

Council 

Proposed location on an uninhabited island means noise and vibration impacts are 

unlikely to cause significant concern to human receptors.  Environmental Health 

required the use of ETSU-R-97 (including Institute of Acoustics GPG/SGN) based 

methodology and general approach. OIC Environmental Health note that the 

propagation of noise between turbines and noise sensitive receptors will 

predominately be over water, as such the developer should have due regard to 

‘IoA SGN 6: Noise propagation over water for on-shore Wind Turbines’. 

Refer to Chapter 9 of the EIA 

Report. 

[Redacted]
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

Cultural Heritage HES HES stated that they considered a potential for significant adverse impacts on 

heritage assets within their remit including the Quoy Broch 270m NW of 

(Scheduled Monument, Index no.1440). 

 Assessment should consider the potential for impacts on the setting of heritage 

assets located on nearby islands and should include the following heritage assets 

located on Eday and Rapness [sic]: 

• Muckle Hill of Linkataing, chambered cairn, homestead and field system 

(Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1355) 

Carrick House, chambered cairn NW of, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 

1432) 

• Vinquoy Hill, chambered cairn, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1410) 

• Huntersquoy, chambered cairn 480m SW of Carrick Farm, Eday (Scheduled 

Monument, Index no. 1250) 

• Carrick Farm, chambered cairn and cairn 500m SSW of (Scheduled Monument, 

Index no.1251) 

• Fold of Setter, enclosure, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index no. 1441) 

• Stone of Setter, Eday (Scheduled Monument, Index No. 4299) 

• Mill Hill chambered cairn, Millbounds (Scheduled Monument, Index no.1321) 

• Sangar Crofthouse including adjoining threshing barn, windmill tower, kiln and 

byre, and detached house to southeast, Rapness, Westray (Category A listed 

Building, LB48010) 

HES also requested sight of any ZTV (Zone of Theoretical Visibility) analysis, 

provisional wireframe views and photomontages prior to submission of any 

planning application and EIA Report for the proposals. It noted that provision of a 

large scale ZTV with heritage assets clearly marked on it would be particularly 

useful. 

Refer to Chapter 10 of the EIA 

Report. 
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

OIC note that the entire island is of historical importance as a landscape, bearing 

6,000 years of habitation, culminating in abandonment in the mid 20th century. 

Due to its recent use primarily as a sheep run, the preservation of standing 

building, and archaeological remains in the landscape is good. The island has not 

been subject to any extensive archaeological survey, so few items are currently 

recorded. In support of the EIA, an assessment should be undertaken of the 

historic environment/archaeology of both Faray and the Holm of Faray up to and 

including the 20th century remains, including the intertidal zone. The assessment 

should include a walkover survey and desk-based assessment and this should 

inform the design layout of the proposal to avoid any direct impact on physical 

remains of significance. Furthermore, the EIA should include a viewshed analysis to 

identify historic environment assets that may be effected by the proposal and an 

assessment that considers impacts on the setting of the identified sites. 

Geology, Hydrology and 

Hydrogeology 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

OIC notes that Soil Survey of Scotland mapping indicates that Faray is underlain by 

peaty gleys, and the application should therefore be accompanied by a peatland 

management plan. 

Refer to Chapter 11 of the EIA 

Report. 

If on-site borrow pits are proposed, then an assessment of associated impacts 

should be included. 

SEPA SEPA advises that the following key issues need to be addressed in the EIA process: 

a) Map and assessment of all engineering activities in or impacting on the water 

environment including proposed buffers, details of any related CAR applications. 

b) Map and assessment of impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial 

Ecosystems and buffers. 

c) Map and assessment of impacts upon groundwater abstractions and buffers. 
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

d) Assessment of any peat and if applicable table detailing re-use proposals.  

e) Map and site layout of borrow pits 

f) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures 

g) Borrow Pit Site Management Plan of pollution prevention measures/ 

h) Map of proposed waste water drainage layout 

i) Map of proposed surface water drainage layout 

j) Map of proposed water abstractions including details of the proposed operating 

regime 

k) Decommissioning statement 

Site Specific Requirements 

It should be confirmed that the wells on the island are no longer used to provide 

drinking water. 

Provided watercourse crossings are designed to accommodate the 1 in 200 year 

event and other infrastructure is located well away from watercourses, SEPA does 

not foresee a need for detailed information on flood risk. 

Any infrastructure required on the coast may need to take into account the 

estimated 1 in 200 year coastal flood level for the area of 3.5 m Above Ordnance 

Datum. 

Traffic and Transport Orkney Islands 

Council 

There are no adopted public roads anywhere near the proposed site.   Refer to Chapter 12 of the EIA 

Report. 
Full details of all loads that would be transported from Orkney Mainland to the site 

must be considered with their potential impact. 

Need to outline the scale of the infrastructure required to access the site. 
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

A Section 96 Agreement to cover abnormal wear and tear on the road network 

may be required. 

Socio-economic, 

recreation and tourism 

 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

Orkney Islands Council Development and Infrastructure scoping opinion set out 
what socio-economic impacts should be considered with reference to the 
Supplementary Guidance Energy, part of the Local Development Plan 2017.  

This refers to the consideration of local net-economic impacts, as well as of local 
business and supply chain opportunities. 

Other factors that the analysis of net economic benefits can consider include local 
and community ownership. 

The assessment should consider whether there is the potential for any adverse 
effects on tourism and recreation to residents and visitors. 

Refer to Chapter 13 of the EIA 

Report. 

Aviation MoD No Objection. May have concerns in relation to low flying. Request for Infra-Red 

(IR) or low intensity visible lighting. 
Refer to Chapter 14 of the EIA 

Report. 

Kirkwall Airport 

(Loganair Chief 

Pilot) 

No objection. Request for red aviation safety lighting. 

Shadow Flicker Orkney Islands 

Council 

With reference to shadow flicker it is noted that the 10 times rotor blade diameter 

separation distance is cited. 

Notwithstanding development criterion within Supplementary Guidance quoting 

this separation distance, as a general point the onus should be on avoiding harm 

and nuisance, which should be established by exposure thresholds, and not 

necessarily on limiting the area of assessment. The mitigation hierarchy of prevent, 

reduce and offset should be followed and detailed within the EIA Report given 

inhabited properties within 2km of the site. 

Refer to Chapter 15 of the EIA 

Report. 

Telecommunications JRC JRC raised no concerns with relation to the Scoping Layout. Refer to Chapter 17 of the EIA 

Report. 
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Technical Discipline Consultee Scoping Opinion EIA Report 

Air Quality Orkney Islands 

Council 

Full assessment of the impacts on air quality should be provided within the EIA 

report which may arise from activities related to the development, in particular 

stone excavation. 

Refer to Chapter 17 of the EIA 

Report. 
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Appendix 4.4 – Additional EIA Consultee Responses 

Executive Summary 
Following receipt of the EIA Scoping Opinion the Applicant has continued to consult with key statutory and non-
statutory consultees on the Proposed Development and the EIA. This Appendix provides a summary of that 
consultation with further details provided within the relevant technical chapters. 
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Table 1 – Summary of EIA Consultation 

Technical Discipline Consultee Consultation  Response in EIA Report 

Landscape and Visual Orkney Islands 

Council  

09/03/20 

 

“It is noted that the proposed viewpoints selected when the applicant 
pursued a scoping opinion has been altered to include Point. No. 12 Spur 
Ness, Sanday and VP. No.13 B9068 North Bay, Sanday. It does not appear that 
any of the other identified sites have been altered or subject to 
reconsideration, excepting the possible deletion of VP. 6 Noltland Castle and 7 
(Broughtown, Sanday). It is also noted that no information in relation to LVIA 
in consideration of cumulative impacts of wind energy developments has 
been provided at this stage for further comment”. 

Viewpoint selection has been carefully 

considered in respect of ensuring the 

cumulative context is well 

represented. 

 

“I would note that that grid references are approximate and great care should 
be taken to ensure that the selected viewpoints, subject to ground truthing 
can be achieved in full accordance with the SNH guidance on ‘Visual 
Representation of Wind Farms’. It is noted that the originally suggested 
viewpoints remain as being pursued by the applicant, potentially at variance 
to the Scoping Advice provided previously by the Planning Authority. It is 
however welcomed that additional VP’s are under consideration and that a 
potentially significant number of additional VP’s and wireframes from a 
Historic Environment perspective are to be pursued”. 

No location specific advice was 

presented in the OIC Scoping Opinion. 

The exact location of each viewpoint 

has been considered on site to ensure 

the optimum ‘worst case scenario’ is 

represented. Additional viewpoints 

have been included on Faray and from 

other Cultural Heritage interests on 

Eday and Westray (refer to Chapter 10 

Cultural Heritage). 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

11/11/20 

The viewpoint list was discussed in a presentation to OIC Development 
Management. 

No issues were raised. Viewpoints 

have been considered within Chapter 

6 of the EIA Report. 

Ornithology NatureScot 

20/12/19 

NS phone conversation and email confirmation from Senior Casework 

Manager: 

Following on going consultation and the provision of all of the first year’s 

survey results NS were asked for clarification on whether it was considered 

necessary to undertake further survey for the site. Following discussions on 

the first year of survey results it was agreed that there was “no need for a 

A second year of storm petrel breeding 

survey and storm petrel activity 

surveys was completed, but in order to 

allow for comparison the call-back 

survey in 2020 was completed using a 

standardised playback storm petrel 
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second year of VP surveys, breeding seabird (except potentially storm petrel) 

and breeding bird walkover surveys.” 

NS responded: “Yes, that’s right. Though the gaps in storm petrel data include 

potential deficiencies in the VP survey as well the breeding survey.”  

call that was used during storm petrel 

breeding surveys on Mousa, Shetland.  

Refer to Chapter 7 of the EIA Report 

for more details. 

Ecology SEPA 

11/08/20 

Provided a standard guidance note, which includes:  

▪ A requirement to ensure protection of any GWDTEs within the 

development area; and  

▪ Pollution prevention and environmental management to be included in 

the mitigation measures. 

GWDTE presence has been considered 

within Section Error! Reference source 

not found. and 8.9 of Chapter 8 and 

Chapter 11 of the EIA Report. 

Pollution prevention is included within 

the standard mitigation (refer to 

Section 8.9 of Chapter 8). 

Noise 

 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

02/03/20 

OIC consulted on noise baseline survey locations and set out proposed 
approach. 

Response: 

Noted that baseline measurements on Westray may not be required if 

predicted levels below 35 dB at receptor locations. 

Accepted proposed monitoring locations and specified that two rain gauges 

would be required, given the geographical separation of monitoring positions 

on Eday and Westray. 

Noted other potential noise sources on Eday which should be considered 
when reporting baseline conditions. 

Comments noted and accepted. 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

07/08/20 

Proposed revised baseline survey locations following response from residents 
to requests to site monitoring equipment on Eday, scoped out monitoring on 
Westray and set out proposed approach to treatment of baseline data 
Response: 
Accepted monitoring locations and outline approach 

Comments noted and accepted. 
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Orkney Islands 

Council 

25/09/20 

Proposed construction hours of 07:00 – 20:00, 7 days a week. 
Response: 
Given the unique location and probability that weather could have a major 
impact on scheduling deliveries to site I have no objection in principle to an 
application for 7 day a week working. 

Refer to Chapters 3 and 9 of the EIA 

Report. 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

31/03/21 

Agreed approach to derivation of noise limits is acceptable/appropriate – 
caveated that detailed checking of the arithmetic not yet completed. 

Comments noted and accepted. 

Cultural Heritage 

 

Orkney County 

Archaeologist 

07/10/19 

 

AOC attended a meeting with the Orkney County Archaeologist on the 7th of 

October 2019. 

Faray is relatively poorly understood in terms of archaeological remains. The 

current layout avoids known remains but there are likely to be well preserved 

buried remains across island. Given the clear potential for further remains to 

be present the Orkney County Archaeologist stated that she would wish to 

see a structured programme of mitigation that would include geophysics. 

The geophysics would be followed by trial trench evaluations and if necessary, 

mitigation excavations and would be in accordance with a Written Scheme of 

Investigation (WSI) which would contain a clear method statement for post-

excavation analysis and reporting. 

Walkover survey and detailed map 

regression has been undertaken and 

75 previously unrecorded assets 

identified. Layout avoids these where 

possible. 

The potential for previously 

unrecorded remains to be present on 

the site is also acknowledged and a 

detailed mitigation strategy, which 

would include geophysics, trial 

trenching and, if needs be, further 

investigations is included in Section 

10.8 of Chapter 10. 

Orkney County 

Archaeologist 

28/02/2020 

AOC consulted the Orkney County Archaeologist in February 2020 with 

regards to proposed visualisations. Additional visualisations were requested 

from St Magnus Church, Egilsay and approaches from the ferry. The list of 

proposed visualisations was agreed. 

Additional wirelines showing view of 

the Proposed Development from these 

locations are included (Figures 10.24 

and 10.25) and discussed in detail in 

Appendix 10.2. 
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Historic Environment 

Scotland (HES) 

11/11/19 

HES agreed a list of proposed visualisations on 11th November 2019 and 

confirmed they had no further advice to add at this stage. 

Refer to Chapter 10. 

HES 

30/10/19 

HES wrote to the Applicant to notify them of their intention to amend the 

existing entry in the schedule of monuments for ‘Quoy, broch 270m NW of’ to 

‘Chambered cairn, 280m NW of Quoy, Faray’. 

 

It is agreed that the monument north-

west of Quoy is a chambered cairn and 

not a broch and the monument is 

referred to as a chambered cairn 

throughout the assessment (see 

Chapter 10). 

HES 

02/03/20 

Response to letter to consultees detailing the marine licensable activities 

(provided in Appendix 4.7). HES advised “Having reviewed the consultation 

documents, it appears unlikely at this stage that the proposal would have 

significant impacts on sites within our remit.” 

Marine archaeology scoped out of EIA.  

HES 

12/03/20 

Following issue of draft wireline visualisations, and subsequent clarification by 

AOC that  locations of draft viewpoints at Doggerboat showed views of the 

turbines in all directions and a query as to HES’s preferred location for  a 

visualisation which showed views towards the Quay Chambered Cairn HES 

advised that visualisations should be produced to demonstrate the worst-case 

scenario i.e. the most adverse potential impact.  The locations of other 

visualisations were agreed 

HES also noted that they remained of the view that the Proposed 

Development would raise such issues of national interest that they would 

likely object to the proposals. Of particular concern is the potential significant 

adverse impact on the setting of Chambered cairn, 280m NW of Quoy, Faray 

(SM 1440). 

Photomontage visualisation (Figure 

10.13) accordingly situated at 

Doggerboat to demonstrate the worst-

case scenario. 

 

 

 

The Proposed Development has been 

designed to maximise space between 

the chambered cairn, 280m NW of 

Quoy, Faray and a buffer of 500 m has 
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HES noted that they had considered mitigation that would lessen this impact, 
such as amending the turbine layout, restricting the number of turbines or 
restricting the height of the turbines but concluded that it was difficult to 
understand how such measures would be likely to reduce the impact for their 
interests. 

been applied between the cairn and 

the nearest proposed turbine. 

Aviation HIAL 

26/08/20 

No objection Refer to Chapter 14 of the EIA Report. 

Kirkwall Airport – 

Senior Pilot 

No objection. Request for red aviation safety lighting. Daytime only red aviation lighting to 

be fitted, dimmable under conditions 

of good (5 km+) visibility. 

Refer to Chapter 14 of the EIA Report. 

Marine Licence Marine Scotland 

Licencing Operations 

Team (MS-LOT), 

01/11/19 

MS-LOT confirming that, it is likely that the project will require a marine licence 

for the improvement and expansion of the marine access infrastructure.  

The full extent of the Proposed 

Development has been assessed and 

all significant environmental effects 

presented within the EIA. This EIA will 

be submitted in support of the Marine 

Licence application to the Marine 

Scotland Licensing Operations Team 

(MS-LOT), which acts on behalf of the 

Scottish Ministers.  

A cover letter will accompany the 

application to point MS-LOT to the 

chapters of the EIA which are directly 

applicable to the works below mean 

high water springs (MHWS).  
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MS-LOT 

04/12/20 

Meeting held to discuss scope of marine licence and EIA. MS-LOT provided the 

following feedback: 

▪ Confirmed that pre-application consultation is required for the Marine 

Licence application. 

▪ Agreed that the assessment of the impacts associated with the works 

below the MHWS could likely be included within the project EIA Report, 

as opposed to a separate assessment accompanying the Marine Licence. 

▪ Requested a technical note documenting the Proposed Development for 

MS-LOT to provide formal comment on. 

▪ Advised that liaison with JNCC is required to agree the scope of 

assessment and underwater noise assessment methodology. 

Pre-application consultation event held 

on the 4th of March 2021. 

Technical note was shared on the 15th 

of December 2020. 

JNCC contacted on the 22nd of 

December 2020 (see marine ecology 

and ornithology section of this table).   

MS-LOT 

05/02/21 – 26/02/21 

Response (and subsequent correspondence) following formal review of 

Technical Note issued on the 15th of December 2020. MS-LOT provided the 

following feedback: 

▪ Advised that the jetty falls under Schedule 1 of the Marine Works 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (the 

Marine EIA Regulations). Therefore, an exemption under the Marine EIA 

Regulations cannot be granted and the Marine Licence will require an EIA.  

▪ Agreed that one EIA to accompany both the planning application and 

marine licence application is acceptable. This ensures that the project is 

assessed as a whole, including the intertidal zone which is covered under 

both the planning and marine licence jurisdictions. 

▪ Recommend that as well as marine ecology, all marine aspects which 

could be impacted, including fishing and other legitimate uses of the sea, 

Letter detailing all potential impacts 

was issued to all consultees for 

comment on the 24th of February 2021 

(provided in Appendix 4.7). The scope 

of the assessment of the marine 

licensable activities following all 

consultation and feedback is provided 

in Chapter 4: Approach to EIA.  

Chapter 16 details the underwater 

noise assessment. 

Dredging has been included within this 

EIA. As the vessel types are not known, 

worst case channel dredging has been 

assumed. Chapter 17 details the 

assessment of impact to marine water 
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are considered. The technical note considers the impact will be minimal 

however evidence should be supplied to support that consideration. 

▪ Advised that the original proposal of including dredging as a separate 

application, once details are known, was not acceptable and dredging 

would need to be included within the EIA.   

and sediment quality as a result of 

dredging activities.  

Potential impacts to other marine 

receptors are discussed in Chapter 18: 

Other Issues.  

Marine ecology and 

ornithology 

JNCC 

05/01/21 

Response to technical note and summary of underwater noise assessment 

methodology shared on the 22nd of December. JNCC’s advised that their remit 

is offshore waters only so cannot advise on the application; NatureScot would 

be better placed in this instance. 

Information shared with NatureScot 

on the 7th of January 2020  

NatureScot 

07/01/21 – 04/02/21 

Technical note and summary of underwater noise assessment methodology 

shared on the 7th of January 2021 in order to agree scope and methodology of 

assessment. Correspondence and discussions held with NatureScot providing 

the following feedback: 

▪ Impact assessment appears sufficient and is SELcum based. If impact 

piling is used SPLpk and SELs may also need to be considered. 

▪ It is noted that the assessment looks at disturbance in a qualitative 

manner, considering individual disturbed is also recommended. 

▪ Recommend including baleen whales within the assessment. Depending 

on the noise levels, sound could propagate significant distances and there 

are regular sightings of baleen whales including humpback, minke and fin 

whale in the relatively shallow waters in and around Orkney. 

The underwater noise assessment 

provided in Chapter 16 has been 

undertaken in line with the feedback 

received from NatureScot.  

 

 

 

RSBP 

25/03/21 

Attended the marine licence pre-application consultation event on the 4th of 

March 2021 and followed up to advise that they will not be submitting any 

further comments on this aspects of the works at this stage 

No action required.  
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NatureScot 

18/03/21 

 

Attended the marine licence pre-application consultation event on the 4th of 

March 2021 and provided the following feedback: 

▪ European Sites - Ensure that Sanday Special Area of Conservation (SAC) is 

considered as well as Faray & Holm of Faray SAC / Site of Special Scientific 

Interest (SSSI).  

▪ European Protected Species (EPS): 

▪ Otters - ensure otter survey carried out extending to at least 200m 

around the coast on each side of slipway and landing Jetty.  

▪ Cetaceans – confirmed that previously NatureScot have already 

provided pre-application advice around potential impacts and on the 

underwater noise assessment (see above). 

▪ Priority Marine Features (PMFs) - recommend a survey is carried out using 

video / photo methods and the footage analysed to biotope with a focus 

on identifying the presence (and, if relevant, extent/ quality) of any PMFs  

A report to inform the Habitats 

Regulations Appraisal (HRA) has been 

prepared for the project, as a whole, 

and has been submitted to support 

both the marine licence and planning 

application (refer to Appendix 8.5). 

Both sites have been considered as 

part of this assessment. In addition, 

the underwater noise assessment 

includes impacts to all marine 

mammals likely to be within the area, 

including harbour seals which are a 

designating feature of the Sanday SAC.  

An otter survey has been completed as 

detailed in Chapter 8: Ecology. Otters 

have been scoped out of the 

underwater noise assessment, as 

detailed in Chapter 16: Underwater 

Noise Assessment. 

Video footage was obtained as part of 

the sediment sample survey. This has 

been analysed and details provided in 

Chapter 18: Other Issues.  

Marine water and 

sediment quality 

MS-LOT 

04/03/21 

Sediment sampling plan (which is required to assess impacts from dredging) 

approved. 

Results from sediment sampling survey 

are included in Chapter 17: Marine 

Water and Sediment Quality which 
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assesses the impacts associated with 

dredging.  

NatureScot 

29/03/21 

Methodology of assessment of impacts to marine water and sediment quality 

shared with NatureScot on the 26th of March 2021 for comment.  

NatureScot advised that the scope seemed reasonable, but that SEPA/Marine 

Scotland would usually provide comment on this.  

No action required as scope was also 

shared with Marine Scotland and due 

to SEPA’s ongoing issues following 

their cyberattack in December 2020 

they are not contactable and advise to 

follow available guidance.  

MS-LOT 

26/03/21 - 16/04/21 

Methodology of assessment of impacts to marine water and sediment quality 

shared with MS-LOT on the 26th of March 2021 for comment.  

MS-LOT advised that the methodology and assessment appears to be 

proportionate to the level of the dredge and assumptions made about 

potential for contamination and sediment movement. However, noted that 

this is not an official scoping response and that the methodology has not been 

consulted upon with other stakeholders or Marine Scotland science. 

The inclusion of coastal processes was also queried, with MS-LOT stating that 

the EIA should provide information on the scoping out of this topic.  

Coastal processes are discussed in 

Chapter 18: Other Issues.  

Telecommunications Joint Radio Company 

(JRC) 

September 2020 

JRC does not foresee any potential problems based on known interference 

scenarios and the data provided. 

No action required. 

BT 

September 2020 

The proposed locations of the six turbines should not cause interference to BT’s 
current and presently planned radio network. 

No action required. 
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Ericsson 

September 2020 

MBNL/EE have no microwave link within 100m and no mast within 250m of 
the proposed wind turbine location and therefore have no objections to the 
proposal. 

No action required. 

Ofcom 

September 2020 

Ofcom no longer replies to these requests. The location of published 
licences is located on the Wireless Telegraphy Register so you should perform 
your search there. 

The Ofcom online database of fixed 
links has been interrogated to identify 
any links near the Proposed 

Development. None have been 

identified, with the nearest link path 

being 800 m or more from the nearest 

proposed turbine. 

Vodafone 

September 2020 

Vodafone confirm that the proposal does not affect any of their links. No action required. 

Atkins 

September 2020 

Atkins have no objections to the proposed development. No action required. 

Arqiva  

September 2020 

Arqiva have no objections to the Proposed Development. No action required. 

Marine Radar Marine Services and 

Harbour Authority: 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

October 2019 

Marine Services and Harbour Authority stated that Faray is outwith the 

harbour jurisdiction however there is potential that turbines at Faray could 

interfere with communications between ferries travelling on the west and 

east coasts of the islands. 

Further consultation to be undertaken 

with Orkney Ferries Ltd. 

Orkney Ferries Ltd 

October 2020 

All ONI vessels have confirmed that they do not anticipate that the wind farm 

will have any effect on vessels at sea. 

No action required. 
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Marine Services and 

Harbour Authority: 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

November 2020 

Marine Services and Harbour Authority confirmed that they have no further 

comments. 

No action required. 

Marine Services and 

Harbour Authority: 

Orkney Islands 

Council 

March 2021 

Response to letter to consultees detailing the marine licensable activities 

(provided in Appendix 4.7). No comments on scope of assessment, however, 

requested further details of the long term plans for the jetty. 

Further consultation has been 

undertaken.   

Orkney Ferries Ltd 

March 2021 

Response to letter to consultees detailing the marine licensable activities 

(provided in Appendix 4.7). Orkney ferries replied confirming they have no 

comment on navigational impacts as the scope has not fundamentally 

changes and the dredged material will be disposed of at a designated site, not 

further off the shoreline of Faray. 

No action required.  

Northern Lighthouse 

Board (NLB) 

March 2021 

NLB attended the marine licence pre-application consultation event on the 4th 

of March 2021.  

During the event they requested that the use of disposal plans should be 

included as part of the Port Management Plan. They also queried if the 

Proposed Development would include new cabling. 

As part of the event feedback, NLB noted that they have no objections to the 

proposed construction works and recommended that the appropriate Marine 

Safety Information and Notice to Mariners be published prior to and during 

the works. NLB also recommended that the UK Hydrographic Office be 

The use of disposal plans will be 

included in the Port Management Plan 

(post-consent).  

Cabling will be a separate planning 

application, 2025 earliest for a grid 

connection. 

Recommended notifications included 

in Chapter 18 Other Issues  
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notified of the as-built layout of the new slipway and jetty and the revised 

depths after the dredging campaign has been completed. 

Maritime and 

Coastguard Agency 

(MCA) 

No response to letter to consultees detailing the marine licensable activities 

(provided in Appendix 4.7).  

No action required.  

Fisheries Orkney Fisheries 

March 2020 

Attended the marine licence pre-application consultation event on the 4th of 

March 2021. Advised that fishing assessments would be needed for new 

cables, which are not part of this application. 

Feedback from the fleet confirmed that there is some inshore fishing activity 

within the area (along the coast from Gangstaiths to Scammalin). 

Cables are not part of this application 

(subject to a separate consenting 

process). Potential impacts to fishing 

are considered in Chapter 18. 

Scottish Fisheries 

Federation  

No response to letter to consultees detailing the marine licensable activities 

(provided in Appendix 4.7).  

No action required.  
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Appendix 4.5 Major Accidents and Disasters 

Introduction 

Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations lays out the information which is to be contained within an EIA Report. Part 8 

states “A description of the expected significant adverse effects of the development on the environment deriving 

from the vulnerability of the development to risks of major accidents and/or disasters which are relevant to the 

project concerned. Relevant information available and obtained through risk assessments pursuant to legislation 

of the European Union such as Directive 2012/18/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council or Council 

Directive 2009/71/Euratom or relevant assessments may be used for this purpose provided that the requirements 

of this Directive are met. Where appropriate, this description should include measures envisaged to prevent or 

mitigate the significant adverse effects of such events on the environment and details of the preparedness for 

and proposed response to such emergencies.” 

This Appendix reviews potential major accidents and disasters which may occur and the likelihood of them 

occurring to/from the Proposed Development. If potential significant effects are identified this Appendix 

provides a cross-reference to the appropriate section of the EIA Report where the effects are assessed in detail. 

Natural Disasters  

Earthquake 

There have been no earthquakes in Orkney in the last ten years. The most recent earthquake occurred in 2007 

and was a 2.7 magnitude earthquake located 30km to the north of the island of North Ronaldsay and 55km to 

the northeast of the site. This has been the only earthquake on record in the immediate vicinity of Orkney 

(Earthquake Track, 2021). The choice of turbine model will be carefully considered by the Applicant and the 

design and construction of the foundations will take into consideration the ground conditions and risk of 

earthquakes. Therefore, there is a low likelihood of an earthquake occurring and there a very low risk to the 

Proposed Development. No significant effect is anticipated, and earthquakes are scoped out of further 

assessment in the EIA Report. 

Tsunamis 

According to Long (2017) there are no observational sites on Orkney linking to past tsunami events. To escape a 

tsunami, it is recommended to go above 30.5 m (ARC, 2021), the turbines will lie between 9 m and 29 m AOD.  

In the very unlikely event of a tsunami, there would most likely be a significant effect on a number of the turbines 

on the site. However, the likelihood of such an event occurring is extremely low and therefore no significant 

effect is anticipated. Tsunamis have been scoped out of further assessment. 

Volcanic Eruptions 

The most recent evidence of volcanic activity in Orkney can be found within lamprophyre dykes dated to the 

Late Permian, 250 million years ago (Brown 1975). There have been no recorded eruptions since the Late 

Permian. Therefore, volcanic eruptions are considered to be a very low likelihood to the Proposed Development, 

no significant effect is anticipated, and volcanic eruptions are scoped out of further assessment in the EIA Report. 

Landslide 

Since there is no recorded peat on site, confirmed by a targeted peat survey during a site visit on the on 18th 

August 2020, there is no risk that the Proposed Development could be affected by a peat slide. Due to the 

extremely low slope angles within the site boundary, the likelihood of a landslide occurring is very low.  
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Severe Weather 

There is potential for the Proposed Development to be impacted by severe weather including increased wind 

storms. However, wind turbines are designed to withstand extreme weather conditions with brake mechanisms 

installed within the turbines so that they only operate under specific wind speeds and will shut-down during 

high wind speed events. Therefore, there is very low risk to the Proposed Development from high wind speeds, 

no significant effect is anticipated, and high wind storms are scoped out of further assessment in the EIA Report. 

There is a risk that ice may accumulate on turbine blades, nacelles and towers under certain conditions. The ice 

may then be released from the blades and cause injury. However, turbine technology has evolved to avoid the 

possibility of ice throw through the shut-down of the turbines in the appropriate conditions and the detection 

of ice on the blades. Therefore, the risk of ice throw from the Proposed Development is considered to be very 

low and no significant effects are anticipated. Ice throw is therefore scoped out of further assessment. 

As with all tall structure there is a possibility that the wind turbines will attract lightning strikes. Turbine 

technology now has appropriate lightning protection measures to ensure that the lightning is conducted 

harmlessly to the ground. Therefore, the likelihood of a lightning strike causing damage to the Proposed 

Development is considered to be low and no significant effects are anticipated. Lightning is scoped out of further 

assessment. 

Flooding 

The SEPA Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (SEPA 2021) illustrating the areas where there is a 0.5 % or greater 

probability of being flooded in any given year, i.e. the 1:200-year flooding event, in the vicinity of the site has 

been reviewed. 

This map indicates that there are no areas of fluvial flood risk (i.e. flooding from rivers) nor surface water flood 

risk within the Proposed Development boundary. 

The Indicative River & Coastal Flood Map (SEPA 2021) indicates that areas of coastal flooding could occur at the 

margins of the site area. Based on the absence of identified fluvial and surface water flood risk, and the coastal 

flood risk being restricted to the immediate coastline outside any proposed infrastructure locations, there is a 

low risk of flooding affecting the Proposed Development. Given that all site drainage is to the sea adjacent to 

the site, and that operational drainage will be appropriately designed in accordance with relevant guidance and 

in consultation with SEPA, there is considered to be no risk of the Proposed Development resulting in any 

downstream flooding risk. Flood risk is therefore scoped out of further consideration in the assessment 

Wild Fire 

Due to the weather and habitat of Orkney, wild fires are rare and most, if not all, are of anthropogenic origin 

(either due to arson or escaped management burns) (Davies and Legg, 2016). There will be no managed burning 

of the Proposed Development site during construction, operation and decommissioning. Vehicular access to the 

Proposed Development site during construction, operation and decommissioning will be controlled by the 

Applicant and therefore the likelihood of a wild fire occurring on the site is low and no significant effect is 

anticipated. Therefore, wild fire is scoped out of further assessment 

Major Accidents 

Biological Epidemic 

Any biological epidemic is unlikely to result in a major accident or disaster given that construction can be halted 

or postponed during any affected period. In the event of a biological epidemic the relevant Government 

guidelines would be adhered to at all times. No significant effects are anticipated, and as such biological 

epidemics are scoped out of further assessment.   
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Chemical Incidence 

Construction of the Proposed Development has the potential to cause chemical pollution events through the 
spillage of fuel, paints, oils, etc. on the ground. An assessment of potential impacts from pollution events has 
therefore been undertaken and is presented in Chapter 11 (Geology, Hydrology and Hydrogeology). Good 
practice mitigation to prevent chemical incidences will be implemented through the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) and the Operational Management Plan (OEMP). 

Terrorist Incidence 

Due to the remoteness of the Proposed Development site and nature of the Proposed Development the 
likelihood of a terrorist incidence occurring at the Proposed Development is considered to be very low. No 
significant effects are anticipated, and terrorist incidence are scoped out of further assessment. 

Utilities Failure 

A utilities search has been undertaken of the Proposed Development site. There are no utilities which have been 

found within the Proposed Development site boundary. Therefore, impacts upon utilities are scoped out of 

further assessment. 
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PROPOSAL OF 
APPLICATION NOTICE 

FOR OFFICIAL USE 
ONLY 
 
Reference No: 
 
 
Registration Date: 

 
 

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2008 
 

The planning authority will respond within 21 days of receiving the Notice. It will advise whether the proposed pre- 
application consultation is satisfactory or if additional notification and consultation above the statutory minimum is 

required. The minimum consultation activity includes consultation with the relevant community council(s), the 
holding of one public event and its advertisement in a local newspaper. 

 
 
 

1. APPLICANT’S DETAILS 
 
 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

 
 
 

POSTCODE  TELEPHONE 

EMAIL 
 
 
 

 
2. AGENT’S DETAILS 

 
 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

 
 
 

POSTCODE  TELEPHONE 

EMAIL 
 
 
 
 

  

Sweyn Johnston  
Strategic Projects Director, Development and Infrastructure, Orkney Islands Council 
 

Town House 

Stromness, Orkney 

KW16 3AA +44 (0) 1856 852 271 

sweyn.johnston@orkney.gov.uk 

Rebecca Todd 
Associate, ITPEnergised  

7 Dundas Street 

Edinburgh 

EH3 6QG 
T +44 131 557 8325 

Rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com 



 

  

 

 
 

3. ADDRESS OR LOCATION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
Please state the postal address of the prospective development site. If there is no postal address, describe its 

location. Please outline the site on an OS base plan and attach it to this completed Notice. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
Describe in general terms the development to be carried out. Outline its characteristics and identify its class (national or 

major). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. PARTIES NOTIFIED 

State which other parties have received a copy of this Proposal of Application Notice and the date the Notice was served 
 

. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The site lies on the island of Faray, approximately 1.3 km west of Eday and 2.7 km south-east of Westray. 
The site is centred on grid reference (BNG) 353112, 1036752 and occupies an approximate area of 310.97 
hectares. 

 

The Proposed Development is a major development. It would consist of up to six wind turbines that 
would have a maximum tip height of up to 149.9 m. The total capacity for the site would be around 
28.8MW. The design process of the Proposed Development is in its early stages and only preliminary 
environmental assessments have been undertaken to date. For this reason, the Applicant cannot be 
definitive regarding the turbine dimensions and the installed capacity of the Proposed Development. 
The associated infrastructure will include: access tracks, crane hardstandings, turbine foundations, 
underground cabling, on-site substation and maintenance building, a temporary construction 
compound, potential excavations/borrow pit workings and a permanent meteorological mast. 

Westray Community Council, Eday Community Council, Orkney Islands Council Roads Services, Orkney 
Islands Council Development & Marine Planning, Orkney Islands Council Marine Services, Orkney 
Islands Council Environmental Health, Scottish Water, Scottish Environment Protection Agency Planning 
Unit (SEPA) (North Region), Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), Highlands & Islands Airport Ltd (HIAL), 
Kirkwall Airports – Senior Pilot, Ministry of Defence, Airfield Superintendent and National Air Traffic 
Services (NATS). 
 
 



 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

If deemed appropriate considering up-to-date COVID-19 related guidance, the Applicant will undertake a 

minimum of one consultation event within each of Westray and Eday Community Council areas. The Public 

Information Days will be undertaken in 2020, however the exact dates are yet to be determined. The 

Public Exhibition Days will be held in a local community facility at an appropriate time. Once this has been 

finalised all parties listed in Section 5 will be notified. Information boards will be on display and the project 

team will be on hand to discuss and answer questions on the Proposed Development. Feedback forms will 

be available. If COVID-19 related guidance restricts the ability to hold such events, then other means of 

consultation may be pursued. Any such alternative arrangements would be in line with requirements as 

set out by the Scottish Government. 

The Applicant intends to inform the local community of the consultation event through advertisement in 

The Orcadian, on BBC Radio Orkney, on social media, on Orkney Islands Council’s website 

www.orkney.gov.uk and will include all requirements as set by legislation. The advertisements will be 

issued at least seven days in advance of the event taking place. Westray Community Council and Eday 

Community Council will receive a copy of this Proposal of Application Notice and be invited to participate 

in the consultation. 

A planning application for a national or major development cannot be submitted less than 12 weeks from the date 
Proposal of Application Notice is received and without the statutory requirements having been undertaken. The 

must be accompanied by the Pre-Application Consultation  
 

Development Management, Orkney Islands Council, School Place, Kirkwall, Orkney, KW15  
Tel: (01856) 873535 Fax: (01856) 886451 Email: planning@orkney.gov.uk Web: www.ork  

 

6. CONSULTATION 
Please give an account of what consultation is being proposed. State when such consultation will take place, with 

whom it will be and what form it will take  

 

mailto:planning@orkney.gov.uk
http://www.orkney.gov.uk/
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2021-02-24 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM PROJECT – FARAY: MARINE LICENSABLE ACTIVITIES  

 

Orkney Islands Council (OIC), the Applicant, plans to hold a pre-application consultation event regarding 
the marine licensable activities associated with the proposed Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project – 
Faray.   

This will be an online event, taking place on 4 March 2021 between 4pm and 7pm via Microsoft Teams.   

Please see the attached copy of the advert that was placed in The Orcadian (Attachment 1).  Further details 
on the event are also available at www.orkney.gov.uk/FarayMarine.  

The Applicant is currently undertaking an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed 
development which comprises an onshore wind farm on the island of Faray (six turbines at 149.9m and 
generating a capacity of 28MW) and associated marine infrastructure for access, namely a new extended 
slipway and landing jetty. A marine licence is required for the new slipway and landing jetty as they extend 
below mean high water springs (MHWS). A separate planning application will be submitted for the onshore 
aspects of the proposed development, namely the onshore wind farm and associated onshore 
infrastructure. This letter is in relation to the marine licensable activities only.  

The Applicant has undertaken an internal scoping exercise to determine the scope of the EIA for the 
proposed marine infrastructure, details of which are provided below.  

An overview of the proposals to be discussed at the event are provided below, along with further details 
on the internal scoping described above. We would appreciate confirmation of your acceptance with the 
below conclusions and we hope you’ll consider attending the online consultation event for further 
discussion. Alternatively, please contact us to arrange a phone call.  

Project Summary 

The proposed development is seeking to improve access to the island of Faray via the installation of the 
following marine infrastructure: 

• Replacing the existing dilapidated slipway with a new extended slip to a maximum of 36 m long 
and 8 m wide. The new extended slipway would be built in the same location as the existing slipway. 
The design would be sufficient to enable easier access by larger vessels than the current slipway 
and would be built to a standard design for the Orkney Islands to allow access for local vessels. 

• Installation of a new landing jetty comprising a causeway up to 55 m long and 10 m wide, 
terminating in square structure for docking, measuring up to 20 m by 20 m. The square docking 
structure would likely be constructed on site from sheet piles. The causeway would be in-filled and 
capped-off with concrete batched onsite. 

The installation of the extended slipway and new landing jetty will ensure continued access to Faray for 
current agricultural works and would facilitate future development, such as the proposed Orkney’s 
Community Wind Farm Project – Faray.  

The proposed marine infrastructure is shown in Attachment 2. A Marine Licence application will be 
submitted for these works to Marine Scotland’s Licensing Operations Team (MS-LOT) as they extend below 

http://www.orkney.gov.uk/FarayMarine
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mean high-water springs (MHWS). In addition, the proposed marine infrastructure requires an EIA under 
the Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017.  

Localised dredging will be required to facilitate the construction of the new extended slipway and landing 
jetty.  In addition, there may be a requirement for some localised channel dredging to allow vessel access 
to the landing jetty. We are still finalising the area in which dredging may be required. It will be limited to 
around the structures and a small channel leading to the jetty, so will be relatively small in comparison to 
the surrounding available seabed. A plan showing the extent of the dredging works will be provided once 
available.  

An EIA has been prepared for the Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project – Faray, as a whole, to 
accompany both the planning application for the onshore wind farm and the marine licence application for 
the new slipway and landing jetty. Pre-application consultation for the onshore wind farm was undertaken 
in late 2020. Further details on the scope of the onshore aspects of the EIA can be found in the Scoping 
Opinion1. This letter purely covers the marine licensable activities below MHWS, as shown in Attachment 2.   

Ecology 

Impacts to seabirds, terrestrial ecology (down to Mean Low Water Springs, MLWS), marine mammals 
(beyond MHWS) and nature conservation have been scoped into the EIA. For further details on the scope 
of the seabird and terrestrial ecology assessment, please refer to the scoping opinion issued in support of 
the planning application1. Potential impacts below MHWS are outlined below. 

Marine Mammals 

It is anticipated that sheet piling will be required for construction of the landing jetty and, since the 
installation will be beyond mean low water, underwater sound is likely to be introduced into the 
surrounding environment. Piling causes high-amplitude, impulsive sounds that can result in a range of 
impacts to marine mammals, from behavioural changes to masking auditory cues used for navigation, 
communication and foraging and injury, such as physical damage to hearing systems. As such, the potential 
impacts of underwater noise from piling to marine mammals requires assessments. 

Faray is surrounded by the Faray and Holm of Faray Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI), with the qualifying interest being grey seals. The site supports the second largest 
grey seal breeding colony in the UK2. In addition to grey seals, other marine mammals such as whales, 
porpoises and dolphins have the potential to be impacted by underwater noise from piling.  

Piling will not be required for the extended slipway, thus it has been scoped out of the underwater noise 
assessment. 

NatureScot have been previously consulted with on the scope of the underwater noise assessment. To 
summarise following marine mammals have been scoped into the assessment -   

➢ Phocid pinnipeds: grey seals and harbour seals; 

➢ Low-frequency cetaceans: baleen whales; 

➢ Mid-frequency cetaceans: common dolphin, bottlenose dolphin, Atlantic white-sided dolphin, orca, 
long-finned pilot whale, minke whale, Risso's dolphin, white-beaked dolphin; and 

➢ High-frequency cetaceans: harbour porpoise. 

Otariid pinnipeds (sea lions and fur seals) are highly unlikely to be within the area, as they are not native to 

UK waters, so these have also been excluded from the assessment. 

 

1 See the Orkney Islands Council Planning Portal, https://www.orkney.gov.uk/Service-
Directory/D/application_search_submission.htm, application reference 19/174/SCO 
2 JNCC (2020). Faray and Holm of Faray. Available at https://sac.jncc.gov.uk/site/UK0017096. Accessed on: 01 
December 2020 

https://www.orkney.gov.uk/Service-Directory/D/application_search_submission.htm
https://www.orkney.gov.uk/Service-Directory/D/application_search_submission.htm
https://sac.jncc.gov.uk/site/UK0017096
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As agreed with NatureScot, the underwater noise assessment will assess potential impacts using SELcum, 
in line with NOAA guidelines3, and peak SPL. The assessment will include an estimated number of 
individuals impacted based on three thresholds – permanent threshold shift (PTS), temporary threshold 
shift (TTS) and behavioural disturbance. From this percentage impact at a local, regional and national 
population level for each species will be identified.  

Standard mitigation, as outlined by the JNCC piling protocol, will be followed.  In addition, the Applicant is 
proposing that no construction takes place from mid-September to December (i.e. during grey seal 
breeding/pupping season). Underwater noise modelling with the use of additional mitigation measures, 
such as bubble curtains is also being investigated. The modelling outputs and residual impacts following 
mitigation will be provided in the EIA.  

Noise created by piling will predominantly travel through the water column. Sound reduces much more 
quickly in air than water, thus additional impacts to seals from piling when they are on land is highly 
unlikely. Thus, airborne noise from construction of the landing jetty has been scoped out of the EIA.  

Airborne noise from construction works associated with the onshore wind farm aspects of the Proposed 
Development will be included in the terrestrial ecology assessment. Similarly, an assessment of operational 
impacts will be included within the EIA.  

Benthos 

The seabed habitat within the area is classified under the European Nature Information System (EUNIS) as 
3.2 Atlantic and Mediterranean high energy infralittoral rock4. The geology in the local region around the 
island of Faray consists largely of sandstone bedrock referred to as Old Red Sandstone5. It is likely that 
there is a layer of sand of varied thickness over the sandstone bedrock. 

There are no benthic conservation areas or Priority Marine Features recorded within the vicinity of the 
construction works8. Localised dredging will be required for the construction of the slipway and landing 
jetty, and there is the potential that channel dredging may also be required for vessel access to the jetty.  

A dredging assessment will be undertaken and detailed in the EIA. Exact dredging volumes and the method 
of dredging is currently being determined, as such further consultation with Marine Scotland and 
NatureScot will be undertaken over the coming weeks to agree the scope of the dredging assessment.  

Fish 

Given the relatively small area of impact, disturbance to fish species is not considered to be significant. As 
such, fish have been scoped out of the EIA.  

Water Quality 

Impacts to water quality have been scoped into the EIA and will be considered within the dredging 
assessment provided in the EIA. Further consultation with Marine Scotland and NatureScot will be 
undertaken over the coming weeks to agree the scope of the assessment. 

 

3 NOAA (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) (2013). Draft Guidance for Assessing the Effects of 

Anthropogenic Sound on Marine Mammals: Acoustic Threshold Levels for Onset of Permanent and Temporary 

Threshold Shifts, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NOAA (2016). Technical Guidance for Assessing the Effects of Anthropogenic Sound on Marine Mammal Hearing: 

Underwater Acoustic Thresholds for Onset of Permanent and Temporary Threshold Shifts. National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration, Technical Memorandum NMFS-OPR-55, July 2016. 
4 JNCC (2018). UKSeaMap 2018 Version 2. Available at: https://hub.jncc.gov.uk/assets/202874e5-0446-4ba7-8323-
24462077561e. Accessed on: 01 December 2020 
5 McKirdy, A (2010). Orkney and Shetland: A Landscape Fashioned by Geology. Scottish Natural Heritage. Available at: 
https://www.nature.scot/landscape-fashioned-geology-orkney-and-shetland. Accessed on: 17 January 2021. 

https://hub.jncc.gov.uk/assets/202874e5-0446-4ba7-8323-24462077561e
https://hub.jncc.gov.uk/assets/202874e5-0446-4ba7-8323-24462077561e
https://www.nature.scot/landscape-fashioned-geology-orkney-and-shetland
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Air Quality 

There would be emissions from the construction vessels. This would be localised and temporary and all 
vessels would be MARPOL compliant. As such, atmospheric emissions are not considered to present a 
significant impact and have been scoped out of the EIA.  

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 

Impacts to terrestrial archaeology and cultural heritage have been scoped into the EIA, as detailed in the 
planning application scoping opinionError! Bookmark not defined..  

In terms of marine archaeology, there are no recorded wrecks, including Historic Marine Protected Areas 
(HMPAs) within the area6. In addition, the area of construction works, including dredging, is very small in 
comparison to the surrounding available seabed. As such, the works are not considered to present a 
significant impact to marine archaeology and have been scoped out of the EIA.  

Navigation 

We have previously consulted with Orkney Islands Council Marine Services and Orkney Ferries Ltd on the 
Proposed Development, who have confirmed that no impacts or potential effects are anticipated on 
marine radar due the Proposed Development. We can also confirm that a Port Management Plan will be 
prepared to manage abnormal load deliveries and other marine traffic at Hatston Pier to ensure that there 
will be no interruption to existing operations.  

The structures, themselves, will be within very close proximity to Faray, a maximum of 110 m below 
MHWS, which would not interact with the existing Kirkwall – Papa Westray and Hollandstoun (North 
Ronaldsay) - Kirkwall routes which travel through the bay. The construction works, including localised 
dredging, will be temporary in nature and contained within the bay. As such we do not consider that the 
installation or operation of the extended slipway and landing jetty to present significant impacts to 
navigation.  

Fisheries 

The structures, themselves, will be within very close proximity to Faray, a maximum of 110 m below 
MHWS. The construction works, including localised dredging, will be temporary in nature and contained 
within the bay. In addition, we have previously consulted with Orkney Islands Council Marine Services and 
Orkney Ferries Ltd, who have confirmed that no impacts or potential effects are anticipated on marine 
radar due the Proposed Development. We can also confirm that a Port Management Plan will be prepared 
to manage abnormal load deliveries and other marine traffic at Hatston Pier to ensure that there will be no 
interruption to existing operations. 

We have undertaken a desk-based assessment of fishing effort within the local area which we have 
summarised below.    

Faray is located in ICES rectangle 47E7. The latest Scottish Government fish landings data7 shows that a 
total of 25,417 tonnes of fish were landed from rectangle 47E7 in 2019, with a monetary value of 
£17,320,275. This equates to 2.3% of the UK total for 2019, £767,721,934. 

The latest Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) data available on Marine Scotland’s National Marine Plan 
interactive (NMPi) map (2009-2013) shows that fishing intensity for vessels >15m in length within the area 
is low, with the exception of lobster fishing which is moderate to high8. Lobster accounts for £471,520 of 
the reported fish landings within ICES 47E77. This accounts for 2.7% of total landings within ICES 47E7. In 

 

6 Pastmap (2020). Available online at https://pastmap.org.uk/map. Accessed on: 01 December 2020. 
7 Scottish Government (2020). 2019 Scottish Sea Fisheries Statistics - Fishing Effort and Quantity and Value of Landings 

by ICES Rectangles. Available at: https://data.marine.gov.scot/dataset/2019-scottish-sea-fisheries-statistics-fishing-

effort-and-quantity-and-value-landings-ices . Accessed on: 26 January 2021 
8 Marine Scotland (2020).  National Marine Plan interactive (NMPi). Available at: 
https://marinescotland.atkinsgeospatial.com/nmpi//. Accessed on: 01 December 2020 

https://pastmap.org.uk/map
https://data.marine.gov.scot/dataset/2019-scottish-sea-fisheries-statistics-fishing-effort-and-quantity-and-value-landings-ices
https://data.marine.gov.scot/dataset/2019-scottish-sea-fisheries-statistics-fishing-effort-and-quantity-and-value-landings-ices
https://marinescotland.atkinsgeospatial.com/nmpi/
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addition, each ICES rectangle covers an average of 940 nautical miles square (3,224 km2). Therefore, the 
area surrounding Faray only accounts for a small percentage of rectangle 47E7.   

The latest ScotMap inshore fishing data (2007-2011) shows that the area has a high monetary value for 
vessels <15m, representing a monetary value of £8,842-£12,3778. According to the ScotMap data the total 
inshore fish landings for Scotland in 2010-2011 was £78.71 million with Orkney accounting for £9.66 
million. Thus, effort from the area surrounding Faray account for 0.12% of total Orkney inshore landings. 
This is a relatively small percentage of total effort for the area.    

There are no fish landings to Faray, and the Proposed Development would only result in temporary 
exclusion of fishing activities within the immediate area of the jetty and slipway during the construction 
phase, including the localised dredging works.  

Due to the temporary and localised nature of the works, in combination with the relatively small 
contribution to the wider region’s fish landings, significant impacts to fishing are not expected as a result of 
the Proposed Development. As such, fishing has been scoped out of the EIA.  

Defence 

There are no known Ministry of Defence (MoD) exercise or disposal areas near the site8. In addition, the 
site is out with historic areas, such as World War II training sites9, thus the risk of unexploded ordnance 
(UXO) is low. As such, significant impacts to defence are not expected and it has been scoped out of the 
EIA.  

Overview 

To summarise, the following impacts will be assessed and detailed in the EIA in support of the Marine 
Licence application: 

▪ Underwater noise 

▪ Dredging 

We would welcome your thoughts on the above internal scoping exercise. If you could review and respond 
prior to the consultation event it would be greatly appreciated as we can include any comments within the 
event.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Gemma Tait 

Principal Environmental Consultant 

  

 

9 ORDEK (2020). Mine Map. Available online at https://www.ordtek.com/mine-map/. Accessed on: 01 December 2020. 

[Redacted]

https://www.ordtek.com/mine-map/
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Attachment 1 – Pre-application Consultation Event Advert, The 

Orcadian 

 

  



Orkney’s COmmunity Wind 
Farm PrOjeCt –  

Faray – marine aCtivities
marine (sCOtland) aCt 2010
the marine liCensing (Pre-
aPPliCatiOn COnsultatiOn) 

(sCOtland) regulatiOns 2013
  Notice is hereby given that Orkney Islands Council plans to hold 
a pre-application consultation event regarding the marine licensable 
activities associated with the proposed Orkney’s Community Wind 
farm Project - Faray. The activities consist of the installation of a 
new extended slipway and new landing jetty on the southeast coast 
of the Island of Faray (59°12’23”N 002°49’07”W and 59°12’25”N 
002°49’02”W). 
The pre-application consultation event will take place on 4 March, 
2021 between 4pm and 7pm. This will be an online event where 
representatives from the project will be available to discuss the 
proposed development. The online event will be available from www.
orkney.gov.uk/FarayMarine.  Further details concerning the activities 
will also be made available from this same weblink prior to the event. 
Persons wishing to provide comments on the proposed extended 
slipway and landing jetty can submit these through:
•	 The	online	feedback	form	at	www.orkney.gov.uk/FarayMarine 
•	 By	email	to	kirsty.groundwater@orkney.gov.uk 
•	 By	phone	to	07818508323 
•	 By	post	to	Kirsty	Groundwater,	Project	Officer,	Orkney	Islands 
	 Council,	Town	House,	Stromness,	KW16	3AA
All	comments	relating	to	the	proposal	should	be	received	no	later	than	
18	March,	2021
Please note that this is the pre-application stage of the proposed 
development, comments made to Orkney Islands Council are not 
representations to the Scottish Ministers on a Marine Licence 
application. If Orkney Islands Council makes an application for a 
Marine Licence for these activities, there will be a separate opportunity 
for representations to be made to Scottish Ministers on the application.
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Attachment 2 – Marine Infrastructure 
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Appendix 6.1 Methodology for LVIA  

Introduction 

This methodology has been prepared by chartered landscape architects at Optimised Environments Ltd (OPEN) 

and describes in detail the methodology that has been used to carry out the Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (LVIA). The LVIA identifies and assesses the significance of changes resulting from the Proposed 

Development on landscape elements, on landscape character and on people's views and visual amenity.  

Guidance 

The following sources have been used in the formulation of methodology for the assessment and the 

presentation of visual representations:  

▪ Landscape Institute with the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2013). 

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition (GLVIA3); 

▪ Carys Swanwick Department of Landscape University of Sheffield and Land Use Consultants for The 

Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage (2002). Landscape Character Assessment Guidance 

for England and Scotland; 

▪ Scottish Natural Heritage (2012) Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy 

Developments; 

▪ Scottish Natural Heritage (2017) Siting and Designing Wind Farms in the Landscape Version 3a; 

▪ Scottish Natural Heritage (2017). Visual Representation of Wind Farms, Version 2.2; 

▪ Landscape Institute (2019). Visual representation of Development Proposals: Landscape Institute 

Technical Guidance Note 06/19; and 

▪ Landscape Institute (2019). Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) Technical Guidance Note 

2/19. 

GLVIA3 

OPEN's LVIA methodology accords with the guidance set out in the GLVIA3. Where it diverges from specific 

aspects of the guidance, in a small number of areas, reasoned professional justification for this is provided as 

follows. 

GLVIA3 sets out an approach to the assessment of magnitude of change in which three separate considerations 

are combined within the magnitude of change rating. These are the size or scale of the effect, its geographical 

extent and its duration and reversibility. This approach is to be applied in respect of both landscape and visual 

receptors. OPEN considers that the process of combining all three considerations in one rating can distort the 

aim of identifying significant effects of wind farm development. For example, an increased magnitude of change, 

based on size or scale, may be reduced to a lower rating if it occurred in a localised area and for a short duration. 

This might mean that a potentially significant effect would be overlooked if effects are diluted down due to their 

geographical extents and/or duration or reversibility.  

OPEN has chosen to keep the consideration of the size or scale of the effect, its geographical extent and its 

duration and reversibility separate, by basing the magnitude of change on size or scale to determine where 

significant and not significant effects occur, and then describing the geographical extents of these effects and 

their duration and reversibility separately. Duration and reversibility are stated separately in relation to the 

assessed effects as short, medium or long-term and temporary or permanent. They are considered as part of 
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drawing conclusions about significance, combining with other judgements on sensitivity and magnitude, to allow 

a final judgement to be made on whether each effect is significant or not significant. 

Information and data sources 

The assessment is initiated through a desk study of the site and the LVIA study area. This desk study identifies 

aspects of the landscape and visual resource that are considered in the LVIA, including landscape related 

planning designations, landscape character typology, wild land areas (WLAs), operational and potential 

cumulative wind farms, and views from settlements and routes, including roads, railway lines, National Cycle 

Routes and long distance walking routes.  

The desk study utilises Geographic Information System (GIS) and Resoft Wind farm software to explore the 

potential visibility of the Proposed Development. The resultant ZTV diagrams and wirelines provide an indication 

of which landscape and visual receptors are likely to be key in the assessment.  

Settlements within the study area are identified using information presented in the Orkney Local Development 

Plan (2017) and The Caithness and Sutherland Local Development Plan (2018).  

Landscape characterisation information and data has been obtained from the SNH website.  

Study Area 

The definition of a study area for the LVIA is an important and established part of LVIA, which is recommended 

in LVIA guidance (Landscape Institute, 2013 and SNH, 2017). 

The rationale for the LVIA study area is explained in full in Section 6.5 of Chapter 6 of the EIA Report and shown 

in Figure 6.1. A 40 km search area is defined for consideration of potential receptors and cumulative wind farms, 

which has been considered appropriate for this LVIA. 

The LVIA study area is defined based on guidance, relevant legislation, consultation feedback, the ZTV for the 

Proposed Development and the emerging findings of the LVIA to ensure that is an appropriate study area based 

on the threshold of significance, defining an outer limit within which significant effects could occur.  

Types of Landscape and Visual Effects 

The LVIA is intended to determine any likely significant effects that the Proposed Development would have on 

the landscape and visual resource.  

For the purpose of assessment, the potential effects on the landscape and visual resource are grouped into three 

categories: landscape effects, visual effects and cumulative effects, each of which is briefly described as follows.  

Landscape Effects 

The LVIA considers the effects of the Proposed Development on the landscape as a resource. Landscape effects 

are either direct effects on the physical fabric of the site, or effects on landscape character. The assessment of 

landscape effects is carried out as follows: 

Assessment of physical effects 

Physical effects are direct effects on the physical fabric of the site, such as the alteration to ground cover or 

removal of trees. This category of effects is made up of landscape elements, which are the components of the 

landscape, such as agricultural land or trees, that may be physically affected by the Proposed Development. 

Assessment of effects on landscape character 

Landscape character is the distinct and recognisable pattern of elements that occurs consistently in a particular 

type of landscape, and the way that this pattern is perceived. Effects on landscape character arise either through 

the introduction of new elements that alter this pattern of elements, or through visibility of the Proposed 
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Development, which may alter the way in which the pattern of elements is perceived. This category of effects is 

considered in terms of landscape character receptors, which fall into two groups; landscape character 

types/units and landscape designations.  

Assessment of effects on visual amenity 

The LVIA considers the effect of the Proposed Development on views and visual amenity. Visual effects include 

effects on visual receptors, i.e. groups of people that may experience an effect, and views (viewpoints). The 

visual assessment is carried out as follows: 

▪ An assessment of the effects of the Proposed Development on views from principal visual receptors, 

including residents of settlements, motorists using roads, people using recreational routes, features 

and attractions throughout the study area (as ascertained through the baseline study). 

▪ An assessment of the effects of the Proposed Development on representative viewpoints that have 

been selected to assess the effect on locations relevant to these visual receptors and from specific 

viewpoints, chosen because they are key or promoted viewpoints in the landscape. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative landscape and visual effects arise where the study areas for two or more wind farms overlap so that 

both are experienced at proximity where they may have a greater incremental effect, or where wind energy 

developments may combine to have a sequential effect, irrespective of any overlap in study areas. This means 

that the addition of the Proposed Development to a situation where other wind farms are apparent in the 

baseline or a potential future baseline landscape and visual context may result in a greater effect than where 

the Proposed Development is seen in isolation.  

Baseline operational and under construction cumulative wind farms are taken into consideration in the solus 

assessment and cumulative assessment of the Proposed Development, as presented in Sections 6.12 and 6.13.  

Consented and application-stage wind farms are considered in the cumulative assessment, presented also in 

Sections 6.12 and 6.13, along with operational and under construction wind farms.  

Significance of effects 

The objective in assessing the effects of the Proposed Development is to predict the significant effects of the 

Proposed Development on the landscape and visual resource. In accordance with The Town and Country 

Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (the EIA Regulations) the LVIA effects 

are assessed to be either significant or not significant and does not define intermediate levels of significance as 

the Regulations do not provide for these.  

The significance of effects is assessed through a combination of two considerations: the sensitivity to change of 

the landscape element, landscape character receptor or visual receptor; and the magnitude of change that 

would result from the Proposed Development.  

OPEN's methodology requires the application of reasoned professional judgement in accordance with the 

Landscape Institute's GLVIA3. Although OPEN’s methodology and judgement it is not reliant on the use of a 

matrix, the following matrix (Table 1) has been included to illustrate how combinations of the ratings for 

sensitivity and magnitude of change can give rise to significant effects, as well as to give an understanding of the 

threshold at which significant effects may arise. 

OPEN has chosen to keep these the consideration of the size or scale of the effect, its geographical extent and 

its duration and reversibility separate, by basing the magnitude of change on size or scale to determine where 

significant and not significant effects occur, and then describing the geographical extents of these effects and 

their duration and reversibility separately. Duration and reversibility are therefore stated separately in relation 

to the assessed effects; as either short, medium or long-term and as temporary or permanent. They are 
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considered as part of the drawing together of conclusions about significance, combining with other judgements 

on sensitivity and magnitude, to allow a final judgement to be made on whether each effect is significant or not 

significant. 

Table A6.1.1 – Assessment of significance matrix 

Magnitude: 

Sensitivity: 

High Medium - 
high 

Medium Medium - 
low 

Low Negligible or 
no change 

High Significant Significant Significant Significant or 
not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Medium - 
high 

Significant Significant Significant or 
not 
significant 

Significant or 
not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Medium Significant Significant or 
not 
significant 

Significant or 
not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Medium - 
low 

Significant or 
not 
significant 

Significant or 
not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Low Significant or 
not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Not 
significant 

Effects that are assessed within the dark grey boxes in the matrix are assessed to be significant in terms of the 

requirements of the EIA Regulations. Those effects that are assessed within the light grey boxes may be 

significant, or not significant, depending on the specific factors and effect that is assessed in respect of a 

particular landscape or visual receptor. Those effects that are assessed within the white boxes are not significant. 

Experienced professional judgement is applied to the assessment of all effects and reasoned justification is 

presented in respect of the findings in each case. 

Significant effects occur where the Proposed Development would provide a defining influence on a landscape 

element, landscape character receptor or view; or where changes of a lower magnitude occur on a landscape 

element, landscape character receptor or view that is of particularly high sensitivity. A not significant effect 

occurs where the effect of the Proposed Development is not material, whereby the baseline characteristics of 

the landscape element, landscape character receptor or view continue to provide the definitive influence, or 

where the small scale of change experienced by a high sensitivity receptor is such as to be considered not 

significant.  

Significant cumulative effects occur where the addition of the Proposed Development to the baseline under 

consideration (which may include other wind energy developments), leads to wind farms becoming a prevailing 

landscape and visual characteristic or where the Proposed Development adversely contrasts with the scale or 

design of an existing or Proposed Development. 
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Assessment of Landscape Effects 

Landscape character is the distinct and recognisable pattern of elements that occurs consistently in a particular 

type of landscape, and the way that this pattern is perceived. Effects on landscape character arise either through 

the introduction of new elements that physically alter this pattern of elements, or through visibility of the 

Proposed Development, which may alter the way in which the pattern of elements is perceived. This category 

of effects is made up of physical effects and effects on landscape character (landscape character types and 

designated areas). 

Assessment of Physical Effects 

The physical effects of the Proposed Development are restricted to the area of the site where existing landscape 

elements may be changed. Physical effects are the direct effects as a result of the Proposed Development on 

the fabric of the site, such as the alteration to ground cover or removal of trees. The objective of the assessment 

of physical effects is to determine what the likely physical effects of the Proposed Development would be, which 

landscape elements would be affected, and whether these effects would be significant or not significant. The 

variables considered in the sensitivity of landscape elements and the magnitude of change that the Proposed 

Development would have on them are described as follows. 

Sensitivity of Landscape Elements 

The sensitivity of a landscape element is an expression of its value and quality, and the potential to mitigate the 

effect.  

The value of a landscape element is a reflection of its importance in the pattern of elements which constitute 

the landscape character of the area. For example, the value of woodland is likely to be increased if it provides 

an important component of the local landscape character. If a landscape element is particularly rare, as a 

remnant of an historic landscape layout for example, its value is likely to be increased; and 

The susceptibility of a landscape element is a reflection of the degree to which the element can be restored, 

replaced or substituted. For example, it may be possible to restore ground cover following the excavation 

required for the building of turbine foundations, and this would reduce the sensitivity of this element. 

The evaluation of sensitivity is described for each receptor in the assessment. Levels of sensitivity: high, medium-

high, medium, medium-low and low, are applied. The sensitivity of each receptor is a product of the specific 

combination of value, quality and potential for mitigation as evaluated by professional judgement. 

Magnitude of Change on Landscape Elements 

The magnitude of change on landscape elements is quantifiable and is expressed in terms of the degree to which 

a landscape element would be removed or altered by the Proposed Development, the extent of existing 

landscape elements that would be lost and the contribution of that element to the character of the landscape. 

Definitions of magnitude of change are applied in order that the process of assessment is made clear. These are: 

▪ High, where the Proposed Development would result in the complete removal or substantial alteration 

of a landscape element; 

▪ Medium, where the Proposed Development would result in the removal of a notable part of a 

landscape element or a notable alteration to a landscape element;  

▪ Low, where the Proposed Development would result in the removal of a minor part of a landscape 

element or a minor alteration to a landscape element; 

▪ Negligible, where the Proposed Development would result in the removal of a negligible amount of a 

landscape element or is barely discernible; and 

▪ No change, where the Proposed Development would result in no change to the landscape element.  
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There may also be intermediate levels of magnitude of change, such as medium-high or medium-low, where the 

change falls between definitions.  

Significance of Effects on Landscape Elements 

The significance of the effect on landscape elements is dependent on all of the factors considered in the 

sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of change upon it, and by applying professional judgement to 

assess whether or not the Proposed Development would have an effect that is significant or not significant. 

A significant effect would occur where the degree of removal or alteration of the landscape element is such that 

the landscape element would be redefined (although the landscape character may not necessarily be redefined). 

If the landscape element is of a high sensitivity, a significant effect can occur with a limited degree of removal 

or alteration. A not significant effect would occur where the form of the landscape element is not redefined as 

a result of the Proposed Development. If the landscape element is of lower sensitivity, it may undergo a higher 

level of removal or alteration yet remain as a not significant effect. 

Assessment of Effects on Landscape Character 

The objective of the assessment of effects on landscape character is to determine what the likely effects of the 

Proposed Development would be, which landscape character receptors would be affected, and whether these 

effects would be significant or not significant. The methodology for the assessment of effects on landscape 

character involves the undertaking of a baseline study, evaluation of sensitivity, magnitude of change and an 

assessment of significance.  

Landscape Baseline  

The landscape baseline provides an understanding of the landscape in the area that may be affected - its 

constituent elements, its character, distinctiveness, condition and value, and the way this varies spatially. The 

landscape baseline describes aspects of the landscape that may be significantly affected, as defined in Schedule 

4 of the EIA Regulations. Establishing the landscape baseline will, when reviewed alongside the description of 

the Proposed Development, form the basis for the identification and description of the landscape effects of the 

Proposed Development. The baseline description of the landscape that may be affected is primarily determined 

by the physical footprint of the Proposed Development components and their ZTV.  

An overview of the landscape baseline is described and a scope assessment identifies landscape receptors that 

may experience significant effects, which require to be assessed in full. A detailed description of the baseline is 

provided for each landscape receptor that may experience significant effects, allowing the full baseline to be 

described for landscape receptors that may be significantly affected. Those receptors which are identified as not 

having the potential to undergo significant effects and significant cumulative effects, are not included in the 

subsequent detailed assessment, but are noted with reasons given for their exclusion. 

The baseline study of each landscape character receptor collates and presents information relevant to the 

assessment drawn from a combination of desk study and fieldwork. The baseline study covers the following 

issues: 

▪ the description of the landscape character receptor drawn from the relevant documentation such as 

the Landscape Character Assessment or citations in respect of landscape designations; 

▪ a description of the landscape character receptor based on field work to determine how typical or not 

the landscape character receptor is in relation to documented descriptions; 

▪ those features and patterns of the landform, land-cover and land use which make the landscape 

character receptor distinctive; 
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▪ the visual and sensory experience of the landscape and how it associates with other landscapes 

including in particular the landscape character receptor where the Proposed Development is located; 

and 

▪ how change in this landscape character receptor, either through natural or human processes, is 

presently affecting character and how they are predicted to affect character in the future. This may 

include operational wind farms where they are a feature of the baseline landscape context.   

The landscape baseline also describes current pressures that may cause change in the landscape in the future, 

in particular drawing on information for wind energy developments that are not yet present in the landscape 

but are at other stages in the Proposed Development and consenting process. Operational and under 

construction wind energy developments are regarded as part of the baseline landscape character of the area. 

Any changes resulting from the Proposed Development are assessed within this context in the assessment of 

landscape and visual effects. 

Sensitivity of Landscape Character Receptors 

The sensitivity of a landscape character receptor is an expression of the combination of the judgements made 

about the susceptibility of the receptor to the specific type of change or the development proposed and the 

value related to that receptor.   

Value of the Landscape Receptor 

The value of a landscape character receptor is a reflection of the value which society attaches to that landscape. 

The assessment of the landscape value is classified as high, medium-high, medium, medium-low or low and the 

basis for this assessment is made clear using evidence and professional judgement, based on the following range 

of factors: 

▪ Landscape designations: A receptor that lies within the boundary of a recognised landscape related 

planning designation will be of increased value, depending on the proportion of the receptor that is 

covered and the level of importance of the designation; international, national, regional or local. It is 

important to note that the absence of designations does not preclude local resource value, as an 

undesignated landscape character receptor may be important as a resource in the local or immediate 

environment, particularly when experienced in comparison with other nearby landscapes.  

▪ Landscape quality: The quality of a landscape character receptor is a reflection of its attributes, such 

as scenic quality, sense of place, rarity and representativeness and the extent to which these attributes 

have remained intact. A landscape with consistent, intact and well-defined, distinctive attributes is 

generally considered to be of higher quality and, in turn, higher value, than a landscape where the 

introduction of inappropriate elements has detracted from its inherent attributes. 

▪ Landscape experience: The experience of the landscape character receptor can add to its value and 

relates to a number of factors including the perceptual responses it evokes, the cultural associations 

that may exist in literature or history, or the iconic status of the landscape in its own right, the 

recreational value of the landscape for outdoor pursuits, and the contribution of other values relating 

to the nature conservation or archaeology of the area. 

Susceptibility to Change 

The susceptibility of a landscape character receptor to change is a reflection of its ability to accommodate the 

changes that would occur as a result of the addition of the Proposed Development. The assessment of the 

susceptibility of the landscape receptor to change is classified as high, medium-high, medium, medium-low or 

low and the basis for this assessment is made clear using evidence and professional judgement, based on the 

following criteria: 
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▪ The specific nature of the Proposed Development: The susceptibility of landscape receptors is 

assessed in relation to change arising from the specific development proposed, including the specific 

components and features of the Proposed Development, its size, scale, location, context and 

characteristics.  

▪ Landscape character: The key characteristics of the existing landscape character of the receptor is 

considered in the evaluation of susceptibility as, they determine the degree to which the receptor may 

accommodate the influence of the Proposed Development. For example, a landscape that is of a 

particularly wild and remote character may have a high susceptibility to the influence of the Proposed 

Development due to the contrast that it would have with the landscape, whereas a developed, 

industrial landscape, where built elements and structures are already part of the landscape character, 

may have a lower susceptibility. However, there are instances when the quality of a landscape may 

have been degraded to an extent whereby it is considered to be in a fragile state and therefore a 

degraded landscape may have a higher susceptibility to the Proposed Development. 

▪ Landscape association: The extent to which the Proposed Development would influence the character 

of the landscape receptors across the study area, relates to the associations that exist between the 

landscape receptor where the Proposed Development is located and the landscape receptor from 

which the Proposed Development is being experienced. In some situations this association would be 

strong where the landscapes are directly related, for example the influence on a valley landscape by an 

enclosing upland landscape where the Proposed Development is set along the skyline, and in other 

situations weak where the landscape association is less important; for example, where the Proposed 

Development lies inland of a coastal landscape that has its main focus outwards over the sea. 

Sensitivity Rating 

An overall sensitivity assessment of the landscape receptor is made by combining the assessment of the value 

of the landscape character receptor and its susceptibility to change. An overall level of sensitivity is applied for 

each landscape receptor: high, medium-high, medium, medium-low and low; by combining individual 

assessments of the value of the receptor and its susceptibility to change. The basis for the assessments is made 

clear using evidence and professional judgement in the evaluation of sensitivity for each receptor.  

Magnitude of Change on Landscape Character Receptors 

The magnitude of change on views is an expression of the scale of the change that would result from the 

Proposed Development and is dependent on a number of variables regarding the size or scale of the change. An 

assessment is also made of the geographical extent of the area over which this would occur and the duration 

and reversibility of such changes. The basis for this assessment is made clear using evidence and professional 

judgement, based on the following criteria. 

Size or Scale of Change 

This criterion relates to the size or scale of change to the landscape that would arise as a result of the Proposed 

Development, based on the following factors: 

▪ The degree to which the pattern of elements that makes up the landscape character would be altered 

by the Proposed Development, through removal or addition of elements in the landscape, in this 

instance. The magnitude of change would generally be higher if key features that make up the 

landscape character are extensively removed or altered, and if many new components are added to 

the landscape; 

▪ The extent to which the Proposed Development would change, physically or perceptually, the 

characteristics that may be important in the creation of the distinctive character of the landscape. This 

may include the scale of the landform, its relative simplicity or irregularity, the nature of the landscape 
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context, the grain or orientation of the landscape, the degree to which the receptor is influenced by 

external features and the juxtaposition of the Proposed Development with these key characteristics; 

▪ The degree to which landscape character receptors would be changed by the addition of the Proposed 

Development in place of or in addition to baseline wind energy developments that are already present 

in the landscape. If the Development is located in a landscape receptor that is already affected by wind 

energy development, this may reduce the magnitude of change, particularly if there is a high level of 

integration and the developments form a unified and cohesive feature in the landscape. The converse 

could also be applicable;  

▪ The landscape context in which the Proposed Development and other wind energy development are 

located. If the Proposed Development is located in a similar landscape context, the magnitude of 

change is likely to be lower as they relate consistently to key landscape characteristics. If 

developments are located in different landscape settings, this can lead to a perception that wind 

energy development is unplanned and uncoordinated, affecting a wide range of landscape characters 

and blurring the distinction between them;  

▪ The scale of the landscape, landform and patterns of the landscape. A large-scale landscape can 

provide a more appropriate receiving environment than a more intimate, small-scale setting where 

development may result in uncomfortable scale comparisons and increase the magnitude of change; 

▪ The distance between the landscape character receptor and the Proposed Development. Generally, 

the greater the distance, the lower the scale of change as the Development would constitute a less 

apparent influence on the landscape character; and 

▪ The extent of the Proposed Development that would be seen from the landscape receptor. Visibility of 

the Proposed Development may range from one turbine blade tip to all of the turbines, and generally 

the greater the extent of the Proposed Development that can be seen, the greater the change. 

Geographical Extent 

The geographic extent over which the landscape effects would be experienced is also assessed, which is distinct 

from the size or scale of effect. This evaluation is not combined in the assessment of the level of magnitude, but 

instead expresses the extent of the receptor that would experience a particular magnitude of change and can 

therefore affect the geographical extents of the significant and non-significant effects. 

The extent of the effects would vary depending on the specific nature of the Proposed Development and is 

principally assessed through analysis of the extent of visibility of physical change to the landscape or the extent 

to which the landscape character would change through visibility of the Proposed Development. 

Duration and Reversibility 

The duration and reversibility of landscape effects are based on the period over which the Proposed 

Development is likely to exist and the extent to which the Proposed Development would be removed, and its 

effects reversed at the end of that period. Duration and reversibility are not incorporated into the overall 

magnitude of change and are stated separately in relation to the assessed effects. 

Magnitude of Change Rating 

An overall assessment of the magnitude of change resulting from the Proposed Development on the landscape 

receptor is made by combining the assessments of size or scale of change and geographical extent. The basis for 

the assessment of magnitude for each receptor is made clear using evidence and professional judgement. The 

levels of magnitude of change that can occur are defined as follows: 
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▪ High; the Proposed Development would result in a major alteration to the baseline characteristics of 

the landscape, providing the prevailing influence and/or introducing elements that are uncharacteristic 

in the receiving landscape; 

▪ Medium; the Proposed Development would result in a moderate alteration to the baseline 

characteristics of the landscape, providing a readily apparent influence and/or introducing elements 

potentially uncharacteristic in the receiving landscape; 

▪ Low; the Proposed Development would result in a minor alteration to the baseline characteristics of 

the landscape, providing a slightly apparent influence and/or introducing elements that are 

characteristic in the receiving landscape;  

▪ Negligible; the Proposed Development would result in a negligible alteration to the baseline 

characteristics of the landscape, providing a barely discernible influence and/or introducing elements 

that are substantially characteristic in the receiving landscape; and 

▪ None; the Proposed Development would result in no change to the baseline characteristics of the 

landscape. 

There may also be intermediate levels of magnitude of change, such as medium-high and medium-low, where 

the change falls between definitions.  

Significance of Effects on Landscape Character Receptors 

The significance of the effect on each landscape character receptor is dependent on all of the factors considered 

in the sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of change resulting from the Proposed Development. These 

judgements on sensitivity and magnitude are combined to arrive at an overall assessment as to whether the 

Proposed Development would have an effect that is significant or not significant on the landscape character 

receptor. An assessment of the factors considered in the evaluation of the sensitivity of each landscape character 

receptor and the magnitude of the change resulting from the Proposed Development are presented in the 

assessment in order that the relevant considerations which have informed the significance can be considered 

transparently. The matrix shown in Table 1 helps to inform the threshold of significance when combining 

sensitivity and magnitude to assess significance. 

A significant effect would occur where the combination of the variables results in the Proposed Development 

having a defining effect on the landscape character receptor, or where changes of a lower magnitude occur on 

a landscape character receptor that is of particularly high sensitivity. A not significant effect would occur where 

the effect of the Proposed Development is not definitive, and the landscape character of the receptor continues 

to be characterised principally by its baseline characteristics, or where the small scale of change experienced by 

a high sensitivity receptor is such as to be considered not significant. A major loss or irreversible effect over an 

extensive area, on elements and/or perceptual aspects that are key to the character of nationally valued 

landscapes are likely to be of greatest significance. Reversible effects, over a restricted area, on elements and/or 

perceptual aspects that contribute to but are not key characteristics of the character of landscapes that are of 

lower value, are likely to be of least significance. 

OPEN has chosen to keep these the consideration of the size or scale of the effect, its geographical extent and 

its duration and reversibility separate, by basing the magnitude of change on size or scale to determine where 

significant and not significant effects occur, and then describing the geographical extents of these effects and 

their duration and reversibility separately. Duration and reversibility are therefore stated separately in relation 

to the assessed effects (i.e. as short/medium/long-term and temporary/permanent) and are considered as part 

of drawing conclusions about significance, combining with other judgements on sensitivity and magnitude, to 

allow a final judgement to be made on whether each effect is significant or not significant. 
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Assessment of Visual Effects 

The assessment of visual effects is an assessment of how the introduction of the Proposed Development would 

affect the views available to people and their visual amenity during daylight hours. The assessment of visual 

effects is carried out in two parts:  

▪ an assessment of the effects that the Proposed Development would have on a series of viewpoints 

that have been selected to represent the views available to people from representative or specific 

locations within the study area; and  

▪ an assessment of the effects that the Proposed Development would have from principal visual 

receptors, including residents of settlements, motorists using roads and people using recreational 

routes, features and attractions throughout the study area.  

The objective of the assessment of effects on visual receptors is to determine what the likely effects of the 

Proposed Development would be on the people experiencing views across the study area, and whether these 

effects would be significant or not significant. The methodology for the assessment of visual effects involves the 

undertaking of a baseline study, evaluation of sensitivity, magnitude of change and an assessment of 

significance. 

Visual Baseline and Scope Assessment 

The visual baseline establishes the area in which the Proposed Development may be visible, the different groups 

of people who may experience views of the Proposed Development, the viewpoints where they would be 

affected and the nature of the views at those points. The visual baseline describes aspects of the visual amenity 

that may be significantly affected, as defined in Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations. The baseline description of 

the groups of people (referred to as visual receptors) and viewpoints that may be affected is primarily 

determined by the ZTV. 

An overview of the visual baseline is described and a scope assessment identifies visual receptors that may 

experience significant effects, which require to be assessed in full. A full description of the baseline is provided 

for each visual receptor that may experience significant effects, allowing the full baseline to be described for 

visual receptors that may be significantly affected. Those receptors which are identified as not having the 

potential to undergo significant effects are not included in the subsequent detailed assessment but are noted 

with reasons given for their exclusion. 

The baseline study establishes the visual baseline, including the area from which the Proposed Development 

may be visible, the different groups of people who may experience views of the Proposed Development (visual 

receptors), the viewpoints where they would be affected and nature of views at these points. The baseline study 

establishes the visual baseline in relation to the following matters: 

▪ the area from which the Proposed Development may be visible, that is land from which it may 

potentially be seen, is established and mapped using an initial ZTV of the Proposed Development; 

▪ the location, type and number of visual receptors experiencing visibility of the Proposed Development, 

the likely views experienced and the activity or occupation they are engaged in; 

▪ selection of viewpoints from within the ZTV, including representative viewpoints selected to represent 

the experience of different types of visual receptor and specific viewpoints selected because they are 

key or promoted viewpoints in the landscape; 

▪ the location, character and type of each viewpoint with an indication of the type of visual receptor 

likely to be experiencing the view from each viewpoint; 
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▪ the nature of the view in terms of both the direction of view towards the Proposed Development as 

well as the wider available view, making reference to the principal orientation, focal features, and 

visible extents in terms of both horizontal degrees and distance; 

▪ the character of the view in terms of its content and composition, its horizontal and vertical scale as 

well as depth and sense of perspective, important attributes such as prominent skylines and focal 

points and ultimately identifying the defining patterns and features which characterise the view; and 

▪ the influence of human intervention and how the addition of artefacts and modification through land 

use affect the baseline situation. This may include operational wind farms where they are a feature of 

the baseline visual context. 

The visual baseline also describes current pressures that may cause change to the visual amenity of the area in 

the future, in particular drawing on information for wind energy developments that are not yet present in the 

landscape but are at other stages in the project and consenting process. Operational and under construction 

wind energy developments are regarded as part of the baseline visual context. Any changes resulting from the 

Proposed Development are assessed within this context in the assessment of landscape and visual effects. 

Sensitivity of Visual Receptors 

The sensitivity of visual receptors is determined by a combination of the value of the view and the susceptibility 

of the visual receptors to the change that the Proposed Development would have on the view. 

Value of the View 

The value of a view or series of views is a reflection of the recognition and the importance attached either 

formally through identification on mapping or being subject to planning designations, or informally through the 

value which society attaches to the view(s). The value of a view is classified as high, medium-high, medium, 

medium-low or low and the basis for this assessment is made clear using evidence and professional judgement, 

based on the following criteria:  

▪ Formal recognition: The value of views can be formally recognised through their identification on OS 

or tourist maps as formal viewpoints, sign-posted and with facilities provided to add to the enjoyment 

of the viewpoint such as parking, seating and interpretation boards. Specific views may be afforded 

protection in local planning policy and recognised as valued views. Specific views can also be cited as 

being of importance in relation to landscape or heritage planning designations, for example the value 

of a view would be increased if it presents an important vista from a designed landscape or lies within 

or overlooks a designated area such as a National Scenic Area, which implies a greater value to the 

visible landscape.  

▪ Informal recognition: Views that are well-known at a local level can have an increased value, even if 

there is no formal recognition or designation. Views or viewpoints are sometimes informally 

recognised through references in art or literature and this can also add to their value. A viewpoint that 

is visited or used by a large number of people would tend to have greater importance than one gained 

by very few people, although this is not always the case. 

Susceptibility to Change 

Susceptibility relates to the nature of the viewer experiencing the view and how susceptible they are to the 

potential effects of the Proposed Development. A judgement to determine the level of susceptibility therefore 

relates to the nature of the viewer and their experience from that particular viewpoint or series of viewpoints, 

as follows: 

▪ Nature of the viewer: The nature of the viewer is described by the occupation or activity which they 

are engaged in at the viewpoint or series of viewpoints. The most common groups of viewers 

considered in the visual assessment include residents, road-users, workers and walkers. Viewers 
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whose attention is focused on the landscape, walkers, for example are likely to have a higher 

sensitivity, as would residents of properties that gain constant views of the Proposed Development. 

Viewers travelling in cars or on trains would tend to have a lower sensitivity as their view is transient 

and moving. The least sensitive viewers are usually people at their place of work as they are less 

sensitive to changes in the view; however, this also depends on the nature of their work and the 

workplace which they occupy. 

▪ Experience of the viewer: The experience of the visual receptor relates to the extent to which the 

viewer's attention or interest may be focused on the view and the visual amenity they experience at a 

particular location. The susceptibility of the viewer to change arising from the Proposed Development 

may be influenced by the viewer's attention or interest in the view, which may be focused in a 

particular direction, from a static or transitory position, over a long or short duration, and with high or 

low clarity. For example, if the principal outlook from a route is aligned directly towards the Proposed 

Development, the experience of the visual receptor would be altered more notably than if the 

experience related to a glimpsed view seen at an oblique angle from a car travelling at high speed. The 

visual amenity experienced by the viewer varies depending on the presence and relationship of visible 

elements, features or patterns experienced in the view and the degree to which the landscape in the 

view may accommodate the influence of the Proposed Development.  

Sensitivity Rating 

An overall level of sensitivity is applied for each visual receptor or view: high, medium-high, medium, medium-

low, low; by combining individual assessments of the value of the receptor and its susceptibility to change. Each 

visual receptor, meaning the particular person or group of people likely to be affected at a specific viewpoint, is 

assessed in terms of their sensitivity. The basis for the assessments is made clear using evidence and professional 

judgement in the evaluation of each receptor.  

Magnitude of Change on Views  

The magnitude of change on views is an expression of the scale of the change that would result from the 

Proposed Development and is dependent on a number of variables regarding the size or scale of the change. A 

separate assessment is also made of the geographical extent of the area over which this would occur and the 

duration and reversibility of such changes.  

Size or Scale 

An assessment is made about the size or scale of change in the view that is likely to be experienced as a result 

of the Proposed Development, based on the following criteria: 

▪ The distance between the visual receptor or viewpoint and the Proposed Development. Generally, the 

greater the distance, the lower the magnitude of change, as the Proposed Development would 

constitute a smaller scale component of the view; 

▪ The amount and size of the Proposed Development that would be seen. Visibility may range from one 

blade tip to all of the turbines. Generally, the larger the Proposed Development appears in the view, 

and the more of the Proposed Development that can be seen, the higher the magnitude of change; 

▪ The scale of the change in the view, with respect to the loss or addition of features in the view and 

changes in its composition. The Proposed Development may appear in a similar part of the view to that 

which includes an operational wind farm or it may appear close to or as an extension to an existing 

wind farm and its scale of change is assessed in the context of these existing views; 

▪ The field of view available and the proportion of the view that is affected by the Proposed 

Development. Generally, the more of a view that is affected, the higher the magnitude of change 

would be. If the Proposed Development extends across the whole of the open part of the outlook, the 
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magnitude of change would generally be higher as the full view would be affected; Conversely, if the 

Development covers just a part of an open, expansive and wide view, the magnitude of change is likely 

to be reduced as the Proposed Development would not affect the whole open part of the outlook;  

▪ The scale and character of the context within which the Proposed Development would be seen and the 

degree of contrast or integration of any new features with existing landscape elements, in terms of 

scale, form, mass, line, height, colour and motion. Contrasts and changes may arise particularly as a 

result of the more notable rotation movement of the Wind Turbine blades, as a characteristic that 

gives rise to effects of the Development;  

▪ The consistency of image of the Proposed Development in relation to other developments. The 

magnitude of change of the Proposed Development is likely to be lower if its wind turbine height, 

arrangement and layout design are broadly similar to other wind farm developments in the views, as 

they are more likely to appear as relatively simple and logical components of the landscape; 

▪ The uniformity of appearance of the Proposed Development in different views. If the Proposed 

Development appears relatively uniform and consistent in appearance from different viewpoints and 

viewing angles, in a similar setting and familiar form, this tends to reduce the magnitude of change. If, 

on the other hand, it appears inconsistent in image, scale and appearance, or from a variety of 

different angles, and is seen in a different form and setting, the magnitude of change is likely to be 

higher as it would be a variable and less familiar component of views; 

▪ The extent of the wind energy developed skyline. If the Proposed Development would add notably to 

the wind energy developed skyline in a view, extending the lateral spread of development or 

increasing the perceived connection between other wind farms, the magnitude of change would tend 

to be higher; 

▪ The number and scale of developments seen simultaneously or sequentially. Generally, the greater the 

number of clearly separate developments that are visible, the higher the magnitude of change would 

be, whereas an extension to an existing wind farm would tend to result in a lower magnitude of 

change than a separate, new wind farm; and 

▪ The scale and form comparison between developments. If the Proposed Development is of a similar 

scale and form to other visible developments, particularly those seen in closest proximity to it, the 

magnitude of change would generally be lower as it would have more integration with the other sites 

and would be less apparent as an addition. 

Geographical Extent 

The geographic area over which the visual effects would be experienced is also assessed, which is distinct from 

the size or scale of effect. The extent of the effects would vary depending on the specific nature of the Proposed 

Development and is principally assessed through analysis of the extent of visibility of the Proposed Development 

from visual receptors, to assess the geographical extent of the receptor that would be affected, based on the 

following criteria:  

▪ The extent of the visual receptor (a road, footpath or settlement for example) that would experience 

changes through visibility of the Proposed Development;  

▪ If the Proposed Development is visible from extensive areas, the overall change is likely to be higher 

than if it is visible from a limited part of a receptor; and 

▪ The extent to which the change would affect views, whether this is unique to a particular viewpoint or 

if similar visual changes occur over a wider area represented by the viewpoint. 
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Magnitude of Change Rating 

An overall assessment of the magnitude of change resulting from the Proposed Development on each visual 

receptor is made by combining the assessment of size or scale and geographical extent. The basis of the 

assessment is made clear using evidence and professional judgement. The levels of magnitude of change that 

can occur on views are defined as follows:  

▪ High, the Proposed Development would result in a major alteration to the baseline view, providing the 

prevailing influence and/or introducing elements that are substantially uncharacteristic in the receiving 

view; 

▪ Medium, the Proposed Development would result in a moderate alteration to the baseline view, 

providing a readily apparent influence and/or introducing elements potentially uncharacteristic in the 

receiving view; 

▪ Low, the Proposed Development would result in a minor alteration to the baseline view, providing a 

slightly apparent influence and/or introducing elements that are characteristic in the receiving view;  

▪ Negligible, the Proposed Development would result in a negligible alteration to the baseline view, 

providing a barely discernible influence and/or introducing elements that are substantially 

characteristic in the receiving view; and  

▪ None, the Proposed Development would in no change to the baseline characteristics of the view. 

There may also be intermediate levels of magnitude of change, such as medium to high or medium to low, where 

the change falls between the definitions.  

Significance of Effects on Views 

The significance of the effect on each view is dependent on all of the factors considered in the sensitivity of the 

view and the magnitude of change resulting from the Proposed Development. These judgements on sensitivity 

and magnitude are combined to arrive at an overall assessment as to whether the Proposed Development would 

have an effect that is significant or not significant on the visual receptor. Table 1 helps to inform the threshold 

of significance when combining sensitivity and magnitude to assess the significance of effect. 

A significant effect would occur where the combination of the variables results in the Proposed Development 

having a defining effect on the view or where changes of a lower magnitude occur on a view or visual receptor 

that is of particularly high sensitivity. A not significant effect would occur where the appearance of the Proposed 

Development is not definitive, and the view continues to be defined principally by its baseline characteristics or 

where the small scale of change experienced by a high sensitivity receptor is such as to be considered not 

significant. Irreversible, long-term effects on people who are particularly sensitive to changes in views and visual 

amenity are more likely to be significant, as are effects on people at recognised viewpoints. Large-scale changes 

which introduce new, non-characteristic or discordant elements into the view are also more likely to be 

significant than small changes or changes involving features already present within the view.   

OPEN has chosen to keep these the consideration of the size or scale of the effect, its geographical extent and 

its duration and reversibility separate, by basing the magnitude of change on size or scale to determine where 

significant and not significant effects occur, and then describing the geographical extents of these effects and 

their duration and reversibility separately. Duration and reversibility are therefore stated separately in relation 

to the assessed effects (i.e. as short/medium/long-term and temporary/permanent) and are considered as part 

of drawing conclusions about significance, combining with other judgements on sensitivity and magnitude, to 

allow a final judgement to be made on whether each effect is significant or not significant.  

The assessment of visual effects assumes clear weather and optimum viewing conditions. This means that effects 

that are assessed to be significant may be not significant under different, less clear conditions. Viewing 
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conditions and visibility tend to vary considerably and therefore the likelihood of effects resulting from the 

Proposed Development would vary greatly dependent according to the prevailing viewing conditions. 

Nature of Effects 

The nature of effects refers to whether the landscape and/or visual effect of the Proposed Development is 

positive or negative (herein referred to as 'beneficial' and 'adverse').  

Guidance provided by the Landscape Institute on the nature of effect in GLVIA3 states that "in the LVIA, thought 

must be given to whether the likely significant landscape and visual effects are judged to be positive (beneficial) 

or negative (adverse) in their consequences for landscape or for views and visual amenity", but it does not 

provide guidance as to how that may be established in practice. The nature of effect is therefore one that 

requires interpretation and, where applied, this involves reasoned professional opinion.  

In relation to many forms of development, the LVIA will identify 'beneficial' and 'adverse' effects by assessing 

these under the term 'Nature of Effect'. The landscape and visual effects of wind farms are difficult to categorise 

in either of these brackets as, unlike other disciplines, there are no definitive criteria by which the effects of 

wind farms can be measured as being categorically 'beneficial' or 'adverse'. In some disciplines, such as noise or 

ecology, it is possible to quantify the effect of a wind farm in numeric terms, by objectively identifying or 

quantifying the proportion of a receptor that is affected by the Proposed Development and assessing the nature 

of that effect in justifiable terms. However, this is not the case in relation to landscape and visual effects where 

the approach combines quantitative and qualitative assessment.   

Generally, in the development of 'new' wind farms, a precautionary approach is adopted by OPEN, which 

assumes that significant landscape and visual effects will be weighed on the adverse side of the planning balance. 

Unless it is stated otherwise, the effects considered in this assessment are considered to be adverse. Beneficial 

or neutral effects may, however, arise in certain situations and are stated in the assessment where relevant, 

based on the following definitions:  

▪ Beneficial effects contribute to the landscape and visual resource through the enhancement of 

desirable characteristics or the introduction of new, beneficial attributes. The Proposed Development 

contributes to the landscape by virtue of good design, even if it contrasts with the existing character. 

The removal of undesirable existing elements or characteristics can also be beneficial, as can their 

replacement with more appropriate components;  

▪ Neutral effects occur where the Proposed Development fits with the existing landscape character or 

visual amenity. The Proposed Development neither contributes to nor detracts from the landscape and 

visual resource and can be accommodated with neither beneficial or adverse effects, or where the 

effects are so limited that the change is hardly noticeable. A change to the landscape and visual 

resource is not considered to be adverse simply because it constitutes an alteration to the existing 

situation; and 

▪ Adverse effects are those that detract from the landscape character or quality of visual attributes 

experienced, through the introduction of elements that contrast, in a detrimental way, with the 

existing characteristics of the landscape and visual resource, or through the removal of elements that 

are key in its characterisation. 

In this assessment, all landscape and visual effects are considered to be adverse unless otherwise stated. 

Duration and Reversibility 

The EIA Regulations (2017) require a description of the likely significant effects on factors including (among other 

things) ‘short-term, medium-term and long-term, permanent and temporary effects’. 
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Duration (short, medium or long-term) and reversibility (permanent or temporary) are separate but linked 

considerations. Duration of effects are judged on a scale as long-term, medium-term and short-term effects, 

defined in this methodology as follows: 

▪ Long-term – more than 10 years; 

▪ Medium-term – 5 to 10 years; and 

▪ Short-term – 1 to 4 years. 

Reversibility is a judgement about the degree of permanence or temporary nature of an effect, determined by 

the prospects and the practicality of the particular effect being reversed and the time period over which this 

may occur. Some forms of development can be considered permanent, while others can be considered 

temporary or reversible since they have a limited operational life and would be removed and/or the land 

reinstated.  

The effect of the Proposed Development is considered to be fundamentally reversible, in that the wind turbines 

and infrastructure can be removed and their effects largely reversed at the end of the operational period, 

however, there is no proposal to limit the lifetime of the Proposed Development, therefore the assessment 

considers the operational effects of the Proposed Development without time limitation and to be operational in 

perpetuity. The effect of the operation of the Proposed Development is therefore assessed as permanent and 

long-term in this LVIA.  

The effect of the construction of the Proposed Development is assessed as temporary and short-term in this 

LVIA. Other infrastructure and operations such as the construction processes and plant (including tall cranes and 

heavy machinery for turbine erection) and construction and storage compounds would be apparent only during 

the initial construction period of the Proposed Development and are assessed as short-term and reversible 

effects.  

GLVIA3 sets out an approach to the assessment of magnitude of change in which three separate considerations 

are combined within the magnitude of change rating. These are the size or scale of the effect, its geographical 

extent and its duration and reversibility. OPEN considers that the process of combining all three considerations 

in one magnitude of change rating can distort the aim of identifying significant effects of wind farm 

development. For example, an increased magnitude of change, based on size or scale, may be reduced to a lower 

rating if it occurred over a localised geographic extent and for a short duration. This might mean that a 

potentially significant effect would be overlooked if effects are diluted down due to their geographical extents 

and/or duration or reversibility.  

OPEN has chosen to keep these the consideration of the size or scale of the effect, its geographical extent and 

its duration and reversibility separate, by basing the magnitude of change on size or scale to determine where 

significant and not significant effects occur, and then describing the geographical extents of these effects and 

their duration and reversibility separately. Duration and reversibility are therefore stated separately in relation 

to the assessed effects (i.e. as short/medium/long-term and temporary/permanent) and are considered as part 

of drawing conclusions about significance, combining with other judgements on sensitivity and magnitude, to 

allow a final judgement to be made on whether each effect is significant or not significant.  

Should decommissioning of any of the Proposed Development be required e.g. failure of a wind turbine beyond 

economic repair, it is considered that any effects would be less than those resulting from construction of the 

Proposed Development, and as such this potential for decommissioning has been scoped out of further 

assessment. 
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Assessment of Cumulative Landscape and Visual Effects 

Introduction 

Assessment of cumulative effects is required by the European EIA Directive and by the associated Regulations. 

Cumulative effects have been defined in a broad generic sense as "impacts that result from incremental changes 

caused by other past, present or reasonably foreseeable actions together with the project" (Hyder, 1999, p7).  

In GLVIA3 (Landscape Institute and IEMA, 2013, p120) the guidelines define cumulative landscape and visual 

effects as those that "result from additional changes to the landscape and visual amenity caused by the Proposed 

Development in conjunction with other developments (associated with or separate to it), or actions that occurred 

in the past, present or are likely to occur in the foreseeable future."  

SNH's guidance, 'Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments' (SNH, 2012) is widely 

used across the UK to inform the specific assessment of the cumulative effects of wind farms. This guidance 

provides the basis for the methodology for the cumulative assessment.  

The guidance defines the following types of cumulative effects: 

▪ cumulative landscape effects are those effects that 'can impact on either the physical fabric or 

character of the landscape, or any special values attached to it' (SNH, 2012, p10); and 

▪ cumulative visual effects are those effects that can be caused by combined visibility, which 'occurs 

where the observer is able to see two or more developments from one viewpoint' and/or sequential 

effects which 'occur when the observer has to move to another viewpoint to see different 

developments' (SNH, 2012, p11). 

The degree to which cumulative effects occur, or may occur, as a result of more than one wind farm or 

development being constructed and / or becoming operational are a result of: 

▪ the distance between individual wind farms or relevant developments; 

▪ the interrelationship between their ZTVs; 

▪ the overall character of the landscape and its sensitivity to wind farms or other relevant development; 

▪ the siting, scale and design of the wind farms or developments themselves; and 

▪ the way in which the landscape is experienced. 

Scope of the Cumulative Assessment 

The purpose of the Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA) "is to describe, visually 

represent and assess the ways in which a Proposed Development would have additional impacts when considered 

in addition to other existing, under construction, consented or Proposed Developments. It should identify the 

significant cumulative effects arising from the proposed wind farm." (SNH, 2012, p12). 

In accordance with the aforementioned guidance, the CLVIA focuses on the addition of the Proposed 

Development to other wind farm development. Wind energy development data was sourced directly from 

relevant local authorities, a range of wind energy developer web sites and local authority online planning 

application portals. The cumulative assessment includes all wind turbine developments that are operational, 

under construction, consented or at planning application stage and are over 50 m to tip in height. It is considered 

that turbines below 50m in height are unlikely to result in significant cumulative effects with the Proposed 

Development.  

A cumulative search area base plan was produced to cover a 40 km radius around the Proposed Development 

(Figure 6.11). The extent of detailed cumulative assessment within this area is then defined relative to key 

landscape and visual receptors and anticipated effects, focussing on potential significant cumulative effects, and 
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refining to a list of projects to those within ‘influencing distance’. Wind farm projects within influencing distance 

which are assessed in detailed in the CLVIA are listed in the LVIA Chapter and shown in Figure 6.11.  

This detailed assessment area for the CLVIA in line with guidance (SNH, 2012, p15) "At every stage in the process 

the focus should be on the key cumulative effects which are likely to influence decision making, rather than an 

assessment of every potential cumulative effect". The CLVIA focuses on identifying cumulative effects which are 

likely to be a key consideration in determining the application, rather than an assessment of every potential 

cumulative effect.  

Cumulative ZTVs have been produced for other wind farms, considered as being material to the assessment of 

particular landscape and visual receptors, and are shown in Figures 6.12 to 6.18. Cumulative wirelines are 

prepared for all relevant viewpoints to illustrate the Proposed Development in the context of other wind energy 

developments, with all developments within the LVIA study area shown in the wirelines. 

The cumulative situation changes frequently as applications are made or withdrawn, and the layouts of 

submitted application wind farms are changed. It is therefore necessary to decide and set a cut-off date when 

the sites and layouts to be included are fixed. The CLVIA includes operational, consented and application stage 

wind energy developments as of 15th September 2020. Any changes in the cumulative situation after this date 

are not incorporated in the assessment.  

In terms of the timescale of proposals for inclusion both SNH guidance and GLVIA3 advise in their guidance that 

the assessment of the cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Development should encompass the 

effects of the proposal in combination with existing, under construction, consented and application stage wind 

farms awaiting determination. Schemes that are at the pre-planning or scoping stage are not generally 

considered in the assessment of cumulative effects because firm information on which to base the assessment 

is not available. There may be specific occasions where the inclusion of such scoping stage schemes is considered 

to be necessary by the statutory consultees, however this has not been considered necessary in this LVIA.  

Cumulative Development Scenarios 

GLVIA3 (Landscape Institute and IEMA, 2013, p120) advises in relation to the baseline, taking 'the Proposed 

Development' to mean the main proposal that is being assessed, "it is considered that existing schemes and 

those which are under construction should be included in the baseline for both landscape and visual effects 

assessments (the LVIA baseline). The baseline for assessing cumulative landscape and visual effects should then 

include those schemes considered in the LVIA and in addition potential schemes that are not yet present in the 

landscape but are at various stages in the development and consenting process".  

There will be potential for cumulative impacts to arise with the existing baseline of operational and under-

construction wind farms. The LVIA in Sections 6.12 and 6.13 assesses both the project alone impact of the 

Proposed Development, and its impact cumulatively with the existing baseline of operational and under-

construction wind farms. These effects are assessed on a receptor by receptor basis, with the presence of certain 

operational and under-construction wind farms having the potential to influence the assessment of effects on 

particular landscape and visual receptors, to a greater or lesser degree, depending on the interaction between 

the Proposed Development, these other wind farms and the particular receptor. 

While the baseline presented in the LVIA would be altered by the introduction of further wind farms, the 

cumulative map in Figure 6.11, combined with the cumulative ZTVs in Figures 6.12 to 6.18, and the cumulative 

wirelines in Figures 6.19 to 6.29, together illustrate the very limited influence of any consented or application 

wind farms. The potential for cumulative effects in respect of consented and application wind farms is, 

nonetheless, covered in Sections 6.12 and 6.13 of the LVIA chapter.  

Pre-application stage wind farms are identified as part of the cumulative search but are not assessed in any 

detail due to the difficulty in gathering information, the likelihood of scoping stage layouts being changed during 

the EIA process or pre-application schemes not ultimately being submitted as planning applications.  
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Types of Cumulative Effect 

The aim of the cumulative assessment is to identify the additional changes which would be brought about by 

the Proposed Development when considered in conjunction with other wind farms. The CLVIA does not examine 

the total effect arising from a number of developments, but considers the additional incremental effect resulting 

from the Proposed Development in addition to other wind farms. Adjacent developments may complement one 

another, or may be discordant with one another, and it is the increased or reduced level of significance of effects 

which arises as a result of this change that is assessed in the cumulative assessment. 

Cumulative Landscape Effects 

The cumulative development of wind farms within a particular area may build up to create different types of 

landscape. Significant cumulative landscape effects may arise where a 'Landscape with wind farms' is created, 

as a result of the addition of the Proposed Development to other existing or proposed wind farms, which results 

in wind turbines becoming sufficiently prolific that they become a prevailing or key landscape and visual 

characteristic.  

The significance of the cumulative landscape effect from the addition of the Proposed Development reflects the 

intensification of wind farms within the landscape, which is assessed as follows: 

▪ The Proposed Development forms a separate isolated feature from other wind farms within the 

landscape, too infrequent and of insufficient influence to be perceived as a characteristic of the area. 

The cumulative landscape effect of the Proposed Development is unlikely to be significant; 

▪ The addition of the Proposed Development results in wind farms forming a key characteristic of the 

landscape, exerting sufficient presence as to establish or increase the extent of a 'landscape with wind 

farms', but not of sufficient dominance to be a defining characteristic of the area. The cumulative 

landscape effect of the Proposed Development may be significant or not significant, depending on the 

sensitivity of the receptor, magnitude of the change and specific effects arising from the Proposed 

Development; and 

▪ The addition of the Proposed Development results in wind farms forming the prevailing characteristic 

of the landscape, seeming to define the landscape as a 'wind farm landscape’ character type. The 

cumulative landscape effect of the Proposed Development is likely to be significant. 

These effects can occur at varying scales, for example, effecting a local character type, or at a regional level, 

which is assessed as part of the geographic extent assessment in the LVIA. In accordance with guidance (SNH, 

2012), the LVIA for each receptor assesses the effect arising from the addition of the Proposed Development to 

the cumulative situation, and not the overall or combined effect of all wind farms on the landscape resource.  

Cumulative Visual Effects 

Cumulative visual effects consist of combined and sequential effects: 

▪ Combined visibility occurs where the observer is able to see two or more developments from one 

viewpoint. Combined visibility may either be 'in combination', where several wind farms are within the 

observer's main angle of view at the same time, or 'in succession', where the observer has to turn to 

see the various wind farms. The cumulative visual effect of the Proposed Development may be 

significant or not significant depending on factors influencing the cumulative magnitude of change, 

such as the degree of integration and consistency of image with other wind farms in combined views; 

and the position of the development relative to other wind farms and the landscape context in 

successive views. 

▪ Sequential visibility occurs when the observer has to move to another viewpoint to see different 

developments. Sequential effects are assessed along regularly used routes such as major roads, railway 

lines and footpaths. The occurrence of sequential effects range from 'frequently sequential' (the 
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features appear regularly and with short time lapses between, depending on speed of travel and 

distance between the viewpoints) to 'occasionally sequential' (long time lapses between appearances, 

because the observer is moving slowly and/or there are large distances between the viewpoints). The 

cumulative visual effect of the Proposed Development is more likely to be significant when frequently 

sequential. 

The methodology for the assessment of cumulative landscape and visual effects involves the undertaking of a 

baseline study of the existing and potential future wind farm or other relevant development influence, an 

evaluation of sensitivity, magnitude of change and the resulting significance of cumulative effects.  

Cumulative Sensitivity of Landscape and Visual Receptors 

In evaluating cumulative sensitivity, the value component of the assessments of sensitivity would not change, 

however, in an evolving wind farm/other relevant development context the susceptibility of a landscape and 

visual receptor to the introduction of the Proposed Development may increase or decrease. This is therefore re-

evaluated based on the criteria contained in the landscape and visual susceptibility criteria sections of this 

methodology.  

Cumulative Magnitude of Change 

The cumulative magnitude of change is an expression of the degree to which landscape character receptors and 

visual receptors/views would be changed by the addition of the Proposed Development to wind farms or other 

relevant developments that are already operational, consented or at application stage. Where required scoping 

stage wind farms and other early stage developments may exceptionally be included. The cumulative magnitude 

of change is assessed according to a number of criteria, described as follows.  

▪ The location of the Proposed Development in relation to other wind farm developments. If the 

Proposed Development is seen in a part of the view or setting to a landscape receptor that is not 

affected by other development, this would generally increase the cumulative magnitude of change as 

it would extend influence into an area that is currently unaffected by development. Conversely, if the 

Proposed Development is seen in the context of other sites, the cumulative magnitude of change may 

be lower as development is not being extended to otherwise undeveloped parts of the outlook or 

setting. This is particularly true where the scale and layout of the Proposed Development is similar to 

that of the other sites as where there is a high level of integration and cohesion with an existing site 

the various developments may appear as a single site; 

▪ The extent of the developed skyline. If the Proposed Development would add notably to the developed 

skyline in a view, the cumulative magnitude of change would tend to be higher as skyline development 

can have a particular influence on both views and landscape receptors; 

▪ The number and scale of developments seen simultaneously or sequentially. Generally, the greater the 

number of clearly separate developments that are visible, the higher the cumulative magnitude of 

change would be. The addition of the Proposed Development to a view or landscape where a number 

of smaller developments are apparent would usually have a higher cumulative magnitude of change 

than one or two large developments as this can lead to the impression of a less co-ordinated or 

strategic approach;  

▪ The scale comparison between developments. If the Proposed Development is of a similar scale to 

other visible developments, particularly those seen in closest proximity to it, the cumulative magnitude 

of change would generally be lower as it would have more integration with the other sites and would 

be less apparent as an addition to the cumulative situation; 

▪ The consistency of image of the Proposed Development in relation to other developments. The 

cumulative magnitude of change of the Proposed Development is likely to be lower if its turbine 
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height, arrangement and layout design are broadly similar to other developments in the landscape, as 

they are more likely to appear as relatively simple and logical components of the landscape; 

▪ The context in which the developments are seen. If developments are seen in a similar landscape 

context, the cumulative magnitude of change is likely to be lower due to visual integration and 

cohesion between the sites. If developments are seen in a variety of different landscape settings, this 

can lead to a perception that wind farm development is unplanned and uncoordinated, affecting a 

wide range of landscape characters and blurring the distinction between them; and  

▪ The magnitude of change of the Proposed Development as assessed in the main assessment. The 

lower this is assessed to be, the lower the cumulative magnitude of change is likely to be. Where the 

Proposed Development itself is assessed to have a negligible magnitude of change on a view or 

receptor there would not be a cumulative effect as the contribution of the Proposed Development 

would equate to the 'no change' situation.  

Definitions of cumulative magnitude of change are applied in order that the process of assessment is made clear. 

These are: 

▪ High, where the addition of the Proposed Development to the landscape or view would result in a 

major incremental change, loss or addition to the cumulative wind farm/development situation; 

▪ Medium, where the addition of the Proposed Development would result in a moderate incremental 

change, loss or addition to the cumulative wind farm/development situation;  

▪ Low, where the addition of the Proposed Development would result in a minor incremental change, 

loss or addition to the cumulative situation; 

▪ Negligible, where the addition of the Proposed Development to other wind energy developments in 

the landscape or view would result in a negligible incremental change, loss or addition to the 

cumulative situation; and 

▪ None, where the addition of the Proposed Development to other wind energy developments in the 

landscape or view would have no change to the cumulative wind farm situation and its addition 

equates to a 'no change' situation.  

There may also be intermediate levels of cumulative magnitude of change: medium-high and medium-low; 

where the change falls between two of the definitions.  

Significance of Cumulative Effects 

The objective of the cumulative assessment is to determine whether any effects that the Proposed Development 

would have on landscape receptors and visual receptors, when seen or perceived in addition to other existing 

and proposed sites, would be significant or not significant. Significant cumulative landscape and visual effects 

arise where the addition of the proposed wind turbines or other similar/large scale development to a specific 

baseline, leads to wind farms becoming a prevailing landscape and visual characteristic of a receptor that is 

sensitive to such change. Cumulative effects may evolve as follows:  

▪ a small scale, single wind farm would often be perceived as a new or 'one-off' landscape feature or 

landmark within the landscape. Except at a local site level, it usually cannot change the overall existing 

landscape character, or become a new characteristic element of a landscape; 

▪ with the addition of further wind farm development, wind farms can become a characteristic element 

of the landscape, as they appear as landscape elements or components that are repeated. Providing 

there was sufficient 'space' or undeveloped landscape/skyline between each wind farm, or the 

overlapping of several wind farms was not too dense; the Proposed Developments or other 

similar/large scale developments would appear as a series of developments within the landscape and 
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would not necessarily become the dominant or defining characteristic of the landscape nor have 

significant cumulative effects; and 

▪ the next stage would be to consider larger commercial wind farms/developments and/or an increase 

in the number of wind farms/developments within an area that either overlap or coalesce and/or 'join-

up' along the skyline. The effect is to create a landscape where the wind farm element is a prevailing 

characteristic of the landscape. The result would be to materially change the existing landscape 

character of a landscape type, or the landscape in a view and resulting in a significant cumulative 

effect. A landscape characterised by wind farm development may already exist as part of the baseline 

landscape context. 

Less extensive, but nevertheless significant cumulative landscape and visual effects may also arise as a result of 

the addition of the Proposed Development where it results in a landscape or view becoming defined by the 

presence of more than one wind farm or similar/large scale development, so that other patterns and 

components are no longer definitive, or where the Proposed Development contrasts with the scale or design of 

an existing or Proposed Development. Higher levels of significance may arise from cumulative landscape and 

visual effects related to the Proposed Development being in close proximity to other wind farms when they are 

clearly visible together in views, however provided that the Proposed Development is designed to achieve a high 

level of visual integration, with few notable visual differences between wind farms, these effects may not 

necessarily be significant. In particular, the effects of a wind farm extension are often less likely to be significant, 

where the effect is concentrated, providing that the design of the wind farms are compatible and that the overall 

capacity of the landscape is not exceeded.  

The capacity of the landscape or view may be assessed as being exceeded where the landscape or visual receptor 

becomes defined by wind farm development, or if the Proposed Development extends across landscape 

character types or clear visual/topographic thresholds in a view. More substantial cumulative effects may result 

from wind farms that have some geographical separation, but remain highly inter-visible, potentially resulting 

in extending effects into new areas, such as an increased presence of wind farm development on a skyline, or 

the creation of multiple, separate wind farm defined landscapes. 

In accordance with guidance (SNH, 2012), the LVIA for each receptor assesses the effect arising from the addition 

of the Proposed Development to the cumulative situation, and not the overall or combined effect of all wind 

farms on the landscape and visual resource. However, in considering the detailed cumulative effects described 

within the LVIA, a broad statement relating to the combined cumulative effect of multiple wind farms in the area 

has also been provided in the conclusions of the LVIA.  

Visual Representations 

Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) 

The ZTV has been generated using Geographic Information System (GIS) software (ESRI ArcGIS Version 10.7.1) 

to demonstrate the number of turbines that may theoretically be seen from any point in the study area. The 

ZTVs, show the number of turbines (blade tips) that are theoretically visible around the study area (based on the 

maximum blade tip heights as described in Chapter 3). The Hub Height ZTVs, show the number of turbine hubs 

theoretically visible in the study area (hub heights are derived from the maximum turbine rotor dimension listed 

for maximum blade tip heights in Chapter 3). When used in conjunction with the Blade Tip ZTV, the Hub Height 

ZTV provides an indication of the degree to which the wind turbines may be visible. 

There are limitations in this theoretical production, and these should be considered in the interpretation and 

use of the ZTV: 

▪ the ZTV illustrates the 'bare ground' situation, and does not take into account the screening effects of 

vegetation, buildings, or other local features that may prevent or reduce visibility;  
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▪ the ZTVs are based on theoretical visibility from 2m above ground level; 

▪ the 45 km ZTVs are based on a 50 m data grid (Ordnance Survey (OS) Digital Terrain Model (DTM)) and 

the 15 km ZTVs are based on 5 m data grid (OS Terrain 5), therefore relatively small changes in 

elevation may not be accounted for;  

▪ the Blade Tip ZTV does not indicate the decrease in visibility that occurs with increased distance from 

the Proposed Development. The nature of what is visible from 3 km away would differ markedly from 

what is visible from 10 km away, although both are indicated on the Blade Tip ZTV has having the same 

level of visibility; and 

▪ there is a wide range of variation within the visibility shown on the ZTV, for example, an area shown on 

the Blade Tip ZTV as having visibility of large numbers of turbines may gain views of the smallest 

extremity of blade tips, or of many full turbines. This can make a considerable difference in the effects 

of the Proposed Development on that area. The Hub Height ZTV should be used in conjunction with 

the Blade Tip ZTV to provide an indication of the degree to which the wind turbines are visible. 

These limitations mean that while the ZTV is used as a starting point in the assessment, providing an indication 

of where the Proposed Development would theoretically be visible, the information drawn from the ZTV is 

checked in the field, to ensure that the assessment conclusions represent the visibility of the Proposed 

Development reasonably accurately. 

Visualisations 

The viewpoint assessment is illustrated by a range of visualisations, including photographs and photomontages, 

which accord with SNH's Visual Representation of Wind Farms Version 2.2 (SNH, 2017). Visualisations of wind 

farms have a number of limitations when using them to form a judgement on a wind farm proposal. These 

include: 

▪ a visualisation can never show exactly what the wind farm would look like in reality due to factors such 

as: different lighting, weather and seasonal conditions which vary through time and the resolution of 

the image; 

▪ the images provided give a reasonable impression of the scale of the turbines and the distance to the 

turbines, but can never be 100% accurate; 

▪ a static image cannot convey turbine movement, or flicker or reflection from the sun on the turbine 

blades as they move; 

▪ the viewpoints illustrated are representative of views in the area, but cannot represent visibility at all 

locations; 

▪ to form the best impression of the impacts of the wind farm proposal these images are best viewed at 

the viewpoint location shown; and 

▪ the visualisations must be printed at the correct size to be viewed properly. 

The photographs used to produce the photomontages have been taken using Canon EOS 5D and 6D Digital SLR 

cameras, with a fixed lens and a full-frame (35 mm negative size) CMOS sensor. The photographs are taken on 

a tripod with a pano-head at a height of approximately 1.5 m above ground.  

To create the baseline panorama, the frames are individually cylindrically projected and then digitally joined to 

create a fully cylindrically projected panorama using Adobe Photoshop or PTGui software. This process avoids 

the wide-angle effect that would result should these frames be arranged in a perspective projection, whereby 

the image is not faceted to allow for the cylindrical nature of the full 360-degree view but appears essentially as 

a flat plane.  
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Tonal alterations are made using Adobe software to create an even range of tones across the photographs once 

joined.  

The photographs are also joined to create planar projection panoramas using PTGui software. These are used in 

the creation of the 53.5 degree field of view photomontages. In some views, more than one 53.5 degree field of 

view panorama is prepared, in order to accommodate the full width of the Proposed Development. 

Wireline representations that illustrate the Proposed Development model set within a computer-generated 

image of the landform are used in the assessment to predict the theoretical appearance of the turbines. These 

are produced with Resoft Wind farm software and are based on a terrain model with a combination of OS Terrain 

50 and OS terrain 5 (Figures 6.19 – 6.29). There are limitations in the accuracy of DTM data so that landform 

may not be picked up precisely and may result in turbines being more or less visible than is shown, however, the 

use of OS terrain 5 minimises these limitations. Where descriptions within the assessment identify the numbers 

of turbines visible this refers to the illustrations generated and therefore the reality may differ to a degree from 

these impressions. 

Photomontages have been produced for all views, again using Resoft Wind farm software, to provide a more 

realistic image of the appearance of the Proposed Development. In most views these include the introduction 

of the turbines only as these are the elements that create the greatest change in views and are likely to be most 

visible from the surrounding area. Where there is notable visibility of Site infrastructure and where practical, 

this is shown in the photomontages and is generated using a combination of 3D software such as Topos, Visual 

Nature Studio, Sketchup and 3D Studio Max. 

The baseline photographs and cumulative wireline visualisations shown for each viewpoint cover a 90-degree 

field of view (or in some cases, up to 360-degree), which accords with SNH guidance. These are cylindrically 

projected images and should be viewed flat at a comfortable arm's length. 

The 53.5 degree field of view wirelines and photomontage are prepared using a planar projected image and 

should also be viewed flat at a comfortable arm's length. These images are each printed on paper 841 x 297 mm 

(half A1) which provides for a relatively large scale image. 

In the wirelines, the turbines are shown with the central turbines facing the viewer directly, with the full rotor 

diameter visible at its tallest extent. In the photomontages, the turbine rotors are shown with a random 

appearance with the central turbines facing the viewer directly. 

The photographs and other graphic material such as wirelines and photomontages used in this assessment are 

for illustrative purposes only and, whilst useful tools in the assessment, are not considered to be completely 

representative of what would be apparent to the human eye. The assessments are carried out from observations 

in the field and therefore may include elements that are not visible in the photographs. 
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Appendix 6.2
Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA)
Introduction
In accordance with the third edition of ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ (GLVIA3) , the LVIA, 
contained in Chapter 6, assesses the visual impact of the Proposed Development on public views and public visual 
amenity.  This Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) goes a stage beyond the LVIA by assessing the visual impact 
of the Proposed Development on private views and private visual amenity, and has been prepared, as far as is possible, 
in accordance with the Landscape Institute’s Technical Guidance Note 02/19 ‘Residential Visual Amenity Assessment’ 
(TGN 02/19).  This guidance sets out the steps to be followed when undertaking an RVAA and highlights how it should 
be informed by the principles and processes of GLVIA3.  The purpose of the RVAA is to identify those properties where 
the effect of the Proposed Development leads to the ‘Residential Visual Amenity Threshold’ being reached or, in other 
words, where the effect is of such a nature and/ or magnitude that it potentially affects living conditions. In relation to a 
wind farm development, this may occur as a result of the wind turbines giving rise to an ‘overbearing’ or ‘overwhelming’ 
magnitude of effect. 

This RVAA assesses the likely effects of the Proposed Development on the visual component of residential amenity. It 
considers the effects relating to individual properties within a localised study area.  The term ‘residential amenity’ refers 
to the living conditions at a house, including its gardens and domestic curtilage, which are commonly interpreted to 
include visual amenity, noise amenity and other factors such as shadow flicker.  In a RVAA, such as this, OPEN addresses 
only the visual amenity aspect of residential amenity, as this is its area of expertise.  Effects from noise and shadow flicker 
are assessed separately in the EIA Report.

The purpose of the RVAA is to inform the planning process.  It is in this context that TGN 02/19 makes the following 
statement: “It is not uncommon for significant adverse effects on views and visual amenity to be experienced by people at 
their place of residence as a result of introducing a new development into the landscape.  In itself this does not necessarily 
cause particular planning concern.  However, there are situations where the effect on the outlook / visual amenity of a 
residential property is so great that it is not generally considered to be in the public interest to permit such conditions to 
occur where they did not exist before.”

Approach
The approach set out in TGN 02/19 is based on the four following Steps:

• Step 1: Definition of the study area and scope of the assessment, informed by the description of the Proposed    
Development, defining the study area extent and scope of the assessment with respect to the properties to be included.

• Step 2: Evaluation of baseline visual amenity at properties to be included, having regard to the landscape and 
visual context and the potential influence of the Proposed Development.

• Step 3: Assessment of likely change to visual amenity of included properties in accordance with GLVIA3 principles 
and processes.

• Step 4: Further assessment of predicted change to the visual amenity of properties where a judgement in relation 
to the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold is required.

Step 1 Definition of Study Area and Scope of the Assessment
Step 1 involves defining the extent of the study area and establishing the scope of the assessment.  In respect of defining 
the extent of the study area, TGN 02/19 gives the following advice (Paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7): 

“Over the last few years a large number of RVAAs have been prepared, especially relating to wind energy proposals. 
Local Planning Authorities (LPA) have frequently requested ‘study areas’ of up to 3 or even 5 km. The logic for these 
(exceptionally) large study areas was based on certain findings of LVIAs which identified significant visual effects from 
‘settlements’ or from clusters of residential properties within this range. This fails to recognise that RVAA is a stage beyond 
LVIA. Consequently, many RVAAs, including those of windfarms with large turbines (150m and taller), have included 
disproportionately extensive study areas incorporating too many properties. This appears to largely be based  
on the misconception that if a significant effect has been identified in the LVIA adjacent to a property at 2.5km it will also 
potentially lead to reaching the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. 
 
When assessing relatively conspicuous structures such as wind turbines, and depending on local landscape characteristics, 
a preliminary study area of approximately 1.5 to 2km radius may initially be appropriate in order to begin identifying 
properties to include in a RVAA.”  

In line with this guidance, the study area for the Proposed Development has been drawn out to the larger 2km radius 
recommended.

Within the 2km study area, all private residential properties have been identified using AddressBase Plus data and 
mapped (see Figure 1 of this Appendix). The RVAA includes residential properties that appear occupied and in use as 
dwelling houses.  These are individually numbered and listed on Figure 1 of this Appendix.  All of the properties lie within 
the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) of the Proposed Development, as shown in Figure 1, and therefore they have all 
been evaluated and assessed in the RVAA. 



Step 2 Evaluation of Baseline Visual Amenity at Properties
 
Step 2 involves carrying out an evaluation of the baseline visual amenity at the properties, through a combination of desk 
study and field work.  The key considerations of this evaluation are set out in TGN 02/19 as follows:

• “The nature and extent of all potentially available existing views from the property and its garden / 
domestic curtilage, including the proximity and relationship of the property to surrounding landform / land-
cover and visual foci.  This may include primary / main views from the property or domestic curtilage as well as 
secondary / peripheral views; and

• Views as experienced when arriving or leaving the property, for example from private driveways / access 
tracks.”

This assessment has been largely carried out on site, in order to observe and assess baseline factors, such as the type of 
property and its orientation, the baseline views that may be gained from the property, its garden grounds and its access, 
the extent of screening by vegetation and curtilage boundaries. 

RVAA sheets included in this Appendix, have been prepared for all five properties that lie within the 2km study area or 
on its boundary.  These assessment sheets contain an OS map and aerial photograph of each of the five properties, a 
description of the baseline views at each property, and the direction of the view and horizontal field of view which will be 
affected by the Proposed Development.  The RVAA sheets also record the likely visual effects resulting from the Proposed 
Development.  Wirelines are also presented in Volume 2 of this Appendix to illustrate the theoretical visibility of the 
Proposed Development. These are produced with a 53.5-degree horizontal field of view, as they are required to illustrate 
the full theoretical visibility of the Proposed Development from each property, in accordance with guidance set out in TGN 
02/19.

Step 3 Assessment of Likely Change to Visual Amenity
 
Step 3 involves carrying out an assessment of the likely change to the visual amenity of properties by applying the process 
of assessment advocated by GLVIA3. This requires that the sensitivity of the receptor is combined with the magnitude of 
change which will arise as a result of the Proposed Development, to determine whether the effect will be significant or 
not.  The aim of Step 3 is to identify those properties with potential to reach the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold 
and therefore require further assessment in Step 4.  This will only occur where a high magnitude of change is assessed 
for a property, as the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold reflects those effects that are in the upper most range of 
magnitude, where effects may become overwhelming or overbearing.

OPEN’s methodology assumes that all occupiers of local residential properties within the RVAA will have a high sensitivity.  
OPEN attaches less weight to views from upper  floor rooms in houses compared with ground floor principal rooms; an 
approach which is reflected in GLVIA3 (paragraph 6.36).  The assessment of magnitude of change which will arise from the 
Proposed Development, is determined by the factors influencing magnitude of change on views, the potential change to 
the outlooks from each property, as well as other factors, such as areas of garden ground or access roads to properties, 
that are likely to be affected.  The key considerations of this assessment are set out in TGN 02/19 as follows: 

• “Distance of property from the Proposed Development having regard to its size, scale and location on relative to 
the property (e.g. on higher or lower ground);

• Type and nature of the available views (e.g. panoramic, open, framed, enclosed, focused etc.) and how they may 
be affected, having regard to seasonal and diurnal variations.

• Direction of view and aspect of property affected, having regard to both the main, primary and peripheral and 
secondary views from the property;

• Extent to which the development and landscape changes would be visible from the property, or parts of it, having 
regard to views from principal rooms, the domestic curilage (i.e. garden) and the private access route, taking into ac-
count seasonal and diurnal variations;

• Scale of change in views having regard to such factors as the loss or addition of features and compositional chang-
es including the proportion of view occupied by the Proposed Development, taking account of seasonal and diurnal 
variations;

• Degree of contrast or integration of new features or changes in the landscape compared to the existing situation 
in terms of form, scale and mass, line, height, colour and texture, having regard to seasonal and diurnal variations;

• Duration and nature of the changes, whether temporary or permanent, intermittent or continuous, reversible or 
irreversible etc.; and

• Mitigation opportunities - consider implications of both embedded and potential further mitigation.”

Appendix 6.1: LVIA Methodology provides a full description of the criteria that contribute to magnitude of change on 
views and a description of the magnitude ratings used in this assessment. Justifiable differences in magnitude of change 
assessed in the RVAA may occur when compared to magnitude of change assessed for LVIA viewpoints, depending on the 
context of the view and the magnitude criteria considered material for each receptor.

The significance of the effect on residential visual amenity experienced at each property is dependent on the factors 
considered in the sensitivity and the magnitude of change resulting from the Proposed Development.  These judgements 
on sensitivity and magnitude are combined to arrive at an overall assessment as to whether the Proposed Development 
will have an effect on residential visual amenity that is significant or not significant. The assessment process - the 
evaluation of magnitude of change and the significance of the effect - is described on the RVAA sheets for each property 
in this Appendix. 



Step 4 Judgement of Residential Visual Amenity Threshold
 
Step 4 of the RVAA is described as follows in TGN 02/19 (Paragraphs 4.17 to 4.20):  “The final step of RVAA involves a more 
detailed examination of the predicted effects on the visual amenity at those properties identified for further assessment in 
the previous step.

There is an important distinction between this concluding step of RVAA and the preceding one. In Step 3 the assessor has 
reached a conclusion with respect to magnitude and (EIA) significance of visual effect, and the change in visual amenity 
at the property. In this final step, and only for those properties where the largest magnitude of effect has been identified, 
a further judgement is required. This concluding judgement should advise the decision maker whether the predicted 
effects on visual amenity and views at the property are such that it has reached the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold, 
therefore potentially becoming a matter of Residential Amenity.” 

The key point regarding Step 4 is that the judgement required in this final, concluding step goes beyond the assessment 
undertaken in Step 3 which is restricted to judging the magnitude and significance of visual effect.

The difference between significant visual effects and those at the ‘Residential Visual Amenity Threshold’ which might 
be considered to have an overbearing effect on residential visual amenity, has evolved through Public Local Inquiry (PLI) 
decisions over the past decade.  The factors considered in such an assessment are widely recognised by professional 
Landscape Architects and decision makers, and are often referred to as ‘the Lavender test’ after the Inspector who first 
developed the concept (TGN 02/19 Appendix 1: Planning Precedent). The factors considered in the so called ‘Lavender 
test’ requires a level of visual effect to arise which is greater than a significant visual effect in EIA terms. In TGN 02/19 this 
is referred to as the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold.

The degree of effect must be to such a degree that a property would become widely regarded as an unattractive place  
in which to live.  This public interest test therefore has a higher threshold than ‘significant’ in EIA terms.  This approach  
is commonly applied to the assessment of visual effects on residential amenity.  The approach has been refined through 
decisions for Inquiries and Appeals into wind farm applications across the United Kingdom and recognises that, given  
no person is entitled to a view in law, it is not sufficient for a property to simply sustain a significant visual effect for 
its residential amenity to be unacceptably harmed.  For residential visual amenity to be harmed, a higher threshold 
requires to be triggered, whereby the turbine(s) are at such proximity to a house, or in such number, that they lead to an 
overwhelming or overbearing effect on the property to the extent that it becomes an unattractive place in which to live.  
Where this occurs the matter affects the public interest as such an outcome could be considered to harm the provision of 
good housing stock.

The Step 4 assessment is included on the assessment of each of the relevant properties in this RVAA, where they are 
assessed as having a ‘High’ magnitude of change in the Step 3 assessment i.e. those that are in the upper most range 
of magnitude, where a further ‘threshold’ judgement is required. Where this RVAA identifies any properties at the 
Residential Visual Amenity Threshold in Step 4, this does not imply an unacceptable effect, as any finding of acceptability 
requires to be undertaken as part of the wider planning balance.  The ‘threshold’ acts to identify those properties where 
a predicted change to residential visual amenity is of such magnitude that it should be weighed in the planning balance, 
along with other EIA effects.

RVAA Summary of Findings
The RVAA sheets in this Appendix detail the assessments for each property, which are summarised in Table 1. The RVAA 
indicates that of the five included properties, all will undergo a significant effect as a result of the Proposed Development.  
This does not imply that the interior spaces of all five properties will be significantly affected and indeed it is unlikley 
that most them will, owing either to the orientation of the property in a direction that differs from that of the Proposed 
Development, the absence of windows in specific elevations, or the screening effect from out-buildings or other built 
form.  

Of these five properties assessed as having significant effects in the RVAA, none are assessed as resulting in a High 
magnitude of change to visual amenity, while all five properties are identified as likely to experienced a Medium-high 
magnitude of change as a result of the Proposed Development. Significant visual effects are assessed as arising as a result 
of the change in visual amenity experienced by residents in views from these five properties, where Medium-high levels of 
magnitude are assessed, generally where there are direct views of the Proposed Development either from its main access, 
garden grounds or curtilage, despite the likelihood of visibility from the interior of the property being limited, apart from 
in one property.

The assessment found that none of the predicted significant effects on visual amenity experienced at properties have 
potential to reach the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. The Proposed Development will not overwhelm views in 
all directions, nor will it be unpleasantly encroaching / inescapably dominant in the available views from any of the 
properties assessed. This is due to a combination of factors, such as the availability of interior views, orientation of the 
property, position of windows and external screening elements influencing available views, which limit effects on the 
overall visual amenity experienced from properties.  Many of the properties asssessed are oriented such that they have 
an aspect over the coast of Newark Bay or Fersness Bay.  Effects on visual amenity often arise as a result of changes 
to views experienced from the external gardens, access and domestic curtilage of many of the properties, which are 
generally more open to the views of the surrounding landscape. While residential visual amenity is, therefore, likely to 
be significantly affected when considered in terms of the overall visual amenity experienced, in most cases the principal 
views from the interiors of the four of the five properties will remain largely unaffected.

The visual experience from properties, gardens and domestic curtilages will not be comparable to living within a wind 
farm, but rather that a turbine cluster will be present and visible close by on a separate island. The Proposed Development 
turbines will be viewed as a distinct cluster of turbines on the island of Faray and due to the position of of the properties 
on Eday to the east, the proposed turbines will occupy a narrow lateral spread, thereby affecting a relatively small part 
of the wider view available. The turbines will, nonetheless, be seen as especially large scale, dynamic structures and the 
fore-shortening effect of the intervening water will accentuate their close range presence.

The following RVAA sheets in this Appendix detail the assessments for each property, which are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1: Summary of the RVAA

ID Property Distance  from 
nearest turbine 
(km)

Step 3 - Magnitude of Change / 
Significance

Step 4 - Residential Amenity 
Threshold

1 Crowber 1.99 Medium-high N/A
2 Lesshamar 1.84 Medium-high N/A
3 North Guith 1.64 Medium-high N/A
4 Mid Guith 1.89 Medium-high N/A
5 Benstonhall 2.01 Medium-high N/A
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Property description:

Farmhouse

Detached

Semi Detached Stone Built

Brick Built

Rendered

Timber-clad Garage(s)

1 Storey

1.5 Storey

2 Storey

ConservatoryTerraced

Outbuildings

Farmyard

Front Garden Rear Garden

Side Gardens

Existing Visual Amenity
Property Description: Crowber consists of a row of small traditional cottages, which now appear to be in single occupancy. They comprise a low single 
storey, with the building nestled into the hill slope. Crowber sits on the western coastal edge of the island of Eday, within an area of farmland defined 
as Inclined Coastal Pasture LCT. The farm fields of improved pasture or arable, combined with the absence of trees or scrub, ensure the landscape is 
kept open. This means there is little shelter from the strong westerly and south-westerly winds that often affect this exposed western coast.  Access to 
the property is gained via the track off the minor coastal road. Outbuildings lie to the east of the property and a low wall encloses the garden grounds 
to the north.

Views from interior of property: The principal orientation of the property is to the south, with views overlooking the western coastal edge of Eday 
towards Greenan Nev. The squat structure of the cottages combined with the small openings for windows, will moderate the influence that these 
views of the coast will have on residents within the interior spaces.  There are also windows in the northern elevation, looking out over the small 
garden grounds to the coastal edge beyond. There are no windows in the short gable walls on the western and eastern elevations.  

Views from access: The access to the house approaches from the east and affords views west across the Sound of Faray to the northern end of the 
island of Faray, albeit with open views occurring in all directions, including along the western coast of Eday and north-west to Westray.
 
Views from garden grounds: A small garden comprising low grasses and enclosed by low stone walling, sits to the north of the cottages. While the low 
cottage affords some shelter, this outdoor space forms part of the wider open and exposed coastal landscape. While views open up in all directions, it 
is likely that the nearby island of Faray forms the main focus.

Step 3 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects
• Magnitude of change: Medium-high
• Significance of effect: Significant

The wireline representative of the view from this property, shows that all six turbines will be readily visible at a distance of approximately 1.99km in 
the sector between the west and south-west. As the principal orientation of the property is to the south, with an outlook also to the north, but not 
to the west, where the Proposed Development would be located, there will be limited change in respect of views from within the property. There 
would, however, be a notable change in views residents experience from the access track and garden grounds. The alignment of the access track, 
west towards the Proposed Development means that it will appear as a prominent feature in the views of residents approaching the property.  The 
openness of the garden means that the Proposed Development will be readily visible in the sector between the west and south-west, with all six 
turbines seen set on the small island of Faray.  The magnitude of change rating is prevented from being rated high owing to the absence of visibility 
that will be experienced from the interior of the property, as well as the separation distance of almost 2 km from the access track and garden, which 
will mean that the Proposed Development will be seen as a prominent feature, albeit within a wider context of moorland hills in the hinterland 
of the island, coast to the north and south, and more distant islands in the background. It is the influence of this wider context that will, to some 
extent, moderate the influence of the Proposed Development. On balance, the magnitude of change to visual amenity arising from the Proposed 
Development is assessed as medium-high and the visual effect is assessed as Significant. 

Step 4 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects / Threshold Judgement
The effect of the Proposed Development on the residential visual amenity experienced at this property is not considered to have reached the 
Residential Visual Amenity Threshold, due the medium-high magnitude of change on views from the property, which is not in the upper most ‘High’ 
magnitude range required for the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. 
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Property description:

Farmhouse

Detached

Semi Detached Stone Built

Brick Built

Rendered

Timber-clad Garage(s)

1 Storey

1.5 Storey

2 Storey

ConservatoryTerraced

Outbuildings

Farmyard

Front Garden Rear Garden

Side Gardens

Existing Visual Amenity
Property Description: Lesshamar is a long and low traditional cottage, with out-buildings surrounding. The property sits on the west coast of Eday, 
inset approximately 70m from the low cliffs set along the shoreline. This narrow coastal strip is classified as Inclined Coastal Pasture LCT, with 
Moorland Hills LCT forming enclosure to the east and the Whaleback Island LCT of Faray set beyond Faray Sound to the west. The farm fields of 
improved pasture or arable, combined with the absence of trees or scrub, ensure the landscape is kept open. This means there is little shelter from 
the strong westerly and south-westerly winds that often affect this exposed western coast.  Access to the property is gained via the track off the minor 
coastal road. Outbuildings lie to the west and east of the property and a low wall encloses the garden grounds to the north.

Views from interior of property: The principal orientation of the property is to the south, with views overlooking the western coastal edge of Eday 
towards Greenan Nev. The squat structure of the cottages combined with the small openings for windows, will moderate the influence that these 
views of the coast will have on residents within the interior spaces.  There are also windows in the northern elevation, looking out over the small 
garden grounds to the coastal edge beyond. There are no windows in the short gable walls on the western and eastern elevations, with outbuildings 
forming some degree of enclosure on both these sides and to the south-west.  

Views from access: The access to the house approaches from the east and affords views west across the Sound of Faray to the northern end of the 
island of Faray, albeit with open views occurring in all directions, including along the western coast of Eday and north-west to Westray.
 
Views from garden grounds: A small garden, comprising low grasses and partially enclosed by low stone walling, sits to the north of the property. 
While the low cottage affords some shelter, this outdoor space forms part of the wider open and exposed coastal landscape. While views from the 
garden open up in all directions, it is likely that the nearby island of Faray forms the main focus.

Step 3 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects
• Magnitude of change: Medium-high
• Significance of effect: Significant

The wireline representative of the view from this property, shows that all six turbines will be readily visible at a distance of approximately 1.84km 
in the sector towards the west. As the principal orientation of the property is to the south, with an outlook also to the north, but not to the west, 
where the Proposed Development would be located, there will be limited change in respect of views from within the property. There would, however, 
be a notable change in views residents experience from the access track and garden grounds. The alignment of the access track, west towards the 
Proposed Development means that it will appear as a prominent feature in the views of residents approaching the property.  The openness of the 
garden means that the Proposed Development will be readily visible in the sector to the west, with all six turbines seen set on the small island of Faray.  
The magnitude of change rating is prevented from being rated high owing to the absence of visibility that will be experienced from the interior of the 
property, as well as the separation distance of 1.84km from the access track and garden, which will mean that the Proposed Development will be seen 
as a prominent feature, albeit within a wider context of moorland hills in the hinterland of the island, coast to the north and south, and more distant 
islands in the background. It is the influence of this wider context that will, to some extent, moderate the influence of the Proposed Development. 
On balance, the magnitude of change to visual amenity arising from the Proposed Development is assessed as medium-high and the visual effect is 
assessed as Significant. 

Step 4 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects / Threshold Judgement
The effect of the Proposed Development on the residential visual amenity experienced at this property is not considered to have reached the 
Residential Visual Amenity Threshold, due the medium-high magnitude of change on views from the property, which is not in the upper most ‘High’ 
magnitude range required for the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. 
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Property description:

Farmhouse

Detached

Semi Detached Stone Built

Brick Built

Rendered

Timber-clad Garage(s)

1 Storey

1.5 Storey

2 Storey

ConservatoryTerraced

Outbuildings

Farmyard

Front Garden Rear Garden

Side Gardens

Existing Visual Amenity
Property description: North Guith is an ‘L shaped’ property, with a number of surrounding out-buildings. The property sits on the west coast of Eday, 
just south of Greenan Nev and close to the shoreline of the shingle beach. The coastal landscape is characterised by gently sloping landform towards 
the coastal edge and the blanket cover of small to medium fields of improved pasture. To the east, the landform rises to form the low ridgeline of the 
moorland hills, while to the west, views open out across the surrounding seascape, with the island of Faray forming a focal feature within the close-
range. To the south, the coastline cuts away to wrap around the Bay of Newark, while to the north it extends out to the rocky headland of Greenan 
Nev. This is an open and exposed landscape, with a strong maritime influence. Access to the property is gained via the track off the minor coastal road. 
Outbuildings wrap around the property to the north-west and south-west,  and a low wall encloses the garden grounds to the north-west.

Views from interior of property: The principal orientation of the property is to the south-west. The long sides of the ‘L’ shaped property face south-
west and south-east. While views from the south-east side extend across open farmland to Fersness Bay, the enclosure formed  by the immediately 
adjacent out-buildings, largely contain the views from the south-west side. Open views also occur from the shorter north-west and north-east sides of 
the property, these views extending over the adjacent farmland.  

Views from access: The access to the property is taken from the minor, coastal road and follows an approximate 300m length track in a south-westerly 
direction. While the direct alignment of this view is towards the headland at Fers Ness, the openness of the surrounding landscape means that much 
wider views are experienced, with the main draw being across the coastal edge, and include the island of Faray within the sector between the north-
west and south. 
 
Views from garden grounds: There is a walled garden on the north-western side of the outbuildings. While there is some containment from the 
outbuildings, perimeter wall and low scrub contained within, the garden is relatively open and views can be experienced in almost every direction, 
with a focus on Fers Ness to the south-west, but also including the island of Faray.

Step 3 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects
• Magnitude of change: Medium-high
• Significance of effect: Significant

The wireline representative of the view from this property, shows that all six turbines will be readily visible at a distance of approximately 1.64km in 
the sector towards the west. While the principal orientation of the property is to the south-west, and the Proposed Development will be situated to 
the west, the close proximity of the outbuildings to the south-west and north-west, will mean that it is unlikely that the Proposed Development will 
be visible from the interior of the property. This means that there will be little or no change to the views of residents from within the property. There 
would, however, be a notable change in views residents experience from the access track and garden grounds. Although the alignment of the access 
track is south-west, the openness of the landscape means that the Proposed Development, seen in views towards the west will appear as a prominent 
feature in the views of residents approaching the property. The openness of the garden means that the Proposed Development will be readily visible 
in the sector to the west, with all six turbines seen set on the small island of Faray.  The magnitude of change rating is prevented from being rated high 
owing to the absence of visibility that will be experienced from the interior of the property, as well as the separation distance of approximately 1.4 to 
1.6km from the access track and garden, which will mean that the Proposed Development will be seen as a prominent feature, albeit within a wider 
context of moorland hills in the hinterland of the island, coast to the north and south, and more distant islands in the background. It is the influence 
of this wider context that will, to some extent, moderate the influence of the Proposed Development. On balance, the magnitude of change to visual 
amenity arising from the Proposed Development is assessed as medium-high and the visual effect is assessed as Significant. 

Step 4 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects / Threshold Judgement
The effect of the Proposed Development on the residential visual amenity experienced at this property is not considered to have reached the 
Residential Visual Amenity Threshold, due to the medium-high magnitude of change on views from the property, which is not in the upper most ‘High’ 
magnitude range required to reach the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. 
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Property description:
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Brick Built
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Outbuildings

Farmyard

Front Garden Rear Garden

Side Gardens

Existing Visual Amenity
Property description: Mid Guith is a recently constructed, modern property with a detached garage. The property sits on the west coast of Eday, 
to the south-east of Greenan Nev and inset approximately 150m from the coastal edge. The coastal landscape is characterised by gently sloping 
landform towards the coastal edge and the blanket cover of small to medium fields of improved pasture. To the east, the landform rises to form the 
low ridgeline of the moorland hills, while to the west, views open out across the surrounding seascape, with the island of Faray forming a focal feature 
within the close-range. To the south, the coastline cuts away to wrap around the Bay of Newark, and the wider Fersness Bay. This is an open and 
exposed landscape, with a strong maritime influence. Access to the property is gained via the track off the minor coastal road. The house and garage 
sit on an area of hardstanding, with a small patch of grass to the north, and all enclosed by a post and wire fence.

Views from interior of property: The property is rectangular in plan with the principal orientation being south-south-east. Views from the interior 
of the property look over the Bay of Newark and along the western coast of Eday to the Bay of Doomy. From the opposite aspect to the north-north-
west, the views will be largely contained by the landform that rises up from Greenan Nev. There does not appear to be any windows on the west-
south-west and east-north-east gable end walls.

Views from access: The access to the property is taken from the minor coastal road and follows an approximate 130m length driveway in a south-
westerly direction. While the direct alignment of this view is towards the headland at Fers Ness, the openness of the surrounding landscape means 
that much wider views are experienced, with the main draw being across the coastal edge, within the sector between the north-west and south. 
 
Views from garden grounds: The garden grounds comprise the areas of hardstanding around the house and the garage and the small patch of grass to 
the north. While there is some containment from the property and garage, the garden is relatively open and views can be experienced in almost every 
direction.

Step 3 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects
• Magnitude of change: Medium-high
• Significance of effect: Significant

The wireline representative of the view from this property, shows that all six turbines will be readily visible at a distance of approximately 1.89km in 
the sector towards the west. With views from the property occurring to the south-south-west and north-north-east, and the Proposed Development 
situated to the west, it is unlikely that direct views of the Proposed Development will be experienced from the interior spaces. This means that the 
views of residents from within the property will remain largely unchanged. There would, however, be a notable change in views residents experience 
from the access track and garden grounds. Although the alignment of the access track is south-west, the openness of the landscape means that 
the Proposed Development, seen in views towards the west will appear as a prominent feature in the views of people approaching the property. 
The openness of the garden means that the Proposed Development will be readily visible in the sector to the west, with all six turbines seen set on 
the small island of Faray.  The magnitude of change rating is prevented from being rated high owing to the general absence of visibility that will be 
experienced from the interior of the property, as well as the separation distance of 1.89km from the access track and garden, which will mean that 
the Proposed Development will be seen as a prominent feature, albeit within a wider context of moorland hills in the hinterland of the island, coast 
to the north and south, and more distant islands in the background. It is the influence of this wider context that will, to some extent, moderate the 
influence of the Proposed Development. On balance, the magnitude of change to visual amenity arising from the Proposed Development is assessed 
as medium-high and the visual effect is assessed as Significant. 

Step 4 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects / Threshold Judgement
The effect of the Proposed Development on the residential visual amenity experienced at this property is not considered to have reached the 
Residential Visual Amenity Threshold, due to the medium-high magnitude of change on views from the property, which is not in the upper most ‘High’ 
magnitude range required to reach the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. 
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Property description:
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1.5 Storey
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Front Garden Rear Garden
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Existing Visual Amenity
Property description: Bestonhall is a traditional single storey, stone built farm house. The property sits on the west coast of Eday, to the south-east 
of Greenan Nev and inset approximately 80m from the coastal edge where a shingly beach occurs. The coastal landscape is characterised by gently 
sloping landform towards the coastal edge and the blanket cover of small to medium fields of improved pasture. To the east, the landform rises to 
form the low ridgeline of the moorland hills, while to the west, views open out across the surrounding seascape, with the island of Faray forming a 
focal feature within the close-range. To the south, the coastline cuts away to wrap around the Bay of Newark, and the wider Fersness Bay. This is an 
open and exposed landscape, with a strong maritime influence. Access to the property is gained via the track off the minor coastal road. The house 
and outbuildings form a small cluster, with the farmhouse to the west and the outbuildings to the north and east.

Views from interior of property: The property has a number of facades, with the ENE facade facing in towards the farmyard, the SSE facade facing 
over the garden towards Fersness Bay and the WSW facade faces over the Sound of Faray to the southern tip of Faray. Views from the interior of the 
property present a range of different aspects. There does not appear to be any windows on the NNW aspect.

Views from access: The access to the property is taken from the minor coastal road and follows an approximate 60m length driveway in a westerly 
direction. While the direct alignment of this view is towards the southern end of the island of Faray, the openness of the surrounding landscape means 
that much wider views are experienced, with views extending across the sector between the north-west and south. 
 
Views from garden grounds: The garden grounds comprise a small grassed area on the SSE aspect of the building, which is contained by a low stone 
wall. The areas of hardstanding around the house and the garage and the small patch of grass to the north. While there is some containment from the 
property and outbuildings to the north, the garden is relatively open and views can be experienced in almost every direction.

Step 3 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects
• Magnitude of change: Medium-high
• Significance of effect: Significant

The wireline representative of the view from this property, shows that all six turbines will be readily visible at a distance of approximately 2.01km in 
the sector towards the west. With views from the property occurring to the west-south-west, there is the possibility that the Proposed Development 
may be visible from this aspect of the house. These views will mainly focus on the proposed turbines in the southern part of Faray, albeit seen within 
a wider view of seascape and islands. Views from the other aspects of the property will remain largely unchanged. There would, however, be a more 
notable change in views residents experience from the access track and garden grounds. The Proposed Development, will be seen in views towards 
the west and will appear as a prominent feature in the views of people approaching the property from the minor coastal road to the east. The 
openness of the garden means that the Proposed Development will be readily visible in the sector to the west, with all six turbines seen set on the 
small island of Faray.  The magnitude of change rating is prevented from being rated high owing to the separation distance of 2.01km from the access 
track and garden, which will mean that the Proposed Development will be seen as a prominent feature, albeit within a wider context of moorland hills 
in the hinterland of the island, coast to the north and south, and more distant islands in the background. It is the influence of this wider context that 
will, to some extent, moderate the influence of the Proposed Development. On balance, the magnitude of change to visual amenity arising from the 
Proposed Development is assessed as medium-high and the visual effect is assessed as Significant. 

Step 4 Assessment of Residential (Visual) Amenity Effects / Threshold Judgement
The effect of the Proposed Development on the residential visual amenity experienced at this property is not considered to have reached the 
Residential Visual Amenity Threshold, due to the medium-high magnitude of change on views from the property, which is not in the upper most ‘High’ 
magnitude range required to reach the Residential Visual Amenity Threshold. 
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Appendix 7.1 Avian Baseline Conditions– April 2019 to 
March 2020 

Introduction 

Overview 
ITPEnergised (ITPE) was appointed by Orkney Islands Council (OIC) to undertake a suite of ornithological surveys 
in support of a proposed wind farm development on the island of Faray, Orkney (hereafter referred to as the 
‘Site’). The Site centres on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference HY 533112 036752 and its location is shown on 
Figure 7.1. 

Site Description 
The Site is an uninhabited island located 830m to the west of Eday (north-west of Fersness Bay) and south-east 
of Westray, lying between the Sound of Faray to the east and Rapness Sound to the west. The island is currently, 
and historically, been given over to crofters who use it for grazing sheep. Several drainage ditches run across the 
island, in addition to a few small, unmodified burn channels rising from the wetter areas. The shoreline 
comprises primarily rocky exposures and cliffs, with some beaches also present (south-eastern side of the 
southern tip; and in several locations along the western coastline). A number of other abandoned stone 
dwellings are also present, the majority of which have lost their roofing. 

Aims 

This report presents the ornithological survey work undertaken in support of the Proposed Development by ITPE 
between April 2019 and March 2020. 

Collectively, the objectives of the surveys were to: 

▪ map the distribution of breeding birds, including scarce and priority species; 

▪ record the presence and abundance of birds considered to be of a conservation priority; and 

▪ quantify the level of flight activity by birds of potential conservation importance. 

Legislation and Biodiversity 

Legislation 
All relevant legislation and guidance documents have been considered as part of this assessment, as referenced 
in this report (a summary of pertinent nature conservation legislation is presented below).  

Of particular relevance are: 

▪ Council Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds (the Birds Directive); 

▪ The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands 1976; 

▪ Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora 

(the Habitats Directive);  

▪ The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended); 
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▪ The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); 

▪ The Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 (as amended); and 

▪ The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (as amended), which places a statutory duty on 

all public bodies to further the conservation of biodiversity through the Scottish Biodiversity 

Strategy, with Scottish priority species and habitats listed on the Scottish Biodiversity List (SBL), 

itself based on the former UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP), and regional biodiversity targets 

defined through an LBAP. The Local BAP of relevance to this report is the Orkney LBAP. 

International Conventions and Directives 

The Birds Directive (2009/147/EC) 

The European Union (EU) Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds (2009/147/EC) was first adopted in 1979 
and is the primary mechanism for delivering the EU’s obligations under the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD), and the Ramsar and Bonn Conventions. Collectively, the Birds and Habitats Directives require Member 
States to take action in order to protect all bird species and their habitats which includes the designation of 
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) in respect to species listed on Annex I of the Directive. 

Ramsar Convention 

The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (the Ramsar Convention) was adopted in Iran in 
February 1971 and came in to force in May 1976. The Convention considers the subject area of wetland 
conservation and comprises three elements of activity: 

▪ the designation of wetlands of international importance as Ramsar sites; 

▪ the promotion of the sustainable use of all wetlands in the territory of each country; and  

▪ international co-operation with other countries to further the sustainable use of wetlands and 

their resource. 

The Habitats Regulations 

In Scotland, the Habitats Directive is translated into specific legal obligations by the Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994. This piece of legislation is usually known as the Habitats Regulations. 

The Habitats Regulations cover the requirements for: 

▪ Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and SPAs, which are sites that are internationally 

important for threatened habitats and species; making a network of sites designated together 

and known collectively as the Natura2000 network; 

▪ species requiring strict protection – i.e. European protected species; and 

▪ other aspects of the Habitats Directive including the management, surveillance and reporting 

for sites in order to ensure the favourable status of species and habitats are maintained. 

The Habitats Regulations have been most recently amended in 2012. 

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)  

The CBD was adopted at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in June 1992, and came into force in December 
1993. It was the first global treaty to provide a legal framework for biodiversity conservation. The treaty has 
three primary goals: 

▪ the conservation of biological diversity; 

▪ the sustainable use of its components; and 

▪ the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the use of genetic resources.  
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Signatories are required to create and enforce national strategies and action plans to conserve, protect and 
enhance biological diversity.  

The UK Government ratified the convention and published the UKBAP in 1994 and to compliment the UKBAP, 
separate biodiversity strategies for each of the devolved governments have been subsequently developed, 
including the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy, launched in 2004. 

National Legislation 

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (WCA) is the principle mechanism for wildlife protection in 
the UK. Schedule 1 of the Act lists bird species that are afforded special protection. The principal designation 
established under the Act is the citation of Special Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI).  

The WCA also makes it an offence (with exception to species listed in Schedule 2) to intentionally: 

▪ kill, injure, or take any wild bird; 

▪ take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or being built; or 

▪ take or destroy an egg of any wild bird. 

Biodiversity 

Biodiversity Duty Report 

Under the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, all public bodies are required to further the conservation 
of biodiversity when carrying out their public responsibilities and duties. Following an amendment to the Wildlife 
and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011, public bodies are required to publish a publicly available report 
on the actions they have taken to meet this biodiversity duty. The first report was required to be submitted by 
1st January 2015, with the next reporting round in 2018. 

Scottish Biodiversity List 

Scottish Ministers created the SBL in 2005 in order to satisfy the requirements under Section 2(4) of the Nature 
Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 and to assist public bodies in carrying out conservation of biodiversity, and to 
provide the general public with information regarding conservation within Scotland. The list contains habitats, 
plants and species which are deemed to be of principal importance to the Scottish population and meet the 
social and scientific criteria. This report focuses on the scientific value of the SBL entries.  

Species details, including a list of scientific criteria and reasoning for inclusion to the list, can be located within 
the Scottish Biodiversity List: Technical Report (Scottish Government, 2013). 

The Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan 

First produced in 2003, the most recent version of the Orkney LBAP was launched in 2018 and covers the period 
2018-2022 The Orkney LBAP outlines species and habitats that are important to Orkney, along with actions that 
can be taken to protect them. The appendix includes a list of bird species that are considered to be of 
conservation concern in Orkney (Orkney Islands Council, 2013). 

Species outlined in the Orkney LBAP of relevance to this study and the site include: 

▪ hen harrier (Circus cyaneus); 

▪ short-eared owl (Asio flammeus); 

▪ curlew (Numenius arquata); 

▪ lapwing (Vanellus vanellus);  

▪ redshank (Tringa totanus); and 

▪ ringed plover (Charadrius hiaticula). 
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Bird of Conservation Concern 

The Birds of Conservation Concern (BoCC) is a collaboration between the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies 
(SNCBs), Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), British trust for Ornithology (BTO), Wildfowl and 
Wetlands Trust (WWT), Game and Wildfowl Conservation Trust (GWCT) and several other organisations. It uses 
an approach based on quantitative assessments against standardised criteria, in order to place individual bird 
species on ‘Red’, ‘Amber’ or ‘Green’ lists to indicate different levels of conservation concern. Red in the context 
of BoCC is not the same as IUCN’s Red List, though IUCN status is one of the criteria used in BoCC assessment. 
Collectively, the changes in the numbers and proportions of species on Red, Amber or Green lists provide a 
gauge of the broad direction of status of UK birds and point to the degree of threat they face, as well as the 
efficacy of conservation measures taken. The most recent version is BoCC4 (Eaton et al 2015). 

Birds on the Red and Amber lists are subject to at least one of the factors listed below:  

▪ Red - red list species are those that are globally threatened, have had an historical population 

decline in the UK from 1800 -1995, a rapid (> or = 50%) decline in UK breeding population over 

the past 25 years, or a rapid (> or = 50%) contraction of UK breeding range over the past 25 

years;  

▪ Amber - amber listed species have had a historical population decline from 1800-1995 but are 

recovering; population size has more than doubled over the past 25 years, a moderate (25-49%) 

decline in UK breeding population over the past 25 years, a moderate (25-49%) contraction of 

UK breeding range over the past 25 years, a moderate (25-49%) decline in UK non-breeding 

population over the past 25 years, or species with unfavourable conservation status in Europe 

also known as Species of European Conservation Concern (SPEC); and  

▪ Green - green listed species have no identified threat to their population status. 

Consultation  

Statutory  
Consultation with NatureScot (NS) (formerly Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH)) was started on 8th February 2019 
which confirmed the scope of the ornithology surveys, the location of the vantage points (VPs) and 
corresponding viewsheds was agreed later in April 2019. It was agreed with NS that no diver specific VP watches 
would be undertaken unless evidence of breeding for these species was recorded. However, given the fact that 
Faray is an island that additional seabird surveys would be required for a robust assessment, including species 
such as storm petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus), shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) and black guillemot (Cepphus 
grylle). It was also agreed that no dedicated breeding raptor surveys would be required due to their being no 
suitable habitat on Faray for breeding raptors that are likely to be found in Orkney, such as hen harrier, merlin 
and short-eared owl. 

Methods 

Overview 
This section describes the methods used for the ornithological surveys, which comprised a combination of desk 
study and field survey. 

Desk Study 
An ornithological desk study was undertaken to compile existing baseline data for the Site and local area.  

In terms of nature conservation designations, the desk study aims to identify international and national statutory 
designations, such as SPAs, Ramsar wetlands, SSSIs, National Nature Reserves (NNRs) or Marine Nature Reserves 
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(MNRs) within 10km of the Site boundary. Only ornithological features are considered relevant to the present 
study. Any Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCSs) or non-statutory designations, such as Local Biodiversity 
Sites, were identified within a 2km distance of the Site boundary.  

Existing records that are freely available for commercial use of protected or otherwise notable species (e.g. 
SBL/LBAP priority species) were identified with a 5km distance of the Site boundary. Records from the last 10 
years were considered relevant to the study. In addition, SNH outlined historic records of breeding seabirds on 
the island collected by the JNCC (2018). 

Data for priority / notable species and designated sites were obtained from the following databases: 

▪ Orkney Wildlife Information & Records Centre (Orkney Wildlife Information & Records Centre, 

2019); 

▪ National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Atlas;  

▪ Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) SiteLink;  

▪ Scotland’s Environment Interactive Map; and 

▪ MAGIC: Nature on the Map (MAGIC, 2019). 

In addition, the Orkney Raptor Study Group (RSG) were contacted to obtain breeding records for Schedule 
1/Annex 1 raptors and owls within 2km of the site boundary. 

Field Surveys 

Determination and Selection of Vantage Points 

Pre-scoping consultation with NS, combined with the results of the desk study, identified that VP surveys would 

be required to account for the potential presence of ‘scarce’ diurnal raptors, waterfowl and wading bird species 

within and adjacent to the Site.  

Two VPs at a single location were established in the centre of the island using GIS software combined with 

Ordnance Survey digital data. The VP location was placed to cover the area of the Site which is displayed within 

Figure 7.1. The VP location and the corresponding viewsheds were verified during a site visit on 29th April 2019. 

VP locations and bearings are provided in Table 1.. 

Table 1 - VP Location and Orientation 

VP  Grid Reference Bearing 

1 HY52354 36488 180° 

2 HY52354 36488 0° 

Diurnal Vantage Point Surveys 

Surveys at the Site commenced in April 2019, during which Information on bird flight activity was collected 
throughout timed watches using recommended guidance and methods as outlined by SNH (2017). A total of 
one year of data has been gathered in order to support a future Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) for the 
Proposed Development. Surveyors undertook the surveys in such a way as to minimise the potential for 
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disturbance impacts on bird behaviour associated with their presence near the Site, including arriving at the 
survey point a minimum of 15 minutes prior to the commencement of each VP watch. 

All surveys were stratified, where possible, across three daylight periods (termed ‘dawn’, ‘day’ and ‘dusk’) to 
allow for diurnal variation in activity rates. All surveys comprised watches lasting no more than three hours in 
duration and a minimum of 30 minutes break was observed by the surveyor between subsequent watches. 

All surveys were undertaken by a single observer in a wide range of weather conditions, but mainly in 
conditions of good ground visibility (> 2 km) and timings were adjusted to account for changes in sunrise and 
sunset times within each survey season. 

During each VP watch, two methods of recording were used comprising focal sampling of target species and 
activity summaries of secondary species. Observations were recorded using 10m bands as no turbine 
specification was available at the commencement of the survey. It was outlined that the maximum tip height 
would not likely exceed 150m and all recordings above 150m were in a single band of 150m+. Thus the height 
bands used were: 

▪ HB1: < 10 m; 

▪ HB2: 10 ≥ < 20 m; 

▪ HB3: 20 ≥ < 30 m; 

▪ Etc.; and 

▪ HB15+: ≥ 150 m. 

Data were entered in the field onto recording sheets and later transferred to a Microsoft Excel spread sheet 
for analysis. During each VP watch, target species flight data were also cross-referenced with maps of 
flightlines recorded on field survey maps. 

In line with the candidate turbine, the expected collision risk height with turbine blades is between 14 m and 
150 m (i.e. blade length of approx. 67.5m) and so the VP data were merged into three height bands for 
analysis: 

▪ HB1: < 10 m; 

▪ HB2: 10 ≥ < 150 m (potential collision height); and 

▪ HB3: ≥ 150 m. 

The total number of survey hours over the year at the VP location comprised: 

▪ VP1 – 36 hours breeding season. 

▪ VP2 – 36 hours breeding season. 

▪ VP1 – 36 hours non-breeding season. 

▪ VP2– 36 hours non-breeding season. 

Full details of the survey dates and timings are shown in Annex A: Table A1. 

Breeding bird walkover surveys 

As the Site consists of the island of Faray in its entirety, typical survey buffers extend out into open waters of 
the surrounding sea. As such, reference to the “Study Area” refers to the main Site area (i.e. the whole island 
of Faray) and, where applicable, as far as 2km out into open waters.   

A Brown and Shepherd (B&S) type method of census for upland breeding wader populations (Brown and 
Shepherd, 1993) was used to survey the Site for breeding birds (as per Bibby et al., 2000 and Gilbert et al., 
1998). Due to the nature of the Site, no 500m survey buffer was required, although any notable records seen 
on the neighbouring Holm of Faray, 300m north of the Site boundary, were recorded. In addition to the wader 
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populations the walkover visits were used to identify a number of other ground nesting species with peak 
counts as outlined by JNCC methodologies for skuas, gulls and terns as well as passerine species. 

A total of four breeding bird survey visits were undertaken between April and July 2019. Surveys took 
cognisance of SNH guidance (SNH, 2017) and were undertaken of open areas within the Study Area. The 
survey approach focussed on identifying approximate numbers of breeding pairs of each target species 
including: Annex 1, WCA Schedule 1, red list and/or SBL/Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan species. 

The standard method for the B&S survey involves two complete mapping visits during the breeding season to 
allow for differences in detection rates between early and late breeding species, however, four survey visits 
were undertaken, as recommended (SNH, 2017). The B&S survey was modified slightly so that visits were 
undertaken in line with recommended guidance and timed to avoid the main periods of rapidly changing bird 
activity at dawn and dusk and to account for species other than just waders. Subsequent survey visits were 
completed while ensuring more than the minimum two week period between visits. 

When individuals or pairs of birds were encountered, the ornithologist determined whether the bird(s) were 
different from any previous observations. This involved careful attention to the whereabouts and movements 
of birds, together with birds’ sex and plumage characteristics. To minimise the risk of double counting, 
behaviour and location of birds were carefully observed so that previously encountered birds were not 
recorded twice. Surveys were not conducted in winds greater than Beaufort Force 5 or in persistent rain, or 
when visibility was poor (i.e. less than 500m). 

The survey visits were undertaken on: 

• Survey visit 1 (April): 28th; 

• Survey visit 2 (June): 1st; 

• Survey visit 3 (June): 25th; and 

• Survey visit 4 (July): 25th. 

Breeding Raptor Surveys 

Due to the fact that the Site is an island, dedicated breeding raptor surveys were not undertaken as the 
majority of the 2km survey buffer usually required for raptors is open sea. The entire island was searched for 
breeding birds during the breeding bird walkover survey and in order to check areas of land within 2km of the 
Site the ORSG were contacted for breeding data for the two previous breeding seasons. 

Nesting Seabird Surveys 
A nesting seabird survey was carried out during the breeding months from April to August, inclusive, and covered 

the entire island of Faray and followed guidelines as outlined in the Seabird Monitoring Handbook (Walsh et al., 

1995).  

The following surveys were undertaken for ground-nesting seabirds and were incorporated where possible into 

the full island breeding bird walkover visits outlined above: 

• Skuas (Arctic skua (Stercorarius parasiticus) and Great skua (Stercorarius skua)) – single walkover 
survey, visit mid-June to count adult birds on territory; 

• Gulls – single visit using vantage points to count adults on nests late-May to Early June; and 

• Arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea) – weekly visits using vantage points to count incubating adults mid-May 
to mid-June. 

The following surveys were completed for cliff nesting birds: 

• Black guillemot – two walkover surveys to count pre-nesting birds from the cliff tops undertaken on 

30th April and 1st May 2019; 

• Fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis) – a full island census by boat of apparently occupied nests on 28th June; and 
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• Shag – a full island census by boat of apparently occupied nests completed on 30th May. 

In addition, due to the potential presence of breeding storm petrels a full island storm petrel call-back survey 

was undertaken on 24th, 27th and 28th June 2019. Due to the fact that birds are not visible to surveyors, storm 

petrel require very specific monitoring methodology (as outlined in Gilbert et al., 1998), and involves playing 

recordings of storm petrel calls and listening for return calls from adult birds within breeding areas: in this case 

walls and associated boulders and other structures on the island. 

Due to the difficulties of surveying for cliff-nesting species of bird, the survey counts define “adults on nest” 

(AON) as a total for a colony count. 

Additional Storm Petrel Work August 2019 and July 2020 
In addition, to the callback survey in late June 2019, and following discussions with NS, further storm petrel 

survey work was carried out in 2019 and 2020. In order to assess flight activity over the island by storm petrel, 

nocturnal ‘celiometry’ surveys were undertaken in July and August 2019 and repeated again in July 2020. In 

addition, a second storm petrel call-back survey, including full calibration (as outlined in Gilbert et al., 1998) was 

also completed in July 2020. Full details of survey methodology and results are outlined in a standalone report: 

Faray Storm Petrel Survey Report, ITPE (2020). 

Winter Walkover Surveys 
A winter walkover survey was completed covering the Site in its entirety, with three visits completed between 

February and March 2020 to identify winter roosting and foraging bird populations within the Study Area. The 

surveys were carried out in line with methods detailed in Gilbert et al. (2011) and consisted of three visits 

undertaken on: 

• Survey visit 1: 26th February 2020; 

• Survey visit 2: 20th March 2020; and 

• Survey visit 3: 21st March 2020. 
 

As with the breeding walkover bird surveys, the winter walkover survey focused on identifying the presence 

and/or absence for each target species including Annex 1, Schedule 1, red list, WPL and Orkney LBAP species 

Survey Limitations 
Access to the Site, being a rugged uninhabited island, is heavily reliant on good weather meaning undertaking 

surveys was significantly more difficult than a typical mainland site. The difficulties in accessing the island and 

the requirement to leave the Site before dark and arrival in good visibility means the hourly spread of surveys 

(i.e. dawn and dusk surveys) was more difficult to achieve than normal. The lack of nocturnal species on the 

island (i.e. owls) means this is not seen as a significant limitation to the survey data. 

In addition, ITPE made a commitment not to undertake surveys between mid-September and early December 

in order to prevent any potential for disturbance to breeding grey seals (Halichoerus grypus), for which parts of 

the island and entire coastline are designated a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) for supporting. Grey seals 

use sections of the island to pup, including the area around the landing jetty (please refer to Seal survey Report 

(ITPE, 2020) for more details on this marine mammal SAC). The gap in non-breeding season surveys was further 

exacerbated by continued difficult weather conditions with high winds and large swell meaning landing on the 

island for surveys was not possible in December or January. Some survey visits were then condensed into a 

shorter period in March which could not be spread any further due to the impending lockdown, which was 

imminent due to covid-19. Despite the lack of temporal spread of data it is deemed unlikely there was any 

significant flight activity on the island over the winter months that differed significantly from the data collected 

in February and March. There was no evidence of large numbers of geese (i.e. areas of droppings and feathers) 

while the closely cropped grassland is not deemed optimal habitat for foraging or roosting by Schedule 1 raptors, 

such as merlin and hen harrier.  
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Baseline 

Desk Study 

Site Designations 

As summarised in Table 2, and displayed on Figure 7.2, one international, two proposed international and five 
national nature conservation designations occur within 10km of the site.  

Table 2 - Nature Conservation Designations (bird related sites only) within 10km of the Site 

Name  Designation Distance 

& 

Direction 

Qualifying Features 

Doomy and 

Whitemaw 

Hill 

SSSI 2.5km SSE Species: Breeding whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus) 

and Arctic skua (Stercorarius parasiticus). 

Mill Loch SSSI  Species:  

Calf of Eday SPA 2.7km NE Assemblage: A seabird assemblage of international 

importance 

SSSI 2.7km NE Species: Important nesting site for cormorant 

North Orkney Proposed 

SPA 

 Species:  

Non-breeding common eider (Somateria 

mollissima), shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis), 

great northern diver (Gavia immer), long-

tailed duck (Clangula hyemalis), red-

breasted merganser (Mergus serrator), 

slavonian grebe (Podiceps auritus) and 

velvet scoter  (Melanitta fusca) 

Rousay SPA 6.1km 

WSW 

Assemblage: A seabird assemblage of international 

importance 

Species: Breeding arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea) 

SSSI 8.2km SW Assemblage: Breeding bird assemblage (moorland), 

seabird colony 

Species: Breeding Arctic skua, Arctic tern, guillemot 

(Uria aalge) and kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) 

[Redac
ted]

[Redacted]

[Redacte
d]

[Redacted]
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Name  Designation Distance 

& 

Direction 

Qualifying Features 

Onziebust RSPB 

Reserve 

7.2km SW Species: Corncrake (Crex crex), curlew (Numenius 

arquata), lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) and 

redshank (Tringa totanus) 

West 

Westray 

SPA 9.8km 

NW 

Assemblage: A seabird assemblage of international 

importance 

Species: Breeding Arctic tern and guillemot  

SSSI 11.5km 

NW 

Species: Breeding Arctic skua, Arctic tern, kittiwake 

and razorbill  

Assemblage: Seabird colony 

Non-statutory Designations 

A single locally designated site, Braehead Local Nature Conservation Site (LNCS), designated for biological 
reasons within 2km of the site boundary, located on the west coast of Eday (OIC, 2017b). No detailed reason 
for designation was detailed for the LNC site. The coast of Faray and Holm of Faray is also an RSPB Important 
Bird Area (IBA). 

JNCC Seabird Data 

The JNCC survey data revealed a total of thirteen breeding species having been recorded on Faray, including: 
Arctic skua, Arctic tern, common gull (Larus canus), fulmar, great black-backed gull (Larus marinus), herring 
gull (Larus argentatus), shag, storm petrel, lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus), great skua and black 
guillemot. 

Orkney RSG Data 

Following consultation with the ORSG it was confirmed that there are no records of Schedule 1 species (such 
as hen harrier, merlin (Falco columbarius) or peregrine (Falco peregrinus) were recorded as breeding within 
2km of the Site in 2018 and 2019. 

Survey Results 

Scarce Raptors and Owls 
Three Schedule 1 species were recorded during the ornithological surveys completed between April 2019 and 

March 2020; hen harrier, merlin and peregrine of which none were recorded as displaying behaviour indicative 

of breeding activity. 

Hen Harrier 
Seven flights of individual hen harrier were recorded throughout the VP surveys, with a flight in August, three in 

September, two in February and one in March (Annex A: Table A12; flightlines presented on Figure 7.3). Three 

records were of a male bird in February and March and the other of a juvenile/female (i.e. a “ringtail”) bird 

recorded in August and September. The total flight time recorded was 456 seconds of which 391 seconds were 

recorded under 10m in height.  
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No evidence of breeding activity for this species on the island or within 2km of the Site was evident in the data 

obtained from the ORSG. 

Merlin 
Four flights of an individual juvenile/female type merlin were recorded on March 19th and 20th during VP 

surveys (Annex A: Table A14; Figure 7.3). The total flight time was 92 seconds all recorded below 20m in height. 

No evidence of breeding activity for this species on the island or within 2km of the Site was evident in the data 

obtained from the ORSG. 

Peregrine 
Three flights of peregrine were recorded during VP surveys, two on 19th March and one on 21st March (Annex 

A: Table A16; Figure 7.3). The flight duration recorded totalled 479 seconds with 469 seconds recorded at 70m 

in height. 

No evidence of breeding activity for this species on the island or within 2km of the Site was evident in the data 

obtained from the ORSG. 

Non-schedule 1 Raptors and Raven 
Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus) was recorded once and sparrowhawk (Accipiter nisus) on five occasions within the 

Site during VP surveys. Raven (Corvus corax) were frequently recorded during VP surveys and were assessed as 

nesting on cliffs in the south-east of the island. 

Waders 

Curlew 
Curlew were regularly recorded within the Site between April 2019 and March 2020. A total of 24 flights were 

recorded during VP surveys, totalling 34 birds (Annex A: Table A7; Figure 7.4). The total flight time recorded for 

this species was 1,106 seconds, of which 664 seconds was recorded between 10 and 150m in height. Curlew 

were not assessed as a breeding species on the island. Curlew were commonly recorded in low numbers around 

the island during each of the wintering bird survey visits. 

Dunlin 
A single flight of a dunlin was recorded on February 26th 2020 and a single bird was heard calling on 25th June 

during VP surveys (Annex A: Table A8; Figure 7.8). The total flight time recorded for this species was 50 seconds. 

Dunlin were not assessed as a breeding species on the island. 

Golden Plover 
Golden plover (Pluvialis apricaria) were registered within the Site on 21 occasions during VP surveys with a total 

of 309 birds recorded (Annex A: Table A9; Figure 7.5). The total flight time recorded was 819 seconds, of which 

456 seconds was recorded between 10-150m in height. A total of three golden plover territories (one probable, 

two possible) were assessed following the breeding bird walkover survey (Figure 7.5). Golden plover was a 

commonly recorded species in low numbers on the island top during each of the wintering bird survey visits. 

Lapwing 
A total of 106 flights of lapwing were recorded during the VP surveys with a total of 503 birds recorded (Annex 

A: Table A13; Figure 7.6). The total flight time recorded was 7852 seconds, of which 5,478 seconds was recorded 

at under 10m in height and a further 2,272 seconds between 10m and 150m. A total of 11 lapwing territories (3 

probable, 8 possible) were assessed within the Site following the breeding bird walkover survey (Figure 7.6). 

Lapwing were commonly recorded in low numbers in the south of the island during each of the wintering bird 

survey visits. 

Oystercatcher 
A total of 47 flights totalling 117 oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus) were recorded during VP surveys with 

a maximum of nine individuals recorded on 25th July (Annex A: Table A15; Figure 7.7). The total flight time 
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recorded was 2,057 seconds, of which 1,1197 seconds was recorded at under 10m in height and the further 846 

seconds taking place between 10m and 150m. A total of 31 oystercatcher territories (14 probable, 17 possible) 

were assessed within the Site following the breeding bird walkover survey (Figure 7.7). Oystercatcher were 

commonly recorded in low numbers around the island during each of the wintering bird survey visits. 

Purple Sandpiper 
Purple sandpiper (Calidris maritima) were recorded in the south of the island on all three wintering bird survey 

visits with a maximum count of 25 on the third visit. 

Redshank 
A total of 14 flights of 17 redshank were recorded during VP surveys (Annex A: Table A18; Figure 7.8). The total 

flight time recorded was 198 seconds, of which 155 seconds was recorded at under 10m in height. A total of five 

redshank territories (three probable, two possible) were assessed within the Site following the breeding bird 

walkover survey (Figure 7.8).  

Ringed Plover 
Two flights totalling seven ringed plover (Charadrius hiaticula) were recorded during VP surveys (Annex A: Table 

A20; Figure 7.8). The total flight time recorded was 40 seconds.  

 (Figure 7.8). 

Sanderling 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) were recorded in small numbers during the first and second visits of wintering bird 

walkover survey with a peak count of 16 on the first visit in February. 

Snipe 
Ten flights totalling fifteen snipe (Gallinago gallinago) were registered during the VP surveys (Annex A: Table 

A21; Figure 7.8). The total flight time recorded was 878 seconds, of which 858 seconds was recorded between 

10m and 150m in height. A total of ten snipe territories (two probable, eight possible) were assessed within the 

Site following the breeding bird walkover survey (Figure 7.8). 

Turnstone 
Four flights totalling ten turnstone (Arenaria interpres) were recorded from VP surveys and total flight time was 

134 seconds (Annex A: Table A22; Figure 7.8). Turnstone were recorded during all three winter walkover surveys 

with a peak count of 40 on the first visit in February. Turnstone are not a breeding species within the UK and 

these are likely migrant and over wintering birds returning from breeding grounds in the northern tundra and 

Arctic. 

Geese, Wildfowl and Diver 

Whooper Swan 
A single flight of two whooper swan (Cygnus cygnus) was recorded on 19th March 2020 from VP surveys (Annex 

A: Table A23; Figure 7.13). The total flight time was 45 seconds. 

Greylag Goose 
Greylag goose (Anser anser) were recorded on 41 occasions from VP surveys, with a maximum count of 47 birds 

recorded on 26th July 2019 and a total count of 232 (Annex A: Table A11; Figure 7.13). The total flight time 

recorded was 2,309 seconds, of which 797 seconds was recorded at below 10m in height. A single breeding 

record was recorded in the centre of the island (Figure 7.14). 

Pink-Footed Goose 
A single pink-footed goose (Anser brachyrhycnus) was recorded on 20th March 2020 from VP surveys (Annex A: 

Table A17; Figure 7.13). The total flight time was 60 seconds and took place at collision height. A single bird was 

noted in the sea south-east of the island on the first winter walkover in February 2020. 

[Redacted]
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Red-Throated Diver 
Red-throated diver were recorded on nine occasions totalling ten birds from VP surveys, six of the flightlines 

were direct east and west across the island to and from the direction of Eday indicating a possible breeding 

location on Eday (Annex A: Table A19; Figure 7.13). The total flight time recorded was 650 seconds, of which 110 

seconds was recorded below 10m and the remaining 540 seconds between 10-150m. No evidence of breeding 

activity was recorded for this species during the breeding bird walkover survey. 

Great-Northern Diver 
Great-northern diver were recorded in small numbers out on the open water during each of the wintering bird 

survey visits with a peak count of six recorded on the second visit in March. 

Eider, Long-tailed Duck, Mallard, Red-Breasted Merganser, Teal and Wigeon 
Although no breeding records were confirmed for eider (Somateria mollissima) a peak count of 60 individuals 

was recorded in the sea around the island during the April breeding bird walkover survey. Eider were recorded 

in small numbers (peak count 12) around the island during each of the visits as were long-tailed duck (Clangula 

hyemalis) (2), red-breasted merganser (Mergus serrator) (4), teal (Anas crecca) (19) and wigeon (Anas penelope) 

(130). 

Seabirds, Skuas and Gulls 

Arctic Tern 
Arctic tern was recorded three times, totalling 15 individuals, during VP surveys (Annex A: Table A6; Figure 7.14). 

A peak of 15 incubating individuals were recorded in late May, with 13 located on the beach in the southeast of 

the island, although it is thought all nests failed (Figure 7.14).   

Black Guillemot 
Black guillemot were not recorded from VP surveys but an all island count undertaken twice identified a 

maximum figure of 299 adult birds within 300m of the shoreline on 30th April. The birds were recorded in an 

even spread round the whole island coastline, indicating suitable breeding habitat in boulders and cliffs for this 

species round much of the island. Black guillemot were also recorded in small numbers in the sea around the 

island during each winter walkover survey visit. 

Fulmar 
Fulmars were recorded breeding around much of the island edges with a total of 472 adults on nests (AON’s) 

recorded, of which 50 were recorded on Holm of Faray, during the cliff survey on 28th June 2019 (Figure 7.10). 

Great Skua 
26 flights of individual great skua were recorded during the VP surveys (Annex A: Table A10; Figure 7.14) while 

the breeding bird walkover survey identified a single breeding territory in the south of the island for this species 

(Figure 7.14). The total flight time recorded was 1,400 seconds, of which 457 seconds was recorded below 10m 

and the remaining 943 recorded between 10-150m. A large number of flights involved individuals following the 

coastline of the island. 

Arctic Skua 
Arctic skua were recorded once from VP surveys in August (Annex A: Table A5; Figure 7.14) and breeding bird 

walkover surveys identified a single possible territory noted on the Holm of Faray. 

Shag 
Shag were recorded occasionally from VP surveys while a full island count on 30th May identified 162 AON’s, 

with the majority of nest noted on the west coast cliffs (Figure 7.9). In addition to the 162 AON’s, 145 loafing or 

juvenile birds were recorded around the island edges. Shags were recorded on cliffs, in particular along the west 

coast of the island during each visit of the wintering bird walkover survey, peaking at 132 on the third visit.  
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Storm Petrel 
Storm petrels were not recorded from VP surveys however a total of 91 apparently occupied sites (AOSs) were 

recorded during dedicated storm petrel callback surveys in June 2019 and a total of 87 AOS’s were counted 

during the calibrated callback survey in July 2020 (Figure 7.11). Storm Petrel nocturnal celiometry surveys were 

undertaken in July and August 2019 and July 2020 and full details of the results are outlined in a dedicated report 

(Appendix 7.3) completed by ITPE (2019). 

Gulls 
Common gull, great black-backed gull, herring gull, lesser black-backed gull and a single Iceland gull (Larus 

glaucoides) were all recorded during VP surveys.  

A total of 17 common gull AON’s were recorded (a single record during the cliff count and 16 recorded breeding 

on the island top); a total of 32 great black-backed gull AON’s (18 on cliffs and 14 on the island top); and 96 

herring gull AON’s (five on cliffs and 91 on the island top), see Figure 7.12 for gull AON locations. 

Other Species 
A number of passerine species were recorded as breeding on the island, including skylark (Alauda arvensis), 

wren (Troglodytes troglodytes), meadow pipit (Anthus pratensis), twite (Linaria flavirostris), rock pipit (Anthus 

petrosus), pied wagtail (Motacilla alba), swallow (Hirundo rustica), linnet (Carduelis cannabina) and rock dove 

(Columba livia). 

Guillemot and razorbill (Alca torda) were both recorded in small numbers in the seas around the island during 

wintering bird surveys. 
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Annex A: Ornithological Data 

Table A1 - Vantage point survey timings and weather 

Date Vantage 

Point  

Start 

time 

Stop 

Time 

Time 

(Hrs) 

Wind 

Direction 

Wind 

speed 

Cloud 

cover 

Rain Snow Frost  

29-Apr-19 1 12:15 15:15 3 SE 4 3 0 0 0 

29-Apr-19 1 15:45 18:45 3 SE 4 1 0 0 0 

30-Apr-19 2 12:30 15:30 3 SE 3 5 0 0 0 

30-Apr-19 2 16:00 19:00 3 S  3 4 0 0 0 

30-May-19 1 13:30 16:30 3 NW 4 4 0 0 0 

30-May-19 1 17:00 20:00 3 W 3 6 0 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 14:00 17:00 3 WSW 3 6 0 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 17:30 20:30 3 WSW 3 8 1 0 0 

25-Jun-19 1 14:30 17:30 3 N 4 7 0 0 0 

25-Jun-19 1 18:00 21:00 3 N 4 8 0 0 0 

26-Jun-19 2 13:00 16:00 3 WNW 5 8 0 0 0 

26-Jun-19 2 16:30 19:30 3 W 5 8 0 0 0 

27-Jun-19 1 16:30 19:30 3 WNW 3 8 0 0 0 

25-Jul-19 1 11:45 14:45 3 SE 4 3 0 0 0 

25-Jul-19 1 15:15 18:15 3 SSE 4 1 0 0 0 

25-Jul-19 2 18:45 21:45 3 SSE 4 2 0 0 0 

26-Jul-19 2 12:20 15:20 3 SSE 4 5 0 0 0 

26-Jul-19 2 15:50 18:50 3 SE 4 7 0 0 0 

25-Aug-19 2 13:00 16:00 3 SE 3 8 0 0 0 

25-Aug-19 2 16:30 19:30 3 SSE 4 7 0 0 0 

26-Aug-19 1 11:00 14:00 3 SE 3 5 0 0 0 

26-Aug-19 1 14:30 17:30 3 SE 3 4 0 0 0 

27-Aug-19 2 13:10 16:10 3 SE 1 6 0 0 0 

27-Aug-19 1 13:10 16:10 3 SE 1 6 0 0 0 

02-Sep-19 1 17:05 20:05 3 SE 2 7 0 0 0 
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Date Vantage 

Point  

Start 

time 

Stop 

Time 

Time 

(Hrs) 

Wind 

Direction 

Wind 

speed 

Cloud 

cover 

Rain Snow Frost  

02-Sep-19 2 17:05 20:05 3 SE 2 7 0 0 0 

03-Sep-19 1 12:55 15:55 3 S 3 6 0 0 0 

03-Sep-19 2 12:55 15:55 3 S 3 6 0 0 0 

01-Sep-19 1 09:30 12:30 3 S 5 5 1 0 0 

01-Sep-19 2 13:00 16:00 3 S 5 7 1 0 0 

25-Feb-20 2 10:00 13:00 3 SW 2 7 0 0 0 

25-Feb-20 2 13:45 15:45 2 SW 6 5 0 0 0 

26-Feb-20 1 07:15 10:15 3 W 4 8 3 0 0 

26-Feb-20 1 14:30 17:30 3 W 5 8 1 0 0 

27-Feb-20 1 07:00 10:00 3 SW 5 6 3 0 0 

27-Feb-20 2 10:30 11:30 1 SW 5 6 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 1 07:35 10:35 3 WNW 3 4 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 07:35 10:35 3 WNW 3 4 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 1 11:10 14:10 3 W 3 3 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 11:10 14:10 3 W 3 3 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 1 14:45 17:45 3 W 3 2 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 14:45 17:45 3 W 3 2 0 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 06:20 09:20 3 NNE 3 8 0 0 0 

20-Mar-20 1 09:50 12:50 3 E 1 7 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 07:15 10:15 3 S 4 7 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 07:15 10:15 3 S 4 7 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 10:45 13:45 3 S 4 8 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 10:45 13:45 3 S 4 8 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 15:45 18:30 2 S 5 8 0 0 0 

Meteorological Key: 

Wind speed Cloud cover Rain  Snow  Frost 

calm  = 0 

light air = 1 

Light breeze  = 2 

In eighths e.g 

0/8 = no cloud 

8/8 = full cloud cover 

None = 0 

Occasional=1 

Drizzle / mist = 2 

None = 0 

On Site = 1 

Snowing = 2 

None = 0 

Ground = 1 

All day = 2 
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Date Vantage 

Point  

Start 

time 

Stop 

Time 

Time 

(Hrs) 

Wind 

Direction 

Wind 

speed 

Cloud 

cover 

Rain Snow Frost  

Gentle Breeze = 3 

Mod. Breeze = 4 

fresh breeze = 5 

strong breeze = 6 

mod. gale = 7 

fresh gale = 8 

strong gale = 9 

Light shower = 3 

Heavy shower = 4 

Heavy rain = 5 

 

Table A2 - Vantage Point Survey: Breeding / Non-Breeding Season Species List 

Breeding Season Non-breeding Season  

Herring gull Herring gull 

Lesser black-backed gull Kestrel 

Curlew Lesser black-backed gull 

 Curlew 

Lapwing Hen harrier 

Oystercatcher Lapwing 

Raven Oystercatcher 

Golden plover Raven 

Greylag goose Golden plover 

Fulmar Greylag goose 

Redshank Fulmar 

Great black-backed gull Black-headed gull 

 Redshank 

 Mallard 

Great skua Great black-backed gull 

Arctic tern  Merlin 

Snipe Sparrowhawk 

Dunlin Ringed Plover 

Shag Red-throated diver 

Gannet Great skua 

Turnstone Snipe 

[Redacted]

[Redacte
d]

[Redacted]
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Breeding Season Non-breeding Season  

 Dunlin 

 Shag 

 Gannet 

 Turnstone 

 Arctic skua 

 Cormorant 

 Grey heron 

 Wigeon 

 Iceland gull 

 Whooper Swan 

 Eider 

 Peregrine 

 Hooded crow 

 Rock dove 

 Jackdaw 

 Teal 

 Pink-footed Goose 

 Black guillemot 

 

Table A3 - Vantage Point Survey: Flight Activity Expressed as Percentage Occurrence 

Species Target or Secondary Percentage Occurrence  

Arctic skua Target 0.06% 

Arctic tern  Target 0.17% 

Black guillemot Secondary 0.12% 

Black-headed gull Secondary 0.41% 

Common gull Secondary 5.24% 

Cormorant Secondary 1.75% 

Curlew Target 2.27% 
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Species Target or Secondary Percentage Occurrence  

Dunlin Target 0.12% 

Eider Secondary 0.29% 

Fulmar Secondary 14.74% 

Gannet Secondary 0.87% 

Golden plover Target 1.75% 

Great black-backed gull Secondary 8.04% 

Great skua Target 1.57% 

Grey heron Secondary 0.29% 

Greylag goose Target 2.80% 

Hen harrier Target 0.41% 

Herring gull Secondary 10.61% 

Hooded crow Secondary 0.76% 

Iceland gull Secondary 0.93% 

Jackdaw Secondary 0.06% 

Kestrel Secondary 0.06% 

Lapwing Target 7.98% 

Lesser black-backed gull Secondary 0.23% 

Mallard Secondary 0.06% 

Merlin Target 0.23% 

Oystercatcher Target 3.55% 

Peregrine Target 0.17% 

Pink-footed Goose Target 0.06% 

Raven Secondary 4.72% 

Redshank Target 1.17% 

Red-throated diver Target 0.93% 

Ringed Plover Target 0.29% 

Rock dove Secondary 0.17% 

Shag Secondary 0.41% 
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Species Target or Secondary Percentage Occurrence  

Snipe Target 0.82% 

Sparrowhawk Secondary 0.29% 

Teal Secondary 0.06% 

Turnstone Target 0.23% 

Whooper Swan Target 0.12% 

Wigeon Secondary 0.41% 

 

Table A4 - Summary of Target Species Flight Time 

Species No Individuals Sum of Duration 

(Seconds)  

Sum HB1 

(<10m) 

Sum HB2 PCH 

(10 ≥ < 150 m) 

Sum HB3 

(150m +) 

Arctic skua 1 55 0 55 0 

Arctic tern  15 459 384 75 0 

Curlew 34 1106 442 664 0 

Dunlin 1 50 0 50 0 

Golden plover 309 819 275 456 88 

Great skua 26 1400 457 943 0 

Greylag goose 233 2319 807 1447 125 

Hen harrier 7 456 391 65 0 

Lapwing 443 7852 5478 2272 115 

Merlin 15 92 82 10 0 

Oystercatcher 117 2027 1197 846 0 

Peregrine 3 479 5 474 0 

Pink-footed goose 1 60 0 80 0 

Redshank 15 198 155 43 0 

Red-throated diver 10 650 110 540 0 

Ringed plover 7 40 10 30 0 
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Snipe 15 878 20 858 0 

Turnstone 10 134 40 94 0 

Whooper swan 4 45 0 45 0 

 

Table A5 - Flight Time: Arctic skua 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time HB1 Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 18:57 55 0 55 0 

 

Table A6 - Flight Time: Arctic tern 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

30-May-19 1 10 U 17:37 214 214 0 0 

25-Jun-19 1 2 U 20:25 97 67 30 0 

27-Jun-19 1 3 U 17:47 148 103 45 0 

 

Table A7 - Flight Time: Curlew 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

29-Apr-19 1 2 U 15:06 28 14 14 0 

30-Apr-19 2 2 U 18:06 37 37 0 0 

30-Apr-19 2 1 U 18:46 49 49 0 0 

30-May-19 1 1 U 13:41 43 0 43 0 

25-Jun-19 1 1 U 19:37 27 6 21 0 

26-Aug-19 1 1 U 14:55 56 0 56 0 

27-Aug-19 2 4 U 13:26 40 0 40 0 

01-Sep-19 1 1 U 12:21 18 0 18 0 

25-Feb-20 2 1 U 15:25 65 0 65 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 1 1 U 08:30 45 45 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 10:50 19 19 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 11:36 35 35 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 12:19 27 0 27 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 09:06 17 17 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 11:16 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:44 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:45 45 45 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 11:45 300 57 243 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 12:49 15 15 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 16:54 30 10 20 0 

20-Mar-20 2 2 U 06:28 15 15 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 06:37 40 0 40 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:47 90 13 77 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 12:43 5 5 0 0 

Table A8 - Flight Time: Dunlin 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

26-Feb-20 1 1 U 09:34 50 0 50 0 

Table A9 - Flight Time: Golden plover 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

30-May-19 1 2 U 14:18 18 18 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 2 U 16:51 23 23 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 18:34 33 33 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 18:57 18 18 0 0 

26-Jun-19 2 2 U 19:03 12 12 0 0 

02-Sep-19 1 33 U 19:36 125 0 60 65 

02-Sep-19 1 4 U 17:39 11 11 0 0 

02-Sep-19 1 4 U 17:59 49 9 40 0 

02-Sep-19 1 7 U 19:36 37 37 0 0 

01-Sep-19 2 57 U 15:44 64 32 32 0 

01-Sep-19 2 34 U 15:52 8 8 0 0 

01-Sep-19 2 4 U 15:56 14 14 0 0 

01-Sep-19 2 21 U 15:59 18 15 3 0 

25-Feb-20 2 43 U 10:13 53 0 30 23 

25-Feb-20 2 17 U 10:26 96 45 51 0 

25-Feb-20 2 1 U 12:53 40 0 40 0 

26-Feb-20 1 21 U 09:34 50 0 50 0 

27-Feb-20 2 9 U 11:04 48 0 48 0 

19-Mar-20 2 25 U 13:55 15 0 15 0 

19-Mar-20 2 20 U 16:40 27 0 27 0 

21-Mar-20 1 1 U 09:50 60 0 60 0 

Table A10 - Flight Time: Great skua 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

30-Apr-19 2 1 U 16:47 73 43 30 0 

30-May-19 1 1 U 14:57 23 23 0 0 

30-May-19 1 1 U 15:13 19 19 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 15:19 68 68 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 15:49 56 56 0 0 

26-Jun-19 2 1 U 18:15 61 37 24 0 

25-Jul-19 1 1 U 14:02 39 39 0 0 

25-Jul-19 1 1 U 14:35 27 27 0 0 

26-Jul-19 2 1 U 17:28 31 0 31 0 

27-Aug-19 2 1 U 14:23 90 0 90 0 

27-Aug-19 2 1 U 15:46 90 60 30 0 

27-Aug-19 1 1 U 14:27 34 0 34 0 

27-Aug-19 1 1 U 15:11 132 0 132 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 17:42 44 0 44 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 18:23 65 0 65 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 18:30 33 0 33 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 13:22 105 0 105 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 14:48 35 0 35 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 14:54 120 0 120 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 15:44 30 30 0 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 15:52 95 0 95 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 14:29 22 22 0 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 15:18 14 0 14 0 

03-Sep-19 2 1 U 15:47 23 12 11 0 

01-Sep-19 1 1 U 09:58 29 0 29 0 

01-Sep-19 1 1 U 11:12 42 21 21 0 
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Table A11 - Flight Time: Greylag goose 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

29-Apr-19 1 4 U 13:12 36 16 20 0 

29-Apr-19 1 2 U 15:58 33 33 0 0 

30-May-19 1 2 U 18:14 70 0 70 0 

01-Jun-19 2 2 U 14:28 63 0 63 0 

01-Jun-19 2 4 U 17:44 49 0 49 0 

26-Jun-19 2 2 U 13:32 74 0 74 0 

27-Jun-19 1 7 U 16:54 62 0 62 0 

27-Jun-19 1 1 U 18:45 10 10 0 0 

25-Jul-19 1 3 U 12:38 23 20 3 0 

26-Jul-19 2 47 U 12:49 39 0 39 0 

02-Sep-19 1 32 U 18:20 80 0 0 80 

02-Sep-19 1 19 U 18:28 120 0 120 0 

26-Feb-20 1 3 U 07:32 35 35 0 0 

26-Feb-20 1 7 U 07:35 60 0 60 0 

26-Feb-20 1 8 U 07:40 45 0 0 45 

26-Feb-20 1 3 U 08:48 50 0 50 0 

27-Feb-20 1 7 U 07:07 65 10 55 0 

27-Feb-20 1 2 U 08:45 60 0 60 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 U 07:49 60 24 36 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 U 07:49 60 24 36 0 

19-Mar-20 1 4 U 09:09 60 0 60 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 U 10:03 60 60 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 2 4 U 15:09 39 39 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 18 U 17:12 193 20 173 0 

19-Mar-20 2 5 U 17:32 46 9 37 0 

20-Mar-20 1 4 U 10:00 70 14 56 0 

20-Mar-20 1 2 U 10:03 60 0 60 0 

20-Mar-20 1 2 U 10:03 45 0 45 0 

20-Mar-20 1 3 U 10:34 65 26 39 0 

21-Mar-20 1 1 U 07:45 25 25 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 2 U 08:45 105 53 52 0 

21-Mar-20 1 2 U 08:58 10 10 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 07:49 140 98 42 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 12:16 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 12:29 90 90 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 13:22 20 20 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 2 U 07:21 20 20 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 4 U 08:14 19 19 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 08:45 49 25 24 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 08:56 64 51 13 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 16:25 65 26 39 0 

21-Mar-20 2 5 U 18:27 10 0 10 0 

T Table A12 - Flight Time: Hen harrier 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

27-Aug-19 2 1 F 14:00 15 15 0 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 F 18:01 40 40 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

02-Sep-19 1 1 F 19:13 31 0 31 0 

01-Sep-19 2 1 Juv/f 13:13 34 0 34 0 

26-Feb-20 1 1 M 15:20 28 28 0 0 

26-Feb-20 1 1 M 15:31 125 125 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 M 12:46 183 183 0 0 

 

Table A13 - Flight Time: Lapwing 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

29-Apr-19 1 1 U 16:38 40 5 35 0 

29-Apr-19 1 2 U 17:32 59 0 59 0 

30-Apr-19 2 2 U 14:34 79 79 0 0 

30-Apr-19 2 2 U 15:27 130 130 0 0 

30-Apr-19 2 3 U 16:54 58 58 0 0 

30-May-19 1 5 U 17:07 278 208 70 0 

01-Jun-19 2 3 U 14:44 41 26 15 0 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 20:14 21 21 0 0 

25-Jun-19 1 2 U 17:06 144 39 105 0 

26-Jun-19 2 3 U 14:26 192 87 105 0 

26-Jun-19 2 1 U 16:31 22 22 0 0 

27-Jun-19 1 2 U 17:21 96 6 90 0 

25-Jul-19 2 2 U 20:03 18 9 9 0 

26-Jul-19 2 2 U 13:14 27 7 20 0 

02-Sep-19 1 26 U 17:40 102 0 55 65 

02-Sep-19 1 7 U 17:40 110 0 55 50 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

02-Sep-19 1 33 U 17:38 121 0 121 0 

01-Sep-19 2 48 U 13:14 67 33 34 0 

01-Sep-19 2 37 U 15:55 91 50 41 0 

01-Sep-19 2 38 U 15:56 30 15 15 0 

01-Sep-19 2 62 U 15:59 21 21 0 0 

25-Feb-20 2 4 U 15:03 95 30 65 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 U 07:35 30 15 15 0 

19-Mar-20 1 3 U 07:41 210 188 22 0 

19-Mar-20 1 3 U 07:53 30 10 20 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 U 08:41 75 25 50 0 

19-Mar-20 1 1 U 09:14 15 8 7 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:32 86 71 15 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:59 146 146 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 14:55 53 53 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 14:58 45 45 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 15:18 145 145 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 3 U 15:33 45 45 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 15:56 36 36 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 4 U 16:06 27 27 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 16:08 19 0 19 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 17:04 125 125 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 17:27 50 50 0 0 

20-Mar-20 1 1 U 09:51 30 0 30 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 13:25 15 7 8 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

21-Mar-20 1 1 U 08:49 10 0 10 0 

21-Mar-20 1 1 U 09:40 120 27 93 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:41 88 73 15 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:45 110 110 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 3 U 07:52 35 0 35 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 08:02 19 19 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 08:11 14 14 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 5 U 08:14 71 57 14 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 08:18 49 49 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 08:24 133 133 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 08:38 52 52 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 09:24 17 17 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 10:01 18 18 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 3 U 10:26 125 97 28 0 

19-Mar-20 2 3 U 11:13 60 60 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 6 U 11:14 180 138 42 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 11:34 15 15 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 5 U 12:24 30 10 20 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 12:34 15 15 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 12:53 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 13:11 15 8 7 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 13:58 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 4 U 14:59 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 15:16 30 10 20 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 2 8 U 15:34 330 330 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 15:48 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 16:05 20 20 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 06:45 690 597 93 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 06:51 50 50 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:45 50 50 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 10 U 07:52 750 639 111 0 

20-Mar-20 2 7 U 08:12 330 318 12 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 07:36 49 25 24 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:42 89 45 44 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 07:45 145 58 87 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:56 254 90 164 0 

21-Mar-20 2 5 U 08:27 192 103 89 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 08:48 53 40 13 0 

21-Mar-20 2 3 U 09:14 138 83 55 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 09:43 50 25 25 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 09:55 127 99 28 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 10:07 15 8 7 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 13:12 20 0 20 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 13:42 30 0 30 0 

21-Mar-20 2 16 U 17:43 120 14 106 0 
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Table A14 - Flight Time: Merlin 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 1 1 F 09:07 5 5 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 12 Juv/f 14:52 12 12 0 0 

20-Mar-20 1 1 F 11:28 60 50 10 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 Juv/f 09:31 15 15 0 0 

 

Table A15 - Flight Time: Oystercatcher 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

29-Apr-19 1 2 U 12:28 22 22 0 0 

30-Apr-19 2 2 U 13:27 24 12 12 0 

30-May-19 1 5 U 19:45 133 0 133 0 

30-May-19 1 1 U 19:54 16 16 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 2 U 17:56 23 23 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 4 U 17:58 114 84 30 0 

01-Jun-19 2 4 U 18:08 162 162 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 19:36 14 14 0 0 

01-Jun-19 2 3 U 19:41:00 51 51 0 0 

25-Jun-19 1 2 U 14:43 32 17 15 0 

25-Jun-19 1 8 U 18:03 58 8 50 0 

25-Jun-19 1 1 U 18:40 24 0 24 0 

25-Jun-19 1 2 U 18:54 82 62 30 0 

26-Jun-19 2 7 U 15:50 93 63 30 0 

26-Jun-19 2 2 U 17:52 49 49 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

26-Jun-19 2 1 U 17:58 37 37 0 0 

26-Jun-19 2 4 U 18:17 24 24 0 0 

26-Jun-19 2 2 U 18:49 18 18 0 0 

27-Jun-19 1 1 U 18:23 47 47 0 0 

25-Jul-19 1 5 U 14:41 31 0 37 0 

25-Jul-19 1 2 U 16:55 27 0 27 0 

25-Jul-19 2 7 U 19:17 42 0 42 0 

25-Jul-19 2 5 U 20:05 38 23 15 0 

25-Jul-19 2 9 U 21:12 74 15 59 0 

26-Jul-19 2 1 U 13:58 8 8 0 0 

27-Aug-19 2 1 U 13:24 25 25 0 0 

25-Feb-20 2 1 U 12:50 30 15 15 0 

19-Mar-20 2 3 U 11:54 48 36 12 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 15:30 30 30 0 0 

20-Mar-20 1 1 U 11:06 95 68 27 0 

20-Mar-20 1 1 U 11:44 120 0 120 0 

20-Mar-20 1 2 U 12:41 35 35 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:28 45 45 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 2 U 07:31 45 30 15 0 

21-Mar-20 1 1 U 08:20 20 20 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 09:55 8 8 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 11:18 30 30 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:21 45 45 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 13:59 15 15 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

20-Mar-20 2 2 U 08:02 5 5 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 09:15 50 0 50 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 11:14 10 10 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 4 U 12:04 30 0 30 0 

21-Mar-20 2 2 U 12:33 10 10 0 0 

 

Table A16 - Flight Time: Peregrine 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 12:03 469 0 469 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 09:12 5 0 5 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 17:42 5 5 0 0 

 

Table A17 - Flight Time: Pink-footed goose 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:09 60 0 80 0 

 

 

Table A18 - Flight Time: Redshank 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

25-Jul-19 1 2 U 15:37 14 7 7 0 

25-Jul-19 1 1 U 17:32 11 11 0 0 

26-Feb-20 1 1 U 09:40 20 20 0 0 

27-Feb-20 1 1 U 08:05 15 15 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 10:20 22 22 0 0 
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Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 11:34 15 15 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:23 5 5 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 3 U 07:54 5 5 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:24 30 20 10 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:41 35 23 12 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 12:09 5 5 0 0 

 

Table A19 - Flight Time: Red-throated diver 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

30-Apr-19 2 2 U 12:48 93 0 93 0 

30-Apr-19 2 1 U 15:22 112 0 112 0 

30-Apr-19 2 1 U 18:18 134 0 134 0 

30-May-19 1 1 U 13:59 58 0 58 0 

01-Jun-19 2 1 U 16:20 71 0 71 0 

26-Aug-19 1 1 U 14:50 72 0 72 0 

25-Feb-20 2 1 U 10:57 30 30 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 1 U 07:55 20 20 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 1 U 07:00 60 60 0 0 

 

Table A20 - Flight Time: Ringed plover 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 15:53 30 0 30 0 

20-Mar-20 2 6 U 08:22 10 10 0 0 
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Table A21 - Flight Time: Snipe 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

30-May-19 1 1 U 18:26 208 0 208 0 

30-May-19 1 4 U 19:50 240 0 240 0 

25-Jun-19 1 2 U 18:56 89 0 89 0 

27-Aug-19 2 1 U 13:49 10 10 0 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 19:06 30 0 30 0 

02-Sep-19 1 2 U 18:34 224 0 224 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 18:37 45 0 45 0 

02-Sep-19 1 1 U 19:07 12 0 12 0 

19-Mar-20 2 1 U 09:49 10 10 0 0 

21-Mar-20 2 1 U 12:40 10 0 10 0 

 

Table A22 - Flight Time: Turnstone 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

27-Aug-19 2 2 U 15:40 40 0 40 0 

27-Aug-19 1 1 U 15:39 54 0 54 0 

19-Mar-20 2 5 U 11:48 10 10 0 0 

20-Mar-20 2 2 U 07:23 30 30 0 0 

Table A23 - Flight Time: Whooper swan 

Date VP Qty. Sex Time of Flight Duration Time 

HB1 

Time 

HB2 

Time 

HB3 

19-Mar-20 1 2 U 08:12 30 0 30 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 U 08:12 15 0 15 0 
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Appendix 7.2 Collision Risk Modelling 

Introduction 

ITPEnergised was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake a series of ornithological surveys in support 

of a proposed wind farm development at Faray in April 2019.  In order to assess the likely impacts of the 

Proposed Development on the local bird population analysis for the potential for collision risk has been 

undertaken on certain key species. The analysis has been undertaken using an indicative layout and 

development boundary, as displayed in Figure 7.1, and a provisional turbine specification as outlined in Table 1. 

Table 1 - Candidate Turbine - Vestas V136 4.2MW 

Parameter Value 

Collision Risk Area (turbines plus 500m) 296.04 

Viewshed Area 589.86 (254.45 N: 239.81 S) 

No turbines 6 

Rotor diameter 136m 

Hub height 82m 

Max rotor depth 4.2 

Max chord 4.1 

Pitch Variable – use 15 

Rotation period (6-16 rpm, ave = 11 rpm) = 5.45 secs 

Turbine ’lifetime’* 25 years 

* Although the Applicant is seeking in- perpetuity, in order to create a figure for comparison with other windfarm sites and 

use in the cumulative assessment a figure for 25 years is used as the ‘lifetime’ of the Proposed Development 

Data Collection and Species Selection 

Surveys were undertaken from two VP’s at a single location, one facing south and one facing north between 

April 2019 and March 2020 with 72 hours undertaken per VP, this time period constitutes one complete year. 

A total of 19 target species were recorded from the VP surveys and are summarised below in Table 2. All the 

survey flights were recorded onto ArcGIS and the data entered into an excel spreadsheet and further analysed 

in order to select all the flights which were recorded at potential collision height (‘PCH’) within the viewshed the 

VP. PCH is the height between the low and high points of the rotor sweep of the turbine blades, namely between 

14 and 150m, all flights and the total number of individuals recorded at PCH within the viewshed of the VP are 

displayed below in Table 2. The area covered by the viewshed is larger than the area of the Proposed 

Development and the collision risk modelling process adjusts the figures to allow for this, calculating the results 

to give an average amount for the collision risk zone (‘CRZ’). The CRZ is a volume which covers the proposed 

turbines and a 500m buffer at PCH.  
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Table 2 - Target Species Recorded April 2019 – March 2020 

Methods 

Collision risk has been calculated based as an average figure for the area covered by the viewsheds (Figure 7.1) 

and based on a layout of six wind turbines of the specifications outlined in Table 1. It should be noted that the 

resultant figures provide an average for the survey area as a whole and does not allow for the potential of 

configuring a layout in order to minimise the impacts of the proposed turbines. 

The predicted level of collision mortality is based on results obtained from a collision risk model which uses flight 

activity data, species’ parameters and turbine specifications to obtain a collision rate as outlined in SNH guidance 

(SNH, 2000). The collision risk modelling follows two models, firstly the random flight model which is used for 

foraging or displaying birds and secondly the regular model used for commuting or migrating birds.  

The guidance also outlines bird biometrics including bird length and wingspan as well as flight speeds and 

recommended avoidance rates which are inputs into the model and the figures for the species carried forward 

for collision risk in this assessment are outlined in Table 3 below.  

Table 3 - Target Species Bird Biometrics 

Species Name Bird length (m) Wingspan (m) Flight speed (m/s) Avoidance Rate (%) 

Curlew 0.55 0.9 16.3 98 

Golden Plover 0.28 0.72 13.7 98 

Great skua 0.56 1.635 14.9 99.5 

Greylag Goose 0.83 1.64 19.3 99.8 

Lapwing 0.30 0.84 12.8 98 

Oystercatcher 0.43 0.83 13 98 

Red-throated diver 0.61 1.11 19 99.5 

Snipe 0.26 0.455 17.1 98 

Species Flights  Total no 
birds in 
flights 

Flights in 
Viewshed 

Flight in 
Viewshed 
@ PCH 

Individuals  
in 
Viewshed 
@ PCH 

Total No. Of 
At Risk 
Flight Sec. 

Collison Risk 
Modelling 
carried Out 

Arctic skua 1 1 1 1 1 55 No 

Arctic tern  3 15 3 2 5 195 No 

Curlew 24 34 24 12 16 675 Yes 

Dunlin 1 1 1 1 1 50 No 

Golden plover 21 309 21 12 252 7710 Yes 

Great skua 26 26 26 18 18 808 Yes 

Greylag goose 42 233 42 28 166 9899 Yes 

Hen harrier 7 7 7 2 2 65 No 

Lapwing 85 443 85 51 315 10755 Yes 

Merlin 4 4 4 1 1 10 No 

Oystercatcher 46 117 46 22 74 2099 Yes 

Peregrine 3 3 3 2 2 469 No 

Pink-footed goose 1 1 1 1 1 60 No 

Redshank 11 14 11 3 4 46 No 

Red-throated diver 9 9 9 6 6 540 Yes 

Ringed plover 2 7 2 1 1 30 No 

Snipe 10 15 10 8 13 1511 Yes 

Turnstone 4 10 4 2 3 134 No 

Whooper swan 1 2 1 1 1 45 No 
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Results 

Eight species were taken forward for collision risk modelling, of which seven used the random model 

(curlew, golden plover, great skua, greylag goose, lapwing, oystercatcher and snipe) as these birds 

used the site for foraging and breeding display. The seventh species  commuted 

through the survey area and therefore the regular model was applied to the analysis for this species. 

A full working example for one of the seven random species (curlew) and the only regular species 

are detailed below as well as the results for the other six species are also 

shown. 

A summary of all the results for clarity are shown in Table 4 below. 

Table 4 – Collision Risk Modelling Results 

Species Name Annual Collsion rate Collisions - Scheme 
Lifetime (using notional 

25 years for 
comparison) 

Years per collision 

Curlew 0.07 1.94 12.9 

Golden Plover 0.49 12.1 2.05 

Great skua (breeding 
season) 

0.03 0.65 38.5 

Greylag Goose 0.15 4.7 3.85 

Lapwing 0.7 17.5 1.42 

Oystercatcher 0.19 4.9 5.09 

 
 

0.0333 0.82 30.6 

Snipe 0.14 3.64 6.86 
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CRM calculations 

Stage 1: Number of Birds Flying Through the Rotors per Year 

Calculate the number of hours of observation expressed in hectare hours. 

Hectare hours = viewshed (to 2 km and within 500m of site boundary) * survey duration (hrs) 

VP 1 (S) viewshed = 267.84 Ha  

VP 2 (N) viewshed  = 322.79 Ha 

Date VP Start Time End Time Hours Ha hours 

29-Apr-19 803.52 12:15 15:15 3 719.43 

29-Apr-19 803.52 15:45 18:45 3 719.43 

30-Apr-19 968.37 12:30 15:30 3 736.35 

30-Apr-19 968.37 16:00 19:00 3 736.35 

30-May-19 803.52 13:30 16:30 3 719.43 

30-May-19 803.52 17:00 20:00 3 719.43 

01-Jun-19 968.37 14:00 17:00 3 736.35 

01-Jun-19 968.37 17:30 20:30 3 736.35 

25-Jun-19 803.52 14:30 17:30 3 719.43 

25-Jun-19 968.37 18:00 21:00 3 736.35 

26-Jun-19 968.37 13:00 16:00 3 736.35 

26-Jun-19 968.37 16:30 19:30 3 736.35 

27-Jun-19 803.52 16:30 19:30 3 719.43 

25-Jul-19 803.52 11:45 14:45 3 719.43 

25-Jul-19 803.52 15:15 18:15 3 719.43 

25-Jul-19 968.37 18:45 21:45 3 736.35 

26-Jul-19 968.37 12:20 15:20 3 736.35 

26-Jul-19 968.37 15:50 18:50 3 736.35 

25-Aug-19 968.37 13:00 16:00 3 736.35 

25-Aug-19 968.37 16:30 19:30 3 736.35 

26-Aug-19 803.52 11:00 14:00 3 719.43 

26-Aug-19 803.52 14:30 17:30 3 719.43 

27-Aug-19 968.37 13:10 16:10 3 736.35 

27-Aug-19 803.52 13:10 16:10 3 719.43 

02-Sep-19 803.52 17:05 20:05 3 719.43 

02-Sep-19 968.37 17:05 20:05 3 736.35 

03-Sep-19 803.52 12:55 15:55 3 719.43 

03-Sep-19 968.37 12:55 15:55 3 736.35 

01-Sep-19 803.52 09:30 12:30 3 719.43 

01-Sep-19 968.37 13:00 16:00 3 736.35 

25-Feb-20 968.37 10:00 13:00 3 736.35 

25-Feb-20 535.68 13:45 15:45 2 490.9 

26-Feb-20 803.52 07:15 10:15 3 719.43 

26-Feb-20 803.52 14:30 17:30 3 719.43 

27-Feb-20 803.52 07:00 10:00 3 719.43 
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Date VP Start Time End Time Hours Ha hours 

27-Feb-20 267.84 10:30 11:30 1 245.45 

19-Mar-20 803.52 07:35 10:35 3 719.43 

19-Mar-20 968.37 07:35 10:35 3 736.35 

19-Mar-20 803.52 11:10 14:10 3 719.43 

19-Mar-20 968.37 11:10 14:10 3 736.35 

19-Mar-20 803.52 14:45 17:45 3 719.43 

19-Mar-20 968.37 14:45 17:45 3 736.35 

20-Mar-20 968.37 06:20 09:20 3 736.35 

20-Mar-20 803.52 09:50 12:50 3 719.43 

21-Mar-20 803.52 07:15 10:15 3 719.43 

21-Mar-20 968.37 07:15 10:15 3 736.35 

21-Mar-20 803.52 10:45 13:45 3 719.43 

21-Mar-20 968.37 10:45 13:45 3 736.35 

21-Mar-20 968.37 15:45 18:30 3 736.35 

Total 42525.36 

 

Calculate hectare seconds = hectare hours * 3600 

= 42525.36 * 3600 

   = 15308496 

Calculations species – Random model - full example - Curlew 

Calculate the bird observation in all areas and percentage of time birds active in overall 

observed area. 

All Curlew flights April 2019 – March 2020 (highlighted flights not recorded at PCH) 

Date Number VP HB1 <PCH 
 
(0-14m) 

PCH 
 
(14-150m) 

>PCH 
 
(150m+) 

Total flight 
time  at PCH 
in seconds 

29-Apr-19 2 1 20 8 0 16 

30-Apr-19 2 2 37 0 0 0 

30-Apr-19 1 2 49 0 0 0 

30-May-19 1 1 17 26 0 26 

25-Jun-19 1 1 14 13 0 13 

26-Aug-19 1 1 22 34 0 34 

27-Aug-19 4 2 0 40 0 160 

01-Sep-19 1 1 7 11 0 11 

25-Feb-20 1 2 0 65 0 65 

19-Mar-20 1 1 45 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 2 19 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 2 35 0 0 0 

21-Mar-20 1 2 11 16 0 16 

19-Mar-20 2 2 17 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 30 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 30 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 2 2 45 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 103 197 0 197 

19-Mar-20 2 2 15 0 0 0 

19-Mar-20 1 2 10 20 0 20 

20-Mar-20 2 2 15 0 0 0 
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Date Number VP HB1 <PCH 
 
(0-14m) 

PCH 
 
(14-150m) 

>PCH 
 
(150m+) 

Total flight 
time  at PCH 
in seconds 

20-Mar-20 1 2 0 40 0 40 

20-Mar-20 1 2 13 77 0 77 

21-Mar-20 1 2 5 0 0 0 

Total 675 

 

Bird Activity  = Total bird flight time / hectare seconds 

  = 675 / 15308496 

BA  = 0.0000044091 

Overall Area covered by VPs = 589.86 

Proportion of time potentially active  = Area x BA = 0.002600772 

Hours potentially active = 4920 
 
Seconds potentially active (4920*3600)    = 22026600 
 
Number of seconds of bird occur in airspace = sec potentially active * bird activity 
 
     = 22026600* 0.002600772 
     = 46064.86718 

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw) 
 
Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor diameter (m)  
 
Vw = 802209600 

Calculate combined rotor swept volume  
 
Vr = number of turbines (n) * pi * r2 * (max chord + bird length)  
Vr = 6 * (pi * 4624) * (4.1 + 0.55)  
Vr = 405090.144 

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume  
 
Occurrence = no of sec of bird occ * combined rotor swept volume/flight risk volume  
 
= 46064.86718* (Vr/Vw)  

= 46064.86718* (405090.144/  802209600)  

= 23.26128194 

Calculate bird transits time and potential number of transits per year  
 
Transit time = (max chord + bird length) / bird speed (m2)  
= (4.1 + 0.55) / 16.3  
= 0.28527 

 
No. of transits = occurrence / transit time  
= 23.26128194/ 0.28527 
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= 81.53954743 

Stage 2: Collision Risk of Bird Passing through Rotor (Assuming No Avoidance) 

 
 
Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance  
 
= No. of transits * Ave probability of collision  
= (81.53954743/ 100) x 5.6 

= 4.566214656 

Corrected for avoidance  

= 4.566214656– ((4.566214656/ 100) *98)  

= 0.091324293 

Corrected for downtime  
 
= 0.091324293* 0.85  

= 0.077625649 collisions per year (12.8  years per collision) 

Over notional lifetime of the scheme  
 

0.077625649 * 25 = 1.940641229 

 

 

CALCULATION OF COLLISION RISK FOR BIRD PASSING THROUGH ROTOR AREA

Only enter input parameters in blue W Band 08/09/2020

K:  [1D or [3D] (0 or 1) 1 Calculation of alpha and p(collision) as a function of radius

NoBlades 3 Upwind: Downwind:

MaxChord 4.1  m r/R c/C a collide contribution collide contribution

Pitch (degrees) 15 radius chord alpha length p(collision) from radius r length p(collision) from radius r

BirdLength 0.55  m 0.025 0.575 8.32 27.03 0.91 0.00114 25.81 0.87 0.00109

Wingspan 0.9  m 0.075 0.575 2.77 9.42 0.32 0.00239 8.20 0.28 0.00208

F: Flapping (0) or gliding (+1) 0 0.125 0.702 1.66 6.86 0.23 0.00290 5.37 0.18 0.00227

0.175 0.860 1.19 6.03 0.20 0.00356 4.20 0.14 0.00248

Bird speed 16.3  m/sec 0.225 0.994 0.92 5.53 0.19 0.00420 3.42 0.12 0.00260

RotorDiam 136  m 0.275 0.947 0.76 4.52 0.15 0.00420 2.51 0.08 0.00233

RotationPeriod 5.45  sec 0.325 0.899 0.64 3.81 0.13 0.00418 1.90 0.06 0.00208

0.375 0.851 0.55 3.32 0.11 0.00421 1.52 0.05 0.00192

0.425 0.804 0.49 2.96 0.10 0.00425 1.25 0.04 0.00180

0.475 0.756 0.44 2.66 0.09 0.00427 1.06 0.04 0.00170

Bird aspect ratioo:  b 0.61 0.525 0.708 0.40 2.41 0.08 0.00428 0.91 0.03 0.00161

0.575 0.660 0.36 2.20 0.07 0.00427 0.79 0.03 0.00154

0.625 0.613 0.33 2.01 0.07 0.00424 0.71 0.02 0.00149

0.675 0.565 0.31 1.84 0.06 0.00419 0.64 0.02 0.00146

0.725 0.517 0.29 1.69 0.06 0.00413 0.59 0.02 0.00144

0.775 0.470 0.27 1.55 0.05 0.00405 0.55 0.02 0.00144

0.825 0.422 0.25 1.42 0.05 0.00395 0.58 0.02 0.00161

0.875 0.374 0.24 1.30 0.04 0.00384 0.59 0.02 0.00176

0.925 0.327 0.22 1.19 0.04 0.00371 0.61 0.02 0.00189

0.975 0.279 0.21 1.08 0.04 0.00356 0.61 0.02 0.00201

Overall p(collision) = Upwind 7.5% Downwind 3.7%

Average 5.6%
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Golden Plover Results 

 

 

hectare secs 153091296

total bird flight time 7710

mean bird activity 0.0000503621

Overall Area covered by VPs (excluding

overlap) = 589.86

proportion of time active in area = 0.029706592

hrs potentially active 4920

seconds potentially active 4920*3600

17712000

no of seconds of bird occ in airspace = sec

potentially active * bird activity 526163.1495

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw

Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor

diameter (m)

802205928

Calculate combined rotor swept volume

Vr = number of turbines (n) *

pi * r2 * (max chord + bird

length)

381133.2

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume Occurrence 

249.9834991

Calculate bird transits time and potential

number of transits per year max chord+bird length / bird speed

0.438

No. of transits occurrence / transit time 570.7385825

Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance 28.53692912

Corrected for avoidance 0.570738582

Corrected for downtime 0.485127795

2.061312524

Over lifetime of the scheme 12.12819488

12.13
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Lapwing Results 

 

/ 

hectare secs 153091296

total bird flight time 10755

bird activity 0.0000702522

Overall Area covered by VPs (excluding

overlap) = 589.86

proportion of time active in area = 0.041438961

hrs potentially active 4920

seconds potentially active 4920*3600

17712000

no of seconds of bird occ in airspace = sec

potentially active * bird activity 733966.8837

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw

Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor

diameter (m)

802205928

Calculate combined rotor swept volume

Vr = number of turbines (n) *

pi * r
2

* (max chord + bird

length)

383311.104

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume Occurrence 

350.705033

Calculate bird transits time and potential

number of transits per year max chord+bird length / bird speed

0.45

No. of transits occurrence / transit time 779.3445178

Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance 41.30525945

Corrected for avoidance 0.826105189

Corrected for downtime 0.702189411

1.424117175

Over lifetime of the scheme 17.55473526
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Oystercatcher Results 

 

 

 

hectare secs 153091296

total bird flight time 2099

bird activity 0.0000137108

Overall Area covered by VPs (excluding

overlap) = 589.86

proportion of time active in area = 0.008087437

hrs potentially active 4920

seconds potentially active 4920*3600

17712000

no of seconds of bird occ in airspace = sec

potentially active * bird activity 143244.6759

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw

Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor

diameter (m)

802205928

Calculate combined rotor swept volume

Vr = number of turbines (n) *

pi * r2 * (max chord + bird

length)

394636.2048

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume Occurrence 

70.46761095

Calculate bird transits time and potential

number of transits per year max chord+bird length / bird speed

0.348461538

No. of transits occurrence / transit time 202.2249321

Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance 11.52682113

Corrected for avoidance 0.230536423

Corrected for downtime 0.195955959

5.103187492

Over lifetime of the scheme 4.89889898
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Snipe Results 

 

hectare secs 153091296

total bird flight time 1511

bird activity 0.0000098699

Overall Area covered by VPs (excluding

overlap) = 589.86

proportion of time active in area = 0.005821875

hrs potentially active 4920

seconds potentially active 4920*3600

17712000

no of seconds of bird occ in airspace = sec

potentially active * bird activity 103117.0582

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw

Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor

diameter (m)

802205928

Calculate combined rotor swept volume

Vr = number of turbines (n) *

pi * r2 * (max chord + bird

length)

379826.4576

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume Occurrence 

48.82360698

Calculate bird transits time and potential

number of transits per year max chord+bird length / bird speed

0.256470588

No. of transits occurrence / transit time 190.3672749

Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance 8.566527371

Corrected for avoidance 0.171330547

Corrected for downtime 0.145630965

6.866671507

Over lifetime of the scheme 3.640774133
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Great Skua Results 

 

 

hectare secs 153091296

total bird flight time 943

bird activity 0.0000061597

Overall Area covered by VPs (excluding

overlap) = 589.86

proportion of time active in area = 0.003633374

hrs potentially active (April - September) 2333

seconds potentially active 2333*3600

8398800

no of seconds of bird occ in airspace = sec

potentially active * bird activity 30515.98405

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw

Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor

diameter (m)

402614400

Calculate combined rotor swept volume

Vr = number of turbines (n) *

pi * r2 * (max chord + bird

length)

405961.3056

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume Occurrence 

30.76966131

Calculate bird transits time and potential

number of transits per year max chord+bird length / bird speed

0.312751678

No. of transits occurrence / transit time 98.383681

Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance 6.099788222

Corrected for avoidance 0.030498941

Corrected for downtime 0.0259241

38.57414538

Over lifetime of the scheme 0.648102499

0.65
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Greylag Goose Results 

 

 

hectare secs 153091296

total bird flight time 9899

mean bird activity 0.0000646608

Overall Area covered by VPs (excluding

overlap) = 589.86

proportion of time active in area = 0.038140798

hrs potentially active 4920

seconds potentially active 4920*3600

17712000

no of seconds of bird occ in airspace = sec

potentially active * bird activity 675549.8077

Calculate flight risk volume (Vw
Vw = 5898573 (m2) * rotor diameter

(m)

802205928

Calculate combined rotor swept volume
Vr = number of turbines (n) * pi * r

2
* 

(max chord + bird length)

429482.6688

Calculate bird occurrence in swept volume Occurrence 

361.6738847

Calculate bird transits time and potential

number of transits per year max chord+bird length / bird speed

0.255440415

No. of transits occurrence / transit time 1415.883565

Annual Collision Rate assuming no avoidance 90.61654815

Corrected for avoidance 0.181233096

Corrected for downtime 0.154048132

6.491477618

Over lifetime of the scheme 3.851203296

3.85
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Species Using linear Model: Red-throated diver 

Stage 1: Number of Birds Flying Through the Rotors per Year 

 

1. Calculation of the ‘risk window’; Cross section area equal to the width of the wind farm across the general 

direction of flight multiplied by the height of turbine to rotor tip.  Width of wind farm was determined using 

GIS.  

Width of transit flight (Ws)  = 2520m 

Turbine height (th)  = 150m 

 

Risk Window (W)   = Ws * th 

    = 2520m * 150m 

    = 378000 m2 

2. Calculate the area occupied by rotor blades (A)  

Number of turbine (n)   = 6 

Rotor radius (r)   = 68 

A      = n * π *r2  

A      = 6 * 3.14* 4624 

A      = 87,116.16m2  

3. Express the area occupied by rotor blades (A) as a proportion of the risk window (W) 

 Proportion (P)    = A/W 

     = 87,116.16/378000  

     = 0.23046 

4. Calculate the number of bird potentially flying through the site per year (N) 

 N     = number of red-throated diver transits at PCH per year  

     = hourly rate of transit * available hours for flight 

 Hours surveyed between April 2019 and August 2019    

= hectare hours (correcting for overlap) / hectares visible in Study 

area 

     = 21,262.68 / 589.86 

     = 36.04 

 Number of divers observed in the same period = 7 

 Hourly rate of transit   = 7/36.04 

     = 0.194 

Hours available for flight are equal to number of daylight hours in the same period plus 25% of night hours.  

 Hours available   = 2768 
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 N     = 2768 * 0.194 

      = 537.62 

1. Calculate the number of birds flights (Nf) to fly through the rotor (P) 

 Nf    = N * P 

     = 537.62* 0.23046 

     = 123.901 

 

Stage 2: Collision Risk of Bird Passing Through Rotor (Assuming No Avoidance) 

Stage 2 was calculated using the prepopulated spreadsheet provided by Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) for 

calculating the probability of collision for any species (available at: http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/C234672.xls)  

Variable highlighted in blue where entered into the spreadsheet.  Bird biometrics where determined using the 

British Trust for Ornithology website (http://www.bto.org/about-birds/birdfacts) bird flight speeds were 

assumed using the flight speeds characterised by Bruderer and Boldt (2001). 

 

  

CALCULATION OF COLLISION RISK FOR BIRD PASSING THROUGH ROTOR AREA

Only enter input parameters in blue W Band 29/09/2020

K:  [1D or [3D] (0 or 1) 1 Calculation of alpha and p(collision) as a function of radius

NoBlades 3 Upwind: Downwind:

MaxChord 4.1  m r/R c/C a collide contribution collide contribution

Pitch (degrees) 15 radius chord alpha length p(collision) from radius r length p(collision) from radius r

BirdLength 0.55  m 0.025 0.575 6.63 21.68 0.92 0.00115 20.46 0.87 0.00108

Wingspan 0.9  m 0.075 0.575 2.21 7.63 0.32 0.00242 6.41 0.27 0.00204

F: Flapping (0) or gliding (+1) 0 0.125 0.702 1.33 5.62 0.24 0.00298 4.14 0.18 0.00219

0.175 0.860 0.95 4.99 0.21 0.00370 3.17 0.13 0.00235

Bird speed 13  m/sec 0.225 0.994 0.74 4.62 0.20 0.00440 2.51 0.11 0.00239

RotorDiam 136  m 0.275 0.947 0.60 3.82 0.16 0.00444 1.81 0.08 0.00210

RotationPeriod 5.45  sec 0.325 0.899 0.51 3.32 0.14 0.00457 1.41 0.06 0.00194

0.375 0.851 0.44 2.94 0.12 0.00467 1.14 0.05 0.00181

0.425 0.804 0.39 2.64 0.11 0.00476 0.94 0.04 0.00169

0.475 0.756 0.35 2.40 0.10 0.00482 0.79 0.03 0.00159

Bird aspect ratioo:  b 0.61 0.525 0.708 0.32 2.19 0.09 0.00486 0.68 0.03 0.00152

0.575 0.660 0.29 2.01 0.08 0.00488 0.60 0.03 0.00147

0.625 0.613 0.27 1.84 0.08 0.00488 0.56 0.02 0.00147

0.675 0.565 0.25 1.70 0.07 0.00486 0.60 0.03 0.00171

0.725 0.517 0.23 1.57 0.07 0.00481 0.63 0.03 0.00194

0.775 0.470 0.21 1.45 0.06 0.00475 0.65 0.03 0.00213

0.825 0.422 0.20 1.33 0.06 0.00466 0.66 0.03 0.00231

0.875 0.374 0.19 1.23 0.05 0.00455 0.67 0.03 0.00247

0.925 0.327 0.18 1.13 0.05 0.00442 0.66 0.03 0.00260

0.975 0.279 0.17 1.03 0.04 0.00427 0.66 0.03 0.00272

Overall p(collision) = Upwind 8.5% Downwind 4.0%

Average 6.2%

http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/C234672.xls
http://www.bto.org/about-birds/birdfacts
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Calculation of collision rate  

 Collision rate   = Nf * average probability of collision 

  = 123.901*0.062 

  = 7.682 

Calculation of collision rate applying 99.5% avoidance rate  

  = 7.8296*0.005 

  = 0.0384 

 1. Correct collision rate for down time (assuming wind farm operates at 85%)  

  = (0.198/ 100)*85 

  = 0.0326 

 2. Calculate the number of year per collision 

  = 1 / 0.0326 

  = 30.6 

 3. Calculate the number of collisions per lifetime of the scheme (given a 25 value for 

comparison) 

  = 0.22 * 25 

  = 0.82 
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Summary 
ITPEnergised was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake an ecological desk study, extended Phase 1 
habitat survey and National Vegetation Classification survey of the island of Faray, Orkney. The purpose of the 
work was to document the habitats and plant communities present, assess their potential suitability for 
protected or otherwise notable faunal species and record any incidental evidence of such species. The survey 
results are intended to facilitate the identification of potential constraints to development and the potential 
need for mitigation and/or further survey work as part of a future planning application for a wind farm at the 
Site. 

The Site is an uninhabited, sheep-grazed island, located to the west of Eday. The Sound of Faray is present east 
of the island, and Rapness Sound is present to the west. Several drainage ditches run across the island, in 
addition to a few small, unmodified burn channels rising from the wetter areas. The shoreline comprises 
primarily rocky exposures and cliffs, with some beaches also present (south-eastern side of the southern tip; 
and in several locations along the western coastline). A number of abandoned dwellings are also present, the 
majority of which have lost their roofing. 

A number of nature conservation designations listed for terrestrial or marine ecological interests are present in 
the area. These include Faray and Holm of Faray Site of Species Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Species Area of 
Conservation (SAC), which overlaps with the Site, as well as Wyre and Rousay Sounds Marine Protection Area 
(MPA), Muckle and Little Green Holm SSSI and Rousay SSSI. A limited number of protected or otherwise notable 
faunal species records also exist for the area. Primary species of interest identified include  
recorded as being present on Faray itself; and grey seal (Halichoenus grypus), harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) and 
a number of cetaceans including orca (Orcinus orca) and common dolphin (Delphinus delphis) using the waters 
(and in the case of the seals, the shoreline) around the island’s coast. A large number of bird records were also 
identified. 

Including boundary features, a total of 12 Phase 1 habitat types were recorded in the survey. The island is 
dominated by grazed improved and semi-improved acid grassland, with some marshy grassland, standing and 
running waters also present. Shoreline habitats comprise the majority of the remaining habitat component. 
Vegetation diversity was recorded as being relatively limited (though with a few local exceptions), as would be 
expected of an area of agricultural grazing. Habitat alignment to the NVC descriptions is limited due to the 
modified nature of the agricultural grasslands that comprise the majority of the island’s vegetation cover. 
However, where possible, a best-fit has been identified. The semi-improved grassland locally resembles MC10 
Festuca rubra-Plantago spp. maritime grassland. Improved grasslands shows some affinity to MG11 Festuca 
rubra-Agrostis stolonifera-Potentilla anserina grassland, the Lolium perenne sub-community. Wetland 
vegetation is generally a best fit with M28 Iris pseudacorus-Filipendula ulmaria mire, with areas dominated by 
reed canary-grass comprising S28 Phalaris arundinacea tall-herb fen. 

Suitable habitat was recorded for and seals and the general absence of common mammalian predators 
promotes the suitability of the island for bird breeding activity, despite the presence of livestock.  

 
 

 

  

[Redacted]
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

ITPEnergised was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake an ecological desk study, extended Phase 1 
habitat survey and a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey of the isle of Faray, Orkney (hereafter 
referred to as the ‘Site’). The Site centres on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference HY 53058 36806 and its location 
is shown on Figure 1.  

The purpose of the survey was to document the habitats and plant communities present within the Site and 
assess their potential suitability for protected or otherwise notable faunal species. The survey results are 
intended to facilitate the identification of potential constraints to development and where mitigation and/or 
further survey work may be required to inform a future planning application for a wind farm at the Site. 

This report describes the methods used to gather and record habitat baseline information for the Site and 
summarises the findings of the field survey.  

1.2 Site Description  

The Site is an uninhabited island located 1.5 km to the west of Eday (north-west of Fersness Bay) and south-east 
of Westray, lying between the Sound of Faray to the east and Rapness Sound to the west. Several drainage 
ditches run across the island, in addition to a few small, unmodified burn channels rising from the wetter areas. 
The shoreline comprises primarily rocky exposures and cliffs, with some beaches also present (south-eastern 
side of the southern tip; and in several locations along the western coastline). A number of abandoned dwellings 
are present, the majority of which have lost their roofing, but some of which are reasonably watertight and are 
used for agricultural storage.  

The island is used for livestock (sheep) grazing, with a number of field enclosures present, to either side of a 
central track. At the time of survey, 200 head of sheep were on the island; however, this has historically been 
up to 850 animals.  

1.3 Development Proposal 

The survey was undertaken to inform a planning application to develop a wind farm on Faray (‘the Proposed 
Development’). 

2. Legislation, Policy and Guidelines  
An overview of relevant legislation, policy and guidance is provided below.  

2.1 Legislation 

Full consideration has been given to all relevant nature conservation legislation when carrying out this 
assessment. This includes the following: 

➢ Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (the 
Habitats Directive); 

➢ Council Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds (the Birds Directive); 

➢ The Ramsar Convention 1975; 

➢ The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended); 

➢ The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010;  

➢ The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); 
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➢ The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (as amended); and 

➢ The Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 (as amended). 

2.2 Policy Framework 

The policies relevant to nature conservation include those from the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Scottish 
Government, 2014), Planning Advice Note (PAN) 60 (Scottish Government, 2008) and Orkney Local Development 
Plan (LDP) (OIC, 2017a); see Annex A. 

2.3 Biodiversity Priorities 

2.3.1 Scottish Biodiversity List 

Scottish Ministers created the Scottish Biodiversity List (SBL) (Scottish Government, 2013) to satisfy the 
requirements under Section 2(4) of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, assist public bodies in carrying 
out conservation of biodiversity, as well as to provide the general public with information regarding conservation 
within Scotland. The SBL comprises species and habitats listed using both scientific and social criteria; only 
scientific criteria are considered relevant to this report. They include the following: 

➢ All UK Priority Species present in Scotland;  

➢ Species which Scotland has an international obligation to safeguard;  

➢ All species defined as nationally rare at a UK level that are present in Scotland;  

➢ Species with populations present (resident, wintering or breeding) in 5 or fewer 10km squares or sites 
in Scotland; 

➢ All species that are endemic to Scotland; 

➢ Any sub-species or race that is widely recognised and accepted by the scientific (or other relevant) 
community and that is endemic to Scotland, if it also meets one of the other criteria; and 

➢ Natural and semi-natural habitats that are known to be particularly important for supporting 
assemblages of plant or animal groups that are data deficient, such as fungi, bryophytes, lichens, algae 
and invertebrates. 

2.3.2 Local Biodiversity Reporting 

The Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) is a targeted action plan for the period 2018 – 2022 (Orkney’s 
Biodiversity Steering Group, 2018). The LBAP addresses biodiversity planning in Orkney through the following 
four themes: greenspace, farmland, peatland and the marine environment.  

2.4 Good Practice Ecological Guidance 

As part of the baseline report, cognisance has been taken of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Management (CIEEM) good practice guidelines and survey methods, notably the standard 
methods developed for Preliminary Ecological Appraisals (CIEEM, 2017) and Ecological Impact Assessment 
(CIEEM, 2018). Phase 1 habitat survey methodology follows that of the Joint Nature Conservation Committee 
(JNCC, 2010). 

3. Methods 

3.1 Desk Study: Non-avian Ecological Interests 

A preliminary ecological desk study was completed for the scoping report for the wind farm proposal that was 
issued in March 2019 (ITPEnergised, 2019). Information gathering included interrogation of the following online 
database resources, for commercially available information.  
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➢ National Biodiversity Network Atlas (NBN, 2019); 

➢ Scottish Natural Heritage SiteLink (SNH, 2019); and 

➢ MAGIC: Nature on the Map (Magic, 2019). 

Sites designated for terrestrial and marine ecological interests of international and national importance were 
identified for up to 10k from Faray; and local-level designations were identified up to 2km from the Site 
boundary. The Orkney Wildlife Information & Records Centre (OWIRC) was approached for existing records of 
protected or otherwise notable species (e.g. SBL/LBAP priority species) from within a 10km distance of the Site 
boundary. Only records from within the last 10 years were considered relevant to the study.  In addition, data 
on seal populations was obtained through the reporting of the Special Committee on Seals (SCOS, 2018). 

The desk study data presented here covers the non-avian ecological interests associated with the Site; avian 
interests are reported in a separate ornithological study.  

3.2 Fields Surveys 

3.2.1 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

A Phase 1 habitat survey was carried out of the Site on 31st May 2019 by a qualified and experienced ecologist 
using the standard JNCC survey methodology (JNCC, 2010) to map the habitats present on Site. The vegetation 
was described in a series of georeferenced target notes (see TNs), with plant nomenclature following Stace 
(2010). Target notes were also produced to describe notable habitats too small to be mapped (i.e. <0.1ha).  

Potentially suitable habitats for faunal and any physical evidence of presence were to be recorded, as the 
“extended” part of the study. The standard method would include a survey buffer; however, as an island site, 
the additional search area was limited to the shoreline and intertidal zone (when exposed). For this part of the 
exercise, cognisance was taken of the standard methodologies for otter (Chanin, 2003) and bats (Collins, 2016), 
etc., to ensure sufficient understanding of the habitats to target any potential future protected species survey 
requirements. Birds and other animals were identified and recorded on an ad hoc basis. 

3.2.2 National Vegetation Classification 

The vegetation within the Site was also classified using the standard NVC survey methodology (Rodwell 1991 et 
seq., Rodwell 2006). However, because of the modified nature of the vegetation owing to agricultural grazing, 
NVC mapping was rarely possible as it would in most cases be misleading and suggest a better alignment with 
the NVC classification than is actually the case. NVC mapping was therefore not undertaken. 

Sampling involved recording the species present, together with their abundances and noting other relevant 
information, such as evidence of grazing, poaching or drainage. The data were subsequently compared with the 
standard NVC tables and classified accordingly. Stands were classified to sub-community level, where possible, 
although in many cases the vegetation was mapped to community level only, because vegetation patches were 
too small, species-poor and/or exhibited characteristics of two or more sub-communities. 

NVC communities were compared to described conservation priorities, as laid out on the SBL (and with habitat 
descriptions provided in Maddock [2011]) and the Orkney BAP. Potential groundwater dependence was 
identified by comparing the recorded communities with the list of potentially moderately or highly groundwater 
dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTEs) defined by the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 
(SEPA, 2017).  

Botanical nomenclature follows that of Stace (2010) for vascular plants and Atherton et al. (2010) for bryophytes. 

3.2.3 Survey Limitations  

The field surveys were carried out according to current recommended guidelines, at an appropriate time of year, 
during favourable weather conditions and with full access across the Site. As such, no significant limitations have 
been identified. 
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4. Results 

4.1 Desk Study: Non-avian Ecological Interests 

It should be noted that data availability is limited. With no permanent resident (human) population on the island, 
the non-avian ecology is generally under-reported. See Chapter 7 Ornithology and Appendix 7.1 Avian Baseline 
Report for details of the avian baseline. 

4.1.1 Statutory Nature Conservation Designations 

Five statutory nature conservation designations, covering four areas, and which are listed for non-avian 
biological reasons, are present within 10 km of the Site (see Table 1, below, and Figure 1). 

Table 1: Statutory Nature Conservation Designations within 10km of the Site 

Name Designation Distance and direction 
from Proposed 
Development 

Reason for Designation 

Faray and Holm of 
Faray 

SAC Partly overlaps with Site Species: Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) 

SSSI Partly overlaps with Site Species: Grey seal 

Wyre and Rousay 
Sounds 

MPA 6.3km SW Habitats: Kelp and seaweed communities on 
sublittoral sediment and maerl 

beds 

Muckle and Little 
Green Holm 

SSSI 7.8km S Species: Grey seal 

Rousay SSSI 8.2km SW Habitats: Blanket bog, maritime cliff, 
mesotrophic loch and subalpine 

wet heath 

Species: Vascular plant assemblage 

 

A number of designated seal haul-out sites are also present in the wider area (see Figure 1). 

4.1.2 Non-statutory Nature Conservation Designations 

Two Local Nature Conservation Site (LNCS) are located within 2km of the site boundary. At c.1.31km east of the 
site and on the west of Eday, Braehead is designated for nationally important upland heath, blanket bog and 
oligotrophic and dystrophic lake habitats. Resting Hill LNCS is c.1.66km east of the Site and adjacent to Braehead 
LNCS; it is designated for nationally important upland heath and blanket bog habitats (OIC, 2017b). 

4.1.3 Invasive Plant Species 

No records were identified for non-native, invasive species within a 2km search radius of the Site boundary. 

4.1.4 Terrestrial/Marine Animals 

Records of eleven animal species of conservation concern, and of potential relevance to the project, were 
identified within the 10km radius of the Site boundary (from within the last 10 years); see Table 2, below. 
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Table 2: Protected Species and/or Species of Conservation Concern within 10 km  

Common 
Name 

Scientific name Legal/Conservation Status Existing Records 

Orca Orcinus orca Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981 
European Protected Species; Scottish 
Biodiversity List (SBL); LBAP 

17 records, 2013, x3 Calf 
Sound, east side of Eday, c.4.0 
km east; x1 record, 9 records - 
Fall of Warness Eday, c.5.5 km 
south, 4 off Sanday, 1 each off 
Egilsay, Rousay, Papa Westray 
and Green Holm; all >5 km 
from Faray 

Atlantic 
white-sided 
dolphin 

Lagenorhynchus 
acutus 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

Single records, Warness Sound 
5 km south of Faray, 2014 

Bottle-
nosed 
dolphin 

Tursiops 
truncatus 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

Single record, Westray 2009 
(N.B. this data search was 
completed in 2019) 

Common 
dolphin 

Delphinus 
delphis 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

One record, 2014, Sound of 
Faray, c.0.5 km east 

Common 
porpoise 

Phocoena 
phocoena 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

72 records, 1 record south of 
Faray and 67 records in 
Warness sound, Eday 

Otter Lutra lutra Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

26 records 2013-14 0-10.0 km, 
on Faray, Eday, Egilsay and 
Sanday 

Grey seal Halichoenus 
grypus 

Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017. Schedule 4 
(restrictions to methods to control).  
Conservation of Seals Act 1970, 
extended by the Conservation of Seals 
(Scotland) Order 2002; Marine 
(Scotland) Act 2010. 
Annex II; LBAP 

Four records, 2012: x1 record 
of a common seal near 
Braeswick, Sanday, c. 7.6 km 
east; and x3 records for grey 
seals: Point of Geldibist, 
Rapness, Westray, c.2.6km 
north-west; Bay of Stove, 
Sanday, c.4.5 km east; and just 
south of Braeswick, Sanday, 
c.6.6 km east 

Long-
finned pilot 
whale 

Globicephala 
melaena 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

Single record, Twiness Westray 
4.5 km northwest, 2012 

Minke 
whale 

Balaenoptera 
acutorostrata 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

24 records, 20 off Warness 
sound, Eday. Other records 
Eday, Westray, Sanday, Egilsay 
all >5 km from Faray 
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Common 
Name 

Scientific name Legal/Conservation Status Existing Records 

Risso's 
dolphin 

Grampus 
griseus 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

14 records, 9 Warness Sound 
Eday. 3 records Sanday and a 
single records at Rapness, 
Westray in 2017. All records > 5 
km from Faray 

White-
beaked 
dolphin 

Lagenorhynchus 
albirostris 

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended). 
Schedule 5 WCA 1981. 
European Protected Species; SBL; LBAP 

4 records between 2009 and 
2015, 3 off Warness Sound and 
one of Westray all > 5 km from 
Faray 

 

Data from SCOS (2018) for the grey seal population indicated the last survey to have been in 2016. Due to 
movements, i.e. dispersal of the grey seal population throughout the year, population counts are based on pup 
production.  

Orkney pup production since 2000 is noted as relatively stable, but low, in comparison to the rest of the UK 
(+0.2% increase since 2014). However, this represents c.43.6% of the Scottish population (36.7% of the UK total) 
for 2016 (SCOS, 2018). The Orkney seal population is significant on a UK scale; the UK grey seal population was 
estimated at 150,000, therefore the Orkney population would be estimated at c. 23,854 for 2016. 

In addition to the above, the harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) is also present across the Orkneys, with the vast 
majority of the 2016 count for North Coast Scotland and Orkney (a total of 1,349 animals) being made on haul-
outs around the islands (SCOS, 2018). The UK population appears to have increased, with the 2016 numbers 
almost back to the levels recorded in the 1990s. 

4.2 Field Surveys 

The results of the Phase 1 habitat survey are shown on Figure 2, which illustrates the location and extent of all 
habitat types recorded within the Site and described below. Target note (TN) locations are also shown on Figure 
2 and described in Annex B. NVC results are described within the relevant broad Phase 1 sections below. A 
species list can be found in Annex C.  

4.2.1 Habitats 

The island is dominated by agricultural grazing, which extends to the coastal cliff or beaches, and very little 
natural or semi-natural vegetation is present. The following 12 terrestrial habitat types (Phase 1 habitat codes 
in brackets) were recorded in the study: 

➢ Semi-improved acid grassland (B1.2); 

➢ Improved grassland (B4); 

➢ Marshy grassland (B5); 

➢ Standing water (G1); 

➢ Running water (G2); 

➢ Intertidal sand (H1.1); 

➢ Intertidal boulders/rocks (H1.3); 

➢ Sea cliffs (H8.1); 

➢ Exposed rock (J1.4.1); 

➢ Post and wire fencing (J2.4); 

➢ Drystone wall (J2.5); 

➢ Dry ditch (J2.6); 
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➢ Buildings (J3.6); and  

➢ Graveyard and Track (J5). 

4.2.1.1 Semi-improved acid grassland  

Most of the semi-improved acid grassland component was found in mosaic with improved grassland, with only 
one discrete (i.e. more uniform) area not in mosaic.  

Short-grazed semi-improved acid grassland was recorded in three distinct locations: on the northern and 
southern tips of the island and eastern fringes of the island (see TN1-3). Dominant grasses included short-grazed 
meadow grass (Poa sp), Yorkshire fog (Holcus lanatus), common bent (Agrostis capillaris) and creeping bent 
(Agrostis stolonifera), with tufted hair-grass (Deschampsia cespitosa), purple moor-grass (Molinia caerulea) and 
mat-grass (Nardus stricta) present at lower abundance. The range of associated forb species was locally 
modestly high, with white clover (Trifolium repens), bird’s-foot-trefoil (Lotus corniculatus), broad-leaved dock 
(Rumex obtusifolius), primrose (Primula vulgaris), common dandelion (Taraxacum agg.), marsh ragwort (Senecio 
aquaticus), spring squill (Scilla verna), marsh grass of Parnassus (Parnassia palustris) and creeping thistle (Cirsium 
arvense) all commonly recorded. 

The vegetation shows no clear affinity to any NVC type, which is likely to reflect a history of agricultural 
improvement and grazing. The vegetation locally resembles MC10 Festuca rubra-Plantago spp. maritime 
grassland, but some typical species of MC10, such as red fescue (Festuca ovina) and plantain species (Plantago 
spp.) were not recorded, whereas some species recorded, e.g. tufted hair-grass and marsh ragwort, are not 
associated with MC10 grassland.   

4.2.1.2 Improved acid grassland  

Improved grassland used for grazing sheep, is present across much of the island and forms the dominant habitat 
type (see TN4). The dominant grass species recorded are perennial rye grass (Lolium perenne), with meadow 
grass, Yorkshire fog, creeping bent (Agrostis stolonifera), sweet vernal-grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum) also 
present. Within the grassland are locally dense patches of sea mayweed (Matricaria maritima), silverweed 
(Potentilla anserina) and common nettle (Urtica dioica), with common daisy (Bellis perennis), tormentil 
(Potentilla erecta) also frequently recorded.  

Sections of the improved grassland grade into semi-improved acid grassland, notably towards the coast and cliff 
edges. 

The vegetation shows some affinity to MG11 Festuca rubra-Agrostis stolonifera-Potentilla anserina grassland, 
the Lolium perenne sub-community. This community is relatively common as pasture near the coast and has 
been subject to agricultural improvement.  

4.2.1.3 Marshy grassland  

Two areas of marshy grassland were recorded in the west and southwest of the island (see TN5 and TN6). The 
larger section (see TN5) was recorded adjacent to an area of rock exposure, close to the mid-point of the western 
side of the island and associated with a pond, and it follows drainage channels to the coast. The vegetation is 
dominated by yellow iris (Iris pseudacorus), tufted hair-grass, Yorkshire fog and silverweed, with curled dock 
(Rumex crispus), horsetail (Equisetum sp.), marsh marigold (Caltha palustris) and buttercups (Ranunculus spp.) 
all frequently recorded. Associated species include bogbean (Menyanthes trifoliata), bottle sedge (Carex 
rostrata), wild Angelica (Angelica sylvestris), ragged robin (Silene flos-cuculi), yellow rattle (Rhinanthus minor) 
and marsh orchid (Dactylorhiza purpurella). The smaller section (see TN6) contains many of the same species 
but follows a drainage channel in the south west of the island which is locally dominated by reed canary-grass 
(Phalaris arundinacea). 

The vegetation shows some affinity with M28 Iris pseudacorus-Filipendula ulmaria mire, a widespread oceanic 
community, although several atypical species are present. The vegetation dominated by reed canary-grass keys 
out as S28 Phalaris arundinacea tall-herb fen.   
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4.2.1.4 Standing water 

Pools are present throughout the island, including in a number of areas where they are linked with drainage 
channels, which were dry at the time of the survey (see TN7-17). Following the survey there was a spell of heavy 
rainfall which created more pools in the area of mosaic semi-improved acid grassland at the north of the Island. 
The northern fringes of the island (see TN7-8) contained several small areas of standing water, with channels 
linking the pools which flood during heavy rain. The area of improved acidic grassland in the south-east of the 
Site is presumed to have an increase in ephemeral pools following rainfall, as dry bare patches of cracked soil 
were evident on the slopes at time of survey (see TN12-14). Further areas of standing water were noted in the 
centre and centre west of the island (see TN15-17), with further small pools noted in the centre north and east 
of the island (see TN9-11).  

4.2.1.5 Running water  

Two drainage ditches run across Faray (see TN18-19). They are approximately 0.3-0.7m wide and flow from the 
centre of the island to the coast on the east and west. The ditches are overgrown with silverweed and other 
species characteristic of semi-improved grassland. A number of other wet and dry ditches are also present 
around several field boundaries. Small streams/overflow ditches link standing water on the island, and one was 
flowing during the survey (see TN20). 

4.2.1.6 Intertidal mud/sand 

Sand and shingle beaches are present along the south-west and south-east of the island (see TN21-22). The 
sections of beach are made up of white sand, with a build of larger boulders and rocks above the high tide. 

4.2.1.7 Intertidal boulders/rocks 

Most of the shoreline comprises exposed rock and cliffs (see TN23), with a cover of the black-coloured tar lichen 
(Verrucaria maura). Macro algal cover on the western shoreline includes a range of fucoid species typical of a 
high-energy rocky shore, i.e. serrated wrack (Fucus serratus) on the lower shore grading to bladder wrack (Fucus 
vesiculosus) mid-shore. Other typical algal species include green algae, such as gut weed (Enteromorpha 
intestinalis), on more sheltered parts of the upper shore and reds, such as the coralline alga (Corallina officinalis), 
on the lower and mid-shore. The bladder wrack growth is generally larger/longer on the more sheltered eastern 
shore, with egg/knotted wrack (Ascophyllum nodosum) also part of the species mix. Kelp species (Laminaria spp.) 
are present on the rocks beyond the low tide line on both sides of the island.  

4.2.1.8 Sea cliffs 

Cliffs are a common feature of both the east and western coastlines of the island. The foreshore and intertidal 
zones beyond the cliffs frequently include tidal boulders and rocks. 

4.2.1.9 Exposed rock (inland) 

A section of exposed rock was identified inland from the western shore, north of the marshy grassland in the 
centre of the Site (see TN24).  

4.2.1.10 Stone wall 

A drystone wall is present around the north of the island, between the Holm of Faray causeway and the northern 
field of semi-improved grassland (see TN25).  

4.2.1.11 Fencing 

Post and wire and electric fencing covers much of the centre of the island (see TN26), following the fringes of 
the south and east of the island and also crossing the island east to west in two places. Fencing also surrounds 
many of the structures on the island and is used for managing the livestock. 

4.2.1.12 Dry ditch 

A dry ditch is located in the southern semi-improved grassland. 
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4.2.1.13 Buildings  

There are 10 general groups of buildings on the island (see TN27-41), in various states of repair, from roof-less 
walls through to an old school building with secure corrugated sheet metal roof and a plastic-roofed wooden 
lean-to shed on its northern side. Seven buildings were recorded as having part of or all of the roofing present; 
several of the older structures have parts of the original stone slab roofs in place to a certain degree (from c.25% 
to 90% coverage), while in addition to the old school building (used for storing farm equipment), there are a 
further three structures with sound roofs – one with corrugated metal sheeting and two apparently with 
corrugated cement fibre panels. Vegetation around these structures typically comprises a mix of grasses and 
abundant common nettle, broad-leaved dock and silverweed. 

4.2.1.14 Graveyard 

A walled graveyard is located on the western side of the island, at the bottom of a slope, west of the marshy 
grassland (see TN42). 

4.2.1.15 Track 

A grassed-over track, effectively connecting the majority of the buildings, runs from the south-east of the island 
in a northerly direction until it reaches the beginning of the mosaic of improved and semi-improved acid 
grassland at the north of the Site (see TN43). 

4.2.2 Fauna 

  

 
 
 
 

 

4.2.2.2 Seals  

No seals were recorded during the survey; however, both grey and harbour seals are known to be in the area. 
Much of the shoreline is suitable for use as haul-outs. 

4.2.2.3 Bats 

Four structures have competent roofing (see TNs 31, 32, 40, 41), but this is all in the form of corrugated sheeting, 
which is unsuitable for bat roosting purposes. While the stone slabs used to roof some of the older ruined 
cottages are still partially in place in a number of locations, these are not considered suitable for use as shelter, 
due being open to the elements.  

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

[Reda
cted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY |  2021-01-26 

 

14 

5. Discussions and Conclusions 

5.1 Nature Conservation Designations 

The north, west and south of the Site partly overlaps with the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC/SSSI, which is 
designated for breeding grey seals. The breeding season for Scottish grey seal colonies occurs during the autumn 
and can extend over eight to ten weeks. A commitment has already been made not to undertake any wind farm 
construction works during the breeding season and significant construction phase impacts on the SAC 
population are therefore unlikely. However, a potential exists for indirect construction phase impacts, e.g. from 
changes to habitats, as well as operation phase impacts, such as if maintenance works are required within the 
breeding season which could result in significant disturbance. 

Given the distance to the other three nature conservation designations (Wyre and Rousay Sounds, Muckle and 
little Green Holm and Rousay), it is deemed unlikely that development of the Site will have any direct negative 
impact on the qualifying interests of these designated sites. It is, however, possible that any seal movements 
caused by the Proposed Development, as discussed above, may have impacts on the grey seal population of the 
Muckle and Little Green Holm SSSI. 

The Braehead LNCS (located c.1.31 km east of the Site, on the west of Eday) and Resting Hill LNCS (located c.1.66 
km east of the Site, and adjacent to Braehead LNCS), as land-based designations on Eday, are also buffered from 
works on Faray by the Sound of Faray and have no direct habitat connectivity. It is considered unlikely that 
development of a wind farm on Faray will have any direct negative impact on the designated interests of these 
sites. 

5.2 Habitats 

The island habitats generally comprise fairly simple agricultural grasslands, with a small freshwater resource 
present (including associated marshy grassland areas). The marshy grassland of the M28 mire type that consists 
mainly of yellow iris, silverweed and a number of grass species is considered under SEPA (2017) guidance to be 
potentially moderately groundwater-dependant. If confirmed as groundwater-dependent, this vegetation could 
be susceptible to drying impacts if located within 250 m of deep (>1m) excavations or within 100 m of shallow 
(<1 m) excavations (SEPA, 2017), and this should be considered in the design of the windfarm. 

The grasslands are heavily grazed over much of the island and the range of plant species is relatively limited, 
although these grasslands do provide suitable nesting habitat for birds, as do the walls and structures on the 
island also provide good nesting habitat for a range of seabirds and passerines (see Appendix 7.1 Avian Baseline 
Report for details).  

In addition, the grassland, in particular the semi-improved grassland areas, contain locally important plant 
species such as ragged robin, marsh marigold and yellow rattle, as outlined in the Orkney LBAP (Orkney’s 
Biodiversity Steering Group, 2018). 

The surrounding shoreline is a mix of primarily hard substrate, though both sand and shingle are present in 
places; these habitats provide both nesting, resting and foraging habitat for the island’s fauna. 

5.3 Fauna 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

[Red
acte
d]
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[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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As discussed above, the island is a known breeding site for grey seals and seal surveys were undertaken in order 
to assess the presence of seals outwith the breeding season, which extends approximately from mid-September 
to the end of November (see Appendix 8.3). The data collected outwith the breeding season will be used to 
compliment on-going research of breeding seals on the island with the aim to establish the potential effects on 
breeding seals caused by the Proposed Development.   

 
 No bat records 

were identified in the desk study, though low numbers of bats have been recorded on the Orkney mainland and 
Hoy. All bat species within the UK are EPS and are protected accordingly.  
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Figure 1: Site Location and Designations 
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Figure 2: Phase 1 Habitat Survey  
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Annexes  

Annex A: Policy Framework  

Scottish Planning Policy 

The Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Scottish Government, 2014) superseded National Planning Policy 

Guideline (NPPG) 14 (Natural Environment) and forms the basis for planning system decisions with respect 

to conserving and enhancing the natural environment. 

Under ‘Landscape and Natural Heritage’, the SPP sets out, in addition to other points, how planning 

authorities should take a strategic, broader approach to landscape and natural heritage than just conserving 

designated or protected sites and species, by taking into account ecosystems and natural processes in the 

area. 

In addition to the above, the SPP also outlines how planning authorities should place emphasis on the 

prevention of “… further habitat fragmentation or isolation of habitats and identify opportunities to restore 

links which have been broke’ and ‘seek benefits for species and habitats from new development including the 

restoration of degraded habitats.” 

With regards to protected species, the SPP outlines that “… although the presence of legally protected species 

is an important consideration in planning decision, they are not necessarily an absolute block on development 

with mitigation often needed. If protected species are on site or are likely to be affected by a proposed 

development their presence must be established and the requirements of the species factored in to the 

planning and design of the development along with any likely impact fully considered prior to the 

determination of the planning application.” 

The SPP concludes by stating that, “… planning permission must not be granted for a development that would 

be likely to have an adverse effect on a European Protected species unless the planning authority is satisfied 

that there is no satisfactory alternative and the development is required for preserving public or public safety 

or for other imperative reasons overriding public interest (including social, economic and beneficial for the 

environment).” 

Planning Advice Notes (PANs) 60  

National planning policy on landscape and natural heritage is supported by Planning Advice Note (PAN) 60 

Planning for Natural Heritage (Scottish Government, 2008), the key elements include: 

▪ Taking a broader approach to landscape and natural heritage than just conserving designated or 

protected sites and species, taking into account ecosystems and natural processes. 

▪ Facilitating positive landscape change whilst maintaining and enhancing distinctive character. 

▪ Seeking benefits for species and habitats from new development including the restoration of 

degraded habitats. 

▪ Siting and design of development should be informed by local landscape character. 

▪ Encouraging connectivity between habitats, through green networks. 

▪ Protecting internationally and nationally designated habitats and species. 

▪ Protecting and enhancing woodland and trees of high nature conservation value. 
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Local Development Plan 

The Orkney Local Development Plan (LDP) ‘sets out a vision and spatial strategy for the development of land 

in Orkney over the next ten to twenty years. The Plan contains the land use planning policies which Orkney 

Islands Council will use for determining applications’ (OIC, 2017a). 

The following policies from the LDP are of relevance to the Site.   

Policy 9: Natural Heritage and Landscape.   

“This policy seeks to protect Orkney’s natural environment from the detrimental effects of development, 

ensuring the conservation of this rich natural heritage for the benefit of future generations. Steps must be 

taken to minimise the impacts of a development on natural heritage sites and protected species during the 

construction, lifetime and decommissioning of any development. Where the impacts of a development on 

either a nationally or internationally designated natural heritage site or a protected species are uncertain, 

but there is sound evidence that significant irreversible damage could occur, a precautionary approach will 

always apply.” 

Policy 12: Coastal Development.  

“The Plan supports an integrated approach to terrestrial and marine planning and the Pentland Firth and 

Orkney Waters Pilot Marine Spatial Plan, and any subsequent Regional Marine Plan, which will form part of 

the statutory marine planning regime under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, will be adopted as Planning 

Policy Advice. The Plan promotes the settlements as the focus of development requiring a coastal location 

and specific industrial and business allocations have been designated in close proximity to Orkney’s three 

largest ports (Hatston, Copland’s Dock and Lyness). In line with other policies in the Plan, there must be a 

specific locational requirement for any proposal outwith the settlements and it must be demonstrated that 

any environmental impacts can be satisfactorily addressed.” 
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Annex B: Target Notes 

Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

1 352928 1037964 

 
Areas of MG11 semi-improved acid grassland in the north of the Site. Yorkshire fog, 

creeping bent and common bent are the dominant grass species. Tufted hair-grass, 

purple moor-grass and mat-grass are locally frequent. Frequent forbs include 

silverweed, common nettle, Devil’s-bit scabious, tormentil and white clover. 

Yarrow, marsh orchid (where this occurs, vegetation gains character of MC10 (no 

s/c) – but lacks range of plantains and red fescue) and common sedge were also 

noted in sections 

2 353480 1036321 As TN1 but located in the south of the Site 

3 353142 1035856 As TN1 but located in the east of the Site 

4 352996 1037706 

 
MG11 Improved grassland which is heavily grazed by sheep. Perennial rye-grass is 

the dominant grass species. Associates include locally frequent Yorkshire fog, sea 

mayweed, silverweed, daisy, broad-leaved dock, white clover and common nettle. 

Areas of this section display characteristics of semi-improved grassland as in TN1 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

5 352842 1036751 

 

 
Area of marsh/marshy grassland present close to the centre of the island and 

following drainage ditches to the west coast of the island; yellow iris present 

6 352920 1035956 

  
Area of marsh/marshy grassland. Reed canary-grass is the dominant graminoid 

species recorded. Associates include abundant yellow iris and tufted hair-grass 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

7 352923 1037907 

 
Drainage channels and pools in the north section of the island 

8 352753 1037826 

 
Channels draining areas in the west of the island; spike-rush present 

9 352782 1037749 Small pool at the north-western end of the island, just within the improved 

grassland - No photograph available 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

10 352943 1037567 

 
Pool in the island centre, just east of the main track 

11 353513 1036491 

 
Area of small pools at the base of the slope/top of cliffs in the east of the island 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

12-13 353064 1035579 
& 

353120 1035590 

 
Area of pools and drainage channels in the southern end of the island 

14 353052 1035740 

 
Large pool in the south of the island 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

15 353065 1035797 

 
Additional pools in the southwest of the island 

16 352928 1036199 

 
Small pool on the western slope of the island 

17 352876 1036765 Small wetland area in marshy grassland (fed by one of the springs) - No photograph 

available 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

18 353032 1036755 

 
Drainage ditch – one of two cutting across the island east to west 

19 352964 1036625 Drainage ditch in the centre of the island, draining to the western shore 

20 353083 1035645 

 
Drainage channel, overgrown with silverweed and other grassland species 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

21 353255 1035730 

 
Sandy beach in the southeast of the island. A further area of sand is located on the 

west of the island 

22 352838 1036062 

 
Sandy beach on south-west of island 

23 352856 1038195 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

 
Cliffs and Rocky outcrops follow much of the island perimeter – including a number 

of inlets 

24 352896 1036868 

 
Rocky outcrop in the island centre/west 

25 352822 1038067 

 
Stone wall running around the northern edge of the island 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

26 353073 1037168 

 
Wire fencing. 

27 352952 1037669 

 
“Quoy”, at north end of island; stone slabbed roof c25% intact; dry-coursed thick 

stone walls 

28-29 352975 1037621 
& 

352983 1037532 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

 
“Cott”, >90% of stone slab roof still in place; wooden eaves/trusses degrading; dry-

coursed thick stone walls 

30 352999 1037271 Ruined structure south of TN28-29 

31 353080 1037061 

 

 
“School”, 100% coverage with metal roof to stone-built building; plastic corrugated 

sheet roof to wooden lean-to shed. School pointing is “gappy”, leaving many 

apertures between the stone coursing. Building appears to be used as a store 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

32 353110 1036953 

 
“Hamar”, 100% coverage by corrugated (cement fibre) sheeting; pointing missing 

in many places, with dry-coursed stone construction 

33 353123 1036753 

 
“Roadside”, c.50% of roofing present, stone slabs; mixture of pointing and open dry-

coursed walls 

34 353263 1036822 Small stone structure/farm outbuilding – no roof building disused. -No photographs 

available 

35 352995 1036767 Small roofless stone structure/farm outbuilding opposite roadside (YN33). No 

photograph available 

36, 37, 38 352909 1036569 
& 

352854 1036565 
& 

352822 1036561 

 
‘Windywall’ – a number of ruined buildings with no complete roofing 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

39 352890 1036302 

 
Ruined, roof-less building in the southwest of the island 

40 353330 1035877 

 
Building near jetty, at south-eastern end of island; 100% coverage by rusting 

corrugated sheeting roof; some pointing, but mainly dry-coursed stone 

construction with many apertures 

41 353295 1035910 

 
“Ness”, 100% coverage by corrugated (possibly cement fibre) sheeting; pointing 

missing in places, with many apertures 
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Target 

Note  
Grid Reference Description 

42 352842 1036751 

 
Farm track run north to south through the island centre, generally grassed 

43 352723 1036692 

 
Walled graveyard 

44 352745 1037931 

 

[Redacted]
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Annex C: Species List  

Common Name  Scientific Name  

Annual meadow grass Poa annua 

Bird’s-foot-trefoil  Lotus corniculatus 

Bog asphodel Narthecium ossifragum 

Bogbean Menyanthes trifoliata 

Bottle sedge Carex rostrata 

Broad-leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius 

Common bent Agrostis capillaris 

Common daisy  Bellis perennis 

Common dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg. 

Common nettle Urtica dioica 

Creeping bent  Agrostis stolonifera 

Creeping thistle Cirsium arvense 

Cuckoo flower Cardamine pratensis 

Curled dock Rumex crispus 

Horsetail Equisetum sp. 

Marsh grass of Parnassus Parnassia palustris 

Marsh marigold Caltha palustris 

Marsh ragwort Jacobaea aquatica 

Mat-grass Nardus stricta 

Northern marsh orchid Dactylorhiza purpurella 

Perennial ryegrass Lolium perenne 

Primrose Primula vulgaris 

Purple moor-grass Molinia caerulea 

Ragged-robin Silene flos-cuculi 

Reed canary-grass Phalaris arundinaeca 

Sea mayweed Matricaria maritima 

Silverweed Potentilla anserina 

Sphagnum (aka bog-moss) Sphagnum sp. 

Spike-rush Eleocharis sp. 

Spring squill Scilla verna 

Sweet vernal-grass Anthoxanthum odoratum 

Thrift  Armeria maritima 

Tormentil Potentilla erecta 

Tufted hair-grass  Deschampsia caespitosa 

White clover Trifolium repens 

Yellow rattle Rhinanthus minor 
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Common Name  Scientific Name  

Yellow iris Iris pseudacorus 

Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus  

Intertidal species 

Tar lichen Verrucaria maura 

Bladder wrack Fucus vesiculosus 

coralline alga Corallina officinalis 

Egg or knotted wrack Ascophyllum nodosum 

Gut weed Enteromorpha intestinalis 

Kelp species  Laminaria sp. 

Serrated wrack  Fucus serratus 
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Summary 
ITPEnergised (ITPE) was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake a survey for otter (Lutra lutra) on the 
island of Faray, located 1.5 km west of Eday and 2.5 km southeast of Westray. 

A thorough search was undertaken of the coastal zone and up to 20 m from the shore as well as in suitable 
habitat along field drains, watercourses and their associated riparian zones. Throughout the survey, overhanging 
banks, cavities, bankside vegetation and riparian features, such as boulders and mud, were searched for signs 
of otter use. 

 
 

  

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

  

[Redacted]
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

ITPEnergised (ITPE) was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake a survey for otter (Lutra lutra) for the 
proposed wind farm development on the island of Faray, located 1.5 km west of Eday and 2.5 km southeast of 
Westray (hereafter referred to as ‘the Site’). The Site has central Ordnance Survey Grid Reference HY 52995 
36846. 

1.2 Site Description  

The Site is an uninhabited island located 1.5 km to the west of Eday (north-west of Fersness Bay) and south-east 
of Westray, lying between the Sound of Faray to the east and Rapness Sound to the west. Several drainage 
ditches run across the island, in addition to a few small, unmodified burn channels rising from the wetter areas. 
The shoreline comprises primarily rocky exposures and cliffs, with some beaches also present (south-eastern 
side of the southern tip; and in several locations along the western coastline). A number of abandoned dwellings 
are present, the majority of which have lost their roofing, but some of which are reasonably watertight and are 
used for agricultural storage.  

The island is used for livestock (sheep) grazing, with a number of field enclosures present, to either side of a 
central track. At the time of survey, 200 head of sheep were on the island; however, this has historically been 
up to 850 animals.  

1.3 Development Proposal 

The survey was undertaken to inform a planning application for the development of a wind farm on Faray (‘the 
Proposed Development’). 

2. Legislation, Policy and Guidelines  
An overview of relevant legislation, policy and guidance is provided below.  

2.1 Legislation 

Otter is protected as a European Protected Species (EPS) under the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 (as amended).  As such, it is an offence to deliberately or recklessly: 

➢ Capture, injure or kill an otter; 

➢ Harass an otter or group of otters; 

➢ Disturb an otter in a holt or any other structure or place it uses for shelter or protection; 

➢ Disturb an otter while it is rearing or otherwise caring for its young;  

➢ Obstruct access to a holt or other structure or place otters use for shelter or protection, or otherwise 
deny the animal use of that place;  

➢ Disturb an otter in a manner or in circumstances likely to significantly affect the local distribution or 
abundance of the species; and 

➢ Disturb an otter in a manner or in circumstances likely to impair its ability to survive, breed or reproduce, 
or rear or otherwise care for its young. 
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It is also an offence to: 

➢ Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of such an animal (whether or not deliberately or 
recklessly); and 

➢ Keep, transport, sell or exchange, or offer for sale or exchange any wild otter (or any part or derivative 
of one) obtained after 10 June 1994. 

It should be noted that otter shelters are legally protected whether an otter is present or not. 

Otter is included on the Scottish Biodiversity List (SBL), where it is listed for avoidance of negative impacts (The 
Scottish Government, 2013). Otter is also listed as a priority species in the Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan 
(LBAP) (Orkney’s Biodiversity Steering Group, 2018). 

2.2 Good Practice Ecological Guidance  

As part of the protected species survey, recognisance has been taken of the following best practice 
guidelines/survey method publications: 

➢ Competencies for Species Survey: Otter (CIEEM, 2018); and  

➢ Monitoring the Otter Lutra lutra (Chanin, 2003). 

3. Methods 

3.1 Desk Study 

The purpose of the desk study was to collect baseline information from the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) 
Atlas (NBN Atlas, 2019) and also a data request from Orkney Wildlife Information & Records Centre (OWIRC). 
This included any recent (i.e. within the last 10 years) records of otter within 5 km of the Site boundary. 

3.2 Field Survey 

The field survey of the whole island was undertaken on the 24th of August 2019, by Newton Harper, a suitably 
qualified field ecologist with over 25 years-worth of conservation and consultancy experience. A thorough search 
was undertaken of the coastal zone and up to 20m away from the shore, including a search of the field drains 
and short watercourse and their associated riparian zones . 
Throughout the survey, overhanging banks, cavities, bankside vegetation and riparian features, such as boulders 
and mud, were searched for the following signs of otter use: 

➢ Spraints – otter dung, which is used for marking territories, is often located on prominent features 
within the channel or on the bank (including weirs, bridges, rocks, tree roots, confluence of 
watercourses, etc.); and 

➢ Footprints – located in soft mud, silt or sand banks. 

Other potential evidence of otter presence was also searched for in the survey. The following signs, when 
interpreted in conjunction with spraints and footprints, can provide data to support an assessment of otter 
activity on a site. They cannot, however, be used in isolation to definitively indicate otter presence/absence: 

➢ Resting-up places – comprising couches (areas of flattened vegetation) or hovers (lay-up areas, 
including ledges under rocks or hollows under fallen trees or roots);  

➢ Potential holt sites – holes or dens; 

➢ Runs and trails – pathways from the water into dense cover or around bankside trees; 

➢ Slides – down banks as an entry to waterbodies; and 

➢ Feeding remains – e.g. remains of fish, birds and amphibians. 

[Redacted]
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3.2.1 Survey Limitations  

The otter survey was carried out according to current recommended guidelines and took place during dry and 
clear weather conditions. As such, there are considered to be no limitations to the survey results. 

4. Results 

4.1 Desk Study 

The desk study identified no existing records of otter from within the Site boundary,  
 

  

  

 
 

 

 
 
 

  

 
 

 
 

5. Discussions and Conclusions  
 

  

The island habitats were identified as generally unsuitable for holt creation  
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Figure 1: Otter Survey Results 



[Redacted]
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Target 
Note (TN) 

Grid Reference  Description 

10 352900 1036300 

 
Hover. Area under rocks used as a resting place, sprainting not fresh, indicating no 
recent use by otter 

 

 

 

 



 

4th Floor, Centrum House, 108-114 Dundas Street, Edinburgh EH3 5DQ   itpenergised.com 

 

 

 

ITPEnergised is a leading, international consultancy offering 
renewable energy, natural resources, environmental, engineering, 
technical advisory and asset management services for clients with 
onshore and offshore projects. 

 

 

Visit the ITPEnergised group offices in: 

Bristol, London, Edinburgh, Glasgow, New York, Buenos Aries, Lisbon, Madrid, Delhi, Beijing, Canberra, 
Auckland 

 

Sectors: 

Onshore Renewables & Storage | Offshore Marine Renewables | Oil & Gas 
Property & Urban Regeneration | Infrastructure | Industrial Manufacturing 

 

 

 

 

 



ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 

PROJECT - FARAY 

 APPENDIX 8.3 SEAL SURVEY 

 

Appendix 8.3 Seal Survey  

 



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY |  2021-01-26 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - 
FARAY 
Seal Survey  

  

Client: Orkney Islands Council 

Project/Proposal No: EDI_1678 

Version: 1.2 

Date: 2021-01-26 

 

  



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY |  2021-01-26 2 

Document Information 

Project Name: ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY 

Document Title: Seal Survey 

Client Name: Orkney Islands Council 

Client Contact: Sweyn Johnstone 

Client Address: School Place, Kirkwall, Orkney KW15 1NY 

Document Status: Final for Issue 

Author: M Berry 

Reviewed: A Taylor 

Approved: M Forup 

Date: 2021-01-26 

Version: 1.2 

Project/Proposal Number: EDI_1678 

ITPEnergised Office: 4th Floor, Centrum House, 108-114 Dundas Street, Edinburgh EH3 5DQ 

 

Revision History 

Version Date Authored Reviewed Approved Notes 

1.0 2020-12-16 MB AT MF Sign-off for issue 

1.1 2021-01-26 MB   Update after client comment 

1.2 2021-01-26 MB   Minor edits 

 

© Copyright 2021 ITPE. The concepts and information contained in this document are the property of Energised Environments Limited, 
ITPE Ltd and Xero Energy Limited, trading as ITPEnergised. Use or copying of this document in whole or in part without the written 
permission of ITPEnergised companies constitutes an infringement of copyright.  

Limitation: This document has been prepared solely for the use of the Client and any party with whom a warranty agreement has been 
executed, or an assignment has been agreed. No other parties may rely on the contents of this document without written approval 
from ITPEnergised for which a charge may be applicable. ITPEnergised accepts no responsibility or liability for the consequences of use 
of this document for any purpose other than that for which it was commissioned, nor the use of this document by any third party with 
whom an agreement has not been executed.  

The contents of this document are confidential to the intended recipient and may not be disclosed. This document may contain 
confidential information. If received in error, please delete it without making or distributing copies. Opinions and information that do 
not relate to the official business of Energised Environments Limited registered at 4th Floor, Centrum House, 108-114 Dundas Street, 
Edinburgh EH3 5DQ or ITPE Ltd., registered at St. Brandon’s House 29 Great George Street, Bristol BS1 5QT, or Xero Energy Limited, 
registered at 60 Elliot Street Glasgow, G3 8DZ trading as ITPEnergised, are not endorsed by the company or companies. 



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY |  2021-01-26 3 

Contents 
Document Information 2 

Contents 3 

Executive Summary 4 

1. Introduction 5 

1.1 Overview 5 

1.2 Site Description 5 

2. Legislation, Policy and Guidelines 5 

2.1 Legislation 5 

2.2 Policy Framework 5 

2.3 Good Practice Ecological Guidance 6 

3. Methods 7 

3.1 Ecological Desk Study 7 

3.2 Seal Survey 7 

4. Ecological Baseline 8 

4.1 Desk Study 8 

4.2 Seal Counts 10 

5. Discussion and Conclusions 12 

5.1 Grey Seal 12 

5.2 Common Seal 13 

6. References 13 

Figure 1: Nature Conservation Designations 15 

Figure 2: Seal Survey 17 

Annex A - Policy Framework 19 

Annex B – Site Photographs 21 

 

  



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY |  2021-01-26 4 

Executive Summary 
ITPEnergised was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake a seal survey of the isle of Faray, Orkney, 
as part of the baseline assessment for the proposed Faray Wind Farm project. The purpose of the survey was 
to identify seal use of the island’s coastline and identify any sensitive areas with regards to seal haul-out 
locations and works areas. 

The survey was conducted across the periods April-September 2019 and February-March 2020, when further 
survey was halted by the national Covid-19 lockdown. The seal pupping season (September-December) was 
avoided in order to prevent stress caused by surveyor presence. It is considered that sufficient data has been 
collected to establish a baseline for seal use of the shoreline haul-out resource. 

Seal use of the island’s shore was assessed and both locations and numbers recorded each month, with 
locations mapped to identify any particularly favoured areas. 

Of the seals observed, 1,480 animals were identified as grey seals, with only one common seal recorded. 

The northern and southern ends of the island appear to be the main haul-out locations, though records show 
that individual seals will use any exposed rock around the shore. Seal numbers increased in the run up to 
pupping season commencement, but then appeared to drop-off immediately prior to commencement, 
suggesting dispersal to favoured birthing locations. However, approximately half the animals recorded in 
August 2019 appeared to stay in the area, when surveyed in September. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

ITPEnergised was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake a seal survey of the isle of Faray, Orkney 
(hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’). The Site centres on Ordnance Survey Grid Reference HY 53058 36806 
and its location is shown on Figures 1 and 2.  

The purpose of the survey was to document the use of the Site by seal species, including grey seal 
(Halichoenus grypus) and common or harbour seal (Phoca vitulina), with the results intended inform a future 
planning application for a wind farm on the island. 

This report describes the survey methods used to record seal baseline information for the Site and presents 
the findings of the work. 

1.2 Site Description 

The Site is an uninhabited island located 1.5 km to the west of Eday (north-west of Fersness Bay) and south-
east of Westray, lying between the Sound of Faray to the east and Rapness Sound to the west. Used for 
livestock (sheep) grazing, the island is primarily comprised of grassland habitats, with several drainage 
ditches running across the island, in addition to a few small, unmodified burn channels rising from the wetter 
areas. A number of abandoned dwellings are present, the majority of which have lost their roofing, but some 
of which are reasonably watertight and are used for agricultural storage. An area of wetland surrounds the 
walled burial ground on the western side of the island, north of Lackquoy. 

The shoreline comprises primarily rocky exposures and cliffs, with some beaches also present, particularly 
Scammalin on the south-eastern side of the southern tip; and in several locations along the western coastline, 
such as the Bight of Sandbister (see Annex B. Site Photographs). Around Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) 
low tide conditions, a rocky causeway connects the northern tip of Faray to its nearest neighbour, the Holm 
of Faray. 

2. Legislation, Policy and Guidelines  

2.1 Legislation 

Full consideration has been given to the relevant nature conservation legislation when carrying out this 
assessment.  

As identified by NatureScot (2020a), the principal legislation protecting seals in Scottish waters is the Marine 
(Scotland) Act 2010; Scottish Ministers’ power to designate Seal Conservation Areas is also provided by this 
Act. Additionally, the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended) also prohibit 
certain methods of catching or killing seals; and The Protection of Seals (Designation of Haul-Out Sites) 
(Scotland) Order 2014 also applies. 

2.2 Policy Framework 

2.2.1 Planning Policy 

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014 (Scottish Government, 2014a) outlines the duty of planning authorities 
to further the conservation of biodiversity as defined in the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 and 
the SPP highlights that this should be reflected in the development plans.  

National Planning Framework 3 (Scottish Government, 2014b) recognises that “Stewardship of Scotland’s 
wildlife and biodiversity can make a significant contribution to sustainable economic growth”. The planning 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2010/5/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2010/5/contents
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/protected-areas-and-species/protected-areas/national-designations/other-national-designations
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/protected-areas-and-species/protected-species/legal-framework/habitats-directive-and-habitats-regulations
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2014/185/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2014/185/contents/made
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system has an important role to play in improving the environment, for example in all rural and island areas 
it should promote a pattern of development that is appropriate to the character of the particular rural area 
and the challenges it faces; encourage rural development that supports prosperous and sustainable 
communities and businesses whilst protecting and enhancing environmental quality; and support an 
integrated approach to coastal planning. 

The policies set out below are those relevant to nature conservation and include those from the Orkney Local 
Development Plan (LDP) (OIC, 2017a). 

In respect to the above, regard has been made to the following policies, which are summarised below and 
described in full in Annex A:  

➢ Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014 (Scottish Government, 2014a); 

➢ Planning Advice Note 60: Planning for Natural Heritage (Scottish Government, 2000); and 

➢ Orkney Local Development Plan (LDP); Sustainable Natural and Environment policies relevant to 
nature conservation: 

o Policy 1: Criteria for All Development 

o Policy 9: Natural Heritage and Landscape.   

o Policy 12: Coastal Development.  

2.2.2 Scottish Biodiversity List (SBL) 

Scottish Ministers created the SBL (Scottish Government, 2013) in 2005 to satisfy the requirements under 
Section 2(4) of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, and to assist public bodies in carrying out 
conservation of biodiversity, as well as to provide the general public with information regarding conservation 
within Scotland. The SBL comprises species and habitats listed using both scientific and social criteria. Only 
scientific criteria are considered relevant to this report. It should be noted of the two species, only the 
common seal is identified on the SBL. 

2.2.3 Local Biodiversity Reporting 

The Orkney Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) is a targeted action plan for the period 2018 – 2022 
(Orkney’s Biodiversity Steering Group, 2018) and follows the ecosystem approach of The Convention on 
Biological Diversity. The LBAP addresses biodiversity planning in Orkney through four themes: Greenspace; 
Farmland; Peatland; and, of relevance to this study, The marine environment.  

The stated broad action plan objectives for the marine environment are identified as:  

➢ Maintain the extent, distribution and connectivity of marine ecosystems and prevent deterioration;  

➢ Maintain and, where possible, improve the health of marine ecosystems; and 

➢ Involve local people in conservation actions and increase awareness and appreciation of marine 
ecosystems.  

Both the grey and common seal are recorded on the LBAP as “Species considered to be of conservation 
concern in Orkney”. 

2.3 Good Practice Ecological Guidance 

In producing the baseline report, cognisance has been taken of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Management (CIEEM) good practice guidelines and survey methods. Cognisance has also 
been taken to the CIEEM guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment (CIEEM, 2018).  
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3. Methods 

3.1 Ecological Desk Study 

An ecological desk study has been completed for the various technical reports supporting the wind farm 
application. The principal reporting of the non-avian desk study data is presented within the Extended Phase 
1 Habitat Survey and National Vegetation Classification report (ITPE, 2020); however, the relevant data is 
summarised here. 

Sites designated for terrestrial and marine ecological interests of international and national importance were 
identified for up to 10 km from Faray; and local-level designations were identified up to 2 km from the Site 
boundary. The Orkney Wildlife Information & Records Centre (OWIRC) was approached for existing records 
of protected or otherwise notable species (e.g. SBL/LBAP priority species) from within a 5 km distance of the 
Site boundary. Only records from within the last 10 years were considered relevant to the study.  In addition, 
data on seal populations was obtained through the reporting of the Special Committee on Seals (SCOS, 2018). 

 Data sources included the following organisations and online databases: 

➢ NBN Atlas (NBN Atlas, 2020); 

➢ Orkney Wildlife Information & Records Centre (OWIRC);  

➢ NatureScot (formerly Scottish Natural Heritage, SNH) SiteLink (NatureScot, 2020b); and 

➢ MAGIC: Nature on the Map (Magic, 2020). 

3.2 Seal Survey 

The seal survey programme comprised a series of monthly walk-overs around the coast of the island (April–
September 2019, inclusive; and February and March 2020). Surveys were conducted by suitably qualified 
and experienced ecologists: Newton Harper (a field ecologist with over 25 years-worth of conservation and 
consultancy experience), Allan Taylor ACIEEM (an ecologist with over 14 years of combined conservation and 
consultancy experience) and Andrew Upton MCIEEM (an Orkney-based ecologist with over 17 years of 
consultancy experience and a broad-ranging knowledge of the ecological interests of the islands). 

Survey was completed following the methodology described in Sparling et al. (2011). Surveys were 
completed within two hours either side of low tide, as requested by NatureScot and covered the zone from 
the island centre to 500 m offshore; the areas of Holm of Faray within the study area assessed using 
binoculars. Haul-out locations, species and numbers of seals present were recorded for each survey.  

Common and grey seals are differentiated primarily by shape of head and differences in their nostrils: the 
grey seal has a significantly longer snout, with the nostrils far apart; common seals are generally smaller, 
with shorter snouts and their nostrils located close together. 

3.2.1 Survey Limitations  

Key limitations relate to weather conditions and day length, grey seal breeding (i.e. pupping) and the onset 
of Covid-19 lockdown restrictions in March 2020.  

As the Site is an uninhabited island surrounded, for the most part, by a rocky shoreline, access was heavily 
reliant on suitable weather conditions. Difficulties in accessing the island to ensure arrival in good visibility, 
and the requirement to leave the Site before dark, made survey planning particularly challenging. On several 
occasions (December 2019 and January 2020), Site visits were delayed, due to extreme weather preventing 
safe access to the island.  

It was not always possible to undertake surveys during calm weather conditions, and it is possible that seals 
in the sea were overlooked on such occasions due to sea swell and waves. However, numbers of seals 
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recorded in the sea during calm surveys were extremely low (no seals were recorded >100m from shore for 
any of the surveys), and this potential limitation is therefore not considered to be significant. 

Every attempt to avoid hauled-out seals was undertaken during the surveys and binoculars were used to 
count seals from a distance. This methodology means it is possible that, in rocky areas, a small number of 
seals were not counted, due to their being hidden behind rocks and/or other seals (N.B. none of the rock 
formations are considered large enough to hide more than a few individual animals). 

Adult grey seals congregate on haul-outs in autumn to give birth, with births generally in October-November 
(The Mammal Society, 2020). ITPEnergised therefore made a commitment not to undertake surveys 
between mid-September and early December, in order to prevent any disturbance caused by surveyor 
presence at this sensitive time (disturbance can cause females to abandon new-born pups). Surveys 
recommenced in February 2020, before surveys were halted in late March due to the Covid-19 national 
lockdown. However, it is considered that there is sufficient data to indicate the level of seal use of the island’s 
shoreline and identify particularly favoured haul-out areas.  

4.  Ecological Baseline 

4.1 Desk Study 

4.1.1 Statutory Nature Conservation Designations 

Of the statutory designated areas within 10 km of Faray, four nature conservation designations, covering 
three areas, are relevant to seals and their foraging habitats (see Table 1, below, and Figure 1). 

Table 1: Statutory Nature Conservation Designations within 10 km of the Site 

Name  Designatio
n 

Distance and direction 
from Proposed 
Development 

Reason(s) for Designation 

Faray and Holm 
of Faray 

SAC Partly overlaps with Site Species: Grey seal  

SSSI Partly overlaps with Site Species: Grey seal 

Wyre and 
Rousay 
Sounds* 

MPA 6.3 km SW Habitats: Kelp and seaweed communities 
on sublittoral sediment and 
maerl beds 

Muckle and 
Little Green 
Holm 

SSSI 7.8 km S Species: Grey seal 

*while not designated for seal presence, this area may provide foraging habitat and is therefore included. 

The Faray and Holm of Faray SAC designation covers the shoreline of Faray, the western wetland area 
surrounding the chapel site and walled burial ground; part of the northern island, north of Quoy; and the 
entire landmass of the Holm of Faray. The designated area also extends out into open water, approximately 
300-500 m from the MLWS line. The SAC’s feature condition was recorded as “favourable” during the last 
site condition assessment in 2014 (Scotland’s Environment, 2020).   

4.1.2 Designated Haul-out Sites 

Fifteen designated haul-out sites are present within 10 m of the Site. Of these, Rusk Holm and South Westray 
are within relatively close proximity to Faray and the Holm of Faray (see Table 2, below and Figure 1). 
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Table 2: Designated Seal Haul-outs within 10 km of the Site 

Haul-out Distance and direction 
from Proposed 
Development 

Rusk Holm c.0.92 km W 

South Westray c.1.65 km N 

Seal Skerry c.3.39 km S 

Calf of Eday c.3.40 km E 

Skerry of Waistbist c.5.10 km S 

Egilsay North c.5.63 km S-W 

Holms of Spurness c.7.29 km S-E 

Muckle Green Holm c.7.68 km S 

South-East Egilsay c.7.44 km S-W 

Holm of Scockness c.7.70 km S-W 

Little Linga c.8.36 km S-E 

Spo Ness to Ness of Brough (Westray) c.8.37 km N-W 

Little Green Holm c.8.85 km S 

Sty Taing c.9.50 km S-E 

Holm of Huip c.9.65 km S-E 

4.1.3 Non-statutory Nature Conservation Designations 

There are no relevant locally designated sites within 2 km of the site boundary. 

4.1.4 Terrestrial/Marine Animals 

A check of publicly available data indicates four seal records within 10 km of the site and for the last 10 years. 
All four records are from 2012: one record of a common seal near Braeswick, Sanday, c. 7.6 km east; and 
three records for grey seals: Point of Geldibist, Rapness, Westray, c.2.6 km north-west; Bay of Stove, Sanday, 
c.4.5 km east; and just south of Braeswick, Sanday, c.6.6 km east. 

Data from OWIRC identified two records each for both species on the west of Westray, in 2016: two common 
seals on the edge of Mae Sand, c.9.4 km north-west; and two grey seals on the other side of Berst Ness, c.10 
km north-west. 

Additionally, a further eleven animal species of conservation concern were identified by OWIRC within the 
search area and dates: ten cetacean species and otter; see ITPE (2020) for further details). Otter has also 
been identified as present on Faray (ITPE, 2019).  

The Orkney seal populations are surveyed on a regular basis as part of a commitment under the Marine 
(Scotland) Act 2010. Indications in 2012 were of a general decline in both species since 2010 (Duck and Morris, 
2013), but data from the Special Committee on Seals (SCOS) suggests the situation of decline has since been 
reversed to an increase (SCOS, 2018).  

SCOS (2018) included data for the grey seal population for 2016. Due to movements, i.e. dispersal of the grey 
seal population throughout the year, population counts were based on pup production. Orkney pup 
production since 2000 is noted as relatively stable, but low, in comparison to the rest of the UK (+0.2% 
increase since 2014). However, this represents c.43.6% of the Scottish population (36.7% of the UK total) for 
2016 (SCOS, 2018). The Orkney seal population is significant on a UK scale; the UK grey seal population was 
estimated at 150,000, therefore the Orkney population would be estimated at c. 23,854 for 2016. 



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - FARAY |  2021-01-26 10 

In addition to the above, the common seal is also recorded as present across the Orkneys, with the vast 
majority of the 2016 count for North Coast Scotland and Orkney (a total of 1,349 animals) being made on 
haul-outs around the islands (SCOS, 2018). Telemetry is increasingly being used to track animals and this 
data is now being combined with haul-out counts to improve the accuracy of UK population estimates 
(Russell et al., 2017).The UK population appears to have increased, with the 2016 numbers almost back to 
the levels recorded in the 1990s (SCOS, 2018). 

Data for August 2019 indicate a bias in grey seal population to the east of the Orkney archipelago, with higher 
numbers recorded to the east of the mainland (particularly Deerness and Copinsay) and around Stronsay, 
Sanday, North Ronaldsay and also Faray. The census indicates 101-250 individuals on the Muckle Skerry area, 
with 50-101 animals at the western approach of Lavey Sound on the Holm of Faray (Dr Caroline Carter, 
Marine Ecology Advisor: Sustainable Coasts and Seas, NatureScot, pers. comm.). 

4.2 Seal Counts 

Haul-out locations were mapped on each site visit and seal numbers recorded (see Tables 3 and 4, below, 
and Figure 2). The haul-out locations are identified by site or the closest coastal feature (from north to south 
of Faray). While grey seals are distributed around the coast, numbers were particularly high on the southern 
tip of the Holm of Faray and the northern tip of Faray itself, with another favoured area being Muckle Skerry 
on the south-west coast. The east side of the island also supported higher grey seal numbers by comparison 
to the western side. A total of 1,461 grey seals were recorded across the survey period. Only a single common 
seal was recorded, in June 2019, and this observation was made in the Scammalin bay area in the southeast 
of the island. 

Seals were also recorded on the land above the shore of the northern point of the island, apparently using 
the shelter afforded by the stone walling while moulting (February 2020 survey). 

Table 3: Locational Grey Seal Count Records 

Location Apr 19 May 19 Jun 19 Jul 19 Aug 19 Sep 19 Feb 20 Mar 20 

Holm of Faray 

Tystie Geo 12 >50       

Southern tip 4 35 64  14 3  31 

Swannies 
Geo 

  52      

Whelky Geo   43  68 28   

Faray: West 

North-
western tip/ 
Lavey Sound 

1  11 16  39 45 1 

Skibbie Geo  2       

Bercastle 
Geo 

  2   2   

Broad/Long 
Sandy Geo 

  3      

Feud Geo 2 1 6      

Geo of 
Lackquoy 

 1   1 1   

Blue Geo  2 2     1 
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Location Apr 19 May 19 Jun 19 Jul 19 Aug 19 Sep 19 Feb 20 Mar 20 

Well Geo 1 4       

Muckle 
Skerry 

 1 29 81 39 10   

Little Skerry      14  1 

Faray: East 

North-
eastern tip 

 1 4  162 71 55 35 
 

Muller Geo   8 91  23 2  

Surrie Geo  6 13   1 1  

Ronaldsay 
Geo 

17 24    3   

Cleads Geo 6        

Djubi Geo     27    

Ringie Geo  2     1  

Geo of the 
Nev 

     1   

Gangstaithe
s 

 3 11 1  2 1 1 

Torhellia 
Geo 

       2 

Ness  6 2  26 2 1  

Scammalin  21 4   3 1 3 

Ware Geo         

Axni Geo     69 24   

Point of 
Scaraber 

       1 

Total 43 159 254 189 406 227 107 76 

 

Table 4: Locational Common Seal Count Records 

Location Apr 19 May 19 Jun 19 Jul 19 Aug 19 Sep 19 Feb 20 20Mar 
20 

Faray: East         

Scammalin   1      

Total 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Of additional interest is the number of grey seals observed using Rusk Holm, c.1.4 km to the west of Faray, 
in the early part of 2020: several hundred (no estimate made) were observed in February, 298 on 20 March 
and 158 on 21 March, present for their annual moulting. However, no other surveys took note of this area, 
due to its location outwith the study area for this survey. Large numbers were also observed hauled-out on 
Muckle Green Holm, south of Eday, and c.8 km south of Faray, when the surveyor was in transit for the 
February survey (see 5.1.2, below).  
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5. Discussion and Conclusions 

5.1 Grey Seal 

The grey seal is an Annex II European Protected Species (EPS), protected under the Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2017, Schedule 4 (restrictions to methods to control). It also comes under the 
Conservation of Seals Act 1970, which was extended by the Conservation of Seals (Scotland) Order 2002 and 
the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010. Additionally, this species is listed on the LBAP (Orkney’s Biodiversity Steering 
Group, 2018). With the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC covering the shoreline and northern tip of Faray, this 
species receives particular protection, which requires consideration in the wind farm development proposals, 
both in terms of the developable area and the potential for disturbance of the seal population. 

The survey results indicate a general use of much of the island’s shoreline by grey seals and this use extends 
year-round. However, observations appear to indicate both a locational preference and a seasonal influx to 
these preferred areas ahead of the pupping season, before an apparent dispersal to their favoured birthing 
locations. 

Seals were recorded all around the coastline, with animals apparently present on any suitable haul-out 
surface.  

Recorded numbers appear to indicate an overall preference for the more sheltered east coast, though this 
is most apparent in August and September. There is also a difference in the use of the northern and southern 
extents of Faray, which appear to be particularly favoured by this species in the run-up to the pupping season 
(July-September, inclusive), with the highest numbers congregating on the shorelines between Faray and the 
Holm of Faray in August and similarly for the southern part of Faray from late July to August (both Muckle 
and Little Skerry and the wider Scammalin bay area). For both areas, the overall numbers dropped in 
September, with the inference that many of the seals then moved on elsewhere to give birth. Because the 
survey programme did not extend from late September to November/December to avoid unnecessary 
disturbance, it is not possible to determine how many use Faray for pupping and precisely which areas are 
used; however, approximately 50% the animals recorded in August 2019 appeared to stay in the area for 
September. Notably, seal numbers appear significantly lower in late winter and into early spring, as seals 
move to low-lying islands such as Rusk Holm and also Muckle Green Holm and Little Green Holm (both south 
of Eday) to moult (consistent with the observation of the surveyor in February, noted above).  

Notably, the bay to either side of the jetty is apparently used by seals in May and June, but these numbers 
are significantly lower than identified at the northern end of the island/Holm of Faray for the same period 
(i.e. 17 and 18 for May and June, respectively, versus >85 and 160 for the Lavey Sound area, respectively). A 
similar bias to the north of the island exists for August, with 71 animals recorded in the Scammalin area (all 
but two on the southern tip) and 244 in the northern Lavey sound area. 

It should be noted that daily variance in seal numbers can occur, as indicated by the two March 2020 records 
obtained from surveys conducted on consecutive days. This variability demonstrates the difficulties of 
population survey: presence on the haul-out will depend on tidal state and will also vary depending upon 
the behaviour of individual animals. Data derived from this type of survey therefore provides an estimate of 
presence, rather than definitive numbers. 

The practicalities of working around weather conditions and day length will influence the programming of 
construction activities, particularly in respect of safe access to the island and the practical length of a working 
day. However, a commitment has already been made to programme construction works outwith the 
breeding period of mid-September to December, meaning that the seals will be left undisturbed during their 
most sensitive time.  
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5.2 Common Seal 

The common seal is listed on the SBL as being a species of Scottish national importance and is included on 
the LBAP as a species of conservation concern in Orkney (Orkney’s Biodiversity Steering Group, 2018).  

Only one common seal was recorded in the survey programme; this observation was also outwith the run-
up to the pupping season. While this seal species is present in the area, it indicates that Faray is unlikely to 
be of any particular importance to them. No further specific consideration is deemed to be required for this 
species, as they will be covered by measures applied to protect grey seals present in the area. 
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Figure 1: Nature Conservation Designations 
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Figure 2: Seal Survey 
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Annex A - Policy Framework 
Scottish Planning Policy 

The Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Scottish Government, 2014) superseded National Planning Policy 
Guideline (NPPG) 14 (Natural Environment) and forms the basis for planning system decisions with respect 
to conserving and enhancing the natural environment. 

Under ‘Landscape and Natural Heritage’, the SPP sets out, in addition to other points, how planning 
authorities should take a strategic, broader approach to landscape and natural heritage than just conserving 
designated or protected sites and species, by taking into account ecosystems and natural processes in the 
area. 

In addition to the above, the SPP also outlines how planning authorities should place emphasis on the 
prevention of ‘…further habitat fragmentation or isolation of habitats and identify opportunities to restore 
links which have been broke’ and ‘seek benefits for species and habitats from new development including the 
restoration of degraded habitats’. 

With regards to International Designations, the SPP states that areas classed as ‘Special Protection Areas 
(SPA) under the Birds Directive or areas classed as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) under the Habitats 
Directive form part of the Natura 2000 Network and therefore any development that is likely to have a 
significant effect on a Natura 2000 site and is not directly connected with or necessary to the conservation 
management of that site will be subject to an appropriate assessment by the planning authority of the 
implications for the site’s conservation objectives’. The SPP further states that ‘…development which could 
have a significant effect on a Natura site will only be permitted where (a) an appropriate assessment has 
demonstrated no adverse effect on the integrity of the site, (b) no alternative solutions and (c) there are 
imperative reasons of overriding public interest’. 

Furthermore, the SPP also outlines how that any “development plan affecting a Natura site where a priority 
habitat or species as defined in Article 1 of the Habitats Directive will be affected prior consultation with the 
European Commission via Scottish Ministers will be required”. The SPP also notes that Ramsar sites are also 
subject to the above consideration. 

In relation to National Designations, such as SSSI or NNR, the SPP outlines that “development that affects a 
SSSI or NNR should only be permitted where (a) it will not adversely affect the integrity of the area or qualities 
for which it has been designated or (b) any such adverse effects are clearly outweighed by social, 
environmental or economic benefits of national importance”. 

Local Designations, such as LNR, can complement both international and national designations and in 
combination protect, “…enhance and encourage the enjoyment and understanding of locally important 
landscapes and natural heritage”. The SPP sets out how such local designations should be clearly identified 
and protected through development plans and the reasons for designation taken into account when 
developing development plans. 

With regards to protected species, the SPP outlines that ‘…although the presence of legally protected species 
is an important consideration in planning decision, they are not necessarily an absolute block on development 
with mitigation often needed. If protected species are on site or are likely to be affected by a proposed 
development their presence must be established and the requirements of the species factored in to the 
planning and design of the development along with any likely impact fully considered prior to the 
determination of the planning application’. 

The SPP concludes by stating that, “…planning permission must not be granted for a development that would 
be likely to have an adverse effect on a European Protected species unless the planning authority is satisfied 
that there is no satisfactory alternative and the development is required for preserving public or public safety 
or for other imperative reasons overriding public interest (including social, economic and beneficial for the 
environment)”. 
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Planning Advice Notes (PANs) 60 and 44 

National planning policy on landscape and natural heritage is supported by Planning Advice Note (PAN) 60 
Planning for Natural Heritage, together with the SSP and PAN 44 Fitting New Housing Development into the 
Landscape; the key elements of these policies include: 

➢ Taking a broader approach to landscape and natural heritage than just conserving designated or 
protected sites and species, taking into account ecosystems and natural processes; 

➢ Facilitating positive landscape change whilst maintaining and enhancing distinctive character; 

➢ Seeking benefits for species and habitats from new development including the restoration of 
degraded habitats; 

➢ Siting and design of development should be informed by local landscape character; 

➢ Encouraging connectivity between habitats, through green networks; 

➢ Protecting internationally and nationally designated habitats and species; and 

➢ Protecting and enhancing woodland and trees of high nature conservation value. 

Local Planning Policy 

The Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 legislated a variety of reforms to the Scottish planning system. With 
respect to development planning, this legislation paved the way to replace Structure Plans with new Strategic 
Development Plans for four city region areas (Edinburgh, Glasgow, Dundee and Aberdeen). However, 
although there is no requirement for planning authorities outside of these four city regions to prepare 
strategic development plans, there is a requirement for all planning authorities to prepare Local 
Development Plans for their individual areas, which effectively replace the old Local Plans. 

Local Development Plan 

The Orkney Local Development Plan (LDP) ‘sets out a vision and spatial strategy for the development of land 

in Orkney over the next ten to twenty years. The Plan contains the land use planning policies which Orkney 

Islands Council will use for determining applications’ (OIC, 2017a). 

The following policies from the LDP are of relevance to the Site.   

➢ Policy 1: Criteria for All Development. “The purpose of this overarching policy is to set out the key 
guiding principles that will be a consideration in the assessment of all planning applications.” 

➢ Policy 9: Natural Heritage and Landscape. “This policy seeks to protect Orkney’s natural environment 
from the detrimental effects of development, ensuring the conservation of this rich natural heritage 
for the benefit of future generations. Steps must be taken to minimise the impacts of a development 
on natural heritage sites and protected species during the construction, lifetime and 
decommissioning of any development. Where the impacts of a development on either a nationally 
or internationally designated natural heritage site or a protected species are uncertain, but there is 
sound evidence that significant irreversible damage could occur, a precautionary approach will 
always apply.” 

➢ Policy 12: Coastal Development. “The Plan supports an integrated approach to terrestrial and 
marine planning and the Pentland Firth and Orkney Waters Pilot Marine Spatial Plan, and any 
subsequent Regional Marine Plan, which will form part of the statutory marine planning regime 
under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, will be adopted as Planning Policy Advice. The Plan promotes 
the settlements as the focus of development requiring a coastal location and specific industrial and 
business allocations have been designated in close proximity to Orkney’s three largest ports (Hatston, 
Copland’s Dock and Lyness). In line with other policies in the Plan, there must be a specific locational 
requirement for any proposal outwith the settlements and it must be demonstrated that any 
environmental impacts can be satisfactorily addressed.” 
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Annex B – Site Photographs 

 
Rocky shoreline, west coast 

 
Rocky shoreline, Gangstaiths, east coast (view north-east towards Eday) 
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Unidentified Geo (west coast) 

 
Long Sand Geo (west coast) 
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Holm of Faray from north shore of Faray 

 
Northern tip of Faray, with causeway to Holm of Faray revealed by a (MLWS) low tide 
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Scammalin and the south-eastern tip of Faray 

 
Bight of Sandbister (view north) 
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Scammalin from the jetty (view south) 
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Summary 
Following the results of ongoing ecology and ornithology surveys undertaken between April and July 2019, 
ITPEnergised (ITPE) was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake active season surveys for bats 
(Chiroptera spp.) at the proposed wind farm development on the island of Faray. 

 
  

A field survey programme was undertaken in August 2019, during which dusk and dawn walked transects 
were completed between north and south vantage points on two consecutive survey nights.  The transect 
route passed the majority of structures with bat roost potential and the vantage points overlooked the 
structures.  This enabled the surveyors to observe any bats emerging from, or re-entering, potential roost 
features as well as recording general foraging and commuting behaviour. 

No bats were seen or heard during a total of 22 hours (11 hours with two observers) of survey. 

The transect survey results, combined with the findings of the desk study, indicate that there are no roosting 
bats present on Faray and, as such, the Proposed Development is unlikely to have significant impacts on bat 
species.  

 

 

  

[Redacted]
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

Following the results of ongoing ecology and ornithology surveys undertaken between April and July 2019, 
ITPEnergised (ITPE) was appointed by Orkney Islands Council to undertake active season bat surveys for the 
proposed wind farm development (’the Proposed Development’) on the island of Faray, located 1.5 km west 
of Eday and 2.5 km southeast of Westray (hereafter referred to as ‘the Site’). The Site has central Ordnance 
Survey Grid Reference HY 52995 36846.  The surveys were conducted to confirm presence or absence of bats 
within the development boundary as shown on Figure 1. 

1.2 Site Description  

The Site is an uninhabited island located 1.5 km to the west of Eday (north-west of Fersness Bay) and south-
east of Westray, lying between the Sound of Faray to the east and Rapness Sound to the west. Several 
drainage ditches run across the island, in addition to a few small, unmodified burn channels rising from the 
wetter areas. The shoreline comprises primarily rocky exposures and cliffs, with some beaches also present 
(south-eastern side of the southern tip; and in several locations along the western coastline). A number of 
abandoned dwellings are present, the majority of which have lost their roofing, but some of which are 
reasonably watertight and are used for agricultural storage.  

The island is used for livestock (sheep) grazing, with a number of field enclosures present, to either side of a 
central track. At the time of survey, 200 head of sheep were on the island; however, this has historically been 
up to 850 animals.  

1.3 Development Proposal 

The bat surveys were undertaken to inform a planning application for the development of a wind farm on 
Faray (‘the Proposed Development’). 

1.4 Background  

An extended Phase 1 habitat survey and Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA) carried out on 31st of May 
2019 (ITPE, 2019) identified a number of structures on the island in different states of disrepair, varying from 
an old school house used for storage to collapsed former houses and farm buildings; their locations are 
shown on Figure 8.4.1.   

 
 
 

  
 

2. Legislation and Guidelines  
An overview of relevant legislation and guidance is provided below.  

2.1 Legislation 

Relevant legislation and guidance documents have been reviewed and taken into account as part of this 
ecological assessment, as referenced in this report (a full description of pertinent nature conservation 
legislation is presented below).  

[Redacted]
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2.1.1 Generally applicable legislation 

2.1.1.1 The Habitats Regulations 

In Scotland, the Habitats Directive is translated into specific legal obligations by the Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended). This piece of legislation is usually known as the Habitats 
Regulations. The Habitats Regulations cover the requirements for: 

➢ Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and SPAs, which are sites that are important for threatened 
habitats and species on a European level; making a network of sites designated together and known 
collectively as the Natura2000 network; 

➢ Species requiring strict protection – i.e. species protected as ‘European Protected Species’ under 
the Conservation (Natural Habitat &c) Regulations 1994 (as amended); and 

➢ Other aspects of the Habitats Directive including the management, surveillance and reporting for 
sites in order to ensure the favourable status of species and habitats are maintained. 

The Habitats Regulations have been most recently amended in 2012. 

2.1.1.2 The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)  

The CBD was adopted at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in June 1992, and came into force in 
December 1993. It was the first global treaty to provide a legal framework for biodiversity conservation. The 
treaty has three primary goals: 

➢ The conservation of biological diversity; 

➢ The sustainable use of its components; and 

➢ The fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the use of genetic resources.  

Signatories are required to create and enforce national strategies and action plans to conserve, protect and 
enhance biological diversity.  

The UK Government ratified the convention and published the UKBAP in 1994 and to compliment the UKBAP, 
separate biodiversity strategies for each of the devolved governments have been subsequently developed, 
including the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy, launched in 2004. 

2.1.2 Bat-specific legislation 

All bat species within Scotland are fully protected, primarily through their status as European Protected 
Species under the Conservation (Natural Habitat &c) Regulations 1994 (as amended), which transposes the 
Habitats Directive into domestic law. They are also protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(as amended) and The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004. It is an offence to intentionally or recklessly: 

➢ Capture, injure or kill a wild bat; 

➢ Harass a wild bat or group of bats; 

➢ Disturb a wild bat in a roost (any structure or place it uses for shelter or protection); 

➢ Disturb a wild bat while it is rearing or otherwise caring for its young (this would be a 'maternity' 
roost);  

➢ Obstruct access to a bat roost or to otherwise deny the animal use of the roost;  

➢ Disturb such a wild bat in a manner that is, or in circumstances which are, likely to significantly affect 
the local distribution or abundance of that species; and 

➢ To disturb a wild bat in a manner that is, or in circumstances which are, likely to impair its ability to 
survive, breed or reproduce, or rear or otherwise care for its young. 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1994/2716/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1994/2716/contents/made
file://///itp-fsrv/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/protected-areas/international-designations/natura-sites
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It is also an offence to: 

➢ Damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of such an animal (whether or not deliberately 

or recklessly); and to 

➢ Keep, transport, sell or exchange, or offer for sale or exchange any wild bat (or any part or derivative 

of one) obtained after 10 June 1994.  

2.2 Biodiversity Priorities 

Scottish Ministers created the Scottish Biodiversity List (SBL) (Scottish Government, 2013) to satisfy the 
requirements under Section 2(4) of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, assist public bodies in 
carrying out conservation of biodiversity, as well as to provide the general public with information regarding 
conservation within Scotland. The SBL comprises species and habitats listed using both scientific and social 
criteria. All nine bat species found breeding in Scotland are included on the SBL as species identified for 
conservation. 

 
 
 

 

2.3 Good Practice Ecological Guidance  

As part of the protected species survey, recognisance has been taken of the best practice guidelines/survey 
method publication Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 2016). 

3. Methods 

3.1 Desk Study 

As part of the Phase 1 Habitat survey a desk study was undertaken to collect baseline information from the 
National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Atlas (NBN Atlas, 2019) and also included a data request from Orkney 
Wildlife Information & Records Centre (OWIRC).  

 

3.2 Field Survey 

Following the results of the PRA, bat activity surveys were conducted on the nights of 26 and 27 August 2019, 
with both dusk and dawn transect surveys conducted each night. Surveys were conducted by suitably 
qualified and experienced ecologists: Allan Taylor ACIEEM (an ecologist with over 14 years of combined 
conservation and consultancy experience) and Newton Harper (a field ecologist with over 25 years-worth of 
conservation and consultancy experience).The transect surveys were undertaken in the centre of the island 
during the storm petrel surveys (see separate survey report). The transect route passed by the majority of 
structures on the island which were identified as having potential for use by roosting bats. A vantage point 
location at the north and south end of the transect route enabled the surveyors to observe any bats emerging 
from, or re-entering suitable roost features. 

Transect surveys were conducted at dusk and dawn, with surveyors watching and listening for bats emerging 
or returning to roosts and/or foraging over the island. Recommended timings under Bat Conservation Trust 
(BCT) guidelines were adhered to and surveys were undertaken in accordance with the BCT survey guidelines 
(Collins, 2016). 

The route of the transect, including start/end points, is shown on Figure 1 and the dates and times of each 
survey and survey conditions are summarised in Table 1. Dusk transects began 15 minutes before sunset and 

[R
ed
act
ed]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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continued for two and a half hours after sunset. Dawn transects began two and a half hours before sunrise 
and concluded at 15 minutes after sunrise. During the surveys, surveyors noted any bat passes or potential 
roosting behaviour. The surveys were recorded using Batbox Duet Frequency Division detectors and Tascam 
DR-07 recorders. 

Table 1: Bat survey details 

Date Survey 
Type 

Sunset / 
sunrise time 

Start 
time 

End 
time 

Temp(oC) Precipitation Wind (F) 

26/08/2019 Dusk 
transect 

20.30 20.15 23.00 11 Nil 0 

27/08/2019 Dawn 
transect 

05.58 03.28 06.13 12 Nil 2 

27/08/2019 Dusk 
transect 

20.27 20.12 22.57 13 Nil 3 

28/08/2019 Dawn 
transect 

06.01 03.31 06.16 14 Nil 3 

3.2.1 Survey Limitations 

The bat surveys were limited by overnight access to the island, with the activity surveys being combined with 
a storm petrel survey. While each of the actual individual surveys were carried out according to current 
recommended guidelines, and took place during appropriate weather conditions, the effort was limited to 
one season, i.e. summer, rather than one visit per season (spring, summer and autumn), as would normally 
be the case . It should also be noted that a dusk to dawn 
survey, i.e. conducted within the same period of night, is considered to comprise a single site visit: each 
location was therefore subjected to two surveys. 

Due to the relative isolation of the island, habitat connectivity is highly fragmented, with the closest major 
landmass, Westray, over 500m to the north and the Orkney mainland,  

 These distances are significant, especially when considering expanses of open 
water of over 5.5 km wide would have to be crossed from any stepping-off point from the Orkney mainland, 
even when using islands in between as “stepping stones”.  

The guidelines (Collins, 2016; explanatory note “a” to Table 8.3) allow for professional judgement to be 
applied in determining an appropriate level of survey effort for a low suitability site. When considering the 
resources available to bats and habitat connectivity to known roosts on the main island, the survey effort, 
comprising two consecutive overnight surveys, is therefore considered sufficient for determining 
presence/absence of bats on the island. 

4. Ecological Baseline  

4.1 Desk Study 

 
 
 
 
 

. 

no records of bats were identified within the Site or 
a wider 10 km search area. 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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4.2 Field Survey 

A total of 22 hours of bat activity surveys were undertaken during suitable conditions for bat activity (still, 
dry and warm). No bats seen or recorded during the survey.  

5. Discussion and Conclusions  
No bats were seen or heard during any of the transect surveys. With weather conditions at dawn and dusk 
being ideal for bats to be active (foraging, commuting and/or roosting), had bats been present, then they 
would have been detected or observed.  

These results, combined with the results of the desk study, indicate that there are no roosting bats present 
on Faray. With limited foraging and roosting resources available, bat residence on Faray is considered highly 
unlikely and, as such, the Proposed Development is unlikely to have any significant impacts on bat species.  
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Figure 1: Bat Transect Route  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

ITPEnergised (ITPE) was appointed by Orkney Islands Council (OIC) to undertake a ‘shadow’ Habitat 
Regulations Appraisal (HRA) of the proposed Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project - Faray (the ‘Proposed 
Development’) on the island of Faray (hereafter referred to as ‘the Site’), located in Orkney between the 
islands of Westray and Eday, and with central Ordnance Survey grid reference: HY531367. 

The work was commissioned following a scoping opinion provided by NatureScot on 15th May 2019. 
NatureScot advised that the most significant natural heritage interests likely to be affected by the proposal 
are grey seals (Halichoenus grypus) belonging to the Faray & Holm of Faray Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) population and harbour seals (Phoca vitulina) of the Sanday SAC population, and HRA would therefore 
be required. However, it was pointed out that NatureScot do not anticipate any effects on seals that cannot 
be avoided or mitigated. They noted that the applicant’s commitment to undertake construction work 
outwith the grey seal breeding season will be particularly important in avoiding any adverse effect on the 
Faray & Holm of Faray SAC.  

The Proposed Development overlaps with the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC and is located 10.7km west of 
the Sanday SAC (see Figure 1). 

This document draws upon information provided within the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report 
(EIAR) for the Proposed Development (ITPEnergised, 2021) and is based on project information available at 
the time of writing.   

1.2 Habitats Regulations Appraisal  

HRA relates to the network of nature conservation designations, the so-called UK site network comprising 
SACs and Special Protection Areas (SPAs). The purpose of the HRA is to assess whether a proposal has the 
potential to result in adverse effects on the integrity of a European site. A HRA is formally carried out by the 
competent authority; however, it typically falls on the developer to submit sufficient scientific evidence to 
enable the authority to complete the HRA, and this evidence is submitted in the form of a ‘shadow’ HRA.  

1.2.1 Legislative Background 

The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended) (“The Habitats Regulations”) 
provides legal protection for habitats and species of national importance. Regulations 7 to 9D provide the 
legislative means to protect habitats and species through the establishment and conservation of the UK site 
network of special areas of importance for nature conservation that is composed of sites hosting rare and 
vulnerable habitats and species. This network is designed to enable the natural habitat types and the species' 
habitats concerned to be maintained or, where appropriate, restored at a favourable conservation status in 
their natural range. 

The UK has designated a number of sites of nature conservation importance which form part of the UK site 
network. The UK site network comprises SACs and SPAs designated under the Council Directive 92/43/EEC 
on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (also known as the ‘Habitats Directive’) 
and the Council Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds, codified version, (also known as 
the ‘Birds Directive’) before 11pm on 31 January 2020 (“Exit Day”) and under the Habitats Regulations for 
designations after Exit Day. In addition, as clarified by paragraphs 207 to 211 of the Scottish Planning Policy 
2014, candidate SACs and proposed SPAs (i.e. sites which have been approved by Scottish Ministers for 
formal consultation but which have not yet been designated) are treated as if they had been fully designated. 
In addition, wetlands of international importance designated under the Ramsar Convention (Ramsar 
wetlands) are also treated as designated UK network sites and are therefore also considered in HRAs.  

The procedures that must be followed when considering developments affecting European sites are set out 
in Regulations 7 to 9D of the Habitats Regulations.  
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Regulation 48 sets out the decision-making tests for plans and projects likely to have a significant effect on 
or to adversely affect the integrity of European sites. Regulation 48(1) establishes the requirement for 
Appropriate Assessment (AA): 

“(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or give any consent, permission or other 
authorisation for, a plan or project which– 

(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site in Great Britain or a European offshore marine site 
(either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), and 

(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site, 

shall make an appropriate assessment of the implications for the site in view of that site's conservation 
objectives.”  

The methodology followed in this report, to inform the Regulation 48 assessments has had regard to the 
following guidance and legislation: 

➢ Guidance: 

o SNH (2018). Natura sites and the Habitats Regulations: How to consider proposals affecting 
SACs and SPAs in Scotland. The essential quick guide. 

➢ Legislation: 

o The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended). 

1.2.2 Overview of Appropriate Assessment Stages 

An HRA is a process to determine Likely Significant Effect (LSE) through Stage 1 screening and (where such 
likely effects are identified) assess whether there are adverse impacts on the integrity of a Natura Site by 
means of an Appropriate Assessment (AA) (Stage 2). 

The threshold for LSE is treated in the screening exercise as being above a trivial or ‘de minimis’ level. A de 
minimis effect is a level of risk that is too small to be concerned with, when considering the ecological 
requirements of an Annex I habitat or a population of Annex I (bird) or Annex II (non-avian) species present 
in a European site that are necessary to ensure their favourable conservation status. If low level effects on 
habitats or individuals of species are judged to be of this order of magnitude, and that judgment has been 
made in the absence of reasonable scientific doubt, then those effects are not considered to be significant. 

Based on the outcome of the AA, the Competent Authority shall agree to a plan or project only after having 
ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site concerned. 

The European Commission (2018) states that the ‘integrity of the site’ can be usefully defined as the coherent 
sum of the site’s ecological structure, function and ecological processes, across its whole area, which enables 
it to sustain the habitats, complex of habitats and/or populations of species for which the site is designated. 
They go on to state the following:  

“The integrity of the site involves its constitutive characteristics and ecological functions. The decision as to 
whether it is adversely affected should focus on and be limited to the habitats and species for which the site 
has been designated and the site’s conservation objectives.” 

When considering the ‘integrity of the site’, it is therefore important to consider a range of factors, including 
the possibility of effects materialising in the short, medium and long-term. 

In its judgement (May 2018) of Case C-323/17 (“People Over Wind”) the European Court of Justice affirms 
that ecological mitigation measures cannot be considered during Stage 1, and the European Commission 
(2018) therefore now considers that mitigation measures must be directly linked to the likely impacts that 
have been identified in Stage 2; they can, therefore, only be defined once these impacts have been described 
and assessed by the competent authority through an AA. However, some mitigation may be so embedded 
in a proposal that assessment cannot meaningfully be done in the absence of the mitigation; this notably 
includes design of a scheme which will often have evolved through consideration of environmental 
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constraints. NatureScot interprets the judgement as meaning that it is those measures specifically intended 
to avoid or reduce harmful effects (i.e. post design) to a European site which cannot be considered at the 
screening stage (SNH, 2019). As such, mitigation specifically intended to avoid or reduce harmful effects can 
only be considered after Stages 1 and 2 have been undertaken.   

The above judgement remains legally binding until such time as it is amended by the Supreme Court1. 

Mitigation measures, which aim to avoid or reduce impacts or prevent them from happening in the first 
place, must not be confused with compensatory measures, which are intended to compensate for any 
damage that may be caused by the project. Compensatory measures can only be considered under Article 
6(4) if the plan or project has been accepted as necessary for Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public 
Interest (IROPI) and where no alternatives exist. 

Where a competent authority concludes through an AA that there will be an adverse effect on the integrity 
of a European Site, the Competent Authority may only agree to a plan or project if: 

➢ it is evidenced that there are no alternative solutions (Stage 3); and 

➢ IROPI applies for the advancement of the project (Stage 4). 

2. Relevant European Sites 
As mentioned above NatureScot has advised that the most significant natural heritage interests likely to be 
affected by the proposal are interests of the Faray & Holm of Faray SAC and the Sanday SAC. The Proposed 
Development overlaps with the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC and is located 10.7km west of the Sanday SAC 
(see Figure 1). Each European site is also designated under national legislation2 as a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI), but it is only the qualifying SPA interest which is relevant for the present document. 

2.1 Faray and Holm of Faray SAC 

2.1.1 Description 

The Faray and Holm of Faray SAC was designated in 1998 under the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) and 
comprises two uninhabited islands in the northern part of Orkney and the adjacent marine areas and sea 
inlets. Habitats of lesser abundance include improved grassland, shingle, sea cliffs, islets, coastal sand dunes, 
sand beaches and machair, inland water bodies, bogs, marshes, water fringed vegetation and fens. The SAC 
covers an area of 781.33 ha. The SAC data sheet is included in Appendix A. The Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee (JNCC) website for the SAC (JNCC, 2021a) describes the qualifying interest as follows:  

“Annex I habitats of the EC Habitats Directive that are a primary reason for site designation: 

➢ Not applicable. 

Other Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature but not a primary reason for designation: 

➢ Not applicable. 

Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

➢ 1364 Grey seal Halichoerus grypus. 

These two uninhabited islands in the northern part of Orkney support a well-established grey seal 
Halichoerus grypus breeding colony. The seals tend to be found in areas where there is easy access 
from the shore, and freshwater pools on the islands appear to be particularly important. The islands 

 

1 Section 6(4) of the European Union (Withdrawal) Act 2018 
2 Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 
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support the second-largest breeding colony in the UK, contributing around 9% of annual UK pup 
production.  

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site selection: 

➢ Not applicable.” 

2.1.2 Conservation Objectives 

The conservation objectives for Faray and Holm of Faray SAC are: 

➢ To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to the 
qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained, and the site makes an 
appropriate contribution to achieving favourable conservation status for each of the qualifying 
features; and  

➢ To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:  

o Population of the species as a viable component of the site  

o Distribution of the species within site  

o Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species  

o Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species  

o No significant disturbance of the species. 

2.1.3 Site Condition 

NatureScot is required to undertake Site Condition Monitoring (SCM) to assess the condition of Natura 
designated sites. The NatureScot web page for the site (NatureScot 2021a) suggests this was most recently 
done in November 2014 when the SCM assessed the qualifying interest as Favourable Maintained. The SCM 
report is not publicly available.  

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, Orkney grey seal pup production since 
2000 is noted as relatively stable, but low in comparison to the rest of the UK (+0.2 % increase since 2014). 
Through data modelling, the overall 2018 UK grey seal population was estimated at 152,000 (SCOS, 2019), 
including infrequently monitored colonies; however, estimated pup production for 2016 indicated 65,378. 
Using the estimated pup production figures, the Orkney population was estimated at c. 23,849 animals, 
representing c.43.6 % of the Scottish population (54,741) and a significant 36.5 % of the UK total (SCOS, 
2019). Specifically, for the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC, and indicating its importance to the Orcadian grey 
seal population, the SAC accounted for c.15% (c.3,578 animals) of Orkney grey seal pup production in 2010 
(Russel et al., 2016). 

2.2 Sanday SAC 

2.2.1 Description 

The Sanday SAC was designated in 1999 under the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) and comprises a large, 
low-lying island in the north-east of the Orkney archipelago with adjacent areas of open sea and sea inlets. 
Habitats of lesser abundance include shingle, sea cliffs, islets, coastal sand dunes, sand beaches and machair, 
tidal rivers, estuaries, mudflats, sand flats and lagoons, as well as salt marshes, salt pastures, salt steppes, 
bogs, marshes, water fringed vegetation, fens and improved grassland. The SAC covers an area of 10976.97 
ha. The SAC data sheet in included within Appendix B. The JNCC website for the SAC (JNCC, 2021b) describes 
the qualifying interest as follows:  

“Annex I habitats of the EC Habitats Directive that are a primary reason for site designation: 

➢ 1170 Reefs 

Sanday is a large, low-lying island in the north-east of the Orkney archipelago. Surrounded by clear, 
relatively shallow water, the island has a complex coastline dominated by extensive sandy beaches 
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and sheltered inlets, interspersed with rocky headlands. Sanday is notable for the extensive subtidal 
bedrock reefs that surround the island and provide a habitat for dense forests of kelp Laminaria spp. 
The kelp occurs to a depth of about 20 m and provides a habitat for species-rich, red algal turf 
communities. Sponges, such as Clathrina coriacea, and ascidians, such as Aplidium punctum, occur 
on the vertical rock faces. The north coast of Sanday is tide-swept and appears to support a richer 
fauna than the south coast, with a dense bryozoan/hydroid turf and dense brittlestar and horse 
mussel Modiolus modiolus beds in mixed sediment below the kelp zone. Crabs and brittlestars are 
common within crevices in the rock. 

Other Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature but not a primary reason for designation: 

➢ 1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time. 

➢ 1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide. 

Annex II species that are a primary reason for selection of this site: 

➢ 1365 Harbour seal (aka common seal) Phoca vitulina 

Sanday is situated in the north-east of the Orkney archipelago and supports the largest group of 
Harbour seal Phoca vitulina at any discrete site in Scotland. The breeding groups, found on intertidal 
haul-out sites that are unevenly distributed around the Sanday coast, represent over 4% of the UK 
population. Nearshore kelp beds that surround Sanday are important foraging areas for the seals, 
and the colony is linked to a very large surrounding population in the Orkney archipelago.  

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site selection: 

➢ Not applicable.” 

2.2.2 Conservation Objectives 

The conservation objectives for Sanday SAC are: 

➢ To avoid deterioration of the qualifying habitats (listed below), thus ensuring that the integrity of 
the site is maintained, and the site makes an appropriate contribution to achieving favourable 
conservation status for each of the qualifying features;  

➢ To ensure for the qualifying habitats that the following are maintained in the long term:  

o Extent of the habitat on site  

o Distribution of the habitat within site  

o Structure and function of the habitat  

o Processes supporting the habitat  

o Distribution of typical species of the habitat  

o Viability of typical species as components of the habitat  

o No significant disturbance of typical species of the habitat 

➢ To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant 
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained and 
the site makes an appropriate contribution to achieving favourable conservation status for each of 
the qualifying features; and 

➢ To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:  

o Population of the species as a viable component of the site  

o Distribution of the species within site  

o Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species  

o Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species  
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o No significant disturbance of the species. 

2.2.3 Site Condition 

The NatureScot web page for the site (NatureScot 2021b) suggests SCM was most recently done in August 
2013, when the harbour seal feature was assessed as Unfavourable Declining. The intertidal mudflats and 
sandflats, reefs and subtidal sandbanks features do not appear to have been subject to SCM since November 
2003, when all three qualifying features were assessed as Favourable Maintained. No SCM report is publicly 
available for any of the qualifying interests.  

In an analysis carried out by Thomson et al. (2019), the composite harbour seal counts for the North Coast 
and Orkney seal management unit (SMU), which includes Sanday, declined from approximately 8,800 in the 
mid‐1990s to 1,350 by 2016, representing an 85% decrease in what had been the largest single SMU 
population in the UK. The counts for the Sanday SAC itself showed a similar trend, with a step change 
between 2001 and 2006 and a continuing decline of 17.8% p.a. since 2006. This mirrors a decline in the 
species seen elsewhere in the UK, although some populations are stable or increasing. The decline is caused 
by reduced fecundity or increased mortality; however, Lonergan et al. (2007) and Hanson et al. (2017) have 
suggested that the observed declines in the North Coast and Orkney SMU (and the Tay and Eden Estuary 
SAC) cannot be due purely to reduced reproduction, because even repeated complete reproductive failure 
would have been unlikely to produce the sustained rapid rates of decline. These declines must therefore be 
due in part to loss of adults as well as pups. However, no conclusive causes of this has been identified.  

3. Description of the Proposed 
Development 

3.1 Overview of Proposal  

The Proposed Development is described in EIAR Chapter 3: Proposed Development with greater detail on 
certain aspects of the development provided in some technical chapters, notably EIAR Chapter 12: Traffic 
and Transport and EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise. An overview of is provided below: 

The Proposed Development would consist of six wind turbines on the island of Faray, each of up to a 
maximum of 149.9 m height from ground to blade tip when vertical. The likely installed capacity of the 
Proposed Development will be approximately 28.8 MW. The actual installed capacity may be greater or less 
dependent on turbine model selection but will not be greater than 50 MW. A number of ancillary elements 
are also proposed, including access tracks, crane hardstandings, underground cabling, possible external 
transformers, on-site substation and maintenance building, temporary construction compounds, borrow pits, 
permanent meteorological mast, a new extended slipway and a landing jetty. The proposed site layout is 
shown on EIAR Figure 1.2. 

The Proposed Development will be accessed from new marine access points to be constructed on the south 
of the island. A new extended slipway will be required to replace the existing facility and would be built in 
the same location as the existing slipway. A new landing jetty will be constructed to allow access for larger 
vessels to Faray and would be located in close proximity to the new extended slipway. The new extended 
slipway and landing jetty are described in greater detail in sections below. 

The access tracks within the site boundary will generally be c.4.5 m wide, but it will be wider on some bends 
and where passing places will be installed. It is anticipated that approximately 500 m of existing tracks would 
be upgraded and approximately 4,057 m of new access tracks constructed. 

The electrical power produced by the individual turbines will be fed to an on-site substation within the site 
via underground cables. The proposed location for the on-site substation is shown in EIAR Figure 1.2. 
Connection of the Proposed Development to the grid or to a private wire will be subject to a separate 
planning application. 
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3.2 New Extended Slipway 

Figure 2 illustrates the anticipated location and extent of the new extended slipway at Ness, which would be 
required to replace the existing facility. This item would need to be replaced regardless of the Proposed 
Development as the current slipway is badly damaged and access to the island is still required for agricultural 
purposes. The new extended slipway would be built in the same location as the existing slipway. It would be 
refurbished and extended to allow for preliminary site works to be undertaken. The design of the slipway 
would be sufficient to enable access by larger vessels with the bow or stern gate and would be built to a 
standard design for the Orkney Islands to allow access for local vessels. The extant slipway is c.20 m long by 
3.5 m wide, though this was originally longer. This would be upgraded to a maximum 36 m long and 8 m 
wide.  

Based on currently available project information, piling is not considered to be required for the extended 
slipway.  

3.3 New Landing Jetty 

Figure 2 also illustrates the anticipated location and extent of the new landing jetty at Ness, which is 
necessary because the dimensions of the turbine components mean that a slipway is unsuitable for delivery. 
The jetty has, therefore, been designed to accommodate vessels which transport the turbine components. 
The jetty would comprise a causeway up to 55 m long and 10 m wide, terminating in square structure for 
docking, measuring up to 20 m by 20 m. The square docking structure would likely be constructed in situ 
using 0.6 m wide PU-28 sheet piles which are likely to be installed using a 30 kJ pile driving hammer sheet 
piles below Mean High Water Spring (MHWS). The causeway would be in-filled and capped-off with concrete 
batched onsite.   

As described in EIAR Chapter 17 and 18, localised dredging will be required for the construction of both the 
slipway and the jetty. In addition, there is the potential for dredging, to allow for vessel access to the jetty, 
to be required.  Note, the exact vessel requirements are not known at the time of writing as construction 
contractors would not be appointed until post consent.  Thus, the dimensions and associated dredging 
volumes provided for the new extended slipway and landing jetty are the maximum requirements based on 
the largest vessel sizes the structures could support. 

4. Other Projects 
There are no other planned developments of a comparable scale and impacts potentially affecting seals in 
the area. Therefore, there are considered to be no cumulative effects. 

5. Is the Project Related to or Necessary for 
the Management of a European Site?  

The Proposed Development is not related to or necessary for the management of the Faray and Holm of 
Faray SAC, the Sanday SAC or any other European site. 
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6. Stage 1: Screening for Likely Significant 
Effects 

6.1 Faray and Holm of Faray SAC 

6.1.1 Potential Impacts 

The potential impacts of the Proposed Development on the conservation objectives for the qualifying 
interest of the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC, which overlaps with the Proposed Development, can result in 
both direct and indirect effects and include: 

➢ Habitat loss; 

➢ Visual and noise disturbance of breeding grey seals on land or when foraging;  

➢ Disturbance of the prey of breeding grey seals; 

➢ Disturbance of non-breeding grey seals hauling out or in the sea;  

➢ Disturbance of the prey of non-breeding grey seals; and 

➢ Visual disturbance from increased ship traffic. 

6.1.2 Analysis of the Potential for Likely Significant Effects  

6.1.2.1 1364 Grey seal Halichoerus grypus 

The Proposed Development overlaps with the SAC which has a population of grey seals that are a qualifying 
feature of the SAC. As demonstrated on EIAR Figure 8.4, grey seals occur in close proximity to the proposed 
works areas. There is consequently potential for LSE on the qualifying feature of the SAC. 

6.2 Sanday SAC 

6.2.1 Potential Impacts 

The potential impacts of the Proposed Development on the conservation objectives for the Sanday SAC, 
which is located 10.7km from the Proposed Development, can result in indirect effects and include: 

➢ Temporary or permanent habitat change by damage to reefs, mudflats and sand banks through 
pollution events; 

➢ Visual and noise disturbance of harbour seals hauling out or in the sea;  

➢ Disturbance of the prey of harbour seals; and 

➢ Visual disturbance from increased ship traffic. 

6.2.2 Analysis of the Potential for Likely Significant Effects  

6.2.2.1 1170 Reefs 

The Proposed Development is located 10.7km from Sanday SAC, and works to construct an onshore wind 
farm on Faray will not be significantly connected to reefs of the SAC because of this distance. There is 
consequently no potential for LSE on this qualifying feature of the SAC. 

6.2.2.2 1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 

The Proposed Development is located 10.7km from Sanday SAC, and works to construct an onshore wind 
farm on Faray will not be significant connected to sandbanks of the SAC because of this distance. There is 
consequently no potential for LSE on this qualifying feature of the SAC. 
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6.2.2.3 1140 Mudflats 

The Proposed Development is located 10.7km from Sanday SAC, and works to construct an onshore wind 
farm on Faray will not be significant connected to mudflats of the SAC because of this distance. There is 
consequently no potential for LSE on this qualifying feature of the SAC. 

6.2.2.4 1365 Harbour seal Phoca vitulina 

The Proposed Development is located 10.7km from Sanday SAC and therefore within the 40-50 km foraging 
distance of the Sanday harbour seal population. As described in EIAR Appendix 8.3: Seal Survey, only a single 
harbour seal was recorded in the seal survey but it is likely that a higher number of harbour seals use the 
waters around Faray in greater numbers, as suggested by harbour seal tracking data (Russell et al., 2017), 
even though most trips made by Sanday SAC seals are likely to mainly take place east of Sanday (SMRU, 
2011).  It is concluded that there is consequently potential for LSE on this qualifying feature of the SAC.  

7. Stage 2: Shadow Appropriate 
Assessment  

7.1 Faray and Holm of Faray SAC 

7.1.1 Habitat Loss 

7.1.1.1 Habitat use by seals 

As described in EIAR Appendix 8.3, a series of monthly seal survey visits were undertaken from April to 
September 2019, inclusive, and in February and March 2020. The survey programme was timed to specifically 
exclude the breeding season from mid-September to early December, inclusive, in order to prevent any 
disturbance caused by surveyor presence at this sensitive time that can result in females abandoning new-
born pups. Survey visits later in December 2019 and in January 2020 were delayed owing to extreme weather 
preventing safe access to the island. The survey included the Faray shoreline and the sea to 500 m offshore. 
Adult grey seals congregate on haul-outs in autumn to give birth, and births generally take place in October-
November.  

As shown on EIAR Figure 8.4, seals were recorded all around the coastline, with animals apparently present 
on any suitable haul-out surface. 1,461 recordings of grey seals were made in the survey overall, with 
monthly variations ranging from a low count of 43 animals in April 2019 to a maximum of 406 animals in 
August 2019. The survey results indicate grey seals use of much of the island’s shoreline year-round but with 
considerable variation across the year. With the survey programme excluding the breeding season, it is not 
possible to determine how many seals use Faray for pupping or at which locations, but approximately 50% 
the animals recorded in August 2019 appeared to stay in the area for September.  

Relatively low numbers of seals were recorded on rocks to either side of the current slipway at Ness in May 
(6 individuals, 3.77% of total monthly count), June (2 individuals, 0.78% of total monthly count), August (26 
individuals, 6.4% of total monthly count), September (2 individuals, 0.88% of total monthly count) and in 
February (1 individual, 0.78% of total monthly count). Seals were not recorded at Ness in the months of April, 
July or March. These figures confirm that seals use the Ness location but that the SAC population is unlikely 
to depend on this location, which is subject to regular use by the farmer. According to JNCC (2021a), the 
seals tend to be found in areas where there is easy access from the shore, and freshwater pools on Faray 
and the Holm of Faray appear to be particularly important. On Faray most of these freshwater pools occur 
below the 10 m contour line in the far north of the island, by Lavey Sound. A smaller number of pools are 
present near the southern tip of Faray. Aerial photography on Bing Maps (2021) shows a large number of 
seals at pools in the south of Holm of Faray, whereas a small number of seals are present at pools in the 
north of Faray and none appear to be present at pools in the south of Faray. It is unclear if this aerial imagery 
was obtained during the breeding season, but it suggests that the preferred freshwater pool habitat is more 
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abundant on Holm of Faray and used by greater numbers of seals than locations on Faray. Within Faray itself, 
pools in the north appear to be more abundant and used by greater numbers of seals than pools in the south.  

7.1.1.2 Effect 

EIAR Table 18.4 summarises the seabed disturbance from works to extend the slipway and construct the 
landing jetty, and it is reproduced in Table 1 below. The footprint will result in a loss of up to 1,168 m2 of 
habitat, which in EIAR Chapter 8 is broken down as comprising 842 m2 of intertidal rock habitat and 326 m2 
of seabed below MLWS. This loss is in itself unlikely to affect seals. Breeding seals are likely to mainly use the 
freshwater pool areas in the north of the island, and on Holm of Faray, but in the absence of disturbance, 
any breeding or non-breeding seals at Ness could use the new structures as haul-out sites.  

Table 1: Seabed disturbance 

Structure Structure footprint Dredging area 

New extended 
slipway 

Maximum 36 m long and 8 m wide. The 
existing slipway is 20 m by 3.5 m, resulting in 
an additional 218 m2 of seabed disturbance 

Up to 600 m3 of sediment would be dredged at 
the end of slipway to a maximum of 1 m depth 
Resulting in up to 600 m2 of seabed disturbance 

Landing jetty Causeway measuring a maximum of 55 m 
long by 10 m wide, terminating in a square 
docking structure measuring a maximum 20 
m by 20 m. Resulting in up to 950 m2 of 
seabed disturbance 

Approximately 2,400 m3 of sediment would be 
dredged to a maximum of 1m depth, equating 
to up to 2,400 m2 of seabed. This includes 
dredging within the footprint of the landing 
jetty. Thus, dredging would result in up to an 
additional 1,450 m2 of seabed disturbance 

Total Up to 1,168 m2 Up to 2,050 m2 

As summarised in Table 1, construction of the new extended slipway and landing jetty would necessitate 
dredging of up to 3,000 m3 of material across a 3,000 m2 area. Dredging would be of overlaying sediment 
only, no blasting of underlying rock is planned for the Proposed Development. Dredging would be up to 1m 
deep and, as discussed in the EIAR Chapter 17, the sediment predominantly comprises medium to fine sand.  

As the permanent habitat loss is up to 1,168 m2, the remaining minimum 1,832 m2 is likely to re-balance 
given the energetic sediment cycle. The sediment released by dredging will disperse in the receiving water 
and will cause an increase in suspended sediment concentrations (i.e. increases over background 
concentrations) known as a sediment plume. This may negatively impact marine water quality, until the 
sediment drops out of suspension and deposits onto the seabed, which could negatively impact sediment 
quality. However, as described in EIAR Chapter 17: Marine Water and Sediment Quality, the dredging plume 
is likely to have reduced to levels which lie within its range of natural variability within 200 m, and the 
dredging impact itself is estimated to last up to two weeks and is not likely to be detectable within a few 
days (at most) from the cessation of dredging operations.  

These impacts, combined with the permanent habitat loss of the seabed, also reduce the amount of habitat 
potentially available to prey species, which notably include sand eels and cod, and could therefore affect the 
distribution or abundance of grey seals. Female seals fast during the 16-18 day lactation period. When the 
lactation is complete, they may mate with males present at the breeding site, and males do not forage during 
this period. However, seals forage at all other times. Grey seals are generalist coastal feeders, foraging over 
large areas of the seabed at depths of up to 100 m and over distances of up to 50 km from haul-out sites 
(Duck, 2010; Mcconnell et al., 2001). The permanent loss of up to 1,168 m2 intertidal and seabed habitat 
below MLWS and the temporary disturbance of a wider up to 2,050 m2 area of seabed and dredging plume 
within a further 200 m distance, are therefore very unlikely to significantly affect the prey abundance for the 
SAC population.  

As the track from the jetty and slipway will follow the existing infrastructure, there will not be any significant 
loss of terrestrial habitat used by breeding or non-breeding seals. The nearest proposed turbine to the 
preferred low-lying land at Lavey Sound, below the 10 m contour line, is turbine 1 which is approximately 
400 m from the pools, whereas the proposed location of turbine 6 is approximately 200 m from the pools at 
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the south of the island. In addition, turbine locations 1, 2, 3 and 5, located at the closest points to the 
shoreline, are backed by sea cliffs and therefore their hardstandings or connecting tracks are not accessible 
from the shore, and turbine locations 4 and 6 also have limited accessibility from the shore.  

Therefore, although the proposed works will result in a loss and temporary disturbance of natural intertidal 
and seabed habitat potentially used by seals, it is concluded that the effect is likely to be insignificant given 
the large extent of suitable habitat available on both Faray and Holm of Faray and the large distances over 
which animals move, combined with the fact that seals can continue to haul out at these locations during 
operation and that prey abundance will not be significantly affected.  

Habitat loss is therefore not likely to result in any adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.  

7.1.2 Visual Disturbance of Breeding Grey Seals on Land or when Foraging 

7.1.2.1 Disturbance  

The grey seal breeding season extends from mid-September to December, inclusive, with mothers and pups 
present on favoured parts of the shore at this time (Duck, 2010). Because seals are sensitive to anthropogenic 
disturbance, they choose remote locations to haul out, moult and breed (Duck, 2010). Faray is uninhabited 
but is nevertheless used for sheep grazing. The farmer regularly sails to the island to tend his livestock which 
graze most of Faray. The farmer arrives at the existing slipway and, therefore, does not gain access to the 
island via the key breeding area on Faray; namely the freshwater pools by Lavey Sound in the north of the 
island. Nor does he gain access via the area of pools near the southern tip; however, the existing slipway is 
c.300m from this area.  

Visual disturbance occurs where a human activity disrupts or alters the animals’ normal behaviour. Overt 
signs of seal response to visual disturbance from human activity grade from increased alertness, as evidenced 
by raised heads ‘scanning’ the surroundings, to moving towards the water and flushing into the water 
(Wilson 2005). Studies have reported the distances from the source of a disturbance that elicits a flushing 
into water response from grey seals varies with the type of disturbance. For example, Strong & Morris (2010) 
reported that grey seal mothers responded by flushing to the water when boats were 20–70m away, with 
no detectable disturbance at 150 m, but they also concluded that boat speed was more important than 
distance in eliciting a response. In contrast, Wilson et al. (2011) recorded grey seals flushing at average 
distances of 129–214 m from a seal survey zodiac.  

Human disturbance on grey seal breeding beaches may result in interruption or disruption of mother-pup 
bonding and mothers nursing pups other than their own with apparent breakdown of normal mother-pup 
recognition (Fogden, 1971). Other effects include energetic costs and energetic deficit to pups, physiological 
stress and sometimes enforced move to distant or suboptimal habitat. Impact on moulting groups includes 
energy loss and stress, while impact on other haul-out groups causes loss of resting and digestion time and 
stress (Wilson, 2005). However, varying degrees of habituation to frequent non-harassing tour boats have 
also been reported for grey seals (Strong & Morris, 2010). Despite the frequent visits by tour boats to grey 
seal breeding beaches on Ramsey Island, west Wales, no reduction in reproductive rate is evident (Strong & 
Morris, 2010).  

7.1.2.2 Impact 

The nearest proposed turbine to the low-lying land preferred by the grey seals at Lavey Sound, and below 
the 10 m contour line, is turbine 1 which is approximately 400 m from the pools. Whereas the proposed 
location of turbine T6 is approximately 200 m from the pools at the south of the island. Construction activities, 
including movement of machinery and people, therefore have the potential to visually disturb breeding seals.  

During operation, there will be a need to undertake periodic maintenance visits, and occasionally larger 
operations, such as potentially replacing a turbine blade. Such operations also have the potential to visually 
disturb breeding seals. 

7.1.2.3 Effect 

Using the distances reported by Strong & Morris (2010) and Wilson et al. (2011), it is considered that 
construction staff and machinery, as well as ship traffic, are likely to affect areas within 200 m of likely 



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM PROJECT - FARAY | 2021-06-02 15 

  

breeding locations within the islands and any haul-out locations used in the breeding season. Taking a 
precautionary approach in the absence of data on breeding seals, this could result in the effects described 
above and affect a significant proportion of the breeding population.   

During operation, larger operations, such as replacing a turbine blade, could be required within the breeding 
season. While it is unlikely to affect the SAC seal population as a whole, a major landing operation would 
likely have a significant effect on any breeding animals present in the vicinity of the landing facilities and 
works areas. Taking a precautionary approach in the absence of data on breeding seals, this could result in 
the effects described above, notably interruption or disruption of mother-pup bonding, energetic costs and 
energetic deficit to pups, physiological stress and sometimes enforced move to distant or suboptimal habitat, 
involving a significant proportion of the breeding population.  

Owing to a lack of breeding-season data, it is not possible to rule out an adverse effect on the integrity of 
the SAC from visual disturbance impacts.   

7.1.3 Noise Disturbance of Breeding Grey Seals on Land or when Foraging 

7.1.3.1 Disturbance  

Noise disturbance occurs where a human activity disrupts or alters the animals’ normal behaviour. Overt 
signs of seal response to noise disturbance from human activity grade from increased alertness, as evidenced 
by raised heads ‘scanning’ the surroundings, to moving towards the water and flushing into the water 
(Wilson, 2005). Human noise disturbance on grey seal breeding beaches may result in interruption or 
disruption of mother-pup bonding and mothers nursing pups other than their own with apparent breakdown 
of normal mother-pup recognition (Fogden, 1971). Other effects include energetic costs and energetic deficit 
to pups, physiological stress and sometimes enforced move to distant or suboptimal habitat. Impact on 
moulting groups includes energy loss and stress, while impact on other haul-out groups causes loss of resting 
and digestion time and stress (Wilson, 2005).  

The responses of marine mammals to sound depend on a range of factors, including sound pressure level, 
frequency, duration, and novelty of the noise source (Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting, 2008). The 
physical and behavioural state of the animals may also impact how individuals will respond to an auditory 
stimulus. Finally, the ambient acoustic and biotic features of the environment itself may affect how 
populations/individuals will respond to a stimulus (Hildebrand, 2005). The characteristic of the noise, in 
particular whether it is continuous or transient, and whether it is constant or changing is an important factor 
influencing the effect of anthropogenic noise on wildlife. Southall et al. (2008) proposed the thresholds listed 
in Table 2 for pinnipeds (seals species) in air, and the thresholds in Table 3 for pinnipeds underwater. Values 
are conservative because they incorporate thresholds for harbour seals, which are more sensitive to 
disturbance than grey seals. Where multiple threshold values are provided in Southall et al. (2008) based on 
different studies/species, the lower one is reproduced in Tables 2 and 3. 

Table 2: Noise thresholds for pinniped injury and behavioural responses in air. From Southall et al. (2008)) 

Criteria Types Sound Type 

Single Pulses Multiple Pulses Non-pulses 

Injury 

Sound pressure level 149 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

149 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

149 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

Sound exposure level 144 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) 144 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) 144.5 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) 

Behavioural response (higher than ‘no observable response’) 

Sound pressure level 109 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

60 to <70 dB re: 20 μPa 
(peak) (flat) 

110 to <120 dB re: 20 μPa 
(peak) (flat) 

Sound exposure level 100 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) N/a N/a 

Definitions: 
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Criteria Types Sound Type 

Single Pulses Multiple Pulses Non-pulses 

Sound Type Acoustic Characteristics (at source) Examples 

Single pulse Single acoustic event; > 3-dB 
difference between received level 
using impulse vs equivalent 
continuous time constant 

Single explosion; sonic boom; single airgun, 
watergun, pile strike, or sparker pulse; 
single ping of certain sonars, depth 
sounders, and pingers 

Multiple pulses Multiple discrete acoustic events 
within 24 h; > 3-dB difference 
between received level using 
impulse vs equivalent continuous 
time constant 

Serial explosions; sequential airgun, 
watergun, pile strikes, or sparker pulses; 
certain active sonar (IMAPS); some depth 
sounder signals 

Non-pulses Single or multiple discrete acoustic 
events within 24 h; < 3-dB 
difference between received level 
using impulse vs equivalent 
continuous time constant 

Vessel/aircraft passes; drilling; many 
construction or other industrial operations; 
certain sonar systems (LFA, tactical mid-
frequency); acoustic harassment/deterrent 
devices; acoustic tomography sources 
(ATOC); some depth sounder signals 

Table 3: Noise thresholds for pinniped injury and behavioural responses underwater. From Southall et al. 

(2008)) 

Criteria Types Sound Type 

Single Pulses Multiple Pulses Non-pulses 

Injury 

Sound pressure level 218 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

218 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

218 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

Sound exposure level 186 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) 186 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) 203 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) 

Behavioural response (higher than ‘no observable response’) 

Sound pressure level 212 dB re: 20 μPa (peak) 
(flat) 

130 to <140 dB re: 20 μPa 
(peak) (flat) 

100 to <110 dB re: 20 μPa 
(peak) (flat) 

Sound exposure level 171 dB re: 20 μPa2s (Mpa) N/a N/a 

Definitions: 

Sound Type Acoustic Characteristics (at source) Examples 

Single pulse S71gle acoustic event; > 3-dB 
difference between received level 
using impulse vs equivalent 
continuous time constant 

Single explosion; sonic boom; single airgun, 
watergun, pile strike, or sparker pulse; 
single ping of certain sonars, depth 
sounders, and pingers 

Multiple pulses Multiple discrete acoustic events 
within 24 h; > 3-dB difference 
between received level using 
impulse vs equivalent continuous 
time constant 

Serial explosions; sequential airgun, 
watergun, pile strikes, or sparker pulses; 
certain active sonar (IMAPS); some depth 
sounder signals 

Non-pulses Single or multiple discrete acoustic 
events within 24 h; < 3-dB 
difference between received level 

Vessel/aircraft passes; drilling; many 
construction or other industrial operations; 
certain sonar systems (LFA, tactical mid-
frequency); acoustic harassment/deterrent 
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Criteria Types Sound Type 

Single Pulses Multiple Pulses Non-pulses 

using impulse vs equivalent 
continuous time constant 

devices; acoustic tomography sources 
(ATOC); some depth sounder signals 

7.1.3.2 Predicted noise 

Onshore noise 

As described in EIAR Chapter 9: Noise, during construction the main onshore source of potential noise 
disturbance would be (non-pulses) borrow pit extraction works, with estimated noise levels based on British 
Standard BS5228 as follows:  

➢ 1 x hydraulic breaker (BS5228 Table C1, Item 9): 90 dB at 10 m; 

➢ 1 x 32T excavator (BS5228 Table C2, Item 15): 76 dB at 10m; and 

➢ 1 x 7.5T excavator (BS5228 Table C2, Item 8): 68 dB at 10m. 

Other construction noise sources include site origination, slipway works, construction of access tracks and 
turbine hardstandings as well as installation of turbines, However,  as shown in EIAR Table 9.14, which 
provides worst-case construction phase noise levels, these are all less significant than the borrow pit works. 

Onshore noise during operation of the Proposed Development is not likely to be significant. As reported in 
EIAR Chapter 9, noise from non-turbine operational plant will comprise noise from substations only. The 
sound power level and final location of the substation(s) are yet to be finalised, but noise from the final type 
and location of the substation will be attenuated by acoustic enclosure (if required), such that it meets the 
derived non-turbine noise limits. A total sound power level of 93 dB(A), equivalent to a sound pressure level 
of 75 dB(A) at 10 m, would enable the noise limit to be met, and the installed plant will meet these criteria.  

In the event of a large operation being needed, such as a turbine blade needing to be replaced, noise is likely 
to be comparable to predicted construction noise levels associated with installation of the turbines 
themselves.  

Offshore noise 

As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, impact piling would likely be required to install the sheet 
piles for constructing the new landing jetty. The new landing jetty would be constructed using 0.6 m wide 
PU-28 sheet piles (154 in total) which are to be installed using a 30 kJ pile driving hammer (SL30). The size of 
the outer piled section of the landing jetty would be a maximum of 20 m x 20 m, and the overall length of 
sheet piled wall is estimated to be 92 m (154 sheet piles) including returns. Based on information for a similar 
structure elsewhere, the piles are likely to be 14 m in length and driven to 2 m minimum embedment or to 
refusal in rock. It is estimated that it would take approximately 40 minutes on average to drive each pile to 
refusal depth. The strike rate of the SL30 hammer is quoted as 84 blows per minute (BSP, 2015). It is further 
estimated from the above that the number of days when piles would be driven should be around 18 to 21 
days in total. Assuming a 30 kJ hammer would be used, if it is further assumed that all of the hammer energy 
is converted to sound, the SLE calculated from Equation 10 would be 216 dB re 1µPa2m2s. However, field 
measurements from other studies (De Jong and Ainslie, 2008; Ainslie et al., 2012) have shown that only a 
small fraction of the total hammer energy is converted into sound with values in the range of 0.3 % to 10 %, 
with an average of around 1 %. More recently, there has been growing consensus amongst various authors 
that the conversion factor is more likely to be lower, at about 0.5 % (Dahl et al., 2015; Marine Scotland, 2019). 
EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise uses a hammer energy conversion factor of 0.5 % for assessing 
behavioural effects, resulting in a SLE of 193 dB re 1µPa2m2s. For assessing injury to mammals (Temporary 
Threshold Shift, TTS, and Permanent Threshold Shift, PTS), a more precautionary value of 1 % was applied to 
the 30 kJ hammer energy, resulting in a source level (SLE) for percussive piling of 196 dB re 1µPa2m2s. 
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7.1.3.3 Effect 

Onshore noise 

The values provided above suggest that noise emissions from the onshore elements of the works are unlikely 
to result in an impact on breeding grey seals on land, because the loudest noise sources are likely to be below 
the thresholds for a behavioural response.  

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, in-air noise propagation will attenuate 
more quickly by comparison to in-water noise propagation. However, Southall et al. (2007) highlight that 
behavioural disturbance (as a result of noise) is difficult to quantify, due to highly variable reactions and 
specific context making the reactions less predictable. For Faray, this has implications for any seals hauled-
out on the shoreline in relatively close proximity to the new landing jetty piling works during construction, 
as noise disturbance will likely cause animals to take to the water where the noise levels will be higher and 
therefore more potentially damaging. The distance over which this applies has not been quantified, but the 
high source level of 196 dB re 1µPa2m2s would cause injury to seals in the vicinity of the piling works, 
conservatively assumed to be seals within 500 m, and cause a behavioural response in breeding animals 
present at pools near the southern tip of Faray. In the absence of mitigation, this is likely to be a significant 
effect during the construction phase only.  

It is concluded that onshore noise impacts during construction could result in an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SAC.   

Offshore noise 

In the marine environment percussive piling at 196 dB re 1µPa2m2s exceeds the thresholds for both 
behavioural response and injury to grey seals hauling out and exceeds the thresholds for behavioural 
response and approximates the threshold for injury for animals underwater. There will be noise attenuation 
with distance, and EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise calculates the zone within which the permanent (PTS) 
and temporary (TTS) thresholds are exceeded for the Phocid Pinnipeds hearing group (which includes grey 
seals). This is done assuming standard mitigation as required under the JNCC piling protocol (JNCC, 2010). 
Specifically, the underwater noise modelling assumed a soft start procedure would be in place. The model 
predicts no exceedance of the PTS threshold for Phocid Pinnipeds; however, it does predict a maximum 
distance within which the TTS criteria for Phocid Pinnipeds is exceeded of 1,980 m, with the area of TTS 
threshold exceedance being 1.35 km2. This was concluded to have the potential to temporarily impact a 
significant 26% of the local grey seal population (based on site specific seal survey data). Without mitigation 
this injury effect would be greater. In the absence of mitigation, this is therefore a likely significant effect.  

Behavioural disturbance of grey seals from noise is likely to occur over a larger area compared to the areas 
of potential injury described above. Modelling reported in EIAR Chapter 16, suggests that under standard 
mitigation (soft-start only) the maximum distance within which low-level disturbance (140 dB re 1µPa) may 
occur for grey seals is predicted to cover an area of 26.6 km2. High-level disturbance is predicted to occur 
over an area of 8.0 km2. Without mitigation this effect would be greater. Given that Faray is located entirely 
within this distance, in the absence of mitigation, this is therefore a likely significant effect.   

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, in-air noise propagation will attenuate 
more quickly by comparison to in-water noise propagation. However, Southall et al. (2007) highlight that 
behavioural disturbance (as a result of noise) is difficult to quantify, due to highly variable reactions and 
specific context making the reactions less predictable. For Faray, this has implications for any seals hauled-
out on the shoreline in relatively close proximity to the new landing jetty piling works, as noise disturbance 
will likely cause animals to take to the water where the noise levels will be higher and therefore more 
potentially damaging. The distance over which this applies has not been quantified, but the high source level 
of 196 dB re 1µPa2m2s would cause injury to seals in the vicinity of the piling works, conservatively assumed 
to be seals within 500 m and cause a behavioural response in breeding animals present at pools near the 
southern tip of the island. In the absence of mitigation, this is therefore a likely significant effect.   

During operation, some behavioural changes may result from noise generated from occasional vessel 
movements during maintenance visits, with seals tending to avoid vessels within a distance of approximately 
200 m to 500 m, and this will affect the area by the landing jetting and slipway. This disturbance will be of a 
short duration and the sound source levels relatively low, and seals are likely to move away from the impact 
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zone as vessels arrive at or leave Faray. The level of activity is likely to be broadly comparable to the farmer 
making visits to the island. Therefore, the magnitude of impact during operation is predicted to be negligible.  

Overall, it is concluded that, in the absence of mitigation, offshore noise impacts from piling could result in 
an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.   

7.1.4 Disturbance of the Prey of Breeding Grey Seals 

Grey seals are opportunistic feeders and probably take whatever fish are most abundant. However, sand 
eels and cod are grey seal's most important prey. As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, 
underwater sound from anthropogenic activities has the potential to have adverse impacts on fish. Mortality 
from underwater sound is usually associated with being very close to the acoustic source due to the high 
peak pressure levels, particularly from pulsed sounds such as seismic sources or pile driving. Severe injury 
which leads to death of the individual is also possible within a certain distance from the acoustic source. 
These injuries are associated with the rapid and large changes in pressure that an animal is exposed to, rather 
than whether they can hear the sound. It is likely that the distance over which the behavioural effects are 
significant are on a smaller scale than compared to the distances over which grey seals exhibit behavioural 
responses. It is also recognised that fish species are highly mobile and given the extent of habitat can easily 
move away from underwater noise sources. Given that grey seals are known to forage up to 50 km, the 
impact on prey species (which are highly mobile) is unlikely to result in significant effects. 

It is concluded that disturbance of prey will not result in an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.      

7.1.5 Disturbance of Non-breeding Grey Seals Hauling out or in the Sea 

Conclusions reached above, in the section assessing effects of piling noise disturbance on breeding seals 
when foraging, apply to non-breeding grey seals too, albeit on a smaller scale as the latter are likely move 
further from Faray. In the absence of mitigation, this is therefore a significant adverse effect. 

It is concluded that, in the absence of mitigation, noise disturbance of non-breeding grey seals will result in 
an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.      

7.1.6 Disturbance of the Prey of Non-breeding Grey Seals 

Conclusions reached above, in the section assessing effects of piling noise disturbance on the prey of 
breeding seals, apply to non-breeding grey seals too, albeit on a smaller scale as the latter are likely move 
further from Faray. In the absence of mitigation, this is therefore not considered to result in an adverse 
effect.   

It is concluded that disturbance of prey will not result in an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.      

7.1.7 Disturbance from Increased Ship Traffic 

Grey seals use sound for communication, orientation, navigation and for locating predators and prey, and 
they may therefore be vulnerable to background noise masking signals of interest (Southall et al., 2000). The 
main issue concerns shipping traffic, rather than smaller vessels, because low-frequency sounds produced 
by the seals overlap with the low-frequency sounds produced by shipping vessels (Richardson et al., 1995). 

As described in EIAR Chapter 17, Marine Water and Sediment Quality, construction will require local capital 
dredging at the Proposed Development site, likely to be conducted by a backhoe dredger, supported by a 
barge, which will be on site for up to two weeks. As described in EIAR Appendix 12.1: Transport Assessment, 
the peak of marine traffic would subsequently occur in May of the first year of construction, with 16 vessel 
arrivals per day. Table 4 breaks down vessel movements into four types. Apart from in May of Year 1, most 
arrivals at Faray would be a small boat moving staff to and from the island.  Deliveries would initially be by 
landing craft, with a ferry-type vessel (which can be loaded with trailers) being used later when the new 
extended slipway has been constructed, and an Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AIL) delivery vessel making a 
daily delivery in the final three months of construction when the jetty has been constructed.  

As discussed in Chapter 17, dredging is expected to last up to two weeks with a backhoe and hopper barge 
operation assumed as the methodology. Due to the distance from the dredging site to the disposal site, the 
backhoe dredger will operate most efficiently if two hopper barges are provided to the works, or the backhoe 
operates daytime only operation with disposal occurring by the hopper barge at the end of the shift.   
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Table 4: Vessel arrival pattern (arrivals at Faray per day) 

Vessel Year 1  Year 2 

Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug  Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug 

Landing Craft 1 4 10 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ferry-type vessel 0 0 0 2 2 1  3 3 2 1 2 1 

Staff Work Boat 4 6 6 6 6 6  6 6 6 6 6 6 

AIL Delivery 
Vessel 

0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 1 1 1 

The vessel traffic is likely to deter grey seals from swimming into the zone of impact, which itself would be 
concentrated in a zone southeast of Faray where the landing jetty and slipway would be located. This area 
is used by the farmer who sails to the island to tend his livestock arriving at the existing slipway. Although 
the impact will be much more frequent, it is likely to affect a similar geographical area in the southeast of 
Faray. Seals are likely to move to other parts of Faray, away from the 200 m zone of impact, or to Holm of 
Faray. This is, therefore, concluded to not be a significant effect.   

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, during operation some behavioural 
changes are likely from occasional vessel movements during maintenance visits, with seals tending to avoid 
the vessels within a distance of approximately 200 m to 500 m and be confined to  the area close to the 
landing jetting and slipway. However, because the disturbance will be of a very short duration and the 
magnitude of impact from the sound source levels relatively low, it is concluded to not result in significant 
effects.  

It is concluded that vessel-related disturbance of seals will not result in an adverse effect on the integrity of 
the SAC.      

7.2 Sanday SAC 

7.2.1 Noise Disturbance of Harbour Seals in the Water 

7.2.1.1 Disturbance impacts 

Similar to grey seals, harbour seals could be vulnerable to underwater noise impacts. The threshold values 
listed in Table 3 also apply to harbour seal.  

7.2.1.2 Predicted noise 

As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, impact piling would likely be required to install the sheet 
piles for constructing the new landing jetty. The new landing jetty would be constructed using 0.6 m wide 
PU-28 sheet piles (154 in total) which are to be installed using a 30 kJ pile driving hammer (SL30). The size of 
the outer piled section of the landing jetty would be a maximum of 20 m x 20 m, and the overall length of 
sheet piled wall is estimated to be 92 m (154 sheet piles) including returns. Based on information for a similar 
structure elsewhere, the piles are likely to be 14 m in length and driven to 2 m minimum embedment to 
refusal in rock. It is estimated that it would take approximately 40 minutes on average to drive each pile to 
refusal depth. The strike rate of the SL30 hammer is quoted as 84 blows per minute (BSP, 2015). It is further 
estimated from the above that the number of days when piles would be driven should be around 18 to 21 
days in total. Assuming a 30 kJ hammer would be used, if it is further assumed that all of the hammer energy 
is converted to sound, the SLE calculated from Equation 10 would be 216 dB re 1µPa2m2s. However, field 
measurements from other studies (De Jong and Ainslie, 2008; Ainslie et al., 2012) have shown that only a 
small fraction of the total hammer energy is converted into sound with values in the range of 0.3 % to 10 %, 
with an average of around 1 %. More recently, there has been growing consensus amongst various authors 
that the conversion factor is more likely to be lower, at about 0.5 % (Dahl et al., 2015; Marine Scotland, 2019). 
EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise uses a hammer energy conversion factor of 0.5 % for assessing 
behavioural effects, resulting in a SLE of 193 dB re 1µPa2m2s. For assessing injury to mammals (Temporary 



 

ITPEnergised | ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM PROJECT - FARAY | 2021-06-02 21 

  

Threshold Shift, TTS, and Permanent Threshold Shift, PTS), a more precautionary value of 1 % was applied to 
the 30 kJ hammer energy, resulting in a source level (SLE) for percussive piling of 196 dB re 1µPa2m2s. 

Operational noise from the Proposed Development will be limited to occasional vessel movements during 
maintenance visits.  

7.2.1.3 Significance 

Percussive piling at 196 dB re 1µPa2m2s exceeds the thresholds for behavioural response and approximates 
the threshold for injury for animals underwater. There will be noise attenuation with distance, and EIAR 
Chapter 16: Underwater Noise calculates the zone in within which the PTS and TTS thresholds are exceeded 
for the Phocid Pinnipeds hearing group (which includes harbour seals). This is done assuming standard 
mitigation as required under the JNCC piling protocol (JNCC, 2010). Specifically, the underwater noise 
modelling assumed a soft start procedure would be in place. The model predicts no exceedance of the PTS 
threshold for Phocid Pinnipeds, however, it does predict a maximum distance within which the TTS criteria 
for Phocid Pinnipeds is exceeded of 1,980 m, with the area of TTS threshold exceedance being 1.35 km2. 
Because the impact zone is over 10 km from Sanday, it is very unlikely that a significant number of animals 
of the 1,350 SAC population will be present within the impact zone, and other disturbance from construction 
crew sailing to Faray in the time leading up to piling activities commencing is itself likely to cause animals to 
move away from the area. This is therefore concluded not to result in significant effects.    

Behavioural disturbance of harbour seals is predicted to occur over a larger area compared to the areas of 
potential injury described above. Modelling reported in EIAR Chapter 16, suggests that under standard 
mitigation (soft-start only) the maximum distance within which low-level disturbance (140 dB re 1µPa) may 
occur for harbour seals is predicted to cover an area of 26.6 km2. High-level disturbance is predicted to cover 
an area of 8.0 km2. Without mitigation this effect would be greater. However, the behavioural impacts would 
temporary and reversible, and the proportion of the Sanday harbour seals population actually affected is 
likely to be small. However, as it is difficult to quantify, in the absence of mitigation it is concluded to result 
in significant effects.    

Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that noise disturbance impacts, in the absence of mitigation, will result in 
an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC.   

7.2.2 Disturbance of the Prey of Harbour Seals 

Like grey seals, harbour seals are opportunistic feeders and probably take whatever fish are most abundant. 
However, sand eels, whiting, herring and flatfish are considered important prey. As described in EIAR Chapter 
16: Underwater Noise, underwater sound from anthropogenic activities has the potential to have adverse 
impacts on fish. Mortality from underwater sound is usually associated with being very close to the acoustic 
source due to the high peak pressure levels, particularly from pulsed sounds such as seismic sources or pile 
driving. Severe injury which leads to death of the individual is also possible within a certain distance from 
the acoustic source. These injuries are associated with the rapid and large changes in pressure that an animal 
is exposed to rather than whether they can hear the sound. It is likely that the distance over which effects 
are significant apply on a smaller scale than the effect over which harbour seals exhibit behavioural 
responses. Given the up to 50 km foraging distances of harbour seals and low proportion of Sanday SAC 
harbour seals likely to be present, this is unlikely to result in significant effects.  

Disturbance impacts on prey species are therefore concluded to not result in an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SAC.  

7.2.3 Disturbance from Increased Ship Traffic 

Harbour seals use sound for communication, orientation, navigation and for locating predators and prey, 
and they may therefore be vulnerable to background noise masking signals of interest (Southall et al., 2000). 
The main issue concerns shipping traffic, rather than smaller vessels, because low-frequency sounds 
produced by the seals overlap with the low-frequency sounds produced by shipping vessels (Richardson et 
al., 1995). 

As described in EIAR Appendix 12.1: Transport Assessment, the peak of marine traffic would occur in May of 
the first year of construction, with 16 vessel arrivals per day. Table 4 breaks down vessel movements into 
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four types. Apart from in May of Year 1, most arrivals at Faray would be a small boat moving staff to and 
from the island.  Deliveries would initially be by landing craft, with a ferry-type vessel being used when the 
new extended slipway has been constructed, and an AIL delivery vessel making daily deliveries in the final 
three months of construction when the jetty has been constructed. Effects from the increase in vessels are 
likely to only relate to the AIL delivery vessel, but this impact would only occur once a day for three months 
and against a background of the impacts from other construction vessel traffic. The latter are likely to deter 
harbour seals from swimming into the zone of impact, which itself would be concentrated in a zone 
southeast of Faray where the jetty and slipway would be located, and where only a small fraction of the 
1,350 SAC population is likely to be present. This is therefore unlikely to be a significant effect. 

Disturbance from increased ship traffic is therefore concluded to not result in an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SAC.   

8. Mitigation  

8.1 Faray and Holm of Faray SAC 

Mitigation is needed to reduce the potential for likely significant effects associated with visual disturbance 
on breeding seals and noise disturbance impacts from percussive piling on both breeding and non-breeding 
seals. 

8.1.1 Timing 

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, the following will apply to construction 
timings: 

➢ No construction activities will take place within the grey seal breeding season, which extends from 
mid-September to December. Specifically the period from 15 September to 31 December will be 
avoided. In addition, underwater piling of the jetty will not take place any later than 15 August. 

➢ During operation, maintenance checks, including normal repair works/replacement of parts, will be 
timed to avoid the seal breeding season (mid-September to December), where possible; if visits are 
still required during the breeding visits, then these will be limited to the minimum, in order to 
reduce the potential for adverse impacts to any breeding seals close to the landing facility. 

➢ Any major planned maintenance will be programmed to avoid the seal breeding season, wherever 
possible. In the unlikely event that this would not be possible (e.g. turbine failure), the Operational 
Management Plan, which will include emergency plans and appropriate mitigations, will be 
followed. This will include method statements for such unplanned major maintenance events and 
the required mitigations. These method statements will be discussed and agreed with NatureScot 
prior to development commencing. Regular, detailed inspections will be undertaken during the non-
breeding season, this will reduce the likelihood of major maintenance works occurring during the 
breeding season. In the very unlikely event that major unplanned maintenance work is required 
during the breeding season, NatureScot will be notified in accordance with the method statement. 

➢ Maintenance check vessel routing will follow the same method statement as applied to the 
construction phase, in order to minimise disturbance to the seal populations on the haul-outs 
passed en route to the island. 

8.1.2 Piling 

As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, a range of standard mitigation measures in accordance 
with the JNCC piling protocol (2010) have already been put in place as part of the iterative design process to 
minimise the potential risks to marine mammals, and in particular local grey seals, in the area. The standard 
measures, as detailed in JNCC (2010), built into design are listed below: 

➢ Mitigation zone: implementation of a mitigation zone where the area is monitored either visually 
and/or acoustically (via Passive Acoustic Monitoring, PAM) for marine mammals prior to piling 
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commencing. Monitoring will be undertaken by a suitably qualified Marine Mammal Observer 
(MMO) / PAM operative. The extent of the mitigation zone will be agreed with the consenting 
authority prior to the works taking place but will have a minimum radius of 500 m.  

➢ Pre-piling search and delayed start: the mitigation zone will be monitored visually by the MMO 
and/or acoustically via PAM for a period of at least 30 minutes. Piling will not commence if marine 
mammals are detected within the mitigation zone or until 20 minutes after the last visual or acoustic 
detection.  

➢ Piling at night or in poor visibility will be avoided: piling activities would not commence during 
periods of darkness, poor visibility (e.g. fog) or a rough sea state where it is not conducive to visual 
mitigation as there is a greater risk of failing to detect a marine mammal within the mitigation zone.  

➢ Soft-start: the piling activities will employ a soft-start, where the piling power is gradually ramped 
up incrementally until full power is achieved. This is to allow for any marine mammals within the 
area to move away from the noise source and will reduce the likelihood of exposing marine fauna 
to sounds which can cause injury. The soft-start period will be a minimum of 20 minutes. If a marine 
mammal enters the area during the soft start then, wherever possible, the piling would cease, or at 
the least the power would not be increased until the marine mammal exits the mitigation zone and 
there is no further marine mammal detection for 20 minutes. When piling at full power, there is no 
requirement to cease piling or reduce the power if a marine mammal is detected in the mitigation 
zone as it is deemed to have entered “voluntarily”. JNCC (2010) does recognise in the piling protocol 
that it may not be technically possible to stop piling at full power until the pile is in position.  

➢ Break in piling activity: If there is a pause in the piling operations for a period of greater than 10 
minutes, then the pre-piling search and soft-start procedure will be repeated before piling 
recommences. If a watch has been kept during the piling operation, the MMO or PAM operative 
will be able to confirm the presence or absence of marine mammals, and it may be possible to 
commence the soft-start immediately. However, if there has been no watch, the complete pre-
piling search and soft-start procedure will be undertaken. 

The underwater noise modelling recommends that a soft-start procedure is in place, as per the JNCC piling 

protocol (2010), to ensure seals can vacate the area. However, the modelling results are conservative 

estimates as, in line with the piling protocol, a search of an established 500 m zone around the operations 

would be undertaken to ensure the area is clear of seals prior to the soft-start commencing. Therefore, the 

number of seals potentially within the areas of TTS and PTS exceedance will be less than those calculated. 

Additional mitigation will include use of bubble curtains, which reduce low-frequency sound in the source 

level spectrum. As described in EIAR Chapter 16, bubble curtains work by injecting compressed air through 

a perforated ring laid on the seabed around the pile, creating a ring of air bubbles which rise to the surface.  

The difference in impedance between water and air results in sound being absorbed and scattered as it 

passes from the water into the air bubbles (Koschinski and Lüdermann, 2013). This in turn reduces the zone 

of underwater noise impacts. 

As stated above, piling would not take place any later than 15 August. This will ensure that piling is out with 

both the breeding season and for a month prior to when seals are expected to return to the island. This will 

therefore effectively remove the potential for impacts on breeding seals. 

8.1.3 Delivery of Materials 

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, delivery of staff, plant and materials to 
the island will be controlled though development of method statements to provide the least-disturbing route 
to site; this could potentially include varying the route from the port of origin. 

During operation, maintenance check vessel routing would follow the same method statement as applied to 
the construction phase, in order to minimise disturbance to the seal populations on the haul-outs passed en 
route to the island. 
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8.1.4 Staff Movement 

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, there will be strict control of human 
presence near hauled-out seals. In general, no personnel would approach within 50 m of a seal resting on 
the shore. However, Method Statements and site staff protocols/toolbox talks would be in place prior to all 
construction activities commencing, with the sensitivities of the adjacent habitats and their wildlife (and how 
to reduce/avoid impacts) explained to site personnel prior to commencement. 

8.1.5 Plant Specifications 

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, although mitigation is not needed, 
construction plant will be selected for the lowest practical noise output, with sound barriers also to be 
available for deployment around stationary plant, such as generators. 

8.1.6 Borrow Pit Excavation 

As described in EIAR Chapter 8: Ecology and Nature Conservation, although mitigation is not needed, 
additional good practice mitigation will be employed to reduce noise impacts: 

➢ Control of borrow pit works to limit duration of disturbance events caused by material extraction. 
This will be covered through development of a borrow pit operations Method Statement; 

➢ Use of sound barriers along the coastal edge of the secondary borrow pit to reduce noise 
propagation from extraction operations; 

➢ Restrict extraction of material from the secondary borrow pit to periods when no seals are present 
within the landing facility and Scammalin Bay area. Where this is not possible, use of a standard 
“soft-start” procedure (i.e. slowly increasing the level of noise in the works area, prior to 
commencing full operations), to avoid causing a potentially stressful “scare” reaction to a sudden 
noise, may reduce the intensity of any such disturbance events. 

8.2 Sanday SAC 

Mitigation is needed to reduce significant effects associated with noise impacts from percussive piling on 
harbour seals. 

8.2.1 Piling 

As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, a range of standard mitigation measures in accordance 
with the JNCC piling protocol (2010) have already been put in place as part of the iterative design process to 
minimise the potential risks to marine mammals, and in particular local harbour seals, in the area. The 
standard measures, as detailed in JNCC (2010), built into design are listed below: 

➢ Mitigation zone: implementation of a mitigation zone where the area is monitored either visually 
and/or acoustically (via Passive Acoustic Monitoring, PAM) for marine mammals prior to piling 
commencing. Monitoring will be undertaken by a suitably qualified Marine Mammal Observer 
(MMO) / PAM operative. The extent of the mitigation zone will be agreed with the consenting 
authority prior to the works taking place but will have a minimum radius of 500 m.  

➢ Pre-piling search and delayed start: the mitigation zone should be monitored visually by the MMO 
and/or acoustically via PAM for a period of at least 30 minutes. Piling will not commence if marine 
mammals are detected within the mitigation zone or until 20 minutes after the last visual or acoustic 
detection.  

➢ Avoid piling at night or in poor visibility: piling activities will not commence during periods of 
darkness, poor visibility (e.g. fog) or a rough sea state where it is not conductive to visual mitigation 
as there is a greater risk of failing to detect a marine mammal within the mitigation zone.  

➢ Soft-start: the piling activities will employ a soft-start, where the piling power is gradually ramped 
up incrementally until full power is achieved. This is to allow for any marine mammals within the 
area to move away from the noise source and will reduce the likelihood of exposing marine fauna 
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to sounds which can cause injury. The soft-start period will be a minimum of 20 minutes. If a marine 
mammal enters the area during the soft start then, wherever possible, the piling should cease, or 
at the least the power should not be increased until the marine mammal exits the mitigation zone 
and there is no further marine mammal detection for 20 minutes. When piling at full power, there 
is no requirement to cease piling or reduce the power if a marine mammal is detected in the 
mitigation zone as it is deemed to have entered “voluntarily”. JNCC (2010) does recognise in the 
piling protocol that it may not be technically possible to stop piling at full power until the pile is in 
position.  

➢ Break in piling activity: If there is a pause in the piling operations for a period of greater than 10 
minutes, then the pre-piling search and soft-start procedure will be repeated before piling 
recommences. If a watch has been kept during the piling operation, the MMO or PAM operative 
will be able to confirm the presence or absence of marine mammals, and it may be possible to 
commence the soft-start immediately. However, if there has been no watch, the complete pre-
piling search and soft-start procedure will be undertaken. 

The underwater noise modelling recommends that a soft-start procedure is in place, as per the JNCC piling 

protocol (2010), to ensure seals can vacate the area. However, the modelling results are conservative 

estimates as, in line with the piling protocol, a search of an established 500 m zone around the operations 

would be undertaken to ensure the area is clear of marine mammals prior to the soft-start commencing. 

Therefore, the number of animals potentially within the areas of TTS and PTS exceedance will be less than 

those calculated. 

Additional mitigation will include use of bubble curtains, which reduce low-frequency sound in the source 

level spectrum. As described in EIAR Chapter 16, bubble curtains work by injecting compressed air through 

a perforated ring laid on the seabed around the pile, creating a ring of air bubbles which rise to the surface.  

The difference in impedance between water and air results in sound being absorbed and scattered as it 

passes from the water into the air bubbles (Koschinski and Lüdermann, 2013). This in turn reduces the zone 

of underwater noise impacts. 

9. Residual Effects 

9.1 Faray and Holm of Faray SAC 

9.1.1 Visual Disturbance 

With mitigation in place, visual disturbance impacts will be significantly reduced, and it is concluded that it 
is very unlikely there will be adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC .  

9.1.2 Noise Disturbance 

As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, the residual impacts using both standard mitigation and 
bubble curtain mitigation were re-assessed using the empirically derived peak SPL metric. The distances to 
the PTS and TTS injury threshold were predicted to be zero. Thus, injury effects are not significant. 

Disturbance was assessed using thresholds of 140 dB re 1µPa (rms) and 160 dB re 1µPa (rms), plotted in EIAR 
Appendix 16.1, EIAR Figure 16.18. Maximum distances to these thresholds from the pile are provided in EIAR 
Table 26.23. As shown in EIAR Appendix 16.1, the number of seals potentially disturbed was significantly 
reduced from 922 animals (1.68% of the regional population, 25.77% of the estimated 3,578 population of 
the Faray and Holm of Faray SAC) affected by low disturbance noise under standard mitigation, to 315 
animals (0.58% of the regional population, 8.8% of the estimated SAC population) being affected when using 
both standard mitigation and bubble curtain. These low-noise impacts are unlikely to result in other than 
short-temporary and fully reversible behavioural changes. For high disturbance, the figures were 277 animals 
(0.51% of the regional population, 7.74% of the estimated SAC population) affected under standard 
mitigation to 3.81 animals (0.01% of the regional population, 0.11% of the estimated SAC population) 
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affected when using both standard mitigation and bubble curtain. Thus, behavioural effects are not 
significant. 

It is concluded that noise disturbance will not result in adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC.  

9.2 Sanday SAC 

9.2.1 Noise Disturbance 

As described in EIAR Chapter 16: Underwater Noise, the residual impacts using both standard mitigation and 
bubble curtain mitigation were re-assessed using the empirically derived peak SPL metric. The distances to 
the PTS and TTS threshold were predicted to be zero. Thus, similar to Faray and Holm of Faray SAC, injury 
effects on the integrity of the Sanday SAC are concluded to be not significant. 

Disturbance was assessed using thresholds of 140 dB re 1µPa (rms) and 160 dB re 1µPa (rms), plotted in EIAR 
Appendix 16.1, EIAR Figure 16.18. Maximum distances to these thresholds from the pile are provided in EIAR 
Table 26.23. As shown in EIAR Appendix 16.1, the number of seals potentially disturbed was significantly 
reduced from 5.06 animals (0.02% of the regional population, 0.37% of the estimated 1,350 population of 
the Sanday SAC) affected by low disturbance noise under standard mitigation, to 1.73 animals (0.01% of the 
regional population, 0.13% of the estimated SAC population) being affected when using both standard 
mitigation and bubble curtain. These low-noise impacts are unlikely to result in other than short-temporary 
and fully reversible behavioural changes. For high disturbance, the figures were 1.52 animals (0.01% of the 
regional population, 0.11% of the estimated SAC population) affected under standard mitigation to 0.02 
animals (0.0001% of the regional population, 0.0015% of the estimated SAC population) affected when using 
both standard mitigation and bubble curtain. Thus, behavioural effects are not significant 

It is concluded that noise disturbance will not result in adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC.  

10. Conclusion 
A range of impacts relating to the Proposed Development have been identified with the potential for likely 
significant effects on the conservation objectives Faray and Holm of Faray SAC and Sanday SAC designations, 
specifically their qualifying seal features.  

In the absence of mitigation, significant effects from visual and noise disturbance on the Faray and Holm of 
Faray SAC cannot be ruled out. However, with a range of mitigation in place, notably including a commitment 
to not undertake construction works during the seal breeding season and use of the JNCC piling protocol and 
bubble curtains, there will be no adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC. 

In the absence of mitigation, there are also likely significant effects from piling disturbance on the Sanday 
SAC. However, with a range of mitigation in place, notably including a commitment use of the JNCC piling 
protocol and bubble curtains, there will be no adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC. 
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NATURA 2000 – STANDARD DATA FORM 
 

Special Areas of Conservation under the EC Habitats Directive 
(includes candidate SACs, Sites of Community Importance and 
designated SACs).  
 
Each Natura 2000 site in the United Kingdom has its own Standard Data Form containing 
site-specific information. The data form for this site has been generated from the Natura 
2000 Database submitted to the European Commission on the following date: 
 
22/12/2015 
 
The information provided here, follows the officially agreed site information format for Natura 
2000 sites, as set out in the Official Journal of the European Union recording the 
Commission Implementing Decision of 11 July 2011 (2011/484/EU). 
 
The Standard Data Forms are generated automatically for all of the UK’s Natura 2000 sites 
using the European Environment Agency’s Natura 2000 software. The structure and format 
of these forms is exactly as produced by the EEA’s Natura 2000 software (except for the 
addition of this coversheet and the end notes). The content matches exactly the data 
submitted to the European Commission.  
 
Please note that these forms contain a number of codes, all of which are explained either 
within the data forms themselves or in the end notes.  
 
Further technical documentation may be found here 
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal 
 
As part of the December 2015 submission, several sections of the UK’s previously published 
Standard Data Forms have been updated. For details of the approach taken by the UK in 
this submission please refer to the following document: 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf 
 
More general information on Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) in the United Kingdom is 
available from the SAC home page on the JNCC website. This webpage also provides links 
to Standard Data Forms for all SACs in the UK.  
 
Date form generated by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee 
25 January 2016. 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/�
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN�
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN�
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal�
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf�
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=23�
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NATURA 2000 - STANDARD DATA FORM
For Special Protection Areas (SPA), 
Proposed Sites for Community Importance (pSCI),
Sites of Community Importance (SCI) and 
for Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)

SITE UK0017096

SITENAME Faray and Holm of Faray

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. SITE IDENTIFICATION
2. SITE LOCATION
3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION
4. SITE DESCRIPTION
5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS AND RELATION WITH CORINE BIOTOPES
6. SITE MANAGEMENT

1. SITE IDENTIFICATION

1.1 Type 1.2 Site code

B UK0017096

1.3 Site name

Faray and Holm of Faray

1.4 First Compilation date 1.5 Update date

1998-10 2015-12

1.6 Respondent:

Name/Organisation: Joint Nature Conservation Committee

Address:       Joint Nature Conservation Committee Monkstone House City Road Peterborough
PE1 1JY       

Email:

Date site proposed as SCI: 1998-10

Date site confirmed as SCI: 2004-12

Date site designated as SAC: 2005-03

National legal reference of SAC
designation:

Regulations 8 and 11-15 of The Conservation (Natural
Habitats, &c) Regulations 1994
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1994/2716/contents/made).

2. SITE LOCATION



Back to top

2.1 Site-centre location [decimal degrees]:

Longitude
-2.825

Latitude
59.225

2.2 Area [ha]: 2.3 Marine area [%]

781.33 92.2

2.4 Sitelength [km]:

0.0

2.5 Administrative region code and name

NUTS level 2 code Region Name

UKZZ Extra-Regio

UKM6 Highlands and Islands

2.6 Biogeographical Region(s)

Atlantic
(100.0
%)

3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION

3.1 Habitat types present on the site and assessment for them

Annex I Habitat types Site assessment

Code PF NP
Cover
[ha]

Cave
[number]

Data
quality

A|B|C|D A|B|C

            Representativity
Relative
Surface

Conservation Global

1110
 

    468.8    M  D       

1170
 

    70.32    M  D       

8330
 

    1.02    G  D       

 for the habitat types that can have a non-priority as well as a priority form (6210, 7130, 9430) enterPF:
"X" in the column PF to indicate the priority form.

 in case that a habitat type no longer exists in the site enter: x (optional)NP:
 decimal values can be enteredCover:
 for habitat types 8310, 8330 (caves) enter the number of caves if estimated surface is notCaves:

available.
 G = 'Good' (e.g. based on surveys); M = 'Moderate' (e.g. based on partial data withData quality:

some extrapolation); P = 'Poor' (e.g. rough estimation)

3.2 Species referred to in Article 4 of Directive 2009/147/EC and listed in Annex II of Directive
92/43/EEC and site evaluation for them



Positive Impacts

Rank
Activities,
management
[code]

Pollution
(optional)
[code]

inside/outside
[i|o|b]

Negative Impacts

Rank

Threats
and
pressures

Pollution
(optional)

inside/outside
[i|o|b]

Back to top

Species Population in the site Site assessment

G Code
Scientific
Name

S NP T Size Unit Cat. D.qual. A|B|C|D A|B|C

            Min Max     Pop. Con. Iso. Glo.

M 1364
Halichoerus
grypus

    p  1001  10000  i    M  B  A  B  B 

 A = Amphibians, B = Birds, F = Fish, I = Invertebrates, M = Mammals, P = Plants, R = ReptilesGroup:
 in case that the data on species are sensitive and therefore have to be blocked for any publicS:

access enter: yes
 in case that a species is no longer present in the site enter: x (optional)NP:

 p = permanent, r = reproducing, c = concentration, w = wintering (for plant and non-migratoryType:
species use permanent)

 i = individuals, p = pairs or other units according to the Standard list of population units andUnit:
codes in accordance with Article 12 and 17 reporting (see )reference portal

 C = common, R = rare, V = very rare, P = present - to fill if data areAbundance categories (Cat.):
deficient (DD) or in addition to population size information

 G = 'Good' (e.g. based on surveys); M = 'Moderate' (e.g. based on partial data withData quality:
some extrapolation); P = 'Poor' (e.g. rough estimation); VP = 'Very poor' (use this category only, if not
even a rough estimation of the population size can be made, in this case the fields for population size
can remain empty, but the field "Abundance categories" has to be filled in)

4. SITE DESCRIPTION

4.1 General site character

Habitat class % Cover

N05 6.0

N01 80.0

N07 0.5

N06 0.5

N14 10.0

N04 3.0

Total Habitat Cover 100

Other Site Characteristics
1 Terrestrial: Soil & Geology:clay,neutral,acidic,sedimentary,sandstone2 Terrestrial: Geomorphology and
landscape:island,coastal,crags/ledges3 Marine:
Geology:shingle,sandstone/mudstone,sand,boulder,sedimentary4 Marine: Geomorphology:intertidal
sediments (including sandflat/mudflat),intertidal rock,geos (rocky inlets),cliffs,subtidal rock (including rocky
reefs),open coast (including bay),cave/tunnel

4.2 Quality and importance
Halichoerus grypusfor which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom.

4.3 Threats, pressures and activities with impacts on the site

The most important impacts and activities with high effect on the site

http://eunis.eea.europa.eu/species-names-result.jsp?&pageSize=10&scientificName=Halichoerus+grypus&relationOp=2&typeForm=0&showGroup=true&showOrder=true&showFamily=true&showScientificName=true&showVernacularNames=true&showValidName=true&searchSynonyms=true&sort=2&ascendency=0
http://eunis.eea.europa.eu/species-names-result.jsp?&pageSize=10&scientificName=Halichoerus+grypus&relationOp=2&typeForm=0&showGroup=true&showOrder=true&showFamily=true&showScientificName=true&showVernacularNames=true&showValidName=true&searchSynonyms=true&sort=2&ascendency=0
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal


X
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[code] [code]
M F01 B
M H06 O
M G05 I
Rank: H = high, M = medium, L = low
Pollution: N = Nitrogen input, P = Phosphor/Phosphate input, A = Acid input/acidification,
T = toxic inorganic chemicals, O = toxic organic chemicals, X = Mixed pollutions
i = inside, o = outside, b = both

4.5 Documentation
Conservation Objectives - the Scottish Natural Heritage 'site link' below provides access to the Conservation
Objectives for this site. See also the 'UK Approach' document for more information (link via the JNCC
website).

  

Link(s): http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/documentview.jsp?p_pa_code=8254&p_Doc_Type_ID=29

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf

5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS (optional)

5.1 Designation types at national and regional level:

Code Cover [%] Code Cover [%] Code Cover [%]

UK04 14.8 UK00 85.2

6. SITE MANAGEMENT

6.1 Body(ies) responsible for the site management:

Organisation: Scottish Natural Heritage

Address:

Email:

6.2 Management Plan(s):
An actual management plan does exist:

Yes

No, but in preparation

No

6.3 Conservation measures (optional)
For available information, including on Conservation Objectives, see Section 4.5.

http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/documentview.jsp?p_pa_code=8254&p_Doc_Type_ID=29
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf


EXPLANATION OF CODES USED IN THE NATURA 2000 STANDARD DATA FORMS 
 
The codes in the table below are also explained in the official European Union guidelines for the 
Standard Data Form. The relevant page is shown in the table below. 
 
1.1 Site type 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Designated Special Protection Area 53 

B 
SAC (includes candidates Special Areas of Conservation, Sites of Community Importance and 
designated SAC) 

53 

C SAC area the same as SPA. Note in the UK Natura 2000 submission this is only used for Gibraltar 53 

 
3.1 Habitat representativity 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent 57 

B Good 57 

C Significant 57 

D Non-significant presence 57 

 
3.1 Habitat code 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 57 

1130 Estuaries 57 

1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 57 

1150 Coastal lagoons 57 

1160 Large shallow inlets and bays 57 

1170 Reefs 57 

1180 Submarine structures made by leaking gases 57 

1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines 57 

1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks 57 

1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic Coasts 57 

1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand 57 

1320 Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae) 57 

1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) 57 

1340 Inland salt meadows 57 

1420 Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrubs (Sarcocornetea fruticosi) 57 

2110 Embryonic shifting dunes 57 

2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria ("white dunes") 57 

2130 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation ("grey dunes") 57 

2140 Decalcified fixed dunes with Empetrum nigrum 57 

2150 Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea) 57 

2160 Dunes with Hippopha• rhamnoides 57 

2170 Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea (Salicion arenariae) 57 

2190 Humid dune slacks 57 

21A0 Machairs (* in Ireland) 57 

2250 Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp. 57 

2330 Inland dunes with open Corynephorus and Agrostis grasslands 57 

3110 Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia uniflorae) 57 

3130 
Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of 
the Isoëto-Nanojuncetea 

57 

3140 Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp. 57 

3150 Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type vegetation 57 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN


CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

3160 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds 57 

3170 Mediterranean temporary ponds 57 

3180 Turloughs 57 

3260 
Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion 
vegetation 

57 

4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix 57 

4020 Temperate Atlantic wet heaths with Erica ciliaris and Erica tetralix 57 

4030 European dry heaths 57 

4040 Dry Atlantic coastal heaths with Erica vagans 57 

4060 Alpine and Boreal heaths 57 

4080 Sub-Arctic Salix spp. scrub 57 

5110 Stable xerothermophilous formations with Buxus sempervirens on rock slopes (Berberidion p.p.) 57 

5130 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or calcareous grasslands 57 

6130 Calaminarian grasslands of the Violetalia calaminariae 57 

6150 Siliceous alpine and boreal grasslands 57 

6170 Alpine and subalpine calcareous grasslands 57 

6210 
Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* 
important orchid sites) 

57 

6230 
Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on silicious substrates in mountain areas (and submountain areas in 
Continental Europe) 

57 

6410 Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae) 57 

6430 Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels 57 

6510 Lowland hay meadows (Alopecurus pratensis, Sanguisorba officinalis) 57 

6520 Mountain hay meadows 57 

7110 Active raised bogs 57 

7120 Degraded raised bogs still capable of natural regeneration 57 

7130 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) 57 

7140 Transition mires and quaking bogs 57 

7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion 57 

7210 Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion davallianae 57 

7220 Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion) 57 

7230 Alkaline fens 57 

7240 Alpine pioneer formations of the Caricion bicoloris-atrofuscae 57 

8110 Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels (Androsacetalia alpinae and Galeopsietalia ladani) 57 

8120 Calcareous and calcshist screes of the montane to alpine levels (Thlaspietea rotundifolii) 57 

8210 Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 57 

8220 Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 57 

8240 Limestone pavements 57 

8310 Caves not open to the public 57 

8330 Submerged or partially submerged sea caves 57 

9120 
Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion 
robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion) 

57 

9130 Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests 57 

9160 Sub-Atlantic and medio-European oak or oak-hornbeam forests of the Carpinion betuli 57 

9180 Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines 57 

9190 Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains 57 

91A0 Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles 57 

91C0 Caledonian forest 57 

91D0 Bog woodland 57 

91E0 
Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion 
albae) 

57 

91J0 Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles 57 

 



3.1 Relative surface 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A 15%-100% 58 

B 2%-15% 58 

C < 2% 58 

 
3.1 Conservation status habitat 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent conservation 59 

B Good conservation 59 

C Average or reduced conservation 59 

 
3.1 Global grade habitat 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent value 59 

B Good value 59 

C Significant value 59 

 
3.2 Population (abbreviated to ‘Pop.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A 15%-100% 62 

B 2%-15% 62 

C < 2% 62 

D Non-significant population 62 

 
3.2 Conservation status species (abbreviated to ‘Con.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent conservation 63 

B Good conservation 63 

C Average or reduced conservation 63 

 
3.2 Isolation (abbreviated to ‘Iso.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Population (almost) Isolated 63 

B Population not-isolated, but on margins of area of distribution 63 

C Population not-isolated within extended distribution range 63 

 
3.2 Global Grade (abbreviated to ‘Glo.’ Or ‘G.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent value 63 

B Good value 63 

C Significant value 63 

 
3.3 Assemblages types 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

WATR Non breeding waterfowl assemblage UK specific code 

SBA Breeding seabird assemblage UK specific code 

BBA Breeding bird assemblage (applies only to sites classified pre 2000) UK specific code 

 
  



4.1 Habitat class code 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

N01 Marine areas, Sea inlets 65 

N02 Tidal rivers, Estuaries, Mud flats, Sand flats, Lagoons (including saltwork basins) 65 

N03 Salt marshes, Salt pastures, Salt steppes 65 

N04 Coastal sand dunes, Sand beaches, Machair 65 

N05 Shingle, Sea cliffs, Islets 65 

N06 Inland water bodies (Standing water, Running water) 65 

N07 Bogs, Marshes, Water fringed vegetation, Fens 65 

N08 Heath, Scrub, Maquis and Garrigue, Phygrana 65 

N09 Dry grassland, Steppes 65 

N10 Humid grassland, Mesophile grassland 65 

N11 Alpine and sub-Alpine grassland 65 

N14 Improved grassland 65 

N15 Other arable land 65 

N16 Broad-leaved deciduous woodland 65 

N17 Coniferous woodland 65 

N19 Mixed woodland 65 

N21 Non-forest areas cultivated with woody plants (including Orchards, groves, Vineyards, Dehesas) 65 

N22 Inland rocks, Screes, Sands, Permanent Snow and ice 65 

N23 Other land (including Towns, Villages, Roads, Waste places, Mines, Industrial sites) 65 

N25 Grassland and scrub habitats (general) 65 

N26 Woodland habitats (general) 65 

 
4.3 Threats code 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A01 Cultivation 65 

A02 Modification of cultivation practices 65 

A03 Mowing / cutting of grassland 65 

A04 Grazing 65 

A05 Livestock farming and animal breeding (without grazing) 65 

A06 Annual and perennial non-timber crops 65 

A07 Use of biocides, hormones and chemicals 65 

A08 Fertilisation 65 

A10 Restructuring agricultural land holding 65 

A11 Agriculture activities not referred to above 65 

B01 Forest planting on open ground 65 

B02 Forest and Plantation management  & use 65 

B03 Forest exploitation without replanting or natural regrowth 65 

B04 Use of biocides, hormones and chemicals (forestry) 65 

B06 Grazing in forests/ woodland 65 

B07 Forestry activities not referred to above 65 

C01 Mining and quarrying 65 

C02 Exploration and extraction of oil or gas 65 

C03 Renewable abiotic energy use 65 

D01 Roads, paths and railroads 65 

D02 Utility and service lines 65 

D03 Shipping lanes, ports, marine constructions 65 

D04 Airports, flightpaths 65 

D05 Improved access to site 65 

E01 Urbanised areas, human habitation 65 

E02 Industrial or commercial areas 65 



CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

E03 Discharges 65 

E04 Structures, buildings in the landscape 65 

E06 Other urbanisation, industrial and similar activities 65 

F01 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture 65 

F02 Fishing and harvesting aquatic ressources 65 

F03 

Hunting and collection of wild animals (terrestrial), including damage caused by game (excessive 
density), and taking/removal of terrestrial animals (including collection of insects, reptiles, 
amphibians, birds of prey, etc., trapping, poisoning, poaching, predator control, accidental capture 
(e.g. due to fishing gear), etc.) 

65 

F04 Taking / Removal of terrestrial plants, general 65 

F05 Illegal taking/ removal of marine fauna 65 

F06 Hunting, fishing or collecting activities not referred to above 65 

G01 Outdoor sports and leisure activities, recreational activities 65 

G02 Sport and leisure structures 65 

G03 Interpretative centres 65 

G04 Military use and civil unrest 65 

G05 Other human intrusions and disturbances 65 

H01 Pollution to surface waters (limnic & terrestrial, marine & brackish) 65 

H02 Pollution to groundwater (point sources and diffuse sources) 65 

H03 Marine water pollution 65 

H04 Air pollution, air-borne pollutants 65 

H05 Soil pollution and solid waste (excluding discharges) 65 

H06 Excess energy 65 

H07 Other forms of pollution 65 

I01 Invasive non-native species 65 

I02 Problematic native species 65 

I03 Introduced genetic material, GMO 65 

J01 Fire and fire suppression 65 

J02 Human induced changes in hydraulic conditions 65 

J03 Other ecosystem modifications 65 

K01 Abiotic (slow) natural processes 65 

K02 Biocenotic evolution, succession 65 

K03 Interspecific faunal relations 65 

K04 Interspecific floral relations 65 

K05 Reduced fecundity/ genetic depression 65 

L05 Collapse of terrain, landslide 65 

L07 Storm, cyclone 65 

L08 Inundation (natural processes) 65 

L10 Other natural catastrophes 65 

M01 Changes in abiotic conditions 65 

M02 Changes in biotic conditions 65 

U Unknown threat or pressure 65 

XO Threats and pressures from outside the Member State 65 

 
5.1 Designation type codes 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

UK00 No Protection Status 67 

UK01 National Nature Reserve 67 

UK02 Marine Nature Reserve 67 

UK04 Site of Special Scientific Interest (UK) 67 
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Appendix B: Data Sheet for Sanday SAC 



 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/ 
 

 

NATURA 2000 – STANDARD DATA FORM 
 

Special Areas of Conservation under the EC Habitats Directive 
(includes candidate SACs, Sites of Community Importance and 
designated SACs).  
 
Each Natura 2000 site in the United Kingdom has its own Standard Data Form containing 
site-specific information. The data form for this site has been generated from the Natura 
2000 Database submitted to the European Commission on the following date: 
 
22/12/2015 
 
The information provided here, follows the officially agreed site information format for Natura 
2000 sites, as set out in the Official Journal of the European Union recording the 
Commission Implementing Decision of 11 July 2011 (2011/484/EU). 
 
The Standard Data Forms are generated automatically for all of the UK’s Natura 2000 sites 
using the European Environment Agency’s Natura 2000 software. The structure and format 
of these forms is exactly as produced by the EEA’s Natura 2000 software (except for the 
addition of this coversheet and the end notes). The content matches exactly the data 
submitted to the European Commission.  
 
Please note that these forms contain a number of codes, all of which are explained either 
within the data forms themselves or in the end notes.  
 
Further technical documentation may be found here 
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal 
 
As part of the December 2015 submission, several sections of the UK’s previously published 
Standard Data Forms have been updated. For details of the approach taken by the UK in 
this submission please refer to the following document: 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf 
 
More general information on Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) in the United Kingdom is 
available from the SAC home page on the JNCC website. This webpage also provides links 
to Standard Data Forms for all SACs in the UK.  
 
Date form generated by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee 
25 January 2016. 

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/�
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN�
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN�
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal�
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf�
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=23�
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NATURA 2000 - STANDARD DATA FORM
For Special Protection Areas (SPA), 
Proposed Sites for Community Importance (pSCI),
Sites of Community Importance (SCI) and 
for Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)

SITE UK0030069

SITENAME Sanday

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. SITE IDENTIFICATION
2. SITE LOCATION
3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION
4. SITE DESCRIPTION
5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS AND RELATION WITH CORINE BIOTOPES
6. SITE MANAGEMENT

1. SITE IDENTIFICATION

1.1 Type 1.2 Site code

B UK0030069

1.3 Site name

Sanday

1.4 First Compilation date 1.5 Update date

1999-06 2015-12

1.6 Respondent:

Name/Organisation: Joint Nature Conservation Committee

Address:       Joint Nature Conservation Committee Monkstone House City Road Peterborough
PE1 1JY       

Email:

Date site proposed as SCI: 1999-06

Date site confirmed as SCI: 2004-12

Date site designated as SAC: 2005-03

National legal reference of SAC
designation:

Regulations 8 and 11-15 of The Conservation (Natural
Habitats, &c) Regulations 1994
(http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1994/2716/contents/made).

2. SITE LOCATION



Back to top

2.1 Site-centre location [decimal degrees]:

Longitude
-2.5

Latitude
59.28333333

2.2 Area [ha]: 2.3 Marine area [%]

10976.97 100.0

2.4 Sitelength [km]:

0.0

2.5 Administrative region code and name

NUTS level 2 code Region Name

UKZZ Extra-Regio

UKM6 Highlands and Islands

2.6 Biogeographical Region(s)

Atlantic
(100.0
%)

3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION

3.1 Habitat types present on the site and assessment for them

Annex I Habitat types Site assessment

Code PF NP
Cover
[ha]

Cave
[number]

Data
quality

A|B|C|D A|B|C

            Representativity
Relative
Surface

Conservation Global

1110
 

    5488.48    M  C  C  B  C 

1140
 

    1646.55    G  C  C  B  C 

1160
 

    10.98    G  D       

1170
 

    4390.79    M  B  C  A  B 

 for the habitat types that can have a non-priority as well as a priority form (6210, 7130, 9430) enterPF:
"X" in the column PF to indicate the priority form.

 in case that a habitat type no longer exists in the site enter: x (optional)NP:
 decimal values can be enteredCover:
 for habitat types 8310, 8330 (caves) enter the number of caves if estimated surface is notCaves:

available.
 G = 'Good' (e.g. based on surveys); M = 'Moderate' (e.g. based on partial data withData quality:

some extrapolation); P = 'Poor' (e.g. rough estimation)
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3.2 Species referred to in Article 4 of Directive 2009/147/EC and listed in Annex II of Directive
92/43/EEC and site evaluation for them

Species Population in the site Site assessment

G Code
Scientific
Name

S NP T Size Unit Cat. D.qual. A|B|C|D A|B|C

            Min Max     Pop. Con. Iso. Glo.

M 1365
Phoca
vitulina

    p  1001  10000  i    M  B  A  C  B 

M 1351
Phocoena
phocoena

    p        P  DD  D       

 A = Amphibians, B = Birds, F = Fish, I = Invertebrates, M = Mammals, P = Plants, R = ReptilesGroup:
 in case that the data on species are sensitive and therefore have to be blocked for any publicS:

access enter: yes
 in case that a species is no longer present in the site enter: x (optional)NP:

 p = permanent, r = reproducing, c = concentration, w = wintering (for plant and non-migratoryType:
species use permanent)

 i = individuals, p = pairs or other units according to the Standard list of population units andUnit:
codes in accordance with Article 12 and 17 reporting (see )reference portal

 C = common, R = rare, V = very rare, P = present - to fill if data areAbundance categories (Cat.):
deficient (DD) or in addition to population size information

 G = 'Good' (e.g. based on surveys); M = 'Moderate' (e.g. based on partial data withData quality:
some extrapolation); P = 'Poor' (e.g. rough estimation); VP = 'Very poor' (use this category only, if not
even a rough estimation of the population size can be made, in this case the fields for population size
can remain empty, but the field "Abundance categories" has to be filled in)

4. SITE DESCRIPTION

4.1 General site character

Habitat class % Cover

N05 5.1

N14 0.2

N07 0.1

N01 88.0

N02 1.5

N03 0.1

N04 5.0

Total Habitat Cover 99.99999999999999

Other Site Characteristics
1 Terrestrial: Soil & Geology:sandstone2 Terrestrial: Geomorphology and landscape:island,coastal3 Marine:
Geology:shingle,sandstone/mudstone,sedimentary,boulder,sand4 Marine: Geomorphology:open coast
(including bay),intertidal rock,intertidal sediments (including sandflat/mudflat),subtidal rock (including rocky
reefs),pools,shingle bar,islands

4.2 Quality and importance
Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the timefor which the area is considered to support a
significant presence.Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tidefor which the area is

http://eunis.eea.europa.eu/species-names-result.jsp?&pageSize=10&scientificName=Phoca+vitulina&relationOp=2&typeForm=0&showGroup=true&showOrder=true&showFamily=true&showScientificName=true&showVernacularNames=true&showValidName=true&searchSynonyms=true&sort=2&ascendency=0
http://eunis.eea.europa.eu/species-names-result.jsp?&pageSize=10&scientificName=Phoca+vitulina&relationOp=2&typeForm=0&showGroup=true&showOrder=true&showFamily=true&showScientificName=true&showVernacularNames=true&showValidName=true&searchSynonyms=true&sort=2&ascendency=0
http://eunis.eea.europa.eu/species-names-result.jsp?&pageSize=10&scientificName=Phocoena+phocoena&relationOp=2&typeForm=0&showGroup=true&showOrder=true&showFamily=true&showScientificName=true&showVernacularNames=true&showValidName=true&searchSynonyms=true&sort=2&ascendency=0
http://eunis.eea.europa.eu/species-names-result.jsp?&pageSize=10&scientificName=Phocoena+phocoena&relationOp=2&typeForm=0&showGroup=true&showOrder=true&showFamily=true&showScientificName=true&showVernacularNames=true&showValidName=true&searchSynonyms=true&sort=2&ascendency=0
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal
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Positive Impacts

Rank
Activities,
management
[code]

Pollution
(optional)
[code]

inside/outside
[i|o|b]

Negative Impacts

Rank

Threats
and
pressures
[code]

Pollution
(optional)
[code]

inside/outside
[i|o|b]

L G02 B
L L05 I
M H06 O
H F01 B
M D03 B
M E03 B
M J02 B
L G04 B
L C01 B
M E02 O
M H03 B
M I03 O
M E01 O
L H01 B
H F02 I
L D02 B
H G05 I
M K01 I
M C02 O
M K04 I
M K03 I
H I01 B
L G01 I
H K02 I

considered to support a significant presence.Reefsfor which this is considered to be one of the best areas in
the United Kingdom.Phoca vitulinafor which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United
Kingdom.

4.3 Threats, pressures and activities with impacts on the site

The most important impacts and activities with high effect on the site

Rank: H = high, M = medium, L = low
Pollution: N = Nitrogen input, P = Phosphor/Phosphate input, A = Acid input/acidification,
T = toxic inorganic chemicals, O = toxic organic chemicals, X = Mixed pollutions
i = inside, o = outside, b = both

4.5 Documentation
Conservation Objectives - the Scottish Natural Heritage 'site link' below provides access to the Conservation
Objectives for this site. See also the 'UK Approach' document for more information (link via the JNCC
website).

  

Link(s): http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/documentview.jsp?p_pa_code=8372&p_Doc_Type_ID=29

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf

5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS (optional)

5.1 Designation types at national and regional level:

http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/documentview.jsp?p_pa_code=8372&p_Doc_Type_ID=29
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Natura2000_StandardDataForm_UKApproach_Dec2015.pdf


X
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Code Cover [%] Code Cover [%] Code Cover [%]

UK00 85.4 UK04 14.6

6. SITE MANAGEMENT

6.1 Body(ies) responsible for the site management:

Organisation: Scottish Natural Heritage

Address:

Email:

6.2 Management Plan(s):
An actual management plan does exist:

Yes

No, but in preparation

No

6.3 Conservation measures (optional)
For available information, including on Conservation Objectives, see Section 4.5.



EXPLANATION OF CODES USED IN THE NATURA 2000 STANDARD DATA FORMS 
 
The codes in the table below are also explained in the official European Union guidelines for the 
Standard Data Form. The relevant page is shown in the table below. 
 
1.1 Site type 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Designated Special Protection Area 53 

B 
SAC (includes candidates Special Areas of Conservation, Sites of Community Importance and 
designated SAC) 

53 

C SAC area the same as SPA. Note in the UK Natura 2000 submission this is only used for Gibraltar 53 

 
3.1 Habitat representativity 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent 57 

B Good 57 

C Significant 57 

D Non-significant presence 57 

 
3.1 Habitat code 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 57 

1130 Estuaries 57 

1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 57 

1150 Coastal lagoons 57 

1160 Large shallow inlets and bays 57 

1170 Reefs 57 

1180 Submarine structures made by leaking gases 57 

1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines 57 

1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks 57 

1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic Coasts 57 

1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand 57 

1320 Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae) 57 

1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) 57 

1340 Inland salt meadows 57 

1420 Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrubs (Sarcocornetea fruticosi) 57 

2110 Embryonic shifting dunes 57 

2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria ("white dunes") 57 

2130 Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation ("grey dunes") 57 

2140 Decalcified fixed dunes with Empetrum nigrum 57 

2150 Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea) 57 

2160 Dunes with Hippopha• rhamnoides 57 

2170 Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea (Salicion arenariae) 57 

2190 Humid dune slacks 57 

21A0 Machairs (* in Ireland) 57 

2250 Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp. 57 

2330 Inland dunes with open Corynephorus and Agrostis grasslands 57 

3110 Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains (Littorelletalia uniflorae) 57 

3130 
Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of 
the Isoëto-Nanojuncetea 

57 

3140 Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp. 57 

3150 Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type vegetation 57 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011D0484&from=EN


CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

3160 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds 57 

3170 Mediterranean temporary ponds 57 

3180 Turloughs 57 

3260 
Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion 
vegetation 

57 

4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix 57 

4020 Temperate Atlantic wet heaths with Erica ciliaris and Erica tetralix 57 

4030 European dry heaths 57 

4040 Dry Atlantic coastal heaths with Erica vagans 57 

4060 Alpine and Boreal heaths 57 

4080 Sub-Arctic Salix spp. scrub 57 

5110 Stable xerothermophilous formations with Buxus sempervirens on rock slopes (Berberidion p.p.) 57 

5130 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or calcareous grasslands 57 

6130 Calaminarian grasslands of the Violetalia calaminariae 57 

6150 Siliceous alpine and boreal grasslands 57 

6170 Alpine and subalpine calcareous grasslands 57 

6210 
Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (* 
important orchid sites) 

57 

6230 
Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on silicious substrates in mountain areas (and submountain areas in 
Continental Europe) 

57 

6410 Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae) 57 

6430 Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels 57 

6510 Lowland hay meadows (Alopecurus pratensis, Sanguisorba officinalis) 57 

6520 Mountain hay meadows 57 

7110 Active raised bogs 57 

7120 Degraded raised bogs still capable of natural regeneration 57 

7130 Blanket bogs (* if active bog) 57 

7140 Transition mires and quaking bogs 57 

7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion 57 

7210 Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion davallianae 57 

7220 Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion) 57 

7230 Alkaline fens 57 

7240 Alpine pioneer formations of the Caricion bicoloris-atrofuscae 57 

8110 Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels (Androsacetalia alpinae and Galeopsietalia ladani) 57 

8120 Calcareous and calcshist screes of the montane to alpine levels (Thlaspietea rotundifolii) 57 

8210 Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 57 

8220 Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 57 

8240 Limestone pavements 57 

8310 Caves not open to the public 57 

8330 Submerged or partially submerged sea caves 57 

9120 
Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with Ilex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion 
robori-petraeae or Ilici-Fagenion) 

57 

9130 Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests 57 

9160 Sub-Atlantic and medio-European oak or oak-hornbeam forests of the Carpinion betuli 57 

9180 Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines 57 

9190 Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains 57 

91A0 Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles 57 

91C0 Caledonian forest 57 

91D0 Bog woodland 57 

91E0 
Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion 
albae) 

57 

91J0 Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles 57 

 



3.1 Relative surface 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A 15%-100% 58 

B 2%-15% 58 

C < 2% 58 

 
3.1 Conservation status habitat 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent conservation 59 

B Good conservation 59 

C Average or reduced conservation 59 

 
3.1 Global grade habitat 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent value 59 

B Good value 59 

C Significant value 59 

 
3.2 Population (abbreviated to ‘Pop.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A 15%-100% 62 

B 2%-15% 62 

C < 2% 62 

D Non-significant population 62 

 
3.2 Conservation status species (abbreviated to ‘Con.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent conservation 63 

B Good conservation 63 

C Average or reduced conservation 63 

 
3.2 Isolation (abbreviated to ‘Iso.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Population (almost) Isolated 63 

B Population not-isolated, but on margins of area of distribution 63 

C Population not-isolated within extended distribution range 63 

 
3.2 Global Grade (abbreviated to ‘Glo.’ Or ‘G.’ in data form) 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A Excellent value 63 

B Good value 63 

C Significant value 63 

 
3.3 Assemblages types 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

WATR Non breeding waterfowl assemblage UK specific code 

SBA Breeding seabird assemblage UK specific code 

BBA Breeding bird assemblage (applies only to sites classified pre 2000) UK specific code 

 
  



4.1 Habitat class code 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

N01 Marine areas, Sea inlets 65 

N02 Tidal rivers, Estuaries, Mud flats, Sand flats, Lagoons (including saltwork basins) 65 

N03 Salt marshes, Salt pastures, Salt steppes 65 

N04 Coastal sand dunes, Sand beaches, Machair 65 

N05 Shingle, Sea cliffs, Islets 65 

N06 Inland water bodies (Standing water, Running water) 65 

N07 Bogs, Marshes, Water fringed vegetation, Fens 65 

N08 Heath, Scrub, Maquis and Garrigue, Phygrana 65 

N09 Dry grassland, Steppes 65 

N10 Humid grassland, Mesophile grassland 65 

N11 Alpine and sub-Alpine grassland 65 

N14 Improved grassland 65 

N15 Other arable land 65 

N16 Broad-leaved deciduous woodland 65 

N17 Coniferous woodland 65 

N19 Mixed woodland 65 

N21 Non-forest areas cultivated with woody plants (including Orchards, groves, Vineyards, Dehesas) 65 

N22 Inland rocks, Screes, Sands, Permanent Snow and ice 65 

N23 Other land (including Towns, Villages, Roads, Waste places, Mines, Industrial sites) 65 

N25 Grassland and scrub habitats (general) 65 

N26 Woodland habitats (general) 65 

 
4.3 Threats code 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

A01 Cultivation 65 

A02 Modification of cultivation practices 65 

A03 Mowing / cutting of grassland 65 

A04 Grazing 65 

A05 Livestock farming and animal breeding (without grazing) 65 

A06 Annual and perennial non-timber crops 65 

A07 Use of biocides, hormones and chemicals 65 

A08 Fertilisation 65 

A10 Restructuring agricultural land holding 65 

A11 Agriculture activities not referred to above 65 

B01 Forest planting on open ground 65 

B02 Forest and Plantation management  & use 65 

B03 Forest exploitation without replanting or natural regrowth 65 

B04 Use of biocides, hormones and chemicals (forestry) 65 

B06 Grazing in forests/ woodland 65 

B07 Forestry activities not referred to above 65 

C01 Mining and quarrying 65 

C02 Exploration and extraction of oil or gas 65 

C03 Renewable abiotic energy use 65 

D01 Roads, paths and railroads 65 

D02 Utility and service lines 65 

D03 Shipping lanes, ports, marine constructions 65 

D04 Airports, flightpaths 65 

D05 Improved access to site 65 

E01 Urbanised areas, human habitation 65 

E02 Industrial or commercial areas 65 



CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

E03 Discharges 65 

E04 Structures, buildings in the landscape 65 

E06 Other urbanisation, industrial and similar activities 65 

F01 Marine and Freshwater Aquaculture 65 

F02 Fishing and harvesting aquatic ressources 65 

F03 

Hunting and collection of wild animals (terrestrial), including damage caused by game (excessive 
density), and taking/removal of terrestrial animals (including collection of insects, reptiles, 
amphibians, birds of prey, etc., trapping, poisoning, poaching, predator control, accidental capture 
(e.g. due to fishing gear), etc.) 

65 

F04 Taking / Removal of terrestrial plants, general 65 

F05 Illegal taking/ removal of marine fauna 65 

F06 Hunting, fishing or collecting activities not referred to above 65 

G01 Outdoor sports and leisure activities, recreational activities 65 

G02 Sport and leisure structures 65 

G03 Interpretative centres 65 

G04 Military use and civil unrest 65 

G05 Other human intrusions and disturbances 65 

H01 Pollution to surface waters (limnic & terrestrial, marine & brackish) 65 

H02 Pollution to groundwater (point sources and diffuse sources) 65 

H03 Marine water pollution 65 

H04 Air pollution, air-borne pollutants 65 

H05 Soil pollution and solid waste (excluding discharges) 65 

H06 Excess energy 65 

H07 Other forms of pollution 65 

I01 Invasive non-native species 65 

I02 Problematic native species 65 

I03 Introduced genetic material, GMO 65 

J01 Fire and fire suppression 65 

J02 Human induced changes in hydraulic conditions 65 

J03 Other ecosystem modifications 65 

K01 Abiotic (slow) natural processes 65 

K02 Biocenotic evolution, succession 65 

K03 Interspecific faunal relations 65 

K04 Interspecific floral relations 65 

K05 Reduced fecundity/ genetic depression 65 

L05 Collapse of terrain, landslide 65 

L07 Storm, cyclone 65 

L08 Inundation (natural processes) 65 

L10 Other natural catastrophes 65 

M01 Changes in abiotic conditions 65 

M02 Changes in biotic conditions 65 

U Unknown threat or pressure 65 

XO Threats and pressures from outside the Member State 65 

 
5.1 Designation type codes 

CODE DESCRIPTION PAGE NO 

UK00 No Protection Status 67 

UK01 National Nature Reserve 67 

UK02 Marine Nature Reserve 67 

UK04 Site of Special Scientific Interest (UK) 67 
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This Appendix provides a record of the agreement of different aspects of the assessment. Excerpts from email strings are provided to make the 

record more concise and reduce duplication. 

Agreement of baseline noise monitoring locations: 

From: Simon Waddell <simon.waddell@itpenergised.com>  

Sent: 28 February 2020 17:21 

To: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk> 

Cc: David Hannon <David.Hannon@orkney.gov.uk>; Sweyn Johnston <Sweyn.Johnston@orkney.gov.uk>; Rebecca Todd 

<rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com>; Jenny Hazzard <jenny.hazzard@itpenergised.com>; Eliot Weir <Eliot.Weir@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: Faray Wind Farm - Noise baseline survey approach and method 

Paul, 

Further to our previous discussions regarding the evaluation of wind turbine noise from the proposed development on Faray (during site visit to Hoy), 

I would seek to agree our detailed approach to the baseline noise survey with you.  

I provide in Figure 1 a screenshot showing the 35dB contour given the current proposed layout (note that layout and turbine model used may be 

subject to change), with ground absorption set to G=0.  

Figure 1  - overview of study area 

 

 

We propose to monitor at one location on Westray, and one location on Eday.  

NMP1 will be sited on Westray, likely at a property close to the ferry terminal, making sure to avoid any audible plant. We anticipate that ferries will 

be infrequent, and predominantly/entirely during the daytime period. Any noise from ferries during weekend daytimes will be identified in data 

processing and removed from the dataset, with excluded data shown on the noise limit derivation charts. The proposed location is shown in greater 

detail in Figure 2. 

mailto:simon.waddell@itpenergised.com
mailto:Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:David.Hannon@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:Sweyn.Johnston@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com
mailto:jenny.hazzard@itpenergised.com
mailto:Eliot.Weir@itpenergised.com
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Figure 2 - Westray – NMP1 

 

 

As shown in Figure 1, Fers Ness on Eday is directly to the south of Faray and close to the 35 dB contour, however, this promontory is likely to be 

somewhat exposed, and therefore noise from the sea is likely to be higher than at locations to the east of Faray. We therefore propose to monitor at 

a location on the western side of Eday, as shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 - NMP2 - Eday 

 

As with previous surveys, monitoring locations will be selected in accordance with the recommendations of the Good Practice Guide, at the quietest 

area of external residential amenity space, seeking to minimise/exclude noise from air source heat pumps, boiler flues etc. Should any small turbines 

be identified, monitoring locations will be moved such that noise from these will not affect baseline levels. To this end, if you are aware of any 

cumulative turbines which may affect our proposed locations, please let me know. We will review information on the planning portal, seeking to 

identify any existing/proposed turbines in the area. 

Wind speed will be measured by LIDAR device based on Faray. A rain gauge will be located at either NMP1 or NMP2, adjacent to the noise monitoring 

location.  
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Given the wide range of measured wind speeds during the Hoy and Quanterness surveys, we anticipate that the required number of datapoints will 

be captured within a 21-day survey duration, however, this will be confirmed prior to collection of the meters via interrogation of the LIDAR data. 

Following commissioning of the monitoring equipment I will be in touch to provide coordinates of the as-installed monitoring locations, photos of the 

kit showing the context, and a detailed description of the noise environment, as encountered.  

If you could confirm approval or provide comment by response, that would be greatly appreciated.  

With thanks and regards, 

Simon 

Simon Waddell | Principal Noise Consultant | ITPEnergised  

Office: +44 (0) 131 557 8325 |Mobile:  

7 Dundas Street, Edinburgh EH3 6QG 

www.itpenergised.com 

_________________________________________________ 

ITPEnergised incorporates Energised Environments Limited & ITPE Ltd. 

 

 

 

   

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail  

ITPEnergised Group: Argentina, Australia, China, India, Kenya, New Zealand, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom.  

 

The contents of this email are confidential to the intended recipient and may not be disclosed. Although it is believed that this email and any attachments are virus free, it is the responsibility 
of the recipient to confirm this. This email may contain confidential information. If received in error please delete it without making or distributing copies. Opinions and information that do not 
relate to the official business of Energised Environments Limited registered at 7 Dundas Street, Edinburgh, EH3 6QG or ITPE Ltd., registered at St. Brandon’s House 29 Great George Street, 
Bristol BS1 5QT, trading as ITPEnergised, are not endorsed by the company.  

 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

[Redacted]

http://www.itpenergised.com/
https://twitter.com/ITPEnergised/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itpenergised
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From: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk>  

Sent: 02 March 2020 10:38 

To: Simon Waddell <Simon.Waddell@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: RE: Faray Wind Farm - Noise baseline survey approach and method 

Classification: OFFICIAL  
 

Simon, 

Why do background noise measurements at all if modelling indicates compliance with flat 35dB LA90?  - Just a comment / suggestion, I 
guess background noise measurements now keeps the options for position of turbines / size of development open.  

No objection to suggestion re Westray NMP, there are number of small WTG to north of Grimbust, you may need to directional filter the 
data or perhaps consider a NMP to west of ferry terminal where, from memory, there are fewer domestic WTG’s.   

NMP2 (Eday) agree with proposed location, the only WTG I can find in the area is at Bredakirk (355400  1036171, kW Evance R9000), 
but please note there MAY be unauthorised small yacht/DIY type turbines in the area which have not been picked up under Planning 
enforcement yet. 

Ferness -  I would suggest you think again about having a (third) NMP in this area, perhaps not at Ferness itself as there is a small WTG 
to the north.  If the proposed turbines are moved further south than currently indicated Ferness may become a more sensitive receptor  - 
are you happy to use proposed NMP2 as basis for Ferness area noise limits?  

I would suggest you consider deploying two rain gauges  - weather fronts going through may affect south Westray more or less than Eday 
or at slightly different times (they are ca. 4km apart). 

Other developments / noise sources in the area:- 

Ferries to Westray – these run to a regular timetable and will probably only affect Westray NMP, there will be increased traffic either side 
of ferry arrival.  Should be easy to filter out, but also watch out for other marine activity (e.g. small commercial fishing boats) which do not 
run to a timetable. 

Flights (Loganair) to Eday (London Airport) – again to a regular timetable, sometimes (depending on wind direction) come in quite low 
over Ferness/west side of Eday, these will need filtering out. 

 

Eday has an Enercon E44 (hub ht. 55m) at approx.. 354297  1031708 – don’t think this will affect measurements but should be 
considered/commented on in any final report. 

European Marine Energy Centre (EMEC) at West Side/Sunnybank (SW of above turbine) includes a Hydrogen production facility, again 
not likely to affect background noise measurements due to distance, but worth noting and commenting on in final report. 

Paul 

Paul Turner 

Environmental Health Officer 

Orkney Islands Council  

School Place 

KIRKWALL 

Orkney 

KW15 1NY 

01856 873535 ext 2805 

 

  

mailto:Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:Simon.Waddell@itpenergised.com
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From: Simon Waddell <simon.waddell@itpenergised.com>  

Sent: 07 August 2020 12:09 

To: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk> 

Cc: Rebecca Todd <rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com>; Roy Ferguson <Roy.Ferguson@itpenergised.com>; David Hannon 

<David.Hannon@orkney.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Faray Wind Farm - Noise baseline survey approach and method 

Good afternoon Paul, 

I hope you’re well & able to get out and enjoy the sunshine! 

Further to your email below, and our initial consultation on monitoring locations for Faray, we now have some proposed locations. These are 

necessarily constrained by where residents are permitting us to site the equipment, but if you could review the below and let me know if you have 

any comments that would be greatly appreciated.  I will be installing the kits on Tuesday 18th August, so if you have any concerns if you could let me 

know before the end of next week (i.e. before Friday 14th Aug) that would be ideal. 

As you noted on your first point in your email, background measurements will not be necessary if predicted levels are below 35 dB. Our propagation 

over water calcs using the proposed candidate turbine are approx. 3 dB below the 35 dB fixed minimum daytime noise limit at all receptors on 

Westray, so we do not propose to undertake any monitoring location on Westray. The client has confirmed that the Vestas V136 is the proposed 

turbine model, and that they are happy for us to undertake our assessment on this basis only.  

As luck would have it, the only property we can get permission to monitor at on the western shore of Eday is Bredakirk (where you noted previously 

there is a small turbine). I have reviewed aerial imagery of the property, and have identified what appears to be the turbine; the location identified 

matches the grid reference you provided. The turbine is close to the sea, and is reasonably remote from the house. 

On the basis of our findings for Hoy, where background noise levels at NMP1 was found to be affected by noise from the sea, under conditions when 

the monitoring location was downwind of the sea, we will be excluding from our analysis all datapoints when the Bredakirk monitoring location is 

down-wind of the sea when deriving noise limits. Given the turbine’s location, this will also exclude all datapoints when the NMP is down-wind of the 

turbine.  On this basis we propose that no further correction for noise from the existing turbine would be required.  

I provide a marked up image, showing the turbine location and the proposed monitoring location in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 – proposed Noise Monitoring Position (NMP) at Bredakirk 

 

For the Fersness monitoring location, which as you note also has its own turbine, we propose to site the monitoring equipment on the opposite side 

of the farm from the turbine (southern side). Given that this property is on a peninsula, it will be affected by noise from the from most wind 

directions, and we will undertake analysis to determine to what extent wind noise affects the background levels under varying wind directions.  

I provide a marked up plan showing the turbine locations and proposed NMP at Fersness in Figure 2. 

mailto:simon.waddell@itpenergised.com
mailto:Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com
mailto:Roy.Ferguson@itpenergised.com
mailto:David.Hannon@orkney.gov.uk
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Figure 2 – proposed NMP at Fersness. 

 

I have asked for confirmation from the landowners whether the turbines are currently operational.  

As previously discussed, I will provide photos and videos of the installation, detailing the observed noise environment. I note you said you didn’t plan 

to attend, but please let me know if you’ve changed your mind.  

In your previous response you noted that 2 rain gauges may be required, given the distance between Eday and Westray. Given that we no longer 

propose to monitor on Westray, I assume that a single rain gauge will suffice.  

Your other points regarding noise from flights, ferries, the hydrogen production facility and the E44 turbine are noted and I will make notes while on 

the island (I shall be there all day, given the ferry times), and we will review the data for outliers during our analysis.  

I hope that the above information will allow you to make an informed judgement on the suitability of the proposed monitoring locations and 

approach, but please feel free to call me should you wish to discuss any aspect. 

With thanks and regards, 

Simon 

Simon Waddell | Principal Noise Consultant | ITPEnergised  

Office: +44 (0) 131 557 8325 |Mobile:  

4th Floor Centrum House, Dundas Street, Edinburgh EH3 5DQ 

www.itpenergised.com 

 Please note our change of Edinburgh address as of 1st July 2020 

NOTE:DUE TO COVID 19 ADVICE ITPENERGISED ARE WORKING FROM HOME. PLEASE CALL MOBILE NUMBERS 

 _________________________________________________ 

ITPEnergised incorporates Energised Environments Limited & ITPE Ltd. 

  

 

  

   

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail  

ITPEnergised Group: Argentina, Australia, China, India, Kenya, New Zealand, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom.  

  

The contents of this email are confidential to the intended recipient and may not be disclosed. Although it is believed that this email and any attachments are virus free, it is the responsibility 
of the recipient to confirm this. This email may contain confidential information. If received in error please delete it without making or distributing copies. Opinions and information that do not 
relate to the official business of Energised Environments Limited registered at 7 Dundas Street, Edinburgh, EH3 6QG or ITPE Ltd., registered at St. Brandon’s House 29 Great George Street, 
Bristol BS1 5QT, trading as ITPEnergised, are not endorsed by the company.  

[Redacted]

http://www.itpenergised.com/
http://www.itpenergised.com/itpenergised-covid-19-statement/
https://twitter.com/ITPEnergised/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itpenergised
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Simon, 

Thank you for the further information:- 

I agree that if you predict flat 35dB LA90 can be complied with at nearest noise sensitive receptors (NNSR) on Westray then noise 
measurements are not required there, please be aware I would almost certainly condition any development (if approved) to flat 35 dB 
LA90 at NNSR on Westray. 

The two proposed NMP’s look OK to me, and the proposed method for filtering out any impacts from existing domestic turbines should be 
OK, please ensure you assess this on site as well. 

I agree only one rain measurement would be necessary if Westray is out of the equation. 

I trust this answers the points you raise, please let me know if I have missed anything, as I am on holiday w/c 17/08/2020 (all week) I will 
not be available to attend installation. 

Regards 

Paul  

Paul Turner 

Environmental Health Officer 

Orkney Islands Council  

School Place 

KIRKWALL 

Orkney 

KW15 1NY 

01856 873535 ext 2805 

 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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From: Simon Waddell  

Sent: 24 August 2020 13:55 

To: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk> 

Cc: David Hannon <David.Hannon@orkney.gov.uk>; Rebecca Todd <Rebecca.Todd@itpenergised.com>; Roy Ferguson 

<Roy.Ferguson@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: RE: Faray Wind Farm - Noise baseline survey approach and method 

Good afternoon Paul, I hope you had a relaxing break. 

I completed the installation of the noise monitoring positions on Eday on Tuesday last week and I attach my notes from the installation, plus a video 

of the Shoehall monitoring location (see below).  

At Fersness the monitoring location was sited on the opposite side of the steading from the existing small turbine. The turbine was inaudible in up-

wind (i.e. monitoring location up-wind of turbine) conditions. 

At the Bredakirk property, noise from the small turbine was clearly audible throughout the boundaries of the house. The monitoring location was 

therefore moved to the adjacent property ‘Shoehall’, and an outbuilding there used to screen out line of sight and noise from the Bredakirk turbine. A 

turbine at Newark was visible, but barely audible, despite being directly up-wind of the monitoring location at the time of installation.  

I hope that the above meets with your approval, however, please don’t hesitate to call me if you have any questions. 

Best regards, 

Simon 

Simon Waddell | Principal Noise Consultant | ITPEnergised  

Office: +44 (0) 131 557 8325 |Mobile:  

4th Floor Centrum House, Dundas Street, Edinburgh EH3 5DQ 

www.itpenergised.com 

 Please note our change of Edinburgh address as of 1st July 2020 

NOTE:DUE TO COVID 19 ADVICE ITPENERGISED ARE WORKING FROM HOME. PLEASE CALL MOBILE NUMBERS 

 _________________________________________________ 

ITPEnergised incorporates Energised Environments Limited & ITPE Ltd. 

  

 

  

   

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail  

ITPEnergised Group: Argentina, Australia, China, India, Kenya, New Zealand, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom.  

  

The contents of this email are confidential to the intended recipient and may not be disclosed. Although it is believed that this email and any attachments are virus free, it is the responsibility 
of the recipient to confirm this. This email may contain confidential information. If received in error please delete it without making or distributing copies. Opinions and information that do not 
relate to the official business of Energised Environments Limited registered at 7 Dundas Street, Edinburgh, EH3 6QG or ITPE Ltd., registered at St. Brandon’s House 29 Great George Street, 
Bristol BS1 5QT, trading as ITPEnergised, are not endorsed by the company.  

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

[Redacted]

http://www.itpenergised.com/
http://www.itpenergised.com/itpenergised-covid-19-statement/
https://twitter.com/ITPEnergised/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itpenergised
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Agreement of construction noise assessment approach. 

From: Simon Waddell <simon.waddell@itpenergised.com>  

Sent: 25 September 2020 10:05 

To: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk> 

Cc: Rebecca Todd <rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com>; Roy Ferguson <Roy.Ferguson@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: Faray wind farm - construction hours 

Good morning Paul, 

I hope this finds you well.  

Given the remote location of the Faray wind farm, we will be proposing construction hours of 07:00 – 20:00, 7 days a week.   We will undertake 

predictions of likely plant noise associated with construction works and evaluate noise levels against BS5228 threshold criteria for weekday daytimes, 

evenings and weekends, derived using the ‘ABC’ method.  

Please can you confirm whether you are satisfied with this approach? 

Many thanks, 

Simon 

Simon Waddell | Principal Noise Consultant | ITPEnergised  

Office: +44 (0) 131 557 8325 |Mobile:  

4th Floor Centrum House, Dundas Street, Edinburgh EH3 5DQ 

www.itpenergised.com 

 Please note our change of Edinburgh address as of 1st July 2020 

NOTE:DUE TO COVID 19 ADVICE ITPENERGISED ARE WORKING FROM HOME. PLEASE CALL MOBILE NUMBERS 

 _________________________________________________ 

ITPEnergised incorporates Energised Environments Limited & ITPE Ltd. 

  

  

   

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail  

ITPEnergised Group: Argentina, Australia, China, India, Kenya, New Zealand, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom.  

  

The contents of this email are confidential to the intended recipient and may not be disclosed. Although it is believed that this email and any attachments are virus free, it is the responsibility 
of the recipient to confirm this. This email may contain confidential information. If received in error please delete it without making or distributing copies. Opinions and information that do not 
relate to the official business of Energised Environments Limited registered at 7 Dundas Street, Edinburgh, EH3 6QG or ITPE Ltd., registered at St. Brandon’s House 29 Great George Street, 
Bristol BS1 5QT, trading as ITPEnergised, are not endorsed by the company.  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

[Redacted]

mailto:simon.waddell@itpenergised.com
mailto:Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk
mailto:rebecca.todd@itpenergised.com
mailto:Roy.Ferguson@itpenergised.com
http://www.itpenergised.com/
http://www.itpenergised.com/itpenergised-covid-19-statement/
https://twitter.com/ITPEnergised/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itpenergised


ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM  PROJECT– 
FARAY 

10 APPENDIX 9.1 

 

From: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk>  

Sent: 25 September 2020 10:21 

To: Simon Waddell <simon.waddell@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: RE: Faray wind farm - construction hours 

Classification: OFFICIAL  
 

Simon, 

Given the unique location and probability that weather could have a major impact on scheduling deliveries to site I have no objection in 
principle to an application for 7 day a week working. 

Not sure if you will need special construction methods (e.g .will the application include a sub-sea cable between Faray & Eday or 
Westray?, if so will this be directional drilling……), I trust you will be advised and take this into account. 

Given the location and distance to nearest residential receptors you may be able to do calcs for impacts and assess against most 
sensitive time periods (evening/weekends) and if compliant assume less sensitive time periods will be compliant as well – not sure how 
much work that would save in practice but worth a thought. 

Regards 

Paul 

Paul Turner 

Environmental Health Officer 

Orkney Islands Council  

School Place 

KIRKWALL 

Orkney 

KW15 1NY 

01856 873535 ext 2805 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

From: Simon Waddell  

Sent: 22 January 2021 10:58 

To: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk> 

Cc: Roy Ferguson <Roy.Ferguson@itpenergised.com>; Alasdair Baxter <Alasdair.Baxter@itpenergised.com>; Stuart McGowan 

<Stuart.McGowan@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: Faray wind farm - commercial in confidence 

Good morning Paul, 

Further to my email yesterday I provide our appendix to the noise chapter of the EIA which sets out the process we have taken to deriving appropriate 

noise limits, taking into account contributions from existing small turbines. 

I also attach our spreadsheet showing the calculations behind the appendix and a couple of figures from the assessment showing the NSRs and 

cumulative turbines considered.  

Our client are keen to get this resolved soon, so that the EIA can be submitted. 

I am available on my mobile if you would like to give me a call when convenient, alternatively it might be helpful to have a call via Teams or Zoom so 

we can guide you through the process we have taken. I would be pleased to set up a call at a time convenient to you.  

Many thanks in advance, 

Simon 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

From: Paul Turner <Paul.turner@orkney.gov.uk>  

Sent: 31 March 2021 15:08 

To: Simon Waddell <simon.waddell@itpenergised.com> 

Subject: RE: Faray wind farm 

Classification: OFFICIAL  
Simon, 

Sorry for the delay in getting back to you – at the weekend I managed to go through the information you sent earlier in the year. 

I must stress:-  I have not checked any of the mathematics/numbers etc so I provide no comment on the accuracy and, any advice given 
is without prejudice to any decision that may be taken by the Council on receipt of a formal planning application.      

As far as I can see the approach used for derivation of noise limits is acceptable and appropriate to the case in hand, I do not at this time 
comment on the actual values within the document. 

I hope this meets your immediate needs. 

Regards 



ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM PROJECT – 
FARAY 

i APPENDIX 9.2 

 

Appendix 9.2 Noise Monitoring Equipment Calibration Certificates 
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0653

Date of Issue: Certificate Number:
Issued by:
ANV Measurement Systems Page 1 of 2 Pages
Beaufort Court Approved Signatory
17 Roebuck Way
Milton Keynes  MK5 8HL
Telephone 01908 642846  Fax 01908 642814
E-Mail: info@noise-and-vibration.co.uk
Web: www.noise-and-vibration.co.uk
Acoustics Noise and Vibration Ltd trading as ANV Measurement Systems

Customer

Order No.

Test Procedure Procedure TP 1   Calibration of Sound Calibrators

Description Acoustic Calibrator

Identification Manufacturer Instrument Model Serial No.

ANV Job No.

Date Received

Date Calibrated

Previous Certificate Dated

Certificate No.

Laboratory

UKAS20/02141

This certificate is issued in accordance with the laboratory accreditation requirements of the United Kingdom
Accreditation Service. It provides traceability of measurement to the SI system of units and/or to units of
measurement realised at the National Physical Laboratory or other recognised national metrology institutes. This
certificate may not be reproduced other than in full, except with the prior written approval of the issuing laboratory.

27 February 2019

25 February 2020

25 February 2020

0653
UCRT19/1248

The calibrator has been tested as specified in Annex B of IEC 60942:2003. As public evidence was
available from a testing organisation (PTB) responsible for approving the results of pattern evaluation
tests, to demonstrate that the model of sound calibrator fully conformed to the requirements for pattern
evaluation described in Annex A of IEC 60942:2003, the sound calibrator tested is considered to
conform to all the class 1 requirements of IEC 60942:2003.

25 February 2020

Rion NC-74Calibrator

ITP Energised (Energised Environments Limited)
7 Dundas Street
Edinburgh
EH3 6QG

EE131547

34167510

UCRT20/1234

K. Mistry

CERTIFICATE
OF

CALIBRATION

[Redacted]



CERTIFICATE OF CALIBRATION Certificate Number

UKAS Accredited Calibration Laboratory No. 0653 Page 2 of 2 Pages

Measurements

Test Microphone Manufacturer Type

Brüel & Kjær

Results

The level of the calibrator output under the conditions outlined above was

± 0.10 dB rel 20 µPa

Functional Tests and Observations

The frequency of the sound produced was Hz ± 0.13 Hz
The total distortion was % ± 6.7 % of Reading

During the measurements environmental conditions were

Temperature 23 to 24 °C

Relative Humidity 31 to 39 %
Barometric Pressure 98.6 to 98.7 kPa

Note:

Calibrator adjusted prior to calibration?
Initial Level dB

Initial Frequency Hz
Additional Comments The results on this certificate only relate to the items calibrated as identified above.

Calibrated by: B. Bogdan R 2

None

NO

1.30
1002.11

N/A

A small correction factor may need to be applied to the sound pressure level quoted above if the device is
used to calibrate a sound level meter which is fitted with a free-field response microphone. See
manufacturers handbook for details.

END ………………………………………………….………………………………………………….

N/A

The reported expanded uncertainty is based on a standard uncertainty multiplied by a coverage factor
k=2, providing a coverage probability of approximately 95%. The uncertainty evaluation has been carried
out in accordance with UKAS requirements.

The uncertainties refer to the measured values only with no account being taken of the ability of the
instrument to maintain its calibration.

93.98

4134

The sound pressure level generated by the calibrator in its WS2 configuration was measured five times by
the Insert Voltage Method using a microphone as detailed below. The mean of the results obtained is
shown below. It is corrected to the standard atmospheric pressure of 101.3 kPa (1013 mBar) using
original manufacturers information.

UCRT20/1234
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Date of Issue: Certificate Number:
Issued by:
ANV Measurement Systems Page 1 of 2 Pages
Beaufort Court Approved Signatory
17 Roebuck Way
Milton Keynes  MK5 8HL
Telephone 01908 642846  Fax 01908 642814
E-Mail: info@noise-and-vibration.co.uk
Web: www.noise-and-vibration.co.uk
Acoustics Noise and Vibration Ltd trading as ANV Measurement Systems

Customer

Order No.
Description Sound Level Meter / Pre-amp / Microphone / Associated Calibrator
Identification Manufacturer Instrument Type Serial No. / Version

Performance Class
Test Procedure TP 2.SLM 61672-3 TPS-49 

Procedures from  IEC 61672-3:2006 were used to perform the periodic tests.

Type Approved to IEC 61672-1:2002 Approval Number

Date Received ANV Job No.
Date Calibrated

Previous Certificate Dated Certificate No. Laboratory

K. Mistry

01 October 2019

ANV Measurement Systems
Beaufort Court

This certificate is issued in accordance with the laboratory accreditation requirements of the United Kingdom
Accreditation Service. It provides traceability of measurement to the SI system of units and/or to units of measurement
realised at the National Physical Laboratory or other recognised national metrology institutes. This certificate may not
be reproduced other than in full, except with the prior written approval of the issuing laboratory.

17 Roebuck Way
Milton Keynes

34536109

UKAS19/1065401 October 2019

Rion

21.21 / 13.02

21609
13789

MK5 8HL

ANV MS HIRE

Rion
Rion
Rion Microphone

00231665
2.0

Calibrator adaptor type if applicable

Sound Level Meter
Firmware
Pre Amplifier

NL-52

NH-25
UC-59

If YES above there is public evidence that the SLM has successfully completed the 

applicable pattern evaluation tests of IEC 61672-2:2003

1
NC-74-002

NC-74

Rion

Calibrator

YES

UCRT18/2100 0653

UCRT19/2094

The sound level meter submitted for testing has successfully completed the class 1 periodic tests of IEC
61672-3:2006, for the environmental conditions under which the tests were performed. As public evidence
was available, from an independent testing organisation responsible for approving the results of pattern
evaluation tests performed in accordance with IEC 61672-2:2003, to demonstrate that the model of sound
level meter fully conformed to the requirements in IEC 61672-1:2002, the sound level meter submitted for
testing conforms to the class 1 requirements of IEC 61672-1:2002.

01 October 2019

01 November 2018

CERTIFICATE
OF

CALIBRATION

[Redacted]



CERTIFICATE OF CALIBRATION Certificate Number

UKAS Accredited Calibration Laboratory No. 0653 Page 2 of 2 Pages

Sound Level Meter Instruction manual and data used to adjust the sound levels indicated.

Yes

dB Calibration reference sound pressure level
Hz Calibration check frequency
dB

± 0.30 °C
± 3.00 %RH
± 0.03 kPa

dB dB
dB

This test is currently not performed by this Lab.

dB

dB UR dB UR dB UR
dB

Calibrated by: A.Escalona R 1
Additional Comments The results on this certificate only relate to the items calibrated as identified above.

For the test of the frequency weightings as per paragraph 12. of IEC 61672-3:2006 the actual microphone free field 
response was used.

None

N/A

Microphone replaced with electrical input device -
Weighting

Microphone installed (if requested by customer)  = Less Than

Response to associated Calibrator at the environmental conditions above.

Humidity
Ambient Pressure

Calibrator SPL @ STP
Calibrator frequency

24.40Temperature
Environmental conditions during tests

Accessories used or corrected for during calibration -

24.40
44.6
98.70

44.3

END ………………………………………………….

04 September 2019
Calibrator cert. number

Note - if a pre-amp extension cable is listed then it was used between the SLM and the pre-amp.

Start End

Manufacturer

Calibrator adaptor type if applicable

94.0

Extension Cable & Wind Shield WS-15

Total expanded uncertainties within the requirements of IEC 61672-1:2002

Reference level range 25 - 130

Specified or equivalent Calibrator Specified

Calibrator cal. date

98.67

94.1Initial indicated level Adjusted indicated level

UCRT19/1974

NC-74-002

0653

A

93.97

Yes
Source of Mic to F.F. corrections

Uncertainties of wind screen corrections

SLM instruction manual title

N/A

The acoustical frequency tests of a frequency weighting as per paragraph 11 of IEC 61672-3:2006 were carried out 
using an electrostatic actuator.

The reported expanded uncertainty is based on a standard uncertainty multiplied by a coverage factor k =2, providing 
a coverage probability of approximately 95%.  The uncertainty evaluation has been carried out in accordance with 
UKAS requirements.

Calibrator cal cert issued by

Yes
Yes

Manufacturer
Yes

………………………………………………….

11-03

Case corrections available

SLM instruction manual ref / issue
SLM instruction manual source
Internet download date if applicable

Lab Calibrator

Uncertainties of case corrections
Source of case data

Mic pressure to free field corrections
Uncertainties of Mic to F.F. corrections

Manufacturer

Yes
Yes

Manufacturer
Wind screen corrections available

Customer or Lab Calibrator

UCRT19/2094

Source of wind screen data

C Z
14.3 20.1

UR = Under Range indicated

0.12Uncertainty of the electrical self generated noise ±

0.10The uncertainty of the associated calibrator supplied with the sound level meter ±

Uncertainty of the microphone installed self generated noise ± N/A
dB    A Weighting

10.3

Self Generated Noise

1001.86

Sound Level Meter     NL-42 / NL-52



0653

Date of Issue: Certificate Number:
Issued by:
ANV Measurement Systems Page 1 of 2 Pages
Beaufort Court Approved Signatory
17 Roebuck Way
Milton Keynes  MK5 8HL
Telephone 01908 642846  Fax 01908 642814
E-Mail: info@noise-and-vibration.co.uk
Web: www.noise-and-vibration.co.uk
Acoustics Noise and Vibration Ltd trading as ANV Measurement Systems

Customer

Order No.
Description Sound Level Meter / Pre-amp / Microphone / Associated Calibrator
Identification Manufacturer Instrument Type Serial No. / Version

Performance Class
Test Procedure TP 2.SLM 61672-3 TPS-49 

Procedures from  IEC 61672-3:2006 were used to perform the periodic tests.

Type Approved to IEC 61672-1:2002 Approval Number

Date Received ANV Job No.
Date Calibrated

Previous Certificate Dated Certificate No. Laboratory

K. Mistry

24 June 2020

ANV Measurement Systems
Beaufort Court

This certificate is issued in accordance with the laboratory accreditation requirements of the United Kingdom
Accreditation Service. It provides traceability of measurement to the SI system of units and/or to units of
measurement realised at the National Physical Laboratory or other recognised national metrology institutes. This
certificate may not be reproduced other than in full, except with the prior written approval of the issuing laboratory.

17 Roebuck Way
Milton Keynes

34536109

UKAS20/0525312 May 2020

Rion

21.21 / 13.02

32129
05286

MK5 8HL

ANV MS HIRE

Rion
Rion
Rion Microphone

00732101
2.0

Calibrator adaptor type if applicable

Sound Level Meter
Firmware
Pre Amplifier

NL-52

NH-25
UC-59

If YES above there is public evidence that the SLM has successfully completed the 

applicable pattern evaluation tests of IEC 61672-2:2003

1
NC-74-002

NC-74

Rion

Calibrator

YES

UCRT19/1173 0653

UCRT20/1544

The sound level meter submitted for testing has successfully completed the class 1 periodic tests of IEC
61672-3:2006, for the environmental conditions under which the tests were performed. As public
evidence was available, from an independent testing organisation responsible for approving the results of
pattern evaluation tests performed in accordance with IEC 61672-2:2003, to demonstrate that the model
of sound level meter fully conformed to the requirements in IEC 61672-1:2002, the sound level meter
submitted for testing conforms to the class 1 requirements of IEC 61672-1:2002.

24 June 2020

08 February 2019

CERTIFICATE
OF

CALIBRATION

[Redacted]



CERTIFICATE OF CALIBRATION Certificate Number

UKAS Accredited Calibration Laboratory No. 0653 Page 2 of 2 Pages

Sound Level Meter Instruction manual and data used to adjust the sound levels indicated.

Yes

dB Calibration reference sound pressure level
Hz Calibration check frequency
dB

± 0.30 °C
± 3.00 %RH
± 0.03 kPa

dB dB
dB

This test is currently not performed by this Lab.

dB

dB UR dB UR dB UR
dB

Calibrated by: C. Hirlav R 1
Additional Comments The results on this certificate only relate to the items calibrated as identified above.

For the test of the frequency weightings as per paragraph 12. of IEC 61672-3:2006 the actual microphone free field 
response was used.

None

N/A

Microphone replaced with electrical input device -
Weighting

Microphone installed (if requested by customer)  = Less Than

Response to associated Calibrator at the environmental conditions above.

Humidity
Ambient Pressure

Calibrator SPL @ STP
Calibrator frequency

24.04Temperature
Environmental conditions during tests

Accessories used or corrected for during calibration -

24.08
51.4

100.95
51.1

END ………………………………………………….

11 June 2020
Calibrator cert. number

Note - if a pre-amp extension cable is listed then it was used between the SLM and the pre-amp.

Start End

Manufacturer

Calibrator adaptor type if applicable

94.0

Extension Cable & Wind Shield WS-15

Total expanded uncertainties within the requirements of IEC 61672-1:2002

Reference level range 25 - 130

Specified or equivalent Calibrator Specified

Calibrator cal. date

100.94

94.4Initial indicated level Adjusted indicated level

UCRT20/1487

NC-74-002

0653

A

94.00

Yes
Source of Mic to F.F. corrections

Uncertainties of wind screen corrections

SLM instruction manual title

N/A

The acoustical frequency tests of a frequency weighting as per paragraph 11 of IEC 61672-3:2006 were carried out 
using an electrostatic actuator.

The reported expanded uncertainty is based on a standard uncertainty multiplied by a coverage factor k =2, providing 
a coverage probability of approximately 95%.  The uncertainty evaluation has been carried out in accordance with 
UKAS requirements.

Calibrator cal cert issued by

Yes
Yes

Manufacturer
Yes

………………………………………………….

11-03

Case corrections available

SLM instruction manual ref / issue
SLM instruction manual source
Internet download date if applicable

Lab Calibrator

Uncertainties of case corrections
Source of case data

Mic pressure to free field corrections
Uncertainties of Mic to F.F. corrections

Manufacturer

Yes
Yes

Manufacturer
Wind screen corrections available

Customer or Lab Calibrator

UCRT20/1544

Source of wind screen data

C Z
18.5 24.2

UR = Under Range indicated

0.12Uncertainty of the electrical self generated noise ±

0.10The uncertainty of the associated calibrator supplied with the sound level meter ±

Uncertainty of the microphone installed self generated noise ± N/A
dB    A Weighting

14.6

Self Generated Noise

1001.96

Sound Level Meter     NL-42 / NL-52
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NOISE SURVEY RECORD SHEET                                                                             
 

 

 

 

Project Title:  Faray                                                                                               Project Number: 1677 

Monitoring Location No. NMP2 – Fers Ness 
Time & Date  

(start of measurement): 
18/08/2020 09:50 

GPS Coordinates: HY53070,33775 Time & Date  

(end of measurement): 
07/10/2020 10:30 

Calibration check 

(pre-measurement): 94.0 Calibration check  

(post-measurement): 94.0 

Weather conditions (at commissioning) 

Wind (light/med/strong/km/h): Light – moderate. South-easterly Temperature (oC): 16 

Rain: Dry Cloud (% cover): 100% (fog) 

Ambient Noise Environment 

Dominant noise source(s): Noise from cattle (eating, mooing, moving around) 

Other audible noise sources: 

Tonality, frequency of occurrence, 
description of noise 
(e.g. drone/whistle/hum/banging)  

Bird calls – nearby ducks and geese and more distant sparrows & wild birds 

Distant/indistinct farm machinery 

Landowner noted that tractor would be in use passing monitoring position occasionally 

Existing turbine inaudible at monitoring position (wind blowing from NMP up-wind of turbine) and screened 
entirely from view by steading 

 

 



  

NOISE SURVEY RECORD SHEET                                                                             
 

 

 

Photographs: 

 

 

 



  

NOISE SURVEY RECORD SHEET                                                                             
 

 

 

 

Project Title:  Faray                                                                                               Project Number: 1677 

Monitoring Location No. NMP1 - Shoehall 
Time & Date  

(start of measurement): 
18/08/2020 12:30 

GPS Coordinates: HY55650,36251 Time & Date  

(end of measurement): 
07/10/2020 10:00 

Calibration check 

(pre-measurement): 94.0 Calibration check  

(post-measurement): 94.0 

Weather conditions (at commissioning) 

Wind (light/med/strong/km/h): Light – moderate south-easterly Temperature (oC): 16 

Rain: Dry Cloud (% cover): 80 

Ambient Noise Environment 

Dominant noise source(s): Wind-induced buffeting, wind-induced rustling of vegetation. 

Other audible noise sources: 

Tonality, frequency of occurrence, 
description of noise 
(e.g. drone/whistle/hum/banging)  

Noise from existing turbine at Newark (south-east of NMP) is barely audible under down-wind conditions. 
Monitoring position selected such that outbuilding provides screening noise from small turbine at Bredakirk such 
that it is inaudible in cross-wind conditions at time of installation).  

Bird calls and noise from the sea are lesser contributors to overall noise levels 
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Appendix 9.4 Charts showing measured baseline data 

and derivation of noise limits 
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Chart 9.1 – NMP1 – Measured 10 m Wind Speed Quiet Daytime Period – Up-wind and Down-wind Data Split  

 

Chart 9.2  – NMP1 – Measured 10 m Wind Speed Night-time Period – Up-wind and Down-wind Data Split 
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Chart 9.3 – NMP2 – Measured 10 m Wind Speed Quiet Daytime Period – Up-wind and Down-wind Data Split  

 

Chart 9.4  – NMP2 – Measured 10 m Wind Speed Night-time Period – Up-wind and Down-wind Data Split 
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Chart 9.5 – Wind rose of measured wind speeds and directions at 80 m above ground level, derived to 10 m 
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Chart 9.6 – Time History of Measured Noise Levels at NMP1 – Shoehall 

 

Note – As a result of power issues with the LIDAR and SLMs, only the effective survey duration data is presented, excluding data gaps.  

Chart 9.7 – NMP1 – Quiet Daytime Period – Noise Limit Derivation 
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Chart 9.8 - NMP1 - Night-time Period - Noise Limit Derivation 

 

Chart 9.9 – Time History of Measured Noise Levels at NMP2 – Fers Ness 

 

Note – As a result of power issues with the LIDAR and SLMs, only the effective survey duration data is presented, excluding data gaps.  
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Chart 9.10 – NMP2 – Quiet Daytime Period – Noise Limit Derivation 

 

Chart 9.11 – NMP2 - Night-time Period - Noise Limit Derivation 
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 Noise level, dBLA90 

Wind speed m/s 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

NMP1 – Daytime period 

Measured background, 
relative to measured 
10m wind speed, down-
wind conditions 

22.8 25.2 28.1 31.2 34.0 36.2 37.5 37.5 35.8 

Predicted level, 
cumulative small 
turbines 

17.1 19.2 21.3 23.4 25.5 27.6 29.7 31.8 33.9 

Measured level minus 
predicted level (log. 
subtraction) 

21.4 24.0 27.2 30.4 33.4 35.6 36.8 36.2 31.7 

Difference 1.4 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.8 1.4 4.5 

NMP1 – Night-time period 

Measured background, 
relative to measured 
10m wind speed, down-
wind conditions 

27.9 30.1 32.5 34.9 37.0 38.7 39.8 40.0 39.2 

Predicted level, 
cumulative small 
turbines 

16.9 19 21.1 23.2 25.3 27.4 29.5 31.6 33.7 

Measured level minus 
predicted level (log. 
subtraction) 

27.6 29.8 32.2 34.6 36.7 38.4 39.4 39.4 37.8 

Difference 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7 1.5 

NMP2 – Daytime period 

Measured background, 
relative to measured 
10m wind speed, down-
wind conditions 

33.0 34.7 36.7 38.8 41.0 43.0 44.7 46.0 46.7 

Predicted level, 
cumulative small 
turbines 

22.4 24.5 26.6 28.7 30.8 32.9 35.0 37.1 39.2 

Measured level minus 
predicted level (log. 
subtraction) 

32.6 34.3 36.2 38.4 40.5 42.5 44.2 45.4 45.9 

Difference 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.8 

NMP2 – Night-time period 

Measured background, 
relative to measured 
10m wind speed, down-
wind conditions 

30.6 30.9 32.4 34.6 37.2 39.8 42.1 43.5 43.8 

Predicted level, 
cumulative small 
turbines 

22.4 24.5 26.6 28.7 30.8 32.9 35.0 37.1 39.2 

Measured level minus 
predicted level (log. 
subtraction) 

35.4 35.6 37.0 39.3 41.9 44.6 46.8 48.2 48.0 

Difference 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 
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Appendix 9.6 Derivation of Residual Noise Limits 
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Daytime period 

NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

STAGE 0 – Determine the existing noise level at each NSR arising from ALL cumulative turbines.  

Provided for information only and not used for derivation of noise limits. 

 Predicted level from small turbines, dBLA90 

Crowber NSR1 No 17.6 19.7 21.8 23.9 26.0 28.1 30.2 32.3 34.4  

Lesshamar NSR2 No 12.4 14.5 16.6 18.7 20.8 22.9 25.0 27.1 29.2  

North Guith NSR3 No 12.5 14.6 16.7 18.8 20.9 23.0 25.1 27.2 29.3  

Mid Guith NSR4 No 15.4 17.5 19.6 21.7 23.8 25.9 28.0 30.1 32.2  

Benstonhall NSR5 No 22.6 24.7 26.8 28.9 31.0 33.1 35.2 37.3 39.4  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 26.0 28.1 30.2 32.3 34.4 36.5 38.6 40.7 42.8  

Shoehall NSR7 No 21.7 23.8 25.9 28.0 30.1 32.2 34.3 36.4 38.5  

Newark NSR8 Yes 27.8 29.9 32.0 34.1 36.2 38.3 40.4 42.5 44.6  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 24.1 26.2 28.3 30.4 32.5 34.6 36.7 38.8 40.9  

High Hill NSR10 No 3.6 5.7 7.8 9.9 12.0 14.1 16.2 18.3 20.4  

STAGE 1 – Determine the existing noise level at each NSR arising from cumulative turbines.  

At NSRs which have their own turbine(s) and may therefore be considered to have Financially Involved (FI) noise limits applicable to their own turbine(s), predicted noise levels exclude noise from their turbine(s). 

 Predicted level from small turbines, dBLA90 

Crowber NSR1 No 17.6 19.7 21.8 23.9 26.0 28.1 30.2 32.3 34.4  

Lesshamar NSR2 No 12.4 14.5 16.6 18.7 20.8 22.9 25.0 27.1 29.2  

North Guith NSR3 No 12.5 14.6 16.7 18.8 20.9 23.0 25.1 27.2 29.3  

Mid Guith NSR4 No 15.4 17.5 19.6 21.7 23.8 25.9 28.0 30.1 32.2  

Benstonhall NSR5 No 22.6 24.7 26.8 28.9 31.0 33.1 35.2 37.3 39.4 Predicted level exceeds 35 dB limit at higher wind 
speeds – upper extent of existing noise limits is 10m/s 
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 13.6 15.7 17.8 19.9 22.0 24.1 26.2 28.3 30.4 Predicted levels exclude contribution of Bredakirk 
turbine 

Shoehall NSR7 No 21.7 23.8 25.9 28.0 30.1 32.2 34.3 36.4 38.5  

Newark NSR8 Yes 14.3 16.4 18.5 20.6 22.7 24.8 26.9 29.0 31.1 Predicted levels exclude contribution of Newark turbine 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.6 5.7 7.8 9.9 12.0 Predicted levels exclude contribution of Fers Ness 
turbine 

High Hill NSR10 No 3.6 5.7 7.8 9.9 12.0 14.1 16.2 18.3 20.4  

STAGE 2 – Where the predicted level from cumulative turbines is ≥10 dB below the 35 dB simplified ETSU limit, no significant cumulative effects with the Proposed Development will occur.   

 Predicted level from small turbines ≥10 dB below simplified ETSU limit/FI limit (where applicable)?   
Where TRUE the Proposed Development can meet simplified ETSU 35 dB limit without cumulative noise causing exceedance.  
Where FALSE predicted level from small turbines is within 10 dB of simplified ETSU noise limit and cumulative effects may occur.  
Note: simplified ETSU limit in planning conditions only covers up to 10 m/s wind speed.  
At NSR9 and NSR10 Stage 1 confirms that no cumulative effects will occur at 11 or 12 m/s, given the negligible contributions from existing turbines, so further consideration of 
cumulative effects are screened out at these NSRs. 

Crowber NSR1 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at higher wind speeds 

Lesshamar NSR2 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at higher wind speeds 

North Guith NSR3 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at higher wind speeds 

Mid Guith NSR4 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at higher wind speeds 

Benstonhall NSR5 No TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at mid-high wind speeds 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at higher wind speeds 

Shoehall NSR7 No TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at mid-high wind speeds 

Newark NSR8 Yes TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE   Potential cumulative effects at higher wind speeds 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE No cumulative effects at any wind speed 

High Hill NSR10 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE No cumulative effects at any wind speed 

STAGE 3 – At wind speeds at which potential cumulative effects may occur, the predicted cumulative level (excluding noise from the Proposed Development and noise from FI turbines at NSRs which are FI with those turbines, the 
presence of significant headroom (>5 dB) is determined.   

   At wind speeds where potential cumulative effects identified, comparison of predicted noise level from small turbines with derived Overall Noise Limit (ONL).  
Noise limit minus predicted level, dB  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Crowber NSR1 No - - - - 14.3 14.9 16.2 14.1 12.0 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Lesshamar NSR2 No - - - - - - 21.4 19.3 17.2 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

North Guith NSR3 No - - - - - - 21.3 19.2 17.1 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Mid Guith NSR4 No - - - - - 17.1 18.4 16.3 14.2 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Benstonhall NSR5 No - - 8.9 9.0 9.3 9.9 11.2 9.1 7.0 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes - - - - - - 20.2 18.1 16.0 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Shoehall NSR7 No - - 9.8 9.9 10.2 10.8 12.1 10.0 7.9 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Newark NSR8 Yes - - - - - - 19.5 17.4 15.3 Significant headroom (>5 dB) at all wind speeds 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes - - - - - - - - - No cumulative effects 

High Hill NSR10 No - - - - - - - - - No cumulative effects 

STAGE 4 – Where significant headroom is determined to be present, a cautious prediction (including a +2 dB correction) of cumulative noise is made.  

 Cautious prediction, dB  
(predicted level +2 dB) at NSRs/wind speeds where potential cumulative effects identified.  

Crowber NSR1 No - - - - 28.0 30.1 32.2 34.3 36.4  

Lesshamar NSR2 No - - - - - - 27.0 29.1 31.2  

North Guith NSR3 No - - - - - - 27.1 29.2 31.3  

Mid Guith NSR4 No - - - - - 19.1 30.0 32.1 34.2  

Benstonhall NSR5 No - - 28.8 30.9 33.0 35.0 35.0 39.3 41.4 Cautious predictions exceed noise limits of small 
turbines at 9 &10 m/s. Amended to 35 dB  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes - - - - - - 28.2 30.3 32.4  

Shoehall NSR7 No - - 27.9 30.0 32.1 34.2 35.0 38.4 40.5 Cautious predictions exceed noise limits of small 
turbines at 10 m/s. Amended to 35 dB 

Newark NSR8 Yes - - - - - - 28.9 31.0 33.1  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes - - - - - - - - - No cumulative effects 
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

High Hill NSR10 No - - - - - - - - - No cumulative effects 

STAGE 5 – Determination of the applicable RNL.  
At wind speeds where no cumulative effects identified, the RNL = the ONL.  
At wind speeds where cumulative effects could occur and significant headroom is available, the RNL = ONL minus the simplified ETSU noise limit (35 dB) 
At wind speeds where cumulative effects could occur and significant headroom is available, but simply subtracting the simplified ETSU noise limit would be overly and unnecessarily restrictive, the RNL = ONL minus the cautious 
prediction of cumulative turbine noise. 

 Derivation of Residual Noise Limit (RNL) applicable to Proposed Development from ONL 
ONL = no cumulative effects therefore ONL applies 
ONL-35 = potential cumulative effects but significant headroom available, ONL minus logarithmic subtraction of 35 dB simplified ETSU limit applies 
ONL-CP = potential cumulative effects but significant headroom available, ONL minus logarithmic subtraction of 35 dB simplified ETSU limit is overly restrictive (substantially less than 
35 dB or no existing limit applies; small turbines >10 m/s), therefore ONL minus logarithmic subtraction of Cautious Prediction applies. 

Crowber NSR1 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Lesshamar NSR2 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

North Guith NSR3 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Mid Guith NSR4 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Benstonhall NSR5 No ONL ONL ONL-CP ONL-CP ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Shoehall NSR7 No ONL ONL ONL-CP ONL-CP ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Newark NSR8 Yes ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

High Hill NSR10 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

Stage 6 – RNL numerical values 

 Residual Noise Limit applicable to the Proposed Development, dBLA90,10min 

Crowber NSR1 No 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 38.7 42.3 46.1 46.1 45.9  

Lesshamar NSR2 No 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 40.3 43.0 46.1 46.3 46.3  

North Guith NSR3 No 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 40.3 43.0 46.1 46.3 46.3  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Mid Guith NSR4 No 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 38.7 42.3 46.1 46.2 46.1  

Benstonhall NSR5 No 35.0 35.0 34.7 36.9 38.7 42.3 46.1 45.5 44.7  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 40.3 45.0 46.3 46.3 45.7  

Shoehall NSR7 No 35.0 35.0 34.9 37.1 38.7 42.3 46.1 45.6 44.4  

Newark NSR8 Yes 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 46.7 48.2 48.9 46.3 45.7  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 38.3 40.3 42.5 44.7 46.7 48.2 49.0 49.0 49.0  

High Hill NSR10 No 38.3 40.3 42.5 44.7 46.7 48.2 49.0 49.0 49.0  

Stage 7 – Calculation of any potential cumulative noise effect at NSRs with their own turbine(s).  

 Determination of potential cumulative effect at NSRs with their own turbines; potential cumulative effects may arise where the predicted levels are <10 dB different. 
Predicted level from small turbines minus predicted level from proposed development, dB 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes -0.7 -3.4 -5.0 -3.6 -1.5 0.7 2.8 4.9 7.0 Potential cumulative effects at all wind speeds 

Newark NSR8 Yes 2.3 -0.5 -2.1 -0.6 1.5 3.6 5.7 7.8 10.0 Potential cumulative effects at 4 – 11 m/s. No 
cumulative effect at 12 m/s 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes -1.0 -3.8 -5.4 -3.9 -1.8 0.3 2.4 4.5 6.6 Potential cumulative effects at all wind speeds 

Stage 8 – At wind speeds where potential cumulative effects identified, derivation of a Financially-Involved (FI) RNL by subtraction of cautious prediction of cumulative turbine noise (not including Proposed Development) 

 FI ONL minus cautious prediction of all small turbines (including turbines owned by NSR)  
FI RNL, dB 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 44.9 44.9 44.8 44.6 44.4 43.9 45.1 44.0 41.3  

Newark NSR8 Yes 44.9 44.8 44.6 44.4 44.0 43.2 44.2 41.9 - Note – no cumulative effect at 12 m/s 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 44.9 44.9 44.9 44.8 46.4 47.9 48.6 48.3 47.8  

Stage 9 – Resultant RNL at NSRs with their own turbine(s) 

 RNL applicable at NSRs with own turbines; the lower of the RNL and the FI RNL, dB 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 40.3 43.9 45.1 44.0 41.3  

Newark NSR8 Yes 35.0 35.0 35.7 37.9 44.0 43.2 44.2 41.9 45.7  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 38.3 40.3 42.5 44.7 46.4 47.9 48.6 48.3 47.8  
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Night-time period 

NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

STAGE 1 – Determine the existing noise level at each NSR arising from cumulative turbines.  

At NSRs which have their own turbine(s) and may therefore be considered to have Financially Involved (FI) noise limits applicable to their own turbine(s), predicted noise levels exclude noise from their turbine(s). 

 Predicted level from small turbines, dBLA90 

Crowber NSR1 No 17.6 19.7 21.8 23.9 26.0 28.1 30.2 32.3 34.4  

Lesshamar NSR2 No 12.4 14.5 16.6 18.7 20.8 22.9 25.0 27.1 29.2  

North Guith NSR3 No 12.5 14.6 16.7 18.8 20.9 23.0 25.1 27.2 29.3  

Mid Guith NSR4 No 15.4 17.5 19.6 21.7 23.8 25.9 28.0 30.1 32.2  

Benstonhall NSR5 No 22.6 24.7 26.8 28.9 31.0 33.1 35.2 37.3 39.4  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 13.6 15.7 17.8 19.9 22.0 24.1 26.2 28.3 30.4  

Shoehall NSR7 No 21.7 23.8 25.9 28.0 30.1 32.2 34.3 36.4 38.5  

Newark NSR8 Yes 14.3 16.4 18.5 20.6 22.7 24.8 26.9 29.0 31.1  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.6 5.7 7.8 9.9 12.0  

High Hill NSR10 No 3.6 5.7 7.8 9.9 12.0 14.1 16.2 18.3 20.4  

STAGE 2 – Where the predicted level from cumulative turbines is ≥10 dB below the 35 dB simplified ETSU limit, no significant cumulative effects with the Proposed Development will occur.   

 Predicted level from small turbines ≥10 dB below simplified ETSU limit/FI limit (where applicable)?   
Where TRUE the Proposed Development can meet simplified ETSU 35 dB limit without cumulative noise causing exceedance.  
Where FALSE predicted level from small turbines is within 10 dB of simplified ETSU noise limit and cumulative effects may occur.  
Note: simplified ETSU limit in planning conditions only covers up to 10 m/s wind speed.  

Crowber NSR1 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE  

Lesshamar NSR2 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

North Guith NSR3 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

Mid Guith NSR4 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

Benstonhall NSR5 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

Shoehall NSR7 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE FALSE FALSE  

Newark NSR8 Yes TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

High Hill NSR10 No TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE  

STAGE 3 – At wind speeds at which potential cumulative effects may occur, the predicted cumulative level (excluding noise from the Proposed Development and noise from FI turbines at NSRs which are FI with those turbines, the 
presence of significant headroom (>5 dB) is determined.   

   At wind speeds where potential cumulative effects identified, comparison of predicted noise level from small turbines with derived Overall Noise Limit (ONL).  
Noise limit minus predicted level, dB  

Crowber NSR1 No - - - - - - - - 8.6  

Lesshamar NSR2 No - - - - - - - - -  

North Guith NSR3 No - - - - - - - - -  

Mid Guith NSR4 No - - - - - - - - -  

Benstonhall NSR5 No - - - - - 12.2 10.7 8.6 6.5  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes - - - - - - - - -  

Shoehall NSR7 No - - - - - - 11.6 9.5 7.4  

Newark NSR8 Yes - - - - - - - - -  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes - - - - - - - - -  

High Hill NSR10 No - - - - - - - - -  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

STAGE 4 – Where significant headroom is determined to be present, a cautious prediction (including a +2 dB correction) of cumulative noise is made. 

 Cautious prediction, dB  
(predicted level +2 dB) at NSRs/wind speeds where potential cumulative effects identified.  

Crowber NSR1 No - - - - - - - - 36.4  

Lesshamar NSR2 No - - - - - - - - -  

North Guith NSR3 No - - - - - - - - -  

Mid Guith NSR4 No - - - - - - - - -  

Benstonhall NSR5 No - - - - - 35.0 35.0 39.3 41.4 Cautious predictions exceed noise limits of small 
turbines. Amended to 35 dB where this occurs (bold). 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes - - - - - - - - -  

Shoehall NSR7 No - - - - - - 36.3 38.4 40.5 Cautious predictions exceed noise limits of small 
turbines. Amended to 35 dB where this occurs (bold). 

Newark NSR8 Yes - - - - - - - - -  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes - - - - - - - - -  

High Hill NSR10 No - - - - - - - - -  

STAGE 5 – Determination of the applicable RNL.  
At wind speeds where no cumulative effects identified, the RNL = the ONL.  
At wind speeds where cumulative effects could occur and significant headroom is available, the RNL = ONL minus the simplified ETSU noise limit (35 dB) 
At wind speeds where cumulative effects could occur and significant headroom is available, but simply subtracting the simplified ETSU noise limit would be overly and unnecessarily restrictive, the RNL = ONL minus the cautious 
prediction of cumulative turbine noise. 

 Derivation of Residual Noise Limit (RNL) applicable to Proposed Development from ONL 
ONL = no cumulative effects therefore ONL applies 
ONL-35 = potential cumulative effects but significant headroom available, ONL minus logarithmic subtraction of 35 dB simplified ETSU limit applies 
ONL-CP = potential cumulative effects but significant headroom available, ONL minus logarithmic subtraction of 35 dB simplified ETSU limit is overly restrictive (substantially less than 
35 dB or no existing limit applies; small turbines >10 m/s), therefore ONL minus logarithmic subtraction of Cautious Prediction applies. 

Crowber NSR1 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-CP  

Lesshamar NSR2 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

North Guith NSR3 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

Mid Guith NSR4 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Benstonhall NSR5 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

Shoehall NSR7 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL-35 ONL-CP ONL-CP  

Newark NSR8 Yes ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

High Hill NSR10 No ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL ONL  

Stage 6 – RNL numerical values 

 Residual Noise Limit applicable to the Proposed Development, dBLA90,10min 

Crowber NSR1 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.3 45.9 45.9 45.4  

Lesshamar NSR2 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.3 45.9 45.9 45.9  

North Guith NSR3 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.3 45.9 45.9 45.9  

Mid Guith NSR4 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.3 45.9 45.9 45.9  

Benstonhall NSR5 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 44.9 45.5 44.8 44.0  

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.3 45.9 45.9 45.9  

Shoehall NSR7 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.3 45.5 45.9 45.9  

Newark NSR8 Yes 43.0 43.0 43.0 45.0 46.6 47.5 47.8 47.8 47.8  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 43.0 43.0 43.0 44.5 46.6 47.5 47.8 47.8 47.8  

High Hill NSR10 No 43.0 43.0 43.0 44.5 46.6 47.5 47.8 47.8 47.8  
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NSR name NSR ID 
NSR has 
own 
turbine? 

Wind Speed, m/s  

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Notes / commentary 

Stage 7 – Calculation of any potential cumulative noise effect at NSRs with their own turbine(s). 

 Determination of potential cumulative effect at NSRs with their own turbines; potential cumulative effects may arise where the predicted levels are <10 dB different. 
Predicted level from small turbines minus predicted level from proposed development, dB 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes -0.7 -3.4 -5.0 -3.6 -1.5 0.7 2.8 4.9 7.0 Potential cumulative effects at all wind speeds 

Newark NSR8 Yes 2.3 -0.5 -2.1 -0.6 1.5 3.6 5.7 7.8 10.0 Potential cumulative effects at 4 – 11 m/s. No 
cumulative effect at 12 m/s 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes -1.0 -3.8 -5.4 -3.9 -1.8 0.3 2.4 4.5 6.6 Potential cumulative effects at all wind speeds 

Stage 8 – At wind speeds where potential cumulative effects identified, derivation of a Financially-Involved (FI) RNL by subtraction of cautious prediction of cumulative turbine noise (not including Proposed Development) 

 FI ONL minus cautious prediction of all small turbines (including turbines owned by NSR)  
FI RNL, dB 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 44.9 44.9 44.8 44.6 44.4 44.3 44.4 43.1 39.4  

Newark NSR8 Yes 44.9 44.8 44.6 44.4 44.0 43.6 43.3 40.3 - 

Predicted cumulative level greater than FI limit at 12m/s, 
but predicted level from proposed development >10 dB 
below predicted level from cumulative turbines therefore 
no cumulative effect 

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 44.9 44.9 44.9 44.8 46.3 47.2 47.2 46.8 46.1  

Stage 9 – Resultant RNL at NSRs with their own turbine(s) 

 RNL applicable at NSRs with own turbines; the lower of the RNL and the FI RNL, dB 

Bredakirk NSR6 Yes 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 44.3 44.4 43.1 39.4  

Newark NSR8 Yes 43.0 43.0 43.0 44.4 44.0 43.6 43.3 40.3 47.8  

Fers Ness NSR9 Yes 43.0 43.0 43.0 44.5 46.3 47.2 47.2 46.8 46.1  

 



Appendix 10.1 Site Gazetteer

Site Number 1

Site Name FARAY

Type of Site CHAMBERED CAIRN

NRHE Number SM1440

HER Number 3184

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 352740

Northing 1037970

Description The monument comprises the remains of a chambered cairn dating from the Neolithic period, 

probably built and in use between 3600 BC and 2500 BC. It is visible as a low, grass-covered 

mound with exposed structural stone features. The cairn is located slightly set back from the 

edge of a low sea cliff at the northwest end of the island of Faray.

The mound of the cairn is around 14m in diameter and stands to 1.3m at its maximum height. 

It has been partially excavated in the past. The chamber is visible as a hollow in the centre of 

the mound in which three pairs of stalls divided by orthostats can be identified. Two linear 

features radiate from the northeast and southwest sides of the cairn. A roughly triangular 

raised area measuring around 6.7m long, 2m wide and 0.2m high, with one side slab and two 

smaller stones protruding from it, lies to the west northwest of the cairn.

The scheduled area is circular, measuring 25m in diameter. It includes the remains described 

above and an area around within which evidence relating to the monument's construction, use 

and abandonment is expected to survive, as shown in red on the accompanying map.

Statement of National Importance

The national importance of the monument is demonstrated in the following ways (see 

Designations Policy and Selection Guidance, Annex 1, para 17):

a. The monument is of national importance because it has the potential to make a significant 

contribution to our understanding or appreciation of the past. Chambered cairns are one of 

the main sources of evidence for the Neolithic in Scotland and so are an important in our 

understanding of the nature of Scotland's prehistoric society and landscape. The example 

contributes to our understanding of the design, construction and siting of prehistoric burial 

monuments in the Neolithic period.

b. The monument retains structural, architectural, decorative or other physical attributes 

which make a significant contribution to our understanding or appreciation of the past. In 

particular, the cairn retains structural details in the form of its stalled chamber and there is 

significant potential for the survival of buried archaeological deposits. This can contribute to 

our understanding of the meaning and importance of death and burial in the Neolithic period.

d. The monument is a good example of a Neolithic chambered cairn and is therefore an 

important representative of this monument type. It can enhance our understanding of 

Neolithic society and economy, as well as the nature of burial and ceremonial practices and 

belief systems.

 The monument has research potential which could significantly contribute to our 

understanding or appreciation of the past. Although disturbed, the remains of the cairn have 

the potential to provide material for carbon dating which when compared with similar 

monuments could contribute to a better understanding of the chronological development of 

cairn building during this period of Scottish prehistory. Additionally, there is the potential for 

environmental material to survive within the cairn which could provide information on 

demographics, land use and environment.

 The monument makes a significant contribution to our understanding of the historic 

landscape. Chambered cairns are found in a variety of locations in the Orcadian archipelago, 

and the siting of these burial monuments can give important insights into the Neolithic 

landscape and add to our understanding of social organisation.

Assessment of Cultural Significance

This statement of national importance has been informed by the following assessment of 

cultural significance:

Intrinsic characteristics (how the remains of a site or place contribute to our knowledge of the 

past)
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The monument is an upstanding example of a chambered cairn. Although subject to 

undocumented excavation in the past, it survives as a substantial monument, suggestive of its 

original scale and form. It is an Orkney-Cromarty chambered cairn, characterised by a single 

chamber divided into stall-like "compartments" by stone uprights (suggesting a tripartite 

division). Earlier interpretations identified this as an example of a short-horned cairn with the 

projections from the northeast and southwest sides of the cairn being the remains of horns. 

However, the cairn is now thought to be a round cairn with the projections interpreted as later 

features (Henshall 1963, 198-9; Davidson & Henshall 1989, 1117-8).  

Dating evidence from similar chambered cairns elsewhere demonstrates that they were 

constructed and in use between around 3600 BC and 2500 BC. Some examples were re-used in 

the later Bronze Age. They were used for communal burial and ritual, and excavation has 

revealed evidence of complex development sequences. Therefore, this cairn may have been in 

use for a long period of time. Scientific study of the cairn's form and construction techniques 

compared with other chambered cairns would enhance our understanding of the development 

sequence of this site and of chambered cairns in general.

Although the cairn has been dug into in the past, excavations at similar sites have established 

that there is good potential for the survival of archaeological deposits, including human 

burials, artefacts and environmental remains such as pollen and charcoal, within, beneath and 

around unexcavated or partially excavated examples. These deposits have the potential to 

provide information about the date of the monuments, ritual and funerary practices, and the 

structure of Neolithic society, while surviving artefacts and ecofacts would enhance 

understanding of contemporary economy, land-use and environment. Reports of kitchen 

midden deposit as well as a large quantity of burnt material and animal bones, and several 

pottery fragments, found adjacent to the cairn suggest the site has some form of secondary 

use, perhaps in the Iron Age. 

Contextual characteristics (how a site or place relates to its surroundings and/or to our existing 

knowledge of the past)  

Around 600 chambered cairns are known of in Scotland. This example is part of an 

architecturally-distinct subgroup known as the Orkney-Cromarty group, dating to the Neolithic 

period in Scotland.  The enclosing stone cairns of Orkney-Cromarty cairns are mainly round in 

plan, but some are short horned or long cairns and others heel-shaped. Their chambers are 

subdivided by upright slabs of stones (described as 'stalls'), demarcating burial space into 

separate compartments. It is the form of the chamber that defines the group (Richards 1992, 

65).

These cairns have a widespread distribution across the north and west of Scotland in Orkney, 

Inverness-shire, Ross-shire, Caithness and Sutherland. Fifty-nine examples have been recorded 

in Orkney where they are the most widespread type of chambered cairn (Davidson and 

Henshall, 1989). Dating from around 3600-3200 BC, this type of cairn is the earliest phase of 

cairn development in Orkney and parallels the design of other stalled early Neolithic houses 

such as those at Knap of Howar (scheduled monument SM90195).

Chambered cairns are found in a variety of locations. Some are placed in conspicuous locations 

within the landscape, such as on the summits of hills or on the shoulders of hills, to be 

deliberately seen on a skyline, or otherwise seen in profile. Other factors that seem to hold 

significance are their relationship to routeways across and between different terrestrial and 

marine landscapes, a location near to good upland pasture, and views over specific areas of 

land (perhaps relating to different communities).  This example is the only chambered cairn on 

Faray and may represent the single focus for burial and ritual for an island community. Its 

location on a low sea cliff means that it would have been a prominent feature when viewed 

from the sea, which may have been significant in the choice of location (Noble, 2006).

Associative characteristics (how a site or place relates to people, events, and/or historic and 

social movements)

There are no known associative characteristics that contribute to this site's national 

importance.

HY 5274 3797 ) Brough (NR) (Site of)

OS 6" map, Orkney, 2nd ed., (1900).

An Orkney-Cromarty-type short horned cairn with a stalled chamber. It has been greatly 

reduced and disturbed and is now turf-covered but with a finer shorter growth than the 

surrounding area, which shows up the horns and indicates the area of cairn material, although 
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the actual edge of the mound is indefinite. The body of the cairn has been circular with a 

diameter of about 46' and there have probably been four horns, pointing NW, NE, SW, SE of 

which three are still traceable.

The horn to the NE is most definite and rises c6" above ground level. It appears to be about 6' 

wide, 17' long, square-ended and curving slightly towards the east.

The horns to the SE and SW are now mere stumps about 7' and 5' long but perfectly evident. 

The NW horn cannot now be seen but there are three slabs set in line running from the body 

of the cairn towards the NW and set at a lower level than the stones of the chamber, 

presumably part of some secondary structure.

The body of the cairn stands up to 4' high, but it has been howked in the centre where the 

divisional stones of the stalled chamber, at least 15' long and running ENE-WSW, are exposed.

The remains of the entrance passage are no longer to be seen, but what appeared to be part of 

it was noted in 1928.

At its inner end lay a kitchen midden deposit as well as a large quantity of burnt material and 

animal bones, and several pottery fragments, some of them decorated, which are now lost.

RCAHMS 1946, visited 1928; A S Henshall 1963.

A short, horned chambered cairn generally as described and planned by Henshall. In the NW 

arc is a slightly curving trench which is presumably what RCAHMS refer to as the entrance 

passage, but it is more likely an excavation trench.

Surveyed at 1/2500 Visited by OS (RL) 28 June 1970.

In 1983 the SE 'horn' could not be traced, and in view of the known interference with the cairn, 

some caution is felt in interpreting the other two as horns of a horned cairn. The SW 'horn' 

projects only 1.5m from the cairn edge and might be explained as dump from the chamber 

exploration The bank projecting from the NE for about 5m, is possibly part of an old enclosure 

(not otherwise visible) associated with the occupation indicated by the row of three slabs on 

the NW side of the cairn and the midden recorded at their SE end. These slabs flank the SW 

side of a hollow running into the centre of the cairn, a feature which the RCAM misleadingly 

suggests may have been the entrance passage into the chamber. The hollow was probably 

made when the chamber was explored by islanders many years before 1928. (Confirmed by A 

S Henshall).

Visited by OS (JLD) 1983.

By the shore at the N end of Faray is an Orkney-Cromarty horned cairn with a stalled chamber. 

Corrie in 1928 sketched it and spoke to one of the islanders who had dug into its centre many 

years ago. Three of the four horns are still traceable, and the chamber, aligned ENE-WSW, was 

at least 4.5m long. A presumed entrance-passage had contained a kitchen-midden deposit with 

burnt material, animal bones, and pottery, suggesting a secondary use.

D Fraser 1982; RCAHMS 1984 (visited May 1981). Field Visit (31 August 1928)

No. 254. Chambered Cairn (stalled), N. end of Fara.

Though marked on the OS map as a broch site, this monument seems much more likely to 

have been a chambered cairn of the stalled variety. It was excavated many years ago by some 

of the islanders, one of whom states that there was no trave of any regular construction 

beyond some very large stones set on edge with the major axis N and S, transversely to the 

entrance. Of these stones four are still in position, and the intervals between them are 

respectively 4ft 8in, 4ft 10in, and 4ft 1in. Otherwise the remains are little better than a 

scattered heap from 40 to 45ft in diameter. What appears to have been the entrance passage 

is slightly curved and about 2ft 6in wide. At its inner end a considerable kitchen-midden 

deposit was observed, as well as a large quantity of burnt material and animal bones, and 
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several pottery fragments, some of them decorated.

Lxxx (“Brough, Site of”). 31 August 1928.

Orkney Smr Note (1981)

An Orkney Cromarty short horned cairn with stalled chamber, much reduced and disturbed, 

grass-covered, but with finer, shorter growth which shows up horns and indicates otherwise 

indeterminate limits of cairn. Body has been circular, about 46ft diameter, with probably 4 

horns of which 3 are traceable. NE horn most definite, 6ft wide, 17ft long, square-ended and 

curving slightly towards the E. SE and SW horns are stumps 7ft and 5ft long but perfectly 

evident. NW horn not visible, but threee slabs in line running from the cairn stones, 

presumably part of some secondary structure. Body of cairn stands up to 4ft high, but it is 

howked into at centre where stall-stones of a chamber at least 15ft long, aligned ENE-WSW, 

are exposed. The remains of the entrance passage mentioned by RCAMS are not visible.

Visited, D Fraser & E J Brundle May 81,
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Site Number 2

Site Name FARAY, THE CASTLE

Type of Site NATURAL FEATURE

NRHE Number

HER Number 3187

Status Non-designated

Easting 352750

Northing 1036470

Description OS 6" map, Orkney, 1st edition., (1882). Natural feature on coastal edge close in west central 

side of Faray. Area exposed by tide but no evidence of man made features visible.

Site Number 3

Site Name HOLM OF FARAY, POINT OF DOGS BONES

Type of Site STRUCTURE
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NRHE Number

HER Number 182011

Status Non-designated

Easting 352750

Northing 1038420

Description One unroofed structure is depicted on the 1st edition of the OS 6-inch map (Orkney and 

Shetland (Orkney) 1882, sheet lxxx) and on the current edition of the OS 1:10000 map (1981). 

Information from RCAHMS (SAH), 5 December 2000.

Site Number 4

Site Name FARAY

Type of Site Mound (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 3192

Status Non-designated

Easting 352960

Northing 1036390

Description On a grassy summit is a large shapeless mound, some 25m across and up to 1.5m high, which 

may conceal an ancient structure.RCAHMS 1984 (visited May 1981).

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Found to comprise a large grass and thistle covered mound as 

described. Depression in centre may indicate some disturbance - stone robbing. Occasional 

stones visible protruding through turf mound banks.

Aerial photography and satellite imagery show a subrectangular enclosure or structure and 

indicate presence of a substantial buried structure

References

RCAHMS. (1984d) The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of 
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The archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series no 23. Edinburgh. Page(s): 20, 

No.83 RCAHMS Shelf Number: A.1.2.ARC/23

Site Number 5

Site Name FARAY, DOGGERBOAT

Type of Site Structure (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 182059

Status Non-designated

Easting 352840

Northing 1037150

Description One unroofed structure is depicted on the 1st edition of the OS 6-inch map (Orkney and 

Shetland (Orkney) 1882, sheet lxxxvi), but it is not shown on the current edition of the OS 

1:10000 map (1981).Information from RCAHMS (SAH), 12 December 2000.
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Surveyed by AOC August 2020. No structure found at this location although nearby cairn of 

stones may include stones derived from an earlier structure.

Site Number 6

Site Name FARAY

Type of Site SETTLEMENT (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 3188

Status Non-designated

Easting 352900

Northing 1036900

Description A 'Pict's House', as it was known locally, was discovered many years before 1928 during 

quarrying for building material on the west of a rocky hillock about 250 yds NE of the 

churchyard. 

RCAHMS reported the discovery of a 'Pict's House' during quarrying on a rocky hillock 250 

yards NE of the churchyard; a kitchen-midden deposit was observed during its removal. There 

is a slight bank forming a rectangular enclosure, open to the N, on top of a rocky ridge at HY 

5295 3697, but it is unclear whether this has a connection with the old report. RCAHMS 1984 

(visited May 1981).

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. This bank is located in an area which appears to have been 

disturbed for quarrying of stone. The remains of a quarry scoop are visible.  No discernible 

features consistent with a feature or enclosure.
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Site Number 7

Site Name FARAY, HOLLAND

Type of Site Enclosure (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 3193

Status Non-designated

Easting 352930

Northing 1036000

Description On a grass slope above the W shore is an oval enclosure, internally 3.3m by 1.8m within grass-

grown walls 0.4m thick and 0.3m high. RCAHMS 1984, visited May 1981. Surveyed by AOC 

August 2020 - subtle feature overgrown by grass. 
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Scotland. The archaeological sites and monuments of Eday and Stronsay, Orkney Islands Area, 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series no 23. Edinburgh. Page(s): 40, 

No.232 RCAHMS Shelf Number: A.1.2.ARC/23

Site Number 8

Site Name FARAY

Type of Site Burial Ground (Period Unassigned), Chapel (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 3189

Status Non-designated

Easting 352780

Northing 1036790

Description (HY 5278 3679) Chapel (NR) (Site of)OS 6" map, Orkney, 2nd ed., (1900).

This chapel has been completely destroyed,the materials being used to build the wall enclosing 

the burial ground. The dedication is not known. (Statistical Account [OSA] 1796).

An amorphous mound near the SE corner of the now disused burial ground marks the site of 

the chapel.

The kirk in Faray stood in a small graveyard on the W shore; its site is marked only by a 

shapeless mound in the SE corner of the enclosure.

Orkney Smr Note (June 1970): About the time of the Reformation, there were five parish kirks 

in this district (Stronsay & Eday) ... the fifth in the island of Fairy, to what saint dedicated, 

tradition gives no information. [R1]

It stood in a small burial-ground on the W side of the island and close to the shore. The 

buildings have been completely destroyed in recent years, the materials having been taken to 

build a wall enclosing the burial-ground. The site adjoins a small geo called the Kirk Noust. [R2]

As described [by OS]. There is a long-term danger of erosion undermining the SW corner of the 

graveyard wall. Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) May 81.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. No trace of a mound in SW corner of graveyard although some 

of wall has been lost to coastal erosion. Modern gabions support the west wall of the 

graveyard protecting it from further erosion. There is a large mound to the north of the burial 

ground which could possibly conceal earlier building material. A low spread of stones south of 

the burial ground may also be connected.

There are 33 upstanding or partially upstanding gravestones in the churchyard. Transcriptions 

read as follows:

Stone  Row 1  

1  Erected in memory of James Drever who died Oct 1865, aged 36 years. Mary Harcus, his 

wife, died June 1869, aged 40 years. Peter, their son, died April 1865, aged 2 years. John, died 

Feb 16 1877, aged 21 years. 

2  Erected in memory of John Drever who died 10th Oct 1898 aged 82 years also his beloved 

wife Barbara Groat who died 4th Dec 1896 aged 82 years 

3, 4 & 5  No inscriptions 

6  In memory of Mary Groat who died 22 June 1893, aged 83 years. 

7  Erected by James and Mary Groat in memory of their son John who died 20th April 1896, 

aged 19. Also James Groat who died 11th September 1904, aged 65 years. 

8  Erected by Mary Harcus in memory of her beloved husband Thomas Drever who died 28th 
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July 1898, aged 79 years. Also Mary Harcus who died 11th Sept 1900, aged 66 years. 

9  Erected by Mrs William Harcus, Cott in memory of her children Isabella died 26th Sept 1881 

aged 19 years 8 months, Margaret died 4th April 1867 aged 1 year, David died 24th March 

1853 aged 11 days. Also Jane Harcus, wife of Robert Drever, who died 20 June 1885 aged 36. 

Asleep in Jesus _____ _____ _____ 

10  Erected by Elisabeth Allan in memory of her beloved husband William Hercus who died Jan 

27th 1869 aged 43 years and of their son William who died Sept 7th 1868 aged 17 years. Far 

from a world of grief and sin with God eternally shut in. Also the above Elisabeth Allan who 

died 16th October 1911 aged 85 years. 

  Row 2  

11  Erected by ___ ____ Peter Hercus ___ _____, aged 50(?) years ___. 

12  Erected by Jean Drummond in memory of her sister Mary Drummond who died Oct 15 

1821, our father William Drummond who died __ 1839 and our mother Barbara Groat who 

died __ 1849, her brother William Drummond died July 25 1857. Also Jean Drummond who 

died Sep 16 1882 aged 82. 

13  Erected by Robert Groat in memory of his beloved wife Margaret Hercus who departed this 

life Jan 11 1859, aged 22 years. Robert Groat also died Sep 12 1872, aged 40 years. 

  Row 3  

14  Erected by Robert Burghar in memory of his mother Betsy Seatter who died 20 Sep 1893, 

aged 79. The above Robert Burghar died by drowning 11 December 1895, aged 52 years, the 

body not found. 

15  Erected in memory of John Hercus who died 25 June 1884, aged 82 years. Also Catherine 

Ann Burgess, beloved wife of James Drever, who died 17 January 1862, aged 20 years. 

16  Erected by Alexander Drummond in memory of his parents Janet Reid who died 30 May 

1864, aged 56 years and John Drummond who died 27 April 1885, aged 83 years. 

17  Erected by Peter Harcus and Jane Drummond in memory of their son Robert who died 27th 

April 1862, aged 3¾ years. Also of their son Peter who died 24th May 1868, aged 8 years. 

  Row 4  

18  Erected by their parents in memory of Barbara Drummond who was called home Dec 10th 

1860, aged 7 years and her brother John J Collister Jany 3rd 1862, aged 6 months. 

19  Erected by William Drummond in memory of his partner Isabella Harcus who was called 

home Dec 2nd 1861, aged 29 years and of his sister Barbara April 11th 1851, aged 4 years. 

  Row 5  

20  Erected by James & Isabella Reid in loving memory of their beloved daughter Agnes who 

fell asleep 16th Feb 1902, aged 18 years 11 months 12 days. Cut down she was in early life, like 

flowers that bloom so gay, she left us for a better home, with us she could not stay. 

21  Erected by William Wallace in memory of Thomas Dearness who died 22nd April 1907, 

aged 81 years. 

22  No inscription 

23  In memory of Mary Drummond who fell asleep July 16th 1862, aged 15 years. Erected by 

her parents. Also by Jane Drever in memory of her beloved husband Stewart Drummond, born 

1811, died 1888. 

24  Jhn Dreivr 1847 

25  Tho Dreivr 1848 

26  Erected by Robert Groat and Elizabeth Harcus in memory of their beloved son John Groat 

who was drowned 16th Sept 1857 aged 16 years. Also their daughter Jane died July 10 1864 

aged 27 years. In memory of Mary Groat, beloved wife of David Drever, who died March 18th 

1883 aged 53 years. 

27  Stewart Groat died by drowning April 12 1865, aged 31. Ann Drummond his wife died June 

7 1875, aged 41. Ann their daughter died May 13 1857, aged 4 months. Erected by their son 

Robert. 

  Row 6  

28  ____ ____ Elizabeth Drummond(?) ___ ____ 

  Row 7  

29  No inscription 

30  Erected by James Groat in memory of his father Robert Groat who died March 30 1868, 

aged 66 years. 

  Row 8  

31  No inscription 

32  Erected by William Wallace in memory of his beloved wife Annie Drever who died 23rd Oct 

1907, aged 24 years. A few short years of evil past, we reach the happy shore, where death 
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divided friends at last, shall meet to part no more. 

33  Erected by their parents in memory of James Stewart Allan who died from drowning 28th 

Oct 1887 ___ ____ (http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1)

References

OSA. (1791-9) The statistical account of Scotland, drawn up from the communications of the 

ministers of the different parishes, in Sinclair, J (Sir. Edinburgh. Page(s): Vol.15, 418 RCAHMS 

Shelf Number: B.2.2.STA

RCAHMS. (1946) The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland. 

Twelfth report with an inventory of the ancient monuments of Orkney and Shetland, 3v. 

Edinburgh. Page(s): 72, No.256 RCAHMS Shelf Number: A.1.1.INV/12

RCAHMS. (1984d) The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of 

Scotland. The archaeological sites and monuments of Eday and Stronsay, Orkney Islands Area, 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series no 23. Edinburgh. Page(s): 20, 

No.84 RCAHMS Shelf Number: A.1.2.ARC/23

Site Number 9

Site Name HOLM OF FARAY

Type of Site HOUSE(S) (PREHISTORIC)

NRHE Number

HER Number 3190

Status Non-designated

Easting 352720

Northing 1038430

Description (HY 5272 3843 ) (Graves) (NAT) OS 6" map, Orkney, 2nd ed.,(1900).

A number of graves about which nothing is known locally. Name Book 1879.

Not "graves" but a slight, turf-covered stony mound of irregular shape, oriented NNW to SSE 

and measuring about 35.0m in length and about 12.0m maximum width. Several earth-fast 

slabs protrude forming no intelligble pattern. The NNW part of the mound is hollowed 

suggestive of a circular structure about 10.5m in diameter.

This is undoubtedly an antiquity but whether it constitutes the remains of a chambered cairn 

or of a domestic structure is impossible to say without excavation. Visited by OS (RL) 28 June 

1970.

This confusion of erect slabs at the SW corner of the islet probably represents two houses of 

Bronze Age type, of which the NNW one is quite distinct. It seems to be a big oval house with 

peripheral radial partitions, and separated by a narrow passage from its neighbour to the SSE. 

RCAHMS 1984 (visited May 1981).
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Site Number 10

Site Name FARAY, THE NEV

Type of Site Enclosure (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 182061

Status Non-designated

Easting 353520

Northing 1036550

Description An enclosure is depicted on the 1st edition of the OS 6-inch map (Orkney and Shetland 

(Orkney) 1882, sheet lxxxvi), but it is not shown on the current edition of the OS 1:10000 map 

(1981).Information from RCAHMS (SAH),12 December 2000.

A rectangular feature is visible in this location on satellite imagery and aerial photographs. 

Surveyed by AOC August 2020 found to comprise very subtle banks enclsoing an area c 200m2. 

Probable remains of a former stock enclosure.

Site Number 11

Site Name FARAY, SCAMMALIN

Type of Site Naust(S) (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 3194

Status Non-designated

Easting 353160

Northing 1035520

Description Near the S end of Faray are four pointed-ended nausts set in two pairs, the whole complex 

surrounded on the landward side by a shallow ditch with a low bank outside it. The largest 

naust survives to a length of 8m and is 2.3m wide; all are truncated by erosion, their openings 

hanging 1m above beach level. RCAHMS 1980 (visited May 1981).

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Two subtle depressions at the edge of the cliff possibly mark 

the locations of the nausts. Depressions are also visible in this are on satellite imagery. It is 

noted that a power cable comes ashore close to the mapped location and its installaton may 

have disturbed/removed the features. It is concluded that they have likely been lost to coastal 

erosion in the 30 years since they were identified by RCAHMS.
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Site Number 12
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Site Name FARAY, HOLLAND

Type of Site Building (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 182062

Status Non-designated

Easting 353190

Northing 1036180

Description One unroofed building is depicted on the 1st edition of the OS 6-inch map (Orkney and 

Shetland (Orkney) 1882, sheet lxxxvi), but it is not shown on the current edition of the OS 

1:10000 map (1981). Information from RCAHMS (SAH),12 December 2000.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020 no trace of a building survives in this location.

Site Number 13

Site Name FARAY, QUOY NOUST

Type of Site Structure (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 182010

Status Non-designated

Easting 352900

Northing 1038070

Description One unroofed structure is depicted on the 1st edition of the OS 6-inch map (Orkney and 

Shetland (Orkney) 1882, sheet lxxx), but it is not shown on the current edition of the OS 

1:10000 map (1981). Information from RCAHMS (SAH), 5 December 2000.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Numerous small spreads to stone survive in this area and may 

be the remains of building material associated with a former enclosure.

Site Number 14

Site Name FARAY, ROADSIDE

Type of Site Farmstead (Period Unassigned)

NRHE Number

HER Number 182060

Status Non-designated

Easting 353140

Northing 1036740

Description A farmstead comprising one unroofed building and one partially roofed building is depicted on 

the 1st edition of the OS 6-inch map (Orkney and Shetland (Orkney) 1882, sheet lxxxvi). One 

partially roofed building is shown on the current edition of the OS 1:10000 map 

(1981).Information from RCAHMS (SAH), 12 December 2000.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. The remains of two structures survive in this location:
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The southern structure is aligned east to west and is unroofed. It is of drystone constrction and 

built from rough  red sandstone with lighter dressed sandstone blocks at corners and for 

window and door lintels  The remains of a smaller structure are attached to the southern 

elevation with the south-east wall surviving to gable height. Substantial repair visible in centre 

of southern gable indicating perhaps a previous collapse or structural fail?

The northern structure is partially roofed with large stone slabs. It is of drystone constrction 

and built from rough  red sandstone with lighter dressed sandstone blocks at corners and for 

window and door lintels Some wooden roof trusses also remains in place as do door and 

window lintels. The western and northern elevations have been consolidated with mortar. 

Numerous building phases also visible in western elevation as well as infill wall linking the two 

structures. A small tumbled lean-to stone structure is attached to northern end of west 

elevation. Building complex is surrounded by nettles which probably mask further tumbled 

stone and roofing stone.

Site Number 15

Site Name Tuquoy, settlement W of Cross-Kirk, Westray

Type of Site Secular: Viking settlement, Norse settlement

NRHE Number SM8208

HER Number 2822

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 345396

Northing 1043168

Description The monument to be scheduled comprises the remains of a high-status settlement of the 

Norse period extending 50m to 65m inland from the cliff edge along a stretch between 50m 

and 160m W of the 12th-century Cross-Kirk on Westray.

The settlement site was identified as a result of marine erosion causing material to fall out of 

an exposed cliff section. Excavations and coring carried out between 1982 and 1993 have 

defined the extent the structures and midden deposits and have suggested a period of 

occupation extending from pre-Viking times to the 15th century.

The principal structure to be identified consists of a stone-built hall-like building, with minimal 

internal dimensions of 6.65m by 3.75m, plastered walls 1m to 1.4m thick and a door in the SE 

gable wall. The interior was found to have been paved at least three times with large stone 

flags and on three occasions it had been subdivided.

A re-used slab built into the latest partition bore the runic inscription: 'Thorstein Einarsson 

carved these runes'. A second rectangular structure, less substantial than the first and 

measuring c.13m by more than 5m, was later built at right-angles to the first. Analysis of metal-

working debris from within it suggests that it may have been a smithy.

Remains of other stone structures, probably medieval, were found immediately to the W. 

Organic material from a large waterlogged pit, some 40m to the E, produced a C14 

determination suggesting a date in the 9th or 10th century AD.

The area to be scheduled is irregular in plan, extending for a maximum of 134m E-W by 87m N-

S, as marked in red on the accompanying map extract.

Statement of National Importance

The monument is of national importance as a good example of a high-status settlement of the 

Norse period of which comparable examples, also associated with a 12th-century church, are 
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known from elsewhere in Orkney, notably at Cobbie Row's Castle on Wyre and Orphir on 

Mainland. Its importance is enhanced by the potential of its below-ground remains for 

shedding further light on the social and economic history and material culture of the pre-

Norse, Norse and medieval periods.

Bibliography

RCAHMS records the monument as HY 44 SE 5.

Bibliography:

Owen, O. (1988) 'Tuquoy, Orkney 1988: further assessment and tapestry excavation of the 

manse and Medieval settlement site' Central Excavation Unit and Ancient Monuments 

Laboratory Annual Report (1988) Edinburgh, 5-8.

Owen, O. (1993) 'Tuquoy, Westray, Orkney: a challenge for the future?', in Batey, C. E. Jesch, J 

and Morris, C. D. The Viking age in Caithness, Orkney and the North Atlantic Edinburgh, 318-

21, 324-39.

Canmore Record: 2822

EARLY MEDIEVAL CARVED STONES PROJECT

Tuquoy, Westray, Orkney, rune-inscribed stone

Measurements: L 0.77m, W 0.41m, H 0.11m

Stone type: flagstone

Place of discovery: HY 4546 4313

Present location: HES store, Edinburgh.

Evidence for discovery: found 1982-3 during excavation of a late Norse settlement, reused as a 

building stone.

Present condition: worn.

Description

Along the narrow face of the slab are lightly incised runes, representing a graffito inscription.

Date: early medieval.

References: Barnes & Page 2006, OR 14, 197-200.

Compiled by A Ritchie 2017

HY44SE 5 4546 4313.

A kitchen-midden on the beach at Crosskirk (HY44SE 1) yielded a fragment of a bowl-shaped, 

steatite urn.

J G Callander 1930.

At HY 4546 4313 c.12.0m of closely packed burnt stones are exposed in the shore line. 

Extending W from them for c.60m are the traces of drystone structures, exhibiting signs of 
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lintelled passages and cells, with some midden material of shells and animal bones. 

Presumably the source of origin of the steatite urn sherd.

Visited by OS(AA) 4 July 1970.

HY 454 431. Excavation of a trial trench on Tuquoy farm, which commenced in the summer of 

1982, was continued and completed during the 1983 season. The earliest building phase within 

the trial trench was represented by a long and massively constructed, rectangular, hall-like 

building, which survives, for the present, untouched by the sea. Its full extent was not located, 

but it had minimum internal dimensions of 6.65m by 3.75m. Extensive traces of external lime 

plastering were found on one wall face. The walls were nowhere less than one metre thick, 

and the exceptionally broad, truncated end on one wall (1.42m) may have served as a 

reinforced entrance to the building. Since there was no evidence among the excavation finds 

to suggest that this grand construction was ever, in fact, defended from attackers, the 

monumental nature of the edifice may well be an indication of the high status of the patron of 

the builders, rather than of a serious defensive intention.

The interior of the building was paved over at least three times with large, well cut flagstones, 

right across the floor; but generally internal features were rare, although finds were of a high 

quality. This massive structure was partitioned on a least three different occasions. It can thus 

be conjectured that the large size of the building was subsequently found to be impracticable, 

and that the building evolved to serve a different function or functions.

A re-used slab, incorporated into the latest partition wall, was inscribed with a complete and 

legible runic inscription.

A second, large and probably rectangular structure, slightly later in date but of similar 

construction, was appended to the first. It was severely damaged by sea erosion, and again, its 

full extent was not defined within the trial trench. One of its component walls was dismantled, 

and a more solidly built, replacement wall was constructed over the remains of the found 

ations of the earlier one. The interior, though badly eroded, was packed with internal features 

and rich archaeological deposits.

At least four other, less substantial, building phases were also reprensented within the 

excavation area, suggesting continuous re-building and occupation over a period of time. An 

exceptionally rich depth of midden material, probably from a medieval settlement adjacent to 

the trial trench, filled into the ruins of the earlier phases of building.

The finds were exceptional both in quantity and quality. They included complete and 

fragmentary objects of bone, stone and steatite, copper alloy and iron; a large collection of 

coarse pottery, and a notable assemblage of imported medieval pottery, originating from 

several European countries, as well as from other parts of Britain, and testifying to the 

widespread connections of this important, high status settlement site.

Fuller accounts of the excavation results can be found in the 'Durham and Newcastle 

Universities' Archaeological Reports for 1983. Sponsor: SDD(AM)

O Owen 1983.

A third season of site assessment was undertaken. A gridded coring programme revealed that 

the site survives up to 50m inland and extends 150m along the eroding cliff section, W of the 

associated 12th century church of Cross Kirk (HY44SE 1). A dried up stream bed which 

originally sprang from the now drained Loch of Tuquoy physically dislocates the church from 

the settlement site. In general, within the immediate vicinity of the 1982-3 excavated area, 

structures abound; further away, rich midden-site deposits and occasional structures were 

identified; field soils surround the settlement. Other, probably unrelated, archaeological sites 

were identified, both in the field immediately N of the Norse and Medieval settlement site, and 

further W and E along the cliff face.

The section was straightened in adjoining segments, the face made vertical, drawn and 

photographed; all stratigraphic units were recorded and interpreted. A 0.5m wide strip was 
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excavated along a length of c.55m of the section, and all soil deposits sampled for routine 

analysis, flotation and wet-sieving to ascertain the formation processes represented and to 

quantify the anthropogenic components of each deposit.

A complex sequence of late Norse/Medieval structures was partially excavated immediately W 

of the late Norse hall discovered in 1982-3.

The interiors of these structures survive behind the present section face. On the beach, a 

flagged passageway bordered by single-faced walls leads into an unexcavated structure behind 

the cliff face. It is of unknown function, morphology or date, though earlier than the late Norse 

period.

40m to the E, a large pit (c.7 by 3.5m across and 1.65m maximum depth) was excavated. It 

contained 0.6m in depth of extremely compacted, waterlogged, organic material, essentially 

manure, comprised of successive levels of animal dung and straw, probably the residue from 

byre floors, and grey ash. It contained many fragments of unburnt wood, both worked and 

unworked, twigs, grasses and straw, shells and microscopic remains, notably insects. This 

material produced a radiocarbon determination of 885 +- 65 AD. It was overlain by 1.4m of 

burnt stones and peat ash. The pit also contained a substantial butt-ended wall of uncertain 

date which continues behind the exposed section.

O Owen 1988.

Further excavation was undertaken by Owen in 1988; a carved fragment

of bone needle and a decorated wooden handle were revealed.

O Owen 1988.

HY 454 431 Serious damage to the eroding cliff section was reported in february 1993, 

following unusually sever winter storms. Parts of the section had collpased and, in places, up 

to 3m of archaeological deposits had been washed away. In early March, a small team 

recorded those parts which had been worst damaged.

The section immediately W of the late Norse hall discovered in 1982-3 was cleaned and re-

drawn. More of the complex sequence of late Norse/Medieval structures was revealed. 

Deposits were seen to continue further to the W than had been exposed in 1988 when the 

section was last examined. A'flagged passageway' (recorded on the beach in 1988) was this 

year partly excavated. This is clearly part of an earlier structure with a substantial paved floor, 

which had been remodelled on at least two occassions.

The section to the E of the late Norse hall (where a large pit full of organic, waterlogged, 

organic material was partly excavated in 1988) was particularly badly affected by the damage. 

However, the sheer volume and weight of collapse here precluded its removal and may in fact 

help to protect what remains of the pit and the unusual deposits above it from further 

damage. It was photographically recorded but not distrubed. The 'new' section edge was 

surveyed as part of a continuing effort to monitor erosion at the site.

Sponsor: Historic Scotland

O Owen 1993.

Field Visit (June 1981)

Late Norse or High Mediaeval settlement rapidly eroding from shoreline. Massively heavy walls 

of quarried stones, mostly dry laid but one massive section has lime mortar. Near here is an 

opening running about 0.8m back into section, with wall-face one side and rubble the other - 

may be a doorway but could equally well be due to walls of different buildling-periods having 

moved apart through subsidence. Extending W, the heavy slab-formed floors have drains (the 

OS 'passages') running out under them, very suggestive of byres. - This settlement is clearly a 

high- status one and must be associated with Cross Kirk. It is presumably the original nucleus 
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of the estate of Tuquoy.

Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Jun 81.

Field Visit (1998)

Coastal Assessment Survey of Orkney

The extensive remains of a high-status Norse settlement extend for over 100m parallel to the 

coast. The eroding coastal section contains frequent lengths of walling, relating to a series of 

separate structures, along with associated features such as drains, pits and paved surfaces.

The site has been partially excavated over several seasons in the 1980's and early 1990's 

(Owen, 1993). The current section face has changed little since the last season of work in 1993; 

the majority of the features which were then visible could be relocated. Where there has been 

recent damage, this has removed no more than 0.5m of the section face and then only in 

isolated areas. What is more worrying, however, is the degree to which the section has been 

undercut by the sea. The softer deposits at the base of the section have been scoured out, 

creating an overhang of between 0.5m to 1m in depth. There has been very little turf 

regeneration over the 1993 cuttings and thus the exposed deposits, which include heavy 

masonry, are very vulnerable to further erosion.

Moore and Wilson, 1998

Coastal Zone Assessment Survey
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Site Number 16

Site Name Cross-Kirk (Westside Church), church & burial ground, Tuquoy, Westray

Type of Site Ecclesiastical: church

NRHE Number SM90312

HER Number 2810

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 345524

Northing 1043161

Description The monument comprises a church of medieval date and a burial ground. The church is in the 

care of the Secretary of State for Scotland and is being re-scheduled to clarify the extent of the 

protected area.

The monument lies in rough grassland on the S shore of the Ness of Tuquoy, at around 5m OD. 

The church is now roofless. The earliest part appears to be 12th century and consisted of a 

rectangular nave, some 5.65m by 4.15m internally, which was entered through a round-

headed door in the S wall and opened through a plain rounded arch on the E into a rectangular 

chancel, measuring 2.8m by 2.1m internally and enclosed by a barrel-vault. The nave was 

extended westwards at a later date, probably in the 16th or 17th century. The whole building 

measures approximately 20m E-W by about 7m transversely overall. The original church walls, 

at the E of the building, stand to a height of about 2.5m. The later walls at the W end of the 

building stand to a height of less than 1m.

The church stands within a burial ground, enclosed by a stone wall and measuring about 60m E-

W by about 35m transversely. Traces of an earlier sub-rectangular enclosure, measuring some 

50m by 25m and represented by a turf-covered bank, are apparent to the N and E of the 

church. The church probably owes its location to the presence near by, proven by excavation, 

of an important settlement of late Norse date.

The area proposed for scheduling comprises the remains described and an area around them 

within which related material may be expected to be found. It is polygonal with maximum 

dimensions of 70m from its easternmost point to its westernmost point and 70m from its 

northernmost point to its southernmost point, defined by the outer face of the stone wall 

enclosing the burial ground.

The monument is of national importance as representing one of a group of small Romanesque 

church buildings to survive in Orkney. Its significance is considerably enhanced by its 

association with an adjacent high'status settlement site of the Norse period and by the 

potential of its below'ground remains to contribute to our understanding of medieval religious 

practices and architecture. The importance of the site is reflected in its status as a property in 

care.
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The ruins of the this building, one of the most refined of Orkney's medieval churches, comprise 

an original chancel and short nave which was subsequently lengthened. The chancel, internally 

2.78m long by about 2.1m wide, was barrel-vaulted, and is notable for the inclined jambs of 

the chancel-arch. The nave averaging 4.1m w ide, is assigned an original length of 5.56m by 

RCAHMS, and is thus presented by differential paving in the guardianship layout. After 

extension the internal length was 14.17m; the extension is usually assigned to the 13th century 

but the moulding of the existing S doorway appears to be of 16th- or 17th-century date. 

Where as the later work has been reduced to its foundation courses, the original building 

stands some 2.5m high.

This church is to be associated with the adjacent late Norse settlement (HY44SE 5); the original 

work can tentatively be ascribed to Hafliki Thorkelsson, about the middle of the 12th century 

or slightly earlier.

Site Number 17

Site Name Muckle Hill of Linkataing,chambered cairn,homestead and field system

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: homestead; Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cair

NRHE Number SM1355

HER Number 3146;3181;

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 355484

Northing 1039338

Description The monument comprises three discrete archaeological entities. The principal monument 

consists of four stones in a regular setting which may represent the remains of the chamber of 

a chambered tomb. The second component, 120m to the NW, is a sub-circular walled 

structure, interpreted as a dwelling. At its centre is a large saddle quern partially buried by peat 

topsoil. The third component is a curvilinear stone wall that has been exposed by peat cutting. 

The stone wall lies between 150m and 200m NE of the remains of the chambered tomb. The 

monument was first scheduled in 1936 and was re-scheduled in 1994 but an inadequate area 

was included to protect all of the archaeological remains: the present rescheduling rectifies 

this.

The putative chambered tomb consists of three earthfast slabs and a fourth lying flat on the 

ground surface. These appear to represent two parallel pairs of slabs aligned NNE-SSW. The 

northern slabs of each pair lie 1.8m apart. The two western stones are set 0.9m apart; the 

northern stone stands 2.05m high and its southern counterpart measures 1.55m high. The 

northern slab of the eastern pair stands 0.45m high. It is thought to be broken. Its southern, 

prone, partner appears to be intact and measures 3.2m long. This group of four slabs is 

interpreted as the collapsed vestiges of the chamber of a tomb but no trace of a cairn has been 

detected and no discoveries of human remains are recorded. In 1957 a long thin slab was just 

visible against the W face of the northern slab of the western pair but there is now no trace of 

this fragment.

The probable dwelling consists of two, possibly three, low banks - possibly consisting of earth 
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and stone - that define an area measuring approximately 8m by 6m. At the centre lies a large, 

earthfast saddle quern.

Peat cutting has exposed some 350m of the dyke. The box-like compartments reported by the 

previous surveyors are now only visible at two points. A second dyke lies to the NE end of the 

first dyke and traces of other walls are visible towards the sea. The two dykes each appear to 

form 2 sides of large abutting enclosures. Immediately upslope from the chambered tomb 

other linear stone settings are exposed in breaks in the eroding peat and it is likely that further 

loss of the peat cover will reveal a complex remains of enclosures or dykes.

The area to be scheduled is a rectangle of dimensions 400m SW-NE and 300m SE-NW, to 

include the three principal components plus an area around in which evidence relating to their 

separate construction and use may survive, as marked in red on the accompanying map 

extract. The top 30cm of the vehicle track within the area is excluded from scheduling to allow 

for its maintenance.

(Area: HY 555 393) A stretch of walling of an enclosure has been exposed by peat-digging, 200 

yds east of HY53NE 7.

The wall is only a few inches below the surface and had been reduced to its foundation 

courses, but it has obviously been similar to that at Skirmie Clett, Wyre (HY52NE 1) - two rows 

of slabs, set edgewise in pairs with other slabs between them, forming a series of box- like 

compartments.

Only a short stretch of wall has been exposed and a plan of the area enclosed is not 

obtainable. The indications, however, are that it may be of considerable extent. RCAHMS 1946, 

visited 1935.

This wall can be traced for a distance of about 350.0m, running generally in a NE-SW direction. 

The box-like compartments mentioned by RCAHM can only be seen at two points. Towards its 

NE end another wall joins it from the NE, and traces of other walls can be seen towards the 

sea. It seems likely that these are walls of a field system associated with a probable homestead 

(HY53NE 8). Visited by OS (AA), 3 August 1970.

This dyke can be traced for some 350m in a swide loop embracing both the roundhouse No.30 

and the stalled cairn No.6. It is built in the characteristic way with two parallel rows of slabs set 

on edge some 0.6m to 0.8m apart. Other dykes can be detected running from it into the hill 

peat.
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respectively.

An Orkney-Cromarty type chambered cairn of which all that remains are two pairs of structural 

stones of the chamber.

Of the westerly pair the north stone is 6'9" high and a long thin slab is just visible placed 

against the foot of the west face. The south stone is broken and is 4'10" high.

Of the easterly pair the northerly stone remains only as a stump 2'10" wide and 7" thick. The 

southerly stone is prostrate, said to have been uncovered during peat cutting, and is 10' 10" 

long.

RCAHMS 1946; A S Henshall 1963, visited 1957.

The remains of a chambered cairn as described and planned by Henshall.

Surveyed at 1/2500.

Visited by OS (NKB), 26 July 1970.

The cairn covering a stalled chamber in heather moorland on the W side of Linkataing Hill has 

been removed, but one pair of upright slabs remains visible and a second pair can be traced 

alongside.

RCAHMS 1984, visited October 1981.

Scheduled with HY53NE 8 and HY53NE 13 as Muckle Hill of Linkataing, chambered cairn, 

homestead and field system.

Information from Historic Scotland, scheduling document dated 1 December 2000.

Field Visit (October 1981)

As described [By OS Surveyor].

Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Oct 81.
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(Area: HY 552 393 ) What appear to be the remains of a domestic site lie 200' west of HY53NE 

7.

They include a small stretch of interior walling a few large stones with a saddle-quern lying in 

the centre.

A S Henshall 1963, visited 1957.

The amorphous remains of what has probably been a homestead of uncertain date and plan, 

as described by Henshall, with saddle quern still visible in its centre at HY 5530 3936 Traces of 

field walls (HY53NE 13) in the vicinity, are probably contemporary.

Surveyed at 1/2500.

Visited by OS (NKB), 26 July 1970.

A short walk downhill from the stalled tomb no. 6 there is what appears to be a large 

roundhouse, showing a stretch of interior wall-face and a possible radial division-slab. A saddle 

quern lies in the central hollow.

A S Nayling 1983; RCAHMS 1984, visited October 1981.

Scheduled with HY53NE 7 and HY53NE 13 as Muckle Hill of Linkataing, chambered cairn, 

homestead and field system.

Information from Historic Scotland, scheduling document dated 1 December 2000.

Field Visit (October 1981)

As described. Probably a fairly large roundhouse, one erect slab in SE sector suggests a radial 

partition. Saddle quern still there.

Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Oct 81.

Conservation (19 February 2007 - 21 February 2007)

HY 5530 3936 OAT Projects Unit was commissioned by HS to assess damage done by erecting a 

fence across the prehistoric ‘house’ at Linkataing, Eday (HY53NE 8) and conduct repair work 

without causing further damage to the building to prevent further erosion and damage at the 

site. The remains of the building were surveyed and the disturbed areas planned from 19–21 

February 2007. The disturbance included the uplifting

of a broken saddle quern from the middle of the building. The segment of bank that had 

suffered most damage was examined by box section, revealing the outer face of stone 

foundations below. The section was backfilled and damaged areas reinstated by laying turf 

from elsewhere to regenerate and protect the site. A rapid handheld GPS survey was 

conducted to locate surrounding sub-peat dykes and any other sites of potential 

archaeological interest in the vicinity. More sub-peat dykes were noted than previously 

recognised, and several potential sites, comprising stones exposed in peat hags, were also 

located.

Archive to be deposited with RCAHMS and a copy with the Orkney SMR. Reports deposited 

with RCAHMS, Orkney SMR and Historic Scotland.

Funder: Historic Scotland.
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Number: E.13.11.NAY.P

RCAHMS. (1984d) The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of 

Scotland. The archaeological sites and monuments of Eday and Stronsay, Orkney Islands Area, 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series no 23. Edinburgh. Page(s): 13, 

No.33 RCAHMS Shelf Number: A.1.2.ARC/23

Sharman and Robertson, P and J. (2007a) 'Linkataing, Orkney (Eday parish), topographic 

survey, minor excavation and restoration', Discovery Excav Scot, vol. 8, 2007. Cathedral 
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Site Number 18

Site Name Faraclett Head, chambered tombs, E and W

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM10134

HER Number 2741

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 344002

Northing 1032707

Description The monument comprises two adjacent mounds, thought to be the remains of chambered 

tombs, and the ground between them.

The two mounds lie 16m apart and are located on a terrace overlooking the head of a narrow 

poorly-drained glen. The two grass-covered mounds differ in profile, structure and dimensions. 

The eastern mound is steep-sided and flat-topped with a broad, shallow hollow at the centre. 

It is sub-circular in shape, between 9m and 11m in diameter, and stands c.1m high. In early 

descriptions (1935), the E mound was described as having a stony core. Several slabs protrude 

from the edge of the hollow and may represent divisional slabs within the tomb chamber. This 

mound may have been truncated on its NW side by a modern track.

The western mound has a less distinct profile but is a more regular circle, measuring 

approximately 13m in diameter. A series of recumbent slabs lie on the mound, forming a circle 

c.9m in diameter, almost concentric to the outer edge of the mound. The upper surface of the 

mound appears to have been disturbed in the past, but at least two upright slabs protruding 

from its slightly domed surface may represent divisional slabs of a tomb chamber.

The monument is of national importance as the upstanding remains of two early prehistory 

chambered tombs. Although somewhat degraded, both tombs retain the potential to provide 

important information about early prehistoric burials and ritual activity.

References

Bibliography

Site Number 19

Site Name Faraclett Head, mound, 856m WNW of Faraclett

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: mound (ritual or funerary)

NRHE Number SM10169

HER Number 2724

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 343834
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Northing 1032801

Description The monument comprises a low grass-covered mound, probably the remains of a prehistoric 

burial cairn, situated on a NW-facing hill terrace.

The mound measures approximately 8m NW-SE by 6m NE-SW and stands to a height of 

c.0.5m, with gently sloping sides. Some stones, both earthfast and loose slabs, occur over the 

surface of the mound. At the highest point (N end) of the mound, a series of small upright slabs 

defines a roughly circular area some 3m in diameter. Several upright slabs protrude from the 

cairn but form no discernible pattern. The loose slabs on the surface may have been disturbed 

by rabbit burrowing.

The monument is of national importance as the remains of a prehistoric burial cairn. Although 

affected by rabbit burrowing, it retains considerable potential to provide important evidence 

about prehistoric burial practices. Its importance is enhanced because it is part of an 

apparently intact archaeological landscape on Faraclett Head.

Reference:

RCAHMS (1982) The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland. 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Rousay, Egilsay and Wyre, Orkney Islands Area, 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series no 16, Edinburgh, 17, No. 20.

Site Number 20

Site Name Faraclett Head, stone setting, 670m NW of Faraclett

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: stone setting

NRHE Number SM10189

HER Number 2725

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 344040

Northing 1032820

Description The monument comprises a stone setting of prehistoric date, but indeterminate function. The 

setting consists of two parallel rows of upright slabs, with one end of the arrangement almost 

blocked by another upright slab.

The two rows of slabs are each approximately 4m long and contain four and three slabs 

respectively. The rows are c. 1.3m apart and aligned ESE-WNW. All of the slabs are now 

leaning substantially off the vertical, with no regularity in the direction of tilt. It is now not 

possible to determine whether they were originally set up exactly in parallel lines.

The tallest surviving slab partially closes the eastern end of the arrangement and stands 

approximately 0.6m high. Most of the other slabs now stand less than 0.5m in height. The soil 

cover is thin where sandstone outcrops around the stone setting, but, within the setting, 

where the ground surface is slightly domed in profile, the soil is c. 0.15m deep.

The stone setting lies in a prominent position within a small, natural amphitheatre. The 

surrounding terraced landscape prohibits long lines of sight, however, such that the 

monument is visually isolated.

The area to be scheduled is a circle measuring 16m in diameter centred on the stone setting, 

to include the setting and an area around it in which evidence for the construction, primary 

use and any secondary uses of the monument may survive.

Statement of National Importance
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The monument is of national importance as the remains of a prehistoric stone setting, possibly 

a small ritual enclosure. It is set within a landscape well populated with contemporary 

monuments and largely devoid of obvious later activity. It therefore retains considerable 

potential to provide important evidence about elements of prehistoric ritual and burial 

practice.

References
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RCAHMS records the monument as HY 43 SW 28.

Reference:

RCAHMS (1982) The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland. 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Rousay, Egilsay and Wyre, Orkney Islands Area, 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series no 16 Edinburgh, 27, No. 116.

Canmore Record: 2725

HY43SW 28 4404 3282.

HY c. 4405 3275. On the edge of a terrace on Faraclett Head are the remains of a probable 

stalled cairn. Two parallel rows of 3 or 4 erect slabs, each 1.3m apart, all more or less leaning, 

except for one slab projecting at right angles into the gap, is probably a stall slab. The slabs 

stand about 0.5m high on top of a low peaty mound.

Information from R G Lamb, Orkney Field Archaeologist, Kirkwall, 28 July 1980.

HY 4404 3282. About 110m NE of the chambered cairns (HY43SW 9) at c80m OD, this structure 

stands prominently on the edge of a terrace. It is generally as described above. It is not a 

stalled cairn, and it is doubtful if it was a chambered cairn, but may be a domestic structure. 

The passage formed by the slanting upright slabs measures 4m E-W by about 2m transversely.

Surveyed at 1:10 000, and planned at 1:100

Visited by OS (JLD) 17 May 1982.

Listed under 'Miscellaneous Structures'.

RCAHMS 1982.

Scheduled as Faraclett Head, stone setting.

Information from Historic Scotland, scheduling document dated 10 December 2001.
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Site Number 21

Site Name Bigland, round chambered tomb, 400m N of

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn
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NRHE Number SM10196

HER Number 2709

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 343822

Northing 1032502

Description The monument comprises the remains of a near-circular burial cairn of Orkney-Cromarty type, 

with a tripartite chamber and associated features. Prior to excavation the monument appeared 

as a mound with five protruding stones. In 1938 it was substantially excavated by its then 

owner, W.G. Grant; no excavation records have survived.

The footprint of the cairn is almost circular. The cairn measures between 11.3 m and 12.5 m in 

diameter, with some distortion of the outline caused by quarrying on the NE side prior to 

excavation. Two concentric wall faces are visible, c.1m apart. The outer face survives to a 

maximum height of 0.3m; the less prominent inner face survives mainly on the S side of the 

cairn. Access to the chamber is from the SE through a passage measuring 1.1m long by 0.6m 

wide.

The passage had been blocked in antiquity by a large stone set flush to the outer facade. The 

inner end of the passage is marked by two portal stones, 0.6m apart. The chamber measures 

4.8m long by 2.1m wide (maximum) and contains three compartments separated by upright, 

paired slabs. The innermost compartment is 1.7m long, the central compartment 1.8 m long 

and the outer compartment 1m long.

The compartment walls comprise up to five courses of masonry and stand up to 0.5m high. 

The pairs of orthostats between the compartments stand between 0.6m and 1.2m high.

The sidewalls of the innermost chamber converge towards a massive single central orthostat, 

standing 1m high. Pairs of upright slabs at right angles to both sides of the innermost 

compartment are thought to represent supports for low benches or shelves.

The 1928 excavations recovered a small assemblage of artefacts including Neolithic pottery 

sherds and worked flints. Outwith the cairn, excavation of a shallow clay-lined, ash-filled 

hollow produced burnt bone, worked flints and a few small sherds.

A continuous bank c.0.75m high by 3.5m wide, and a shallow ditch c.0.5 m deep by up to 1m 

across, encircle the tomb.

The monument is of national importance as the remains of a well-preserved chambered tomb 

of Orkney-Cromarty type. Although excavated in 1938, the monument retains considerable 

potential to provide important information about Neolithic burial and ceremonial practice in 

and around the tomb. The enclosing bank also has high potential to reveal important 

information about the pre-excavation ground surface beneath it.

Site Number 22

Site Name Burn of Mussetter,standing stone on E side of

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: standing stone

NRHE Number SM1356

HER Number 3207

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 355662

Northing 1032972
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Description The monument consists of a tall standing stone, probably of Bronze Age date, now leaning to 

one side.

The stone is of local sandstone, and measures 3.2m long. It leans to the NE. It is locally 

reported that the stone was knocked down, and then replaced in its original socket, in the 

early years of the present century.

The monument is of national Importance as part of a large group of prehistoric monuments 

surviving on the moorland of Eday, which is one of the few areas of Orkney where extensive 

sub-peat archaeological remains have survived. It contributes to the potential of this group of 

monuments to provide information about Neolithic and Bronze Age land-use and social 

organisation.

References

Bibliography

The monument is recorded by RCAHMS as HY 53 SE 2.

A pointed slab, 8' 6" high, facing E-W, and about 5" thick and 2' wide at base, contracting as it 

rises, stands on the highest point of the ridge, near the head of the Burn of Mussetter and 

about 1/2 a mile west of Sandyhill Smithy (HY 564 330).

The setting of the stone may not be original, as it is said to have been thrown down in the early 

part of the century, but later restored to its former position.

RCAHMS 1946, visited 1928.

A standing stone at HY 5566 3297 which now leans to the NE. It has been c0.9 m in the ground 

giving an overall height of c3.2m otherwise as described by RCAHMS. Visited by OS(RL) 24 July 

1970.

On the high saddle that separates the valley of Mussetter from the Skaill area there is a 

pointed stone, which is said to have been thrown down and re-erected some years before 

1928. Now leaning to the NE, it is about 3.2m long and measures 0.7m by 0.1m at ground 

level. Visited September 1982. RCAHMS 1984.
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Site Number 23

Site Name The Manse, chambered cairn and church 330m WNW of, Eday

Type of Site Ecclesiastical: church; Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1252

HER Number 3212; 3200

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356021

Northing 1032415

Description The monument comprises the remains of a Maeshowe-type chambered cairn dating from the 

Neolithic period (between around 3500 and 2500 BC), together with an adjacent ruined 19th-
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century church and its enclosure wall.

The remains of the cairn are spread over an area roughly rectangular in shape measuring 

approximately 40m NNE-SSW by 18m transversely. Originally the cairn would have comprised 

a central passageway, with chambers or cells leading off to the sides, and the whole sealed 

with a substantial covering of stones. The cairn was extensively robbed in the early 19th 

century, and the stone was re-used to build a United Presbyterian church immediately to the 

N. The cairn was partly investigated in 1860 by a local antiquarian, Robert J Hebden, which led 

to the recovery of part of a large slab decorated with spirals and rings pecked into its surface 

(now in the National Museum of Scotland), sherds from a pottery urn and flint flakes. The 

other half of the decorated stone was reportedly used as a lintel in the church, but there is no 

sign of it today. The church was erected in 1831 and was in use for less than 30 years before 

being abandoned. It is visible now as the remains of the N and E walls, which stand almost 4m 

high, and the ruined vestry projecting from the N wall. Its footprint measures 14.5m E-W by 

8.4m transversely. Both the church and cairn are enclosed by a low stone dyke, which probably 

also incorporates stone from the chambered cairn. The monument is situated on the N 

shoulder of Chapel Hill at 50m above sea level, overlooking Eday Sound. The monument was 

originally scheduled in 1936, but the documentation did not meet modern standards: the 

present amendment rectifies this.

The monument is of national importance because it has inherent potential to make a 

significant contribution to our understanding of the past, in particular the design and 

construction of burial monuments, and the nature of belief systems and burial practices in 

Neolithic Orkney. Despite previous disturbance to the site, there is good potential for the 

survival of important archaeological deposits within, beneath and around the remains of the 

cairn and church, including human burials, artefacts and palaeoenvironmental evidence. The 

significance of the monument is enhanced because this is a rare form of chambered cairn, 

unique to Orkney, and an unusual example of its class. In Orkney, chambered cairns are an 

important component of the wider prehistoric landscape and can inform our understanding of 

land-use and social organisation. The church is of interest in its own right, but is also important 

because of the potential information it contains about the use and working of building stone in 

prehistoric times, and because of the potential to recover further prehistoric carved ornament 

on one or more of the stones in the fabric of the church. The loss of the monument would 

significantly diminish our ability to appreciate and understand the meaning and importance of 

death and burial in prehistoric times and the placing of chambered cairns within the landscape.
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Almost certainly the remains of a Maes-Howe- type chambered cairn, this structure was 

destroyed in 1821, when the adjoining church, now in ruins, was built.

Hebden, who presented an incised stone (see illust.) from the site to the National Museum of 
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Antiquities of Scotland (NMAS) in 1861 states:- "From the description of old people, there was 

a long passage or room flagged over, and numerous passages branching out and leading to 

small quasi-circular cells, some few of which that remained undisturbed I have since opened, 

but discovered nothing but a rude clay urn, which was unfortunately broken on removal, a few 

flint flakes, and the stone in question, which was lying on its face just at the entrance of one of 

the passages where the former quarrying had stopped. It appears to me to have been split for 

a lintel, and probably the other half answers that purpose in the UP Church. The building is 

externally about 20 yards in length by about 10 in breadth (R J Hebden 1863).

A S Henshall 1963; Proc Soc Antiq Scot 1863 (Donations); RCAHMS 1946.

This cairn survives as an elongated quarried pile of debris oriented NNE-SSW and measuring 

about 35.0m in length by 18.0m maximum width, with several loose slabs within it. It is 

situated on a N-facing slope, and the broader end is uphill. It is suggestive of a long cairn, 

although its original plan cannot be determined. Visited by OS(AA) 3 August 1970.

In 1831 a large cairn was used as a quarry for the building of the adjacent United Presbyterian 

Church (HY53SE 13). The wreckage was investigated by Major Hebden, who found ' a long 

passage or room flagged over', and numerous passages branching out and leading to small 

semi-circular cells'; the famous spiral-marked stone (NMAS 1A 2) is only half of the complete 

entity, as Hebden was not in time to save the other portion from being used as a lintel in the 

church (the ruin has been carefully examined, without success). The overgrown and spread out 

remains of the cairn give no clue to the original layout of the chambers; Henshall surmises a 

chamber of Maes Howe type, and it is tempting to think of Holm of Papa Westray (RCAHMS 

1983, ORK 22).

The possibility that the remains were those of a settlement mound cannot, however, be 

entirely excluded. Visited October 1981. RCAHMS 1984.

The Orcadian newspaper mentions a carved stone being donated to the Scottish Antiquarian 

Museum, April 20th 1861.
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Both in its inconvenient siting, on a hill spur reached by a waterlogged track, and in its design, 

this building, erected in 1831 for 300 sittings, closely resembles its Westray counterpart 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - 

FARAY 

    APPENDIX 10.1 



Appendix 10.1 Site Gazetteer

(RCAHMS 1983). It was replaced in 1858 by what is now the Church of Scotland parish church, 

and soon fell into ruin. It measures overall 14.5m E-W by 8.4m, the S wall, which contained the 

windows, having wholly gone, the N wall and E end-wall with its lintelled door way survive to a 

height of 3.4m. On the N side is an extension 4.1m N-S by 3.5m The church stands in a stone-

walled churchyard which on the W side adjoins a larger rectangular enclosure demarcated by a 

turf bank with external ditch.

W MacKelvie 1873; Name Book 1880; RCAHMS 1984, visited September 1983.

Orkney Smr Note (October 1983)

N side-wall and E gable-wall remain standing, of original United Presbyterian Church erected 

1831 with 300 sittings to accommodate a congregation of 120 members. It was replaced in 

1858 by the church adjacent to the road, at HY 5620 3382, which is now the Church of 

Scotland parish church; in 1879 it was described as ruinous. [R1], [R2] The lintelled doorway is 

in the middle of the E wall. In middle of N wall is a lintelled doorway to a small vestry built on 

to the N side of the church, it has an external door in its E wall and a fireplace in its N wall. The 

church stands in a stone- walled churchyard with another rectangular enclosure (indicated on 

OS 1:10,000 map) which is demarcated by a ditch and a turf bank, adjoining the churchyard on 

the W.

Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Oct 81.

Overall 8.4m x 14.5m, survives to 3.4m maximum height, N side extension is 4.1m N-S by 3.5m.

Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Sep 83.
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Site Number 24

Site Name Eday Church Hall, chambered cairn 260m WNW of

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1261

HER Number 3210

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356032

Northing 1033453

Description This monument, formerly known as Eday Church, chambered cairn 260m NW of, consists of 

the remains of a chambered burial cairn of Neolithic date.

The cairn stands on a gentle slope about 60m S of the public road. It is largely heather and turf 
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covered and is about 16m across. The chamber has been excavated in a rudimentary manner, 

leaving the stall-dividers and chamber facing walls visible. This cairn is evidently of the stalled 

category, with a chamber about 4.5m long. The most striking feature of the cairn is that it is a 

member of the "horned" class, with four low spur walls extending out, one from each angle. 

The SW and SE hornwork are both about 7.5m long, and that on the NE appears to be of 

similar length, though much reduced. The NW angle is obscured by more recent disturbance.

Site Number 25

Site Name Mill Hill, chambered cairn, Millbounds

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1321

HER Number 3145

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356752

Northing 1035365

Description The monument comprises a well-preserved chambered burial cairn of Neolithic date.

The cairn is set on a hilltop, and is largely heather-clad. It stands 1.6m high and measures 19m 

across. On the E side there has been a horned forecourt, although all but the foundations of 

the walls of the horns have been removed. The interior was opened in the 1850s, and is known 

to contain at least 4 chambers, but probably contains considerable quantities of undisturbed 

deposits.

Site Number 26

Site Name Southside,standing stone 130m SW of

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: standing stone

NRHE Number SM1381

HER Number 3113

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356151

Northing 1029221

Description An irregular monolith 5'3" high, and packed at base where it is 2'2" broad on the north and 18" 

thick on the east and heavily mutilated on the west when it was thrown down by the tenant in 

preparation for breaking up and removal, but restored to its original position on the 

instructions of the proprietor. RCAHMS 1946, visited 1928.

A standing stone as described by RCAHMS. Visited by OS(RL) 23 July 1970.

In a field immediately E of the road to Greentoft Bay there is a standing stone 1.6m high. It is 

said to have been thrown down and re-erected some years before 1928. Visited September 

1982.

RCAHMS 1946; RCAHMS 1984.
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Site Number 27

Site Name Carrick House, chambered cairn NW of, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1432

HER Number 3149

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356365

Northing 1038800

Description The monument comprises the remains of a probable chambered burial cairn of Neolithic date.

The cairn is situated on an E-facing slope. It measures 8.5m across and up to 0.8m high, and 

appears to be of small to medium stones, with larger blocks protruding in the centre. These 

latter suggest that there has been a burial chamber here, but this is not certain. There is little 

doubt this is a prehistoric cairn, but it may be of Bronze Age rather than Neolithic date. There 

is no record of excavation.

Site Number 28

Site Name Calf of Eday,chambered cairns on W side of

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1249

HER Number 3153

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 357886

Northing 1038592

Description An Orkney-Cromarty type round cairn with a partly rock-cut Bookan-type chamber, which is 

entirely below ground level, and is covered by a low heather-covered mound about 2' high 

with a diameter of about 25', the centre of which has been removed together with one of the 

lintels to give access to the chamber. There is said to have been a drain beneath the outer end 

of the passage and extending down the hill-side(G Petrie 1863) but it can no longer be seen.

J Farrer 1859; C S T Calder and G Macdonald 1936; RCAHMS 1946; A S Henshall 1963, visited 

1957.

G Petrie sketchbook No.3 in NMRS; G Petrie large notebook No.7 in NMRS.

As described and planned by Henshall.

In 1855 Farrer entered this Bookan-type chamber, which is below ground level by digging 

through the low covering mound and removing one of the lintels. Today the chamber and 

passage stand open and are generally in good condition, though often partly flooded.
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RCAHMS 1984, visited May 1983.
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Site Number 29

Site Name Sandhill, burnt mound 200m SE of

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: burnt mound

NRHE Number SM1375

HER Number 3197

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356586

Northing 1032937

Description The monument comprises a burnt mound - a prehistoric cooking place, which may conceal 

traces of prehistoric domestic buildings. It is probably of Bronze Age date.

The mound is in a low-lying area, near to fresh water: this is a typical location. The mound is 

extremely well-preserved, standing over 2m tall. It takes the form of a crescentic bank, about 

25m long by 6m wide, which curves partly around an oval bank of lower height. This latter is 

probably no more than a detached part of the same mound. The whole monument, about 20m 

by 25m overall, appears to stand on a slight platform.
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Site Number 30

Site Name Stackel Brae,castle,Maltbarn,Eday

Type of Site Secular: castle

NRHE Number SM5944

HER Number 3118

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356421

Northing 1028854

Description The monument consists of the remains of a small fortified dwelling and other structures, 

probably dating to the period of Norse rule in Orkney.

The remains take the form of a grass-covered mound, with traces of walling visible in its 

surface. The mound is cut by the sea along its S side, and here can be seen a solidly built wall, 

of at least three periods of construction and reconstruction. The wall is lime- plastered and the 

stones are bedded in clay. To the W of this massive walling are remains of further structures, 

but these are obscured by fallen turf.

Site Number 31

Site Name St Magnus Church, Egilsay

Type of Site Ecclesiastical: church

NRHE Number SM90137

HER Number 2697

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 346613

Northing 1030392

Description The monument comprises a church of medieval date and part of an adjacent burial ground. 

The church is in the care of the Secretary of State for Scotland and is being re-scheduled to 

clarify the extent of the protected area.

The monument lies on the W side of the island of Egilsay, at around 30m OD. It comprises a 

roofless church of 12th-century date, standing almost to full height within a graveyard. The 

church consists of a rectangular nave with a smaller rectangular chancel to the E and a tall 

circular tower attached to its W gable.

The tower survives to a height of about 15m, although it probably originally stood to about 

19m. It has an internal diameter of about 2.45m, narrowing to about 2m at the top. The 

church has two opposing rounded-arched doors at the W end of the nave and rounded lancet 

windows in the walls of the nave and chancel. It measures overall about 19.2m E-W by about 

6.6m N-S.

The church is dedicated to St Magnus, who was murdered on the island around AD 1116, and 

seems likely to be that recorded in Magnus's Saga as having been built to mark the place of his 

martyrdom. A likely date would therefore be after 1136, when Magnus's sanctity was 

recognised by Bishop William of Orkney.

The monument is of national importance because it contributes to our knowledge of medieval 

ecclesiastical architecture and of the religious and political history of the period. Its importance 

is enhanced by the potential that associated below-ground remains may have for adding to our 

understanding of the material culture and burial practices of the middle ages. The importance 
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of the site is reflected in it being chosen as a property in care.

References

Bibliography

RCAHMS records the monument as HY 43 SE 1.
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Site Number 32

Site Name Onziebust, chambered cairn 440m SSE of, Egilsay

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM3549

HER Number 2621

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 347418

Northing 1027807

Description Situated at HY 4741 2780 on the edge of a rocky escarpment is a chambered cairn measuring 

20.0m N-S by 17.0m and 1.8m maximum height. Towards the N end a straight stretch of 

drystone walling is exposed, 2.6m long running N-S. From it to the W a lintelled passage 0.3m 

wide and 1.0m long leads into a corbelled oval cell, visible through a hole in its roof and 

measuring 1.5m N-S by 1.0m transversely. The top of the mound has been extensively dug into 

and little that is intelligible survives of the remainder of the chamber, though the cell appears 

to be part of a Maes Howe-type chamber.

Generally as described. Confirmed by A S Henshall as a probable Maes Howe type chamber.

A chambered cairn, as described by the previous authorities. Visited by R G Lamb August 1982. 

RCAHMS 1982.

Orkney Smr Note (August 1982)

Very prominent site on spur-end overlooking flat coastal plain. As described except in that the 

cairn material has spread down the slopes and its limits hard to define. Very heavily quarried 

all over, but if, as seems the most likely explanation, the cell is subsidiary to a main chamber 

represented by the straight length of wall, good deposits may well survive on the floors of cell 

and chamber. Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Aug 82.
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31, No.149 RCAHMS Shelf Number: A.1.2.ARC/16

Site Number 33

Site Name Bay of London, mound 290m SE of Youth Hostel, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: mound (ritual or funerary)

NRHE Number SM1241

HER Number 3208

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356594

Northing 1034394

Description The monument is a burial mound dating probably to the Bronze Age (between about 2000 and 

800 BC). It is visible as a circular mound measuring 12.5m in diameter and surviving to a height 

of approximately 1.2m. It is composed of sandy soil and stones, and its profile may have been 

altered by an accumulation of sand since it was originally sealed. Despite some earlier 

intrusion, the mound survives relatively intact. The mound is located on the N side of the Bay 

of London in Eday at around 10m above sea level, overlooking the bay and with wide views to 

the E towards Sanday. The monument was first scheduled in 1936, but the documentation did 

not meet modern standards: the present amendment rectifies this.

The monument is of national importance because of its potential to make a significant addition 

to our understanding of funerary practice in the Bronze Age. Burial mounds and earthen 

barrows form an important and relatively widespread element of Orkney's Bronze Age 

landscape, and provide evidence for the major social and economic changes which took place 

during this period. This mound retains much of its original form and excavation of similar sites 

elsewhere in Orkney demonstrates that it has the potential to contain one or more burials and 

associated features. There is also the potential to compare this site with other with other types 

of prehistoric ritual and funerary monuments, and with broadly contemporary, settlement 

remains in Eday to enhance our understanding of the relationship between them and the 

placing of such monuments within the landscape. Our understanding of the dating, form, 

function and distribution of burial mounds would be diminished if this monument was to be 

lost or damaged.

RCAHMS records the monument as HY53SE 3.
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Site Number 34

Site Name Sandhill, chambered cairn 300m W of, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM3535

HER Number 3211

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356124

Northing 1032990

Description The monument is a chambered cairn of Orkney-Cromarty type dating from the Neolithic period 

(probably between 3500 and 2500 BC). It survives as a circular, grass-covered stony mound, 

measuring approximately 9m in diameter. The cairn was partly excavated in 1937 and now 

stands approximately 0.8m high. The entrance passage opens from the ESE. The burial 

chamber is 3.4m long and divided into three compartments by upright slabs, several of which 

are still visible, together with much of the overlying cairn material. The excavated finds 

included flints, stone tools and an unusual type of pottery bowl, likely to be early in the 

Orcadian pottery sequence. The monument is situated on a gentle E-facing slope at 

approximately 30m above sea level, overlooking Eday Sound. 

The monument is of national importance because it has inherent potential to make a 

significant contribution to our understanding of the past, in particular the design and 

construction of burial monuments, and the nature of belief systems and burial practices in 

Neolithic Orkney. Although partly excavated, Sandhill retains its field characteristics to a 

marked degree. It is particularly valuable because, on the basis of the unusual pottery it has 

produced as well as its small size, it appears to be early in the sequence of Orcadian tombs. 

Chambered cairns are an important component of the wider prehistoric landscape in Orkney 

and the importance of the Sandhill example is enhanced by its proximity to two other 

chambered cairns, both of which lie within 600m. Chambered cairns are often focal points in 

the landscape and can inform our understanding of prehistoric land-use and social 

organisation. They also have the potential to enhance our understanding of Neolithic society in 

general, its organisation, economy, religion and demography. The loss of the monument would 

significantly diminish our ability to appreciate and understand the meaning and importance of 

death and burial in prehistoric times and the placing of such monuments within the landscape.

References

Calder, C S T, 1938, 'Excavations of three Neolithic chambered cairns ' one with an upper and a 

lower chamber ' in the islands of Eday and the Calf of Eday in Orkney', Proc Soc Antiq Scot 72, 

193-216.

Davidson, J L and Henshall, A S 1989, The chambered cairns of Orkney: an inventory of the 

structures and their contents, Edinburgh, 158-9.

Fraser, D 1983, Land and society in Neolithic Orkney, British Archaeological Reports British 

series 117, Oxford.

Henshall, A S 1963, The chambered tombs of Scotland, vol. 1, Edinburgh, 232-3, ORK. 47.

RCAHMS 1946, The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland. 

Twelfth report with an inventory of the ancient monuments of Orkney and Shetland, 3v 

Edinburgh, 61-2, no 224.

RCAHMS 1984, The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland. 

The archaeological sites and monuments of Eday and Stronsay, Orkney Islands Area, The 

archaeological sites and monuments of Scotland series, 23, Edinburgh, 9, no 4.

Renfrew, C 1979, Investigations in Orkney. Society of Antiquaries of London, Research Report 

38, London, 201, 204, 210.

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - 

FARAY 

    APPENDIX 10.1 



Appendix 10.1 Site Gazetteer

Ritchie, A 1996, Orkney, 'Exploring Scotland's Heritage', Edinburgh.

Site Number 35

Site Name Dale, burnt mound 380m NW of, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: burnt mound

NRHE Number SM1257

HER Number 3215

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 352968

Northing 1033117

Description The monument comprises the remains of a burnt mound dating to the Bronze Age. The mound 

has been scientifically dated by luminescence and radiocarbon, which suggest that it was in 

use probably between about 1800-1600 BC. It survives as a roughly crescent-shaped grass-

covered mound, now measuring approximately 11m in diameter and standing up to 1.4m high. 

The burnt mound is bisected across its northern third by a modern drainage channel and stone 

dyke, but is otherwise reasonably well-preserved. The remains of associated structures, 

possibly a building with a stone-lined water trough, have been observed previously (in 1928 

and 1984). The mound is situated on the W coast of Eday, some 70m inland at around 10m 

above sea level, and is surrounded by low-lying boggy ground. 

The monument is of national importance because it has an inherent potential to make a 

significant addition to our understanding of the past, in particular, of prehistoric society and 

the dating, form and function of burnt mounds and their placing in the landscape. The 

reasonably good preservation of this monument and its proximity to other examples in Eday 

enhance this potential. Ten burnt mounds have been recorded in Eday, of which eight survive 

today. These have a high group value: for example, scientific dating of Dale burnt mound and 

the burnt mound at Fersness some 800m to the N has demonstrated that they are significantly 

different in date. The loss of this monument would impede our ability to understand the 

nature of later prehistoric society and domestic settlement in Eday and Orkney more generally.

RCAHMS records the monument as HY53SW 1.
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Site Number 36

Site Name Braes of Rinyo, settlement 180m NE of Bigland, Rousay

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: settlement

NRHE Number SM2292

HER Number 2717

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 343950

Northing 1032230

Description This Neolithic settlement, type site for the Rinyo-Clacton Culture, was excavated in 1938 and 

again in 1946 by Professor V G Childe and W G Grant. It was found to be very similar to Skara 

Brae (HY21NW 12.00), 15 miles away to the SW. The finds consisted of numerous pot-sherds, 

including some of beaker ware, 250 flint implements including a polished knife; stone axes and 

balls, an 'ovoid B' stone mace-head, a mortar and potlids, most of which were presented to 

the National Museum of Antiquities of Scotland (NMAS).

V G Childe 1939; RCAHMS 1946, visited 1936; V G Childe 1949; R W Feachem 1963.

The Beaker sherd held from Rinyo is held in the NMAS under accession number HDA 99. It is 

assigned to Clarke's N3 ('Late Northern British') group.

The Rinyo settlement at HY 4398 3224 has been filled in and only a few slabs on edge and 

some fragments of drystone walling protrude to mark the site.

Excavation (June 1938 - July 1938)

Excavated by Childe and W G Grant in 1938. Further excavations took place in 1946.

Magnetometry (26 June 2010 - 27 June 2010)

HY 4398 3224 Approximately 1.2ha of gradiometer survey was undertaken on 26–27 June 2010 

over the site of the Neolithic settlement of Rinyo, as part of the second season of the ‘Orkney 

– Gateway to the Atlantic Project’. The survey covered the scheduled area and extended 

across the terrace on which the site is located, in order to determine the nature and extents of 

the deposits beyond those excavated in 1937– 38 and 1946 (Childe and Grant 1939; 1949). The 

survey appears to have defined the extent of the settlement, which covers an area of c2000 

sqm, with responses similar to those noted in the gradiometer surveys around Skara Brae 

(HY21NW 12), suggesting further structural remains as well as increased magnetic responses 

probably resulting from Neolithic midden enhanced soils. A number of anomalies suggestive of 

more modern disturbance and drainage were noted at the periphery of the site, and responses 

consistent with ploughing were visible across much of the rest of the survey area.
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Site Number 37

Site Name Knowe of Skea, prehistoric settlement and burials, Berst Ness, Westray

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: hut circle, roundhouse; Prehistoric ritual and funerary: buri

NRHE Number SM13505

HER Number 2838

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 344147
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Northing 1041812

Description A large, grass-grown cairn lies at the extreme end of Berst Ness. It has an overall diameter of 

about 85 ft., a height of about 9ft. and has been slightly disturbed on top.

In the immediate neighbourhood, large stones protrude through the turf but they suggest no 

definite plan. RCAHMS 1946, visited 1928.

An amorphous, roughly circular, turf-covered mound covering an area about 26.0m in 

diameter, still known locally as 'Knowe of Skea'. Traces of indeterminate dry-stone structures 

and midden material protrude from the S. side where it has been eroded by the sea. Not a 

cairn but an occupation site of uncertain character. Visited by OS (RL) 1 July 1970.

Two fragments of Iron Age pottery were recovered from a mixture of burnt stone, animal bone 

and limpet shell in one of a series of exposures on the southern tip of the mound. No structural 

features were observed.

The pottery is in Tankerness House Museum (Accession no THM 1984.212).

D S Lynn and B Bell 1984.

A large settlement-mound, about 26m in diameter, in the sea-eroded South side of which can 

be seen stone walls and midden deposits.

RCAHMS 1983, visited June 1983.

Five pottery sherds and a whetstone fragment were found in exposures on the S face of the 

mound. The form of the sherds suggests an Early Iron Age origin. The pot and the remaining 

size of the severely eroded mound suggest a possible broch site. The finds were deposited in 

Tankerness House Museum (THM 1990.101 - potsherds and THM 1990.102 - whetstone).

D Lynn and B Bell 1990.

HY 4414 4181 Rescue excavations were carried out on an eroding mound known as the Knowe 

of Skea (NMRS HY44SW 2) and on several smaller mounds in the near vicinity. The Knowe of 

Skea is situated at the S extremity of Berst Ness and has previously been interpreted both as a 

cairn and as a settlement mound. Assessment excavation revealed it to be a chambered cairn. 

The mound is over 20m in diameter; at its centre is a large oval chamber and there are 

indications of up to four smaller surrounding cells. The central chamber is unusually large, 

measuring some 7m by almost 4.5m. It appears to have been deliberately filled in with 

deposits containing large amounts of fish bone, shell and animal bone; a few sherds of pottery 

and some worked bone objects have also been found. The surface of the mound was found to 

be littered with fragments of bone. At least two later Bronze Age burials were inserted into the 

exterior of the cairn. In one case, the crouched skeleton of a young adult was found in a 

shallow pit cut into the surface of the cairn. Towards the periphery of the cairn, a stone-lined 

cist was found set into the cairn. Work has also taken place on a series of five smaller 

structures on Berst Ness. All have been identified as burial monuments.

Sponsor: Historic Scotland

H Moore and G Wilson 2000

Middle Iron Age burials HY 440 420 A season of excavation was carried out at the Knowe of 

Skea (HY44SW 2) during autumn 2004. Further human burials, both adults and neonates, were 

recovered, and two curvilinear buildings were investigated.

Sponsors: HS A, Orkney Islands Council.

HY 4416 4181 A sixth season of excavation was carried out by EASE in 2006. The aim of work 

carried out during 2006 was to complete the excavation of Structures C and H. The evidience 

recovered during earlier seasons indicated that the external complex, of which buildings C and 

H formed a part, was the focus for sustained and intensive activities, including metalworking 
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and human burial. The work was undertaken as a rescue programme, designed to rapidly 

record a complex site which is actively degrading and ultimately will be destroyed by coastal 

erosion.

Coastal Assessment Survey of Orkney

A large amorphous mound, measuring 26m in diameter, is situated on the extreme tip of Berst 

Ness. The land on which it is situated is being cut off by the sea and is currently joined to the 

Ness by a low-lying shoulder of sea-washed rock. There are several short exposures to the 

south side of the mound, caused by coastal erosion. Here, fragments of animal bone, shell, 

burnt material and pot which may be of Bronze Age date, form inclusions within 

anthropogenic soil deposits. Occasional protruding stones provide an indication that the 

mound may cover structural remains. The centre of the mound lies 5m from the coast edge 

and the site is very vulnerable to further erosion. Moore and Wilson, 1998 Coastal Zone 

Assessment Survey

Orkney Smr Note (2000)

At the extreme end of Berst Ness is a large grassed cairn which has been slightly disturbed on 

top, 85ft diameter, 9ft high; in the immediate neighbourhood are large protruding stones. [R1] 

As described, a big settlement-mound.

Information from Orkney SMR (RGL) Jun 81.

Excavation in 2000 revealed that this site was a Neolithic chambered tomb, atypical in plan, 

the central chamber being very large in comparison with other Orcadian tombs. See Moore 

and Wilson 2001 for report on excavation.

Excavation (2007)

HY 44150 41800 A further season of excavation was undertaken at Knowe of Skea in Autumn 

2007. The site lies on the coast and is actively eroding. The findings of this season of work 

include the discovery of two previously unknown structures which, on the basis of 

architectural form and finds typology, are thought to be of Bronze Age date. Circular/sub-

circular in form, they are radially divided inside; one contains a central hearth, part of a post 

ring and a large rock-cut pit, and the other has a flagged floor. Further burials of probable Iron 

Age date were also uncovered.

Excavation (September 2008)

HY 4416 4181 A further season of excavation was undertaken in September 2008. The focus of 

the work was Structure J, a roundhouse of probable Bronze – Early Iron Age date. This building 

is situated to the immediate N side of Structure A, the dominant building and is thought to 

postdate it. It had two entrances and was divided with radial partitions. The floors of this 

building were comprehensively sampled and a series of internal features were investigated. 

The artefact assemblage included skaill knives, stone tools and pottery.H Moore and G Wilson 

(EASE Archaeology), 2008

Excavation (4 June 2009 - 19 July 2009)

HY 4416 4181 The final phase of excavation was completed 4 June–19 July 2009 and focused 

on the excavation of two substantial circular stone-walled buildings, Structure J and Structure 

F, thought to be of Bronze Age date. Both buildings contained internal hearths, post pits and 

partitions. They had been much altered during their lifetimes. Following its abandonment, 

Structure J had been deliberately levelled, while part of Structure F was incorporated into a 

later building. Features of note included the burial of a dog in the entrance of Structure F and 

the identification of an earlier building, Structure K, beneath Structure J. H Moore and G 

Wilson – EASE Archaeology

Field Visit (11 May 2015)
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ShoreUPDATE Scotland's Coastal Heritage at Risk Project

This site has been investigated and partially excavated. No evidence of active erosion faces was 

found on this visit. Remove from priorities.

Visited by Scotland's Coastal Heritage at Risk (SCHARP) 11 May 2015
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Site Number 38

Site Name Fold of Setter, enclosure, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: enclosure (ritual or funerary)

NRHE Number SM1441

HER Number 3147

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356418

Northing 1037497

Description The monument comprises the remains of a prehistoric enclosure dating probably to the late 

Neolithic or Bronze Age (approximately second millennium BC). It is visible as a circular 
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heather-covered bank of earth and stone, enclosing an area approximately 85m in diameter. 

The bank is 2m wide on average and stands 0.5m high around most of its circuit. There is no 

discernible entrance. The interior has a distinctive raised area at its centre. The monument 

occupies a level area of mainly rough grazing, with boggy peat in the NE third, at around 20m 

above sea level.

The monument is of national importance because of its potential to make a significant addition 

to our understanding of prehistory, specifically, the construction and use of enclosures and 

prehistoric ceremony and ritual. This unusual enclosure survives to marked degree with its 

circular bank clearly visible around most of the circuit. Its position in the landscape and the 

nature of subsequent land-use mean that important archaeological and ecofactual deposits 

and features are highly likely to be preserved. It is located in an area rich in prehistoric burial 

and other monuments, suggesting that this may be a ritual or ceremonial site broadly 

contemporary with the nearby chambered cairns. Our understanding of the form and function 

of this monument type would be diminished if this enclosure was to be lost or damaged.

RCAHMS records the monument as HY53NE 14.
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Site Number 39

Site Name Stone of Setter, standing stone and enclosure, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: enclosure (domestic or defensive); Prehistoric ritual and fu

NRHE Number SM4299

HER Number 3180

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356457

Northing 1037186

Description The monument is a standing stone, a ritual or ceremonial monument, dating probably to the 

late Neolithic or Bronze Age (the late third or second millennium BC). The stone is a massive 

sandstone block standing approximately 4.5m high, 2.1m wide and 0.5m thick, with extensive 

weathering. The stone is aligned roughly E-W. A bisected or double circular enclosure 

measuring around 10.6m in diameter lies immediately NE of the standing stone. The 

monument is situated almost in the centre of Eday, on high ground at about 25m above sea 
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level, overlooking the Bay of Carrick and Calf Sound, with wide seaward views to the NE 

towards the Calf of Eday. T

This monument is of national importance because it is a well-preserved and very impressive 

example of an individual standing stone, the tallest in Orkney apart from the Stones of 

Stenness, and a famous landmark. Though weathered, it is in generally good condition and still 

stands in its original socket. By analogy with excavations at other standing stones (such as 

Carlinwell in Angus), there is high potential for the survival of human remains and other 

important archaeological evidence beneath and around the Stone of Setter. These can inform 

our understanding of the dating, method of erection, how the stone was used and the nature 

of the environment at the time it was erected. Overall, the Stone of Setter has high potential 

to enhance our understanding of social and ceremonial activities in prehistoric times, and the 

beliefs of the people that built and used these sites. This standing stone, located in such a 

prominent position, also has the potential to inform our knowledge about the value attributed 

to such monuments in later times, perhaps showing some continuity of function in marking a 

route-way or territory. Its significance is enhanced by its close proximity to a number of other 

important prehistoric monuments in the wider landscape of Eday, including several chambered 

tombs, and by its possible association with the adjacent enclosure. The loss of this monument 

would impede our ability to understand the nature of prehistoric belief and ritual, both in 

Orkney and further afield, and the placing and function of such monuments within the 

landscape.
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Site Number 40

Site Name Vinquoy Hill, chambered cairn, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1410

HER Number 3183

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356009

Northing 1038116

Description The monument is a Maeshowe type chambered cairn, dating to the Neolithic period (probably 

early third millennium BC). It survives as a circular heather-covered mound, measuring 

approximately 18m in diameter and standing up to 3m high. The cairn was excavated in 1857 

by Farrer and Hebden, who broke into the chamber through the top and cleared the entrance 

passage. The tomb contains an irregular-shaped central chamber, which originally had a 

corbelled roof, and four side compartments entered from the NW, SW, SE and NE sides of the 

chamber. The entrance is on the S (lower) side and the 5m-long passage and chamber are 
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partly subterranean, cut back into the hill. Unlike most Orcadian chambered cairns, the tomb is 

built of sandstone. The monument has been restored to enable public access and is now part 

of the Eday Heritage Trail. The monument occupies a conspicuous position, almost at the 

highest point in the island, atop Vinquoy Hill on the N side of Eday, at 74m above sea level, 

overlooking Calf Sound. 

The monument is of national importance because it has inherent potential to make a 

significant contribution to our understanding of the past, particularly the dating, design and 

construction of burial monuments, and the nature of belief systems and burial practices during 

the Neolithic period. In Orkney, and Eday in particular, chambered cairns are an important 

component of the wider prehistoric landscape. They are often focal points and can inform our 

understanding of prehistoric land-use and social organisation. Across Scotland, such funerary 

monuments are often our main or only source of evidence for human activity during the 

Neolithic period. The loss of the monument would significantly diminish our ability to 

appreciate and understand the meaning and importance of death and burial in prehistoric 

times and the placing of such monuments within the landscape.

RCAHMS records the site as HY53NE 9
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Site Number 41

Site Name Huntersquoy, chambered cairn 480m SW of Carrick Farm, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1250

HER Number 3142

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356267

Northing 1037745

Description The monument is a two-storeyed chambered cairn of Orkney-Cromarty type, dating from the 

Neolithic (probably between 3800 and 2500 BC). It survives as an inconspicuous, roughly 

circular mound approximately 10m in diameter, standing up to 0.6m above the ground. The 

monument in fact comprises two superimposed chambers of different types, the lower one of 

which is intact and entirely below ground, but the upper one is ruinous and fragmentary. The 

monument is situated on a gently sloping hillside at 20m above sea level, overlooking Calf 

Sound.

The cairn was excavated by Calder in 1936, which has left a hollow in the centre. The lower 

chamber is of Bookan type, while the few surviving edge-set slabs suggest that the upper 
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chamber was probably tripartite. The chambers have separate entrance passages: the lower 

entrance passage faces E (downhill), while the upper passage faces W (uphill). The entrance 

passage to the lower chamber is approximately 3m long. The lower chamber was built in a hole 

dug into the clay subsoil and bedrock and entirely lined with well-built masonry of thin 

horizontally laid slabs. It measures around 4.5m x 2m and is aligned roughly NNE-SSW. At the 

entrance the height is 1.75m, but the floor drops sharply and it is about 2.10m high on the W 

side. The chamber has its main axis transversely to the passage which enters the middle of one 

long side. The chamber is divided into compartments at either end by two pairs of upright 

stones projecting from the walls and reaching almost to the roof. A third compartment faces 

the entrance, and a fourth has been squeezed in over the entrance. The roof is of massive flat 

lintels set across the chamber and the floor was partly levelled with blue clay. Little survives of 

the upper chamber, but four orthostats indicate that it was probably tripartite in type. The 

upper chamber was roughly rectangular and aligned W-E. It is estimated to have been 3.5m x 

2m and was divided probably into three compartments. Part of the chamber was constructed 

over the roof slabs of the lower chamber. Only slight traces survive of the upper entrance 

passage.

The monument is of national importance because it has inherent potential to make a 

significant contribution to our understanding of the past, in particular the chronology, design 

and construction of burial monuments, and the nature of belief systems and burial practices in 

Neolithic Orkney. Two-storeyed cairns are very rare and have the added potential to inform 

our understanding of the development sequence not only of this site, but also of different 

types of cairns in Orkney. Across Orkney, chambered cairns are an important component of 

the wider prehistoric landscape. They are often focal points and can inform our understanding 

of prehistoric land-use and social organisation. The loss of the monument would significantly 

diminish our ability to appreciate and understand the treatment and importance of death and 

burial in prehistoric times and the placing of such monuments within the landscape.
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Site Number 42

Site Name Greentoft, burnt mound 350m SSW of, Eday

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: burnt mound

NRHE Number SM1287

HER Number 3116

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 355289

Northing 1028870

Description The monument comprises the remains of a burnt mound, which was in use between around 
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2800 BC and 1200 BC (late Neolithic to Bronze Age) according to scientific dating by 

luminescence. It is visible as a crescent-shaped grass-covered mound, measuring 

approximately 30m NW-SE by 36m transversely and standing around 0.5m high. It is composed 

mainly of accumulated burnt stones and other burnt material. Two hollow areas in the interior 

indicate the likely position of activity areas or trough sites. The mound is situated on low-lying 

improved pasture at the SW end of Eday, at around 53m above sea level. 

The monument is of national importance because it has an inherent potential to contribute to 

our understanding of the past, in particular, the dating, form and function of burnt mounds 

and their placing within the landscape. This burnt mound is a reasonably well-preserved 

example of its type, and its proximity to two other examples close by gives it added potential 

to enhance our understanding of burnt mounds as components of the wider prehistoric 

landscape in Orkney. This has been demonstrated by Anthony's (2003) study, which revealed 

not only their longevity of use, but also a pattern of shifting locations of burnt mounds in this 

island landscape over several millennia. The loss of this monument would impede our ability to 

understand the origins, function and development of burnt mounds and the nature of later 

prehistoric society and economy in Eday and Orkney.
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Site Number 43

Site Name Lock of Scockness, broch, Rousay

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: broch

NRHE Number SM1377

HER Number 2738

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 344973

Northing 1033063

Description The monument is a broch and associated remains dating to the Iron Age (between 600 BC and 

AD 400). It survives as a large irregularly-shaped grass-grown stony mound which stands at 

least 3m high. The broch mound is surrounded by uneven ground where quarrying has taken 

place in the past, indicating the presence of additional structures outside the broch tower, 

possibly the remains of a broch village or later settlement. Limited investigations into the 
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mound in antiquity have revealed part of the entrance passage and a probable guard cell on 

the SE side of the mound. The guard cell was recorded as being an oval corbelled chamber, 

from which a lintelled doorway leads through to a passage. Elsewhere on the summit of the 

mound there are traces of possible cells and small sections of exposed drystone walling. To the 

S of the broch mound are traces of a possible ditch or outer-works and a possible later 

building. The broch is situated around 5m above sea level at the NW edge of the Loch of 

Scockness and is bounded by a rocky shoreline on its E side and by the shore of the loch to the 

S. 

This monument is of national importance because it has an inherent potential to make a 

significant addition to our understanding of the past, in particular of Iron Age society in Orkney 

and the role and function of brochs in northern Britain. Despite some limited past investigation 

and quarrying, the broch appears relatively undisturbed and seems to be in excellent 

condition. Considerable remains of the foundations of a substantial and complex broch tower 

are likely to survive within the mound. Traces of walling, the entrance passage and a guard cell 

are visible today and the mound is expected to contain other typical structural features, such 

as intramural stairs and cells. There is also considerable potential to study the development 

sequence of this site, including whether the broch overlies earlier settlement and whether 

there is evidence for later reuse of the site. The degree of survival and relatively undisturbed 

nature of this broch make it a highly impressive example. The monument's importance is 

further enhanced by its coastal location and the potential to compare the site with the other 

brochs along the S coast of Rousay and further afield. The loss of this monument would 

impede our ability to understand the nature of Iron Age society, economy and social hierarchy, 

both in Orkney and across Scotland as a whole. It would also diminish our ability to appreciate 

and understand the relationship between the Rousay brochs in their landscape and those in 

neighbouring Mainland.
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Site Number 44

Site Name Yatenes Stone, standing stone 180m NNE of Faraclett, Rousay

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: standing stone

NRHE Number SM1416

HER Number 2705
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Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 344706

Northing 1032706

Description The monument is a standing stone likely to date to the second millennium BC. The stone is a 

large sandstone block, quarried from the bank behind, standing approximately 2.2m high and 

1.6m wide by 0.6m thick. It faces to the E and leans slightly to the W. It is situated on a gentle 

slope at the foot of Faraclett Head, with wide views out to the E towards Scock Ness and 

Egilsay. 

This monument is of national importance because it is a well-preserved and impressive 

example of a large individual standing stone, a ritual or ceremonial monument dating probably 

to the second millennium BC and typical of its class in Orkney. Though weathered, it is in 

excellent condition and still stands in its original socket. It has the potential to enhance our 

understanding of social and ceremonial activities, and the beliefs of the prehistoric people that 

built and used standing stones. It forms part of a rich landscape of prehistoric monuments in 

Rousay, many of them funerary or ceremonial in function. The loss of this standing stone 

would impede our ability to understand the nature of prehistoric belief and ritual, both in 

Orkney and further afield. It would also impede our ability to understand the placing and 

function of such monuments within the ancient landscape.

References

Bibliography

Other information

RCAHMS records the stone as HY43SW1. There are alternative spellings of the name: Yateness 

and Vatenes.

References

Johnson, M 2012, 'Urned cremation burials at Carlinwell standing stone, Airlie, Angus', Tayside 

Fife Archaeol J 18, 1-14.

RCAHMS 1946, The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland. 

Twelfth report with an inventory of the ancient monuments of Orkney and Shetland, 3v, 

Edinburgh, 202, no 558.

Ritchie, A 1996, Exploring Scotland's Heritage: Orkney and Shetland, Edinburgh, 149.

Site Number 45

Site Name Carrick Farm,chambered cairn and cairn 500m SSW of

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: cairn (type uncertain)

NRHE Number SM1251

HER Number 3161

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 356350

Northing 1037599

Description The monument consists of the remains of a prehistoric chambered burial cairn and those of a 

substantial round cairn. The two cairns are situated on an area of grass and heather to the SE 

of Vinquoy Hill, between the the prehistoric enclosure of the Fold of Setter (100m to the SE) 

and the two-level chambered cairn of Huntersquoy (150m to the NNW). Also in sight are the 

chambered cairn on Vinquoy Hill summit and the massive standing stone of Setter. The 

chambered cairn, also known as "Braeside", has a long, stalled chamber aligned N-S. It has 
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been dug into at some time in the distant past. The entrance passage is at the S end. At the 

opposite end, beyond the main chamber, are traces of what may be a second, smaller, 

chamber. The round cairn lies some 60m E of the N end of the chambered cairn. It is 9m 

across, and may be the site of a cist burial recorded in 1879. 

The monuments are of national importance as burial places, possibly of two different periods, 

which form part of the remarkable complex of Neolithic and Bronze Age ritual monuments 

around Vinquoy Hill and Stone of Setter. Separately and as part of this grouping they have the 

potential to provide information about the nature, organisation and locational requirements of 

prehistoric ritual activity, and about the processes of tomb construction and use.

RCAHMS (1946), ii, 218, Lamb/RCAHMS Eday & Stronsay list, 1.

RCAHMS (1946), ii, 65, Lamb/RCAHMS Eday & Stronsay list, 11.

Site Number 46

Site Name EDAY, CARRICK HOUSE

Type of Site Listed Building

NRHE Number LB5438

HER Number 3175

Status Listed Building - Cat. B

Easting 356682

Northing 1038482

Description Earlier 17th cent. Traditional. 2 1/2 storeys. Harled. Corbic-steps. Slated roof. Court on E. side 

with round- arch in N. wall dated 1633 in keystone; armorial panel over inscribed 'A.B./M.B. 

1662'. Walled garden beyond Court. Several additions and offices at S. end of house.

Statement of Special Interest

Built for John Stewart, 1st Earl of Carrick, when he acquired Eday. Passed later to Buchanans of 

Sound (Shapinsay) and Sandside (Deerness) and through marriage 1720 to Feas of Clestrain 

(Stronsay). John Gow, the pirate was confined here Feb. 1725. Passed in 1770 to Robert Laing 

of Pabdale (Kirkwall) and in 1854 to Robert James Hebden in whose family it remains.

References

N.S.A.

Groome

Inv. 210

C. & D. Arch, V, p. 97 (ill.)

P.S.A.S. XLII 1908. (ill. of arch)

A. Fea 'The Real Captain Cleveland' (ill.)

Site Number 47

Site Name EDAY, EDAY CHURCH

Type of Site Listed Building
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NRHE Number LB6195

HER Number 229057

Status Listed Building - Cat. C

Easting 356191

Northing 1032819

Description Dated 1858. Single storey, 3-bay, rectangular-plan simple gabled former UP church with 

depressed arch windows. Roughcast-rendered masonry. Regular fenestration of depressed-

arch windows with prominent keystones to side and rear elevations. Steps to 2-leaf timber-

panelled door in centre of SE gable; pointed-arch traceried window above; tall, narrow, round-

arched windows to outer bays of gable.

Gothick-arched small-pane glazing in fixed timber windows. Slate roof.

Site Number 48

Site Name WESTRAY, HELZIE, RAPNESS, WINDMILL STUMP

Type of Site Listed Building

NRHE Number LB47995

HER Number 3231

Status Listed Building - Cat. C

Easting 350698

Northing 1040629

Description Early-earlier 19th century. Circular-plan; tapered; solid rubble tower; 3m high. Turret post mill 

stump. 3.3m in diameter at ground; 2.4m in diameter at apex. Central post and substructure 

(sail house) missing.

Statement of Special Interest

A well preserved windmill stump. Peculiar to Orkney only a few turret post mills remain. 

Orkney has a greater preponderance of exposed windy sites than watercourses and by the end 

of the 18th century windmills for grinding grain were becoming relatively common (there was 

one on Westray in the 1790's). The windmill to the N of Helzie is shown on the 1/2500 OS map 

of 1881. Its location is close to the Bu (signifying principal/original farm) of Rapness, which is 

just to the NW.

1st Edition County Series OS MAP, 1/2500 (1881); Alexander Fenton, THE NORTHERN ISLES: 

ORKNEY AND SHETLAND (1978) pp399 & 409; G Douglas, M Oglethorpe and J R Hume, 

SCOTTISH WINDMILLS - A SURVEY (Scottish Industrial Archaeology Survey, 1990) p38.

Site Number 49

Site Name WESTRAY, RUSK HOLM, HOUSE

Type of Site Listed Building

NRHE Number LB48009

HER Number 229640

Status Listed Building - Cat. C

Easting 351330
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Northing 1035795

Description Early 19th century. Single storey, windowless house. Exposed rubble walls.

S (ENTRANCE) ELEVATION: door to right.

W ELEVATION: tall, shouldered chimney to right.

N ELEVATION: plain elevation.

E ELEVATION: tall, shouldered chimney to right.

Steeply pitched, slated roof; crowstepped gables; gable end stacks.

INTERIOR: not seen, 2000.

Statement of Special Interest

The house was built to accommodate kelp gatherers. The tall brick-lined chimneys which stand 

from the ground to roof height, at each gable, were built to burn the kelp. The date of the 

house is uncertain, however the kelp industry boom occurred during the late 18th and early 

19th centuries. At this time it dominated the Orkney economy, diverting labour from farming 

and fishing. Kelp was used in a number of processes, especially the production of soap and 

glass. The kelp industry has ceased in Orkney and the house is now used as a shelter for the 

farmer, when he tends to his sheep. The Fort of Rusk Holm, S of the house is a spiral structure 

made from beach stones which gives the seaweed-eating sheep some protection from the 

waves, however it is not part of the Statutory List. The interior of the house was not seen but is 

said to contain box beds (owner's information).

References

1st Edition 25" OS Map (LXXXVI.6), 1881; A Fenton, THE NORTHERN ISLES, 1978, pp58-66; L 

Burgher, ORKNEY, p97, 1991; J Rendall, PAPAY, 1996, pp40-41; additional information courtesy 

of the owner.

Site Number 50

Site Name WESTRAY, SANGAR

Type of Site Listed Building

NRHE Number LB48010

HER Number 229598

Status Listed Building - Cat. A

Easting 350827

Northing 1041707

Description Sangar is a late-18th or early 19th century single-storey, roughly rectangular-plan crofthouse 

with a threshing barn, windmill and circular-plan kiln with a turf roof adjoined to the northeast, 

and a former byre adjoined to the southwest. The barn has largely intact threshing machinery. 

The buildings have flagstone rubble walls, gabled ends and step down in height following the 

sloping ground. There are flagstone roofs on the threshing barn and the stable/byre. The 

former house has a corrugated asbestos roof.

The southwest elevation of the crofthouse has a central entrance with a boarded timber door, 

flanked by small window openings, each with single-pane, fixed timber frames. The byre also 

has a timber door. The threshing barn has an entrance in each side with a boarded timber 

door. Apart from this door, the northeast elevation has no other openings. The windmill tower 

supports a hollow timber post containing a cast iron drive shaft, and surmounted by a timber 

top-shaft and sail hub. A slightly tapering, circular-plan kiln with a turf covering adjoins the 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - 

FARAY 

    APPENDIX 10.1 



Appendix 10.1 Site Gazetteer

northeast gable of the barn.

The threshing machinery in the barn (seen in 2000) remains in place (information from owner, 

2018) including the drum, spur gearing and timber brake wheel and levers. The byre (seen in 

2000) has stone slab stall divisions.

To the east and at right angles to this range is a later detached house (now roofless) of mid-

19th century date. It has rubble walls with gabled ends, each with a chimneystack. The 

flagstone and turf-covered roof has collapsed in recent years (2018). The entrance in the 

southwest elevation is offset to the right of centre, and there are windows to the right and 

outer left. There are no openings in the other walls. The interior is thought to retain evidence 

of timber internal partitions, three box-beds and fireplaces (seen in 2001). A small rubble lean-

to with a flagstone roof adjoins the southeast gable.

Statement of Special Interest

Sangar is an exceptionally rare and largely complete 19th century Orkney croft, comprising a 

crofthouse with an adjoining byre, a threshing barn, a windmill tower and a kiln. These 

vernacular buildings were once prolific across Orkney, but are now extremely rare. The wind-

powered threshing machine is the most complete surviving example of its building type in 

Scotland.

Sangar shows traditional 19th century construction methods and materials and stepped, linear 

plan form. Notable features include the thick rubble walls with minimal openings, flagstone 

roofs and a kiln with a rare surviving thatched roof. The buildings retain a significant amount of 

historic fabric and have not been significantly altered or extended.

The later house to the east is an integral component part of this croft complex. It shows the 

development of the croft and the improvements in living standards of the crofter.

Age and Rarity

Sangar is a largely intact croft complex including a wind-powered threshing machine. It is 

located towards the southeast end of the island of Westray, Orkney. It is not currently known 

when a croft first occupied the site. The croft is marked as Sanquhar and shown in its present 

footprint on the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey map, surveyed in 1879. The lack of chimney 

stacks on the gables of the crofthouse indicates that the building was built before 1830-1840, 

when flues in the gable end were typical (Newman, 1991). Sanquhar was the inherited 

property of Thomas Traill of Holland (1822-1896) at that time (Ordnance Survey Name Book 

1879-1880, p.275).

Wind-powered threshing machines were developed on Orkney during the latter part of the 

19th century. Douglas et al, in their survey of Scottish Windmills (completed in 1984) recorded 

ten examples of wind-powered threshing machines, surviving to an identifiable degree, on the 

islands of Westray and Papa Westray. They shared characteristics and a degree of 

standardisation in both dimensions and their style of construction. They were generally built in 

low-lying, open areas of high wind and limited opportunities for water power (Douglas et al, 

p.4). Such was their efficiency and suitability to the local crofting system several examples 

continued in use until the mid-20th century. Another listed example on Westray, with the 

same design to the windmill base at Sangar, is part of the croft at Swartaback (see separate 

listing LB48013). No threshing machinery or kiln is known to survive here.

Douglas et al (p.42) stated that Sangar's wind-powered threshing machine with windmill 

tower, gearing and machinery was the most complete example of this windmill type in 

Scotland. Only its sail arms and sails are missing. This wind-powered threshing machine at 

Sangar was known to the last one in operation on the island of Westray, It was in use until 

1950, when the farmer, Mr Seater, retired (Douglas et al, p.42).

A traditional Orkney croft complex was typically a linear arrangement of single-storey, stone 

buildings with associated outbuildings including livestock sheds, barns and sometimes a kiln. 

Crofting settlements fulfilled the individual and communal needs of the community. Buildings 

would be built using long-established and simple construction methods, without the need for 
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highly specialist tools.

Kilns were common on small crofts but surviving examples are now rare. They were used to 

dry the grain for grinding and sometimes also the grain for the next year s seed (processes 

particularly relevant in regions with short moist summers). The kilns were also used to dry malt 

as part of the process of making ale. The circular, tapering kiln at Sangar has a traditional turf 

covering which adds to its interest.

A croft was often a component of a larger farming settlement or 'ferm toun'. This form of 

subsistence living based around the basic need for shelter, seasonal livestock and crop 

management, changed little in Orkney for many hundreds of years, prior to the agricultural 

improvements and industrialisation of the 19th century. By the late 19th century, a more 

widespread and scattered formation of settlement and arrangement of outbuildings became 

more common.

The decline of local vernacular building traditions in the later 19th century was largely due to 

advances in agricultural mechanisation and improved transport links. The gradual evolution of 

crofting settlements took place throughout the 18th and 19th centuries as improved 

agricultural methods were adopted in Orkney, but at a significantly slower pace in comparison 

to mainland Scotland. Substantial elements of traditional, pre-improvement farming patterns 

and building techniques survived in the more remote areas and islands, into the 20th century. 

Traditional croft buildings continued to be built. The move away from subsistence living caused 

a dramatic change, and the farming landscape of Orkney and the highlands of Scotland 

generally was comprehensively reorganised.

By the end of the 20th century, the farming landscape of Orkney had been comprehensively 

altered by a wide range of factors. These included improved transport links, changes in 

agricultural legislation and the importing of standardised building materials from mainland 

Scotland. Many pre-1900 crofthouses were either rebuilt, substantially reworked or 

abandoned by 1960.

The use of thatch as a roofing material has a long tradition in Scotland. Thatched and turf-

roofed buildings are usually single storey cottages or crofthouses reflecting pre-industrialised 

construction methods and materials.

The survival of traditional turf-covered roofs into the 21st century is rare. A Survey of Thatched 

Buildings in Scotland, published in 2016 by the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings 

(SPAB), found there were only around 200 buildings with thatched or turfed roofs in Scotland. 

The survey records seven buildings in Orkney that remain thatched or turfed. At least three 

further examples in Rackwick have come to light as part of the Thatched Buildings Listing 

Review 2017-19.

Pre-agricultural improvement period crofthouses that largely retain their traditional 19th 

century character, are increasingly rare in Orkney. Sangar Crofthouse is an exceptionally rare 

survival and largely complete complex of traditional Orkney croft buildings, including a 

crofthouse with adjoining threshing barn and windmill tower, circular kiln with turf covering 

and byre. These buildings show a number of elements that are typical of 19th century 

vernacular building traditions and construction methods in Orkney (See Regional Variations 

section below). The windmill and associated threshing machine is the most complete example 

of this windmill type, and is the last operational example in Orkney (Douglas et al, p.42).

The cottage is a later but integral part of this croft complex. It shows the development of the 

croft and the improvements in living standards of the crofter.

Architectural or Historic Interest

The interiors of traditional crofthouses and cottages were often simple. Many of them have 

been refurbished and the survival of historic fixtures is rare. The principal interest of the 

interior at Sangar is the survival of the wind-powered machinery in the threshing barn 

including a timber drum and brake wheel, spur gearing and levers. This exceptional survival 

adds significantly to the interest in listing terms.
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The listed building record, written in 2001, describes timber internal partitions, three box beds 

and fireplaces in the interior of the later detached house. As the roof of this building has 

collapsed, the level of survival of these features are not currently known.

Plan form

The croft buildings at Sangar are typical of thatched vernacular buildings. The crofthouse and 

its associated byre were usually adjoining in a long, linear pattern on sloping ground, almost 

reflecting the Norse longhouse. The byre end would be on lower ground for drainage of animal 

waste.

The expense of suitable roof timber, particularly in Orkney where timber was scarce, restricted 

the depth which could be spanned, resulting in a narrow rectangular-plan form.

The building would be purposely built to make use of the natural topography of a site and 

reduce the effects of extreme weather conditions. The thick stone walls, sit low to the ground 

reducing the likelihood of damage to the roof by strong coastal winds. Openings are 

predominantly on the southwest side of the building.

The barn has two opposing doorways to create a wind tunnel when both were opened. This 

allowed 'winnowing' to take place indoors in bad weather. Winnowing separates the grain 

from the chaff so that the heavier grain falls to the ground while the finer, unwanted chaff 

blows out through the doorway. This is a traditional part of the milling process and adds to the 

plan form interest.

It is common for these traditional cottages to have been altered by addition of porches and 

small extensions. The footprint of the building is largely unchanged from that shown on the 1st 

Edition Ordnance Survey map (surveyed 1879). The degree of survival of the building's early 

footprint, with each component still discernible and without any significant additions or losses, 

is exceptionally rare and adds to its interest.

Technological excellence or innovation, material or design quality

The Sangar Crofthouse and associated buildings are constructed using materials and methods 

that are characteristic of this part of Scotland. The interest of these vernacular buildings is 

discussed in the Regional Variations section below.

While authenticity of material can be an important factor in assessing the significance of 

thatched buildings, buildings which have been repaired (perhaps with new roofing material or 

rethatched) can also be listed. The retention of overall traditional character is therefore 

important in determining architectural or historic interest.

Sangar largely retains its traditional exterior character and a significant proportion of its 

historic fabric, including the most complete wind-powered threshing machine in Orkney.

The building has lost some historic fabric, including the loss of the windmill sails and the 

collapse of the roof to the later house to the east. The previous listed building record, written 

in 2001, describes this roof as an underseamed flagstone roof with the remains of a turf 

covering. Remnants of this roof remains in the cottage. The condition of a property is not a 

factor in the evaluation unless it detracts significantly from the architectural or historic interest 

so that it can no longer be defined as special. In this case enough of the historic fabric and 

form survives to show that it is characteristic of 19th century Orkney vernacular building 

traditions and a largely complete example of a croft complex in Orkney.

Setting

The location and setting of crofts provide information about changing settlement patterns and 

agricultural land-use. Westray is one of the northernmost islands in Orkney. Topographically, it 

is flat and is largely crop-based farming. The low-lying surrounding land and relative lack of 

nearby water sources resulted in the development of wind-powered threshing machines on 
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Westray and Papa Westray (see also Regional Variations section).

The Sangar croft buildings are situated prominently at a crossroads less than 1km from the 

ferry pier at Rapness. The arrangement of the buildings, and the wider surrounding landscape, 

remains largely unchanged from that shown on the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey map, 

surveyed in 1879. The level of survival of these croft buildings help us understand about land-

use and the development of farming communities in Orkney in the 19th century.

Regional variations

The design and construction of the building, the method of roofing and the materials used was 

a distinctly localised practice. The best examples of local vernacular buildings will normally be 

listed because together they illustrate the importance of distinctive local and regional 

traditions.

Wind-powered threshing machines on the islands of Westray and Papa Westray share a 

number of characteristics and standardisation in both dimensions and their style of 

construction. In our current knowledge Sangar is the most complete surviving example of this 

traditional form of wind-powered machinery in Orkney or Scotland. It is therefore of 

exceptional interest in the context of this now extremely rare and significant local building 

type.

The geology and climate of Orkney has made a significant impact on the physical appearance 

of vernacular buildings of the 19th century and earlier. Traditional croft buildings of Orkney are 

usually single storey, low profile buildings made up of two or sometimes three rooms with an 

adjoining byre. The interior of the earlier crofthouse has not been seen, but the window 

arrangement suggests it follows this pattern.

The low form, thick and irregular rubble walls with gabled ends is typical of the region in 

protecting against Atlantic storms. The walls are constructed from undressed stone that is 

likely to have been gathered from surrounding land. Their thickness ensured that they could 

support the weight of the roof, reducing the need for timber in the roof structure to a 

minimum.

Flagstone roofs, as a lapped and seamed underlayer for turf or thatch, is a traditional roofing 

method in the region, because of the abundance of flagstone. The weight of the flagstones 

were supported on timber rafters, particularly as larger quantities of timber were imported to 

the islands from the mainland during the 19th century. The turf or thatch outerlayer would 

then usually be secured and weighted by flagstones lining the eaves, the ridge and along the 

centre of the roof pitch.

The low, shallow pitched roof, the lack of overhanging eaves and the use of flagstone is typical 

of for Orkney. These features allow the wind to travel over the top of the building more easily, 

making it less susceptible to weather damage and reducing the noise when inside the building. 

The thatch or turf covering also helps to stop the flags cracking through frost, it insulates the 

building and lessens the chance of water ingress during heavy rain.

These traditional building methods and materials can all be seen at Sangar Crofthouse. The 

roofs at Sangar are predominantly flagstone slabs supported on timbers and the kiln has a turf 

topping. The roof of the early crofthouse has been replaced and it is not known if any remains 

of the original roof survive under this replacement covering. The roof of the detached house 

has collapsed in recent years (2018). The roof showed the traditional practice of 

weatherproofing flagstone roofs with turf, which was used prior to the introduction of cement 

mortar.

Close Historical Associations

There are no close historical associations known at present (2018)

Statutory address, category of listing changed from B to A and listed building record revised in 

2019. Previously listed as 'Sangar'.
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Site Number 51

Site Name Quoy

Type of Site Buildings

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352933

Northing 1037734

Description Four buildings annotated as the settlement of Quoy on the OS map 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Found to comprise a complex of five unroofed and partially 

ruined stone structures surrounded by dense nettle vegetation. All are of drystone flagstone 

rubble construction with dressed blocks for window and door lintels. All survive above wall 

height with most surviving to full gable height. Remians of large stone roof tiles remain on 

some structures and tumbled around centre. Remains of a post-medieval farmstead complex.

For most of the 19th century, there were Groats at Quoy. Robert Groat was the tenant there at 

the time of the 1810 rental. This may have been the Robert Groat who married Janet Guthrie 

and was there in 1841 and 1851 (aged 71) although it could have been his father, also Robert 

Groat.

Quoy is also associated with the Drevers and there are one or more separate Drever 

households in most of the published censuses. This arose from Thomas Drever marrying Jane 

Groat from Quoy in 1840. The Drevers were originally from Cott, appearing there in the 1810 

rental but were away from there by the first census in 1841 with the wider family at a number 

of houses on the island.

Following the death of the younger Robert Groat in 1861, there are separate households 

shown in the 1861 and 1871 censuses for two of his children: a third Robert Groat and 

daughter Jane Groat.

The household of Thomas Drever continued there until about 1893. He died at Greenha in 

Eday in 1898 at the age of seventy eight. His daughter Jane Drever married her second cousin 

James Groat from Lakequoy. They returned from Kirkwall thus re-establishing the Groat name 

at Quoy probably by about 1895.

The tenancy had been held by George Kent from Westray for the previous two years.

The Groats were at Quoy until 1905 when John Seatter from Newark in Westray moved there 

with his family. They moved to Lakequoy about 1928. The land at Quoy was incorporated with 

that of the tenant at Cott, immediately to the south, in 1931. Subsequent tenants at Cott 

continued to work the land at Quoy until the last people left the island in 1947 

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1

Site Number 52

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM - 

FARAY 

    APPENDIX 10.1 



Appendix 10.1 Site Gazetteer

Site Name Cott

Type of Site Buiding

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352969

Northing 1037509

Description Four buildings annotated as the settlement of Cott on the OS map 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Remains of three rectangular buildings associated with large 

walled sub rectangular enclosure to north. Buildings are of drystone constrction and built from 

grey rubble flagstone with dressed blocks for window and door lintels, North building aligned 

east to west and is roofed with large stone tiles. Some gaps in tiles show wooden roof trusses 

beneath.

Central building aligned Ne-SW and appears to be remains of a dwelling house with chimney 

suriving on NE elevation. Walls, gables and chomey partially harled/consolidated with morter. 

Remains of wooden window frames.

Southern structure survives to gable height and is smaller and ancillary to main house. Remains 

fo partial swalls hint at previous additonal adjoinig structures. Complex surrounded by nettles 

and unstable thus not entered.

There have been quite a number of different families there over the years although the 

Burgars were there as long as any.

The rental of 1810 indicates a Thomas Drever at Cott. This may be Thomas Drever who married 

Ann Hourston and an ancestor of most of the Drevers on Pharay.

By the first census in 1841, Cott was occupied by Stewart Drummond and his wife, Jean 

Drever. They moved to Holland, down towards the south end of the island, between 1851 and 

1861.

There were in fact two households at Cott in 1851, the other being that of Thomas Burgar and 

Elizabeth Seatter. They came from Westray around 1850. It is not known if there was any 

connection between the Burgars and the Drummonds who were already at Cott. There were to 

be Burgars at Cott for the next sixty five years with the subsequent generations: 

• Robert Burgar (son) who married Elizabeth Harcus

• William Burgar (grandson) who married Mary Stewart Groat. They moved to Fersness in Eday 

in 1915.

During the time that the Burgars were at Cott, there was also a Harcus household. Elizabeth 

Harcus’s brother, William Harcus was there at the time of the 1861 census with his wife, 

Elizabeth Allan. He died at the age of forty three but his widow remained at Cott until after the 

1881 census with members of their family.

Following the Burgars leaving in 1915, there were subsequently a number of tenants of 

relatively short duration until the last left the island in 1947: 

• David Harcus for six years from 1916

• Peter and James Seatter from Westray for three years until 1925

• William Groat from Papay Westray who stayed nine years. During the last three years the 

lands of Quoy to the north were included with Cott.

• Angus Harcus from Westray for five or six years from 1934

• John Leslie from around 1939/40 until 1947. John was from Westray but had been tenant at 

Hammar for a year or two before it was taken over by his brother Robert Leslie. As with the 

previous tenant, Angus Harcus, John Leslie also farmed the land of Quoy.

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1
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Site Number 53

Site Name Doggerboat

Type of Site Buildings

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353045

Northing 1037193

Description A courtyard building open to the south with westward extension depicted on the Ordnance 

Survey 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Complex of ruined post medieval farm buildings. Drystone 

construction and built from grey flagtsone rubble with lighter dressed blocks at corners and for 

window and door lintels. Prinicple range is aligned ESE to WSW with large sub rectangular 

walled enclosure to north. Range consists of three sub compartments. Unroofed but with 

some partially collapsed wooden roof trusses surviving and rare stone roof tiles. Modern 

trailer is stored at eastern end of range.

Separate structure set off to south-west comprises singel room single storey rubble flagstone 

unroofed structure. Both gable ends intact.

the tenant at the time of the 1810 rental was David Hourston. There were certainly Hourston 

children born to David Hourston and Christian Drever in the 1790s. They are thought to have 

left for Eday shortly after this.

The Harcus link to Doggerboat came with James Harcus and his wife Marion Allan from 

Westray. The parish of baptism of their children suggests that they moved as some time 

between 1806 and 1809/10 although non appearance in the 1810 rental may suggest the end 

of this period. Marion Harcus does appear at Doggerboat in the first census in 1841, when her 

age is given as seventy five.

The number of Harcus households at Doggerboat varied with the censuses and the new 

generations: 

•John Harcus (son and married to Jane Drummond) from the 1841 census until he died in 1884

•William Hercus (grandson and married to Elizabeth Allan) in 1851. They moved to Cott. 

•John Hercus (grandson and married to Margaret Seatter) in 1861 and 1871. They moved to 

Kirkwall.

•Peter Harcus (grandson and married to another Jane Drummond) and then Margaret Drever 

from the 1861 census until he drowned in 1887

•Peter Hercus (great grandson born in 1872 and son of Peter Hercus and Jane Drummond). He 

married Jessie Moodie from Sanday and lived all his life at Doggerboat

Robert Leslie who was at Hammer had the tenancy in 1943/44 and Robert Seatter from 

Westray occupied it for the last three years until 1947.

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1

Site Number 54

Site Name School

Type of Site School

NRHE Number N/A
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HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353063

Northing 1037069

Description A school annotated for "Boys and Girls". Records indicate that the school occupied a bothy 

which suggests that the building has a different purpose when constructed. Depicted on the OS 

map 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Bothy. Drystone construction with corrugated iron roof. 

Wooden extension with corrugated iron to north elevation. Used by crofter for 

accommodation duirng lambing and for shelter during rough weather when not possible to 

leave the island.

Fenced enclosure to north partially constructed from large rectangular roof tiles (presumbaly 

from orginal bothy roof and/or other surrounding buildings) and used for controlling sheep 

during shearing.

Site Number 55

Site Name Hamar

Type of Site Building complex

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353106

Northing 1036959

Description A singular building annotataed Hamar on the OS map 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Remains of a post-medieval farmstead complex with later 

alterations. Buildings are of drystone constrction and built from rough  red sandstone with 

occasional darker sandstone blocks. Two principal ranges of buildings aligned roughly east to 

west with large sub rectangular stone enclosure to north. Easternmost structure has 

corrugated iron roof and consolidated with mortar. All other buildings are unroofed. A circular 

tower like structure is located in south-east corner of enclosure adjacent to the roofed 

building. Enclousure includes later wooden fences and is much overgrown with nettles.

Flat greener area to east contains faint traces of rig cultivation.

The tenant back at the time of the 1810 rental was James Gray but for the greater part of the 

19th century Hammar is very much a house associated with the Drevers. The number of Drever 

households over the period of the published censuses varied between two or three into the 

1890s.

In 1841, David Drever was there with a separate household according to the census for his son 

John Drever and mother in law Elizabeth Reid.

In 1851, son Thomas Drever formed a separate household and sons David Drever and James 

Drever formed separate households in 1861.

David Drever continued to stay at Hammar until some time after the 1891 census. His son in 

law James Harcus was there in 1881 and 1891.

The tenancy was subsequently taken over by John Seatter from Noup in Westray who came to 
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Hammar around 1900.

As for other houses, there was more frequency of change of tenant in the last 50 years of 

occupancy of the island. James Rendall and his family came from Westray in 1915 and John 

Leslie in 1938. Shortly thereafter, he took over the tenancies of Cott and Quoy while his 

brother Robert Leslie took over Hammar. Robert was the last tenant of Hammar before the 

last of the residents moved out of the island.

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1

Site Number 56

Site Name The Hill

Type of Site Building

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353200

Northing 1036772

Description A building to the east of Roadside depicted on the OS map 26 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Survives as a single drystone sandstone structure. Roofless but 

with gables largely intact

Site Number 57

Site Name Lackquoy

Type of Site Building

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353086

Northing 1036706

Description Two, east-west aligned buildings to the west of Roadside depicted on the OS map 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Survives as an east to west aligned range of rectangular 

structures. Roofless but with gables largely intact

Site Number 58

Site Name Windywall

Type of Site Buildings

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated
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Easting 352906

Northing 1036507

Description A collection of buildings, possibly a courtyard structure open to the south west depicted on the 

OS map 25 inch 1881.

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Remains of two drystone rectangular structures positioned 

roughly at right angles to one another; One aligned roughly N-S with the other E-W ona 

reverse L-shape. Southern and E-W aligned structures is unroofed but survives to gable height 

with chimneys intact on west gable. The north (N-S aligned) building is partially roofed with 

large stone sandstone tiles. Large areas of tile missing showing wooden roof trusses beneath. A 

small lean-to structure is attached to its north elevation and is roofed with stone tiles. Both 

buildings have extended length of tumbled wall indictaing the presence of previous structures.

The rental of 1810 shows William Sinclair as tenant. The Sinclairs were one of the early families 

recorded on the island. This William Sinclair may have been the father of Robert Sinclair who 

was at Windywa at the time of the first census in 1841. Robert subsequently moved to Green 

in Eday.

Robert Sinclair’s son, William Sinclair, appears at Windwa with his wife Mary Groat in 1841 and 

1851.

Although there were Sinclairs at Windywa in the early part of the 19th century, it is very much 

associated with the Drever family. John Drever with his wife and family formed another 

household at Windywa in 1851 and the Drever name continued to be associated with it until 

1927.

The Drever connection arose as William Sinclair and John Drever’s wives were sisters, Mary 

Groat and Barbara Groat, who were daughters of Robert Groat and Janet Guthrie from Quoy. 

It continued with descendants of John Drever and Barbara Groat: 

•John Drever (son) who married Ann Hercus

•John Drever (grandson) who was one of the Pharay Heroes 

Balfour Rendall moved into Windywa at the end of 1927 or the early days of 1928. Although 

born in Westray, he came from the south end of Eday. The Rendall family remained at 

Windywa until the people left the island in 1947. A daughter was one of the last two children 

to attend the Pharay School.

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1

Site Number 59

Site Name Holland

Type of Site Buildings

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352965

Northing 1036295

Description A collection of buidings with a well depicted on the OS map 25 inch 1881

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. The remains of four rectangular roofless structures with 

numerous areas of anciallry walling and tumbled stobe piles indicating likely presence of 

additonal structures. All are of grey sandstone drystone construction and survive above wall 
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height but not to full gable height.

Interiors part infilled with tumbled stone and overgrown with nettles.

There were quite a number of different families at Holland over the years.

The rental of 1810 shows the tenant as George Stevenson. The Stevensons are one of the early 

families and probably left the island for Eday in the 1820s.

By the 1841 and 1851 census, Holland was tenanted by Thomas Drever with his wife Christian 

Drever. Thomas Drever had come from Westray and is thought to be of a different Drever 

family from those that were so long at Windywa and also at a number of other houses on the 

island.

Stewart Drummond and his wife Jane Drever moved to Holland from Cott between 1851 and 

1861. In the latter year, there was a separate household consisting of son in law Peter Hercus 

from Doggerboat, his first wife Jane Drummond and their family. Jane died in 1865 and by 

1871 Peter had remarried and was back at Doggerboat.

There were probably Drummonds at Holland until around 1890. Stewart Drummond and Jane 

Drever’s daughter Ann Drummond married James Allan from Eday and were there from the 

end of 1860s, forming a separate household.

James Reid from Westray was tenant by the 1891 census and with his son Robert Reid saw the 

Reids continue there until 1925 when the tenancy was taken over by another Westray man, 

John Meil. The Meils moved to Ferness, Eday in 1936 and were followed by Henry Leslie, also 

from Westray. Henry and his wife moved to Lopness in Sanday and were succeeded for the last 

three years until 1947 by James Seator, again from Westray.

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1

Site Number 60

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Buildings

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353225

Northing 1035945

Description A courtyard form of buildings open to the north at the southern end of Faray depicted on the 

OS map 25 inch 1881.

Aerial photographs and aerial imagery show enclosures extending south from the farmstead of 

Ness 

Surveyed by AOC August 2020. Remains of five rectangular structures of dry sandstone 

construction. Three arranged in u'shape with two ancillary structures set off to south and east. 

Southern part of U-shape is aligned E-W and has corrugated iron roof and is used for storage.

It was allotted to John Drummond who had been at the Bu, which lay between Hammar and 

Lakequoy

The Ness is very much associated with the Drummond and Wallace families right up until the 

last people leaving the island in 1947. It was in fact the last house to be occupied.
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By 1861, there were two households at the Ness as John Drummond’s son, William Drummond 

was also there with a wife and family.

William Drummond married twice and a stepson, William Wallace (son of his second wife), was 

the last person to close the door.

http://genealogy.northern-skies.net/pharay.php?number=1

Site Number 61

Site Name Gangstaiths

Type of Site Clearance cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353435

Northing 1036334

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap

Site Number 62

Site Name Doggerboat

Type of Site Clearance cairns

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353117

Northing 1037142

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Three stone clearance cairns associated 

with drainage ditch

Site Number 63

Site Name Cott

Type of Site Stone Clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352998

Northing 1037571

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap c2m diameter
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Site Number 64

Site Name Broad Sandy Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352811

Northing 1037460

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap

adjacent to coastal edge

Site Number 65

Site Name Lavey Sound

Type of Site Sheep Dyke

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352803

Northing 1038034

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Remains of a stone wall. Crosses the north 

fo Faray west to east. Remains of a sheep dyke built to prevent sheep from crossing over from 

Holm of Faray and onto cultivated ground during the summer months. Built in mid 19th 

century and removed need for herding to take place at low tide in the summer to prevent the 

sheep from crossing.

Site Number 66

Site Name Lavey Sound east

Type of Site Wall

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352965

Northing 1038012

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Remains of a short section of stone wall on 

east coast of Faray. Possibly part of remains of a larger sheep dyke built to prevent sheep from 

crossing over from Holm of Faray and onto cultivated ground during the summer months. Built 

in mid 19th century and removed need for herding to take place at low tide in the summer to 

prevent the sheep from crossing.
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Site Number 67

Site Name Bu

Type of Site Laird's House

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353044

Northing 1036794

Description Approximate location. Leslie (1998) describes a house called 'Bu' erected in the mid 19th 

century near Hamar. It was decsribed as the 'head house' or Laird's house' and was referred to 

as 'The Bu'. It was a two storey house and where the lairds came to stay for his summer 

holidays. The author notes that when he was a child (early 20th century) there was a field 

where the house had stood that was called 'Bu land' and in this field the ploygh frequently 

brough u stones where the house had stood.

Site Number 68

Site Name Lackquoy

Type of Site Sandstone Whorl

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353100

Northing 1036700

Description A report in the Orcadian dated 3rd February 1938 recrods a asndstone whorl found ' one foot 

down' in a meadow near the former house site of the Bu, Faray. It was reported found at HY 

531 367 by the farmer of Lackquoy (although grid reference provided is for Lackquoy rather 

than find).

Site Number 69

Site Name Point of Scaraber

Type of Site Rig cultivation

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353092

Northing 1035512

Description  Area of rig visible on satellite imagery

Site Number 70
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Site Name Kirk Noust

Type of Site Rig cultivation

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352800

Northing 1036745

Description  Rig culZvaZon sshaped. Visible on satellite imagery

Site Number 71

Site Name Holland

Type of Site Rig cultivation

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352919

Northing 1036290

Description  Rig culZvaZon visible on satellite imagery

Site Number 72

Site Name Holland

Type of Site Rig cultivation

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352838

Northing 1036290

Description  Rig culZvaZon visible on satellite imagery

Site Number 73

Site Name Windywall

Type of Site Rig cultivation

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352834
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Northing 1036513

Description  Rig culZvaZon visible on satellite imagery

Site Number 74

Site Name Roadside

Type of Site Rig

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353406

Northing 1036587

Description Rig cultivation visible on satellite imagery

Site Number 75

Site Name Ness boat shed

Type of Site Storage hut

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353334

Northing 1035871

Description Small stone built shed used for storage of boating equipment and associated with some nausts  

(unroofed shelters for storing boats further down the coast at Site 11) and historically would 

have been used to store sails, ropes etc used for seafaring. In use for stirage of modern 

equipment and animal feed with wooden door on south-east facing (seaward) gable. It is a 

simple rectangular stone-built structure with later corrugated iron roof. It is shown on first 

edition OS maps and thus dates from at least 1881.

Site Number 76

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Stone building remains

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353418

Northing 1036002

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020.

Stone mound measuring c5m x1.5m x 0.5m. Poss ruined sheep shelter or

cairn. Close to the site of an unroofed enclsoure shown on OS maps from 1881 so likely 
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remains of this structure.

Site Number 77

Site Name Torhellia Geo

Type of Site Stone mound

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353434

Northing 1036118

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Possible clearance cairn

circular 2m diameter 0.3m tall.

Site Number 78

Site Name Torhellia Geo

Type of Site Stone clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353402

Northing 1036234

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Two circular stone

clearance heaps associated with linear dyke clearance

Site Number 79

Site Name Torhellia Geo

Type of Site Stone remains

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353446

Northing 1036393

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap -possibly base of a 

structure or remains of enclosure walls

Site Number 80
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Site Name The Nev

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353426

Northing 1036702

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Clearance cairn. Quite

modern no vegetation over some of stones. Possible navigational aid

Site Number 81

Site Name The Hill

Type of Site Ditch clearance roadside

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353200

Northing 1036870

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Pile of stones adjacent

to ditch

Site Number 82

Site Name Hamar

Type of Site Rectangular structure

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353132

Northing 1036964

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020.Remains of small dry

stone rectangular structure c2m square survives up to 6 courses.

Site Number 83

Site Name Hamar

Type of Site Stone clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated
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Easting 353137

Northing 1037014

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Two clearance cairns on

small rise north of Hamar and east of an area of flattened ground with traces of rig. Likely 

cultivation features associated with Hamar Croft

Site Number 84

Site Name Doggerboat

Type of Site Clearance cairns Three stone

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353123

Northing 1037138

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Three stone clearance

cairns associated with drainage ditch

Site Number 85

Site Name Surrie Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353150

Northing 1037491

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Small cairn roughly 2m

diameter some buried stone close to coastal edge. Burial or remains

of navigation cairn.

Site Number 86

Site Name Cott

Type of Site Stone clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353016

Northing 1037506

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap

3m diameter
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Site Number 87

Site Name Cott

Type of Site Stone clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353016

Northing 1037581

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap

associated with drain

Site Number 88

Site Name Surrie Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353135

Northing 1037597

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone heap with modern

pipe protruding on coastal edge

Site Number 89

Site Name Point of Tobar

Type of Site Standing stone

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353120

Northing 1037651

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Very small standing

stone with small packing stones at base on coastal edge possible navigational aid.

Site Number 90

Site Name Point of Tobar
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Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353111

Northing 1037703

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone cairn rectangular

and 1m in height. Several courses upstanding. Possible navigational aid.

Site Number 91

Site Name Muller Geo

Type of Site Wall

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353029

Northing 1037768

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Remains of 3 short

sections of wall on cliff edge

Site Number 92

Site Name Muller Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353015

Northing 1037772

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Rectangular cairn of

stones 3m x2m 0.3m height. North east coast of Faray

Site Number 93

Site Name Muller Geo

Type of Site Stone tank

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352973
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Northing 1037801

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Rectangular stone tank

built into hillside corrugated iron on top. Built of large stone slabs with blue plastic pipe 

protruding from north side and continuing on into field

Site Number 94

Site Name Quoy Noust

Type of Site Stone feature

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352878

Northing 1037995

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Slab of stone supporters

by 4 courses of smaller stones and going back into a chamber. Possibly associated with 

drainage for nearby road but function unclear 1.5m wide by

1m high.

Site Number 95

Site Name Blue Rock

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352784

Northing 1037871

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Cairn of stones 10

courses high. Close to road and wall

Site Number 96

Site Name Bercastle Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352767

Northing 1037647

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Rectangular cairn of stones adajacent to 

dyke. Stacked very neatly possibly as building material
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Site Number 97

Site Name The Kiln

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352791

Northing 1037546

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Rectangular cairn of

stones. Neatly stacked 10 courses high and in small depression

Site Number 98

Site Name Broad Sandy Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352808

Northing 1037461

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap

adjacent to coastal edge

Site Number 99

Site Name Broad Sandy Geo

Type of Site Stone clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352769

Northing 1037406

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance cairn

possible navigation aid. Cut in to ground

Site Number 100

Site Name Long Sandy Geo
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Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352769

Northing 1037434

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone cairn stacked

neatly on coastal edge

Site Number 101

Site Name Roadside

Type of Site Farmstead

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352769

Northing 1037434

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone cairn stacked

neatly on coastal edge

Site Number 102

Site Name Paring Geo

Type of Site  Stone clearance

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352839

Northing 1037349

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance heap

adjacent to ditch

Site Number 103

Site Name Doggerboat

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352923
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Northing 1037145

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Stone clearance cairn

rectangular and neatly stacked up to 6 courses

Site Number 104

Site Name Fued Geo

Type of Site Clearance cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352737

Northing 1037078

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Rectangular stone

clearance cairn neatly stacked adjacent to drainage ditch

Site Number 105

Site Name Holland to Ness

Type of Site Track

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353078

Northing 1036117

Description A track running from Holland to Ness is shown on OS maps of 1881 and is also partially visible 

on aerial photographs and satellite imagery. It was not visible on the ground during the 

walkover survey

Site Number 106

Site Name Kirk Noust

Type of Site Quarry Scoop

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352796

Northing 1036900

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. C30mx10m area of

probable former quarrying. Depression with loose stones
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Site Number 107

Site Name Roadside to The Hill

Type of Site Track

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353171

Northing 1036620

Description Track from Roadside to The Hill shown on OS maps of 1881, partially visible on aerial 

photographs and satellite imagery. Not visible on the ground surface during survey in August 

2020.

Site Number 108

Site Name Kirk noust

Type of Site Stone remains

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352786

Northing 1036762

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Area of stone 4m x2m

very close to burial ground. Possible building remains

Site Number 109

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Well

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353059

Northing 1035931

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. A well is shown adjacent to enclosed field 

'1207' on OS maps from 1881.

Site Number 110

Site Name Holland

Type of Site Trough/sheep dip
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NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353003

Northing 1036350

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. A concrete trough and

clearance heaps adjacent to east west  aligned ditch. Probable sheep dip.

Site Number 111

Site Name Holland

Type of Site Structure

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352949

Northing 1036249

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Collapsed structure 4 x

3 most complete at southern west corner up to10 courses. Tumbled stone in centre

Site Number 112

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Well

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353176

Northing 1035930

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. A well is shown west of the farmstead of 

Ness and north-west of field '1205' on OS maps of 1881.

Site Number 113

Site Name Well Geo

Type of Site Cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352921

Northing 1036159
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Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Clearance cairn

adjacent to ditch neatly stacked with large upper stone tumbled

Site Number 114

Site Name Faray Road

Type of Site Road

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353263

Northing 1035986

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Point survey is where road can be seen to 

survive best. Well built of stone, wide, cambered and with banks and ditches at either side. 

Overgrown with grass and now survives as visible grassy track. At the end of war council 

offered islanders choice of a new road or a jetty: the islanders chose the road.

Site Number 115

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Structure

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353241

Northing 1035846

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Ruined tumbled stone

rectangular structure

Site Number 116

Site Name Holland

Type of Site Well

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353025

Northing 1036195

Description A well is shown south-east of Holland and east of the track from Holland to Ness
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Site Number 117

Site Name Hamar

Type of Site Well

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352859

Northing 1036942

Description A well is marked west of Hamar on OS maps of 1881.

Site Number 118

Site Name Cott

Type of Site Well

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352928

Northing 1037512

Description A well is shown west of Cott on OS map of 1881.

Site Number 119

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Slipway

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353349

Northing 1035832

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020.A concrete slipway provides access for 

small boats to the south-east coast of Faray near Ness. It is not marked on the OS maps of 

1881 or 1901. Leslie (1998) states that the slipway was constructed by the council in 1935 to 

assist with shipments of cattle.

Site Number 120

Site Name Djubi Geo

Type of Site Clearance cairns

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A
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Status Non-designated

Easting 353283

Northing 1037050

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. Two stone clearance cairns in tidy piles, 

Each measuring 5m diamter and c.1m height, with a gap of 1.5m between the two piles

Site Number 121

Site Name Djubi Geo

Type of Site Landing slipway

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353258

Northing 1037082

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. A concrete slipway with associated boat 

fastening irons and ropes is located at the entrance to the Djubi Geo caves on the east coast of 

Faray. It provides one of the only landing spots on Faray and used for landing and taking off 

sheep.

Site Number 122

Site Name Ness

Type of Site Clearance cairn

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353251

Northing 1036072

Description Recorded by AOC Archaeology Group August 2020. A small stone clearance cairn located 

adjacent to drainage dyke and east of the road. Partially grass covered and emerges from dyke 

and thus may be part of dyke/field boundary and associated with road construction.

Site Number 123

Site Name Noltland Castle

Type of Site Castle

NRHE Number SM90231

HER Number

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 342929
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Northing 1048691

Description The monument comprises the remains of a castle of 16th-century date. 

The monument lies about 800m to the WNW of Pierowall, at around 25m OD. It comprises 

Noltland Castle, a Z-plan castle constructed by Sir Gilbert Balfour from 1560 onwards. The 

castle, now roofless, consists of an oblong main building measuring about 27m E-W by about 

11m transversely and containing a hall and chamber above a vaulted kitchen and cellarage. 

Square towers project from the SW and NE corners of the main building.

The SW tower measures about 9m square and the NE tower about 8m. Although the main 

building of the castle was designed to have 3 upper storeys, only the NE tower and the 

adjoining chamber block of the main building appear ever to have been ever completed. These 

are finished with corbelled parapets and cylindrical turrets, within which rise the crow-stepped 

gables of the high-pitched roofs. The main building has 71 gun-loops, arranged in tiers. On the 

S side of the castle stand the S wall and footings of a range of 17th-century buildings enclosing 

a courtyard. Overall, the castle measures about 34m N-S by about 40m E-W.

The area proposed for scheduling comprises the remains described and an area around them 

within which related material may be expected to be found. It is quadrangular, with maximum 

dimensions of 51m approximately E-W by 70m approximately N-S, and is defined on all sides 

except the S by the outer face of a stone wall, as marked in red on the accompanying map 

extract.

Statement of National Importance

The monument is of national importance because of its contribution to our understanding of 

16th- and 17th-century domestic and defensive architecture. Its importance is enhanced by 

the colourful role that its builder, Sir Gilbert Balfour, played in the political affairs of Scotland 

and Sweden in the 16th century, and by the potential that its below-ground remains have for 

shedding further light on the material culture of the period. Its importance is reflected in its 

status as a Property in Care of the Scottish Ministers

Site Number 124

Site Name Fitty Hill, chambered cairn 500m SE of summit

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn; cist

NRHE Number SM9417

HER Number

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 343327

Northing 1044520

Description

The monument comprises an almost circular stony mound, supporting a group of earthfast 

slabs, an empty cist and seven irregular hollows in the surrounding ground surface.

The mound measures about 17m in diameter and 1m high. The central area is a hollow and 

may have been disturbed. Immediately E of this hollow, a group of five upright, but broken, 

earthfast slabs may represent the remains of a chamber - possibly of Orkney-Cromarty type - 

aligned ESE-WNW. To the S of this vestigial chamber, a second group of slabs, including a large 

slab set up vertically on its edge in concrete, represents the remains of a stock feed bin; this 

was demolished by the present owner's father in recent decades.

It is possible that this modern construction incorporated or re-used stone from some original 

feature of the monument. Towards the SE edge of the mound two loose horizontal slabs are 

the broken halves of a replaced roof slab of a cist. The cist walls are each made from a single 
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fine-grained slab, neatly butted to its neighbour. On all sides of the mound are hollows, 

typically measuring 3m by 5m. In most cases it is apparent that these penetrate into the 

underlying rock.

One hollow has been infilled with rubble in modern times. These hollows only occur in the 

vicinity of the mound and are interpreted as quarry holes from which slabs of architectural 

quality were extracted when the mound was first built or when it was altered. The nature of 

the underlying geology suggests that sediments contemporary with the use of the monument 

may survive in conditions of enhanced preservation.

Statement of National Importance

The monument is of national importance as the remains of a prehistoric burial cairn within a 

setting that contains quarrying pits from which the stone used in the cairn and its internal 

architectural features may have been quarried. The site is located in land that has not been 

intensively cultivated and there is, therefore, a considerable potential for the survival of 

evidence relating to the nature of its original setting, its construction and its use.

Site Number 125

Site Name Howa Tower,Chambered Cairn Nnw Of Netherhouse,Bay Of Kirbist

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM1329

HER Number

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 343435

Northing 1043628

Description The monument comprises a low grass-covered mound from which orthostats project; it is 

interpreted as a round cairn with a tripartite chamber. The monument was first scheduled in 

1953 but an inadequate area was included to protect all of the archaeological remains: the 

present rescheduling rectifies this.

The precise location of the cairn edge is uncertain and as a consequence the monument is 

variously described as oval or circular and measurements vary. Damage by rabbits has exposed 

what may be kerbstones on the E side and the cairn may as much as 23m in diameter. The 

monument is prominently located at the summit of a low ridge and survives to a height of 

approximately 1m. Close to the centre are four upright slabs all aligned NE-SW. The orthostats 

range from 0.5 to 0.2m in height above the mound surface, and from 1 to 1.15m in width. All 

are about 0.1m thick. These slabs have been interpreted as the surviving jambstones within a 

much-damaged tripartite stalled chamber. Various observers have reported other slabs and/or 

stonework located towards the perimeter of the cairn but the relationship of such stones to 

the prehistoric monument is uncertain.

Site Number 126

Site Name Holm Of Papa Westray South, Chambered Cairn

Type of Site Prehistoric ritual and funerary: chambered cairn

NRHE Number SM90163

HER Number

Status Scheduled Monument
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Easting 350919

Northing 1051845

Description

The monument comprises a chambered cairn, excavated and capped by a modern roof. 

The cairn was excavated by Captain Thomas in 1849. It was at the time of excavation a mound 

38m long by 18m wide and 3m high. It is elongated NNE-SSW. Excavations revealed a long 

central chamber with 12 subsidiary chambers opening off it. Two of these sub-chambers were 

subdivided into two cells. The entrance passage was long, low and narrow, and entered from 

the SE, long, side of the cairn to the middle of the main internal chamber.

After the cairn came into State care, it was capped with a concrete roof, and entrance 

provided by a hatch in this. Several stones within the walls of the internal chambers are 

recorded as decorated, although some of these are now not identifiable. Decoration took the 

form of cup-marks and simple incised line designs. The only finds recorded from the interior 

are a few animal bones, probably recent in date but now lost.

Statement of National Importance

The monument is of national importance as a fine example of a Neolithic chambered burial 

cairn of unusual plan. It has the potential, through comparison with other cairns, to provide 

information about the architecture and purpose of such constructions. Although the interior 

has been emptied, the body of the cairn will seal deposits contemporary with the cairn's 

construction, and these have the potential to provide evidence for ceremonies and 

construction-related activities as well as the contemporary land-use and environmental 

conditions.

Site Number 127

Site Name Knowes Of Maebeck, Burnt Mound

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: burnt mound

NRHE Number SM4065

HER Number

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 349422

Northing 1052281

Description Two mounds of burnt stones. The Knowes of Mayback, lie about 3/4 mile NE of Holland House 

and close to the Loch of Maybeck.

RCAHMS 1946, visited 12 July 1928.

Of the two burnt mounds, still known locally as the Knowes of Maebeck, (Information from Mr 

T Mackay, Maeback, Papa Westray) that at HY 4942 5228 is crescentic, surviving to a height of 

1.8m but the other has been removed within the last ten years. Its site, marked by a scatter of 

burnt stones, was pointed out by Mr T MacKay at HY 4938 5226.

On the fringe of marshy ground were two burnt mounds, the SW of which has been 

obliterated, although it is reported that burnt material is seen when the field is ploughed; the 

other is turf-covered, crescentic and is 1.8m high.

Site Number 128
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Site Name Green Hill, Broch Wsw Of Huip

Type of Site Prehistoric domestic and defensive: broch

NRHE Number SM1443

HER Number

Status Scheduled Monument

Easting 363220

Northing 1030074

Description An extensive mound of stones with no characteristic features, a circular formation on top 

being apparently of too great a diameter for a broch, but the whole is so much destroyed that 

even approximate measurements would be misleading. The mound is traditionally regarded as 

an abode of the 'trows'.

The field in which the mound lies is known as 'The Hillocks' which suggests the presence of 

other mounds in the immediate neighbourhood (See HY62NW 15 & 16).

In a corner of the airfield, and unaffected by it, there is a shapeless mound some 40m across; 

in old quarry hollows are exposures of stone rubble and some earthfast slabs. A broch and 

attendant outbuildings may be indicated.

Topographic survey recorded a bank, with entrance-passage, surrounding the broch and 

outbuildings both inside and outside of this bank. Deposits visible in the 44m of recorded 

section exposure appeared to relate to an outbuilding with substantial curving drystone walls. 

Hearth settings visible in 1995 were probably located within this structure. The hearths, along 

with midden-type deposits, were situated on a 1m wide 'shelf' of till in front of the exposed 

section in 1995: the shelf and archaeological deposits have now been completely eroded.

Site Number 129

Site Name Torhelia Geo

Type of Site Crane

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353416

Northing 1036173

Description A crane is marked on the six inch OS map of Faray dated 1882. It is not shown on the OS 1881 

map or on later maps. Its former location has now likely been lost to coastal erosion and was 

found to be on the cliff edge during a survey by AOC in August 2020.

Site Number 130

Site Name Rammy Geo

Type of Site Crane

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated
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Easting 352802

Northing 1037244

Description A crane is marked on the 25  inch OS map of Faray dated 1881. It is not shown on the OS 1882 

map or on later maps. Its former location was found to be on the cliff edge during a survey by 

AOC in August 2020. No trace of the crane was found

Site Number 131

Site Name Broad Sandy Geo

Type of Site Crane

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 352794

Northing 1037481

Description A crane is marked on the 25  inch OS map of Faray dated 1881. It is not shown on the OS 1882 

map or on later maps. Its former location was found to be on the cliff edge during a survey by 

AOC in August 2020. No trace of the crane was found

Site Number 132

Site Name Scammalin

Type of Site Structural remains

NRHE Number N/A

HER Number N/A

Status Non-designated

Easting 353199

Northing 1035705

Description An area of rounded cobbles and stones is visible eroding out of the low east facing cliff at 

Scammalin, Faray. Remains extend for 2m and are located c.0.3m below modern ground 

surface. The location on the coastal edge may indicate the remains a structure associated with 

coastal industry such as kelp or fish processing. There are no above ground remains of the 

structure and it is buried below the surface and thus of some antiquity. Recorded by AOC 

Archaeology Group August 2020.
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Introduction 

All designated assets within the 5 km study area located within the ZTV have been subject to detailed setting 

assessment, as have all nationally important assets within the 10 km study area located within the ZTV. 

Additionally, all designated assets within the 10 km study area were reviewed against the information known 

about their contextual characteristic (see Appendix 10.1) and against mapping information to identify any assets 

where views of the Proposed Development in views towards the asset may significantly impact on their settings. 

A further six assets located between 10 km and 15km from the site identified as potentially subject to significant 

effects were subject to settings assessment. A total of 27 Scheduled Monuments and three Listed Buildings, 

were subject to detailed setting assessment. Setting assessment site visits were undertaken in October 2019 and 

August 2020.  

A summary of the findings of the settings assessment is presented in Table 10.2.1. A summary discussion for 

each of the assets subject to detailed assessment is provided within this Appendix and has been informed by 

ZTV modelling, photomontages and wireframes (Figures 10.12 – 10.25) as appropriate. 

This assessment has predicted likely moderate effects upon the settings of Quoy Chambered Cairn (Site 1) 

Muckle Hill of Linkataing chambered cairn, homestead and field system (Site 17) and Vinquoy Hill chambered 

cairn (Site 40) as well as the non-designated post-medieval landscape and associated building remains on Faray 

and these are discussed in Chapter 10. 

The potential for cumulative operational effects upon designated assets where setting effects have been 

predicted for the Proposed Development alone have been considered in Section 10.12 of the EIAR and fall 

outwith the scope of this appendix. 
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Table 10.2.1: Summary of settings assessment 

Site 
No 

Name and 
Designation 

No of 
turbines 
theoretically 
visible (ZTV) 

Distance 
to nearest 
turbine 
(km) 

Main Factors Affecting Setting Relative 
Sensitivity 

Magnitude of 
Impact 

Level of 
Operational 
Effect 

1 Quoy Chambered 
Cairn, Scheduled 
Monument 

6 0.55 Survives as a low grass covered mound set in rough 
pasture set back from north-west coastal edge at 5 m 
AOD. Large sheep dyke set to its north and west. The 
cairn overlooks Rapness Sound to north-west and 
Lavey Sound to north.  Cairns at Muckle Hill of 
Linkataing and Vinquoy Hill Eday theoretically visible to 
east but difficult to make out against the hill. The 
cairn’s coastal setting is key to its understanding as a 
burial monument set on the coast. The interior of the 
island forms part of the current setting of the cairn but 
the ground rises to south limiting views across the 
island of Faray. 

High Medium Moderate 

15 Tuquoy, settlement 
W of Cross-Kirk, 
Westray, Scheduled 
Monument 

6 9.4 Set on coastal edge eroding from cliff. Wide ranging 
views south-west over Westray Firth.  

High  Negligible Minor 

16 Cross-Kirk (Westside 
Church), church & 
burial ground, 
Tuquoy, Westray, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 9.3 Set within walled enclosure adjacent to coastal edge 
west of the Tuqouy settlement. Wide open views over 
Faray Sound to west and over Westray Firth to north-
west. 

High  Negligible Minor 

17 Muckle Hill of 
Linkataing, 
chambered cairn, 
homestead and field 
system, Scheduled 
Monument 

 

0-6 

 

 

 

 

3 Set in heather moorland on a north-west facing slopes. 
Two upright stones of the chambered cairn remain 
prominent the remainder of the structure is being 
subsumed within a peat bog. The wider monuments 
extend across a sloping peat moorland which slopes 
directly down to the sea providing panoramic views 
over the Sound of Faray.  

High Medium Moderate 
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Site 
No 

Name and 
Designation 

No of 
turbines 
theoretically 
visible (ZTV) 

Distance 
to nearest 
turbine 
(km) 

Main Factors Affecting Setting Relative 
Sensitivity 

Magnitude of 
Impact 

Level of 
Operational 
Effect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There are no obvious visual relationships with other 
chambered cairns except for the Faray Chambered 
Cairn if it was once more conspicuous. The setting of 
the monument clearly relates to the waters to the 
west with Faray and its northern ‘holm’ marking the 
break between the inner (Sound of Faray) and outer 
(Rapness) Sounds.  

18 Faraclett Head, 
chambered tombs, E 
and W,  

Scheduled Monument 

0-6 9.5 These monuments are thought to be the remains of 
chambered tombs but difficult to understand from 
their visible remains. The monuments are set on steep 
south-west facing slope at the 75m AOD contour 
overlooking a narrow glen and other prehistoric 
monuments on Rousay. Ground rises steeply to north-
east behind the cairns. 

Medium Negligible Negligible 

20 Faraclett Head, stone 
setting, 670m NW of 

Faraclett, Scheduled 
Monument  

0-2 9.4 Monument comprises remains of a stone setting of 
prehistoric date, but indeterminate function. Set in 
heather restricted moorland at 85m AOD on a south-
east facing slope within a small ritual landscape. Far 
reaching views are restricted. 

Medium Negligible Negligible 

22 Burn of Mussetter, 
standing 

stone on E side of,  

Scheduled Monument 

6 3.93 Set on plateau at 45m AOD overlooking Burn of 
Musetter to west. The five operational turbines at Spur 
Ness, Sanday are clearly visible to the east. Key visual 
relationships with prehistoric monuments to north-
east, east and south-east. Views north-west are over 
Fersness Bay towards Faray. 

High Low Minor 

23 The Manse, 
chambered cairn and 
church 330m WNW 
of, Eday, Scheduled 
Monument 

6 4.5 Set on a north facing slope within improved pasture 
within the remains of a 19th century drystone 
enclosure. The five operational turbines at Spur Ness, 
Sanday are visible to the east. Key visual links across 

High Low Minor 
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rich prehistoric landscape to north and flat coastal 
plain to east. Ground rises to south and west. 

24 
Eday Church Hall, 
chambered cairn 
260m WNW of, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 3.88 Set in heather moorland at 60m AOD on north-east 
facing slope. Overlooks narrow isthmus of central Eday 
to north and has key visual links across prehistoric 
landscape to south. The Mill Hill chambered cairn to 
the north is a conspicuous presence on the skyline, 
whilst the Bay of London Mound can be seen on the 
valley floor. The five operational turbines at Spur Ness, 
Sanday are visible to the east 

High Low Minor 

25 Mill Hill, chambered 
cairn, Millbounds, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 3.5 Set in heather moorland on summit of Mill Hill at 53m 
AOD. The cairn forms a very prominent landmark 
when viewed from both the north from Vinquoy Hill 
Chambered Cairn, Stone of Setter, and the south from 
Church Hall, the Manse Chambered Cairns. It creates a 
visual link between the northern and central Eday 
monument groups. The mound itself is large, distinct, 
rounded and heather covered. Views north-west are 
partially blocked by the intervening landform of 
Stennie Hill. The five operational turbines at Spur Ness, 
Sanday are visible to the east. 

High Negligible Minor 

28 
Calf of Eday, 
chambered cairns on 
W side of, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 4.9 Located on Calf of Eday overlooking Calf Sound. Views 
south-west are towards Hill of Calfsound on Eday. 
Island not accessible for purposes of survey and so the 
asset was overlooked from the shore. Views west 
partially are blocked by landforms of Vinquoy Hill and 
Noup Hill. 

High Low Minor 

31 
St Magnus Church, 
Egilsay, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 8.35 Set in a walled enclosure within improved pasture. 
Prominent location affords church wide views across 
the surrounding landscape and seascape. Iconic bell 

High Negligible Minor 
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tower is also visible in views across the landscape and 
seascape. 

32 
Onziebust, 
chambered 
cairn 440m SSE of, 
Egilsay,  
Scheduled Monument 

6 9.8 Set on summit of low rocky ridge at 15 m AOD. 
Location affords dominance over surrounding low lying 
flat coastal plan and the southern tip of Egilsay. 

High Negligible Minor 

33 
Bay of London, 
mound 290m SE of 
Youth Hostel, Eday, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 3.7 Set in semi-improved pasture east of a ruinous post-
medieval farmstead. Located on low lying ground 5m 
AOD on Eday isthmus linking north and south parts of 
island overlooking the Bay of London to the South. 
Despite low lying location has open views to other 
prehistoric monuments and a key visual relationship is 
with the Mill Hill Chambered Cairn. Also has open 
views west over Loch of Doomy, Eday Airport and over 
Fersness Bay. The five operational turbines at Spur 
Ness, Sanday are visible to the east. 

High Low Minor 

34 
Sandhill, chambered 
cairn 300m W of, 
Eday,  
Scheduled Monument 

6 4.2 Set in heather moorland on south facing plateau. 
Commands extensive views south towards Eday Manse 
cairn (Site 23) and across coastal plain to the east. 
Land rises steeply to north-west limiting views in this 
direction. The five operational turbines at Spur Ness, 
Sanday are visible to the east. 

High Negligible Minor 

35 
Dale, burnt mound 
380m NW of, Eday, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 2.72 Set in low lying boggy ground at 10m AOD. Located on 
coastal edge which permits wider views south-west to 
Egilsay and north and east along the coast plain west 
of Fersness Hill. Faray visible to north. 

Low Low Negligible 

37 
Knowe of Skea, 
prehistoric 
settlement 

6 9.8 Set on a rocky promontory which is part of south 
facing spur. Monument is afforded wide views south 
across Westray Firth towards the south-west tip of 

High Negligible Minor 
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and burials, Berst 
Ness, Westray,  
Scheduled Monument 

Westray. Faray is visible south-east and seen beyond 
the Westray land mass. 

39 
Stone of Setter, 

standing stone and 
enclosure, Eday, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 3.2 Set on a saddle of land between Mill Loch and Carrick 
Bay at 25m AOD. Prominent feature in a local 
landscape rich in prehistoric remains of Neolithic and 
Bronze Age date. Key views are to north-west where 
the stone is in alignment with Huntersquoy chambered 
cairn (Site 41), Fold of Setter enclosure (Site 38) and 
Vinquoy Hill chambered cairn (Site 40). Faray is offset 
to the west of this view. Views south-west partially 
restricted by Resting Hill. 

High Negligible Minor 

40 
Vinquoy Hill, 
chambered cairn, 
Eday,  
Scheduled Monument 

6 2.9 Set on south edge of ridge of Vinquoy Hill at 74m AOD 
south of the summit (76m AOD). Elevated location 
affords cairn panoramic views across landscape and 
seascape the most extensive of which are north-east 
over Calf Sound. Monument also has key visual links to 
prehistoric monuments to south-east including  
Huntersquoy chambered cairn (Site 41), Fold of Setter 
enclosure (Site 38) and Stone of Setter standing stone 
(Site 39). 

High Medium Moderate 

43 
Lock of Scockness, 
broch, Rousay, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 8.46 Set in improved pasture within walled enclosure. 
Located on a low summit at 5 m AOD overlooking the 
Loch of Scockness to south-east and coast to east. 

High  Negligible Minor 

44 Yatenes Stone, 
standing stone 180m 
NNE of Faraclett, 
Rousay, Scheduled 
Monument 

6 8.8 Set in improved pasture west of a farm track on an 
east facing slope overlooking the Loch of Scockness. 
The standing stone’s setting is largely confined to the 
Rousay landform. Locally prominent within prehistoric 
landscape. 

High  Negligible Minor 
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48 Westray, Helzie, 

Rapness, Windmill 

Stump,  

Listed Building 
Category C 

6 3.8 Set in improved pasture on gentle south facing slope 
overlooking Rapness Sound and Rapness Ferry 
Terminal. Overhead line set to north of building. 

Low Low Negligible 

49 
Westray, Rusk 

Holm, House,  

Listed Building 
Category C 

6 1.6 Set in rough pasture in uninhabited island of Rusk 
Holm. Island not accessed for assessment and viewed 
from Faray and ferry to Westray. As only visible 
structure on the low lying island the house is locally 
dominant and seen against the skyline. 

Low Medium Minor 

50 Westray, Sangar 

Listed Building 
Category A 

6 4.67 Set at a cross roads of unclassified roads overlooking 
improved rectilinear fields and modern farms. Land 
rises gradually to south at Rapness but house still 
afforded view over Rapness Sound. 

Low Low Negligible 

123 Noltland Castle, 
Westray, Scheduled 
Monument 

3-4 15 Set within walled enclosure south of unclassified road 
and overlooking the Loch of Burness to south and 
Pierwowall and Bay of Pierowall to east. Locally 
dominant in the landscape. Views south limited by 
intervening landforms of Knucker Hill and Fitty Hill. 
Views of Faray are possible from upper stories of the 
tower. 

High Negligible Minor 

124 Fitty Hill, chambered 
cairn 500m SE of 
summit, Scheduled 
Monument 

6 11.9 Set in rough pasture on south-east facing slope 
overlooking the Bay of Tuqouy. Panoramic views are 
afforded, the most extensive of which are north-east 
to Papa Westray and south-east to Faray. Key views 
south to How Tower chambered cairn. Two 
operational turbines at Cott within 500m of cairn. 

High Low Minor 
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125 Howa Tower, 
Chambered Cairn 
NNW Of 
Netherhouse, Bay Of 
Kirbist, Scheduled 
Monument 

6 11.3 Set in semi-improved pasture at 53m AOD on summit 
of a low hill. Cairn is locally dominant and visible 
against the skyline. Panoramic views are afforded, the 
most extensive of which are east across Bay of Tuqouy 
and south-east across Westray Firth. Also has key 
views north to the cairn on the shoulder of Fitty Hill 
(Site 124). 

High Low Minor 

126 Holm Of Papa 
Westray South, 
Chambered Cairn, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 14.5 Set on a low summit with panoramic views. Key views 
are across the island to contemporary prehistoric 
monuments to north and west as well as west to Papa 
Westray. 

High Negligible Minor 

127 Knowes Of Maebeck, 
Burnt Mound, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 15.25 Set in gently sloping ground with extensive views east 
over south Wick. Setting related to island and adjacent 
watercourse. 

Low Negligible Neutral 

128 Green Hill, Broch 
WSW of Huip, 
Scheduled Monument 

6 11.7 Set in rough pasture adjacent to the airfield. Key views 
are north over Huip Sound and south to the remains of 
the settlement with which the broch is presumably 
associated. 

Medium Negligible Negligible. 
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Minor Effects 

The Burn of Mussetter, standing stone (Site 22) and the Stone of Setter, standing stone (Site 39) comprise 

standing stones of probable Bronze Age date. The Burn of Mussetter, standing stone (Site 22), is 3.2 m high and 

leans to the north-east. The Stone of Setter (Site 39) stands approximately 4.5 m high and is 2.1 m wide and 

0.5 m thick. A bisected or double circular enclosure measuring around 10.6 m in diameter lies immediately north-

east of the standing stone. As ritual monuments located to command extensive views across the land and 

seascape and to be viewed across the landscape, these monuments are of high relative sensitivity to changes in 

their settings.   

The Burn of Musetter standing stone is set on a plateau at 45 m AOD within rough heather moorland. It 

commands extensive views across the landscape including views south-east towards chambered cairn at The 

Manse (site 23), east towards the chambered cairn at Sandhill (Site 34) and north-east towards the chambered 

cairn at Eday Church Hall (Site 24). The five operational turbines on Spur Ness, Sanday are clearly visible to the 

east. All six turbines of the Proposed Development would be visible in views north-west from the standing stone 

beyond Ferness Bay. Figure 6.21, which shows the view from the Sands of Musetter, demonstrates that the 

Proposed Development would appear as a prominent feature against the skyline in views north-west from the 

standing stone. However, the Proposed Development would not feature in key views east from the monument 

towards Eday Sound and the aforementioned prehistoric monuments in Eday. Views towards the standing stone 

from the Eday Church Hall chambered cairn and Sandhill chambered cairn would not feature the Proposed 

Development. However, the Proposed Development would be visible in views towards the standing stone from 

The Manse chambered cairn from where it would be seen offset to the west in views of the standing stone. 

Owing to the distance of separation of over 3.5 km between the standing stone and the Proposed Development 

the turbines would appear as background features and would not diminish the relative dominance of the 

standing stone on the skyline when viewed from The Manse chambered cairn. The  Proposed Development 

would thus constitute a change to the wider setting of the monument but would not impact on the ability to 

understand and appreciate the standing stone as a ritual monument in a prominent location with visual links to 

other ritual monuments in the landscape. The impact magnitude would be low. The level of effect would be 

minor and not significant. 

The Stone of Setter (Site 39) standing stone is set on a south-west facing slope at 25 m AOD above an unclassified 

road overlooking the Mill Loch. It commands extensive seaward views to the north-east towards the Calf of Eday 

as well as north towards prehistoric ritual and funerary monuments at Fold of Setter (Site 38), Huntersquoy (Site 

41) and Carrick Farm (Site 45). Views east and west from the monument are foreshortened by the intervening 

land masses at Hill of Calf Sound and Resting Hill respectively. As shown on Figure 10.16, intervening land masses 

would block views of all of the turbine towers. One turbine would be seen to hub height, with the remaining five 

turbines visible to tip height. The turbines would be visible at a distance of 3.2 km and would be clearly separated 

from the ritual prehistoric landscape of Eday to which the standing stone relates. The Proposed Development 

would not feature in key views north-west from the monument towards Vinquoy Hill and it would remain legible 

as a ritual monument set within a prehistoric landscape. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level 

of effect would be minor and not significant. 

The Manse, chambered cairn and church (Site 23) comprises the remains of a Maeshowe‐type chambered cairn 

dating from the Neolithic period, together with an adjacent ruined 19th century church and its enclosure wall. 

This cairn survives as an elongated quarried pile of debris measuring about 40 m by 18 m with several loose slabs 

within it. It is suggestive of a long cairn, although its original plan cannot be determined. The overgrown and 

spread out remains of the cairn give no clue to the original layout of the chambers and the possibility that the 

remains were those of a settlement mound cannot, however, be entirely excluded. Both the church and cairn 

are enclosed by a low stone dyke, which probably also incorporates stone from the chambered cairn. The 

monument is situated on north shoulder of Chapel Hill at 50 m AOD, overlooking Eday Sound in an area rich in 
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evidence for prehistoric activity, including the Eday Church Hall chambered cairn (Site 24), Sandhill chambered 

cairn (Site 34) and the Burn of Musetter standing stone (Site 22) which is visible against the skyline to the north-

west. Although the exact form of the monument cannot be determined from its surviving remains, it is legible 

as a probable burial cairn set within a landscape rich in prehistoric funerary monuments and is thus judged to 

be of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six of the Proposed Development turbines would be 

visible in views north-west from the chambered cairn from where they would be visible to below hub height and 

seen against the skyline beyond the intervening rising moorland. As noted above, the turbines would be offset 

to the west of the key view to the Burn of Musetter standing stone. The  Proposed Development would not be 

visible in key views north from the monument towards other prehistoric funerary monuments and it would not 

be seen in any key views towards the cairn from across Eday. Views of the Proposed Development would alter 

the baseline setting of the monument but would not affect the observer’s ability to understand the contribution 

that setting makes to the asset’s overall significance. The magnitude of impact would be low. The level of effect 

would be minor and not significant.  

Eday Church Hall, chambered cairn (Site 24) stands on a gentle slope about 60 m south of the public road. It is 

largely heather and turf covered, with stonework, presumably the remains of the chamber, exposed in the 

centre. It measures approximately 16 m in diameter. This cairn is evidently of the stalled category, with a 

chamber about 4.5 m long and has four low spur walls extending out, one from each angle. Sandhill, chambered 

cairn (Site 34) is located approximately 500 m south south-east of Eday Church Hall chambered cairn and is a 

circular, grass‐covered stony mound, measuring approximately 9 m in diameter and 0.8 m high. Both 

monuments are set in open heather moorland and overlook Eday Sound to the east and have key visual links 

with other prehistoric monuments on Eday to the south and the Burn of Musetter standing stone to the south-

east (Eday Church Hall) and east (Sandhill). The Mill Hill chambered cairn to the north has a conspicuous presence 

on the skyline, whilst the Bay of London Mound can be seen on the valley floor, also to the north. The five 

operational Spur Ness turbines at Sanday are clearly visible in views east from both monuments. The entrance 

passage to Sandhill cairn opens from the east south-east also indicating that views south and south-east from 

these monuments are a key component of their settings. These chambered cairns are an important component 

of the wider prehistoric landscape in Eday and their importance is enhanced by their proximity to one another 

as well as to other ritual and prehistoric monuments and they are judged to be of high relative sensitivity to 

changes in their settings. 

All six turbines of the Proposed Development would be visible from the chambered cairn at Eday Church Hall 

and would be seen at a distance of 3.88 km. From Sandhill only the tips of turbines would be visible 4.2 km 

beyond the steeply rising ridge. The turbines would be seen in views north-west from both monuments across 

Fersness Bay. In both cases the turbines would be seen beyond the key views within and across the island of 

Eday which relate to an understanding of the cultural significance of the monuments in their current settings. 

The magnitude of impact in the case of Eday Church Hall would be low. The magnitude of impact in the case of 

Sandhill which would only have visibility of turbine tips would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor 

and not significant in each case. 

The Bay of London chambered cairn (Site 33) survives as a circular mound measuring 12.5 m in diameter and 

1.2 m in height. The mound is set in improved pasture on the north side of the Bay of London in Eday east of a 

ruinous post-medieval farmstead. The monument is located at 5 m AOD close to the coastal edge and, overlooks 

the Bay of London and has wide views to the east towards Sanday which include the operational turbines at Spur 

Ness. The monument is located east of Eday airport on the narrow isthmus that links south and north Eday and 

the chambered cairn has a visual relationship with other broadly contemporary, funerary monuments on both 

sides of the island and a key visual relationship with the Mill Hill chambered cairn (Site 25) set to its north. Views 

west from the monument are across the airport to Loch Doomy and Ferseness Bay beyond. As a ritual funerary 

monument with key visual links over the coast to east and west and to other ritual monuments to north and 

south, the Bay of London chambered cairn is judged to be of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. 

The Proposed Development would be located 3.7 km north-west of the monument. The low landform of Doomy 
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west of the monument would block visibility of the base of Turbine 6. The hubs of all turbines would be visible 

against the skyline and would represent a change to the baseline setting of the monument. However, the 

Proposed Development would be located beyond the key view out across the Bay of London and would not 

interrupt key views north and south across the island of Eday which relate to an understanding of the monument 

in its wider ritual prehistoric landscape setting. The magnitude of impact would be low. The level of effect would 

be minor and not significant. 

Mill Hill, chambered cairn (Site 25) is set in heather moorland at the summit of Mill Hill at 53 m AOD. The 

monument is a large distinct rounded mound covered in heather and stands 1.6 m high and measures 19 m 

across with traces of the remains of horns to its east. The monument commands panoramic views across the 

landscape the most extensive of which are to the east across Eday Sound to Sanday, where the five operational 

turbines at Spur Ness are clearly visible. The monument is located 1 km north of the chambered cairn at London 

Bay and also occupies the narrow isthmus that connects north and south Eday. As with the Bay of London, Mill 

Hill chambered cairn has visual and contextual links to funerary prehistoric monuments in both the north and 

south of the island and the cairn forms a prominent landmark when viewed from both the north and the south. 

It therefore creates a visual link between the northern and southern Eday monument groups. It is judged to be 

of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. The Proposed Development would be located 3.5 km west 

north-west of Mill Hill chambered cairn. As shown on Figure 10.17 the tips of all six turbines would be visible but 

they would be seen beyond the intervening landform of Stennie Hill which would block views of the majority of 

the Proposed Development. No turbine towers would be visible. The hub of Turbine 6 would be seen with 

visibility of all other turbines limited to extreme tips. Limited visibility of the Proposed Development would be 

seen beyond views which contribute to our understanding of the cultural significance of the chambered cairn 

and would constitute a marginal alteration to the baseline setting of the monument. The magnitude of impact 

would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not significant 

The Calf of Eday, chambered cairn (Site 28) comprises an Orkney‐Cromarty type round cairn with a partly rock‐

cut Bookan‐type chamber. The monument survives entirely below ground level, and is covered by a low heather‐

covered mound the centre of which has been removed together with one of the lintels to give access to the 

chamber. Access to the Calf of Eday was not gained for the purposes of the assessment and the monument was 

overlooked from the adjacent east shore of Eday. From here, it was seen to be set in heather moorland 

overlooking Calf Sound. As a prehistoric ritual burial monument overlooking the coast and with probable key 

visual links along a north-west to south-east alignment from Vinquoy Hill (site 40) to the Stone of Setter (Site 

39), the monument is judged to be of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six of the Proposed 

Development turbines would be seen in views west from this monument at a distance of 4.9  km. The turbines 

would be visible as blade tips seen against the skyline and beyond the intervening ridges of Vinquoy  Hill and 

Resting Hill. The turbines would be seen to backdrop the chambered cairn at Vinquoy Hill (Site 40) which stands 

close to the high point on the island of Eday. All other funerary monuments with which the Calf of Eday is 

intervisible are located at lower points in the landscape and thus the landform would be seen to rise behind 

them and the Proposed Development would be seen beyond that intervening landform. The Proposed 

Development would not interrupt key views across Calf Sound and towards the ritual funerary monuments on 

Eday. The Proposed Development would alter the baseline setting of the monument but would not affect the 

observer’s ability to understand the contribution that the coastal setting makes to the asset’s overall 

significance. The magnitude of impact would be low. The level of effect would be minor and not significant. 

Tuquoy, settlement W of Cross‐Kirk, Westray (Site 15) comprises the remains of a high‐status settlement of the 

Norse period located on the cliff edge along a stretch between 50 m and 160 m west of the 12th‐century Cross‐

Kirk (Site 16). It is a high‐status settlement of the Norse period of which comparable examples, also associated 

with a 12th‐century church, are known from elsewhere in Orkney, notably at Cobbie Row's Castle on Wyre and 

Orphir on Mainland. The nearby Scheduled Monument of Cross‐Kirk (Westside Church), church & burial ground, 

Tuquoy, Westray (Site 16) lies in rough grassland on the south shore of the Ness of Tuquoy, at around 5 m AOD. 

The church is now roofless. The earliest part appears to be 12th century in date and comprises a rectangular 



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY 

12 APPENDIX 10.2 

 

nave which was extended westwards at a later date, probably in the 16th or 17th century. The building measures 

approximately 20 m east to west by about 7 m transversely. The church stands within a burial ground, enclosed 

by a stone wall. Traces of an earlier sub‐rectangular enclosure, represented by a turf‐covered bank, are apparent 

to the north and east of the church. The church probably owes its location to the presence of the nearby 

important aforementioned settlement of late Norse date (Site 16) and thus the settings of the two monuments 

are interrelated. Both monuments are set at 5 m AOD on the coastal edge with improved pasture to their east. 

The coastal setting offers panoramic views across the landscape and seascape, the most extensive of which are 

views south across Westray Firth and south-east, to the south spur of Westray. Views north from the monument 

are less extensive due to rising ground but feature evidence for an intensively settled multi-period landscape, 

including modern and post-medieval settlements. Views south-west extend towards the multi-period landscape 

at Knowe of Skea (Site 37) although only the landform is recognisable at this distance. The position of the 

monument, overlooking the location of this multi-period landscape and the adjacent coastline indicates that it 

may have been sited to exploit these extensive views and that this location has been important in the landscape 

over several millennia. The remains of the settlement (Site 15) and the church and burial ground (Site 16) are 

judged to be of high sensitivity to changes in their settings. Figure 10.19 presents a wireline view from the Cross-

Kirk (Site 16) and Figure 6.23 presents a photomontage from the nearby Ness of Turquoy to the north-east. 

These visualisations show that all six turbines of  the Proposed Development would be visible in views south-

east from both monuments. The turbines would be seen at a distance of over 9 km and beyond the intervening 

low lying land mass of Westray. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor 

and not significant. 

Knowe of Skea, prehistoric settlement and burials (Site 37) are located on the tip of Berst Ness, Westray. The 

Knowe of Skea is situated at the southern extremity of Berst Ness and has previously been interpreted both as 

a cairn and as a settlement mound. The monument has been subject to numerous seasons of excavations which 

discovered a multi-phase site with evidence for activity dating from the Neolithic through to the Viking era. 

Excavations revealed that the asset had been used as a burial ground for a prolonged period during the Iron Age. 

Human remains recovered during the first seasons of excavations were radiocarbon dated to the turn of the first 

millennium BC/AD. These dates highlighted the significance of this burial ground; burials of individuals of all 

ages, including a very high number of infants, were recovered and represent the largest known collection of 

burials of Iron Age date from Scotland. This prehistoric funerary landscape on the promontory at Berst Ness,  

demonstrates the enduring spiritual importance of this place throughout prehistory and it is judged to be of high 

relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six turbines of the Proposed Development would be visible in 

views south-east from the remains of this monument. The turbines would be seen at a distance of 9.8 km and 

beyond the intervening low lying land mass of Westray and backdropped by Eday. The turbines would introduce 

new vertical features which would break the skyline above the low lying land masses of Westray, Faray and Eday. 

However, views of the turbines would not reduce the ability to understand and appreciate the coastal setting of 

the monument. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not 

significant. 

Noltland Castle (Site 123) comprises the substantial remains of a castle of 16th-century date, built by Sir Gilbert 

Balfour. The castle is set within a walled enclosure south of an unclassified road and overlooking the Loch of 

Burness to south and Pierowall and Bay of Pierowall to the east. It was built to be the fortified, elaborate home 

of a wealthy and important man and as such its external design is overtly militaristic. The castle’s outline, with 

distinctive tall crow-stepped tower gables, is visible over a considerable distance. The upper levels of the castle 

give extensive views over Pierowall harbour and the northern Orkney islands, including Faray beyond, serving 

as a reminder of the importance of maritime communications, as well as the need for security. As a defensive 

high status structure designed to monitor the surrounding landscape and to be seen from it is judged to be of 

high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six tips of the Proposed Development would be visible from 

the exterior south facing elevation of the castle with the lower portion of turbines blocked by the intervening 

landforms of Knucker Hill and Fitty Hill. Views of Faray are possible from the upper stories of the tower and it is 
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likely that the turbines would be fully visible from here. The Proposed Development would be seen beyond the 

Loch of Burness to the south and Pierowall and Bay of Pierowall to east over which the castle was designed to 

dominate. The Proposed Development would not feature in any views towards the castle. The ability to 

understand and appreciate the castle as a defensive and intimidating structure within its localised island setting 

would not be affected. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not 

significant.  

Fitty Hill (Site 124) and Howa Tower (Site 125) chambered cairns comprise circular burial mounds overlooking 

the Bay of Tuqouy on Westray. Both monuments are prominently located and survive to approximately 1 m in 

height. The chambered cairn at Fitty Hill is set in rough pasture on a south-east facing slope overlooking the Bay 

of Tuqouy. It is afforded panoramic views across the landscape, the most extensive of which are north-east to 

Papa Westray and south-east to Faray. Key views south are to Howa Tower chambered cairn (Site 125). Two 

operational turbines are set within 500 m of Fitty Hill cairn. Howa Towa chambered cairn is set in semi-improved 

pasture at 53 m AOD on the summit of a low hill. The cairn is locally dominant and visible against the skyline. It 

has key views north to the cairn on the shoulder of Fitty Hill (Site 124). Both chambered cairns are clearly legible 

as burial mounds and sited to overlook and be seen from a wide landscape area and both are judged to be of 

high relative sensitivity to changes in their settings. The Proposed Development would be visible to full height 

from both cairns. The turbines would be seen across a wide stretch of sea and beyond the southern spur of 

Westray at a distance of over 11 km in each case. The Proposed Development would introduce new vertical 

elements into a wide landscape which currently features open views of low-lying landforms. Views of the 

Proposed Development would not diminish the ability to appreciate these landforms when viewed from the 

cairns, nor would it affect the ability to understand and appreciate the local dominance of these burial 

monuments and their intervisibility across Westray. The magnitude of impact would be low in each case. The 

level of effect would be minor and not significant.  

St Magnus Church, Egilsay (Site 31) comprises the unroofed but otherwise largely complete remains of a church 

of late Norse (12th-century) date, and a very small part of the enclosed graveyard around it. The church, with its 

distinctive, tall tower is prominently sited at 35 m AOD on the highest point of the largely flat island of Egilsay. 

The church consists of a rectangular chancel, a nave and cylindrical western tower arranged on an east-west 

axis, with an overall length of 19.2 m. The tower has three doorways one above the other on its eastern face 

indicating that views east to Eday were of importance for the builders of the tower. The tower survives to a 

height of about 15 m, although it probably originally stood to about 19 m. The tower is a unique survival of a 

small group of distinctive Norse towers in Orkney and Shetland with architectural parallels in North Germany 

and around the North Sea. This provides evidence for the extensive maritime trading and political contacts of 

the Orkney earldom. The tower is a prominent landmark from land and sea, visible over a considerable distance. 

It is of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. 

The site visit suggested that, at ground level, visibility of the Proposed Development would be partially impeded 

by intervening farm buildings. However, as shown on Figure 10.23, all six turbines of the Proposed Development 

would be theoretically visible in views north-east from St Magnus Church at a distance of 8.35 km. The turbines 

would be visible to full height; the lower portions of Turbines 1-4 would be seen backdropped by the low hills of 

Eday, whereas Turbines 5-6 would be seen against the skyline to their full height. At this distance there would 

be no challenge to the apparent vertical dominance of the tower on the island of Egilsay. Figure 10.24 shows the 

view south from the North Ronaldsay ferry route showing the Proposed Development in the foreground with 

Egilsay and St Magnus Church located to the south beyond the intervening land mass of Faray. From this location 

it is not possible to see St Magnus Church and thus there would be no impact on the views towards St Magnus 

Church from the North Ronaldsay ferry route north-east of Faray. Figure 10.25 shows the view from the Papa 

Westray ferry route north of Faray. This shows that the landform of the Holm of Faray would block much of the 

Proposed Development from view from this location and that it would also block visibility of the tower of St 

Magnus Church which would not be visible from here. Figure 6.20 shows the view from the summit of Vinquoy 

Hill Eday. The tower of St Magnus Church is visible in the distance backdropped by the hills of Rousay. Its 
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distinctive tower shape can be made out but from this distance it appears as a minor landscape component. In 

this visualisation the Proposed Development turbines are visible north of the church and thus do not challenge 

the apparent vertical dominance (such as it can be made out from this location).  The Proposed Development 

may also be theoretically visible in the same view as St Magnus Church from other locations on approach to 

Faray from the north and north-east. However, as demonstrated by the appended visualisations and given the 

distances involved, St Magnus Church tower would appear as a small feature backdropped by the hills of Rousay, 

Wyre and the Mainland. Views towards St Magnus Church featuring the Proposed Development in the 

background would be very limited. As shown in Figure 10.5 land west of the church and approach to the church 

from the ferry route to the west are located outwith the ZTV and thus would not feature the Proposed 

Development. St Magnus Church and the Proposed Development would both be visible in views to the church 

from the south, however in such views the Proposed Development would be offset to the north-east and thus 

not seen juxtaposed with the church. The Proposed Development would thus be visible from St Magnus Church 

but would appear as a distant feature and would not affect the ability to appreciate the scale, design and 

prominent location of the Church, which in turn reinforces an understanding of the wealth, connections and 

maritime nature of the Orkney Earldom. Views of St Magnus Church in conjunction with the Proposed 

Development from across the surrounding landscape and seascape would be very limited and the Proposed 

Development would not challenge views of the distinctive silhouette of the tower. The magnitude of impact 

would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not significant.  

Onziebust, chambered cairn (site 32) is set on the summit of a rocky ridge at 15 m AOD. It comprises the remains 

of a chambered cairn measuring 20 m by 17 m and is 1.8 m in height. The top of the mound has been extensively 

dug into and little that is intelligible survives of the remainder of the chamber. Although denuded, the 

monument remains legible as a burial cairn and its prominent siting overlooking the flat coastal plain to the east 

and to the south contributes to an understanding of its cultural significance. It is judged to be of high relative 

sensitivity to changes to its setting. All six turbines of the Proposed Development would be visible from the cairn. 

The turbines would be visible 9.8 km north-east of the cairn where they would be seen to full height against the 

skyline. Views towards the cairn from across Egilsay would not feature the Proposed Development. It would be 

possible to see the Proposed Development in the same view as the chambered cairn in views from the island of 

Wyre from the south-west. In such views the Proposed Development would be seen offset to the north and it 

would not diminish the ability to appreciate the prominent location of the cairn in the context of its island 

setting. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not significant.  

Lock of Scockness, broch (Site 43) survives as a large irregularly‐shaped grass‐grown stony mound which stands 

at least 3 m high on the north-east coast of Rousay. The broch mound is set in semi-improved pasture within a 

walled enclosure on a low summit at 5 m AOD overlooking the Loch of Scockenss to the south-east and the bay 

at North Sand to the east. The broch mound is surrounded by uneven ground where quarrying has taken place 

in the past, indicating the presence of additional structures outside the broch tower, possibly the remains of a 

broch village or later settlement. The strategic lochside and costal location of the broch contributes to the 

understanding and appreciation of this defensive prehistoric monument in its current landscape setting and it is 

of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six of the Proposed Development turbines would be visible 

north-east of the broch. The turbines would be seen across the Westray Firth at a distance of 8.46 km. The 

Proposed Development would be seen outwith the intimate lochside and coastal setting which are of most 

relevance to the understanding of the defensive function of this monument. The magnitude of impact would be 

negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not significant. 

Yatenes Stone, standing stone, Faraclett, Rousay (Site 44) is a large sandstone block standing approximately 

2.2m high and 1.6 m wide by 0.6m thick. It faces to the east and leans slightly to the west. It is situated in 

improved pasture west of a modern farm track and on a gentle east facing slope at the foot of Faraclett Head. 

The monument commands wide views out to the east towards Scock Ness and Egilsay. The standing stone’s 

setting is largely confined to the Rousay landform and it forms part of a wider rich landscape of prehistoric 

monuments in Rousay, many of them funerary or ceremonial in function. It is of high relative sensitivity to 
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changes in setting. All six of the Proposed Development turbines would be visible north-east of the standing 

stone. The turbines would be seen across the Westray Firth at a distance of 8.8 km. The Proposed Development 

would be seen beyond the prehistoric landscape in which the monument is set and which is of most relevance 

to the understanding the ritual nature of this monument. The Proposed Development would not feature in the 

background of views towards the standing stone from nearby prehistoric funerary monuments with which the 

standing stone is linked. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and 

not significant. 

Holm of Papa Westray Chambered Cairn (Site 126) is a Maeshowe-type chambered cairn of Neolithic date. It is 

located on a low summit at the south end of the small island of Holm of Papa Westray. The monument comprises 

a grass-covered mound measuring 38 m by 19.5 m and 3 m high it is large and imposing, and visible from a 

distance. The Holm of Papa Westray South Chambered Cairn is one of three chambered cairns located on the 

Holm of Papa Westray. A small stalled cairn at the north end of the island known as the ‘Holm of Papa Westray 

North’ cairn has been radiocarbon dated to the mid-4th millennium BC. A large mound located to the north west 

(‘Holm of Papa Westray Centre’) represents a possible third. There were possibly more cairns, which are not 

now visible. The monument is afforded panoramic views across the landscape and is understood in the context 

of a funerary landscape and it is judged to be of high relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. The Proposed 

Development would be located south of the cairn. As shown on Figure 10.20 all six turbines of the Proposed 

Development would be visible beyond intervening low landform of Westray and seen at a distance of 14.5 km. 

The Proposed Development would not be seen in any key views to or from the chambered cairn and other 

chambered cairns on the island. The setting of the monument as part of a wider funerary ritual landscape would 

remain legible. The Proposed Development would thus constitute a slight change to baseline setting beyond 

those elements that contribute to our understanding of its cultural significance. The magnitude of impact would 

be negligible. The level of effect would be minor and not significant.  

The Category C Listed Rusk Holm House (Site 49) is a single storey, windowless house built to accommodate kelp 

gatherers working on the island of Rusk Holm. The island was not accessed for the purposes of the assessment 

and the setting of the house was assessed from Faray to the east and also from the Westray ferry. The tall brick‐

lined chimneys which stand from the ground to roof height, at each gable, were built to burn the kelp. The house 

is now used as a shelter for the farmer, when he tends to his sheep. An understanding of the setting of the house 

relates primarily to its functional nature and location on a remote island to provide shelter for workers close to 

the kelp resource and it is judged to be of low sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six turbines of the Proposed 

Development would be visible east of the house at a distance of 1.6 km and would be seen to full height against 

the skyline. As the only visible built structure on the low lying island of Rusk Holm the house has a highly visible 

and distinctive silhouette and is visible on the skyline. Given the proximity of the Proposed Development and 

their proposed height they would appear as substantially larger structures and would thus diminish the apparent 

dominance of the house on the skyline in views of Rusk Holm from the east and in more distinct approaches 

from the north and south. The house would remain dominant within its island setting. The ability to understand 

and appreciate the building as kelp growing accommodation would not be diminished. The magnitude of impact 

is judged to be medium. The level of effect would be minor and not significant. 

 

Negligible Effects 

Helzie windmill stump at Rapness (Site 48) is a Category C Listed 19th century solid rubble circular turret post 

mill tower. It is set in improved pasture on gentle south facing slope overlooking Rapness Sound and Rapness 

Ferry Terminal. An overhead line is set to the north of the building. Its location is close to the Bu (signifying 

principal/original farm) of Rapness, which is just to the north-west and it is a prominent landscape feature. As a 

functional structure set in low‐lying surrounding land the windmill stump is judged to be of low relative 

sensitivity to changes in its setting. Figure 6.22 shows predicted visibility from the nearby Westray Ferry Terminal 

at Rapness. This shows that all six of the Proposed Development turbines would be visible. The turbines would 
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be seen to full height with the majority of turbine towers and all hubs and blades seen against the skyline. The 

Proposed Development would be a prominent feature in views south from the windmill. Views of the Proposed 

Development from a former windmill will serve to reinforce the historical importance of wind power generation 

on the northern islands of Orkney and would not affect the ability to understand and appreciate the cultural 

significance of this building as a former means of generating wind power. The magnitude of impact would be 

low. The level of effect would be negligible and not significant. 

The Category A Listed Sangar croft house (Site 50) is situated prominently at a crossroads of unclassified roads 

less than 1 km from the ferry pier at Rapness. The arrangement of the buildings, and the wider layout of 

rectilinear fields remains largely unchanged from that shown on the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey map of 1879. 

Numerous modern features are also visible in the views including modern farm buildings, wind turbines and 

overhead electricity lines. An understanding and appreciation of the croft buildings in their current setting is 

gained from an understanding of their relationship with the surrounding arable agricultural land which in turn 

can inform us about changing settlement patterns and agricultural land‐use. The continued arable land-use 

relates to the remnants of a corn-drying kiln within the croft and surrounding wind turbines and the nearby wind 

mill at Rapness link to the remains of the windmill at Sangar. The croft is judged to be of low relative sensitivity 

to changes in its setting. As shown on Figure 10.15 the Proposed Development would be visible in views south 

from Sangar from where it would be seen beyond intervening agricultural land to which the setting of the croft 

relates and beyond modern farm buildings and a single wind turbine. Owing to the separation distance of 

4.67 km, the Proposed Development would appear similar in size and scale to the small wind turbine south of 

the croft house. The Proposed Development would not affect the ability to understand and appreciate the croft 

house as an important surviving element of vernacular architecture set within an agricultural landscape. The 

magnitude of impact would be low. The level of effect would be negligible and not significant.  

The burnt mound at Dale, Eday (Site 35) survives as a roughly crescent‐shaped grass covered mound, measuring 

approximately 11 m in diameter and 1.4 m high. The burnt mound is bisected across its northern third by a 

modern drainage channel and stone dyke. The mound is situated on the west coast of Eday, 70 m from the 

coastal edge at around 10 m AOD, and is surrounded by low‐lying boggy ground.  The monument commands 

open and wide views west across Westray Firth to Egilsay and north over rising ground at Fers Ness. The placing 

of burnt mounds was to a large extent determined by their function and proximity to a local water source, 

though an allowance has to be made for the positioning of the mounds on west facing slope which may indicate 

that it was placed to be prominent within, or exact control over, the adjacent coastal area. The burnt mound is  

judged to be of low sensitivity to changes in its setting. All six turbine tips of the Proposed Development would 

be visible in views north from the burnt mound from where it would be seen beyond the intervening low rising 

ground at Fers Ness and its associated large modern farm complex. The Proposed Development would be 

located on a separate land mass beyond the watercourse and land which relates to an understanding of the 

cultural significance of this monument. The magnitude of impact would be low. The level of effect would be 

negligible and not significant.  

Faraclett Head, chambered tombs, (Site 18) comprise the remains of two adjacent mounds, thought to be the 

remains of chambered tombs although they are difficult to understand from their visible surviving remains. The 

mounds are set on a steep south-west facing slope at 75 m AOD overlooking other prehistoric monuments on 

Rousay. The monuments are somewhat degraded with the eastern mound having been cut by a modern track. 

They are understandable as the remains of prehistoric mounds although their function is not readily apparent. 

The nearby Faraclett Head, stone setting (Site 20) comprises a stone setting of prehistoric date, but 

indeterminate function set on a south-east facing slope in heather moorland at 85 m AOD. The setting consists 

of two parallel rows of upright slabs, with one end of the arrangement almost blocked by another upright slab. 

The two rows of slabs are each approximately 4 m long and contain four and three slabs respectively. All of the 

slabs are now leaning substantially off the vertical, with no regularity in the direction of tilt and it is not possible 

to determine whether they were originally set up exactly in parallel lines. The stone setting lies in a prominent 

position within a small, natural amphitheatre. The surrounding terraced landscape prohibits long lines of sight 
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and the monument is visually isolated. Although the precise function of the Faraclett Head monuments remains 

unclear, as prehistoric remains sited in close proximity to a range of other contemporary funerary monuments 

these monuments are judged to be of medium relative sensitivity to changes in their settings. The ground rises 

steeply to the north of both monuments which would limit visibility of the Proposed Development to extreme 

tips of turbines seen beyond the intervening landform of Faraclett Head. The turbine tips would be seen at a 

distance of over 9.4 km in each case. Key visual relationships between these prehistoric monuments and those 

located to the narrow glen to the south-west and on Kierfea Hill to the west would not be affected. The Proposed 

Development would thus constitute a very slight alteration to the setting of the monument beyond those 

elements that contribute to our understanding and appreciation of their cultural significance. The magnitude of 

impact would be negligible in each case. The level of effect would be negligible and not significant. 

Green Hill Broch (Site 128) is set in rough pasture adjacent to the airfield at Stronsay. It comprises an extensive 

mound of stones with no characteristic features, a circular formation on top being of too great a diameter for a 

broch. As a possible defensive feature now too denuded to fully understand in its current setting, the broch is 

judged to be of medium relative sensitivity to changes in its setting. As shown on Figure 10.22 the Proposed 

Development would be visible in views north from the broch. It would be seen at a distance of  11.7 km and 

would be seen in the same view as the operational turbines on Spur Ness Point, Sanday. Owing to the greater 

distance, the Proposed Development would appear as a smaller feature than Spurness Point wind farm. Distant 

visibility of the Proposed Development within a view already featuring turbines would constitute a slight 

alteration to the baseline setting of the monument beyond those elements that contribute to our understanding 

and appreciation of its cultural significance. The magnitude of impact would be negligible. The level of effect 

would be negligible and not significant.  

Neutral Effects 

Knowes of Maebeck Burnt Mound (Site 127) is set in gently sloping ground in the centre of the island of Papa 

Westray from where it is afforded extensive views east over South Wick. The placing of burnt mounds was to a 

large extent determined by their function and proximity to a local water source. The monument is judged to be 

of low sensitivity to changes in its setting. As shown on Figure 10.21 there would be no visibility of the Proposed 

development from the monument. There would be some visibility from the adjacent landscape. However, it 

would not affect the ability to understand and appreciate this monument as a burnt mound. The magnitude of 

impact would be negligible. The level of effect would be neutral and not significant.  
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Plate 1 Clearance cairn (Site 79) adjacent to drainage ditch from west

Plate 2 Cairn (Site 90) close to coastal edge from west
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Plate 3 Structural remains (Site 111) from north.

Plate 4 Cairn (Site 61) from south-west.
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Plate 5 Cairn (Site 76) on east coast from east

Plate 6 Cairn (Site 77) on east coast from south
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Plate 7 Neatly stacked cairn (Site 97) on west coast from east.

Plate 8 Neatly stacked cairn (Site 102) on west coast from south
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Plate 9 Mound (Site 4) from south

Plate 10 View towards Faray Chambered Cairn (Site 1) from south.
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Plate 11 Centre of Faray Chambered Cairn (Site 1) from north.

Plate 12 View along sheep dyke (Site 65) from east
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Plate 13 View of entrance to sheep dyke (Site 65) from north

Plate 14 Entrance to burial ground (Site 8) from west
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Plate 15 Gabions in north-west corner of burial ground (Site 8) from south-east

Plate 16 Site 108 with burial ground (Site 8) in background from south
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Plate 17 Quoy (Site 51) from east

Plate 18 Cott (Site 52) from south-east.
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Plate 19 Doggerboat (Site 53) from south-east

Plate 20 School (Site 54) from south-east
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Plate 21 Rear of school (Site 54) and flagstone fence from north

Plate 22 Hamar (Site 55) from south-east
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Plate 23 Kiln at Hamar (Site 55) from east

Plate 24 View towards Lackquoy (Site 57) and Roadside (Site 14) from south
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Plate 25 Roadside (Site 14) from south

Plate 26 The Hill (Site 56) from north-west
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Plate 27 Windywall (Site 58) from south-east

Plate 28 Holland (Site 59) from south-east
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Plate 29 Ness (Site 60) from south

Plate 30 Site 115 from south
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Plate 31 The road (Site 114) from south

Plate 32 Detail of road (Site 114) construction from west
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Plate 33 Concrete slipway (Site 119) from north-west

Plate 34 Boathouse (Site 34) from south-east
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Plate 35 Landing area at Djubi Geo (Site 121) from north

Plate 36 Location of former nausts (Site 11) from south-east
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Plate 37 Reamins of walls (Site 91) eroding from cliff edge from south

Plate 38 Structural remains (Site 132) eroding from cliff edge from east
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Plate 39 Quarry scoop (Site 106) from south

Plate 40 Sheep dip (Site 110) from west
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Plate 41 Water tank (Site 93) from north

Plate 42 Stone feature (Site 94) from east



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY 

i APPENDIX 12.1  

 

  

Appendix 12.1: Transport Assessment  

Contents 

Purpose of Report 3 

Report Structure 3 

Site Background 4 

Policy Context 7 

Study Methodology 9 

Baseline Conditions 10 

Trip Generation and Distribution 14 

Construction Traffic Impact Assessment 22 

Abnormal Indivisible Load Summary 24 

Proposed Traffic Mitigation Measures 25 

Summary & Conclusions 27 

Annex A: Abnormal Load Route Survey 28 

 

 



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY 

ii APPENDIX 12.1  

 

  

This page is intentionally blank. 



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY 

3 TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT 

 

  

Appendix 12.1 Transport Assessment 

Purpose of Report 
Pell Frischmann (PF) has been commissioned by Orkney Islands Council (OIC) “the Applicant” to undertake a 
Transport Assessment (TA) of the transport issues associated with the Proposed Development on Faray. 

The report identifies the key transport and access issues associated with the Proposed Development, including 
the route for abnormal loads. The TA identifies where the Proposed Development may require mitigation works 
to accommodate the predicted traffic; however, the detailed design of these remedial works is beyond the 
agreed scope of this report. 

Report Structure 
Following this introduction, the TA report is structured as follows: 

▪ Description of the Proposed Development; 

▪ Review of the relevant transport and planning policies; 

▪ The methodology used within this assessment; 

▪ The baseline transport conditions; 

▪ The trip generation and distribution of traffic in the study area; 

▪ The traffic impact assessment; 

▪ The mitigation proposals for the Proposed Development related traffic within the study 

network; 

▪ Issues relating to abnormal and hazardous loads; 

▪ Indicative launch day traffic management proposals; and 

▪ Summary of the findings of the TA and outlines the key conclusions. 
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Site Background 
The location of the Proposed Development is shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Site Location Plan 

 

Contains Google Map data © 2020 Google 

The Proposed Development will comprise: 

▪ Six wind turbines (maximum blade tip height of 149.9 m) with associated turbine foundations 

and hardstanding areas; 

▪ A network of underground cables linking the turbines to a grid connection point (please note 

that the off-site grid connection is the subject of a separate consenting process and as such is 

not covered in this assessment); 

▪ On-site access tracks connecting the turbine locations; 

▪ A new marine extended slipway for the island to replace the existing dilapidated structure; 

▪ A new permanent landing jetty for the island to allow access for large deliveries and abnormal 

loads; 

▪ A control and maintenance building; 
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▪ Temporary works including a construction compounds; 

▪ Borrow pits; and 

▪ A permanent anemometer mast to measure wind speed and wind direction. 

Candidate Turbines 

The applicant has indicated that they wish to consider turbines in the 133 to 136 m rotor diameter range at a tip 
height of 149.9 m as the candidate turbine for this application. A full Route Survey Report has been undertaken 
for the limited routing that loads will use on the Mainland of Orkney and a copy is contained in Annex A.  

A review of likely turbines has been undertaken. Details of the proposed components are summarised in Table 
1. 

Table 1 - Turbine Size Summary  

Component Length (m) Width (m) Height (m) Weight (t) 

Blade 66.650 4.265 3.124 13.6 

Tower 29.960 4.000 3.930 64.0 

These sections were used for the subsequent swept path assessment of the proposed loads along the access 
route. 

The selection of the final turbine model and specification will be subject to an appropriate procurement process 
following consent of the application. The assumed dimensions may therefore vary slightly from those assumed 
as part of this assessment. 

To provide an accurate assessment scenario based upon the known issues along the access route, it has been 
assumed that all blades would be carried on a Super Wing Carrier trailer to reduce the need for physical 
mitigation in constrained sections of the route. 

Given the sizes of the proposed mid and top tower sections, these along with other loads such as the hub and 
nacelle housing would be carried on a six-axle step frame trailer. The base tower would be carried in a 4+7 clamp 
trailer. 

Examples of the vehicles and trailers are shown in Photographs 1 and 2. 
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Photograph 1 - Super Wing Carrier carrying Turbine Blade 

 

Photograph 2 - Base Tower Transport 
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Policy Context 
An over review of relevant transport planning policies has been undertaken and is summarised below for 
national and local government policies.  

Policy & Guidelines 

Planning Advice Note (PAN) 75 

Planning Advice Note (PAN) 75: Planning for Transport provides advice on the requirements for Transport 
Assessments. The document notes that: 

“… transport assessment to be produced for significant travel generating developments. Transport Assessment 
is a tool that enables delivery of policy aiming to integrate transport and land use planning.” 

“All planning applications that involve the generation of person trips should provide information which covers 
the transport implications of the development. The level of detail will be proportionate to the complexity and 
scale of the impact of the proposal...For smaller developments the information on transport implications will 
enable local authorities to monitor potential cumulative impact and for larger developments it will form part of 
a scoping exercise for a full transport assessment. Development applications will therefore be assessed by 
relevant parties at levels of detail corresponding to their potential impact.” 

Transport Assessment Guidance (2012) 

Transport Scotland’s (TS) Transport Assessment Guidance was published in 2012. It aims to assist in the 
preparation of Transport Assessments (TA) for development proposals in Scotland such that the likely transport 
impacts can be identified and dealt with as early as possible in the planning process. The document sets out 
requirements according to the scale of development being proposed. 

The document notes that a TA will be required where a development is likely to have significant transport 
impacts but that the specific scope and contents of a TA will vary for developments, depending on location, scale 
and type of development. 

Onshore Wind Turbines; Online Renewables Planning Advice (May 2014) 

The most recent Scottish Government advice note regarding onshore wind turbines was published in 2014. The 
advice note identifies the typical planning considerations in determining applications for onshore wind turbines 
including landscape impact, impacts on wildlife and ecology, shadow flicker, noise, ice throw, aviation, road 
traffic impacts, cumulative impacts and decommissioning. 

In terms of road traffic impacts, the guidance notes that in siting wind turbines close to major roads, pre-
application discussions are advisable. This is important for the movement of abnormal indivisible loads during 
the construction period, ongoing planned maintenance and for the decommissioning phase. 

Orkney Local Development Plan 

The Orkney Local Development Plan (LDP) was adopted by Orkney Islands Council in April 2017 and is the 
established planning policy for the Orkney Isles. It sets out a settlement strategy and spatial framework for how 
the Council foresees development occurring in the forthcoming twenty-year period. 

Within the plan, relevant transport elements include: 

“Developments that have the potential to generate significant levels of freight will be directed to industrial 
allocations beside key ports and harbour facilities (Hatston, Copland’s Dock and Lyness).” 

“Development will only be permitted where due regard has been paid to Designing Streets and the proposal 
demonstrates that: 

i. It is well connected to the existing network of roads, paths and cycleways and will not create a barrier to future 
development; 

ii. It can be safely and conveniently accessed by service, delivery and other goods vehicles, as appropriate to the 
development; 
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iii. Any new access, or upgrades to an existing access, linking to the adopted road network has been designed to 
an adoptable standard as defined by the National Roads Development Guide (new accesses should be resource 
efficient, safe for all road users, and convenient for sustainable travel modes); and 

v. There are satisfactory arrangements to ensure that there is provision for the long term maintenance.” 

A Supplementary Energy Guidance noted is included within the LDP. With regards to transport and access, the 
supplementary note advises that: 

“The developer must liaise with the Council as Roads Authority in relation to access and egress from the proposed 
development site. This must include for all works associated with alterations to the existing roads infrastructure 
required to transport materials to and from the development site and to all works associated with construction, 
maintenance and decommissioning.  
 

Depending on the scale of the turbine(s) and the sensitivity of the site, all scales of wind energy developments 
could be required to submit a method statement for the construction of their proposal in support of the 
application. This statement would cover the phasing of construction, associated timescales and methods for 
transporting equipment to and from the site. This is to ensure minimal impacts on the surrounding environment 
and users.” 

Policy Summary 

The Proposed Development can accord with the stated policy objectives and the design of the site and proposed 
mitigation measures will ensure compliance with national and local objectives. 
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Study Methodology 
There are two phases of the life of the Proposed Development. Both have been considered in this assessment 
and are as follows: 

▪ The Construction Phase; and 

▪ The Operational Phase. 

Project Phases – Transport Overview 

The greatest traffic volumes are associated with the project construction phase. The operational phase is 
restricted to occasional maintenance operations which generate significantly lower volumes of traffic that are 
not considered to be in excess of daily traffic variation levels on the road network. 

The ‘worst case’ transport scenario is the construction phase and this assessment concentrates on this phase of 
the Proposed Development.  

It should be noted however that the construction effects are short lived and transitory in nature. 

Scoping Discussions 

The Applicant submitted a scoping report to Orkney Islands Council in respect of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment which included a section considering traffic and transport. A full review of that scoping opinion is 
provided in the Transport Chapter of the EIA (Chapter 12). 
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Baseline Conditions 

Access Arrangements 

Faray is currently uninhabited and does not have any metaled public adopted roads or road going vehicles on 
the island. 

Access to the island for wheeled vehicles is currently taken from a small, dilapidated slipway located to the south 
of the island.  This slipway is in poor condition and is only suitable for small landing craft style vessels.  Access 
for HGV traffic to the island is currently not possible with the current infrastructure. 

To access the island, the following strategy has been developed: 

• A new extended slipway will be required to replace the existing facility.  This item would need to be 
replaced regardless of the Proposed Development as the current slipway is badly damaged and access 
to the island is still required for agricultural purposes.  The new slipway would be built the location of 
the existing slipway and would be built to a standard design for Orkney Islands to allow access for locally 
based vessels; 

• A new landing jetty will be constructed to allow access for larger vessels to Faray.  This is to be located 
in close proximity to the slipway and will allow access for abnormal and heavy loads to the island; 

• A network of access tracks will connect the slipway and landing jetty to the Proposed Development 
elements.  The access tracks would be designed to accommodate all predicted loads and traffic for both 
the construction and operational phases of the Proposed Development.  

Given that there is no traffic or road network on Faray, the traffic impact assessment elements of the study will 
focus on the Mainland of Orkney, where the majority of materials for the construction phase will originate from 
or will be transferred from vessels originating from the UK Mainland or wider afield.   

No assessment of traffic impact will therefore be undertaken on Faray.  

Study Area Determination 

Recent experience from wind farm developments has helped identify likely access routes for construction 
materials, whilst likely locations for staff residences has been used to help inform the extents of the likely study 
area. 

The study area for this assessment is as follows: 

• The A965 from Finstown through to Kirkwall; and 

• Grainshore Road between the Hatston Pier and the junction with the A965. 

The A965 covers the principal route for HGV access from Cursiter Quarry (the nearest quarry to the port) and 
Hatston Pier (the embarkation point for deliveries to Faray).  The A965 in Finstown is an A Class distributor road 
and features regular HGV traffic due to its regional distributor function.  To the east of Heddle Road, the street 
is fronted by residential properties on both sides of the road, with limited retail uses.   

Finstown is the fourth largest settlement within Orkney and there are a small number of community and public 
facilities accessed from the A965 in Finstown (including a garage, public conveniences and a post office).  Other 
community facilities are not directly accessed from the A965, including the primary school, which is accessed 
directly from the A966, to the north of the town. 

The A965 is a district distributor road connecting Kirkwall to Stromness. The road is of a modern design standard 
within the study area and is approximately between 6m and 7.2m in width and is subject to a 60mph speed limit. 
This reduces as the road passes through Finstown. 

The A965 passes into Kirkwall and changes to a 30mph urban distributor road. 

Grainshore Road is a loop to the A965, providing access to industrial units and the Hatston Pier to the north of 
the A road. The road is subject to a 40mph speed limit between the A965 junction and the start of the industrial 
developments to the west of Kirkwall. 
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The study area network is illustrated in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Study Area Network 

 

Contains Google Map data © 2020 Google 

Pedestrian and Cyclist Networks 

There are no Core Paths recorded by Orkney Islands Council on Faray or within the proposed study area. 

The closest Core Paths that interact with the study area are located towards Finstown and are: 

▪ WM7: Path to Keelylang Hill (from A956 to the top of Keelylang Hill – does not cross the A965); 

▪ WM8: Cuween Paths (local paths near Old Finstown Road - does not cross the A965); and 

▪ St Magnus Way: Within Finstown (running along and crossing the A965). 

A review of the Sustrans cycle network plan of the United Kingdom indicates that there are no recommended 
National Cycle Routes (NCR) within the study area. 

There is a segregated cycle / pedestrian path on Grainshore Road in the industrial unit section of the road. This 
provides links from this point, through to Kirkwall town centre via the A965. 

Existing Traffic Conditions 

In order to assess the impact of development traffic on the study area, data from a series of Automatic Traffic 
Count (ATC) sites were obtained. The locations and sources for the data are indicated below: 

▪ A965 Finstown (obtained from the Department for Transport traffic counts); 

▪ Grainshore Road (obtained from published data associated with Costa Head Wind Farm); 

▪ A965 Kirkwall (obtained from the Department for Transport traffic counts); and 

▪ A965 West of Finstown (obtained from the Department for Transport traffic counts). 

The locations of the ATC sites are illustrated in Figure 3.  
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Figure 3: Count Site Locations 

 

Contains Google Map data © 2020 Google 

These sites were identified as being areas where sensitive receptors on the access route would be located. A full 
receptor sensitivity and effect review is prepared in the Traffic and Transport Chapter of the EIA (Chapter 12). 

The traffic counters allowed the traffic flows to be split into vehicle classes and the data have been summarised 
into cars / light goods vehicles (LGV) and Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) (all goods vehicles >3.5 tonnes gross 
maximum weight). 

Construction of the project could commence during 2025 if consent is granted and is anticipated to be complete 
in August 2026, with a break for ecological and wider construction constraints occurring between the 15th of 
September 2025 and March 2026.   

To assess the likely effects during the construction and typical operational phase, base year traffic flows were 
determined by applying a National Road Traffic Forecast (NRTF) low growth factor to the surveyed traffic flows.  

The traffic flows were brought to a common year of 2026 (when the peak of construction works is predicted to 
occur) using National Road Traffic Forecasts (Low Growth estimates). The 2026 baseline flows are presented in 
Table 2 and these flows will be used in the Construction Traffic Impact Assessment. 

Table 2: 2026 24 hour Average Traffic Data 

Location Cars & LGV HGV Total 

A965 Finstown 4405 256 4661 

Grainshore Road 3452 283 3735 

A965 Kirkwall 7783 313 8096 

A965 West of Finstown 3998 243 4241 
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Accident Review 

Road traffic accident data for the five year period commencing 1st January 2015 through to the 31st December 
2019 was obtained from the online resource crashmap.co.uk which uses data collected by the police about road 
traffic crashes occurring on British roads. 

The statistics are categorised into three categories, namely “Slight” for damage only incidents, “Serious” for 
injury accidents and “Fatal” for accidents that result in a death. Tables 3,4 and 5 summarise the accidents noted 
in the study area. 

Table 3: Accident History Summary 

Accident Severity Number of Recorded 

Incidents 

Slight 8 

Serious 1 

Fatal 2 

There are eleven recorded incidents, all occurring on the A965, of which two involved fatalities, one located to 
the west of Finstown and one at Rennibister.  

Table 4: Accident Casualty Summary 

Accident Severity Cyclist Child Motorcyclist Pedestrian 

Slight 1 0 1 1 

Serious 0 0 0 0 

Fatal 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 5: Vehicles Involved in Accidents Summary 

Accident Severity Cyclist Motorcycle Car HGV Bus Young 

Driver 

Slight 1 1 7 2 0 2 

Serious 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Fatal 0 0 2 1 0 1 

 

The statistics indicate that the majority of accidents are “Slight” in nature and that there are a limited number 
of HGV incidents occurring in the five year review period.  

One “Fatal” accident involved a young driver and a car (near Rennibister), whilst the other “Fatal” accident 
involved an HGV and a car (to the west of Finstown). 

Within a three year window, five accidents were recorded with three being “Slight”, one “Serious” and one 
“Fatal”. This suggests an improvement in conditions over the period. 
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Trip Generation and Distribution 

Construction Phase 

General Access Methodology 

During the construction periods, a variety of different material deliveries will need to be made to enable 
construction activities to proceed.  To support the works at the Proposed Development, it will be necessary to 
undertake enabling works such as the construction of the new extended slipway and landing jetty. 

The general access strategy for construction activities will be as follows: 

Initial plant deliveries will be made to site using a landing craft style vessel as illustrated in Photograph 3.  This 
style of vessel would be used for initial deliveries until the new extended slipway is completed. 

Photograph 3 – Example Landing Craft 

 

Copyright Leask Marine 

The design of the slipway would be sufficient to enable access by larger vessels with the bow or stern gate.  For 
the purposes of the assessment, it has been assumed that the OIC reserve ferry, MV Thorsvoe could be used (a 
final selection of vessel would be made post consent).  MV Thorsvoe is illustrated in Photograph 4.  To maximise 
delivery opportunities, the vessel would be loaded with trailers only, with a tractor unit stationed at Faray to 
remove loaded trailers from the ferry and place empty trailers for the return to the Orkney Mainland 

The slipway would be designed to an OIC standard design to provide all round access for locally based vessels 
and to replace the life expired current facility. 

The slipway would then be used for the primary access for bulk materials from Orkney and further afield. 

It is assumed that staff access to Faray would be taken from Westray, where accommodation for staff could be 
arranged.  Staff would travel to Faray on a daily basis using a works boat, with the new slipway allowing staff to 
embark.  An example of a typical works boat is provided in Photograph 5.  Access from Westray to Faray is 
considered to be faster than options from Eday.  The final choice for staff accommodation will be made by the 
Balance of Plant (BoP) contractor, post planning consent. 

Emergency access for staff would be provided via helicopter to allow for fast evacuation as well as by boat from 
the existing access point on the east of Faray. 
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Photograph 4 – MV Thorsvoe 

 

Copyright www.shipspotting.com 

Photograph 5 – Staff Works Boat 

 

Copyright Leask Marine 

To enable abnormal load delivery to Faray, a larger capacity marine facility will be required given the size of the 
proposed loads.  Consultation with turbine suppliers has been undertaken and all have agreed that a landing 
jetty should be provided to allow larger draft vessels access to the island.  The landing jetty will be constructed 
to allow level or near level access from a barge or specialist vessel direct onto Faray.   

Turbine loads will be brought to Hatston Pier on the Mainland of Orkney by an ocean going vessel and the turbine 
components will be stored at OIC controlled storage areas to the west of the pier.  They will then be loaded onto 
the specialist vessel, such as the example illustrated in Photograph 6 and sailed to Faray. 

A review of access from Hatston Pier to the storage areas has been undertaken and is provided in Annex A. 

The landing jetty could also be used for higher capacity deliveries of construction materials, if required. 

The construction programme for works has reviewed the ecological constraints associated with Faray and has 
been developed to maximise activities on site as far as possible and in practical manner, recognising the marine 
access requirements of the site. 

 

 

 

http://www.shipspotting.com/
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Photograph 6 – MV Meri 

 

Construction Staff 

It has been assumed that construction staff would be based on Westray and would travel to Faray by boat every 
day (the final decision on staff billeting will be determined at the start of the construction phase).  To minimise 
movements, it is suggested that three minibuses are used to ferry staff from their accommodation to the ferry 
quay at Rapness. The workforce on-site will depend on the activities undertaken, but, based on previous wind 
farm construction site experience for a project of this scale and timescale which suggests five staff per turbine 
during the peak period of construction.  

Abnormal Indivisible Load Deliveries 

The turbines are broken down into components for transport to the site. The nacelle, blade and tower sections 
are classified as Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AIL) due to their weight, length, width and height when loaded. For 
the purposes of the report, the ‘worst case’ numbers of components requiring transport are illustrated in Table 
6.  

In addition to the turbine deliveries, two high capacity erection cranes would be needed to offload a number of 
components and erect the turbines. The cranes are likely to be mobile cranes with a capacity up to 1,000 tonnes 
that are escorted by boom and ballast trucks to allow full mobilisation on-site. Smaller erector cranes would also 
be present to allow the assembly of the main cranes and to ease the overall erection of the turbines.  

All abnormal loads (cranes and turbine components) would be offloaded at Hatston Pier, with components being 
stored on the laydown areas located nearby. When required, loads would move to the specialist vessel for 
transport to Faray. 

Given the nature of the road network, it is assumed that no police escort will be required for the short journey 
around the pier and that civilian staff will be used for any traffic management measures. 
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Table 6: Turbine Components 

Component Number of Components per turbine 

Rotor Blades 3 

Tower Sections 4 

Nacelle 1 

Hub 1 

Drive Train 1 

Container 1 

Nose Cone 0.5 

Footings 1 

Site Parts 1 

General Deliveries 

Throughout the construction phase, general deliveries will be made to site via HGV. These would include fuel, 
site office supplies and staff welfare. 

At the height of construction, it is assumed that up to 40 journeys to site are made (20 in and 20 out) per month.  
These are assumed to originate at Kirkwall and will travel to site via delivery runs from Hatston Pier. 

Site Establishment  

Various deliveries of plant and construction infrastructure will need to be delivered to Faray to support the 
construction activities.  These will be delivered at the start of construction works and would be removed during 
the winter break (site cabins excluded).  Deliveries will be made by landing craft and will include: 

• Transport equipment; 

• Earth moving plant; 

• Rock processing plant for use at the borrow pit; 

• Dumpers; 

• Site cabins; 

• On-site batching plant; and 

• Handing equipment. 

Material Deliveries 

Various materials will need to be delivered to site to form the site based infrastructure.  Two on-site borrowpit 
search areas have been identified and the material would be used for the construction of access tracks, the 
larger of the two site compounds, and crane pads across the Proposed Development. 

None of the material won from the borrowpits would however be used in concrete production at the on-site 
batching plant. 

Initial works to construction the initial access tracks, slipway formation and in infill for the landing jetty would 
be imported to Faray from either the Mainland of Orkney or from the wider UK.  The imported aggregate 
material estimates are illustrated in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Road and Track Material Deliveries 

Element Volume / 

installation 

(m3)  

Weight 

(t) 

Lorry 

Capacity 

(m3) 

Inbound 

Trips 

Total 

Journeys 

Initial Road Materials 1218 2191 20 110 220 

Initial Site Compound 1250 2500 20 125 250 

Slipway Bedding 280 560 20 28 56 

Landing Jetty Infill 1712 3424 20 172 344 

 

Given the remote nature of the site and length of journey times, an on-site batching plant will need to be created 
on Faray.   

Raw materials would be imported from alternative sources within Orkney or from the Scottish Mainland. The 
batching plant would then supply the development site using standard HGV mixers.  A breakdown on concrete 
requirements is as follows: 

• Turbine foundations:  4500m3; 

• Control room foundations: 100m3; 

• Slipway:    420m3; and 

• Landing jetty surfacing:  856m3. 

Steel will also be imported for use as reinforcement in the foundations and will come to Faray as part of the 
concrete material deliveries.  To provide a robust assessment it has been assumed that water for the batching 
plant will be tankered to Faray. 

Material delivery calculations for the turbine bases and the substation are detailed in Tables 8 and 9 below. 

Table 8: Concrete Trip Estimation 

Element Inbound Trips Total Journeys 

Cement Bowser Deliveries 13 26 

Sand / Aggregate Deliveries 186 372 

Water Tanker Deliveries 75 149 

 

Table 9: Reinforcement Trip Estimation 

Element Weight / 

installation (t)  

Total Weight 

(t) 

Lorry 

Capacity (t) 

Inbound 

Trips 

Total 

Journeys 

Turbine Foundation 100 600 30 20 40 

Substation / Control 

Building Foundation 

20 20 30 1 2 

Slipway & Landing 

Jetty Works 

80 180 30 6 12 
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The access roads linking the turbines would generally be 4.5 m in width and would be designed to accommodate 
13 tonne axle loads. In addition to the roads, crane pads will be constructed to enable the turbine erection 
process. The road materials for these elements would be sourced on-site using a cut and fill balance. 

Both the roads and crane pads will require geotextile in the foundations. Up to 10 deliveries of geotextile rolls 
for the roads, hardstands and compounds will be required. These are to be delivered via container, direct from 
the Scottish Mainland. 

Cables will connect each turbine to the internal substation and control building. Trip estimates for the cable 
materials are provided below in Tables 10, 11 and 12.  

Three cables are to be provided within each cable trench and would be backfilled with cable sand. Geotextiles 
would be used around the trench and ducting would be used to protect the cable when it runs under roadways. 
The cable sand material would be likely sourced from the Mainland of Orkney. Access to site would then be via 
HGV tipper. 

Table 10: Cabling Trip Estimation 

Element Total 

Cable 

Length (m) 

Length per 

Drum (m) 

Number 

of Drums 

Inbound 

Trips 

Total 

Journeys 

Cables 12171 500 24 3 6 

Table 11: Cable Sand Trip Estimation 

Element Volume / 

installation 

(m3)  

Lorry 

Capacity 

(t) 

Inbound 

Trips 

Total 

Journeys 

Cable Sand 1438 20 116 232 

 

Table 12: Ducting Trip Estimation 

Element Weight / 

length (m)  

Length per 

Drum (m) 

Number 

of Drums 

Inbound 

Trips 

Total 

Journeys 

Cable Geotextile 4057 75 54 3 6 

Ducting 50 5 10 1 2 

 

A substation and control building will be constructed on the site. This will require deliveries of building materials, 
electrical components and structural elements and would result in a further 68 journeys. These would also be 
delivered directly from the Scottish Mainland via Hatston Pier. 

Peak Construction Period 

A construction programme has been developed for the project. This has been used to determine timescales for 
the various deliveries and trips, noting the need for construction activities to cease between the 15th of 
September and March to accommodate ecological constraints and poor weather periods. 

A trip programme has been developed and is illustrated in Table 13.  Please note that the figures quoted in Table 
13 are average flows that have been rounded to the nearest whole number.  As such, there may be minor 
rounding errors reported. 

The results conclude that March 2026 is likely to be the peak period for the construction phase. The traffic impact 
assessment focuses on the peak period traffic flows to illustrate the potential effects on the study network. 
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Table 13: Construction Programme 

Activity March April May June July August  March April May June July August 

Site 
Establishment 

10 10 10   26 

 

30    15 15 

Emergency 
Access Works 

 6 6    

 

      

Slipway Fill 
Materials 

 28 28    

 

      

Slipway 
Concrete 
Material 
Imports 

 19 19    

 

      

Landing Jetty 
Sheet Piles 

  20 20   

 

      

Landing Jetty 
Materials 

   86 86 86 

 

86      

Landing Jetty 
Concrete 
Materials 

      

 

40 40     

General Site 
Deliveries 

 40 40 40 40 40 

 

40 40 40 40 40 40 

Access Track & 
Compound 
Material 
Imports  

  157 157 157  

 

      

Reinforcement 
    14  

 
41      

Concrete 
Aggregate & 
Cement 
Deliveries 

      

 

143 143 143    

Cable 
Deliveries 

      

 

 6 2    

Cabling Sand         116 116    

Geotextile / 
Duct Deliveries 

   10   

 

6 2     

Substation 
Deliveries 

      

 

34 34     

Cranage            20  20 

AIL Deliveries           81 81  

Commissioning            40 40 

Reinstatement 
Works 

      
 

    50 50 

Staff 61 180 180 180 180 180  180 180 180 180 180 121 

Working Days 31 30 31 30 31 31  31 30 31 30 31 31 

Total Daily LGV 2 6 6 6 6 6  6 6 6 6 6 4 

Total Daily 
HGV 

1 4 10 11 10 5 

 

14 13 10 5 8 6 

Total  Vehicles 
per Day 

3 10 15 17 16 11 

 

20 19 16 11 14 10 
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A vessel delivery schedule has also been estimated using delivery estimates.  The arrival profile at Faray is 
detailed in Table 14. 

Table 14: Vessel Arrival Pattern (Arrivals at Faray per day) 

Vessel March April May June July August  March April May June July August 

Landing Craft 1 4 10 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

MV Thorsvoe or 
similar 

0 0 0 2 2 1 
 

3 3 2 1 2 1 

Staff Work Boat 
4 6 6 6 6 6 

 
6 6 6 6 6 6 

AIL Delivery 
Vessel 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

0 0 0 1 1 1 

The peak of predicted road traffic occurs in March 2026 with a total of 6 Car / LGV movements and 14 HGV 
movements per day, resulting in a total of 20 movements per day. 

The peak of marine traffic occurs in May 2025, with 16 vessel arrivals per day. 

Operational Phase 

It is predicted that during the operation of the site there would be up to two vehicle movements per week for 
maintenance purposes between Kirkwall and Kirkwall Harbour where staff would catch a work boat up to Faray. 
There may be occasional abnormal load movements to deliver replacement components in the unlikely event 
of a major failure. 
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Construction Traffic Impact Assessment 
The peak construction month occurs in March 2026. Using the distribution of traffic described in the previous 
section, the proposed traffic flows on the study area network at the peak of construction are illustrated in Table 
15. 

Table 15: Peak Construction Month Daily Traffic Data 

Location Cars & LGV HGV Total 

A965 Finstown 0 8 8 

Grainshore Road 0 12 12 

A965 Kirkwall 0 2 2 

A965 West of Finstown 0 0 0 

 

The peak month traffic data was combined with the future year (2026) traffic data to allow a comparison 
between the baseline results to be made. The increase in traffic volumes is illustrated in percentage increases 
for each class of vehicle. This is illustrated in Table 16. 

Table 16: 2026 Peak Month Daily Traffic Data 

Location Cars & 

LGV 

HGV Total Cars & 

LGV % 

Increase 

HGV % 

Increase 

Total 

Traffic % 

Increase 

A965 Finstown 4405 264 4669 0.00% 3.12% 0.17% 

Grainshore Road 3452 295 3747 0.00% 4.24% 0.32% 

A965 Kirkwall 7783 315 8098 0.00% 0.64% 0.02% 

A965 West of Finstown 3998 243 4241 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

 

In consultation with the OIC Environmental Health Officer (EHO) It is anticipated that seven day working would 
take place given the constrained programme and remote nature of the site. 

The total traffic movements are not predicted to increase by more than 0.5% on all of the study network.  This 
is primarily due to extensive use of onsite batching and borrowpit on the site and that a number of loads will 
not enter the public road network on the Mainland of Orkney (they will arrive at Hatston and will be shipped 
direct to Faray by boat). 

A review of existing road capacity has been undertaken using the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Volume 
15, Part 5 “The NESA Manual”. The theoretical road capacity has been estimated for each of the road links that 
makes up the study area. The results are summarised in Table 17. 
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Table 17: 2026 Daily Traffic Data (24hr) 

Location 2026 

Baseline 

Flow 

Theoretical 

Road 

Capacity 

2026 Baseline 

+ 

Development 

Flows 

Used Road 

Capacity (%) 

Spare 

Road 

Capacity 

(%) 

A965 Finstown 4661 38400 4669 12.16% 87.84% 

Grainshore Road 3735 72000 3747 5.20% 94.80% 

A965 Kirkwall 8096 38400 8098 21.09% 78.91% 

A965 West of 

Finstown 

4241 57600 4241 7.36% 92.64% 

 

The results indicate that there are no road capacity issues with the Proposed Development and that ample spare 
capacity exists within the trunk and local road network. 
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Abnormal Indivisible Load Summary 
A Route Survey Review has been undertaken and is attached in Appendix A. The assessment is based on a rotor 
diameter of 136m at a maximum tip height of 149.9m. 

The assessment details the proposed route and the physical mitigation works that are required along the 
proposed access route form the principal material suppliers to the site, via Hatson Pier. 

Port Management Plan 

Following discussions with Orkney Islands Council’s Marine Services, it is apparent that Hatston Pier is currently 
highly utilised with freight, oil support and cruise liner traffic. Many vessels, especially the cruise liners book 
quay space many months in advance and it will not be possible to relocate them to allow access for turbine 
deliveries. 

Following consent, the Applicant will need to undertake a procurement exercise with the turbine suppliers to 
agree timescales for the import of components through Hatston Pier. As part of this process, the turbine 
suppliers will be required to formulate a Port Management Plan with the harbour authorities. The management 
plan will: 

▪ Agree timescales for deliveries to be made; 

▪ Agree quay space and temporary storage areas; 

▪ Agree crane and stevedore access arrangements; 

▪ Book quay space; 

▪ Detail the vessels that will undertake the deliveries; and 

▪ Agree access rights along the access road from the pier and the convoy management with the 

Council, OIC Marine services and Police. 

To ensure that there are no detrimental issues at Hatston Pier, the Applicant requests that the Council require 
that a Port Management Plan is provided by planning condition and that this should be agreed prior to the 
delivery of the first turbine component. 
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Proposed Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Construction Phase 

A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) would be prepared and agreed with the Council prior to 
construction works commencing. The following measures would be implemented through the CTMP during the 
construction phase: 

▪ All materials delivery lorries (dry materials) should be sheeted to reduce dust and stop spillage 

on public roads;  

▪ Specific training and disciplinary measures should be established to ensure the highest 

standards are maintained to prevent construction vehicles from carrying mud and debris onto 

the carriageway; 

▪ Provision of construction updates on the project website and distribution of a newsletter to 

study area road residents on material delivery routes; 

▪ Requirement for all delivery drivers to attend an induction to include a safety briefing, the need 

for appropriate care and speed control, particularly in sensitive areas, identification of specific 

sensitive areas, identification of the specified route, and the requirement not to deviate from 

the specified route; and 

▪ The production and implementation of a Staff Travel Plan which will include pick up times and 

car sharing information for those travelling to and from site from where they are temporarily 

based). 

Traffic originating from Cursiter Quarry could be fully or part routed via Zion’s Loan to avoid integration with 
other road users in Finstown.  This option will be further considered by the Balance of Plant (BoP) contractor in 
liaison with OIC prior to commencement of construction activities on site. 

The Council may require an agreement to cover the cost of abnormal wear and tear on roads not designed for 
that purpose. 

Video footage of the pre-construction phase condition of the abnormal loads access route and the construction 
vehicles route would be recorded to provide a baseline of the state of the road prior to any construction work 
commencing. This baseline would inform any change in the road condition during the construction stage of the 
Proposed Development. Any necessary repairs would be coordinated with the Council. Any damage caused by 
traffic associated with the Proposed Development, during the construction period that would be hazardous to 
road users, would be repaired immediately. 

Any damage to road infrastructure caused directly by construction traffic would be made good, and street 
furniture that is removed on a temporary basis would be fully reinstated. 

Abnormal Load Transport Management Plan 

The ability for abnormal loads to interact with other traffic is restricted to movements around Hatston Pier only. 

All abnormal load deliveries would be undertaken at appropriate times (to be discussed and agreed with the OIC 
Ports) with the aim to minimise the effect on other port users. It is likely that the abnormal load movements will 
avoid ferry and passenger vessel embarking / disembarking periods. 

Advance warning signs would be installed on the approaches to the pier. Information signage could be installed 
to help assist drivers and an example is illustrated in Figure 4.  

Figure 4: Example Sign Plate 
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An Abnormal Load Transport Management Plan would be developed.  This will include: 

▪ Procedures for liaising with OIC Marine Services and ferry operators to ensure that vehicles are 

not impeded by the loads; 

▪ A diary of proposed delivery movements to liaise with port operators and users to avoid key 

dates and times;  

▪ Proposals to establish a construction liaison committee to ensure the smooth management of 

the project / public interface with the applicant, the construction contractor and port 

stakeholders. This committee would form a means of communicating and updating on 

forthcoming activities and dealing with any potential issues arising. 
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Summary & Conclusions 

Summary 

This report provides an assessment of the transport issues associated with the Proposed Development located 
on Faray. 

Faray is uninhabited and has no current vehicular traffic or metaled public road network.  All materials for the 
Proposed Development will need to be shipped to site.  This in itself will require the development of a 
replacement slipway and landing jetty to allow material to be imported to site. 

The greatest traffic impact will be that associated with the assembly of material on the Mainland of Orkney and 
its transport to Hatston Pier.  As a result, the impact assessment has considered the traffic implications on the 
Mainland of Orkney only. 

Traffic data from the A965 and Grainshore Road has established a base point for determining the impact during 
the construction phase and was factored to future levels to help determine the effect of construction traffic on 
the local road network. 

The construction traffic would result in a temporary increase in traffic flows on the road network leading to 
Hatston Pier. During the construction of the Proposed Development, the associated traffic effects are predicted 
to be greatest on the A965. 

The maximum traffic effect associated with construction of the Proposed Development is predicted to occur in 
March 2026 of the programme. Traffic flows are very low and do not represent a significant impact. 

A review of the local road network was undertaken to assess the feasibility of transporting turbines to the 
development Site. No capacity issues are expected on any of the roads assessed due to the additional 
construction traffic movements associated with the Proposed Development as background traffic flows are very 
low and the links are of reasonable standard. 

Conclusions 

The assessment has identified the following: 

▪ That the construction phase of the project will generate the highest level of traffic and that a 

robust assessment assuming site supply by ready mix concrete, rather than on-site batching has 

been used; 

▪ The construction traffic during the most intensive phase of the construction programme will be 

short lived; 

▪ That total traffic movements are not predicted to increase by more than 0.5% on all of the study 

network; 

▪ The disruption caused by construction activity is short lived and of a transitory nature. As such, 

there are no long lasting effects associated with the Proposed Development; and 

▪ That the surrounding road network has sufficient capacity to accommodate the temporary 

construction traffic. 
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Annex A: Abnormal Load Route Survey 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of the Report 

Pell Frischmann (PF) has been commissioned by Orkney Islands Council to undertake a survey 
of the Abnormal Indivisible Load (AIL) delivery route for wind turbine loads associated with the 
construction and development of Faray Wind Farm, located on Faray within the Orkney Islands. 

The Route Survey Review (RSR) has been prepared to help inform Orkney Islands Council on 
the issues associated with the development of the site with regards to off-site transport and 
access for AIL traffic.  

The report identifies the key issues associated with AIL deliveries and notes that remedial works, 
either in form of physical works or as traffic management interventions will be required to 
accommodate the predicted loads.  

The detailed designs of any remedial works are beyond the agreed scope of works between PF 

and Orkney Islands Council at this point in time.  

It is the responsibility of the turbine supplier to ensure that the entirety of the proposed access 
route is suitable and meets with their satisfaction.  The supplier will be responsible for ensuring 
that the finalised proposals meet with the appropriate levels of health and safety consideration 

for all road users is in line with the relevant legislation at the time of delivery.  
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2 Site Background 

2.1 Site Location 

The development site is located on the Island of Faray, northwest of Eday, Orkney Islands.  
Figure 1 illustrates the general site location. 

 

Figure 1:Site Location Plan 

 

Contains Google Map data © 2020 Google 
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2.2 Candidate Turbines 

There is no candidate turbine at present as the turbine tender selection process will be 
undertaken post consent.  To review the access issues relating to the site, a 136m diameter 
rotor turbine at a tip height of 149.9m has been undertaken.   

 

The assessment has assumed the use of Vestas V136 turbine.  Details of the V136 turbine have 
been obtained directly from Vestas.  The details of the components are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1: Turbine Size Summary 

Component Length (m) Width (m) Height (m) Weight (t) 

Blade 66.650 4.265 3.124 13.600 

Tower 1 19.640 4.310 4.310 75.000 

Tower 2 29.960 4.000 4.000 64.000 

Tower 3 30.000 3.650 3.650 45.500 

Nacelle 12.861 4.004 3.412 64.938 

Hub 5.469 3.773 3.964 34.196 

Drive Train 7.323 3.500 3.200 61.059 

 

The subsequent assessment has been based upon the worst case loads being: 

 

• Vestas V136 Turbine blade 66.650 m long; and 

• Vestas V136 Tower section, 29.960 m long 4.000 m in diameter. 
 

Figure 2: Superwing Carrier Trailer 
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Figure 3: Tower Trailer 
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3 Access Route Review  

3.1 Port of Entry 

It is proposed that loads should be stored northwest of Kirkwall in advance of delivery to Faray. 
The nearest feasible Port of Entry PoE) is Hatston Pier north of Kirkwall.  The port has been 
used for the import of onshore turbine deliveries and has been marketed as a suitable port for 
offshore renewables projects.  It has sufficient quay capacity and heavy lift areas required for 

turbine deliveries. 

 

The port and access route from it have been used for non-turbine abnormal load access in the 

past for onward deliveries to renewable development sites across Orkney. 

 

3.2 Access Route 

3.2.1 Hatston Pier to Quayside storage area 

The route from Hatston Pier to the quayside storage area where the components could be stored 
is as follows: 

 

• Loads would exit onto the docks and would proceed westbound; 

• Loads would turn right onto Galt View northeast of Hatston Industrial Estate; 

• Loads will proceed on Galt View to the storage area. 

 

The proposed access route is illustrated in Figure 4 in red. 

 

Figure 4: Proposed Access Route (return trip) 

 

Contains Google Map data © 2020 Google 

All infrastructure on Faray is being constructed from new and is designed to accommodate the 
proposed loads.  As such, access on Faray is excluded from this report.  
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3.3 Route Constraints 

The constraints noted in the review of the routes from Hatston Pier are detailed in Table 2. 

Plans illustrating the location of the constraints and a detailed list of POI are provided in 
Appendix A. 

Table 2: Contraint Points and Details  

POI Key Constraint Details 

1 Hatston Pier 

 

Journey to storage area west of Hatston 
Industrial Estate 

Loads would manoeuvre on the pier and 
proceed west through the Hatston Industrial 
Estate. 

 

A swept path assessment of the exit from the 
pier has been undertaken and indicates that no 
physical mitigation will be required. 

 

Blade loads must be brought into the south 
eastern end of the quay.  Blades are not able to 
negotiate the right turn should they be landed at 
the north western end of the quay.  All other 
loads can be landed at any point of the key. 

 

Return journey from storage area west of 
Hatston Industrial Estate 

Loads would enter the pier and proceed to 
manoeuvre into position for undocking. 

 

A swept path assessment of the entry has been 
undertaken and indicates that no physical 
mitigation will be required. 

 

Swept path assessment SK01 is included in 
Appendix B. 
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POI Key Constraint Details 

2 Junction Northeast of Hatston 
Industrial Estate 

 

Journey to storage area west of Hatston 
Industrial Estate 

Loads will turn right onto Galt View heading 
northwest. 

 

Loads will oversail the inside of the junction 
where the clearance over the wall should be 
confirmed. 

 

The blade tip will oversail the southern verge. 
Temporary removal of one lighting column is 
required and the wall will be oversailed. 

 

Loads will oversail the southwestern verge of 
Galt View, but no works are required. 

 

Return journey from storage area west of 
Hatston Industrial Estate 

 

Loads will turn left out the junction heading east 
towards the pier. 

 

No further mitigation is required for the return to 
pier journey.  

 

Swept path assessment SK02 is included in 
Appendix B. 

3 West of Hatston Industrial Estate 

 

 

Journey to storage area west of Hatston 
Industrial Estate 

 

Loads will continue on Galt View at this location.  

 

Loads will oversail both verges of the 
carriageway through the bend where all street 
furniture should be temporarily removed. 

 

There are a number of lighting columns which 
will need to be temporarily lowered to allow for 
deliveries to pass. 

 

Return journey from storage area west of 
Hatston Industrial Estate 

 

Loads will continue on Galt View at this location.  

 

There are a number of lighting columns which 
will need to be temporarily lowered to allow for 
deliveries to pass.  

 

Swept path assessment SK04 is included in 
Appendix B. 
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3.4 Swept Path Assessment Results and Summary 

The detailed swept path drawings for the locations assessed are provided in Appendix B for 
review.  The drawings in Appendix B illustrate tracking undertaken for the worst-case loads at 
each location.  

The colours illustrated on the swept paths are: 

• Grey / Black – OS / Topographical Base Mapping; 

• Green – Vehicle body outline (body swept path); 

• Red – Tracked pathway of the wheels (wheel swept path); and 

• Purple – The over-sail tracked path of the load where it encroaches out with the trailer 
(load swept path). 

Where mitigation works are required, the extents of over-run and over-sail areas are illustrated 

on the swept path drawings.  

Please note that where assessments have been undertaken using Ordnance Survey (OS) base 
mapping, there can be errors in this data source.  Please note that PF cannot accept liability for 

errors on the mapping data source, be that OS base mapping or client supplied data. 

3.5 Weight Review 

A weight review has been undertaken via the ESDAL (Electronic Service Delivery for Abnormal 
Loads) contacts database using the Highways Agency website www.esdal.com. 

All of the relevant ESDAL contacts are noted in Table 3 and all have been contacted to ascertain 
if there are any relevant constraints that should be noted. 

Table 3: ESDAL Contacts 

 

The responses from the ESDAL search are contained in Appendix C. 

3.6 Land Ownership 

The limits of road adoption can vary depending upon the location of the site and the history of 
the road agencies involved. The adopted area is generally defined as land contained within a 
defined boundary where the road agency holds the maintenance rights for the land. In urban 
areas, this usually defined as the area from the edge of the footway across the road to the 
opposing footway back edge. 

In rural areas the area of adoption can be open to greater interpretation as defined boundaries 
may not be readily visible. In these locations, the general rule is that the area of adoption is 
between established fence / hedges lines or a maximum 2m from the road edge. This can vary 
between areas and location. 

Land within the port and at Galt View is within the ownership of Orkney Islands Council. 

 

Organisation Email Address 

Orkney Islands Council developmentandinfrastructure@orkney.gov.uk 

Police Scotland OSDAbnormalLoadsScotland@scotland.pnn.police.uk 
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3.7 Summary Issues 

It is strongly suggested that following a review of the RSR, Orkney Islands Council should 
undertake the following prior to the delivery of the first abnormal loads, to ensure load and road 
user safety: 

• A detailed review of axle loading on structures along the entire access route with the 
various road agencies is undertaken;  

• A review of clear heights with utility providers and the transport agencies along the route 
to ensure that there is sufficient space to allow for loads plus sufficient flashover protection 
(to electrical installations);  

• That a review of potential roadworks and or closures is undertaken once the delivery 
schedule is established in draft form; 

• That a test run is completed to confirm the route and review any vertical clearance issues; 
and 

• That a condition survey is undertaken to ascertain the extents of road defects prior to 
loads commencing to protect the developer from spurious damage claims.   

The developer should undertake the necessary technical approvals to modify and upgrade the 

roads as appropriate.   
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4 Summary  

4.1 Summary of Access Review 

PF has been commissioned by Orkney Islands Council to prepare a Route Survey Report to 
examine the issues associated with the transport of AIL turbine components to the development 
site.   

This report identifies the key points and issues associated with the proposed routes and outlines 

the issues that will need to be considered for successful delivery of components.   

The report is presented to Orkney Islands Council for consideration.  Various road modifications 
and interventions are required to successfully access the site.  If these are assessed, approved 

and undertaken, access to the consented wind farm site is considered feasible. 

4.2 Further Actions 

The following actions are recommended to pursue the transport and access issues further: 

 

• Prepare detailed mitigation design proposals to help inform consultee / licence 
discussions; 

• Undertake discussions with the affected utility providers and roads agencies; 
• Obtain the necessary statutory licences to enable the mitigation measures; and 

• Develop a detailed operational Transport Management Plan to assist in transporting the 
proposed loads. 
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Executive summary 

Orkney is an area rich in renewable energy resources - including long standing onshore wind developments and 
the more recent exploitation of wave and tidal energy.  Wind speeds in Orkney are high, with Orkney wind turbines 
being some of the most productive in the world.  Orkney is also an area of unique tidal flow and wave resource 
and is home to the European Marine Energy Centre (EMEC) which has hosted testing and demonstration of over 
30 marine energy devices.  Orkney Islands Council (OIC) has joined the Scottish Government in declaring a 
climate emergency and is committed to achieving net zero carbon emissions as part of its contribution towards 
tackling climate change.  To help achieve this aim, OIC is seeking to develop three 28.8 MW onshore wind sites 
under ‘Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project’.   

However, the existing electricity distribution network in Orkney, connected to the mainland via two subsea cables, 
is operating at full capacity – with an effective moratorium on new grid connections on the islands in place since 
2012.  The lack of network capacity has severely limited generation growth and the benefits associated with it.  
New transmission system infrastructure is needed to ensure Orkney can exploit and benefit from its valuable 
renewable resource.  Fundamental to delivering new transmission infrastructure is the ‘Needs Case’ made by 
Scottish and Southern Energy Networks – Transmission (SSEN-T) to the Energy Regulator, Ofgem.  Ofgem has 
subsequently accepted there is a ‘need’ for reinforcement and stated it is ‘minded to’ approve the transmission 
investment, but only if certain conditions are met.  The conditions Ofgem has imposed are intended to guarantee a 
very high degree of ‘certainty’ around onshore wind generation emerging in the short term.  Ofgem requires 135 
MW of wind projects to demonstrate their likelihood of development, either by securing revenue support via a 
Contracts for Difference (CfD) auction, or by securing planning consent and passing a financial audit set by 
Ofgem.  Ofgem’s conditions must be met by a recently extended deadline of December 2022.   

The contribution of the OIC wind farms to Ofgem’s deadline 

Our objective analysis of all potential wind farm developments currently identified in Orkney shows that OIC’s three 
wind farms are essential to achieving Ofgem’s 135 MW conditionality threshold.  The OIC projects show a higher 
likelihood of development than other potential projects when evaluated using GHD’s probability of generation 
assessment tool (PGAT).  The OIC projects score well as they have submitted planning (or will submit planning 
very soon), have connection offers in place, have identified connection costs, undertaken financial planning and 
could be eligible to bid into the forthcoming CfD auction.  If the Council’s projects are not awarded planning in the 
short-term, then the conditionality threshold is unlikely to be met.  The alternative projects that could contribute are 
at considerably earlier stages of development and so are unlikely to be sufficiently developed to meet Ofgem’s 
conditions by the December 2022 deadline.   

As a result, the Scottish Government’s planning decisions on OIC’s projects are critical to both the development of 
the projects and therefore the likely development of the transmission link.   

The benefit to the Orkney economy 

The transmission link, and the renewable generation it enables, will have a significant positive impact on the 
Orkney economy.  We have developed two scenarios to evaluate the Gross Valued Added (GVA) impact for 
Orkney: 

- The ‘Conditionality’ scenario assumes 135 MW of projects are developed to meet Ofgem’s conditions, 
including the three OIC projects.  ‘Conditionality’ can be considered a ‘minimum benefit’ scenario. 

- The ‘Enabled’ scenario assumes longer-term renewable growth of around 300 MW is enabled by the 
transmission link, including tidal flow.   

The GVA benefit to Orkney is substantial – ranging from £371 million in the ‘minimum’ Conditionality scenario, to 
some £807 million in the Enabled scenario - a GVA benefit corresponding to between £730 and £1,591 a year 
over the next 45 years to each household in Orkney.   
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Total Orkney GVA contribution (£million 2021 prices) 

 Construction Operation Economic Rent Total 

Conditionality 35.0 49.0 286.6 371 

Enabled 244.5 240.3 322.2 807 

The benefit to the Scottish economy 

The GVA benefit of the transmission link and renewable generation will extend far beyond Orkney.  While the 
‘local’ Orkney content of the transmission link and renewable generation is large, the overall Scottish content is 
significantly higher given its wider and deeper business base and supply chains.  Consequently, the GVA impact 
to the wider Scottish economy of the Orkney transmission link and the renewables it supports is considerable, 
ranging from £606 million in the lowest case Conditionality scenario, to almost £1.5 billion in the Enabled scenario.   

GVA impact on Orkney and Scotland (£million 2021 prices) 

 Conditionality Enabled 

Orkney Scotland Orkney Scotland 

OIC 318.3 428.7 318.3 428.7 

Other WF 48.8 124.4 101.7 261.1 

Marine 0.0 0.0 383.5 740.8 

Link 3.5 53.1 3.5 53.1 

Total 371 606 807 1,484 

The renewable energy developed in Orkney will also contribute to achieving the Net Zero aims of the Scottish and 
UK governments – boosting the potential growth of marine generation and helping diversify the generation mix.    

The benefit of the OIC wind farms  

The GVA benefit to the Orkney economy of the OIC wind farms is disproportionately large given their unique 
ownership and revenue recycling model – with a GVA benefit of £3.7 million/MW, around four times greater than 
that expected for other wind projects.  The potential benefit of marine generation enabled by the proposed 220 kV 
transmission link is also substantial – driven by the marine excellence in Orkney, highlighting the clear enabling 
potential of the transmission link. 

Summary 

The OIC projects are critical to meeting Ofgem’s conditionality threshold to ensure the Orkney transmission link is 
finally approved.  It should be noted that Ofgem’s conditional approval is for SSEN-Transmission’s proposed link.  
If the conditionality threshold of 135 MW is not met, then Ofgem may require a new Needs Case submission that 
may result in approval for a lower capacity link– significantly reducing the longer-term potential of renewable 
development in Orkney. 

Securing the proposed link will facilitate the creation of significant benefit to the Orkney and Scottish economies 
and help meet our Net Zero goals.  The transmission link the OIC projects support will also enable additional, 
longer term renewable development and in particular unlock the potential for future development of marine energy 
technologies. 
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Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this report 
Orkney is an area rich in renewable energy resources - including long standing onshore wind developments and 
the more recent exploitation of wave and tidal energy.  Wind speeds in Orkney are high, with Orkney wind turbines 
being some of the most productive in the world.  Orkney is also an area of unique tidal flow and wave resource 
and is home to the European Marine Energy Centre (EMEC) which has hosted testing and demonstration of more 
than 30 marine renewable energy devices.  While Orkney’s renewable resource is extensive, realising this 
potential is currently limited as the existing electricity distribution network in Orkney, connected to the mainland via 
two subsea cables, is operating at full capacity and so no new projects can connect.  Therefore, new transmission 
system infrastructure is needed to ensure Orkney can further exploit and benefit from its valuable renewable 
resource.   

Under Ofgem’s strategic wider works (SWW) a so called ‘Needs Case’ must be developed by the Transmission 
Operator (SSEN-Transmission) to provide justification for a new Orkney islands transmission link.  The Needs 
Case takes into consideration key factors such as the expected increase in generation relative to the existing 
capacity of the network and resulting constraint costs if the reinforcement is not forthcoming, together with a 
review of uncertainties, such as different generation scenarios.1  Cost benefit analysis (CBA) undertaken as part of 
the SWW quantifies the costs and benefits of potential transmission reinforcements – with the benefit of a potential 
reinforcement assessed as the future constraint costs avoided and costs as the cost of the reinforcement.   

However, for the Scottish islands the logic of the CBA approach adopted to date is thwarted by the lack of existing 
transmission infrastructure that creates an unusual counterfactual resulting in a ‘Catch-22’ situation as the ‘need’ 
for the transmission reinforcement is dependent on the development of generation on the islands, but generation 
development cannot occur without the transmission reinforcement.  Therefore, the case for either transmission or 
generation development is entirely predicated on the other.   

While Orkney has an excellent wind resource, the situation is further complicated by the position of Orkney outside 
the GB transmission charging zones.   Because of Orkney’s position outside the main interconnected transmission 
system (MITS), potential transmission connected generators on the islands will be allocated a ‘wider’ Transmission 
Network Use of System (TNUoS) charge to the nearest transmission charging zone, plus a ‘local spur’ charge for 
transmission to the islands.  Given the relatively high cost of the local spur (a subsea link) then the resulting 
TNUoS charge for island generators is high.  In October 2012, The Rt Hon. Edward Davey and the Scottish 
Government set up a joint independent study to address concerns that renewable projects on the Scottish islands 
were ‘not coming forward quickly enough, in part because of the cost of the links required to connect the islands to 
the mainland transmission network’2.  Further analysis outlined the increased cost of generation for renewable 
projects on the islands arising mainly from the increased TNUoS charges.  The report also outlined the potential of 
the islands to generate significant renewable energy, including the further development of marine generation, and 
the subsequent positive economic impact on island communities.3   

The higher cost of island generation, coupled with the potential benefit to the islands and their role in the 
development of embryonic marine generation, led to the then DECC’s consultation proposal for an ‘islands’ CfD.  
The 2013 consultation on additional support for islands renewables concluded that:  

‘The projects are physically and electrically remote from the high voltage transmission system needed for 

the export of their generation output and would require long new connections to the Main Interconnected 

Transmission system based on subsea High Voltage DC cables. Under the transmission charging regimes, 

they are forecast to be subject to transmission charges (TNUoS) of several times the average for 

comparable generators located elsewhere in the UK.  We consider that the characteristics described above 

mean that the development of onshore wind on the Scottish islands constitutes a separate class of 

 
1https://www.academia.edu/20243816/The_Importance_of_Revenue_Sharing_for_the_Local_Economic_Impacts_of_a_Renewable_Energy_Pr
oject_A_Social_Accounting_Matrix_Approach 
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/docs/2013/10/guidance_on_the_stategic_wider_works_arrangements_in_riio_t1.pdf 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/245381/scottish_islands_additional_support_consultation.pdf 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/scottish-islands-renewable-project-final-report 
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renewable generation that warrants separate treatment and potentially a different level of support to other 

onshore projects.’4  

The 2017 Conservative party’s manifesto made a commitment to “support the development of wind projects in the 
remote islands of Scotland, where they will directly benefit local communities.5”  The Conservative commitment 
was reiterated by Richard Harrington, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State at the Department for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy who stated in a House of Commons debate in July 2017. 

‘I hope that my response today….provides some reassurance… that the Government will support the 

development of onshore wind projects in the remote islands of Scotland, where they will directly benefit local 

communities.6’ 

In October 2017 the government finally announced its intention to allow islands wind projects to compete in the 
‘less established technologies’ CfD auction in 2019.7  Key to the decision was the potential for renewable projects 
to benefit local communities.  It is also understood that ‘remote island wind’, as well as ‘wave and tidal energy’ will 
be supported in the upcoming CfD allocation Round 4 (AR4), scheduled for December 2021. 

SSEN-T submitted its Orkney Needs Case for transmission reinforcement to Orkney in 2018.  Ofgem 
subsequently accepted there is a ‘need’ for reinforcement and stated it is ‘minded to’ approve the transmission 
investment, but only if certain conditions are met.  The conditions Ofgem has imposed are intended to guarantee a 
very high degree of ‘certainty’ around onshore wind generation emerging in the short term.  Ofgem requires 135 
MW of wind projects to demonstrate that it is ‘likely to be developed’ by securing revenue support via a CfD 
auction, or by securing planning consent and passing a financial audit set by Ofgem, by a recently extended 
deadline of December 20228.   

There has been a long-term and sustained effort to enable development of renewable energy in the Scottish 
Islands.  Now, with a revenue support mechanism in place to support ‘Remote Islands Wind’ through the CfD 
process and the ‘Need’ for a transmission link acknowledged by Ofgem with its conditional approval, the right 
conditions finally exist to achieve Orkney’s renewable potential. 

To date two windfarms have achieved Ofgem’s conditions and one further project has passed the first hurdle of 
securing planning permission: 

– In 2019 Hesta Head and Costa Head were awarded a CfD in the Round 3 Auction and were also awarded 
planning permission 

– In 2021 an 8.4 MW extension to the existing Hammars Hill wind farm was awarded planning permission  

The three projects amount to 43.2 MW and therefore an additional 91.8 MW of renewable projects are required to 
achieve planning and demonstrate that they are ‘likely to be developed’ to meet Ofgem’s conditions.   

Orkney Islands Council (OIC) is committed to achieving net zero carbon emissions as part of its contribution 
towards tackling the climate emergency and, as part of its efforts, is seeking to develop three onshore wind sites, 
each with a capacity of 28.8 MW, under ‘Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project’.  The projects, if awarded 
planning, will largely ensure Ofgem’s conditionality is met.    

The purpose of this report is to objectively assess the potential contribution of planned wind farms to achieving the 
135 MW conditionality.  In doing so the wind projects, the transmission link they help secure, and additional 
renewable development enabled, will unlock significant socio-economic benefits for Orkney.  This report quantifies 
these benefits and highlights the criticality of the OIC wind farms in meeting the needs case conditions and 
triggering the transmission link, and in doing so also enabling the substantial socio-economic benefit that the link 
will bring.   

 
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/245381/scottish_islands_additional_support_consultation.pdf 
5 https://www.conservatives.com/manifesto 
6 https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-07-04/debates/D202FCC4-4500-4CC9-BED5-
0439C39D2ED1/RenewableEnergyGenerationIslandCommunities 
7 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/boost-for-island-wind-projects-as-uk-government-announces-new-funding-for-renewable-generation 
8 https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/files/docs/2021/05/ofgem_response_to_orkney_deadline_extension_request.pdf 
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Generation assessment  

2.1 Background 
The Scottish Government adopted the National Islands Plan in December 2019 as required by The Islands 
(Scotland) Act 2018.  The Islands (Scotland) Act sets out the purpose of the National Islands Plan and the main 
objectives and strategy of the Scottish Government in relation to improving outcomes for island communities.  The 
National Islands Plan recognises the benefits renewable development can bring to island communities – including 
socio economic benefits and those related to wider climate change and Scotland wide electricity demand.  The 
National Islands Plan also recognises the importance of transmission links and the benefits realised from the 
reinvestment of revenues associated with islands renewable development.  OIC’s proposed wind farms and their 
contribution to the business case for delivering an Orkney transmission link, will help deliver the objectives set out 
in the National Islands Plan. 

The Scottish Government’s National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) also identifies the proposed transmission link 
between Orkney and the Scottish mainland as a ‘National Development,’ with the link essential to realising the 
potential for renewable energy development in Orkney. 

The Orkney Sustainable Energy Strategy 2017-20259 reiterates one of the Orkney communities overarching aims 
underpinning the energy strategy to:  

‘add value to Orkney’s renewable energy resources, for the benefit of the local economy and local 

communities…. 

The energy strategy outlines the importance of renewables to the islands, with local production of renewable 
electricity over 120% of Orkney’s electricity needs.  However, it also claims that:  

‘a significant external factor has been the delay in major grid reinforcement to Orkney and, although some 

strengthening of the local grid has been delivered, the 2014 Orkney-wide Energy Audit identified 40-50% 

curtailment of renewable generation.’ 

The curtailment of renewable generation in Orkney and the considerable opportunity cost of this curtailed 
generation motivated the Council to declare grid reinforcement fundamental to its energy strategy, stating that:  

‘the ability to export energy to the Scottish mainland is constrained by inadequate electrical grid 

infrastructure.  This theme can be considered as crosscutting in support of the strategy to drive Island 

related issues forward…. In recent years the negative impact of constraint and curtailment has cost the 

community dearly and these barriers to delivering a low carbon economy still need to be influenced and 

addressed.’  

As part of its long-term strategy, OIC is seeking to develop three onshore wind farms.  Sites have been identified 
and planning submitted/close to submission.  In addition to the OIC projects, there are a further six wind farm 
projects of relevant scale10 at various stages of development that are considered in this report in terms of their 
ability meet Ofgem’s conditionality threshold of 135 MW.   

2.2 Probability of generation assessment 
In order to evaluate the importance of the OIC windfarms in achieving Ofgem’s conditionality, we have ‘scored’ all 
nine potential larger scale wind farms using our ‘probability of generation assessment tool’ (PGAT).  GHD’s PGAT 
model scores potential wind farm projects against a range of criteria identified as primary indicators of 
short/medium term project development potential – the criteria and their weighting used to evaluate final project 
scores are shown in Table 1. 

 

 
9 https://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Consultations/Sustain-Orkney-Energy-Strat-1725/Sustainable_Orkney_Energy_Strategy_Accessible.pdf 
10 Above 5 MW total size 
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Table 1  PGAT scoring criteria 

Project drivers  Categories  Weighting (%) 

1  Network Contractual Status  10 

2  Project Planning Status  35 

3  Ownership / Financial Considerations  15 

4  Offtake contract 10 

5  Economies of scale  5 

6  Distance to Connection  25 

  Total  100 

Additional project drivers for projects in the pre-planning/planning phase 

These drivers are 
additional scoring 
factors to further 
differentiate projects 
in pre-
planning/planning   

Location favourability   Projects scored against wind spatial plan 

Tip height   Tip height in excess of 150m considered unfavourable 
for planning  

Community funding  Projects with more generous community funding plans 
score higher  

PGAT has been used by GHD for a number of cost benefit analyses, including the Western Isles Needs Case and 
the Skye reinforcement CBA for SSEN-Transmission.  As part of the process, PGAT was evaluated and the 
methodology accepted by both Ofgem and the Electricity System Operator.  The aim of PGAT is to identify those 
projects with the greater prospect of proceeding in the short to medium term. 

The PGAT results for each of the projects (above 5 MW) identified in Orkney are shown in Table 2.   

Table 2 PGAT scores for Orkney wind generation – over 5 MW 

Wind Farm PGAT 
score 

PGAT 
rank 

MW 

Hammars Hill extension  75 1 8.4 

OIC Quanterness  69 2 28.8 

Hesta Head 68 3 20.4 

Costa Head  66 4 16.3 

OIC Hoy 54 5= 28.8 

OIC Faray 54 5= 28.8 

Subtotal   132 

Stronsay 48 7 30 

Eday 35 8 30 

Rennibister 30 9 20 
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Hammars Hill extension scores highly – the project has planning permission, high community ownership and 
benefits from extension cost efficiencies.  Hesta Head and Costa Head benefit from planning permission and CfD 
award, with Hesta scoring slightly higher as a larger project with associated efficiencies.   

Our objective scoring indicates that the OIC projects have a greater probability of proceeding in the medium term 
than the three other larger projects identified in Orkney – with all three OIC projects scoring above Stronsay, 
Rennibister, and Eday.  The OIC projects achieve better scores as they have submitted planning (or will submit 
planning very soon), have connection offers in place, have identified connection costs, undertaken financial 
planning and could be eligible to bid into the forthcoming CfD auction.  Quanterness scores particularly well as it 
benefits from very low connection costs.   

As Table 2 shows, if the six highest scoring projects proceed, then Ofgem’s conditionality is broadly achieved with 
132 MW.  Our analysis has also identified up to 10 MW of small scale, sub 5 MW projects that have planning, 
some of which may proceed to development, adding to the 132 MW.   

Achieving planning permission for the OIC projects is central to meeting Ofgem’s 135 MW conditionality threshold.  
If the OIC projects are not awarded planning, then the conditionality threshold is very unlikely to be met.  Stronsay, 
Rennibister, and Eday are at the site identification or screening/scope stage of development – with their probability 
of proceeding in the short/medium term considerably lower than the OIC projects.   

Therefore, we can conclude that, based on the outcome of our objective analysis, the OIC projects are crucial to 
the timely achievement of Ofgem’s 135 MW conditionality threshold.   
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Socio economic impact assessment 

The transmission link and the renewable development it enables will have a positive socio-economic impact on the 
economy of the Orkney islands.  The aim of our analysis is to quantify the benefit to the local economy of the 
transmission link and renewable generation enabled.  We have identified two broad scenarios: 

1. Conditionality – here we evaluate the benefits of the 135 MW of wind generation required to meet Ofgem’s 
short term conditionality threshold. This can be viewed as the ‘minimum’ scenario. 

2. Enabled – this scenario evaluates the potential for longer term benefits to arise from further wind farm and 
tidal development in the longer term enabled by the 220 kV transmission link.  GHD’s analysis of the 220 kV 
transmission link for SSEN-Transmission suggests that 300 MW of wind and tidal generation can be relatively 
easily accommodated with few energy constraints.  

Table 3 shows the generation breakdown assumed in the two scenarios.  We assume marine development is 
predominantly tidal flow, developing with increasing significance in the later 2020s and early 2030s as the 
technology advances and commercialises. 

Table 3 Orkney generation scenarios 

Scenario OIC wind farms Other onshore 
wind 

Small Scale wind Tidal flow Total 

Conditionality 86.4 45.1 4 0 135.5 

Enabled 86.4 100.1 5.8 108 300.3 

3.1 The Orkney economy 
The Orkney economy has been traditionally reliant on agriculture and fishing.  However, over the last 20 years 
there has been a growth in employment in a number of economic sectors including manufacturing, tourism, food 
processing and, more recently, renewable energy. 

Table 4 Contribution to 2017 Gross Value Added by Industry (£million) 11 

 Orkney Shetland Scotland 

Agriculture, mining, electricity, 
gas, water and waste 

89 16% 135 16% 11,722 8% 

Manufacturing 33 6% 72 9% 14,669 11% 

Construction 58 10% 104 13% 8,671 6% 

Distribution; transport; 
accommodation and food 

118 21% 169 21% 23,995 17% 

Information and communication 9 2% 12 1% 5,086 4% 

Financial and insurance 
activities 

9 2% 11 1% 8,264 6% 

Real estate activities 80 14% 74 9% 17,822 13% 

Business service activities 36 6% 50 6% 14,132 10% 

Public admin; education; health 126 22% 150 18% 29,763 21% 

Other services and household 
activities 

15 3% 42 5% 5,212 4% 

All industries 573 100% 819 100% 139,336 100% 

 
11 GVA reference tables – table 6 – GVA (Income Approach) by SICo7 industry at current basic prices 
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Table 4 shows the contribution to Orkney GVA of individual sectors of the economy and compares to that of 
Shetland and Scotland as a whole.  The relatively large contribution of agriculture/fishing/mining and utilities is 
apparent, contributing 16% to Orkney GVA, compared to 8% in Scotland overall.  Orkney also has a relatively 
large construction and tourism related sectors – in common with Shetland.  The contribution of finance and 
business services is also relatively low in Orkney and Shetland compared to Scotland as a whole. 

3.1.1 Population 
While the population of Orkney is growing, it is also aging.  In 2019, the population of Orkney was 22,300.  Around 
80 per cent of the population live on the Orkney mainland, particularly in the two biggest towns of Kirkwall and 
Stromness.  More than a fifth of Orkney’s population are aged 65 or over (21%), a higher proportion than across 
Scotland (18%).  Over the past decade, the number of older people increased by almost a third (31%), three times 
the average rate in Scotland. The proportion of young people in Orkney (17%) is similar to the Scottish average 
but has decreased by seven per cent over the past decade. It is projected to decrease by a further three per cent 
by 203712. 

Despite an aging population, Orkney has a relatively high proportion of those considered economically active13 at 
86%, compared to 77% in Scotland.  Of those economically active, a high proportion are in employment, 82% 
compared to 74% in Scotland.  Employment in Orkney is skewed towards skilled trades accounting for over 20% 
of employment compared to 9% in Scotland.  Conversely those in professional occupations are fewer, accounting 
for 36% of employment compared to 50% in Scotland14.   

3.1.2 Future growth 
Orkney Islands Council considers energy has the potential to make a significant contribution to Orkney’s future 
economic prosperity and points to the significant progress made in Orkney, including a high per capita number of 
electric vehicles and high contribution of renewables.15  Orkney is home to a high concentration of small and micro 
wind turbines as well as several larger community owned and commercial turbines with varying degrees of local 
ownership16. 

OIC’s support for renewable energy is high and renewable energy is considered a potential solution to a long-term 
and growing gap in Council finances.  The Council has invested in renewable projects in Orkney, including 
Hammars Hill wind farm - the weighted average return from the Council’s investment in Hammars Hill Energy 
Limited is 11.9%.  The three proposed OIC wind farms cement OIC’s commitment to renewable energy and 
realising the benefits it can bring to the Orkney economy.   

3.2 Methodology  
Impact analyses of local investments typically employ some form of Keynesian multiplier framework to assess the 
effects of the investment stimulant.  These are models that identify the knock on, or ‘multiplier,’ effects of increased 
local expenditure.  The most sophisticated employ input output (IO) tables that capture linkages between the 
production sectors of an economy – in simple terms IO tables outline from which sectors another receives its 
production inputs and to which sectors it sends outputs.  The IO technique used for calculating the direct, indirect 
and induced impacts of an increase in local economic activity from the transmission link and renewable 
development generates the Gross Value Added (GVA) to the Orkney economy.  

Expenditure arising from transmission and renewable energy development will impact the Orkney economy at 
three broad levels: 

– Direct impact: increased post-tax profit, wages and employment produced directly by project expenditure.  To 
compute the direct GVA impact, sector-matched expenditure is multiplied by the relevant GVA-output ratios.  

– Indirect impact: increased post-tax profit, wages and employment created from employment of sub-
contractors and demand for goods and services from suppliers down the supply-chain.   

 
12 http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/docs/central/2014/nr_141106_orkney_cpp.pdf 
13 People who are either in employment or unemployed 
14 https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157427/report.aspx?town=orkney#tabrespop 
15 https://www.orkney.gov.uk/Files/Consultations/Sustain-Orkney-Energy-Strat-1725/Sustainable_Orkney_Energy_Strategy_Accessible.pdf 
16 http://www.oref.co.uk/orkneys-energy/wind/ 
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– Induced impact: increased post-tax profit, wages and employment generated from greater demand and 
spending on goods and services such as accommodation, food, fuel and retail by employees who are 
employed as a result of the direct and indirect impacts.  

Indirect and induced impacts are assessed using ‘Type I’ and ‘Type II’ multipliers.  While these are available for 
Scotland, there is very limited data for Orkney.  Therefore, we have used multipliers calculated for Shetland that 
has a relatively similar GVA industry contribution to Orkney (as shown in Table 4).  Using an IO model, the GVA 
and years of employment supported can be calculated that result from transmission and renewable energy 
expenditure.   

However, IO models that can be developed using these databases have drawbacks when used for identifying the 
economic impact of projects in localised regions, key drawbacks include: 

– Lack of regional IO data upon which to assess an appropriate multiplier effect for Orkney. 

– Renewable and transmission projects do not typically have strong backward linkages into a local economy 
such as Orkney – much of the required investment is imported.  Such low apparent backward linkages for an 
onshore wind farm will result in a low IO output multiplier, signifying low indirect and induced impacts on 
economic activity from the wind farm. 

– IO models do not capture the impact of ‘economic rent’ from renewable generation that might accrue to the 
local economy, particularly important for projects in partial or total community ownership.  

We have adopted an approach that attempts to address the drawbacks of the IO approach and is similar to those 
used in a number of studies17 18 19 20 21 .  Our approach determines the Gross Value Added (GVA) to the Orkney 
economy of investment in wind farms based on the following methodology: 

– Project expenditure is categorised into three key groupings – development costs, capital costs and operating 
costs.  Total expenditure and category breakdown is based on various sources, including BEIS22, World 
Energy Council23, International Renewable Energy Agency24 and various industry reports25. 

– These costs are then further deconstructed into relevant ONS Standard Industry Classifications (SIC)26. 

– A local content for each SIC is determined based on similar studies for Scottish regions, Orkney and 
Shetland27 28 29 30. 

 
17 The importance of revenue sharing for the local economic impacts of a renewable energy project: A social accounting matrix approach, Allan 
et al, Regional Studies, Vol 45.9, Oct 2011 
Socio economic impacts of community wind power projects in Northern Scotland, Okkonen et al, Renewable Energy 85 (2016) 
18 https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/5468/socio-economic-methodology-and-baseline-for-pfow-wave-tidal-developments.pdf 
19 Socio economic impacts of community wind power projects in Northern Scotland, Okkonen et al, Renewable Energy 85 (2016) 
20 Economic benefits from onshore windfarms, BVG Associates, September 2017 
21 Economic benefits from the development of wind farms in the Western Isles A report for EDF Energy Renewables on behalf of Lewis Wind 
Power, Feb 2017 
22 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/911817/electricity-generation-cost-report-
2020.pdf  
23 World Energy Resources, Wind 2016, WEC 
24 Wind Power Technology Brief, IRENA, March 2016 Solar and wind cost reduction potential to 2025, IRENA, June 2016 
25 Market Stabilisation analysis: Enabling Investment in established low carbon electricity generation, An Arup report for Scottish Renewables, 
July 2017 
Review of capital costs for generation technologies, Energy + Environment Economics, Jan 2017 
Wind costs heading in the right direction, Wind Power Monthly, Jan 2017 
http://www.renewablesfirst.co.uk/windpower/windpower-learning-centre/how-much-does-a-farm-wind-turbine-small-wind-farm-turbine-cost/ 
https://www.agora-energiewende.de/fileadmin/Projekte/2017/Future_Cost_of_Wind/Agora_Future-Cost-of-Wind_WEB.pdf 
https://www.baringa.com/getmedia/99d7aa0f-5333-47ef-b7a8-1ca3b3c10644/Baringa_Scottish-Renewables_UK-Pot-1-CfD-scenario_April-
2017_Report_FINA/ 
Wave and tidal supply chain development plan, February 2015 
Wave and tidal energy in the Pentland Firth and Orkney waters:How the projects could be built, Crown Estates, May 2011 
Isles Business Plan sub report: Commercially Viable Technology Innovations in the Offshore Renewables Sector, June 2015 
Technology Innovation Needs Assessment: Marine Energy summary report, 2012 
Maximising the value of Marine Energy to the UK, 2014 
Wave and Tidal Energy in the UK: Capitalising on capability, 2015 
Marine Energy – Seizing the supply chain opportunity, 2015 
26 https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/classificationsandstandards/ukstandardindustrialclassificationofeconomicactivities 
27 Socio economic impacts of community wind power projects in Northern Scotland, Okkonen et al, Renewable Energy 85 (2016 
28 Economic benefits from the development of wind farms in the Western Isles A report for EDF Energy Renewables on behalf of Lewis Wind 
Power, Feb 2017 
29 Economic benefits from onshore windfarms, BVG Associates, September 2017 
30 Clyde Wind Farm Extension – Impact Analysis June 2015 
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– Gross Value Added by SIC for Orkney published by the ONS31 show that the structure of the Orkney 
economy, in terms of the contribution of each key SIC to GVA, is broadly similar to Shetland.  As no IO tables 
for Orkney have been calculated we use Shetland Input Output and employment multipliers to determine GVA 
impact and employment effects32. 

– In addition, we have assessed the potential GVA and employment effects that will arise from retained 
‘economic rent’ from community ownership/benefit payments – these benefits are not part of the IO 
assessment but are important contributors to the Orkney economy – particularly so for the OIC wind farms.   

– Not all renewable energy ‘economic rent’ stays within Orkney – some is assumed to ‘leak’ from the 
economy33.  The retained ‘rent’ will have an additional economic impact which we have determined by 
assessing Orkney sector GVA contribution and assuming retained rent mirrors this.  The relevant sector IO 
multipliers are used to assess GVA.  However, for the OIC wind farms we assume retained economic rent will 
be distributed to sectors broadly identified in the OIC’s 2020/21 expenditure plans. 

– Total benefits are assessed over 45 years (the economic life used by Ofgem to evaluate new transmission 
network assets) and all results are expressed in 2021 prices. 

Our approach allows both the individual nature of the Orkney economy to be taken into consideration, along with 
the impact of retained economic rent from renewable energy development depending on the ownership structure 
adopted.   

3.2.1 Community benefits  
An important benefit to the Orkney economy will result from income arising not fully considered in the IO analysis.  
This income arises from two sources: 

– Community payments made by the owner/operator of any commercial wind farms; these payments are paid 
by non-community owned wind farms at a rate of £5,000/MW/year 

– Community income received from retained ‘economic rent’ arising from ownership of part, or all, of a 
renewable development – this is particularly pertinent for the OIC projects. 

For the community owned proportion of any project, income received is based on the concept of ‘economic rent’.  
Economic rent is determined by a two-stage approach.   

– First the lifetime levelised cost (LLC) of a project is calculated  

– Second, for a commercial wind farm project, we assume the sale price of electricity is the current CfD strike 
price for remote island wind –amounting to £45.4/MWh in 2021 prices34.  ‘Rent’ is then determined as the 
difference between the initial LLC and the required strike price.  After the 15-year CfD period we assume the 
sale price of electricity increases marginally to £48/MWh (2021 prices).   

After 20 years we assume a wind project will be repowered.  We assume project capex will fall by 20% to reflect 
continuing technology improvements, more competitive supply chains and economies of scale, including more 
efficient turbines able to improve project wind yields.35. 

For smaller scale (sub 5 MW) projects the sale price is assumed to be as for commercial wind farms, with an uplift 
of 20% to reflect the displacement of metered electricity consumption with the output from the small-scale project.  
The LLC of small-scale projects is greater due to higher capex and lower assumed achieved capacity factors of 
38% compared to 45% for commercial projects.  But smaller scale projects are also assumed to incur lower Use of 
System charges. 

For tidal flow projects, given that future profit is highly dependent on potential subsidy and subsequent strike 
prices, we conservatively assume an absolute ‘profit’ margin akin to a non OIC wind farm. 

We assume a variety of community and commercial ownership across the wind projects identified.  Council owned 
wind farms are assumed to be 100% Council owned and 90% of all economic rent retained on the islands – 

 
31 Regional gross value added (income approach) reference tables published on 15 December 2020 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossvalueaddedgva/datasets/regionalgrossvalueaddedincomeapproach 
32 An Analysis of the Shetland Economy, G. Dyer et al. A report for Shetland Islands Council 2013 
33 In the form of central taxation and spending outside Orkney 
34 RIW strike prices from CfD R3 of £39.7/MWh inflated from 2012 prices to 2021 prices at CPI 
35 https://irena.org/-/media/Files/IRENA/Agency/%20Publication/2019/Oct/IRENA_Future_of_wind_2019.pdf 
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capturing additional benefits such as landowner rent.  Other commercial wind farms will have a lower proportion of 
local ownership, we assume an average local ownership of 50%, with rent leakage of 50%.  For small scale wind, 
we assume local ownership of 90% and 30% leakage.  For tidal projects– we assume 20% local ownership, with 
60% leakage.   

For non OIC projects we assume the economic rent identified is distributed in the local economy in line with GVA 
contribution as outlined in Table 4.  The GVA impact of the distributed economic rent is calculated using the IO 
methodology.  For the OIC projects we assume ‘rent’ is allocated to those sectors that mirror OIC’s 2020/21 
budget allocation spending – with Health and Care accounting for 24% of budget; policy and resources 11%; 
development and infrastructure 19% and education, leisure and housing 46%.36 

3.3 Orkney local content 
We have assessed the Orkney content of wind projects based on a number of reports, including Renewable UK’s 
Economic Impacts of onshore wind37 38 39. 

3.3.1 Onshore wind farms 
For the onshore wind farms in Orkney, we have assessed a ‘local’ Orkney content of the following areas:  

– Development and project management 

– Wind turbines  

– Balance of plant (supply and installation) 

– Operation and maintenance 

Development and project management  

Development and project management is assumed to include a local Orkney content of some 13% for non OIC 
commercial wind projects.  While development activity will take place outside Orkney, the three OIC wind farms 
will involve a relatively high proportion of local development content of 25%.   

Wind turbines 

None of the main wind turbine components will be sourced from Orkney – although we assume a greater local 
activity in turbine transport to Orkney.  We calculated 1% Orkney content of the turbines and 20% of transport 
costs will be Orkney sourced.  We assume a slightly higher transport content for OIC projects at 25%.  For small 
scale wind turbines, we assume a higher contribution of Orkney transport of 40%. 

Balance of Plant 

Balance of plant covers the civil and wind farm electrical works.  For the civil works, we have assumed a high 
Orkney content of 50% - reflecting the relatively high contribution of construction to the Orkney economy.  For 
small scale wind turbines local content is higher at 60%.  For electrical works – almost all components are likely to 
be imported, although an electrical engineering supply chain is available in Orkney, therefore local content is 
assumed to be 30%. 

Operation, maintenance and decommissioning 

Orkney has a disproportionately large number of small-scale wind turbines and the renewable industry is 
increasing in importance to the Orkney economy.  Maintenance of the wind farms will employ local wind farm 
technicians – although major repairs are likely to require specialist, imported services.   

Based on the assumptions above, Table 5  shows that the overall Orkney content in larger, commercial wind farms 
is some 21%, rising to 38% for small scale wind turbines.  The OIC projects have a relatively high local content of 
26%. 

 
36 Orkney Islands Council Key Facts and Figures 2020-2021 
37 http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.renewableuk.com/resource/resmgr/Publications/Reports/onshore_economic_benefits_re.pdf 
38 Clyde windfarm extension – Impact Analysis, PWC June 2015 
39 Economic benefits from the development of wind farms in the Western Isles, BVG Associates 2017 
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Table 5 Orkney content of wind projects 

Category % of TOTEX Geography % content of category 

   OIC wind Commercial wind Small scale wind 

DEVEX 4% Orkney 25% 13% 50% 

Non-Orkney 75% 87% 50% 

CAPEX 59% Orkney 13% 11% 15% 

Non-Orkney 87% 89% 85% 

OPEX 38% Orkney 47% 36% 73% 

Non-Orkney 53% 64% 27% 

TOTEX 100% Orkney 26% 21% 38% 

The local content determined in our analysis broadly similar to that adopted in other studies in Scotland – together 
with Renewable UK’s analysis for ‘local’ content for UK onshore wind – as outlined in Table 6.  

Table 6 Local Content comparable studies  

Local content Renewable 

UK40 (2017) 

BVG – 

Western 

Isles (2017) 

Biggar 

Economics – 

Scottish 

Borders41 

(2013) 

BVG 

Scotland42 

(2017) 

Okkonen et al 

Shetland/ 

Orkney 

(2015) 

Baringa 

Orkney 

(2016) 

Construction 12% 5-11% 5-10% 2% 14% 12% 

Operation 42% 22-37% 29-40% 25% 63% 42% 

Total 27% 13-24% 25% 16% 37% 25% 

We assume the technical life of a wind turbine/farm to be 20 years, after which the turbine/farm will be repowered 
– with subsequent additional CAPEX.  Conservatively we do not assume an increase in MW capacity when the 
wind turbine/farm is repowered, although we also assume a 20% reduction in CAPEX.   

3.3.2 Marine  
A survey of marine energy companies working in the UK by RenewableUK found the industry has already invested 
over £578 million developing various technologies with over 77% of this spent in the UK economy. 43  Research 
conducted by Scottish Renewables in 2014 showed that at that time, the companies surveyed had invested more 
than £200 million into the Scottish economy, and that more than 62% of the companies’ supply chain is Scottish44.  
Orkney Islands Council has invested in major new harbour developments at Hatston near Kirkwall, at Lyness on 
the island of Hoy and at Copland’s Dock in Stromness.  In addition, Highlands and Islands Enterprise has created 
onshore facilities for developers at Hatston, with further projects and harbour developments planned.   

In our analysis we have assumed only tidal projects progress, as this technology is currently more advanced than 
wave.  However, we expect that the benefits of wave energy development to be broadly similar to tidal and so our 

 
40 http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.renewableuk.com/resource/resmgr/Publications/Reports/onshore_economic_benefits_re.pdf 
41 Economic Impact of Wind Energy in the Scottish Borders, Biggar Economics, Mar 2013 
42 Economic benefits from onshore wind farms - A report for ScottishPower Renewables, BVG, September 2017 
43 http://www.marineenergywales.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Capitalising-on-Capability-2015.pdf 
44 Scottish Renewables, Marine Milestones 2013-14 
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results could largely apply to either technology.  For tidal generation in Orkney, we have assessed a ‘local’ Orkney 
content for the following areas:  

– Development and project management 

– Device development and manufacture  

– Balance of plant (foundations, mooring installation, electrical systems) 

– Operation, maintenance and decommissioning 

Development and project management  

Given the important role of Orkney in the development of tidal generation in the UK to date organisations with a 
track record in the marine environment are likely to well placed to undertake project development work, particularly 
where local knowledge is an asset – such as site-specific conditions in and around the Pentland Firth and Orkney 
waters.  Therefore, we assume a relatively high development and project management local Orkney content of 
40%.   

Device development and manufacture 

Generation devices are likely to account for 20% to 40% of total project costs.45  While large scale device 
manufacture is unlikely to be located in Orkney, considerable supply chain activities and some smaller component 
manufacture is likely to be in Orkney.  We calculated 10% Orkney content in device and 25% of transport costs will 
be Orkney sourced.   

Balance of Plant 

Balance of plant covers foundations, mooring installation and electrical systems.  For the civil works (foundations 
and moorings), we have assumed a high Orkney content of 75%.  For electrical works local content is limited to 
30%. 

Operation, maintenance and decommissioning 

Operating and maintaining tidal projects is likely to involve considerable Orkney input.  Some technology 
developers envisage that devices will be maintained partially in-situ while others will require disconnection and 
towing to shore for maintenance.  The developments at port facilities will encourage supply chain development and 
clustering.  The vessels used for O&M are also likely to be locally based.  Overall, we assume a total local content 
of 53% for O&M of tidal projects. 

Table 7 summarises local Orkney content for each key development stage of tidal generation, overall local content 
in total project spend is some 40%. 

Table 7  Local content tidal generation 

 % of TOTEX Orkney content 

DEVEX 1.5% 40% 

CAPEX 61% 35% 

OPEX 37.5% 53% 

TOTEX 100% 40% 

3.3.3 Transmission reinforcement 
The breakdown of transmission investment costs is based on information providing by SSEN-T and GHD’s own 
analysis.  Broad expenditure categories include: 

 
45 Wave and dal energy in the Pentland Firth and Orkney waters: How the projects could be built, Crown Estate 2011 
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– Development costs 

– Cable 

– Static Var Compensation 

– Substations 

Local content assumptions for significant components such as substations, cable, SVRs and electrical works are 
very limited – at around 0.5-1.0%.  However larger local content is assumed for construction elements.  Overall, 
we have assumed a local content for transmission investment of some 3%.   

3.3.4 Scottish content 
The benefit of the transmission link and renewable generation will extend beyond Orkney to the wider Scottish 
economy.  Table 8 shows the TOTEX content assumed (based on the analysis above) for Orkney economy and 
that assumed for the wider Scottish economy. 

Table 8  Local and Scottish TOTEX content 

 Orkney content Scottish content 

OIC 26% 75% 

Other wind 22% 75% 

Marine  40% 75% 

Transmission link 3% 45% 
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Results 

4.1 Gross Value Added  
Gross value added (GVA) measures the contribution made to an economy by an individual producer, industry, 
sector or region and is one way of measuring economic output.  The GVA impacts determined by our analysis 
includes the contribution of all wind developments (large and small), marine and the transmission link.  Table 9 
shows the resulting total GVA impacts for the two generation scenarios considered.   

Our results show that the transmission link, and the renewable generation it enables, will have a significant 
positive impact on the Orkney economy.  The GVA benefit is substantial – ranging from £371 million in the 
‘minimum’ Conditionality scenario, to some £806 million in the Enabled scenario.   

Table 9  Total Orkney GVA for each scenario (£million 2021 prices) 

 Construction Operation Economic Rent Total 

Conditionality 35.0 49.0 286.6 371 

Enabled 244.5 240.3 322.2 807 

4.1.1 The wider GVA contribution 
The GVA benefit of the transmission link and renewable generation it enables will extend far beyond Orkney.  
While the ‘local’ Orkney content of the transmission link and renewable generation is substantial, the overall 
Scottish content is considerably higher given its wider and deeper business base and supply chains.  The GVA 
impact of the Orkney transmission link to the wider Scottish economy is therefore substantial, ranging from £606 
million in the lowest case Conditionality scenario, rising to almost £1.5 billion in the Enabled scenario.   

Table 10  GVA impact on Orkney and Scotland (£million 2021 prices) 

 Conditionality Enabled 

Orkney Scotland Orkney Scotland 

OIC 318.3 428.7 318.3 428.7 

Other WF 48.8 124.4 101.7 261.1 

Marine 0.0 0.0 383.5 740.8 

Link 3.5 53.1 3.5 53.1 

Total 371 606 807 1,484 

4.2 The contribution of the OIC windfarms 
Given the OIC project’s unique ownership and revenue recycling status, their three wind farms provide a 
disproportionately positive impact on the Orkney economy.  Table 11 shows the breakdown of GVA benefit by 
generation type in the Conditionality scenario, with the OIC projects identified separately.  The results show the 
important GVA impact of the OIC projects – driven in particular by their unique revenue recycling.   
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Table 11 Total Orkney GVA contribution – Conditionality scenario (£million 2021 prices) 

Benefit Capex Opex Economic Rent Total 

OIC 21.8 32.4 264.1 318.3 

Other wind 11.2 15.1 22.5 48.8 

Tidal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Transmission 2.0 1.5 0 3.5 

Total 35.0 49.0 286.6 370.6 

Table 12 shows the GVA impact of additional wind and tidal generation enabled in the longer term by the link.  The 
potential contribution of marine generation is clearly evident – with considerable benefit to the Orkney economy of 
both development and operation of marine power.   

Table 12 Total Orkney GVA contribution – Enabled scenario (£million 2021 prices) 

Benefit Capex Opex Economic Rent Total 

OIC 21.8 32.4 264.1 318.3 

Other wind 23.8 31.4 46.5 101.7 

Tidal 196.9 175.0 11.6 383.5 

Transmission 2.0 1.5 0 3.5 

Total 244.5 240.3 322.2 807.1 

Figure 1 shows the relative GVA benefit of the OIC windfarms compared to other wind and tidal in the ‘Enabled’ 
scenario.  The £million/MW GVA benefit of the OIC wind farms is substantial at almost £3.7 million/MW and is 
considerably higher than alternative wind farms – driven by the OIC projects’ unique ownership and recycling of 
project economic rent.   

The potential benefit of marine generation enabled by the proposed 220 kV transmission link is also substantial – 
driven by the marine excellence in Orkney, highlighting the clear enabling potential of the transmission link.   
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Figure 1  GVA contribution by project type – Enabled scenario 

 

It should be noted that Ofgem’s conditional approval is for SSEN-Transmission’s proposed 220 kV link.  If the 
conditionality threshold of 135 MW is not met, then Ofgem may require a new Needs Case submission that may 
result in approval for a lower capacity link of 132 kV – significantly reducing the longer-term potential of renewable 
development in Orkney.   

4.3 Economic benefit analysis 
Table 13 shows a more detailed breakdown of total GVA benefit to Orkney and its residents of the two scenarios.  
The lowest case Conditionality scenario results in an average annual benefit to each Orkney household of £730, 
increasing to £1,591 in the Enabled scenario.   

Table 13  Orkney GVA benefit analysis 

Scenario Lifetime 
Economic 
Benefit 
(£million) 

Economic 
benefit per 
annum (p.a.) 
(£million) 

Economic 
benefit per 
capita p.a. 
(£) 

Economic 
benefit per 
household 
p.a. (£) 

Economic 
benefit p.a. 
as a 
proportion 
of Total GVA 
(%) 

Economic 
benefit per 
household 
p.a. as a 
Proportion 
of Average 
GDHI (%) 

Conditionality £371 £8.2 £371 £730 1.4% 3.9% 

Enabled £807 £17.9 £807 £1,591 3.1% 8.5% 

 

  

…based on 
population 
of Orkney in 
2018 

…based on 
number of 
Orkney 
households 
2018 

…based on 
Orkney GVA 
(£million) 

…based on 
Orkney 
average 
GDHI 2018 
(£) 

 

  

22,190 11,261 £573 £18,783 

 



 

GHD | Orkney Islands Council | 12550883 | A transmission link for Orkney 17 
 

  
 

4.4 Summary 
Our analysis shows that the OIC wind farms are critical to meeting Ofgem’s 135 MW conditionality threshold.  The 
OIC projects score well in our probability of generation assessment as they have submitted planning (or will submit 
planning very soon), have connection offers in place, have identified connection costs, undertaken financial 
planning and could be eligible to bid into the forthcoming CfD auction.  If the Council’s projects are not awarded 
planning in the short-term, then the conditionality threshold is unlikely to be met.  The alternative projects that 
could contribute are at considerably earlier stages of development and so are unlikely to be sufficiently developed 
to meet Ofgem’s conditions by the December 2022 deadline.   

Triggering the transmission connection will create a £371 million GVA benefit to Orkney from those projects that 
are required to meet the needs case conditions, extending to £807 million GVA benefit from further enabled wind 
and tidal projects. 

The GVA benefit to the Orkney economy of the OIC wind farms is disproportionately large given their unique 
ownership and revenue recycling model, assessed at around four times greater than other wind farms. 

The GVA benefit of the transmission link and renewable generation will extend far beyond Orkney.  While the 
‘local’ Orkney content of the transmission link and renewable generation is considerable, the overall Scottish 
content is significantly higher given its wider and deeper business base and supply chains.  The GVA impact to the 
wider Scottish economy of the Orkney transmission link and the renewables it supports is substantial, ranging from 
£606 million in the lowest case Conditionality scenario, to almost £1.5 billion in the Enabled scenario.   

In summary, the OIC projects are critical to meeting Ofgem’s conditionality threshold and releasing potentially 
significant benefits to the Orkney and Scottish economy – enabling additional, longer term renewable 
development, and in particular unlocking the potential for future development of marine energy technologies. 
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A-1 Appendix A 
Scope and limitations 

This report is subject to, and must be read in conjunction with the assumptions and qualifications contained throughout the Report 

This report: has been prepared by GHD for Orkney Islands Council and may only be used and relied on by Orkney Islands Council for the 
purpose agreed between GHD and Orkney Islands Council as set out in this report. 

GHD otherwise disclaims responsibility to any person other than Orkney Islands Council arising in connection with this report. GHD also 
excludes implied warranties and conditions, to the extent legally permissible. 

The services undertaken by GHD in connection with preparing this report were limited to those specifically detailed in the report and are subject 
to the scope limitations set out in the report.  

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on conditions encountered and information reviewed at the date 
of preparation of the report. GHD has no responsibility or obligation to update this report to account for events or changes occurring 
subsequent to the date that the report was prepared. 

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on assumptions made by GHD described in this report. GHD 
disclaims liability arising from any of the assumptions being incorrect.  
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Appendix 15.1 Meteorological Data 

Sunshine Hours  

Table 1 below summarises raw data received from the historical weather station data for Kirkwall and held by 

the UK Met Office (2019)1. 

Table 1 – Mean Monthly Sunshine from 1981-2010 at Kirkwall 

Month Number of Days in Month Average Sun Hours /month Average Sun Hours /day 

January 31 32.2 1.04 

February 28 59.3 2.12 

March 31 98.2 3.17 

April 30 136.8 4.56 

May 31 190 6.13 

June 30 148.6 4.95 

July 31 132.2 34.26 

August 31 129.7 4.18 

September 30 105.3 3.51 

October 31 75.8 2.45 

November  30 10.1 1.34 

December 31 24.5 0.79 

 

Wind Distribution 

Table 2 below outlines the wind parameters used within the WindPro model for the Proposed Development. It 

adopts a 12 degree sector with 7,475 hours of wind per year (equivalent to the development being operational 

for 85 % of the year). Wind distribution for the site is based on generic data for wind distribution in Orkney. 

Table 2 – Wind Distribution 

Direction Wind Distribution Hours of Wind / year Direction Wind Distribution Hours of Wind / year 

N 5.67% 424 S 6.47% 484 

NNE 3.29% 246 SSW 5.48% 410 

NE 2.78% 208 SW 6.77% 506 

ENE 2.29% 171 WSW 12.45% 931 

 
1 https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-and-data/uk-climate-averages/gfmzqh0rc  

https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-and-data/uk-climate-averages/gfmzqh0rc


 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WINDFARM 
PROJECT– FARAY 

2 APPENDIX 15.1 

 

Direction Wind Distribution Hours of Wind / year Direction Wind Distribution Hours of Wind / year 

E 2.69% 201 W 11.25% 841 

ESE 3.59% 268 WNW 7.77% 581 

SE 6.27% 469 NW 6.77% 506 

SSE 8.87% 663 NNW 7.57% 566 

Totals 100.0% 7446.0 
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Appendix 15.2 Potential Shadow Periods 

Graphs 1 to 5 below visually represent the potential periods when each receptor may experience shadow flicker 

during the operational phase of the Proposed Development. These are calculated using commercial software 

model WindPro Version 3.2 which takes into account the movement of the sun relative to the time of day and 

time of year predicting the time and duration of expected shadow flicker at each window of an affected receptor 

(refer to Chapter 15). These graphs represent the realistic scenario assuming no mitigation as explained in 

Chapter 15. The turbines generating the flicker are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 – Turbine Key 

 T5 

 T4 

 

 

Graph 1 – Realistic Shadow Hours – Receptor A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 2 – Realistic Shadow Hours – Receptor B 
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Graph 3 – Realistic Shadow Hours – Receptor C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 4 – Realistic Shadow Hours – Receptor D 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 5 – Realistic Shadow Hours – Receptor E 
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Appendix 16.1 Underwater Noise Modelling Figures  
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Figure 16.1 - M-weightings Applied to the Raw Source Level Spectrum for Each Mammal Hearing Group 
(NOAA, 2016) 
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Figure 16.2 – Model Geometry Showing Water Depth 
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[Notes: Area covered by SCANS-III and adjacent surveys. SCANS-III: 
pink lettered blocks were surveyed by air; blue numbered blocks 
were surveyed by ship. Blocks coloured green to the south, west 
and north of Ireland were surveyed by the Irish ObSERVE project. 
Blocks coloured yellow were surveyed by the Faroe Islands as part 
of the North Atlantic Sightings Survey in 2015.] 

Figure 16.3 SCANS-III blocks (Hammond et al, 2017) 
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Figure 16.4 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Pinnipeds (seals) using Standard Mitigation 
under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise source and leaving the water at the shoreline 
(white contour indicates threshold for TTS). 
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Figure 16.5 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Low-frequency cetaceans (baleen whales) using 
Standard Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise source (black and white 
contours indicate thresholds for PTS and TTS, respectively).
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Figure 16.6 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Mid-frequency cetaceans using Standard 
Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise source (no thresholds exceeded). 
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Figure 16.7 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for High-frequency cetaceans (harbour porpoise) 
using Standard Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise source (black and 
white contours indicate thresholds for PTS and TTS, respectively). 

 

 



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT - FARAY 

9 APPENDIX 16.1 UNDERWATER NOISE 
MODELLING FIGURES 

 

 

Figure 16.8 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Low-frequency cetaceans (baleen whales) using 
Standard Mitigation under the assumption of escaping via quickest exit route (black and white contours 
indicate thresholds for PTS and TTS, respectively). 
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Figure 16.9 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for High-frequency cetaceans (harbour porpoise) 
using Standard Mitigation under the assumption of escaping via quickest exit route (black and white contours 
indicate thresholds for PTS and TTS, respectively). 
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Figure 16.10 – Modelled Areas of Behavioural Disturbance for Marine Mammals using Standard Mitigation 
(black and white contours indicate thresholds for high-level and low-level disturbance, respectively). 
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Figure 16.11 – Third-octave Centre Frequency Source Level Spectrum for Standard Mitigation and with 
Additional Bubble Curtain Mitigation. 
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Figure 16.12 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Pinnipeds (seals) using Additional Bubble 
Curtain Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise source and leaving the 
water at the shoreline (no threshold exceedance). 
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Figure 16.13 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Low-frequency Cetaceans (Baleen Whales) 
using Additional Bubble Curtain Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise 
source (white contour indicates threshold for TTS). 
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Figure 16.14 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Mid-frequency cetaceans using Additional 
Bubble Curtain Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise source (no 
threshold exceedance for either TTS or PTS). 
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Figure 16.15 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for High-frequency cetaceans (harbour porpoise) 
using Additional Bubble Curtain Mitigation under the assumption of swimming directly away from the noise 
source (white contour indicates threshold for TTS). 
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Figure 16.16 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for Low-frequency cetaceans (Baleen Whales) using 
Additional Bubble Curtain Mitigation under the assumption of escaping via quickest exit route (white contour 
indicates threshold for TTS). 
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Figure 16.17 – Modelled Cumulative Sound Exposure Level for High-frequency cetaceans (harbour porpoise) 
using Additional Bubble Curtain under the assumption of escaping via quickest exit route (white contour 
indicates threshold for TTS). 
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Figure 16.18 – Modelled Areas of Behavioural Disturbance for Marine Mammals using Additional Bubble 
Curtain Mitigation (black and white contours indicate thresholds for high-level and low-level disturbance, 
respectively). 
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Disturbance – Standard Mitigation 

Disturbance 

level 

Maximum distance to 

threshold (m) 
Area of disturbance (km2) 

      
Low 19,000 26.62       
High 3,400 7.99       

           

Hearing group Species Density 

Maximum number of animals 

predicted to be within the area of 

threshold exceedance (density x area 

of exceedance) 

Regional Population National Population 

Low disturbance High disturbance Population 

% potentially effected 

Population 

% potentially effected 

Low disturbance High disturbance Low disturbance High disturbance 

Pinnipeds 
Grey seal 35 922 277 54,741 1.68% 0.51% 152,000  0.61% 0.18% 

Harbour seal 0.19 5.06 1.52 26,900 0.02% 0.01% 45,800  0.01% 0.003% 

Low-frequency 
cetaceans 

Sperm whale 0.06 1.60 0.48 9,599 0.02% 0.00% 13,518  0.01% 0.004% 

Fin whale 0.01 0.13 0.04 820 0.02% 0.00% 18,142  0.001% 0.0002% 

Mid-frequency 
cetaceans 

Orca 0.05 1.44 0.43 - - - - - - 

Atlantic white-
sided dolphin 

0.03 0.91 0.27 1,366 0.07% 0.02% 69,293  0.001% 0.0004% 

Bottle-nosed 
dolphin 

0.00 0.11 0.03 151 0.07% 0.02% 195  0.05% 0.02% 

Common 
dolphin 

0.12 3.09 0.93 4,679 0.07% 0.02% 56,556  0.01% 0.002% 

Long-finned 
pilot whale 

0.04 1.14 0.34 1,733 0.07% 0.02% 1,812  0.06% 0.02% 

Minke whale 0.08 2.03 0.61 383 0.53% 0.16% 23,528  0.01% 0.003% 

Risso's dolphin 0.04 1.19 0.36 440 0.27% 0.08% 8,818  0.01% 0.004% 

White-beaked 
dolphin 

0.02 0.56 0.17 868 0.06% 0.02% 15,895  0.004% 0.001% 

High-frequency 
cetaceans 

Harbour 
porpoise 

0.23 6.10 1.83 6,147 0.10% 0.03% 227,298  0.003% 0.001% 
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Disturbance – Standard Mitigation + Bubble Curtain 

Disturbance 

level 

Maximum distance to 

threshold (m) 
Area of disturbance (km2) 

      
Low 4,000 9.11       
High 420 0.11       

           

Hearing group Species Density 

Maximum number of animals 

predicted to be within the area of 

threshold exceedance (density x area 

of exceedance) 

Regional Population National Population 

Low disturbance High disturbance Population 

% potentially effected 

Population 

% potentially effected 

Low disturbance High disturbance Low disturbance High disturbance 

Pinnipeds 
Grey seal 35 315 3.81 54,741  0.58% 0.01% 152,000  0.21% 0.003% 

Harbour seal 0.19 1.73 0.02 26,900  0.01% 0.0001% 45,800  0.004% 0.00005% 

Low-frequency 
cetaceans 

Sperm whale 0.06 0.55 0.01 9,599  0.01% 0.0001% 13,518  0.004% 0.00005% 

Fin whale 0.01 0.05 0.001 820  0.01% 0.0001% 18,142  0.0003% 0.000003% 

Mid-frequency 
cetaceans 

Orca 0.05 0.49 0.01 - - - - - - 

Atlantic white-
sided dolphin 

0.03 0.31 0.004 1,366  0.02% 0.0003% 69,293  0.0004% 0.00001% 

Bottle-nosed 
dolphin 

0.00 0.04 0.0004 151  0.02% 0.0003% 195  0.02% 0.0002% 

Common 
dolphin 

0.12 1.06 0.01 4,679  0.02% 0.0003% 56,556  0.002% 0.00002% 

Long-finned 
pilot whale 

0.04 0.39 0.005 1,733  0.02% 0.0003% 1,812  0.02% 0.0003% 

Minke whale 0.08 0.70 0.01 383  0.18% 0.002% 23,528  0.003% 0.00004% 

Risso's dolphin 0.04 0.41 0.005 440  0.09% 0.001% 8,818  0.005% 0.0001% 

White-beaked 
dolphin 

0.02 0.19 0.002 868  0.02% 0.0003% 15,895  0.001% 0.00001% 

High-frequency 
cetaceans 

Harbour 
porpoise 

0.23 2.09 0.03 6,147  0.03% 0.0004% 227,298  0.001% 0.00001% 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project – Faray – new 
extended slipway and landing jetty  

As part of the Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project – Faray there is a requirement for a new extended 

slipway and a new landing jetty to be constructed on the south-east of Faray (referred to as the ‘Proposed 

Development’). This would include works below the Mean High Water Spring (MHWS).   

The Proposed Development comprises: 

◼ A new extended slipway to replace the existing facility.  The extant slipway is presently c.20 m long by 

3.5 m wide, though this was originally longer.  This slipway would be upgraded to a maximum 36 m long 

and 8 m wide.  The design of the slipway would be sufficient to enable access by larger vessels with the 

bow or stern gate and would be built to a standard design for the Orkney Islands to allow access for local 

vessels.  

◼ A new landing jetty to accommodate abnormal loads.  The jetty would comprise a causeway up to 55 m 

long and 10 m wide (550 m2), terminating in square structure for docking measuring up to 20 m by 20 m 

(400 m2). The square docking structure would likely be constructed on site from sheet piles.  The 

causeway would be in-filled and capped-off with concrete batched onsite. 

◼ Dredging will be required for c. 3,000 m3 of sand and sandstone, dredge areas are provided in 

(Figure 1.1) to a maximum dredge depth of 1 m, which will require disposal at sea of dredged sediment.  

It is anticipated that the dredged material will be disposed of at a licenced disposal site close to the 

development.  The preferred site, to be confirmed within the marine licence application, is Stromness A.  

The dredge sample plan has been reviewed by Marine Scotland who confirmed on 04 March 2021 that they 

are content with the sample locations selected and approved the project to progress with the sediment 

sampling.  Sampling is scheduled to be undertaken in late March 2021, the agreed sample locations are 

shown on Figure 1.1. 

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIA) for the project is currently in preparation, including an 

assessment of underwater noise. 

1.2. Marine water and sediment quality - Scoping 

Initial discussions with Marine Scotland and NatureScot have indicated that as well as the underwater noise 

EIA Report chapter already in production, it is likely that an additional EIA Report chapter would be required 

to assess the potential impact of the Proposed Development on marine water and sediment quality from the 

proposed dredging activities.  This report provides information on the scope of the marine water and 

sediment quality assessment to be shared with and agreed with Marine Scotland and NatureScot. 

Scoping of potential impacts identifies the following:  

Marine water and Sediment Quality  

◼ Construction: Local capital dredging at the Development Site will be required, likely to be back hoe 

dredger, supported by a barge with the potential to have local and temporary effects upon marine water 

quality. This will be mainly by sediment disturbance from dredging activity.  Relevant receptors: marine 

water quality and marine sediment quality. 



 

 

 

Orkney’s Community Wind Farm Project – Faray 

Marine water and sediment quality - Inception Report 

DEM8784-RT001-R01-00 2 

◼ Operation: maintenance dredging by of the berth pocket will have a local effect on water quality, although 

it is expected that maintenance dredge requirements will be very small  Relevant receptors: Marine 

water quality; and, Marine sediment quality. 

To note the assessment of potential impacts on marine water and sediment quality would not include 

assessment of disposal on the basis that the disposal is at a site that is already an accepted and regulated 

activity.  It is anticipated that the dredged material will be disposed of at a licenced disposal site close to the 

development.  The preferred site, to be confirmed within the marine licence application, is Stromness A. 
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Figure 1.1: Location of Proposed Development and indication of sediment sampling locations  
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1.3. Purpose of this note 

This inception report provides a briefing to Marine Scotland and NatureScot on the proposed marine water 

and sediment quality assessments needed for the Proposed Development EIA. 

2. Environmental Assessment approach 

2.1. Overview 

One EIA Report topic chapter will present the assessment information in the required format, applying EIA 

significance methods (See Section 2.2 below) and address other statutory requirements for the content of 

EIA. This EIA Report chapter will be focussed on groups of EIA receptors, and draw on technical annexes to 

present an overall assessment.   

The technical annexes will present descriptions of the desk-based study and sediment chemical analysis.  

2.2. Assessment of Significance 

The assessment methodology will adopt a receptor-led approach such that impacts are assessed in relation 

to the environmental receptors (i.e. the features and components of the natural environment that are potentially 

affected by the Proposed Development on Faray). 

2.2.1. Receptors 

The relevant receptors that will be considered are: 

◼ Marine water quality; and 

◼ Marine sediment quality. 

The assessment of potential impacts on these two receptors will include consideration of potential for 

increases in suspended sediment concentration and the potential for resuspension of chemicals that may be 

associated with the sediments to be dredged.  It is expected any impacts will be in the near vicinity to the 

Proposed Development.   

The approach to assessing impacts will be guided by the use of an Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) that 

establishes a consistent framework for determining impact significances by considering the sensitivity and 

value of a receptor along with the magnitude of the effect to which the receptor is exposed.   

The approach to assessing impacts will also take into account the likelihood (i.e. probability) that a receptor 

will be exposed to the effect.   However, the use of the IAM will be moderated by the use of professional / 

expert judgement. 

It should be noted that this assessment will not consider secondary effects upon other human or ecological 

receptors, as these will be addressed elsewhere in the ES by other topic authors. 
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2.2.2. Terminology 

For the purposes of clarity, the terms ‘impacts’ and ‘effects’ are defined below and used in accordance with 

these definitions throughout this document. 

Effects are considered to be the changes to the environmental receptors that occur as a result of a 

development or regulated activity (e.g. specific types of construction works or operations).   

Impacts are considered to be the (significant) consequences of the effects on the environmental receptors.  

Positive / negative impacts are those impacts that are considered to have beneficial / adverse outcomes for 

the environmental receptors as a result of the development.  Direct / indirect impacts are those impacts that 

are considered to be directly / indirectly attributable to the development. 

A principal point of differentiation between effects and impacts relates to the sensitivity of the environmental 

receptors; hence, effects will lead to impacts if the environmental receptors are sufficiently sensitive to 

changes caused by the development (i.e. the environmental receptors are unable to accommodate and/or 

tolerate the effects). 

2.2.3. Proposed significance criteria 

For the purposes of the marine water and sediment quality assessments, an indication of the magnitude (or 

extent) of change from observed values will be provided based on desk study.  Where possible, the 

assessment will be quantified through comparison of predictions with known values.  Where it is possible to 

define a significance to this alteration with respect to sediment and water quality, this will be provided.  

Effect Magnitude 

The magnitude of a potential effect is defined by the extent of environmental change caused by the 

development.  The extent of change can be defined by the area over which the effect occurs (i.e. the spatial 

dimension of the effect), the duration over which the effect occurs (i.e. the temporal dimension of the effect), 

and the reversibility of an effect (i.e. whether the effect is reversible (e.g. due to natural recovery, or 

intervention to mitigate the effect), or is irreversible).   

Table 2.1 identifies the guideline descriptions for the range of effect magnitudes used in the proposed marine 

water and sediment quality ES Chapter. 

Table 2.1: Guideline descriptions for effect magnitude for marine water and sediment quality 

Effect 

Magnitude Guideline Descriptions 

High Large scale changes to a marine physical process receptor over the whole development 

area and potentially beyond.  A permanent effect on quality standards or potential risk of 

downgrades to water body status.  Indicatively, those effects potentially extending over 

>3 km from the Proposed Development.  

Medium Medium scale changes to a marine physical process receptor over the majority of the 

development area and potentially beyond.  A temporary effect on quality standards that may 

cross water or sediment threshold levels. Indicatively, those effects potentially extending 1-3 

km from the Proposed Development. 

Low Noticeable but small scale changes to a marine physical process receptor over part of the 

development area and potentially beyond. A temporary effect on water or sediment quality 
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Effect 

Magnitude Guideline Descriptions 

standards whose magnitude are detectable but would not risk exceedance of threshold 

levels.  Indicatively, those effects potentially extending 0.5-1 km from the Proposed 

Development. 

Negligible Noticeable but very small scale change or barely discernible changes to a marine physical 

process receptor over a small part of the development area and potentially beyond.  A 

temporary effect on water or sediment quality standards whose magnitude may be detectable 

but would not cross threshold levels.  Indicatively, those effects potentially extending <0.5 km 

from the Proposed Development 

 

Receptor value and sensitivity 

Unlike some other environmental receptors, there are not generally attributable values for seawater quality 

receptors. Nonetheless, in order to provide as transparent an assessment as possible, receptor values have 

been identified in Table 2.2.  These values are often related to other topic receptors. 

Table 2.2: Receptor value and sensitivity for marine water and sediment quality 

Value Example receptor value and sensitivity 

High The presence of designated sites for water quality (e.g. designated bathing waters, shellfish 

waters) or coastal geological interest.  The presence of other protected sites that are reliant 

on water or sediment quality (SACs, SPAs etc).  Many pathways for environmental change 

exist between the project activities and receptors.  Critical social or economic uses, e.g. 

water supply. 

Medium Supports aquatic species that are protected by national or international law. Few pathways 

for environmental change exist between the project activities and receptors.  Receptor is 

close to threshold levels and does not show wide natural variability.  Important social or 

economic uses, e.g. water supply. 

Low Receptor is not protected by specific water quality designations but is protected by wider 

water quality legislation.  Limited or no pathways from between the project and receptors.  

Receptor is well within threshold levels and/ or is subject to wide natural variability. 

Negligible The receptor is tolerant of any changes which may occur and has no legislative thresholds 

controlling it.  No pathways exist under which the receptor could be exposed to the project’s 

activities under consideration. 

 

Assessment of Significance 

The concept of significance is a key element of the EIA process because it is the likely significant impacts on 

the environment – both positive (beneficial) and negative (adverse) - that are important to decisions about 

granting consent for a particular development and/or regulated activity.   

The level of impact significance and the likelihood of the impact occurring also inform the priorities for 

identifying and adopting mitigation measures and monitoring. Table 2.3 presents the Impact Assessment 

Matrix (IAM).  The approach to assessing impacts will guided by the use of the IAM but moderated or 

adapted by the use of professional / expert judgement. 
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Table 2.3: Impact Assessment Matrix for Significance 

 

Sensitivity of Receptor / Receiving Environment to Change 

High Medium Low Negligible 

M
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High major moderate to 

major 

minor to moderate negligible 

Medium moderate to major moderate minor negligible 

Low minor to moderate minor negligible to minor negligible 

Negligible negligible negligible negligible negligible 

3. Specialist studies 

A number of specialist studies will be needed to support the assessments of impacts for marine water and 

sediment receptors. These desk studies are outlined in the sections below. 

3.1. Sediment dispersion desk study 

Sediment releases from dredging and reclamation will arise during the construction activities.  A desk study 

on sediment plumes is proposed, based on the low-risk nature of the dredging associated with the slipway 

and jetty. 

During consideration of the studies required for the Proposed Development, the following assumptions have 

been considered when identifying a desk-study as the appropriate approach: 

◼ The dredging volume is relatively small and the substrate is likely to be sand or sandstone; 

◼ The sandstone is likely to be approximately 5-10% clay; 

◼ The sand is likely to be “coarse sediment”, with clay/silt content estimated to be 5% or less; 

◼ Dredging is likely to require a large backhoe with an associated barge, which would require 

approximately 2 days of dredging (including moving and down time) to complete the dredging required; 

◼ Currents are small <=0.5m/s; 

(https://marinescotland.atkinsgeospatial.com/nmpi/default.aspx?layers=68)1; 

◼ Background surface suspended sediment concentration levels estimated to be ~ 1mg/l to 3 mg/l some 

years (Cefas sea surface satellite measurements).  Concentrations lower in the water column are likely 

to be greater; and 

◼ Estimated plume likely to be very small in magnitude. 

The sediment type, including percentage of fine material will be confirmed during the sediment sampling 

which is scheduled to be undertaken in late March 2021. 

A search will be performed to determine if there are more suitable baseline suspended sediment 

concentration datasets than the Cefas sea surface satellite measurements, including those that may be held 

by Marine Scotland.  

https://marinescotland.atkinsgeospatial.com/nmpi/default.aspx?layers=68)1
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As such, due to the small scale of the dredge proposed, the likely dredge method, the likely sediment 

composition and the background levels, it is anticipated that any plume will be very small.  A desk study (i.e. 

without modelling) should therefore be sufficient to provide the details of sediment dispersion in the vicinity of 

the Proposed Development.   

The desk study will consider: 

◼ the nature of tidal flows in the area,  

◼ an understanding of the rate of sediment release from dredging, and  

◼ the sediment properties,  

to provide an estimation of the likely dispersal of material from the dredging location. 

This will provide information on likely dispersion of fines from the Proposed Development in distance (m) for 

the depth-averaged increase above background (mg/l). 

3.2. Cumulative effects 

In line with normal practice, other relevant existing and planned schemes that may affect the marine water 

and sediment quality regime can be included alongside the Proposed Development.  As search of Marine 

Scotland’s marine licence application database (https://marine.gov.scot/marine-licence-applications) has 

been undertaken, with the following applications identified within 10km of the Proposed Development: 

◼ Deployment of Tidal Turbine Bert 6 at EMEC’s Fall of Warness Tidal Test Centre.  Located c. 5 km to the 

south of Faray, on the south west coast of Eday; 

◼ Eday Sound Fish Farm marine licence renewal.  Located on the south east of Eday, c. 7km to the 

southeast of Faray; 

◼ Construction and operation of a high stability floating platform (ATIR) at EMEC’s Fall of Warness Tidal 

Test Centre. Located c. 7.5 km south of Faray, on the south west coast of Eday; 

◼ Bay of Ham Fish Farm marine licence renewal. Located c. 9 km to the west of Faray; and 

◼ Discharge from wellboat enclosure at Eday fish farm. Located on the south east of Eday,c. 7 km to the 

southeast of Faray. 

Those projects with an interface with marine water and sediment quality ES chapter will be considered, 

although an initial review would suggest none of the identified projects are likely to interact with the Proposed 

Development due to the small nature of the dredging and the distances involved.  

3.3. Marine water and sediment quality 

The assessment of effects on marine water and sediment quality will be based on the preceding desk study 

utilising sediment samples specifically collected for this project.  Any other near-by marine water quality data 

will also be collated, if readily available.  Data sources that will be accessed comprise: 

◼ SEPA (subject to data availability following reported cyber attack);  

◼ Cefas; 

◼ Other secondary sources recommended by Marine Scotland or NatureScot. 

No new water quality sampling is proposed. 

https://marine.gov.scot/marine-licence-applications
https://marine.gov.scot/ml/marine-licence-deployment-tidal-turbine-fall-warness-orkney-00009177
https://marine.gov.scot/ml/marine-licence-marine-farm-eday-sound-orkney-00009016
https://marine.gov.scot/ml/marine-licence-construction-and-operation-tidal-energy-convertor-emec-fall-warness-berth-1-07264
https://marine.gov.scot/ml/marine-licence-marine-farm-bay-ham-orkney-07175
https://marine.gov.scot/ml/marine-licence-wellboat-discharge-eday-orkney-07137
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The seabed sampling plan for the Proposed Development has been shared and agreed with Marine 

Scotland, including the range of sample analysis required.  This data will be key to informing the assessment 

of effects on water and sediment quality. 

3.4. Reporting 

Technical reports will be produced as supporting documents to the Environmental Statement chapters.  The 

following technical reports are envisaged: 

◼ Sediment release and dispersion desks study report. 

4. Environmental Statement chapter  

The following ES chapter is envisaged: 

◼ Marine water and sediment quality. 

The ES chapter will draw on the above desk studies and literature reviews in order to prepare an evaluation 

of the environment and the likely impacts resulting from the Proposed Development in relation to the 

receptors identified in Section 2.2.1.   

Content of the ES chapter will include: 

◼ Introduction and legal framework; 

◼ Assessment methodology; 

◼ Baseline environment; 

◼ Impact assessment and mitigation measures; 

◼ Cumulative assessment; and, 

◼ Conclusions and references. 

To note the assessment of potential impacts on marine water and sediment quality does not include 

assessment of disposal at the existing disposal site (Stromness A), or consideration of effects upon human 

or ecological receptors. 
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Appendix 17.2 Dredging Desk Study 

Executive Summary 
To supplement the assessment of impacts to marine water and sediment quality, information is required on the 
likely disturbance to sediments and the fate of these disturbed sediments as a result of the dredging activity that 
may be likely. This Appendix provides a technical assessment of the potential for disturbed sediments as a result 
of the dredging. 
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Dredging requirements 

The dredging requirement comprises two areas, with a total volume up to 3,000 m3 of sediment to be removed 
by dredging: 

▪ A new extended slipway of up to 600 m3 of sediment to a maximum of 1 m depth. 

▪ A landing jetty requiring approximately 2,400 m3 of dredging to a maximum of 1m depth. This includes 

dredging within the footprint of the landing jetty. 

The locations of the dredge areas are shown in Figure A17.1 below and includes the locations of the slipway 
and jetty. 
 

 

Figure A17.1 Dredging Footprints  

Sediment quality 

The two dredging areas are relatively close, geologically speaking, and have been described in discussion as 
having the same sediment characteristics which is: 

▪ Boulders on sand up to approx. 25-30 m from the shoreline. 

▪ Sand from approx. 45-50 m up to 75 m from the shoreline.  This extent of 75 m aligns with the seaward end 

of the dredging footprints. 

Particle size analysis 

Four particle size analyses were provided where the laboratory tests comprised a 2 mm sieve with the material 
undergoing particle size analysis by laser diffraction. This was carried out by James Hutton (2021). Gravel was 
not detected for any of the four samples. 



 

ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
PROJECT – FARAY 

3 APPENDIX 17.2 – DREDGING DESK 
STUDY 

 

  
 

All four locations showed zero to tiny fines contents with an average of 0.4% fines across the four samples. The 
10th, 50th and 90th percentiles are shown in Table A17.1 where the overall median grain size is 198 microns. 

Table A17.1 – Particle size analysis results summary  

PSD output Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4 Average 

Fines (%) 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.7 0.4 

d10 (µm) 136 108 102 109 114 

d50 (µm) 224 188 180 200 198 

d90 (µm) 393 350 341 425 377 

Boulders and sandstone 

From discussion with the client, the sandstone is from the Lower Eday Sandstone formation. Analysed samples 
from churches built of this stone mined from the quarry at Eday (Everett, 2019) show that only 5-10% of the 
sandstone could be fine material, this fine material forming the cementation between sand particles. 

The boulders are of an unknown size and density upon reporting, furthermore it is possible that more boulders 
are currently undetected below the seabed surface. However, any assumption of rock (or cemented material) 
would generally reduce the amount of material that is available to be “spilt” during dredger operation and 
contribute to any sediment plume. 

Backhoe Dredgers 

Backhoe Dredgers (BHDs) are expected to be used for the dredging works at Faray. BHDs combine excavating 
equipment with a floating pontoon system.  The backhoe may either be free standing or, as with large examples, 
permanently mounted into the pontoon itself within a fabricated pedestal. The pontoon is positioned using 
external tug support or by the bucket pulling itself along the seabed and may then undergo smaller movements 
using the spud system, mounted at the rear of the pontoon. These spuds are fixed poles that anchor the dredger 
on at least two points on the seabed so that a rigid platform allows the bucket to exert force onto the excavated 
face. 

The bucket size depends on the nature of the material to be dredged and the maximum dredge depth. Tear-out 
forces decrease with depth and with increasing bucket size; therefore, for harder materials it is normal to see 
smaller sizes used with over-sized teeth designed to penetrate and rip the material. 

 

 
 

Figure A17. 2 Backhoe Dredger (Source: Boskalis) 
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Dredging methodology 

A backhoe and hopper barge operation are the assumed dredging methodology and the spillage rates of dredged 
material were modelled in order to provide sediment source-terms and release rates. 

The disposal site is not confirmed however for the purposes of this assessment is assumed to be the licenced 
disposal site Stromness A which falls west of the mainland of Orkney, this will be confirmed as part of the 
dredging marine licence application. The sailing route to this site from the dredging works is approximately 30 
nautical miles (Figure A17. 2). Due to the longer sailing distance, the backhoe dredger will operate most 
efficiently if two hopper barges are provided to the works, or the backhoe operates daytime only operation with 
disposal occurring by the hopper barge at the end of the shift.   

The operational assumptions used to provide the sediment release rates are as follows: 

▪ 12 hour daytime only operation is assumed. This is considered appropriate as mobilising a second crew for 

a night-shift may not be justifiable for a project of this volume; 

▪ No barge loading downtime is assumed. This assumes therefore that either barge disposal occurs outside of 

the 12 hour daytime shift, and that the barge is at least large enough to hold one day’s production; 

▪ Normal operating efficiencies are assumed, and no significant causes of dredger downtime have been 

allowed for, such as high wave climate or turbidity restrictions; 

▪ No allowance is made for restrictions due to soil contamination and any mitigation measures that this might 

require; 

▪ The dredged material is likely to be sand with some instances of boulders. Sand was assumed as being of 

Loose density; 

▪ No mitigation measures have been assumed for dredger operations to reduce the source-term e.g. using 

bucket closing lids; 

▪ No overflow (of excess water) is assumed from the barges; 

▪ A backhoe bucket size of 2 m3, which corresponds to a small backhoe dredger and pontoon. 

 

 
 

Figure A17. 3 Potential material placement site and approximate sailing route (source: 
Navionics ChartViewer) 
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Dredger source-term 

Release of sediment into the water column 

The estimated backhoe dredger production rate was modelled as 3,400 m3/week which means that the work 
would be carried out in under a week. This is expected to produce spillage of soil (i.e. of all sediment fractions) 
at a rate of 0.6 kg/s. If boulders are found, this release rate can be expected to be even smaller due to natural 
cementation of material. 

The rate of release of fine sediment (silt/clay) particles is 0.4% of 0.6 kg/s, however this produces the almost 
negligible figure of approximately 0.002 kg/s. Such a low rate of release suggests (e.g. using standard dispersion 
equation, Fischer et al, 1979) that predicted concentrations of fine sediment (silt/clay) in the water column will 
be negligible.  

Sand particles released from the dredging will descend and deposit on the bed within a few hundred metres 
(see Table A17.2). Using standard dispersion equations (e.g. Fischer et al, 1979) and accounting for the settling 
of the sand particles onto the seabed over time, it is possible to estimate the dispersion and concentrations 
within the dredging plume with distance. Assuming a neap tide current of 0.25 m/s and a spring tide current of 
0.5 m/s: 

▪ within 50 m of the dredging the predicted increase in suspended sediment concentration over background 

concentrations will be around 16 mg/l on neaps and 11 mg/l on spring tides; 

▪ within 100 m of the dredging the predicted increase in suspended sediment concentration over background 

concentrations will be around 3 mg/l on neaps and 6 mg/l on spring tides; 

▪ within 200 m of the dredging the corresponding concentration increases will be 1 mg/l or less.   

Note that as the released particles are sand-sized (rather than silt/clay-sized) there will be a much-reduced effect 
on turbidity (compared to a similar concentration increase composed of sit/clay particles).   

Measurements of background suspended sediment in the Orkney area are limited but satellite-based 
measurements of sea surface suspended sediment concentrations are available (Marine Scotland, 2020). These 
show that sediment concentrations at the surface at Orkney are generally in the region of 1 mg/l but increase 
up to 3 mg/l at times. Within around 200 m of the dredging area the dredging plume has reduced to levels which 
lie within this range of natural variability. In practice the range of natural concentrations will be higher due to 
storms which the episodic satellite measurements will not take into consideration, and therefore the impact of 
the proposed dredging will be even smaller compared to the natural range of conditions. 

Deposition of sediment onto the seabed 

The sand particles released into the water column will re-deposit onto the bed within a few hundred metres of 
the dredging. It is possible to estimate the distribution of this re-depositing sediment by considering the rate at 
which these sand particles will fall back onto the bed and the distance moved by the sand particle (under the 
influence of tidal currents) over that period. The release of sand particles is estimated to be 5% of the material 
that would be dredged (though this figure will reduce depending on the prevalence of sandstone boulders). This 
means that around 150 m3 of sand will be deposited, a portion of which will redeposit in the dredging areas and 
be re-dredged. 

Approximate transport distances for the average particle sizes calculated in Table A17.1 were estimated using 
settling velocities calculated using the method of Soulsby (1997). Local currents for the area were estimated 
from the Marine Scotland Atlas (Marine Scotland, 2021) as being up to 0.5 m/s. It is assumed that peak neap 
tide currents are half this speed. Water depths at the point of dredging are up to -5 mLAT, equivalent (on the 
basis of the Marine Scotland Atlas prediction of spring tidal range average depths (to mean sea level) of around 
6.5-7 m. An average water depth of 7 m is used to calculate the distance travelled total settlement durations 
shown in Table A17.2. 
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Table A17. 2 Maximum distances over which sand particles will settle  

PSD fraction 
Particle size 

(µm) 

Settling velocity 

(mm/s) 

Maximum distance 

travelled on spring tides 

(m) 

Maximum distance 

travelled on neap tides 

(m) 

d10 114 7.5 467 234 

d50 198 21.1 166 83 

d90 337 49.9 70 35 

 
Using the results of Table A17.2, and accounting for the likely distribution of sand on spring tides and neap 
tides, and on the ebb and flood tide, it is possible to estimate the likely distribution of sand depositing from 
the plume.  The results are shown in Figure A17. 3. 

Figure A17. 4 shows two distributions: the distribution for the 50 m strip closest to the shoreline where 
deposition will solely arise from the dredging for the causeway; and the distribution for the strip 50-75 m 
offshore where deposition will arise from dredging for the slipway and for the causeway.   

The figure indicates that the deposition is in the region of 8-14 mm within 50 m of the slipway and causeway, 2-
8 mm within 50-150 m of the slipway and causeway and falls below 1 mm at a distance of 200 m. 

 

 
Figure A17. 4 Predicted distribution of sedimentation in the vicinity of the slipway and causeway resulting 

from the proposed dredging 
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1. Introduction 
Orkney Island Council (OIC) are proposing to undertake dredging activity as part of the marine licensable 
activities associated with Orkney’s Community Wind farm Project - Faray. This sampling plan has been 
produced for approval by Marine Scotland in order to comply with marine licensing requirements in relation 
to the dredging and disposal of marine sediment. The dredging activities relate to the installation of a new 
extended slipway and new landing jetty on the southeast coast of the Island of Faray (59°12′23″N 
002°49′07″W and 59°12′25″N 002°49′02″W) 

This sampling plan sets out a description of the proposed dredge, known data regarding the marine 
sediments to be removed, and the proposed sampling strategy to be undertaken in order to comply with 
OSPAR and Marine Scotland requirements.  

 

2. Dredge Description  

2.1 Project Description 

Dredging is required to facilitate construction of two new marine structures on the southeast coast of Faray.  

New Extended Slipway 

A new extended slipway would be required to replace the existing dilapidated facility. The new extended 
slipway would be built in the same location as the existing slipway. It would be refurbished and extended to 
allow for preliminary site works for the proposed wind farm to be undertaken. The design of the slipway 
would be sufficient to enable access by larger vessels with the bow or stern gate and would be built to a 
standard design for the Orkney Islands to allow access for local vessels. The extant slipway is c.20 m long by 
3.5 m wide, though this was originally longer. This would be upgraded to a maximum 36 m long and 8 m 
wide.  

The exact vessel requirements are not known at the time of writing as construction contractors would not 
be appointed until post consent.  As such, the dimensions provided are the maximum size of the slipway 
based on a vessel similar to the OIC reserve ferry, MV Thorsvoe (35m length, 385 gross tonnage (MV 
Thorsvoe spec sheet, no date)), requiring access. The new slipway would also be used for staff access during 
operations using smaller vessels. 

New Landing Jetty 

The new landing jetty is necessary because of the dimensions of the turbine components mean that a slipway 
is unsuitable for delivery. The jetty has, therefore, been designed to accommodate vessels which transport 
the turbine components. The jetty would comprise a causeway up to a maximum of 55 m long and 10 m 
wide, terminating in square structure for docking measuring up to a maximum of 20 m by 20 m. The square 
docking structure would likely be constructed on site from sheet piles. The causeway would be in-filled and 
capped-off with concrete batched onsite.   

The exact vessel requirements are not known at the time of writing as turbine and construction contractors 
would not be appointed until post consent. As such, the dimensions provided are the maximum size of the 
landing jetty based on a specialist vessel such as the MV Meri (105.4mx18.8m, 3,360 gross tonnage (Marine 
Traffic, 2020)). 

2.2 Dredging 

Localised dredging will be required for the construction of both the slipway and the jetty, in addition there 
is the potential for channel dredging to allow for vessel access to the jetty to be required. As outlined above, 
the exact vessel requirements are not known, therefore channel dredging has been included as a contingency 
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only with the volumes provided representing the worst case based on the largest vessel that the structures 
were designed to accommodate.  

Dredge volumes are anticipated to be no more than 5,000 m3. The exact volume will be confirmed following 
site investigation works, further jetty and slipway design and confirmation of vessel to be used for 
transportation of windfarm infrastructure.  

Dredge depths will be no more than 1 metre in any of the dredge locations. This will allow the proposed 
vessel to berth at a range of tides (mid tide and above). This is anticipated to be a worst case scenario and, 
as with dredge volume, will be confirmed following further jetty design and confirmation of vessel to be used 
for transportation of windfarm infrastructure.  

Dredging will be undertaken by back hoe dredger located on a barge or spud leg platform. Dredged material 
will be collected on a barge and it is anticipated that the dredged material will be disposed of at a licenced 
disposal site close to the development. The preferred site, to be confirmed within the marine licence 
application, is Stromness A. 

 

3. Historical Data 

3.1 Contaminant Analysis 

No known contaminant analysis has been undertaken in the dredge area. Faray is uninhabited and is 
currently used for sheep grazing. Evidence of previous habitation - the upstanding remains of nine farm 
complexes, a former school, a boathouse, and the jetty – suggest no industrial activities have been 
undertaken on the island. The island was abandoned shortly after World War II. As such, it is considered 
highly unlikely for contaminants to be found within the dredged material.  

3.2 Geotechnical Conditions 

No borehole data is available for the dredge location. The available British Geological Survey (BGS) data 
suggests that the bedrock geology consists of Lower Eday Sandstone. Superficial geology is not known and 
detailed Site Investigation sediment probing is to be undertaken to establish the depth and composition of 
superficial geology at the site.  

 

4. Marine Scotland Guidance 
The Marine Scotland ‘Pre-disposal Sampling Guidance Version 2 – November 2017’ (Marine Scotland 2017) 
provides guidance on sampling in relation to disposal of dredged material at sea. Section 3 of the guidance 
document provides the minimum sample stations required by dredge volume, stating that a minimum of 
three samples are required for a proposed dredge volume of less than 25,000m3.  

The guidance also states that for dredging up to 1 m depth, surface samples are adequate for analysis.  
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5. Proposed Sampling Strategy 

5.1 Location and Number of Samples 

Due to the small volume of dredge material to be removed during the marine activities for the Orkney 
Community Wind farm project – Faray, we propose to provide four (4No) samples for analysis. The location 
of these is presented on the sample plan included in Appendix 1 and represents good coverage of the areas 
around each of the marine structures, and their approaches.  

As the dredge depth is to be a maximum of 1 m, surface samples will be taken at these locations. Samples 
will be collected by diver and placed into individual tubs to be frozen and transported to the lab for analysis.  

5.2 Laboratory Analysis 

To assess the suitability of the proposed dredged material for disposal at sea, laboratory analysis for the 
following determinants will be undertaken, to be agreed with Marine Scotland through this sample plan 
submission:  

• Moisture content 

• Total Organic Carbon (TOC) 

• Particle Size Analysis (PSA, subcontracted) 

• Density 

• Metals Suite (As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Hg, Ni, Pb, Zn) 

• Organotins (DBT, TBT) 

• PAHs (DTI 2-6 ring aromatics + EPA 16) 

• PCBs (25 congeners inc. ICES 7) 

• Total Hydrocarbon Content 

• Organochlorine Pesticides 

• Asbestos Identification 

Analysis will be undertaken in line with Marine Scotland guidance (Marine Scotland 2017) and reporting will 
align with the Action Levels and be presented on the pre-disposal sampling results form for submission to 
MS-LOT with the marine licence application. 

 

6. Summary 
To inform that marine licence application for the proposed dredge elements of the Orkney Community Wind 
farm project – Faray, sampling will be undertaken as follows: 

• Surface samples collected from four (4no) sampling stations across the dredge area.  

• Samples will be analysed for determinants as defined in Marine Scotland guidance 

• Analysis results will be submitted with the marine licence for the marine elements of the Orkney 
Community Wind farm project – Faray. 
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Appendix 1 Sample Plan 
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1

Gemma Tait

Subject: FW: Faray Onshore Windfarm - Dredging Sample Plan

From
Sent: 04 March 2021 17:48 
To
Cc
Subject: RE: Faray Onshore Windfarm - Dredging Sample Plan 
 
Dear Kathryn,  
 
Thank you very much for the sample plan for the Faray Windfarm proposed dredge.  
 
I can confirm that we have reviewed your plan and are content with the sample locations selected 
and are happy for you to progress to sampling.  
Best wishes  
Ellie Noble  
 
 
Ellie Noble  
Marine Licensing Case Manager  
Marine Scotland - Marine Planning & Policy  
 
Scottish Government | Marine Scotland | 375 Victoria Road | Aberdeen | AB11 9DB  

Mobile:                         
Email:         
Website:         http://www.gov.scot/marinescotland  
 

 
 
 
 
 

From:
Sent: 02 March 2021 17:29 
To:
Cc:
Subject: Faray Onshore Windfarm - Dredging Sample Plan 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Ellie, 
 
Please find attached the sample plan for the Faray windfarm proposed dredge.  
 
Can you please confirm that you have received this, and provide an indicative timescale for when we can expect a 
response. We are looking get the sampling done as soon as possible to feed into the main application. 
 
If there is anything that we can do to help expedite your response, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Many thanks 

[Redacted]

[
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d
]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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Kathryn 
 
Dr Kathryn Collins | Senior Consultant | ITPEnergised  

60 Elliot Street, Glasgow, G3 8DZ 
www.itpenergised.com 
 
NOTE:DUE TO COVID 19 ADVICE ITPENERGISED ARE WORKING FROM HOME. PLEASE CALL MOBILE NUMBERS 
_________________________________________________ 
ITPEnergised incorporates Energised Environments Limited & ITPE Ltd. 
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The contents of this email are confidential to the intended recipient and may not be disclosed. Although it is believed that this email and any 
attachments are virus free, it is the responsibility of the recipient to confirm this. This email may contain confidential information. If received in error, 
please delete it without making or distributing copies. Opinions and information that do not relate to the official business of Energised Environments 
Limited, registered at 4th Floor, Centrum House, 108 -114 Dundas Street, Edinburgh, EH3 5DQ or ITPE Ltd., registered at St. Brandon’s House, 29 
Great George Street, Bristol BS1 5QT or Xero Energy Limited, registered at 60 Elliot Street, Glasgow G3 8DZ, trading as ITPEnergised, are not 
endorsed by the company.  
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email, remove any copies from your system and inform the sender immediately by return. 
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the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. The views or opinions 
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Douglas Kindness, BSc (Hons) 
Analytical Chemist 

  

Douglas.Kindness@hutton.ac.uk  Valid report must contain authorised signature above 

 

 

 

ANALYTICAL LABORATORY SERVICES 
Assured Analytical Excellence 

 

For: 
David Custer, David Hannon, Gemma Tait, John Bleach 
Orkney Islands Council 
Development and Environmental Services 
Council Offices, School Place 
Kirkwall 
Orkney 
KW15 1NY 

   

Analytical Report 
on Various Analyses in Coastal Sediment 

Samples 

 

 

This report shall not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval of the laboratory. 
Results relate only to the items tested. The laboratory is not responsible for the sampling nor 
the transport and storage conditions prior to sample receipt. Should any information supplied 
by the customer which may affect the validity of the results, this will be stated in the report.   
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Report Number: 2021-30787 
 

James Hutton Limited, Craigiebuckler, Aberdeen AB15 8QH, Scotland 

T: +44 (0)344 928 5428 W: www.huttonltd.com          
 
XF008 : Version 11 

 

Job and Sample Information: 

 

Client Order No/Reference:   PO 002012785 
Date Sample(s) Received: 25/03/2021 

Hutton ID Client sample ID 

1342636 Location 1 

1342637 Location 2 
1342638 Location 3 
1342639 Location 4 Slipway 

 
 
Methods 
 

Methods Accreditation 

Reference 

Date Analysis 

Completed 

Sample Preparation n/a Various 
Tributyl Tin by GC-MS n/a 21/04/2021 
PAH Analysis by GC-MS n/a 09/04/2021 
ICES 7 PCB’s by GC-MS n/a 17/04/2021 
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons by GC-MS n/a 13/04/2021 
BM015-04 Flexible scope As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Hg, 
Ni, Pb and Zn by ICP-MS n/a 29/04/2021 

Elemental C&N (UKAS Method DM001) n/a 14/04/2021 
Gravel % by sieving n/a 15/04/2021 
Particle Size Analysis by Laser Diffraction 
(UKAS Method DM011) n/a 15/04/2021 

Organochlorine/Organophosphorus pesticide 
screen n/a 15/04/2021 

Density following drying at 30°C n/a 23/04/2021 
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Analytical Methods 

 
Heavy metals by ICP-MS 

The samples were air dried at 30°C and ball-milled. This fraction was subjected to a strong 
acid digestion and the digests analysed for selected heavy metals by ICP-MS.  
 
Tributyl and Dibutyltins by GC-MS 

The samples were freeze-dried and ball-milled. TBT was extracted after addition of an 
internal standard. The extract was derivatised using Grignard reagent and the TBT derivative 
analysed by GC-MS in the selected ion mode. TBT and DBT were quantified using response 
factors obtained from derivatised standards.  
 
ICES 7 PCBs 

Samples were freeze dried and sieved to <2mm. After addition of internal standard, the 
analytes were extracted into an organic solvent. Following clean-up and concentration the 
extract was analysed for ICES 7 PCBs by GC-MS in the selected ion mode. PCB congeners 
were quantified using response factor obtained from calibration standards. 
 
US EPA 16 PAHs 

The samples were freeze dried and sieved to <2mm. After addition of deuterated PAH 
standards, this fraction was extracted, and the extract analysed for the US EPA 16 PAHs by 
GC-MS in the selected ion mode. PAHs were quantified using response factor obtained from 
calibration standards.  
 
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

The samples were freeze dried and sieved to <2mm. Squalene was added as an internal 
standard and extracted into Isohexane.  The extracts were subjected to Florisil clean-up, 
concentrated and analysed by GC-MS in selective ion mode (m/z 57,85). 
 
Gravel % 

Samples were sieved and fraction > 2 mm fraction was reported as Gravel fraction. 
 
Particle Size Analysis by Laser Diffraction (Mastersizer 3000) 

Particle size distribution was determined on the samples after sieving to pass a 2 mm  
aperture (<2mm fraction) using a laser diffractometry (Mastersizer 3000). 
 

Organochlorine/Organophosphorus pesticide screen (Qualitative Analysis) - 
Sample was extracted into DCM and concentrated. Sample was then run on a GC-MS scan 
against the NIST02 and RTLPest2 Libraries on the GC-MS. 
 

Density following drying at 30°C 

Samples were air dried at 30°C, then were added to a vessel of known volume. All samples 
were added in 3 stages with tapping to ensure the sediment was 'settled' within the vessel. 
The final weights were recorded and used to calculate density. 
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Results 

 
Table 1. Gravel Percentage by Sieving  

Customer identity 
Laboratory 

Code 
Gravel (%) 

Location 1 1342636 Not Detected 

Location 2 1342637 Not Detected 

Location 3 1342638 Not Detected 

Location 4 Slipway 1342639 Not Detected 

 

Table 2. Sample Density   

Customer identity 
Laboratory 

Code 
Density g/cm³ 

Location 1 1342636 1.418 

Location 2 1342637 1.203 

Location 3 1342638 1.180 

Location 4 Slipway 1342639 1.360 

 

Table 3. Total Organic Carbon   

Customer identity 
Laboratory 

Code 
Organic Carbon (%/w) 

Location 1 1342636 3.29 

Location 2 1342637 5.33 

Location 3 1342638 4.57 

Location 4 Slipway 1342639 4.38 

 

Table 4. Tributyltin and Dibutyltin analysis by GCMS 

Customer identity 
Laboratory 

Code 
TBT (µg/kg dry weight) DBT (µg/kg dry weight) 

Location 1 1342636 <10 <10 

Location 2 1342637 <10 <10 

Location 3 1342638 <10 <10 

Location 4 Slipway 1342639 <10 <10 
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Table 5. Total Petroleum hydrocarbons by GCMS  

Customer identity 
Laboratory 

Code 
TPH (dry weight mg/kg) 

Location 1 1342636 1.6 

Location 2 1342637 <1 

Location 3 1342638 <1 

Location 4 Slipway 1342639 <1 

 

Table 6. Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons by GCMS 

 Concentration (µg/kg dry weight) 

Laboratory Code 1342636 1342637 1342638 1342639 

Customer identity Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 
Location 4 

slipway 

Naphthalene <3 4 9 <3 

Acenaphthylene <2 <2 <2 <2 

Acenaphthene <4 <4 <4 <4 

Fluorene <3 <3 <3 <3 

Phenanthrene <2 <2 5 <2 

Anthracene <5 <5 <5 <5 

Fluoranthene <3 <3 <3 <3 

Pyrene <3 <3 <3 <3 

Benz[a]anthracene <2 <2 <2 <2 

Chrysene <2 <2 <2 <2 

Benzo(b)fluoranthrene <1 <1 <1 <1 

Benzo(k)fluoranthrene <1 <1 <1 <1 

Benzo(a)pyrene <1 <1 <1 <1 

Indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene <1 <1 <1 <1 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene <1 <1 <1 <1 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene <1 <1 <1 <1 

Total PAH 0 4 14 0 

 

Table 7. Polychlorinated biphenyls by GCMS 

 Concentration (µg/kg dry weight) 

Laboratory Code 1342636 1342637 1342638 1342639 

Customer identity 
Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4 

slipway 

PCB-28 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

PCB-52 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

PCB-101 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

PCB-118 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

PCB-138 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

PCB-153 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

PCB-180 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 
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Table 8. ICP-MS for Arsenic, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Mercury, Nickel , Lead and Zinc in Aqua 

Regia matrix 

  (mg/kg) 

Customer 
identity 

Laboratory 
Code 

Arsenic Cadmium Chromium Copper Mercury Nickel Lead Zinc 

Location 1 1342636 1.80 <0.0015 4.65 0.82 <0.045 2.57 0.71 3.28 

Location 2 1342637 1.66 <0.0015 5.34 0.82 <0.045 2.83 0.96 3.64 

Location 3 1342638 2.17 0.045 6.14 0.99 <0.045 3.17 1.05 4.25 

Location 4 
Slipway 

1342639 0.90 <0.0015 5.66 0.70 <0.045 2.72 0.97 4.74 

 
 

Organochlorine/Organophosphorus pesticide screen (Qualitative Analysis) - detection 
by GC-MS scan of DCM extract against NIST02 and RTLPest2 Libraries: 
 
Overall, samples were not found to contain detectable pesticides. A small (<0.2% of peak 
percentages) peak of tributylamine was detected in sample 1342636 (Location 1). This 
compound is reported to be used as an insecticide besides having other uses. 
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Malvern Instruments Ltd.

www.malvern.com

Mastersizer - v3.81

Page 1 of 1

Created: 21/04/2021

Printed: 21/04/2021 13:53

Measurement Details

Client Orkney Islands Council 

Sample Name 1342636 - Location 1 

Job No 2021-30787 

Operator Name CD40093 

SOP File Name HydroLV.cfg 

Measurement Details

Analysis Date Time 15/04/2021 08:12:48 

Measurement Date Time 15/04/2021 08:12:48 

Result Source Measurement 

Analysis

Particle Name Silica 

Particle Refractive Index 1.520 

Particle Absorption Index 0.100 

Dispersant Name Water 

Dispersant Refractive Index 1.330 

Scattering Model Mie 

Analysis Model General Purpose 

Weighted Residual 0.54 % 

Laser Obscuration 9.82 % 

Result

Concentration 0.3206 % 

Span 1.147 

Uniformity 0.416 

Specific Surface Area 25.03 m²/kg 

D [3,2] 240 μm 

D [4,3] 297 μm 

Dv (10) 154 μm 

Dv (50) 254 μm 

Dv (90) 445 μm 

Frequency (compatible)

[1] 1342636 - Location 1-15/04/2021 08:12:48

0

5

10

15

Size Classes (μm)

0.01 0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0 1,000.0 10,000.0

Result
Size (μm)

0.0100

0.0114

0.0129

0.0147

0.0167

0.0189

0.0215

0.0244

0.0278

0.0315

0.0358

0.0407

0.0463

0.0526

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.0597

0.0679

0.0771

0.0876

0.0995

0.113

0.128

0.146

0.166

0.188

0.214

0.243

0.276

0.314

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.357

0.405

0.460

0.523

0.594

0.675

0.767

0.872

0.991

1.13

1.28

1.45

1.65

1.88

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2.13

2.42

2.75

3.12

3.55

4.03

4.58

5.21

5.92

6.72

7.64

8.68

9.86

11.2

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

12.7

14.5

16.4

18.7

21.2

24.1

27.4

31.1

35.3

40.1

45.6

51.8

58.9

66.9

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

76.0

86.4

98.1

111

127

144

163

186

211

240

272

310

352

400

% Volume In

0.00

0.12

0.72

2.00

3.95

6.33

8.73

10.72

11.91

12.10

11.29

9.71

7.69

5.59

Size (μm)

454

516

586

666

756

859

976

1110

1260

1430

1630

1850

2100

2390

% Volume In

3.69

2.19

1.13

0.49

0.18

0.07

0.08

0.14

0.20

0.23

0.22

0.19

0.15

0.11

Size (μm)

2710

3080

3500

% Volume In

0.07

0.00
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Printed: 21/04/2021 13:53

Measurement Details

Client Orkney Islands Council 

Sample Name 1342637 - Location 2 

Job No 2021-30787 

Operator Name CD40093 

SOP File Name HydroLV.cfg 

Measurement Details

Analysis Date Time 15/04/2021 08:21:47 

Measurement Date Time 15/04/2021 08:21:47 

Result Source Measurement 

Analysis

Particle Name Silica 

Particle Refractive Index 1.520 

Particle Absorption Index 0.100 

Dispersant Name Water 

Dispersant Refractive Index 1.330 

Scattering Model Mie 

Analysis Model General Purpose 

Weighted Residual 0.48 % 

Laser Obscuration 9.36 % 

Result

Concentration 0.2521 % 

Span 1.284 

Uniformity 0.401 

Specific Surface Area 30.30 m²/kg 

D [3,2] 198 μm 

D [4,3] 241 μm 

Dv (10) 123 μm 

Dv (50) 213 μm 

Dv (90) 397 μm 

Frequency (compatible)

[2] 1342637 - Location 2-15/04/2021 08:21:47

0

5

10

15

Size Classes (μm)

0.01 0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0 1,000.0 10,000.0

Result
Size (μm)

0.0100

0.0114

0.0129

0.0147

0.0167

0.0189

0.0215

0.0244

0.0278

0.0315

0.0358

0.0407

0.0463

0.0526

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.0597

0.0679

0.0771

0.0876

0.0995

0.113

0.128

0.146

0.166

0.188

0.214

0.243

0.276

0.314

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.357

0.405

0.460

0.523

0.594

0.675

0.767

0.872

0.991

1.13

1.28

1.45

1.65

1.88

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2.13

2.42

2.75

3.12

3.55

4.03

4.58

5.21

5.92

6.72

7.64

8.68

9.86

11.2

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

12.7

14.5

16.4

18.7

21.2

24.1

27.4

31.1

35.3

40.1

45.6

51.8

58.9

66.9

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.13

Size (μm)

76.0

86.4

98.1

111

127

144

163

186

211

240

272

310

352

400

% Volume In

0.66

1.74

3.36

5.33

7.37

9.15

10.39

10.92

10.69

9.81

8.48

6.91

5.31

3.86

Size (μm)

454

516

586

666

756

859

976

1110

1260

1430

1630

1850

2100

2390

% Volume In

2.63

1.66

0.95

0.47

0.18

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2710

3080

3500

% Volume In

0.00

0.00
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James Hutton InstituteAnalysis - Std Report - Sediments

2021-30787-DM011-NA(Data Used)

Malvern Instruments Ltd.

www.malvern.com

Mastersizer - v3.81

Page 1 of 1

Created: 21/04/2021

Printed: 21/04/2021 13:53

Measurement Details

Client Orkney Islands Council 

Sample Name 1342638 - Location 3 

Job No 2021-30787 

Operator Name CD40093 

SOP File Name HydroLV.cfg 

Measurement Details

Analysis Date Time 15/04/2021 08:28:22 

Measurement Date Time 15/04/2021 08:28:22 

Result Source Measurement 

Analysis

Particle Name Silica 

Particle Refractive Index 1.520 

Particle Absorption Index 0.100 

Dispersant Name Water 

Dispersant Refractive Index 1.330 

Scattering Model Mie 

Analysis Model General Purpose 

Weighted Residual 0.45 % 

Laser Obscuration 13.85 % 

Result

Concentration 0.3485 % 

Span 1.326 

Uniformity 0.416 

Specific Surface Area 33.18 m²/kg 

D [3,2] 181 μm 

D [4,3] 232 μm 

Dv (10) 115 μm 

Dv (50) 204 μm 

Dv (90) 386 μm 

Frequency (compatible)

[3] 1342638 - Location 3-15/04/2021 08:28:22

0

5

10

15

Size Classes (μm)

0.01 0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0 1,000.0 10,000.0

Result
Size (μm)

0.0100

0.0114

0.0129

0.0147

0.0167

0.0189

0.0215

0.0244

0.0278

0.0315

0.0358

0.0407

0.0463

0.0526

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.0597

0.0679

0.0771

0.0876

0.0995

0.113

0.128

0.146

0.166

0.188

0.214

0.243

0.276

0.314

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.357

0.405

0.460

0.523

0.594

0.675

0.767

0.872

0.991

1.13

1.28

1.45

1.65

1.88

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2.13

2.42

2.75

3.12

3.55

4.03

4.58

5.21

5.92

6.72

7.64

8.68

9.86

11.2

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

12.7

14.5

16.4

18.7

21.2

24.1

27.4

31.1

35.3

40.1

45.6

51.8

58.9

66.9

% Volume In

0.07

0.08

0.10

0.10

0.09

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.32

Size (μm)

76.0

86.4

98.1

111

127

144

163

186

211

240

272

310

352

400

% Volume In

1.10

2.38

4.08

6.00

7.87

9.41

10.39

10.67

10.26

9.27

7.89

6.33

4.79

3.42

Size (μm)

454

516

586

666

756

859

976

1110

1260

1430

1630

1850

2100

2390

% Volume In

2.30

1.45

0.84

0.44

0.20

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2710

3080

3500

% Volume In

0.00

0.00
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James Hutton InstituteAnalysis - Std Report - Sediments

2021-30787-DM011-NA(Data Used)

Malvern Instruments Ltd.

www.malvern.com

Mastersizer - v3.81

Page 1 of 1

Created: 21/04/2021

Printed: 21/04/2021 13:53

Measurement Details

Client Orkney Islands Council 

Sample Name 1342639 - Location 4 Slipway 

Job No 2021-30787 

Operator Name CD40093 

SOP File Name HydroLV.cfg 

Measurement Details

Analysis Date Time 15/04/2021 08:33:32 

Measurement Date Time 15/04/2021 08:33:32 

Result Source Measurement 

Analysis

Particle Name Silica 

Particle Refractive Index 1.520 

Particle Absorption Index 0.100 

Dispersant Name Water 

Dispersant Refractive Index 1.330 

Scattering Model Mie 

Analysis Model General Purpose 

Weighted Residual 0.46 % 

Laser Obscuration 11.26 % 

Result

Concentration 0.3080 % 

Span 1.576 

Uniformity 0.515 

Specific Surface Area 30.09 m²/kg 

D [3,2] 199 μm 

D [4,3] 277 μm 

Dv (10) 124 μm 

Dv (50) 226 μm 

Dv (90) 481 μm 

Frequency (compatible)

[4] 1342639 - Location 4 Slipway-15/04/2021 
08:33:32

0

5

10

15

Size Classes (μm)

0.01 0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0 1,000.0 10,000.0

Result
Size (μm)

0.0100

0.0114

0.0129

0.0147

0.0167

0.0189

0.0215

0.0244

0.0278

0.0315

0.0358

0.0407

0.0463

0.0526

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.0597

0.0679

0.0771

0.0876

0.0995

0.113

0.128

0.146

0.166

0.188

0.214

0.243

0.276

0.314

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

0.357

0.405

0.460

0.523

0.594

0.675

0.767

0.872

0.991

1.13

1.28

1.45

1.65

1.88

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2.13

2.42

2.75

3.12

3.55

4.03

4.58

5.21

5.92

6.72

7.64

8.68

9.86

11.2

% Volume In

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

12.7

14.5

16.4

18.7

21.2

24.1

27.4

31.1

35.3

40.1

45.6

51.8

58.9

66.9

% Volume In

0.06

0.08

0.09

0.10

0.09

0.08

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.15

Size (μm)

76.0

86.4

98.1

111

127

144

163

186

211

240

272

310

352

400

% Volume In

0.67

1.64

3.04

4.74

6.52

8.12

9.30

9.89

9.85

9.23

8.17

6.88

5.53

4.29

Size (μm)

454

516

586

666

756

859

976

1110

1260

1430

1630

1850

2100

2390

% Volume In

3.23

2.38

1.74

1.26

0.91

0.65

0.47

0.34

0.24

0.15

0.08

0.00

0.00

0.00

Size (μm)

2710

3080

3500

% Volume In

0.00

0.00
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Samples will be stored for a period of eight weeks following completion of analysis and acceptance of analytical report(s) at no 

extra cost after which samples will be disposed of unless a specific instruction is given (with the sample analysis request/order) 

to store the sample beyond this period. Extended storage charges will apply.  
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ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 

PROJECT - FARAY 

1 APPENDIX 18.1 SEABED SURVEY 

IMAGES 

 

Appendix 18.1 Seabed Survey Images 

  



ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 

PROJECT - FARAY 

2 APPENDIX 18.1 SEABED SURVEY 

IMAGES 

 

Landing Jetty transect: 100 m – 0 m offshore 

  
Approximately 100 m offshore - band of 
seagrass, likely Zostera marina 

Approximately 90 m offshore - band of 
seagrass, likely Zostera marina 

  
Approximately 80 m offshore - band of seagrass, 
likely Zostera marina 

Approximately 70 m offshore – sand (algae not 
attached) 

  
Approximately 60 m offshore – sand (algae not 
attached) 

Approximately 50 m offshore –kelps (Laminaria 
saccharina and Laminaria hyperborea) and rock  
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3 APPENDIX 18.1 SEABED SURVEY 

IMAGES 

 

  
Approximately 40 m offshore – sand and kelps Approximately 30 m offshore – kelps and rock 

  
Approximately 20 m offshore – fucoids and kelp Approximately 10 m offshore – sand with 

patches of greens and filamentous reds 
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4 APPENDIX 18.1 SEABED SURVEY 

IMAGES 

 

New extended slipway transect: 60 m from end of current slipway – 
0 m (end of current slipway)   

  
Approximately 60 m from end of current 
slipway -  Seagrass beds 

Approximately 50 m from end of current 
slipway – Sand 

  
Approximately 40 m from end of current 
slipway – Sand 

Approximately 30 m from end of current 
slipway – Starting into boulder with fucoids and 
kelp 

  
Approximately 20 m from end of current 
slipway – Fucoids and kelp 

Approximately 20 m from end of current 
slipway – Boulders with fucoids, kelp and 
encrusting red algae 



ORKNEY’S COMMUNITY WIND FARM 
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5 APPENDIX 18.1 SEABED SURVEY 

IMAGES 

 

  
Approximately 10 m from end of current 
slipway – Boulders with fucoids and green algae 

Near end of current slipway – Boulders with 
fucoids, occasional greens and encrusting red 
algae  
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