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Chapter 19 aŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ /ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ 

19.1 Introduction 

1 This chapter considers the known archaeology and the potential for unknown archaeology in the Neart na 
Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm site (the area covered by The Crown Estate lease agreement) and export cable 
route, its importance and any likely physical and setting impacts related to the construction, operation and 
decommissioning of the wind farm.  

2 The three main areas of archaeological enquiry addressed in this report are: 

 ̧ Prehistoric archaeology;  

 ̧ Maritime archaeology; and 

 ̧ Aviation archaeology. 

3 This chapter is based on the results of a desk based archaeological study of the offshore site; a review of 
geophysical data collected in 2009; a review of geotechnical data collected in 2010; and a site visit to the 
proposed cable route landfall in 2010 in order to establish baseline conditions to inform the assessment of setting 
impacts (refer to Appendix 19.1: Maritime Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical Report). 

19.2 Guidance and Legislation 

4 The following legislation and guidance is applicable to the marine historic environment in Scotland.  The list 
below is not exhaustive but serves to highlight the key legal and policy considerations with respect to offshore 
development and the marine historic environment in Scottish territorial waters (STW): 

 ̧ Marine (Scotland) Act 2010; 

 ̧ Merchant Shipping Act 1995; 

 ̧ Protection of Military Remains Act 1986; 

 ̧ Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979; 

 ̧ Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997; 

 ̧ Planning Advice Note 2/2011: Planning and Archaeology; 

 ̧ Protection of Wrecks Act 1973; 

 ̧ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ мффн όwŜǾƛǎŜŘύ όǘƘŜ ΨValletta 
ConventionΩύ; 

 ̧ United Nations, Convention on the Law of the Sea 1982; 

 ̧ International Council on Monuments and Sites, Charter on the Protection and Management of Underwater 
Cultural Heritage 1996; and 

 ̧ United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation, Convention on the Protection of the 
Underwater Cultural Heritage 2001. 

5 This assessment is conducted in line with industry best practice.  Particular reference is made to the following: 

 ̧ Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Scottish Government, 2010); 

 ̧ SPP 23: Planning and the Historic Environment; Scottish Historic Environment Policy (Historic Scotland, 
2011); 

 ̧ Conserving the Underwater Heritage.  Historic Scotland Operational Policy Paper (Historic Scotland, 1999); 

 ̧ Historic Environment Guidance for the Offshore Renewable Energy Sector (Wessex Archaeology Ltd, 
2007); 

 ̧ Guidance for Assessment of Cumulative Impacts on the Historic Environment from Offshore Renewable 
Energy (COWRIE, 2008); 

 ̧ Offshore Geotechnical Investigations and Historic Environment Analysis: Guidance for the Renewable 
Energy Sector (COWRIE and EMU Limited (EMU), 2011); 

 ̧ Protocol for Archaeological Discoveries:  Offshore Renewables Projects (The Crown Estate and Wessex 
Archaeology Ltd, 2010); and 

 ̧ The Joint Nautical Archaeology Policy Committee (JNAPC) Code of Practice for Seabed Development 
(JNAPC, 2008). 

19.3 Data Sources 

19.3.1 Desk Study  

6 The maritime and aviation archaeological record for the study area was assessed using a range of secondary 
sources, records of charted wreck sites and seabed obstructions provided by SeaZone and shipping losses 
recorded in the National Monuments Record of Scotland (NMRS).  Although there is often an overlap in the 
various datasets consulted it is standard practice to consult all the available datasets.  This extensive search not 
only identifies all known and purported loss events throughout the study area, it also aids in assessing the 
archaeological potential. 

7 Cultural heritage assets considered in this assessment are listed in Appendix 19.2: Gazetteer and Concordance.  In 
the interests of clarity and with reference to the technical report, recorded wreck sites are given a unique EMU 
Archaeology number, ǘƘŜ ǎǳŦŦƛȄ Ψ9!Ω, while anomalies identified in the geophysical survey are given the suffix 
Ψ9a¦ΩΦ  Onshore assets considered in relation to setting are referred to according to their listing and referenced 
to their designation index number. 
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8 The desk based study has been based on readily available and relevant documentary sources.  The following 
archives were referred to: 

 ̧ Databases of designated cultural heritage assets maintained by Historic Scotland including designated 
wrecks; 

 ̧ National Monuments Record of Scotland (NMRS) held by the Royal Commission on the Ancient and 
Historical Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS) including maritime losses.; 

 ̧ UK Hydrographic Office (UKHO) Wrecks and Obstructions Database (SeaZone data, issued 05/06/2010); 

 ̧ Ministry of Defence (MOD) (military remains only); 

 ̧ Receiver of Wreck (ROW); 

 ̧ The Inventory of Gardens and Designed Landscapes in Scotland; 

 ̧ The Inventory of Historic Battlefields in Scotland; 

 ̧ Fife Council Fife Sites and Monuments Record ; and 

 ̧ National Library (for historic charts and maps only). 

19.3.1.1 Site Visit 

9 A site visit was undertaken at the cable landing point at Thorntonloch beach on the 12 November 2010 to; verify 
the findings of the desk based element of the study, gather information regarding current land use and identify 
any factors that might affect the archaeological potential of the proposed export cable landfall site.  

10 A further onshore site visit was completed on 2 November 2011 with regard to ǘƘŜ ΨǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΩ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ƻƴǎƘƻǊŜ 
cultural heritage assets.  During consultation, 11 sites were identified by Historic Scotland, all of which were 
visited during the site visit.  The condition of each monument was noted, as were key views from each location. 

19.3.2 Survey Methodology  

11 A number of surveys were undertaken within the offshore study area and export cable route corridor to inform 
the understanding of the wider physical environment.  Although these surveys were not undertaken specifically 
to investigate the archaeological conditions, the data collected have been used to support the archaeological 
assessment and are described in the following sections. 

19.3.2.1 Geophysical Survey 

12 A geophysical survey of the offshore study area was undertaken and subsequently made available for 
archaeological analysis and assessment (EMU, 2010).  The archaeological assessment of the geophysical findings 
aimed to identify any cultural heritage assets recorded within the surveyed area and to inform the description of 
the baseline study and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed development.  Marine 
geophysical survey data were collected using sidescan sonar, magnetometer, sub-bottom profiler and multibeam 
bathymetry.  Geophysical targets were identified and given a high, medium or low archaeological potential rating 
as defined in Table 19.1 below. 

Archaeological potential rating Definition 

High Archaeological Potential An anomaly of anthropogenic origin and of archaeological interest. 

Medium Archaeological Potential 
An anomaly of likely anthropogenic origin that requires further investigation in order to 
clarify its nature. 

Low Archaeological Potential  An anomaly of possible anthropogenic origin that does not require further investigation. 

Table 19.1: Definition of archaeological potential ratings 

19.3.2.2 Geotechnical Survey 

13 A geotechnical survey of the offshore study area was undertaken in 2010 (Gardline Geosciences Ltd, 2010) and 
made available for archaeological assessment and analysis.  The objectives of the geotechnical review were to: 

 ̧ Review available data to identify seabed and sub-seabed deposits likely to be of palaeoenvironmental and 
archaeological interest; 

 ̧ Identify any deposits of palaeoenvironmental potential, particularly within the Wee Bankie and Forth 
Formations and their interface; and 

 ̧ Suggest mitigation measures, where appropriate to the findings of the review. 

14 In order to establish whether the deposits contained any sediments of palaeoenvironmental potential, in 
particular peats or sediments with high organic content such as organic silts, the samples from the survey were 
reviewed.  The survey collected samples using Cone Penetration Tests (CPT), vibrocore and boreholes across the 
study area.   

15 A laboratory visit was also undertaken to visually inspect and record the sediments from one core 
(BH_GT024/A/B/C/D). 

19.3.3 Engagement and Commitments 

19.3.3.1 Strategic and Site Level Requirements 

16 The strategic and site level requirements as advised by Marine Scotland, Historic Scotland and Fife Council, and 
how these guidelines are addressed in this chapter, are presented in Table 19.2. 

19.3.3.2 Consultation 

17 A meeting was held with Historic Scotland in May 2010 where the approach to the archaeological assessment of 
the site was discussed and agreed. 
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Source Comment Relevance/reference  

Blue Seas - Green Energy: A Sectoral Marine Plan 
for Offshore Wind Energy in Scottish Territorial 
Waters.  Part A: The Plan (Marine Scotland, 2011) 

Developments should be fully assessed to identify and mitigate their effects on listed buildings and scheduled sites (and their settings) and wrecks (both designated and non-
designated) where possible through appropriate positioning within the option boundary, and where impacts cannot be avoided, these should be reduced through appropriate 
design. 

Noted; see Section 19.6: Impact Assessment and 
Section 19.7: Mitigation and Residual Impacts. 

Scoping Opinion (Historic Scotland advice) 

Guidance available: SPP 23: Planning and the Historic Environment; Scottish Historic Environment Policy (Historic Scotland, 2011); and Technical Guidance Note (Memorandum 
of policy). 

Noted ς refer to Section 19.2: Guidance and 
Legislation. 
SPP 23 has been superseded by SPP (Scottish 
Government, 2010).   

Direct and indirect impacts on Scheduled Monuments and historic listed buildings should be assessed.  
Only relevant to the foreshore and intertidal 
zone to the high water mark at the proposed 
landfall location. 

Confirm that there are no designations of national importance within site or cable route. 
Noted ς but mention is given to the K class 
submarines within the site that are protected 
under the Military Remains Act 1986. 

Recommended that the impact on undesignated wrecks be assessed in consultation with the Council Archaeological Service. Noted. 

Assessment should consider Direct impacts and Indirect impacts (including changes in tidal regimes, sediment regimes, water quality).  Noted ς see Section 19.6: Impact Assessment. 

Suggest assessment of following assets in terms of seascape and setting:  

 ̧ Tentsmuir Coastal Defences (Index no. 9712);  ̧ Crail Airfield, airfield 1 km E of Kirklands Farm (Index no. 6642); 

 ̧ St Andrews Castle (Index no. 90259);  ̧ St Andrews Cathedral and adjacent ecclesiastical remains (Index no. 90260); 

 ̧ Crail Airfield, pillbox, Foreland Head (Index no. 6461);  ̧ Crail Airfield, airfield 1 km E of Kirklands Farm (Index no. 6642); 

 ̧ Isle of May Old Lighthouse (Index no. 887);  ̧ Isle of May Priory (Index no. 838); 

 ̧ St Andrews Harbour (HB no. 40596);  ̧ Bell Rock Lighthouse (HB no. 45197); and 

 ̧ St Andrews Links;   ̧ Cambo. 
 

Noted ς these assets have been considered in 
the assessment of setting impacts in Section 
19.6: Impact Assessment. 

Request additional viewpoints at Tentsmuir Coastal defences and Crail Airfield control tower. Noted. 

Consider there to be limited potential for impacts to be significant and request view of the full Environmental Statement (ES) for final view on the proposed development. Noted. 

Archaeological methodology and reference list and approach adequate. Noted. 

Welcome the production of a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI), compiled following discussion / consultation with Historic Scotland.  Noted ς see Section 19.6: Impact Assessment 
and Section 19.7: Mitigation and Residual 
Impacts. Welcome the production of protocols for unexpected discoveries before the start of scheme operations. 

Guidance available: local archaeological service (Councils) Noted. 

Keen to view the proposed site layout, photomontages and Zones of Theoretical Visibility (ZTVs), once finalised.  Noted. 

Guidance - Historic Scotland setting annex: http://www.historic-scotland.gov.uk/scoping_of_development_proposals_2009.pdf.  Noted. 

Guidance - Historic Scotland technical guidance note on setting (Historic Scotland, 2010): http://www.historic-scotland.gov.uk/setting-2.pdf. 
Noted ς see Section 19.2: Guidance and 
Legislation. 

Advice to Forth and Tay Offshore Wind 
Developer Group (Historic Scotland) 

Agree that potential cumulative impacts on marine archaeology should be assessed in individual ESs. 
Noted ς see Section 19.8: Cumulative and In-
Combination Impacts. 

Comment to Forth and Tay Offshore Wind 
Developer Group (Fife Council) 

ES should include: 

 ̧ A desk based assessment of the site in archaeological terms; 

 ̧ A critical analysis of the limitations of a desk based assessment; 

 ̧ An assessment of the archaeological potential of the seabed; 

 ̧ A consideration of historic setting impacts within the ZTV; 

 ̧ An adequate field inspection/survey/assessment of the seabed sufficient to demonstrate that a reasonable attempt has been made to quantify the presence, absence, 
character, extent, nature and date of any buried archaeological deposits/features that might exist within the development area; 

 ̧ Written details of a mitigation strategy to safeguard any archaeological sites/deposits threatened by development; 

 ̧ A strategy to monitor development works in progress; and 

 ̧ A strategy to deal with unexpected archaeological discoveries made during ground disturbance works beyond that of the initial period of archaeological 
investigation/monitoring. 

Noted. 

Table 19.2: Strategic and site level commitments and requirements 
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19.4 Impact Assessment Methodology 

18 Archaeological remains may be damaged or destroyed during the construction, operation and decommissioning 
of renewable energy installations as a result of direct, indirect and cumulative and in-combination impacts (see 
Table 19.3).  

Type of 
impact  

Description 

Direct Impact 
Direct impacts occur where cultural heritage assets are directly affected by any element of the proposed works during 
construction, operation and decommissioning.  These works might include excavation/ dredging or piling. 

Indirect 
Impact 

Indirect impacts are defined as those arising as a result of a direct impact.  For example, sediment movement and 
redeposition as a result of scour to damage, cover or bury archaeological features.  

Cumulative 
and In-
Combination 
Impact 

The assessment will consider the potential for the impacts of cumulative and in-combination effects associated with 
the project on sites, features and artefacts of cultural heritage interest.  Possible impacts may include effects within 
the proposed development such as interference through cable laying activities upon a relict landscape surface or 
deposit.  Impacts outside the offshore site and export cable route may include the effects of several developments 
within the same locality on the cultural heritage resource. 

Setting 
Impacts 

Setting impacts may occur where, in this instance, the visibility of wind turbines either causes the loss of cultural 
significance or affects the degree to which significance may be appreciated.  Setting effects are principally associated 
with the operational phase, as the changes associated with the construction and decommissioning phase are relatively 
short. 

Table 19.3: Description of impacts considered to act upon cultural heritage assets 

19 The direct impacts associated with construction are caused by: 

 ̧ Pre-construction seabed dredging;  

 ̧ The installation of foundations;  

 ̧ Burial of submarine cables; and  

 ̧ Impacts from the mooring and jack-up systems of the various vessels that will need to operate in the area 
during the construction phase.  

20 During operation direct impacts could come from anchors/mooring systems of the various vessels that will be 
involved in maintenance works. 

21 The direct impacts of decommissioning could involve the destruction or damage of archaeological remains during 
the removal of foundations and impacts from the mooring systems of the various vessels involved.  Impacts from 
decommissioning are considered to be analogous to those during construction. 

22 Indirect impacts are associated with the effect of the development beyond the primary development footprint, 
and comprise changes to erosion or sedimentary regimes.  The impact upon archaeological remains during the 
operation phase will largely be due to seabed scouring.  Changes to the topography of the seafloor can also have 
a considerable effect on sediment transportation dynamics and/or currents, and by changing these dynamics, the 
rate of scouring around a wreck may increase, allowing the wreck to become more exposed and in danger of 
decay.  Similarly, changing dynamics may cause increased sediment deposition in the area of a wreck and thus act 
to preserve the asset in situ.  

23 During the construction, operation and decommissioning phases of development, the setting of cultural heritage 
assets may be directly or indirectly affected as a result of the development being visible in key views from 
onshore cultural heritage assets. 

24 Cumulative impacts arising as a result of interaction with other wind farms on cultural heritage assets are 
considered.  In addition, in-combination impacts on cultural heritage assets with other plans, programmes and 
projects are also considered.   

19.4.1 The Rochdale Envelope 

25 Known archaeology was incorporated in the early constraint mapping and layout development.  The following 
project development scenario and design parameters are considered to reflect the worst (realistic) case scenario 
for both known and unknown archaeology (refer to Table 19.4).  Chapter 5: Project Description provides full 
details of the layout scenarios and full Rochdale Envelope.   

26 It is important to note that the number of wind turbines considered in the Rochdale Envelope is higher than the 
actual maximum (at the given capacity) permitted on site.  Assessing a higher number of turbines theoretically 
permits flexibility in the array and also considers the addition of one or two substations.  This is discussed in more 
detail in Chapter 4: Site Selection, Project Alternatives and Design Evolution.  

Potential impact Rochdale Envelope scenario assessed 

Construction and decommissioning 

Net impact of turbine foundations 
on the seabed 

Maximum impact on the seabed based on: 

 ̧ 80 x 6 MW turbines; 

 ̧ Gravity base foundations with up to 53 m diameter (including scour protection); 
1600 m² foundation footprint; and 

 ̧ Seabed preparation by dredging with an average of 4,000 m
3
 dredged per foundation.  

Net impact of offshore substation 
foundations on the seabed 

Maximum impact on the seabed based on: 

 ̧ Maximum number of substations (2); and 

 ̧ Considered within the additional foundation options detailed above. 

Net impact of inter-array cabling 
on the seabed 

Maximum impact on the seabed based on: 

 ̧ 220 km maximum cable length; 

 ̧ Up to 1.5 m cable burial depth; and 

 ̧ Potential surface laying protection either mattress or rock-dumping. 

Export cable installation 

 ̧ 2 cables with up to maximum 500 m spacing between cables; 

 ̧ Maximum burial depth ς up to 3 m; 

 ̧ Trenching using a plough; and 

 ̧ Trenching using backhoe dredger (landfall). 

Temporary seabed disturbances 
Maximum footprint based on:  

 ̧ Feet of eight legged jack-up barges on seabed for 80 turbines.  

Re-distribution of fine sediments  ̧ Fine sediments arising from seabed preparation and installation of 80 gravity base 
foundations and up to 220 km of inter-array cabling.  

Operation 

Turbine height and layout in 
relation to the setting of onshore 
receptors 

 ̧ A single option of 80 x 7 MW turbines was considered to offer the greatest visual 
impact (refer to Chapter 21: Seascape and Landscape Visual Impacts (SLVIA) for further 
details). 

Change in hydrodynamics  ̧ Net impact in changes in hydrodynamics within the offshore site. 

Cumulative 

Cumulative effects ς construction 
and operation phases 

 ̧ Net impact of turbine foundations and inter-array cabling on the seabed from Inch 
Cape and Firth of Forth Round 3 Zone 2 wind farms. 

Cumulative effects ς construction 
and operation phases 

 ̧ Change in sediment and hydrological regime and disturbance from Inch Cape and Firth 
of Forth Round 3 Zone 2 wind farms. 

Cumulative effects ς operation 
phase  ̧ Turbine height and layout in relation to the setting of key onshore receptors. 

Table 19.4: /ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ΨǿƻǊǎǘ όǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎύ ŎŀǎŜΩ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦǎƘƻǊŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀōƭŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ 
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19.4.2 Study Area 

27 For the purposes of this chapter, the offshore study area refers to the wind farm development area (the area 
bounded in purple on Figure 19.1) and a 1 km buffer zone (the area bounded in red in Figure 19.1).  The wind 
farm development area is referred to as the inner study area, while the 1 km buffer zone is referred to as the 
outer study area.  The export cable route and cable corridor from the offshore site to the mean high water mark 
have also been assessed as part of the offshore study area. 

 

Figure 19.1: Location of the offshore site and export cable route with study area buffers 

19.4.3 The Approach to Impact Assessment 

19.4.3.1 Magnitude of Effect 

28 The methodology to determine the magnitude of effect within this ES is considered in terms of spatial extent, 
duration, frequency and severity.  The generic criteria for assessment of magnitude of effect are not readily 
applicable in this context ς spatial extent is nearly always localised (with the exception of a submerged landscape 
surface or deposit over a project area, which does not apply here);  the duration is irrelevant as any effect, 
whether over a short or long timeframe, will alter a cultural heritage asset; and the frequency is irrelevant as the 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ όŀ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƛƴƛǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ΨǊŜŎƻǾŜǊΩύ.  Hence, only 
severity is considered to be applicable. 

29 Tables 19.5 and 19.6 provide guideline criteria for determining severity and from this, the magnitude of the 
effect.  

30 For the purpose of this assessment and for consistency with other assessments within this ES, severity is 
considered to be synonymous with magnitude. 

  

Magnitude Guideline criteria 

High positive 
The asset is preserved in situΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƭƻǎǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŘƻ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎΩ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘΣ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ƻǊ 
ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ 

Medium positive ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƭƻǎǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŘƻ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎΩ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘΦ 

Low positive ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜΦ 

Negligible ±ŜǊȅ ǎƭƛƎƘǘ ƻǊ ƴŜƎƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΦ 

Low negative 
{ƭƛƎƘǘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ƴƻǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ 
ǾŀƭǳŜΦ 

Medium negative [ƻǎǎ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ 

High negative Total loss or major ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ 

Table 19.5: Magnitude of effect criteria for cultural heritage assets 

19.4.3.2 Vulnerability of Receptor 

31 Vulnerability is considered to be the sensitivity of a receptor to a specific change in the baseline conditions.  In 
terms of archaeological or heritage receptors, vulnerability is considered primarily to refer to the rarity or value 
of the asset.  Any measure of recoverability or adaptability (both criteria of vulnerability more applicable for 
ecological receptors) would in every case be nil and therefore would not add any clarity or weight to the measure 
of vulnerability.   

32 Official designations applied to cultural heritage assets have been taken as indicators of importance.  
Vulnerability is assigned to undesignated cultural heritage assets according to the professional judgement of the 
assessor. 

33 The criteria used for defining a cǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ όŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅύ to direct and indirect 
physical effects is summarised in Table 19.6. 



  
 

Neart na Gaoithe Offshore Wind Farm Environmental Statement 
 

 
 
   Page 19-6 

 

 

Vulnerability of the receptor Definition 

High 

 ̧ Designated wrecks; Protected Place; Controlled Sites; 

 ̧ Scheduled Monuments; 

 ̧ Category A-listed buildings; 

 ̧ Inventory gardens and designed landscapes; 

 ̧ Inventory battlefields; 

 ̧ Undesignated assets of national importance; 

 ̧ Maritime losses where the position is known and positively identified; and  

 ̧ Targets of high archaeological potential identified in the geophysical survey. 

Medium 

 ̧ Category B listed buildings; 

 ̧ Conservation areas; 

 ̧ Targets of medium archaeological potential identified in the geophysical survey; 

 ̧ Obstructions that could be indicative of wreckage or submerged features; 

 ̧ Cultural heritage assets that contribute; and 

 ̧ Undesignated assets of regional importance. 

Low 

 ̧ Category C(S)-listed buildings; 

 ̧ Undesignated assets of local importance; and 

 ̧ Targets of low potential identified in the geophysical survey.   

Table 19.6: Vulnerability of cultural heritage assets 

19.4.4 Approach to Impact Assessment for Impacts on Setting 

19.4.4.1 Introduction 

34 During the construction, operation and decommissioning phases of developments, the setting of cultural heritage 
assets may be affected, but as the impact of construction and operational effects are relatively short only 
operational setting impacts have been considered here.   There is considerable debate over definitions of setting 
and approaches to the assessment of setting impacts (COWRIE, 2008), with no standardised industry wide 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ  IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƴƻǘŜ ƻƴ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ΨaŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΥ 

 
35 Therefore, setting is not simply the visual aspect of the asset in question.  Rather, it is those parts of the 

surroundings of an asset that are relevant to the cultural significance of the asset.  In general, there will be an 
appreciable historical relationship between the asset and its setting, either in terms of a physical relationship, 
such as between a castle and the natural rise that it occupies, or a more distant visual relationship, such as a 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ Ǿƛǎǘŀ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿ ŦǊƻƳΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀƴ ƻƴǎƘƻǊŜ ǎƛƎƴŀƭ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻŦŦǎƘƻǊŜ ƭƛƎƘǘƘƻǳǎŜΦ  {ƻƳŜ ŀǎǎŜǘǎΩ 
cultural significance will relate to an aesthetic relationship with their surroundings which may result from design 
or be fortuitous.   

36 Lƴ ǎǳŎƘ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŀǎŎŀǇŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ 
setting.  The cultural significance of assets has been considered in terms of the values described in Scottish 
Historic Environment Policy (Historic Scotland, 2011) as being: 

 ̧ Intrinsic - those relating to the fabric of the asset; 

 ̧ Contextual ς ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƻŘy of existing 
knowledge; and 

 ̧ Associative ς more subjective assessments of the associations of the monument, including current or past 
aesthetic preferences. 

37 Most setting impacts will relate to contextual and associative values. 

19.4.4.2 Magnitude of Effect 

38 The magnitude of the effect reflects the extent to which relevant elements of the cultural heritage asset's setting 
are changed by the development and the effect that this has upon the character and value of the asset and the 
appreciation thereof.  Guideline criteria for magnitude of effect are defined as high, medium, low or negligible 
(refer to Table 19.7: Magnitude of an effect on the setting of a cultural heritage asset 

39 As with other criteria presented, this guidance is intended as a general guide and it is not anticipated that all the 
criteria listed will be present in every case.   

40 The following are guides used in the assessment of magnitude of effect: 

 ̧ Obstruction of, or distraction from, key views.  Some assets have been sited or designed with specific views 
in mind, such as the view from an offshore lighthouse or a country house with open vistas across the sea 
with a distant landform providing a focal point.  The obstruction or cluttering of such views would reduce 
the extent to which the asset could be understood and appreciated by the visitor.  Offshore wind farms 
within a key view may also distract from them and make them difficult to appreciate where they are 
prominent.  In such instances the magnitude is likely to be greatest where views have a particular focus or 
a strong aesthetic character.   

 ̧ Changes in prominence.  Some assets are deliberately placed in conspicuous locations in order to be highly 
visible in the surrounding landscape; for example prehistoric cairns are often placed to be silhouetted 
against the sky and churches in some areas are deliberately placed on ridges in order to be easily seen.  
Developments have the potential to reduce such prominence and therefore reduce the extent to which 
such assets can be appreciated. 

 ̧ Changes in landscape/seascape character.  A particular land use regime may be essential to the 
ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎtance the fields surrounding a farmstead

1
 are inextricably linked 

to its appreciation.  In some instances, assets will have aesthetic value or a sense of place that is tied to 
the surrounding landscape/seascape character.   

 ̧ Duration of effect.  Effects which are short term are generally of lesser magnitude than those which are 
long term or permanent. 

 ̧ Reversibility of the effect.  Readily reversible effects are generally of lesser magnitude than those 
considered irreversible.    

41 Effects acting upon a defined setting will be of greater magnitude than those that have an effect on unrelated 
ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻǊ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǘƻ ƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ asset that are unrelated to the 
appreciation of its value.  It should be noted that the assessment of the magnitude of effect has been based on 
the interplay of these factors.   

                                                           
1
 Note, an onshore example is used as no offshore assets are subject to visual impacts or impacts on setting. 

άSetting should be thought of as the way in which the surroundings of a historic asset or place contribute to how it is 
experienced, understood and appreciatedΦέ όIƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΣ нлмлύ 
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42 No single factor is taken to override other factors, for instance a negative effect that would be of high magnitude 
will not generally be reduced to low magnitude, simply on the grounds that it is reversible.  It should also be 
noted that whilst a proposed development may be present within the visual envelope of an asset this does not 
automatically mean there is an impact on the setting of the asset.  Where this is the case, the reasoning behind 
this has been given.  As above, the criteria provided have been developed in the absence of official guidance or 
an accepted methodology.  

Magnitude Guideline criteria 

High positive 

The offshore wind farm has a significantly beneficial effect on the setting of the cultural heritage asset.  This 
enhancement may be through the restoration of a lost relationship between the asset and its setting, or the 
legibility of the relationship is ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘΦ  9ƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǘǊŀŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ 
cultural heritage significance or the appreciation of that significance are removed.  

Medium positive 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀōƭŜ 
extent as a result of the development; as a result the relationship between the asset and its setting is rendered 
more readily apparent.  The negŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǘǊŀŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ 
cultural heritage significance or the appreciation of that significance are appreciably reduced.   

Low positive 
The setting of the cultural heritage asset is slightly improved as a result of the development, slightly improving 
ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜŘΦ 

Negligible ±ŜǊȅ ǎƭƛƎƘǘ ƻǊ ƴŜƎƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΦ 

Low negative 

The contribution of the setting of the cultural heritage asset to its significance is slightly degraded as a result of 
the development, but without adversely affecting the interpretability of the asset and its setting; characteristics 
of historic value can still be appreciated, the changes do not strongly conflict with the character of the asset, and 
could be easily reversed to approximate the pre-development conditions. 

Medium negative 
The contribution of the setting of the cultural heritage asset to its significance is reduced appreciably as a result 
of the development and cannot easily be reversed to approximate pre-development conditions.  Relevant 
setting characteristics can still be appreciated but less readily.   

High negative 
The contribution of the setting of the cultural heritage asset to its significance is effectively lost or substantially 
reduced as a result of the development, the relationship between the asset and its setting is no longer readily 
appreciable.   

Table 19.7: Magnitude of an effect on the setting of a cultural heritage asset 

19.4.4.3 Vulnerability of Receptor  

43 Not all of the guideline vulnerability criteria for the assessment of vulnerability are readily applicable in the 
context of the setting impact assessment.  Adaptability is not relevant as cultural heritage assets can neither 
adapt nor recover.  Setting impacts will cease upon decommissioning and hence all assets have a high degree of 
recoverability. 

44 The vulnerability of a cultural heritage asset to changes in its setting can be evaluated in the first instance by 
reference to any relevant designation, whereby assets designated as nationally important (scheduled 
monuments, Category A listed buildings, inventory gardens and designed landscapes and inventory battlefields) 
will generally be considered the most vulnerable and the assessment has concentrated on these.  All nationally 
designated assets are considered to be of high value.   

45 Following reference to the designation of the asset, vulnerability can be more finely assessed by reference to the 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
appreciation of its value.  Table 19.8 is a general guide to the attributes of cultural heritage assets of high, 
medium, low or negligible vulnerability to setting impacts.  It should be noted that not all the qualities listed need 
be present in every case and professional judgement is used in balancing the different criteria.  As noted above, 
the guideline criteria have been developed and applied to previous cultural heritage EIA in the absence of official 
guidance or a standard methodology and have been used in numerous setting assessments previously. 

Vulnerability Guideline criteria 

High 
The asset has a clearly defined setting that is readily appreciable on the ground and is vital to its significance or the 
appreciation thereof.   

Medium ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜǊŜƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΦ   

Low ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜǊŜƻŦΦ   

Negligible ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ thereof does not relate to its surroundings. 

Table 19.8: Vulnerability of a cultural heritage asset to effects on setting 

19.4.5 Significance of Impacts 

19.4.5.1 Overall Significance  

46 The significance of an impact on a cultural heritage asset, whether a physical impact (direct or indirect) or an 
impact on its setting, is assessed by combining the magnitude of the effect and the vulnerability of the cultural 
heritage asset (the receptor).   

47 The significance matrix used in this assessment is adapted from that detailed in Chapter 6: The Approach to 
Environmental Impact Assessment to take account of the additional values attributed to magnitude (refer to 
Table 19.9). 

   Vulnerability 

   Negligible Low Medium High 

M
a

g
n
itu

d
e 

Positive 
value 

Negligible Not significant Minor significance Minor significance 
Moderate 
significance 

Low 
negative 

Low Minor significance Minor significance 
Moderate 
significance 

Moderate 
significance 

Medium 
negative 

Medium Minor significance 
Moderate 
significance 

Moderate 
significance 

Major significance 

High 
negative 

High  Moderate significance 
Moderate 
significance 

Major significance Major significance 

Table 19.9: Matrix of overall significance 

48 Mitigation is considered to be necessary when an impact (setting or physical) has been assessed to be of 
moderate significance or above. 

19.4.6 Cumulative and In-Combination Impact Assessment Approach 

49 Cumulative impacts are those arising as a result of interaction between Neart na Gaoithe and other offshore wind 
farms.   

50 In-combination effects are considered to be those arising between like and unlike schemes, for example between 
offshore wind farms and the dredging of shipping channels.  This combination of activities would include the 
installation of foundations plus channel dredging, both of which could lead to the degradation of wrecks.  
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19.5 Baseline Description 

51 The following section summarises the results of the baseline assessment.  All cultural heritage assets are included 
in Appendix 19.2: Gazetteer and Concordance.   

52 In the interests of clarity and in reference with the technical report, recorded wreck sites are given a unique EMU 
Archaeology number, ǘƘŜ ǎǳŦŦƛȄ Ψ9!Ω, while anomalies identified in the geophysical survey are given the suffix 
Ψ9a¦Ω.  Onshore assets considered in relation to setting are referred to according to their listing and referenced 
to their designation index number.  All sites are depicted on Figures 19.2- 19.9.  

53 Locations and descriptions of all identified sites are presented in Appendix 19.1: Maritime Archaeology and 
Cultural Heritage Technical Report.  Those cultural heritage receptors taken forward for impact assessment are 
presented in Table 19.8. 

Figure 19.2: Cultural heritage assets within the study area 

19.5.1 Offshore Site 

19.5.1.1 Known Sites 

54 There are nine recorded or charted wrecks and obstructions from the Seazone dataset located within the 
offshore site (Figure 19.3).  Eight of these lie within the inner study area and one within the 1 km site buffer zone.  
Of these, seven ŀǊŜ Ψ[ƛǾŜΩ όƛΦŜΦ, they have been accurately located by survey) and two ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ Ψ5ŜŀŘΩ 
(repeat surveys have failed to locate the wreck and its co-ordinates are considered to be unreliable).  Three of 
these sites are designated as Protected Places under the Protection of Military Remains Act 1986 (Sites EA64, 
9!ср ŀƴŘ 9!тлΣ ǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ мфΦнύΦ  !ƭƭ ǎŜǾŜƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ψ[ƛǾŜΩ ǎƛǘŜǎ ό9!снΣ 9!соΣ 9!спΣ 9!срΣ 9!стΣ 9!су and EA70 ς 
shown as green targets on Figure 19.3) will be taken forward for assessment. 

 

Figure 19.3: Wrecks and obstructions from the Seazone dataset in the wind farm site and 1 km buffer 

55 The NMRS lists nine historical shipping casualties within the offshore site (see Figure 19.4).  Eight of these lie 
within the inner study area and one within the 1 km site buffer zone.  Six of these records correspond to the six 
Ψ[ƛǾŜΩ ǿǊŜŎƪǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ŜŀȊƻƴŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ό9!снΣ 9!спΣ 9!срΣ 9!стΣ 9!су and EA70 ς shown as green targets 
on Figure 19.3) while the locations assigned to the remaining three are tentative and surveys have failed to locate 
any remains in their purported locations.  These six known wrecks will be taken forward for assessment.  
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19.5.1.2 Archaeological Assessment of the Geophysical Data 

56 Thirty anomalies of potential archaeological interest were identified across the study area by the archaeological 
review of sidescan sonar data (refer to Figure 19.2). 

Sites of High Archaeological Potential 

57 Eight anomalies of high archaeological potential were identified across the proposed offshore site through the 
archaeological review of sidescan sonar data.  All eight anomalies of high archaeological potential are located 
within the wind farm footprint and correspond with ǎƛȄ ƪƴƻǿƴ Ψ[ƛǾŜΩ wreck sites recorded in the SeaZone/UKHO 
records.  These sites will be taken forward for assessment (see Figure 19.4). 

Sites of Medium Archaeological Potential 

58 Seven anomalies of medium archaeological potential were also identified within the wind farm footprint and one 
anomaly of medium archaeological potential was also identified within the wind farm 1 km buffer (see Figure 
19.4).  These potential sites are taken forward for assessment. 

59 In addition, 34 magnetometer contacts were also noted in the offshore site, seven of which correlate with wrecks 
or wreck-related debris identified in the sidescan sonar data.  These seven sites will be taken forward for 
assessment in conjunction with the sidescan anomalies (Figure 19.4).  

 

Figure 19.4: Geophysical anomalies identified in the wind farm site, 1 km buffer 

19.5.1.3 Archaeological Assessment of the Geotechnical Data 

60 No organic sediments such as peats or organic silts were recorded in any of the vibrocore logs and similarly no 
organic sediments were recorded in any of the penetration test logs (see, Review of Geotechnical Data in 
Appendix 19.1: Maritime Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical Report). 

61 Possible organic material was noted in one borehole log identified in the geotechnical data assessment.  Due to 
the lack of palaeoenvironmental evidence identified within the assessment for the proposed development area, 
this has not been taken forward for assessment. 

19.5.1.4 Submerged Prehistoric Archaeology 

62 The potential for discovering submerged prehistoric archaeological and palaeoenvironmental material in the 
proposed development area is regarded as low and so has not been taken forward for assessment (see 
Prehistoric Archaeological Potential in Appendix 19.1: Maritime Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical 
Report. 

19.5.1.5 Maritime Archaeology 

63 There is a low potential for unrecorded maritime archaeological material in the proposed development area.  
Consistent use of the Outer Firth of Forth and North Sea in the post-medieval period is reflected in the number of 
losses listed by the UKHO and in the maritime records.  A total of 15 wreck sites with unknown locations are 
recorded in the NMRS data for the study area.  However, an extensive geophysical survey has been undertaken in 
the offshore study area which failed to locate these wrecks, and because of the low potential this has not been 
taken forward for assessment. 

19.5.1.6 Aviation Archaeology 

64 There is low potential for the remains of aircraft to be discovered within the offshore site and export cable 
corridor.  Recorded aircraft losses in the vicinity of the study area consist of five modern aircraft, the earliest of 
which both dates from 1970 (a Lightning and a Cessna 320) and the most recent relating to the loss in 2005 of a 
Panavia Tornado, although the positions of these recorded losses are not accurate.  The NMRS also records the 
remains of a World War II Bristol Beaufighter near Skateraw.  However, because of the low potential for the 
discovery of unrecorded aircraft or associated material this has not been taken forward for assessment. 

19.5.2 Cable Route  

19.5.2.1 Known Sites 

65 There is one ƪƴƻǿƴ Ψ[ƛǾŜΩ ǿǊŜŎƪ ǎƛǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ {Ŝŀ½one/UKHO within the export cable route corridor (refer to Figures 
19.2 and 19.5).  This site (EA53) has been taken forward for assessment. 
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Figure 19.5: Wrecks and obstructions within the cable corridor  

66 The NMRS lists 20 historical shipping casualties within and in proximity to the export cable route corridor.  None 
of these sites were identified during the geophysical survey.  One site is ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ орл Ƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ Ψ[ƛǾŜΩ {Ŝŀ½one/ 
UKHO wreck (Site EA53) and is taken forward for assessment (refer to Figures 19.2 and 19.5). 

19.5.2.2 Archaeological Assessment of the Geophysical Data 

Anomalies of High Archaeological Potential 

67 No sites of high archaeological potential have been identified within the export cable route corridor (see Figure 
19.6). 

Anomalies of Medium Archaeological Potential 

68 One anomaly of medium archaeological potential was identified in the cable route study area.  This anomaly is 
approximately 80 m from a known live wreck site recorded in the SeaZone/UKHO records and may be wreckage 
or debris associated with this site.  This potential site is taken forward for assessment (see Figure 19.6). 

 

Figure 19.6: Geophysical anomalies identified in the cable corridor  

19.5.3 Setting Baseline: Designated Onshore and Island Cultural Heritage Assets 

69 Although the wind farm will be visible from a number of designated cultural heritage sites, it is clear that in most 
instances there is no potential for this to have a significant impact upon setting; for there to be such potential the 
ŀǎǎŜǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀ.  HƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǎŎƻǇƛƴƎ 
response identifies 11 asseǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ΨǎŜŀǎŎŀǇŜ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳŀȅ be subject to [a setting] impact as a result of 
the proposed offshore turbinesΩ (see Figure 19.7).  Accordingly these assets (listed below and highlighted in 
Section 19.5.4) have been considered for assessment: 

70 Scheduled Monuments 

 ̧ Tentsmuir Coastal defences (Index no. 9712); 

 ̧ Crail Airfield, airfield 1 km E of Kirklands Farm (Index no. 6642); 

 ̧ Crail Airfield, pillbox, Foreland Head (Index no. 6461); 

 ̧ St Andrews Castle (Index no. 90259); 

 ̧ St Andrews Cathedral and adjacent ecclesiastical remains (Index no. 90260); 

 ̧ Isle of May Old Lighthouse (Index no. 887); and 

 ̧ Isle of May Priory (Index no. 838). 
















