From: R 1 1(2)

To: R 11(2)

Subject: Mey BESS - Tweaks to HRA - Caithness Lochs SPA

Date: 30 September 2024 09:58:09

Attachments: NatureScot tweeks - ECU HRA - 240906 - Application -Appropriate Assessment Caithness Lochs SPA - Mey
BESS.docx

WHR 11(2) ,

| have made a few wee tweaks to the assessment, but nothing major from our original
assessment or your draft. | added a little more text to the ‘application’ section, which

sets the positive tone of the developer to ensure pollution prevention measures are to
be included within the CEMD, and that this will be provided in support of the proposal.

| hope the attached is okay, but please feel free to edit and further tweak as you see fit,
thank you.

All the very best,
-0
R 11(2) | Operations Officer — North

NatureScot | The Links, Golspie Business Park, Golspie, Sutherland KW10 6UB | t:

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba

From: RSN @zov.scot <RENNTCANNN @gov.scot>

Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2024 9:32 AM

WCHR 11(2) @nature.scot>

Subject: Mey BESS

| would be grateful if you could review the attached the AA and let me know if you
have any comments?

| Case Manager

Energy Consents Unit, Onshore Electricity, Strategy and Consents

Directorate for Energy and Climate Change | Scottish Government | 5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw,
Glasgow G2 8LU

AR 11(2) B8R 11(2) [@LlVASls

To view the Energy Consents team’s current casework please visit www.energyconsents.scot
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This e-mail (and any files or other attachments transmitted with it) is intended
solely for the attention of the addressee(s). Unauthorised use, disclosure, storage,
copying or distribution of any part of this e-mail is not permitted. If you are not
the intended recipient please destroy the email, remove any copies from your
system and inform the sender immediately by return.

Communications with the Scottish Government may be monitored or recorded in
order to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful
purposes. The views or opinions contained within this e-mail may not

necessarily reflect those of the Scottish Government.
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This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager or the sender.
Please note that for business purposes, outgoing and incoming emails from and to NatureScot may be monitored.

Tha am post-dealain seo agus fiosrachadh sam bith na chois diomhair agus airson an neach no buidheann ainmichte a-
mhain. Mas e gun d’ fhuair sibh am post-dealain seo le mearachd, cuiribh fios dhan manaidsear-siostaim no neach-
sgriobhaidh.

Thoiribh an aire airson adhbharan gnothaich, ‘s docha gun téid suil a chumail air puist-dealain a’ tighinn a-steach agus a’
dol a- mach bho NadarAlba.



ANNEX 4

Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA)

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017

Assessment of the implications of the proposed Mey Battery Energy Storage System
development for the Caithness Lochs Special Protection Area (SPA) in view of the
conservation objectives of the SPA.

September 2024

The following assessment has been prepared by the Scottish Ministers as the Competent
Authority for the above proposal.

Description

1| Brief description of the
project

On 10 June 2024, Young Planning & Energy Consenting Ltd
on behalf of Mey Energy Storage System Ltd submitted an
application under section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for
consent for Mey Battery Energy Storage System (BESS)
within the planning authority area of the Highland Council.

The proposal comprises the construction and operation of a
BESS, with capacity of up to 300MW, associated/ancillary
works and development, including substation, landscaping
and access, in a site 10.6 ha in south-east Mey, Caithness.

The site is to be screened (long-term) by the planting of a
narrow woodland along the northern edge of the
development. In time, this will provide additional cover &
cloaking. Vehicle/delivery access to the site will be via the
East Lodge Road (from the A836 north coast road), with
traffic turning into the development site through a new
access route in advance of West Lodge.

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
and a Pollution Prevention & Mitigation Plan is to be agreed
prior to the commencement of construction.

2 | Name of European site
potentially affected

Caithness Lochs SPA

3 | European site qualifying
interest(s)

European non-priority interests

» Greenland White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons flavirostris
» Greylag Goose Anser anser
* Whooper Swan Cygnus cygnus

4 | Conservation objectives
for qualifying interest(s)

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.

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are
maintained in the long term:

* Population of the species as a viable component of the site
* Distribution of the species within site
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* Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species
« Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats
supporting the species

* No significant disturbance of the species

Is the proposal directly
connected with, or
necessary to,
conservation
management of the
European site?

No

Is the plan or project
(either alone or in
combination with other
plans or projects) likely to
have a significant effect
on the site?

» Greenland White-fronted Goose (GWF)
* Greylag Goose (GJ)
* Whooper Swan (WS)

This proposal sits approximately 2.1km from the nearest
component part of this SPA, which is Loch of Mey SSSI.

Roosting/comfort

This development is far enough away from the nearest SPA
freshwater roost site that disturbance effects are unlikely to
occur, at approx. 2.1km.

Foraging
GWF & WS - All available goose data indicates that GWF &

WS is not known to forage within the footprint of the
development, but it is known to forage within general
proximity of the development. Therefore, there is potential
for this proposal to result in some disturbance effects to
GWF & WS using surrounding fields during the over-
wintering period.

GJ - All available data indicates there are some records of
greylags having previously foraged within the development
boundary. Therefore, this development is likely to result in
some displacement effects and disturbance.

Conclusion — Significant effect likely for all three
species, further assessment required.

Undertake an
appropriate assessment
of the implications for the
site in view of its
conservation objectives.

GWF
* Population of the species as a viable component of
the site’

Based on all available information, this species has not
been recorded within the footprint of this development. The
closest it has been recorded is approximately 850m
distance (visible distance — with no conifer cloaking) from
the proposal. This has been informed by different data sets,
which could be interpreted as providing a medium-high

" Following NatureScot’s approach, only the first Conservation Objective is being assessed in this
instance, as the birds likely to be affected are well outwith the SPA boundary.

2
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confidence level at informing patterns of ‘traditional’ GWF
foraging behaviour. Non-disturbance is likely to be achieved
by separation distances >600m, based on Best Practice
Guidance (Goodship & Furness, 2022).

Figure 6 (Mey BESS, HRA, page 201) shows a cluster of
GWEF foraging records in fields to the north-west of the
proposal, clustering around Moss of West Mey and adjacent
fields of West Mey, leading back north towards Loch of Mey.
This proposed development is well cloaked from the edge of
this GWF foraging area by an existing conifer plantation
which will provide visual and audible cloaking during
construction works. Therefore, as the nearest GWF foraging
fields are on the very edge of the maximum disturbance
distance, combined with the conifer cloaking, it’s difficult to
see that disturbance/displacement effects will occur
frequently enough to have an adverse effect on the SPA
population.

In addition to the above, construction traffic will be entering
the works site from the East Lodge end of the C1033. This
means that extra traffic associated with this development
will not pass traditionally used foraging fields, ensuring that
any disturbance pressures coming from existing traffic are
not cumulatively added to from this proposal.

Conclusion — Conservation Objective met.

GJ & WS
* Population of the species as a viable component of
the site

Based on the available information, both species have been
recorded close to the development area and GJ’s have
been recorded within the footprint. GJ, and to a lesser
extent WS'’s, still have a relatively wide range of foraging
fields in which to choose from (Mey BESS, HRA, Fig. 4 and
Fig. 5), where perhaps their foraging availability range is
large and thus more resilient to change (e.g. crop rotations,
as well as any changes in foraging field use).

Therefore, the population of both species should still be
viable components of this SPA, even if the proposal does
cause some localised disturbance effects during
construction.

The development is sited about 2.1km from the nearest
freshwater component part of the SPA (used mainly as a
roost site), therefore, disturbance effects should not occur to
roosting birds.

Conclusion — Conservation Objective met.

Modifications required to
ensure adverse effects
are avoided and reasons
for these

N/A
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Conclusion Energy Consents Unit (Scottish Government) advise
that this proposal will not adversely affect the integrity
of this SPA.

Can it be ascertained Yes

that the proposal will not
adversely affect the
integrity of the site?




From: R 11 (2)

To: R11(2)

Subject: ECU 04838 - Mey BESS - HRA to ECU
Date: 21 August 2024 11:24:21

Attachments: Mey BESS - HRA - Caithness Lochs SPA - August 2024.pdf

Our Ref: CDM 175909
Your Ref: ECU 00004838

i
Please find attached our HRA which supported our response to this proposal.
Give me a call if you want to chat anything through — thank you.

Best regards,

R11(2)

R11(2) | Operations Officer — North

NatureScot | The Links, Golspie Business Park, Golspie, Sutherland KW10 6UB | t:

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba

EGIHR 11(2) @A 11(2) @gov,scot>

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 12:20 PM
To: NORTH <north@nature.scot>
Subject: Mey Battery Energy Storage System

Caution! This message was sent from outside NatureScot.

ZXeIR 11(2)

R11(2)

Thank you for providing the attached response within the extended deadline. |
appreciate how busy you must be.

The response advises that the proposed development is likely to have a significant
effect on wildfowl linked to the Caithness Lochs Special Protection Area.
Consequently, The Energy Consents Unit, as competent authority, is required to
carry out an appropriate assessment in view of the site’s conservation objectives
for its qualifying interests.

For an Appropriate Assessment to be carried out in respect of the the Caithness

Lochs Special Protection Area could you send me the completed NatureScot HRA
Appraisal proforma when you can please?

R11(2) | Case Manager



Energy Consents Unit, Onshore Electricity, Strategy and Consents
Directorate for Energy and Climate Change | Scottish Government | 5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw,
Glasgow G2 8LU

AR 11(2) | E: |3SMME¢4 I @gov.scot

To view the Energy Consents team’s current casework please visit www.energyconsents.scot

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager or the sender.
Please note that for business purposes, outgoing and incoming emails from and to NatureScot may be monitored.

Tha am post-dealain seo agus fiosrachadh sam bith na chois diomhair agus airson an neach no buidheann ainmichte a-
mhain. Mas e gun d’ fhuair sibh am post-dealain seo le mearachd, cuiribh fios dhan manaidsear-siostaim no neach-
sgriobhaidh.

Thoiribh an aire airson adhbharan gnothaich, ‘s docha gun téid suil a chumail air puist-dealain a’ tighinn a-steach agus a’
dol a- mach bho NadarAlba.



HABITATS REGULATIONS APPRAISAL PROFORMA

This proforma should be used to record SNH’s Habitats Regulations Appraisal when SNH is a competent
authority. It should also be used to record SNH’s appraisal of a plan or project when SNH is providing advice
to a competent authority.

The proforma is available in an electronic form on the SNH Dashboard. The Dashboard version is
particularly suited to dealing with more straightforward Natura casework.

APPRAISAL IN RELATION TO REGULATION 48 OF THE CONSERVATION (NATURAL
HABITATS, &C.) REGULATIONS 1994 AS AMENDED! (HABITATS REGULATIONS
APPRAISAL)

Casework Management System Ref. CDM 175909

NATURA SITE DETAILS

Name of Natura site(s) potentially affected:
| Caithness Lochs Special Protection Area (SPA) |

Name of component SSSI if relevant:
| Loch of Mey |

Natura qualifying interest(s) & whether priority/non-priority:
1. Caithness Lochs SPA

European non-priority interests
e Greenland White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons flavirostris
o Greylag Goose Anser anser
e Whooper Swan Cygnus cygnus

Conservation objectives for qualifying interests:
1. Caithness Lochs SPA

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.

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:

Population of the species as a viable component of the site

Distribution of the species within site

Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species

Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species
No significant disturbance of the species

STAGE 1: WHAT IS THE PLAN OR PROJECT?

Proposal title:

1 Or, where relevant, under regulation 61 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 as
amended, or regulation 25 of The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 2007 as
amended.



Installation of a Battery Energy Storage System
(BESS) & associated infrastructure with a
generating capacity of up to 300MW — Phillips
Mains Farm, SE of Mey, Caithness - ECU
00004838, S.36 Application

Name of consultee: Energy Consents Unit

Name of competent authority: Energy Consents Unit

Details of proposal (inc. location, timing, methods):

General

The proposal involves the construction and operation of a BESS, with capacity of up to 300MW,
associated/ancillary works and development, including substation, landscaping and access, in a
site 10.6 ha in south-east Mey, Caithness. This proposal was screened out of requiring an EIA.
Documentation accompanying the screening request committed the Applicant to certain
mitigation measures, which contributed to the screening opinion. The Applicant remains
committed to these measures, which are considered to form part of the wider suite of
“‘embedded” mitigation measures.

Location

The site is currently a low quality arable agricultural field supporting rough grazing. There is also a
pocket of land capable of producing high yields of crop in the northeast corner of the site.

There are no major surface watercourses within the site boundary. A field drain runs roughly
northeast-southwest, bisecting the eastern part of the site.

Methods
The project involves the following infrastructure, which helps gauge how construction works will
take place.

e Approximately 352 containerised battery units with a total export storage capacity of
up to 300MW with associated inverters, switchgear units, closed loop cooling units,
control units and associated electrical infrastructure mounted on concrete piers;
Approximately 88 Power Conditioning Units (PCUs) mounted on concrete piers;

A 132 kV transformer, either housed in a building or fenced;

A building of around 2.5m height to house a Low voltage board;

A substation;

Security palisade fencing around the substation and battery compound with vehicular
access gates to the compound entrance;

Pole-mounted CCTV cameras;

Laying out of a hard surfaced site access tracks connecting all parts of the site and
providing access from the local road network;

Car parking bays;

Uncompacted gravel as a surface cover between the containerised units and equipment;
Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) attenuation and infrastructure;

Landscaping and ecological enhancement;

Temporary construction compound;

Welfare Units; and

Spares and communications container.

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and a Pollution Prevention & Mitigation
Plan is to be agreed prior to the commencement of construction. Pre-construction surveys to be
undertaken prior to the commencement of construction.

The site is to be screened (long-term) by the planting of a narrow woodland along the northern
edge of the development. In time, this will provide additional cover & cloaking. Vehicle/delivery
access to the site will be via the East Lodge Road (from the A836 north coast road), with traffic
turning into the development site through a new access route in advance of West Lodge.

Maps showing location of development and infrastructure layout, as submitted with
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Timin

It is estimated that the proposed development will be constructed over a nine-month period, with
anticipated construction commencing in quarter 2 (June - August, 2025). A detailed construction
programme detailing construction phases will be included within the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP).

The HRA states that ‘wherever possible, the construction phase should be timed to avoid the
wintering bird season (October to March, inclusive).

STAGE 2: IS THE PLAN OR PROJECT DIRECTLY CONNECTED WITH OR NECESSARY TO
SITE MANAGEMENT FOR NATURE CONSERVATION?

The following points should be considered:

i) Has the effect on all qualifying interests been considered?

i) Is the proposal part of a fully assessed and agreed management plan?

iii) Is there a clear rationale to justify the connection with the conservation objectives?

iv) If there is a clear connection with the conservation objectives will any benefits arising from the proposal
outweigh any negative effects?

v) Have any alternative methods of implementing the proposal been explored to demonstrate that this is the
least damaging option?

vi) Give a YES/NO conclusion in terms of whether the plan or project is considered directly connected with or
necessary to site management for nature conservation.

- If YES for all elements of a plan or project, for all the Natura qualifying interests (preferably as part of a fully
assessed and agreed management plan), then consent can be issued. The rationale should be detailed
below and no further appraisal is required (no need to proceed to stage 3 or 4).

- If No for all Natura qualifying interests then proceed to stage 3.

- If a plan has multiple elements (e.g. a range of policies or management objectives), elements of the
plan considered directly connected with or necessary to site management for nature conservation should be
discussed below and a rationale given for this conclusion. No further appraisal is then required for those
elements. All other elements of the plan must proceed to stage 3.

| No. |

STAGE 3: IS THE PLAN OR PROJECT (EITHER ALONE OR IN COMBINATION WITH OTHER
PLANS OR PROJECTS) LIKELY TO HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE SITE?

Each qualifying interest should be considered in relation to their conservation objectives. The following
points should be considered:

i) Briefly indicate which qualifying interest could be affected by the proposal and how; if none, provide a brief
justification for this decision, and then proceed to v), otherwise continue:

i) refer to other plans/projects with similar effects/other relevant evidence;

iii) consider the nature, scale, location, longevity, and reversibility of effects;

iv) consider whether the proposal contributes to cumulative or incremental impacts in combination with other
plans or projects completed, underway or proposed;

v) Where the impacts of a proposal are the same for different qualifying interests these can be considered
together however a clear conclusion should be given for each interest

vi) give Yes/No conclusion for each interest.

If mitigation/modification is required to avoid significant effects, continue to stage 4.

- If yes, or in cases of doubt, continue to stage 4.

- If potential significant effects can easily be avoided, record modifications required below.

- If no for all features, a consent or non-objection response can be given and recorded below (although if
there are other features of national interest only, the effect on these should be considered separately). There
is no need to then proceed to stage 4.

Caithness Loch SPA

e Greenland White-fronted Goose (GWF)
e Greylag Goose (GJ)

e Whooper Swan (WS)




This proposal sits approximately 2.1km from the nearest component part of this SPA, which is Loch
of Mey SSSI.

Roosting/comfort
This development is far enough away from the nearest SPA freshwater roost site that disturbance
effects are unlikely to occur, at approx. 2.1km.

Foraging
GWF & WS - All available goose data indicates that GWF & WS is not known to forage within the

footprint of the development, but it is known to forage within general proximity of the development.
Therefore, there is potential for this proposal to result in some disturbance effects to GWF & WS
using surrounding fields.

GJ - All available data indicates there are some records of greylags having previously foraged
within the development boundary. Therefore, this development is likely to result in some
displacement and perhaps disturbance effects too.

Conclusion — Significant effect likely for all three species, further assessment required.

STAGE 4. UNDERTAKE AN APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE SITE IN
VIEW OF ITS CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES

(It is the responsibility of the competent authority to carry out the appropriate assessment. The competent
authority must consult SNH for the purposes of carrying out the appropriate assessment. SNH can provide
advice on what issues should be considered in the appropriate assessment, what information is required to
carry out the assessment, in some circumstances carry out an appraisal to inform an appropriate
assessment and/or provide comments on an assessment carried out. Where we are providing advice to a
competent authority our appraisal of the proposal should be recorded here.)

The following points should be considered:

i) Describe for each qualifying interest the potential impacts of the proposal detailing which aspects or effects
of the proposal could impact upon them and their conservation objectives.

i) Evaluate the potential impacts, e.g. whether short/long term, reversible or irreversible, and in relation to
the proportion/importance of the interest affected, and the overall effect on the site’s conservation objectives.
This should be in sufficient detail to ensure all impacts have been considered and sufficiently appraised.
Record if additional survey information or specialist advice has been obtained.

iii) Each conservation objective should be considered and a decision reached as to whether the proposal will
affect achievement of this objective i.e. whether the conservation objective will still be met if the proposal is
consented to.

Caithness Lochs SPA
GWEF

e Population of the species as a viable component of the site?
Based on all available information, this species has not been recorded within the footprint of this
development. The closest it has been recorded is approximately 850m distance (visible distance —
with no conifer cloaking) from the proposal, informed by different data sets, which could be
interpreted as providing a medium-high confidence level at informing patterns of ‘traditional’ foraging
behaviour. Non-disturbance is likely to be achieved by separation distances >600m, based on Best
Practice Guidance (Goodship & Furness, 2022).

Figure 6 (Mey BESS, HRA, page 201) shows a cluster of GWF foraging records in fields to the
north-west of the proposal, clustering around Moss of West Mey and adjacent fields of West Mey,
leading back towards Loch of Mey. This proposed development is well cloaked from the edge of
this GWF foraging area by an existing conifer plantation which will provide visual and audible
cloaking during construction works (see above maps). Therefore, as the nearest GWF foraging
fields are on the very edge of the maximum disturbance distance, combined with the conifer
cloaking, it's difficult to see that disturbance/displacement effects from this development will occur
frequently enough to have an adverse effect on the SPA population.

2 Only the first CO has been assessed, as birds affected are well outwith the boundary of the SPA.



In addition to the above, construction traffic will be entering the works site from the East Lodge end
of the C1033. This means that extra traffic associated with this development will not pass
traditionally used foraging fields, ensuring that any disturbance pressures coming from existing
traffic are not cumulatively added to from this proposal.

Conclusion — Conservation Objective Met

GJ & WS

e Population of the species as a viable component of the site
Based on the available information, both species have been recorded close to the development area
and GJ’s have been recorded within the footprint. GJ, and to a lesser extent WS’s, still have a
relatively wide range of foraging fields in which to choose from (Mey BESS, HRA, Fig. 4 and Fig. 5),
where perhaps their foraging availability range is large and thus more resilient to change (e.g. crop
rotations, as well as any changes in foraging field use).

Therefore, the population of both species should still be viable components of this SPA, even if the
proposal does cause some localised disturbance effects during construction.

The development is sited about 2.1km from the nearest freshwater component part of the SPA
(used mainly as a roost site), therefore, disturbance effects should not occur to roosting birds.
Conclusion — Conservation Objective Met

STAGE 5: CAN IT BE ASCERTAINED THAT THE PROPOSAL WILL NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT THE
INTEGRITY OF THE SITE?

In the light of the appraisal, ascertain whether the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the site for
the qualifying interests. Conclusions should be reached beyond reasonable scientific doubt. If more than
one SAC and/or SPA is involved, give separate conclusions. If mitigation or modifications are required, detail
these below.

Based on all available information, it can be ascertained that the proposal will not adversely affect
the integrity of the site.

Mitigation or modifications required to ensure adverse effects are avoided, & reasons for these.

ADVICE SOUGHT
Include here details of or clear reference to, advice sought from PAD staff, Natura team, Ops staff, Area
colleagues etc. If no advice sought, give brief reasons/justification.
No advice was sought from an ornithological advisor. The case officer has practical and theoretical
experience of working with wintering geese in Scotland and has completed other cases where
goose foraging areas are being considered in context to an SPA.

NB: We were not able to scrutinize the applicants shadow cumulative HRA in time to meet the
deadline for this proposal, due to other high priority work pressures. Therefore, we have offered to
assess this and provide advice on it if this is required.

CONCLUSION/ADVICE IN RELATION TO PLAN OR PROJECT

When SNH is the competent authority
In view of the appraisal above outline below whether the plan or project can be
consented/approved/undertaken.

[ N/A

When SNH is advising the competent authority



In view of the appraisal above outline below the corresponding Natura model response position that will be
used when advising the competent authority. Also include the response type from the Development
Management and the Natural Heritage guidance as appropriate (see Development Management and the
Natural Heritage, Annex 2, Table 1 and guidance in Annex 3 of the Natura Casework Guidance)

Natura model response position:

Caithness Loch SPA

Our advice is that this proposal is likely to have a significant effect on wildfowl linked to this SPA.
Consequently, Highland Council as competent authority, is required to carry out an appropriate
assessment in view of the site’s conservation objectives for its qualifying interests.

To help you do this we advise that based on the information provided and appraisal carried out to
date, our conclusion is that the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the site. The
appraisal we carried out considered the impact of the proposal on the following:

Greenland white-fronted geese
¢ Roost disturbance — The development is far enough away from the nearest component
night roost site to cause any disturbance there, with Loch of Mey being approximately 2.1km
distance.

¢ Foraging displacement - Based on available information, the development footprint is not
known as a core foraging area for these geese, and no records appear to be available
indicating this species forages within the footprint of the development site. Therefore,
displacement effects from traditionally used core foraging areas should not occur.

e Foraging disturbance - During construction, when disturbance effects could occur, the
existing conifer plantation will provide visual and audible cloaking of the works area. This
plantation lies in between the works location and traditionally used foraging pastures by
these geese. The northern ‘visible’ side of the development, where a new vehicle access
will be created, lies far enough away from core goose feeding areas (to the immediate
north-west), that regular disturbance of foraging areas is unlikely to occur. In addition,
vehicles & deliveries will arrive to the site during construction via the East Lodge Road (from
the A836), minimizing vehicle disturbance potential to goose foraging zones which lie to the
west of the development site.

Whooper swan and greylag geese
e Roost disturbance — The development is far enough away from the nearest component
night roost site to cause any disturbance there, with Loch of Mey being approximately 2.1km
distance.

e Foraging displacement and disturbance — Based on available information, the development
site has been used previously by greylag geese, but not by whooper swan. Thus, greylag
geese have a wide range of foraging fields from which to choose from (Mey BESS, HRA,
Fig 4 & 5), where forage availability is large and thus resilient to change (e.g. crop rotations,
changes in foraging field use, as well as localised development). Therefore, displacement
effects from the development are likely to be minimal and thus low impact for greylags.
Whooper swans may experience some short-term disturbance during construction should
they choose to forage close-by (i.e. <600m distance). However, once constructed, wildfowl
are likely to become accustomed to this static development and may start to forage within
neighbouring fields. Thus, populations should remain viable components of this SPA.

Development management response type:

There are natural heritage interests of international importance on the site, but our advice is that
these will not be adversely affected by the proposal.

Appraised by
Date 13 & 16 August 2024

Checked by




| Date
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