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13.1 Introduction
13.1.1.1 This chapter of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) presents the assessment

of the potential impacts of the Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2) Offshore Infrastructure
(hereafter referred to as ‘the Proposed Development’) on offshore bats. Specifically, this chapter
considers the potential impact of the Proposed Development below the High-Water Mark (HWM)
during the construction, operational and maintenance, and decommissioning phases.

13.1.1.2 This chapter draws upon information contained within Volume III, Appendix 13.1: Offshore and
Headland Bat Monitoring, Volume III, Appendix 13.2: Offshore Bat Survey 2022 Technical Report,
Volume III, Appendix 13.3: Offshore Bat Survey 2021 Technical Report, Volume III, Appendix
13.4: Offshore Bats - 2024 Survey Report (RFI March 2026) and Volume III, Appendix 13.5:
Offshore Bats - 2025 Survey Report (RFI March 2026).

13.2 Regulatory background
13.2.1.1 Planning policy on renewable energy infrastructure is presented in Volume II, Chapter 2: Policy

and Legislation (Revised March 2026). Planning policy is contained in the National Marine
Planning Framework (NMPF) (Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage
(DHLGH), 2021) and the South Coast Designated Maritime Area Plan for Offshore Renewable
Energy (SC-DMAP). A summary of the policy provisions relevant to offshore bats is provided in
Table 13.1.

13.2.1.2 The relative position of the Irish offshore wind industry compared with that of other European
countries means that there is no specific statutory guidance in Ireland on offshore bat impact
assessment for offshore windfarms. Countries that do not have formal guidance for the study of
offshore bats and impact assessment, use an approach based on the EUROBATS publications
‘Guidelines for consideration of bats in Wind Farm projects’ (revised 2014) and ‘A guide to the
implementation of the Agreement on the Conservation of Populations of European Bats’ (Hutson
et al., 2019).

13.2.1.3 In addition, a number of other guidance documents specific to the consideration of bats in the
onshore environment are available and have been used to inform the assessment of the potential
impacts. These include an adaptation of onshore bat surveying best practice guidelines produced
by Bat Conservation Ireland (BCI, 2012), Sustainability Energy Authority of Ireland (SEAI) 2017,
Scottish Natural Heritage 2021 (now referred to as NatureScot) and Northern Ireland Environment
Agency (NIEA) 2021 along with adaptation methodologies from EUROBATS (2014), Natural
England Technical Information Note TIN051 and recent literature.
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Figure 13.1: Study area and survey locations
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Figure 13.1: Study area and survey locations
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sea being associated with lunar phasing, and late summer/ early autumn migrations (Lagerveld,
2023).

13.5.2.21 The literature is currently inconclusive on the flight height at which bats migrate in the offshore
environment. Some literature suggests that bats migrate at higher altitudes in favourable tailwinds
(Huppop and Hill, 2016), while others suggest much lower migration heights of <10m, assuming
the use of echolocation against the surface of the water (Ahlen etal.,  2009; Troxell et al., 2019;
Brabant et al., 2020). Another North Sea based study in the Thornton bank, 27km from the
Belgian coast, examined the height of Nathusius’ pipistrelle offshore activity. This study recorded
an approximate 90% to 10% split in data between a detector mounted at 16m on a wind turbine
and another at 93m. This suggests that migratory behaviour may be primarily low altitude for
Nathusius’ pipistrelle (Brabant et al., 2019). This study does highlight the need for surveys to be
undertaken at heights between the two used as this area needs further study. There is currently
no published information on the potential heights of offshore Leisler’s bat migrations. However,
there are studies involving common noctule (close relative) identifying flight heights of 50 m (+/-
45 m above ground level (AGL)) to 295 (+/- 84 m AGL) with 1 no. individual ascending to 800 m
AGL (O’Mara et al., 2019). Note this study identifies that bats of the same species showed
individual migratory behaviour (both within and among individuals). Therefore, a precautionary
approach is taken as to whether the two species will show similarities in migration altitudes. Irish
onshore studies, such as Project Icarus (NPWS, 2025) showed county-wide movements and
high-altitude flights for Leisler’s bats, but no movements towards the coast or offshore. The Icarus
project along with results from Janssen et al (2021-25) showed that some foraging individuals
flew up to 1000m above ground level and returned to the colony site every night.

POTENTIAL INTERACTIONS OF WIND DEVELOPMENTS WITH MIGRATING BAT SPECIES

13.5.2.22 The presence of wind turbines in a terrestrial environment is a well-established source of bat
mortality with estimates of mainland European fatalities ranging between 0.6-11 bat mortalities
per megawatt (MW) of energy generated, depending on the habitat present near the wind turbine
(Rydell et al., 2010; Korner-Nievergelt et al., 2013; Arnett et al., 2016). This is also shown
worldwide (e.g. Barclay etal., 2007, Arnett eta/., 2008), with mortality most commonly associated
with species migrating long distances in terrestrial environments (Kunz et al., 2007).

13.5.2.23 While this is the case for onshore bats, information on interactions between bats and offshore
wind turbines is almost completely lacking. Although studies have been carried out at offshore
turbine locations including Ahlen etal., (2007) which involved monitoring of bat behaviour around
offshore windfarms in the Baltic and Kattegat, where bats were observed foraging near the
turbines, no mention is made of observed collisions between bats and turbines. A further study
by Amichai et al. (2025) monitored 12 offshore wind turbines in the North Sea using systematic
video surveillance. The study recorded primarily Pipistrellus spp. (common and soprano
pipistrelle), with occasional detections of Nyctalus noctula and Vespertilio murinus. Bats were
present while turbine blades were spinning (64% of video detections), and although altered flight
paths were occasionally documented, no collisions were recorded. The authors concluded that
while offshore bats interact with turbines, evidence for collision mortality remains minimal,.

13.5.2.24 Nathusius’ pipistrelle are considered to be at high risk of collisions from onshore windfarms due
to their occurrence in open habitats and migratory behaviour (NatureScot 2021, NIEA 2021,
Brabant et al., 2021, Lagerveld et al., 2021, Lagerveld et al., 2023), and the species has been
reported among the most commonly observed fatalities under turbines at onshore windfarms in
mainland Europe (Rodrigues et al., 2015). Whilst the previous studies are of onshore windfarms,
due to the migratory behaviour of Nathusius’ pipistrelle and their known presence in the offshore
environment, potential for collision must be considered during this assessment.

13.5.2.25 Leisler’s bats are also considered to be at high risk of collisions from onshore windfarms due to
their occurrence in open habitats and migratory behaviour (BCI accessed 2023, NatureScot 2021,
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whiskered are known as a regional migrant, Natterer’s are sedentary (Jones et al., 2009), with
the longest recorded migrations for Natterer’s bat up to 300 km and for Whiskered bats up to 600
km. While these species have not been recorded offshore in Europe, relatives in the Myotis family
have been recorded as far out as 7 km in the mid-Atlantic (Biodiversity Research Institute. 2022).
The CSZ for whiskered is 1 km and for Natterer’s is 4 km (BCT 2020). According to the Article 17
(2013 - 2018) Assessment the estimated population of whiskered bats in the Republic of Ireland
is estimated to be 270. The estimated population of Natterer’s bats is 464.

LESSER HORSESHOE

13.5.2.31 The range of the lesser horseshoe bat in Ireland is, for the most part, limited to six western
counties - Mayo, Galway, Clare, Limerick, Kerry and Cork, with strongholds in Kerry/west Cork
and in Clare (Augney et al. 2022). This species considered to be largely sedentary and one that
does not undertake extensive migrations (Jones et al., 2009). The longest recorded migrations of
this species have been up to 153 km. (Schober and Grimmberger, 1997). According to the Article
17 (2013 - 2018) Assessment the estimated population of lesser horseshoe bats in the Republic
of Ireland is estimated to be between 5,000 and 7,000.

POTENTIAL INTERACTIONS OF WIND DEVELOPMENTS WITH BAT SPECIES

13.5.2.32 Bat species may be at risk from wind developments due to several ‘Attraction Hypotheses (Cryan
and Barclay, 2009)’. Theories include bats perceiving the WTGs as potential roosts (Cryan and
Barclay, 2009), potentially increased prey base (Ahlen et al., 2007, Lagerveld et al., 2017b,
Boshamerand Bekker/ Lutra 2008, Guest et al., 2022a), visual attraction (Guest et al., 2022a),
disorientation due to electro-magnetic fields (EMFs) or decompression (Nicholls and Racey,
2009), or attraction due to mating strategies (Arnett et al., 2008; Cryan and Brown, 2007; Kunz
etal. 2007, Cryan and Barclay 2009; Foo etal., 2017; Richardson etal., 2021; Guest etal., 2022a,
SEER 2022). Studies examining this hypothesis suggest that bats are attracted to insect
populations surrounding turbines which are themselves attracted to turbines (Kunz et al., 2007;
Rydell et al., 2010). Recent multi-sensor offshore studies have confirmed these observations,
visually documenting bats actively foraging around turbine structures at sea (Lagrange et al.,
2025). Lagrange et al. (2025) conducted acoustic and thermal imaging surveys at multiple
offshore windfarms in the southern North Sea to investigate bat presence and turbine interactions.
The study recorded predominantly Nathusius’ pipistrelle, with occasional detections of Nyctalus
noctula. Monitoring was carried out across 10 operational turbines, and bat activity was detected
primarily during low wind speed conditions at night. While bats were observed approaching rotor-
swept zones and occasionally altering flight paths, no direct collisions were documented.

13.5.2.33 Given the general peak in activity and migratory behaviour in autumn within mainland Europe,
there is also a trend for fatalities to increase at onshore windfarms during this period (Arnett et
al., 2008; Lagerveld et al., 2020). Whilst many previous studies focused on onshore windfarms,
current research acknowledges an evidence gap regarding migration and interactions with
turbines in the marine environment (Lagrange et al., 2025; Natural England, 2025). Due to the
offshore development area being within a commutable distance from the mainland for all
residential species, and the confirmed capacity of species like Nathusius pipistrelle and Leisler’s
bats to cross significant stretches of water, along with bats having been recorded offshore within
the Array Area, the potential for attraction and collision has been considered during the
assessment. Ongoing projects (e.g., Ireland's GREENBAT project) aim to close these evidence
gaps regarding cross-sea migration specific to Irish waters but the results are not available at the
time of undertaking this assessment.
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Desk Study

EXISTING ECOLOGICAL RECORDS

13.5.2.34Table 13.5 identifies the bat species records from the National Biodiversity Data Centre (NBDC)
(accessed February 2024) for the 10 km grid squares T15, T25, T26, T27, T35, T36, T37, T38,
T45, T46, T47 and T48 (refer to Figure 13.1). The records show that species have only been
recorded on land and nothing recorded offshore to date. The onshore locations T15, T26, T27
and T38 all have records of Leisler’s bat, while there are no records of Nathusius’ pipistrelle for
the study area. It should be noted that T25 (coastal grid square) has no records of bats.

13.5.2.35 Figure 13.8 shows bat species records from BCI (received March 2024) for a 10 km radius from
the Seabank monitoring location.
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Figure 13.8: Bat Conservation  Ireland roost location  records  
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Figure 13.9: Multi -Year Offshore vs Onshore Activity (Normalised Passes per Detector per Day).  
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13.5.3 Summary of Site Specific Bat Monitoring Surveys
Introduction

13.5.3.1Monitoring that has been undertaken between 2021 and 2025 demonstrates year-on-year data
on bat activity within the Array Area which includes consistently low levels of bat activity offshore
compared to onshore headland sites (see Volume III, Appendices 13.1-13.5). During the surveys,
offshore detections averaged 0.09 passes per detector per day, whereas onshore activity
averaged 148.5 passes per detector per day during the same period (2023-2025). To put this
other ways, there were 1650 times less normalized detections offshore compared to onshore or
offshore accounted for 0.06% of normalized detections. Normalised values (passes per detector
per day) provide a robust basis for comparison by accounting for differences in detector numbers
and deployment duration. Figure 13.9 illustrates the comparative trends in normalised activity
between offshore and onshore sites across the five-year period. Offshore activity represents
<0.1% of onshore activity recorded during the same period.

178.53 178.6

88.27

Ell

Ǐ Sum of Offshore
Passes/ Detector/Da y
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Figure 13.9: Multi-Year Offshore vs Onshore Activity (Normalised Passes per Detector per Day).

Interpretation of Activity Levels
13.5.3.2 The five-year dataset demonstrates that offshore bat activity within the Array Area is extremely

low compared to onshore headland sites (Figure 13.9). This disparity indicates that the Array
Area is very unlikely to represent a significant resource for bats. Headland sites consistently
support high levels of activity and they are known to function as commuting corridors and foraging
habitats (BCI 2024a). By comparison, offshore detections are sporadic and opportunistic, with no
evidence of sustained use or regular migratory routes. Occasional offshore records, including
potential dawn swarming events (during 2024) and isolated Nathusius’ pipistrelle detections
(2025), do not alter this interpretation. Offshore activity represents less than 0.1% of onshore
activity recorded during the same period, reinforcing the conclusion that the Array Area is of
negligible importance for bats relative to coastal headlands. Offshore detections were dominated
by Leisler’s bat, a species known for its strong flight capability and preference for open habitats
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(Dietz etal., 2009; Rydell et al., 2014). Pipistrelle species (common and soprano) were recorded
only sporadically offshore, with no more than one pass per night, indicating occasional presence
rather than regular or sustained activity. Nathusius’ pipistrelle was recorded offshore for the first
time in 2025, with six passes detected across monopile and turbine locations during autumn
months. These records coincide with the known migration period for the species but remain
extremely limited in number across the entire survey period, suggesting opportunistic use rather
than a regular migration or foraging route (Voigt ef al., 2015; Cryan & Brown, 2007). This finding
aligns with European studies, which report occasional offshore movements by this species but
no evidence of concentrated migratory routes (Voigt et al., 2015).

13.5.3.3Figure 13.11 presents the species composition of offshore detections, highlighting the dominance
of Leisler’s bat and the very low occurrence of pipistrelle species.

1 3.5.3.4Seasonal peaks in offshore activity occurred in late summer and autumn, but timing varied
annually and shifted later in the year throughout the years: July-August (2021-2022), June-July
(2023), and September-October (2024-2025). Two dawn swarming events were recorded in
2024, with clusters of Leisler’s passes occurring within one hour of sunrise, suggesting potential
exploratory behaviour around the offshore structure. However, these events were isolated and
do not indicate regular roosting or migration. Overall, year-on-year variation was minimal, with
offshore activity remaining negligible in most years particularly when compared to onshore. The
apparent spike in 2024 (0.3018 passes per detector per day) reflects a shorter deployment period
combined with seasonal timing (i.e. during autumn migration), rather than a sustained increase
in offshore activity. In 2025, although the total number of offshore passes increased (176), the
normalised rate (0.1189) was lower than in 2024 because of a higher number of detectors (10 in
2025 compared to 2 in 2024) and longer deployment duration. This highlights the importance of
interpreting normalised values rather than raw totals (Collins, 2023). Figure 13.12 illustrates the
seasonal distribution of offshore detections, showing isolated peaks during autumn months. The
dawn swarming observations are not shown in Figure 13.12 as they represent isolated
behavioural events rather than seasonal trends.

13.5.3.5 Onshore activity was consistently high during 2023-2025, confirming the ecological importance
of headland sites as commuting corridors and foraging habitats (Russ et al., 2022). No onshore
data were collected in 2021 and 2022; however this does not undermine the overall conclusions
given the strength and consistency of later data and the availability of onshore roost data in the
broader area as illustrated in Figure 13.8.

13.5.3.6The five-year dataset represents a comprehensive and extended monitoring programme, aligning
with European offshore wind studies (Voigt et al., 2015; Rydell et al., 2014). While there were
failures across a limited number of detectors during the survey period, the missing nights would
not increase the calculated passes per detector per day to a significant level based on the data
collected. These results are therefore considered robust and proportionate to the scale and nature
of the project in accordance with CIEEM guidance (CIEEM, 2024). Interpretation follows the
precautionary principle given the limited offshore dataset across the Irish sea when compared to
onshore.
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13.5.4.3 Data capture reductions were also evident for both detectors from 20 September 2021 until the
collection of the equipment on the 17 November 2021.

13.5.4.4 Despite the failures it is considered that the data recorded provides an accurate representation
of the bat activity for the offshore location. Furthermore, the data collected shows certain bat
species are present in the offshore environment.

13.5.4.5 The detector at Clone Strand failed from deployment on 16th August (notification received next
day) and was replaced with a second (Wildlife Acoustics Song Meter 4 Bat Full Spectrum
(SM4BAT-FS)) detector on 22 August. Due to the nominal number of days (six days) that the unit
failed, this has no impact on the data collected for the location, (refer to Volume III Appendix 13.4:
Offshore Bats - 2024 Survey Report (RFI March 2026)).

13.5.4.6 In 2025, T1 west detector failed during the spring monitoring period. As all three other detectors
on T1 successfully recorded throughout the spring season, this failure has no impact on the data
collected for the location. The primary limitation arising from the detector failure is a reduced
ability to infer flight direction from the monitoring data; however, this does not affect interpretation
of overall bat activity. Similarly, T7 east detector failed on the 5 June 2025 due to a technical
error. All remaining detectors on T7 recorded successfully, meaning this partial failure of a single
detector has no effect on the data collected.

13.5.4.7 The southern detector at the monopile ran out of storage on the 11 June 2025 followed by the
northern detector on the 28 June 2025. As a result, data collection unexpectedly ceased until the
detectors were retrieved for their scheduled maintenance visit on the 22 July (41 and 24 non-
recording days respectively). Recording resumed on 14 August after maintenance; the detectors
were deployed with larger SD cards to prevent similar issues in subsequent deployments. This
unplanned gap in data collection reduced temporal coverage at the monopile locations for this
period; however, sufficient data was obtained before and after the gap to support seasonal
analyses, so the overall impact on dataset robustness is minor.

13.5.4.8 A three-week period between the 22 July and 14 August 2025 was not recorded offshore while
maintenance of equipment was undertaken. Detectors were re-deployed at the first available
weather window after maintenance had occurred.

13.5.4.9 During the summer deployment, the west detector at T1 ceased recording on 24 September 2025
due to a technical error and never restarted. The remaining 3 detectors on turbine 1 recorded
successfully, meaning there is no impact on data collection from T1. As with the spring, the
primary limitation arising from the detector failure is a reduced ability to infer flight direction from
the monitoring data; however, this does not affect interpretation of overall bat activity. The south
detector at T7 had a technical issue with the clock battery. While the detector recorded, the dates
and time were not logged and thus could not be associated with the deployment dates, so it
cannot be confirmed what period was recorded. However, the recorded files were analysed, and
no bat calls were identified. The remaining three detectors on T7 recorded the deployment period
successfully. Refer to Volume III, Appendix 13.5: Offshore Bats -2025 Survey Report (RFI March
2026), Figure 1 for the periods of data recording for each location in 2025.

Headland surveys
13.5.4.10 During the surveys, a detector at the Brittas location (refer to Figure 13.1) experienced

interference in April 2023, which resulted in 21 nights of data loss at this location. Additionally, a
card writing error affected the second detector at the Brittas location in May, causing a data loss
of 40 nights.

13.5.4.11 A microphone failure occurred on the detector at the Seabank headland location, leading to a
further loss of 41 nights of data in May and June 2023.

13.5.4.12 Despite the failures it is considered that the data recorded provides an accurate representation
of the bat activity for the headland locations during the recording period. Furthermore, there was
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13.8.1.7 These impacts are unlikely to occur or be significant to migrating species or foraging species due
to multi-year monitoring confirming negligible offshore activity compared to onshore sites during
migration periods, spring (April-May) and autumn (August-October). Refer to Section 13.5.3 and
Volume III, Appendices 13.1 to 13.5, identifying low bat activity within the offshore surveys: five
recorded passes in 2021 (0.0144 passes per day per detector) and 2022 (0.0109 passes per day
per detector), three in 2023 (0.0139 passes per day per detector), 67 in 2024 (0.3018 passes
per day per detector) and 133 in 2025 (0.1189 passes per day per detector). Normalised rates
remained extremely low (<0.30 passes per detector per day for all years of surveys), confirming
negligible offshore activity despite evidence of some seasonal peak.

13.8.1.8 There is a very low potential for disturbance and displacement impacts on offshore bats during
construction due to noise beyond the existing baseline, as confirmed by negligible offshore
activity recorded during five years of monitoring. In the unlikely event that any behavioural
avoidance did occur, it would be temporary and limited to short periods of activity between the
Array Area and land. Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to anthropogenic noise associated with Project Design Option
1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the Proposed
Development.

Operational and maintenance phase
13.8.1.9 The operational and maintenance activities will require a variety of different vessels including

crew transfer vessels, jack-up vessels, cable repair vessels and other vessels. The maximum
number of vessel return trips per annum, for supporting operation and maintenance activities, will
be 1,359. Helicopters will also be used for operational and maintenance activities with a maximum
of 485 return trips per annum. Helicopters will be used for crew and equipment transfer during
daytime hours and only used at night for emergencies. Therefore, the activity would be temporary
and highly localised.

13.8.1.10 Habitat-related impacts (i.e. potential alteration of movement patterns and foraging behaviour)
could occur in response to noise from operational and maintenance activities which may lead to
temporary avoidance behaviour by individual bats (Schaub et al., 2008, Luo ef al., 2015).
However, five years of offshore monitoring (as described in detail in Section 13.5.3) has
demonstrated negligible bat activity within the Array Area, meaning any such behavioural
response would be highly unlikely. Such behavioural responses are more likely during periods of
maintenance activities, including vessel movements between the Array Area and onshore.

13.8.1.11 These impacts are considered very unlikely because operation and maintenance activities
including helicopter movements, will be restricted to daylight hours with helicopter movements
only being required during darkness in emergencies. Consequently, any associated activity would
be temporary and highly localised. In addition, negligible offshore bat activity recorded across the
five-year monitoring period (Section 13.5.2) provides strong evidence that bats are rarely present
within the Array Area during times when such activities occur. Recent research suggests that bats
may be less sensitive to temporary noise shifts than other terrestrial mammals (Simmons et al.,
2016).

13.8.1.12Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur as a result of disturbance and
displacement due to anthropogenic noise associated with Project Design Option I.The same
conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the Proposed Development.

Decommissioning Phase
13.8.1.13The decommissioning phase will give rise to similar impacts regarding anthropogenic noise as

that of the construction phase with the exception of piling activities. However, the impacts from
infrastructure presence will be a complete reverse to that of the construction phase as WTGs and
OSPs will be removed as part of the decommissioning phase. As these potential impacts have
been ruled out for significant effects during the construction phase and with the implementation
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concentrate bats in a particular direction (Baerwald and Barclay, 2009; Cryan and Barclay, 2009;
Smith and McWilliams, 2016; Kirkpatrick et al., 2017; Fitch et al., 2020) and thereby increase
exposure to the large infrastructure. Furthermore, with the proposed spacing between structures
of up to 1km, individual bats migrating over the Array Area would likely pass between large
infrastructure (WTGs and installation vessels) with only slight course alterations, if any, to avoid
the infrastructure or vessels (stationary or moving).

13.8.2.5 The potential for behavioural responses by offshore bats, during construction due to increased
vessel activity and infrastructure presence, has been assessed as temporary, restricted in
duration and localised in extent. Given multi-year monitoring confirming negligible offshore
activity, any responses to these activities are expected to be negligible.

13.8.2.6 Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur as a result of disturbance and
displacement due to increased vessel activity and infrastructure presence associated with Project
Design Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the
Proposed Development.

Operational and maintenance phase
13.8.2.7 Project Design Option 1 will have a presence of 55 structures (53 WTGs and two OSPs) and

Project Design Option 2 will have a presence of 49 structures (47 WTGs and two OSPs) for a
duration of 36.5 years. For each Project Design Option, the WTGs will have a minimum spacing
of 500m between turbine blade tips.

13.8.2.8 Multi-year monitoring indicates negligible offshore bat activity; therefore, the likelihood of bats
(including both migrating and foraging individuals) encountering operational WTGs or OSPs, , is
extremely low. Unlike with terrestrial migration routes, there are no landscape features that would
concentrate bats in a particular direction and thereby increase exposure to the operational WTGs
or OSPs, or to routine O&M vessel movements. Furthermore, with the proposed spacing of
structures within the Array Area (for Project Design Option 1 and Project Design Option 2),
individual bats migrating over the Array Area would likely pass between WTGs or OSPs with only
minor course alterations, if any, to avoid WTGs or associated infrastructure.

13.8.2.9 Given the localised stature of the WTGs and OSPs, the distance between WTGs and OSPs, the
negligible offshore bat activity recorded during five years of monitoring, the slower rotation speeds
during optimal migration conditions and the bats’ echolocation abilities and agility, it is unlikely
that the presence of infrastructure or routine O&M vessel movements would significantly alter bat
movement or behaviour.

13.8.2.10Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur as a result of disturbance and
displacement due to increased vessel activity and infrastructure presence associated with Project
Design Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the
Proposed Development.

Decommissioning Phase
13.8.2.11 The decommissioning phase will give rise to similar impacts regarding vessel presence as that of

the construction phase with the exception of piling activities. However, the impacts from
infrastructure presence will be a complete reverse to that of the construction phase as WTGs and
OSPs will be removed as part of the decommissioning phase. As these potential impacts have
been ruled out for significant effects during the construction phase and with the implementation
of the Rehabilitation Schedule (Volume III, Appendix 4.1), no significant effects would be
expected to occur as a result of direct disturbance and displacement due to increased vessel
activity and infrastructure presence during decommissioning associated with Project Design
Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the Proposed
Development.
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should be noted however that the risk is much smaller within the offshore environment than
onshore because nocturnal avian predators seldom forage over open water and offshore lighting
levels are very low.

13.8.3.6 For several years, studies have recorded that faster-flying species can congregate around white
light sources (Guidance Note GN08/23), species such as: noctule; Leisler’s; and pipistrelle. This
is particularly true for light sources with ultra-violet spectrum light. Other studies have identified
preference of bats towards light if presented with light versus dark scenarios (Jonasson, 2025).
While such effects have been documented onshore, multi-year offshore monitoring indicates
negligible bat activity despite lighting on the existing offshore infrastructure within the Array area,
suggesting any similar effect offshore is highly unlikely as a result of construction-phase lighting
for the Proposed Development.

13.8.3.7 While vessel lighting is not as bright as offshore platform lighting apart from the spotlights needed
for WTG installation (if required during night-time hours), there will be a maximum of 76
installation vessels in the Array Area, Cable Corridor and Working Area at any one time, with a
maximum construction schedule of 24 hours a day, seven days a week for the duration of the
construction phase of four years. Furthermore, all structures will be illuminated with temporary
lighting up until the commissioning of the operational lighting.

13.8.3.8 During the 2021 to 2025 offshore surveys, common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Nathusius’
pipistrelle and Leisler’s bats were recorded within the Array Area (refer to Appendices 13.1 -
13.5). The very low numbers of common and soprano pipistrelles suggest that these records likely
represent isolated individuals rather than regular offshore activity. Similarly, Leisler’s bats were
detected outside periods typically associated with migration and in small clusters, which may
indicate occasional circling behaviour rather than migration fly-through or consistent foraging use
of the area. While it cannot be entirely ruled out that bats may exhibit exploratory behaviour
offshore, survey data and current evidence indicate that such occurrences are rare and do not
suggest a significant attraction effect or regular foraging activity within the Array Area, Cable
Corridor and Working Area.

13.8.3.9 The potential for behavioural responses to artificial lighting during construction is low, and multi-
year monitoring provides no evidence of significant attraction to the existing artificial lighting
offshore; any such behaviour remains speculative and highly unlikely (refer to Impact 4 - Indirect
disturbance and displacement resulting from changes to prey). Furthermore, if lighting is needed
for emergency repairs/maintenance during the hours of darkness, the temporary use would not
be expected to attract significant numbers of offshore foraging or migrating species.

13.8.3.10 It is also recognised that alternative attraction locations exist within the study area, including
works at the Landfall site (although temporary for maximum of nine months) and other existing
infrastructure with lighting (such as lighthouses), further reducing the likelihood of bats travelling
to the Cable Corridor and Working Area and the Array Area. Also, should the bats encounter
offshore vessels and infrastructure, it is assumed that bat echolocation abilities and agility will
ensure they avoid the infrastructure or vessels (stationary or moving).

13.8.3.11 Therefore, in the unlikely scenario that bats interact with lighting within the Array Area, Cable
Corridor and Working Area during construction .the distance is commutable and individuals would
be able to return to their roosts without energy expenditure significantly compromising survival,
as demonstrated by consistently negligible offshore activity across all survey years.

13.8.3.12 Based on available evidence, no significant effects would be expected to occur on foraging bats
as a result of artificial lighting within the Cable Corridor and Working Area and Array Area during
the construction phase associated with Project Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached
for Project Option 2 of the Proposed Development.

13.8.3.13 While a precautionary approach has been taken, it is noted that survey data collected between
2021 and 2025 provides no evidence to suggest that the Array Area, Cable Corridor or Working
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Area forms part of a regular migratory route for bats. Records of Nathusius’ pipistrelle and
Leisler’s bat during migration windows were extremely limited and typically comprised single
passes rather than cluster behaviour (refer to Appendices 13.1 - 13.5), except during potential
dawn swarming events that occurred in 2024 (Volume III, Appendix 13.4: Offshore Bats - 2024
Survey Report (RFI March 2026)). No other potential migrating bats were detected during
surveys. This strongly indicates that any individuals detected were isolated rather than part of a
regular migration route. Furthermore, Leisler’s bat is capable of sustained high-speed flight (often
exceeding 40 km/h; Shiel et al., 2006) and typically forages in familiar habitats onshore. Such
habitats include pasture, drainage canals, lakes, conifer forest, estuary, and dunes, which are
present within the Study Area. Offshore detections occurred beyond any known foraging
distances reported for resident or vagrant bat species in Ireland, which is consistent with the
interpretation that offshore detections represent isolated individuals rather than regular migratory
or foraging use. (Voigt et al., 2015; Ahlen et al., 2009). Therefore, based on available evidence,
no significant effects are expected to occur on migrating bats as a result of artificial lighting within
the Array Area, Cable Corridor and Working Area during the construction phase associated with
Project Design Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of
the Proposed Development.

Operational and maintenance phase
13.8.3.14Multi-year monitoring indicates negligible offshore activity despite existing lighting presence (i.e.

vessels, buoys and ABWP1 ). Therefore, any lighting associated with the operational phase is
highly unlikely to influence bat behaviour. For example, bats may orient towards light of certain
wavelengths during migration (Voigt et al., 2018) although 5 years of surveys suggests such
responses are rare at the site (Section 13.5.3) and unlikely to result in significant energy
expenditure or mortality.

13.8.3.15 During the operational and maintenance phase the SPS will exhibit synchronised flashing yellow
lights with a nominal range of at least 5 nm, and selected structures may also display Hazard
Warning Signals with a nominal range of 2 nm, operated in low-visibility conditions as specified
in the Lighting and Marking Plan (Revised March 2026) (Volume III, Appendix 25.6).. All lights will
be visible from all directions and exhibited at the same height (i.e. between 6 and 30 m above
highest astronomical tide (HAT) and below the arc of the lowest WTG blades) and at least at
night. Aviation lighting requirements will be defined in consultation with the IAA, DoD and IRCG,
including in relation to Search and Rescue (SAR) lighting requirements.

13.8.3.16 Although a 2014 study by Bennett and Hale states that bats are not attracted to aviation lighting,
further studies have shown bat attraction to red light for migratory species including Nathusius’
pipistrelle (Voigt 2018, ILP-GN 08/23). Conversely, several studies, most of which were
conducted at wind energy facilities, reported no relationship between bat activity or mortality with
the presence or absence of red light for some bat species (Guest et al., 2022a). Overall, evidence
remains mixed and inconclusive. However, multi-year monitoring for the Proposed Development
recorded negligible offshore activity despite the presence of aviation and navigation lighting on
the existing offshore infrastructure, suggesting any attraction effect is highly unlikely and not
expected to give rise to significant effects (Voigt, 2018; Guest et al., 2022b; Larnoy et al., 2025a
and b)

13.8.3.17 During the 2021 to 2025 surveys, all pipistrelle species and Leisler’s bats were recorded at the
offshore locations within the Array Area (refer to Appendices 13.1 - 13.5). The very low numbers
of common and soprano pipistrelles suggest isolated individuals rather than regular offshore
foraging. Similarly, Leisler’s bats were detected outside known migration periods and occasionally
in small clusters, which may indicate circling behaviour rather than sustained foraging use of the
area.

13.8.3.1 8While the overall effect of ALAN on bats has demonstrated variable responses across numerous
species, regarding research conducted at both onshore and offshore windfarms, artificial lights
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do not appear to be the primary cause of bat attraction to WTG (Voigt 2018, ILP-GN 08/23,
Larnoy, etal., 2025a and b). It remains unclear whether occasional offshore detections are linked
to lighting, though evidence suggests such occurrences are rare and not indicative of significant
attraction.

13.8.3.19 Furthermore, it is recognised that alternative attraction locations exist within the study area
including lighthouses, further reducing the likelihood of bats travelling to the Array Area and that,
should bats encounter offshore vessels and stationary infrastructure with lighting (i.e., the OSPs),
it is assumed that bat echolocation abilities and agility will ensure they avoid stationary
infrastructure and moving vessels.

13.8.3.20 While attraction cannot be entirely ruled out, multi-year monitoring indicates negligible offshore
activity despite lighting presence on the existing offshore infrastructure; therefore, any interaction
is expected to be rare and not expected to give rise to significant effects, with no risk of significant
energy expenditure or mortality. The distance to the Array Area is commutable for species
recorded offshore, allowing return to roosts without compromising survival.

13.8.3.21 Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur as a result of artificial lighting within
the Array Area on foraging bats during the operational and maintenance phase associated with
Project Design Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of
the Proposed Development.

13.8.3.22 While Nathusius’ pipistrelle and Leisler’s bat were not recorded at the offshore survey location
during the 2022 and 2023 migration periods, detections during migration windows in 2021, 2024,
and 2025 suggest that potential migratory behaviour may occur, but this cannot be confirmed
based on acoustic data alone, and these records should be interpreted as indicative rather than
conclusive evidence of migration Both species were consistently present at headland locations in
much higher numbers supporting the view that headlands serve as key resting points or
navigational landmarks, while the low number of offshore detections affirm the Array Area is
unlikely to be situated within a primary migration route and any interaction with lighting would be
incidental and negligible..

13.8.3.23 While a precautionary approach assumes migrating species may occur within the Array Area,
survey data and literature indicate that any individuals detected offshore are likely transitory and
not representative of a regular migratory pathway.

13.8.3.24 Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur as a result of artificial lighting within
the Array Area on migrating bats during the operational and maintenance phase associated with
Project Design Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of
the Proposed Development.

Decommissioning Phase
13.8.3.25The decommissioning phase will give rise to similar impacts regarding ALAN as that of the

construction phase. However, the impacts from infrastructure presence will be a complete reverse
to that of the construction phase as WTGs and OSPs will be removed as part of the
decommissioning phase. As these potential impacts have been ruled out for significant effects
during the construction phase and with the implementation of the Rehabilitation Schedule
(Volume III, Appendix 4.1) including the removal of artificial lighting upon completion of
decommissioning, no significant effects would be expected to occur from displacement as a
result of ALAN during the decommissioning phase associated with Project Design Option 1. The
same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the Proposed Development.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

13.8.3.26 Due to the specific requirements for offshore vessels and infrastructure with regards to health
and safety (H&S), aviation and navigation, all structures and vessels must be lit within the hours
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alternative attraction locations (indirect disturbance due to ALAN) exist within the study area,
including lighthouses, further reducing the likelihood of bats travelling to the offshore development
area.

13.8.4.5 In the unlikely event that bats interact with offshore structures due to prey availability, the distance
to the Array Area, Cable Corridor and Working Area is commutable, allowing individuals to return
to roosts without energy expenditure significantly compromising survival.

13.8.4.6 Therefore, while attraction cannot be ruled out, no significant effects would be expected to
occur to foraging bats as a result of potential changes to prey distribution associated with Project
Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Option 2 of the Proposed
Development.

13.8.4.7 While migratory species may occur offshore, detections of Nathusius’ pipistrelle and Leisler’s bat
during migration windows were extremely limited and generally comprised single passes. These
isolated detections, in contrast to substantially higher activity at headland locations, indicate that
the Array Area, Cable Corridor and Working Area are unlikely to form part of a regular migratory
route.

13.8.4.8 Literature suggests that migrating Nathusius’ pipistrelle may exhibit avoidance behaviour during
long-distance flights (Marggraf et al., 2023), and Leisler’s bats are capable of faster, higher flight
(Shiel et al., 2006; NPWS, 2025; Janssen, 2021a), increasing the likelihood of reaching landfall
quicker and foraging in familiar habitats; however, these behaviours cannot be confirmed for
individuals detected offshore.

13.8.4.9 Therefore, no significant effects would be expected to occur to migrating bats as a result of
potential changes in prey distribution within the Array Area or the Cable Corridor and Working
Area during the construction phase associated with Project Design Option 1. The same
conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of the Proposed Development.

Operational and maintenance phase
13.8.4.10 As described in Section 13.5.2, both migratory and non-migratory bat species have been

recorded at offshore locations in Europe and the US (Ahlen et al., 2007; Lagerveld ef al., 2017b;
Voigt et al., 2015), with activity likely linked to wind-assisted movement rather than regular
offshore foraging. There is no evidence to suggest terrestrial insects migrate offshore in
significant numbers or that offshore WTGs create prey concentrations capable of attracting bats
from the mainland. Multi-year monitoring at the Array Area (Section 13.5.3) supports this,
confirming negligible offshore bat activity despite the presence of the existing ABWP1 WTGs;
therefore, while attraction to prey cannot be ruled out, any associated energy expenditure is
expected to be minimal and therefore not expected to give rise to significant effects.

13.8.4.11 Studies indicate that bats may forage near onshore WTGs where insects accumulate (Guest et
al., 2022b); however, this behaviour has not been confirmed for individuals detected offshore in
this study during the five years of monitoring that has been undertaken.

13.8.4.12 During the 2021-2025 surveys, all three pipistrelle species and Leisler’s bats were recorded
within the Array Area (Appendices 13.1-13.5). While some calls in 2021 suggest possible
foraging behaviour, detections overall were very low and should be interpreted as isolated
occurrences rather than evidence of regular offshore foraging.

13.8.4.13The presence of WTGs and OSPs may theoretically influence prey distribution; however, multi-
year monitoring indicates negligible offshore bat activity despite the existing ABWP1, suggesting
any such effect is highly unlikely and not expected to give rise to significant effects. Artificial
lighting on vessels and infrastructure is expected to be less visible from the mainland, further
reducing potential attraction. In the unlikely event that bats interact with offshore structures, the
distance to the Array Area is commutable, allowing individuals to return to roosts without
compromising survival.
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13.8.5.2 The five-year monitoring data (Section 13.5.3 and Volume III, Appendices 13.1 - 13.5) confirms
that bats have been detected offshore, but in extremely low numbers, and the Array Area is not
on an established migration route. All detections are considered incidental, rather than indicative
of regular offshore foraging or migration. While operational aspects such as lighting and
structures could theoretically influence behaviour, multi-year monitoring indicates negligible
offshore activity despite the presence of similar measures on the existing ABWP1 offshore
infrastructure, and there is no evidence to suggest this would occur at a scale that increases
collision risk significantly (Lintott et al., 2016).

13.8.5.3 Any detections recorded offshore during the monitoring years represented only a very small
fraction of activity recorded at headland locations, confirming extremely low offshore presence.
Recent behavioural research (Lagrange et al., 2025) demonstrates that bats exhibit high flight
agility and awareness of moving blades, actively altering flight paths to avoid collision.
Accordingly, interactions with WTGs are expected to be rare and are not predicted to give rise to
significant effects during the operational and maintenance phase.

13.8.5.4 Offshore detections during migration windows were sporadic and incidental, and the five-year
dataset indicates that the Array Area does not form part of a regular migratory route. With no
landscape features offshore to concentrate migrating bats, any interactions with WTGs would be
rare and not expected to give rise to significant effects.

13.8.5.5 In summary, while occasional bat presence offshore cannot be ruled out, detections are extremely
low and considered incidental. Combined with high flight agility and avoidance behaviour,
interactions with WTGs are expected to be rare. In line with evidence from operational offshore
studies (Lagrange et al., 2025; Ahlen et al., 2007), any such interactions are not expected to give
rise to significant effects during the operational and maintenance phase.

13.8.5.6 Therefore, no significant effects are expected to occur to migrating or foraging bats during the
operational and maintenance phase as a result of collision and barotrauma associated with
Project Design Option 1. The same conclusion has been reached for Project Design Option 2 of
the Proposed Development.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

13.8.5.7 As no significant effects are predicted on foraging or migrating bats within the Array Area, no
specific operational mitigation measures are proposed.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

13.8.5.8 No mitigation is proposed for this potential impact, therefore the residual effect remains as stated
above.

MONITORING

13.8.5.9 The Proposed Development is committed to participating in the ‘ECMG, to discuss and agree
potential strategic monitoring initiatives in relation to offshore bats. The need for strategic
monitoring, and the level of participation by individual projects, will be determined by the
conclusions of the EIAR process, in consultation with statutory and technical stakeholders, and
with a focus on validation and evidence gathering.

13.9 Cumulative impacts assessment methodology

13.9.1 Methodology
13.9.1.1 The Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) takes into account the impacts associated with the

Proposed Development together with other proposed and reasonably foreseeable projects, plans
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and existing and permitted projects. The projects and plans selected as relevant to the CIA
presented within this chapter are based upon the results of a screening exercise (see Volume III,
Appendix 3.2: Cumulative Impact Assessment Screening (Revised March 2026)). Each project
and plan has been considered on a case-by-case basis for screening in or out of this chapter’s
assessment based upon, effect-receptor pathways and the spatial/temporal scales involved.

13.9.1.2 A tiered approach to assessment has been adopted, the tiers and relevant stages of development
are set out in Volume III, Appendix 3.2: Cumulative Impact Assessment Screening (Revised
March 2026). This tiered approach is adopted to provide an assessment of the Proposed
Development as a whole.

13.9.1.3 Although marine projects require the use of vessels and therefore present the potential for
impacts from increased presence, noise and ALAN, as identified in Impacts 1,2,3 and 4, the
impacts from vessels are localised, short term and unlikely to affect bat species that are migrating
or foraging. Therefore, there are no cumulative pathways with the Proposed Development and
other projects including cable laying, dredging operations and coastal developments which have
been screened out. Refer to Volume III, Appendix 3.2: Cumulative Impact Assessment Screening
(Revised March 2026) for the long list for those projects scoped out of cumulative effects with the
Proposed Development.

13.9.1.4 There are also several offshore wind projects within the UK that are operational and in the
planning stages, however, due to their positioning north and south of Wales and not to the west
(between Wales and the Proposed Development), there is no predicted impacts from the projects
to bats traveling east of the Proposed Development to Wales (shortest direct route) or vice versa.
The distance to the UK offshore wind projects is also beyond the foraging distance for the resident
bat species. Therefore, there are no cumulative pathways with the Proposed Development and
UK offshore wind projects.

13.9.1.5 In accordance with the UK guidance on cumulative effects assessment for Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects (Planning Inspectorate, 2024), a reasonable precautionary approach has
been applied to address uncertainty regarding the future status of ABWP1. This includes the
assumption of a potential temporal overlap of decommissioning activities with the Proposed
Development where appropriate.

13.9.1.6 In this scenario, ABWP1 is assumed to be in the process of decommissioning at the same time
as construction of the Proposed Development. While this may result in a degree of overlap and
potential double counting of effects, it reflects a precautionary approach given the uncertainty
surrounding the timing of decommissioning activities. This scenario is precautionary and ensures
that all reasonably foreseeable circumstances are addressed and that the assessment captures
all potential cumulative effects.

13.9.1.7 Due to the commitments made by the Developer in respect of the Foreshore Licence FS007339
and Foreshore Licence Application FS007555 (Table 13.13), FS007339 and FS007555 have
been screened out of the cumulative impact assessment.
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associated vessel movements for the Tier 3 decommissioning stage of ABWP1 are considered
to be captured within the vessel movements already assessed for the Proposed Development.

13.10.2.10 Therefore, even if there is a complete overlap in construction and operation of Tier 1 +
decommissioning of the Tier 3 projects for the duration of construction of the Proposed
Development, due to the distance between Tier 1 projects and the Tier 3 projects), it is unlikely
that a significant effect will occur. The more likely scenario would be that any overlap that may
occur will be during only comparatively short periods at each project location.

13.10.2.11 Furthermore, the Proposed Development alone was not predicted to have a significant
effect based on both Project Design Options due to construction phase disturbance and
displacement due to anthropogenic noise (section 13.8.1).

13.10.2.12 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to anthropogenic noise associated with both Project Design
Options and other projects.

Operational and maintenance phase

TIER 1

13.10.2.13 Anthropogenic noise associated with the operational and maintenance of the Proposed
Development, together with anthropogenic noise associated with the construction or operation
and maintenance or decommissioning phase of other Phase 1 projects in the Irish Sea, may
contribute to cumulative disturbance and displacement due to anthropogenic noise if the periods
of construction or operation and maintenance or decommissioning of different projects overlap
with operation and maintenance phase activities carried out as part of the Proposed
Development.

13.10.2.14 While the impact is highly dependent on the extent of temporal overlap across projects, the
levels of disturbance will be localised to vessel movements for each project. Furthermore, vessel
movements will usually be restricted to daylight hours unless in emergencies, therefore,
operational and maintenance activities of the Proposed Development at night would be temporary
and highly localised. Although ABWP1 is surrounded by the Proposed Development the array
only comprises seven WTGs. Vessel movements associated with Proposed Development are
precautionary and therefore any associated vessel movements for the Tier 3 decommissioning
stage of ABWP1 are considered to be captured within the vessel movements already assessed
for the Proposed Development.

There is also a significant distance between the Proposed Development and the other Phase 1
projects (closest project is Codling Wind Park approximately 10km north), and no project will be
using the same operation and maintenance facility as the Proposed Development, therefore, it is
unlikely that vessels will be traveling between the Proposed Development and other Phase 1
projects. Also recent research has shown that bats may be less sensitive to temporary noise shifts
than other terrestrial mammals (Simmons etal., 2016) and those foraging within the Works Areas
will not be significantly affected.

13.10.2.15 The Proposed Development alone was not predicted to have a significant effect based on
both Project Design Options due to operational and maintenance phase disturbance and
displacement due to anthropogenic noise (section 13.8.1).

13.10.2.16 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to anthropogenic noise associated with both Project Design
Options and other projects.
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TIER 1 + TIER 3

13.10.2.17 A precautionary scenario has been considered for the operational and maintenance phase.
This assumes a temporal overlap between the operational and maintenance activities of the
Proposed Development and the Tier 3 decommissioning of ABWP1.

13.10.2.18 As the ABWP1 array comprises only seven WTGs, vessel activity associated with Tier 3
decommissioning will be limited and will not materially increase the overall vessel movements
already assessed for the Proposed Development. Operational and maintenance-related vessel
movements for the Proposed Development are precautionary in nature; therefore, any additional
vessel activity associated with Tier 3 decommissioning of ABWP1 is considered to be captured
within the vessel movements already assessed.

13.10.2.19 There is a significant distance between the Proposed Development and other Phase 1
projects (the closest being Codling Wind Park, approximately 10 km north). As no Phase 1
projects share an operation and maintenance facility with the Proposed Development, vessel
routes will remain project-specific and spatially separated. Disturbance associated with
operational and maintenance activities will therefore be geographically localised and will not
combine with other projects to affect bats. Furthermore, recent research indicates that bats may
be less sensitive to temporary noise shifts than other terrestrial mammals (Simmons et al., 2016),
and given the negligible offshore bat activity recorded across all survey years, no significant
cumulative disturbance effect is expected.

13.10.2.20 The Proposed Development alone was not predicted to have a significant effect during the
operational and maintenance phase due to disturbance and displacement from anthropogenic
noise (Section 13.10).

13.10.2.21 Therefore, even if there is full temporal overlap between the operational and maintenance
activities of the Proposed Development and the Tier 1 and Tier 3 projects, no significant
cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of disturbance and displacement due
to anthropogenic noise associated with either Project Design Option.

Decommissioning phase

TIER 1

13.10.2.22 Any effects generated from the cumulative impact of disturbance and displacement due to
anthropogenic noise during the decommissioning phase of the Proposed Development are
expected to be similar, or reduced, to those generated during the construction phase, as certain
activities such as piling would not be required. This is because it would generally involve a reverse
of the construction phase through the removal of structures and materials installed.

13.10.2.23 Such activities have already been assessed in the cumulative construction section above
and have been found to have no significant effect as a result of disturbance and displacement
due to anthropogenic noise associated with both Project Design Options and other projects.

13.10.2.24 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement and displacement due to anthropogenic noise associated with both
Project Design Options and other projects during the decommissioning phase of the Proposed
Development.
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Operational and maintenance phase

TIER 1

13.10.3.3 Vessel and helicopter movements associated with operation and maintenance of the Proposed
Development, together with vessel and helicopter movements associated with the construction
and or operation and maintenance or decommissioning phase of the other Tier 1 projects in the
Irish Sea, may contribute to cumulative disturbance and displacement if the periods of
construction and or operation and maintenance or decommissioning of different projects overlap.

13.10.3.4 While the impact is highly dependent on the extent of temporal overlap across projects, the levels
of disturbance will be localised to vessel movements for each project. Furthermore, vessel
movements will usually be restricted to daylight hours unless in emergencies, therefore,
operational and maintenance activities of the Proposed Development at night would be temporary
and highly localised. There is also a significant distance between the Proposed Development and
the other Tier 1 projects (ABWP2 OGI approximately 10km east and Phase 1 projects closest
project is Codling Wind Park approximately 10km north), and no project will be using the same
operation and maintenance facility as the Proposed Development, therefore, it is unlikely that
vessels will be traveling between the Proposed Development and other Phase 1 projects.

13.10.3.5 Also, the Proposed Development alone was not predicted to have a significant effect based on
both Project Design Options due to operational and maintenance phase disturbance and
displacement due to increased vessel activity and infrastructure presence (section 13.8.2).

13.10.3.6 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to increased vessel activity and infrastructure associated with
both Project Design Options and other projects during the operational and maintenance phase of
the Proposed Development.

TIER 1 + TIER 3

13.10.3.7A precautionary scenario has been considered for the operational and maintenance phase,
assuming temporal overlap between O&M activities for the Proposed Development and Tier 3
decommissioning of ABWP1.

13.10.3.8 As ABWP1 comprises only seven WTGs, vessel activity associated with Tier 3 decommissioning
will be limited and is encompassed within the precautionary vessel movements assessed for the
Proposed Development.

13.10.3.9 Given the distance between project areas and the localised nature of vessel routes, cumulative
disturbance during overlapping O&M or decommissioning activities is unlikely to combine in a
way that would affect bats. Multi-year monitoring shows negligible offshore activity, further
reducing the potential for cumulative effects.

13.10.3.10 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to increased vessel activity and infrastructure presence
associated with either Project Design Option.

Decommissioning phase

TIER 1

13.10.3.11 Any effects generated from the cumulative impact of disturbance and displacement due to
increased vessel activity and infrastructure presence during the decommissioning phase of the
Proposed Development are expected to be similar, or reduced, to those generated during the
construction phase, as certain activities such as piling would not be required. This is because it
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13.10.4.7 Given the spatial separation between projects and the low-lux, highly localised nature of offshore
construction lighting, significant cumulative effects from ALAN are unlikely.

13.10.4.8 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected with Tier 1 and 3 projects as a
result of ALAN during the construction phase under either Project Design Option.

Operational and maintenance phase

TIER 1

13.10.4.9SPS and IPS lighting associated with the Proposed Development will be directional, low-lux at
distance, and required for navigation and safety. Other Phase 1 projects will adopt similar lighting
regimes. Multi-year monitoring indicates negligible offshore bat activity despite the presence of
existing offshore lighting.

13.10.4.10 While cumulative effects depend on temporal overlap across project lifecycles, ALAN from
offshore infrastructure remains highly localised and decays rapidly with distance. There is no
evidence that offshore ALAN influences bat movements at a scale that would give rise to
cumulative effects.

13.10.4.11 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
ALAN with both Project Design Options and other projects during the operational and
maintenance phase of the Proposed Development.

TIER 1 + TIER 3

13.10.4.12 A precautionary scenario assuming overlap between O&M of the Proposed Development
and Tier 3 decommissioning of ABWP1 has been considered.

13.10.4.13 Due to the low-lux, directional nature of aviation and navigational lighting and negligible
offshore bat activity, no significant cumulative effects are expected.

13.10.4.14 Therefore, no significant cumulative ALAN effects are predicted during the O&M phase
under either Project Design Option.

Decommissioning phase

TIER 1

13.10.4.15 Any effects generated from the cumulative impact of disturbance and displacement due to
ALAN during the decommissioning phase of the Proposed Development are expected to be
similar, or reduced, to those generated during the construction phase. This is because it would
generally involve a reverse of the construction phase through the removal of structures and
materials installed.

13.10.4.16 Such activities have already been assessed in the cumulative construction section above
and have been found to have no significant cumulative effects as a result of disturbance and
displacement due to ALAN associated with both Project Design Options and other projects.

13.10.4.17 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to ALAN associated with both Project Design Options and
other projects during the decommissioning phase of the Proposed Development.
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Operational and maintenance phase

TIER 1

13.10.5.11 WTG or associated infrastructure and vessels during operational and maintenance may
directly or indirectly contribute to increased bat activity. However, multi-year monitoring indicates
negligible offshore bat activity, and there is no evidence that offshore prey redistribution
influences bat movement.

13.10.5.12 The baseline assessment has identified bats presentwithin the Array Area of the Proposed
Development, thereby taking a precautionary approach the same bat species are assumed to be
presentwithin the array areas of other Phase 1 projects.

13.10.5.13 Indirect disturbance and displacement resulting from changes to prey associated with
operation and maintenance of the Proposed Development, together with indirect disturbance and
displacement resulting from changes to prey associated with the construction and or operation
and maintenance or decommissioning phase of other Phase 1 projects in the Irish Sea, may
contribute to cumulative disturbance and displacement if the periods of operation and
maintenance of different projects overlap.

13.10.5.14 While the presence of WTGs and OSPs has the potential to cause attraction by bats via a
change in prey distribution. Given negligible offshore activity and no evidence for offshore
foraging, cumulative prey-related effects are unlikely. Furthermore, migrating species are more
likely to pass through the area and not be distracted by the presence of prey offshore.

13.10.5.15 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement of bat species via a change in prey associated with both Project
Design Options and other projects during the operational and maintenance phase of the
Proposed Development.

TIER 1 + TIER 3

13.10.5.16 A precautionary scenario has been considered assuming temporal overlap between the
O&M of the Proposed Development and decommissioning of ABWP1.

13.10.5.17 As ABWP1 comprises only seven WTGs, any Tier 3 prey-related effects will be limited and
encompassed within the envelope already assessed for the Proposed Development.

13.10.5.18 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects are expected during the O&M phase.

Decommissioning phase

TIER 1

13.10.5.19 Any effects generated from the cumulative impact of disturbance and displacement due to
change in prey during the decommissioning phase are expected to be similar, or reduced, to
those generated during the construction phase. This is because it would generally involve a
reverse of the construction phase through the removal of structures and materials installed.

13.10.5.20 Such activities have already been assessed in the cumulative construction section above
and have been found to have no significant effect as a result of disturbance and displacement
due to change in prey associated with both Project Design Options and other projects.

13.10.5.21 Therefore, no significant cumulative effects would be expected to occur as a result of
disturbance and displacement due to change in prey associated with both Project Design Options
and other projects during the decommissioning phase of the Proposed Development.
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