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18  Marine Archaeology  and Cultural 
Heritage  

Summary of Changes  
This Chapter has been updated to reflect changes since submission of the planning application to An 
Bord Pleanála (ABP) (now An Coimisiún Pleanála (ACP)) in June 2024. All references to ABP, should be 
considered ACP throughout the document.  

The changes that have been made are in response to the Request for Information (RFI) that was received 
and matters that have been raised therein. The Developer confirms that this Chapter has been based on 
up-to-date survey reports and data and that that the information submitted is relevant and appropriate at 
the point of submission (i.e. March 2026). In summary, the following sections of this Chapter have been 
amended (please note that this is non-exhaustive):   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition to those changes above, all other sections of this chapter have been adjusted to ensure 
consideration of the latest information as appropriate to ensure consistency and accuracy. Clarification 
and/or further detail has also been provided where this has been requested via the RFI, relevant figures 
and tables have been updated as required and it is confirmed that all cross-references have been 
updated throughout to ensure accuracy.  

Additionally, in support of the necessary changes to the chapter, it is noted that the following updates 
have been made to the appendices supporting this chapter:  
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18 Marine Archaeology and Cultural
Heritage

Summary of Changes
This Chapter has been updated to reflect changes since submission of the planning application to An
Bord Pleanala (ABP) (now An Coimisiun Pleanala (ACP)) in June 2024. All references to ABP, should be
considered ACP throughout the document.

The changes that have been made are in response to the Request for Information (RFI) that was received
and matters that have been raised therein. The Developer confirms that this Chapter has been based on
up-to-date survey reports and data and that that the information submitted is relevant and appropriate at
the point of submission (i.e. March 2026). In summary, the following sections of this Chapter have been
amended (please note that this is non-exhaustive):

• Section 18.1 (Introduction) has been updated to identify any new or revised documentation of
relevance to the amended chapter;

• Section 18.2 (Regulatory Context) has considered the latest policy and legislation of relevance
to the assessment;

• Section 18.5 (Methodology) has been updated to reflect appropriate and relevant data that has
been published and/or gathered since the original submission was made.

• Section 18.6 (Impact Assessment Methodology) has considered the latest project design (as
detailed in Volume II, Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026)) as well as
provided clarification in response to the RFI on the impacts scoped in/out where requested, so
as to clearly demonstrate the logic and appropriateness of the assessment that has been
undertaken.

• Section 18.7 (Methodology for Significance of Effects) has been updated where relevant to
reflect the latest guidance and criteria as well as clarification on the Factored In Measures where
this has been raised via the RFI and/or updated following additional modelling which has been
undertaken.

• Section 18.9 and 18.10 (Assessment subsections) represents the updated assessment which
has been amended to reflect the latest information (i.e. as described above) and any updates
required in line with matters raised via the RFI;

• Sections 18.11 and 18.12 (Cumulative Assessment subsections) have been updated to reflect
the latest information and to align with NSIP (2024) guidance as requested via the RFI;

• Section 18.14 (Summary of Effects) has been updated to reflect the updates that have been
made throughout the chapter.

In addition to those changes above, all other sections of this chapter have been adjusted to ensure
consideration of the latest information as appropriate to ensure consistency and accuracy. Clarification
and/or further detail has also been provided where this has been requested via the RFI, relevant figures
and tables have been updated as required and it is confirmed that all cross-references have been
updated throughout to ensure accuracy.

Additionally, in support of the necessary changes to the chapter, it is noted that the following updates
have been made to the appendices supporting this chapter:

• Revised Appendices:
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- Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical
Report (Revised March 2026) - This is an updated appendix that supersedes the previous
version.

- Volume III, Appendix 18.2: Cultural Heritage Visual Impact Assessment Report (Revised
March 2026) - This is an updated appendix that superseded the previous version.

- Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan (Revised March 2026) - This
is an updated appendix that superseded the previous version.

• Additionally, as requested via the RFI, relevant documents have been submitted in Volume IV.

18.1 Introduction
18.1.1.1 This chapter of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) presents the assessment

of the potential impacts of the Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Offshore Infrastructure (hereafter
referred to as ‘the Proposed Development’) on Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage.
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.

18.1.1.2 The assessment presented is informed by the following chapters of Volume II:

• Volume II, Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026);
• Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026).
• Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Assessment (Revised March 2026).

18.1.1.3 This chapter also draws upon information contained within Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical Report (Revised March 2026); Volume III,
Appendix 18.2: Cultural Heritage Visual Impact Assessment Report (Revised March 2026); and
Volume III, Appendix 18.3: Marine Archaeology Intertidal Archaeology Report.

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

and Legislation (Revised March 2026). A summary of the policy provisions relevant to marine
archaeology is provided in Table 18.1.

18.2.1.2 In addition, a number of other guidance documents specific to the consideration of marine
archaeology are available from jurisdictions/countries with established offshore renewable
energy sectors where comprehensive guidance has been developed. This guidance has been
used to inform the assessment of the potential impacts.
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https://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2023/act/26/enacted/en/html
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/139100/f0984c45-5d63-4378-ab65-d7e8c3c34016.pdf#page=null
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/139100/f0984c45-5d63-4378-ab65-d7e8c3c34016.pdf#page=null


https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/27215/2bc3cb73b6474beebbe810e88f49d1d4.pdf#page=null
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/27215/2bc3cb73b6474beebbe810e88f49d1d4.pdf#page=null
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/27215/2bc3cb73b6474beebbe810e88f49d1d4.pdf#page=null
https://www.gov.ie/pdf/?file=https://assets.gov.ie/27215/2bc3cb73b6474beebbe810e88f49d1d4.pdf#page=null


https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/framework-and-principles-for-protection-of-archaeological-heritage.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/framework-and-principles-for-protection-of-archaeological-heritage.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/framework-and-principles-for-protection-of-archaeological-heritage.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/excavation-policy-and-guidelines.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/excavation-policy-and-guidelines.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/excavation-reports-guidelines-for-authors.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/excavation-reports-guidelines-for-authors.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/advice-to-the-public-on-irelands-underwater-archaeological-heritage.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/advice-to-the-public-on-irelands-underwater-archaeological-heritage.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/advice-to-the-public-on-irelands-underwater-archaeological-heritage.pdf


https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/archaeology-and-flood-relief-schemes-guidelines-nms-2023.pdf
https://www.archaeology.ie/sites/default/files/media/publications/archaeology-and-flood-relief-schemes-guidelines-nms-2023.pdf
https://www.epa.ie/publications/monitoring--assessment/assessment/EIAR_Guidelines_2022_Web.pdf
https://www.epa.ie/publications/monitoring--assessment/assessment/EIAR_Guidelines_2022_Web.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/underwater_e.pdf
https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/underwater_e.pdf
https://en.unesco.org/about-us/legal-affairs/convention-protection-underwater-cultural-heritage
https://en.unesco.org/about-us/legal-affairs/convention-protection-underwater-cultural-heritage


https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/marine-geophysics-data-acquisition-processing-interpretation/mgdapai-guidance-notes/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/marine-geophysics-data-acquisition-processing-interpretation/mgdapai-guidance-notes/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/marine-geophysics-data-acquisition-processing-interpretation/mgdapai-guidance-notes/
https://whc.unesco.org/en/wind-energy-planning/
https://assets.ctfassets.net/nv65su7t80y5/7JCHxvKXAQPiXI32NvDFbH/7fab6a01c19b37149355f80646562eca/guide-to-archaeological-requirements-for-offshore-wind.pdf
https://assets.ctfassets.net/nv65su7t80y5/7JCHxvKXAQPiXI32NvDFbH/7fab6a01c19b37149355f80646562eca/guide-to-archaeological-requirements-for-offshore-wind.pdf
https://assets.ctfassets.net/nv65su7t80y5/7JCHxvKXAQPiXI32NvDFbH/7fab6a01c19b37149355f80646562eca/guide-to-archaeological-requirements-for-offshore-wind.pdf
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Figure 18.1: Proposed Development area, with sequence of predicted palaeo -coastlines and 
known  shipwreck sites overlaid  
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Figure 18.2: Marine Archaeology Study Area (one tidal cycle from Proposed Development) and 
known shipwrecks to include extent of one tidal cycle from the Cable Corridor and Working Area  
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Figure 18.3: Cultural Heritage study area, showing ZTV for Project Design Option s 1 and 2  
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the inferred limit of the Delgany Moraine. The surface sediment is mobile, formed due to
reworking following relative sea level rise post-10,000 BP. Areas around the bank are also
characterised by mobile sand overlaying glacial clays. To the west of the bank, gravels are
exposed on the seabed.

Submerged prehistoric archaeological potential
18.5.2.3 The south coast of Ireland is associated with the potential for prehistoric landscapes to be

discovered as submerged lenses in what is a drowned landscape. The southeast coast does
not fall into this category. Nevertheless, the potential for earlier remains to be discovered
associated with the morainic material remains. This is supported by the recovery of two worked
flint nodules during archaeological monitoring of aspects of the ABWP1 construction phase
adjacent to Turbine No. 5 (Campbell, 2003; Westley and Woodman, 2020, p. 28). The precise
context of the flint pieces was not identified. The pieces highlight the potential for prehistoric
remains to be associated with the sandbank. Whether such remains indicate activity on the
banks in early prehistoric times when sea levels may have been lower and the sandbanks might
have been exposed is another matter. The pieces could also represent loss from a coastal craft
of the period.

18.5.2.4 The geotechnical investigations carried out for the Proposed Development since 2020, and
described in Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical
Report (Revised March 2026), provide an opportunity to observe and record buried strata in the
Array Area and in the Cable Corridor and Working Area. The morainic core of the sandbank is
clearly evident, with alternating layers of sand, clay and gravel extending to depth. Nearshore,
bedrock rises closer to the surface. While charcoal and organic clay deposits was evident in
some of the vibrocore profiles west of the bank, no peat layers were recorded indicative of
submerged landscape. The results nevertheless support the consideration that direct impacts
on the seabed associated with the Proposed Development, such as foundation installation or
cable installation works, will encounter material at depth below the surface deposits that has the
potential to be of archaeological interest.

Historic Shipwrecks
18.5.2.5 The offshore sandbanks along Ireland’s east coast are hazardous to shipping and historic

shipwrecking events are associated with them. Such events start to be recorded systematically
after c. 1750, which represents the burgeoning hey-day of pre-modem navigation but does not
account for wrecking events that would have occurred earlier. There are 165 historic wrecking
events associated with the Arklow Bank and its immediate sea area, which represents a
significant number of wreckings over what is a relatively small sea area. This number grows
larger when the extent of one tidal cycle is added to complete the Marine Archaeology Study
Area. That part of the Marine Archaeology Study Area that is focused on the Arklow Bank and
its immediate sea area and includes the Array Area and the Cable Corridor and Working Area
retains 116 recorded wrecking events whose specific locations are not known and 49 known
wreck-site and potential wreck-site locations. Annex 1 of Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine
Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical Report (Revised March 2026) presents a list of
the 116 recorded shipwrecking events associated with the bank, and Annex 2 of Volume III,
Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical Report (Revised March
2026) presents a list of the 49 known wrecks on the bank and in adjacent waters. Annex 3 of
Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Technical Report
(Revised March 2026) presents a list of 15 additional known wrecks that occur within the wider
extent of one tidal cycle, nine of which lie to the north of the bank, and six of which lie to the
south of the bank. The placing of a lightship at the south end of the bank in 1825, followed by
one at the north end in 1867, reflects attempts to mitigate the danger to shipping. The southern
lightship was sunk in 1917 by a German submarine (Historic Shipwreck Inventory reference
W02737) (Brady, 2008; p. 474).

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 16
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18.5.2.6 There are 11 wrecking events associated with the eighteenth century and three additional
events located ‘Off Arklow Bank’. Twelve wreckings occurred in the twentieth century up to
1939, and the remaining 90 recorded wreckings happened in the nineteenth century. Among
the earliest recorded wreckings is that of the Charming Nancy, which, in 1766, was travelling
from Dublin to Barbados, and wrecked on Arklow Bank (W02668). One life was lost, while the
remaining crew were saved by fishermen. The recording of two wrecking events in 1772, within
days of each other and both on the same journey, from Baltimore to Dublin, may be duplication
of the same event rather than individual instances. This is further suggested by the fact that
while one wrecking is named, the Princess or Prince of Wales, the other is unnamed (W02723
and W02754 respectively). There were occasions when more than one wreck is assigned the
same day but these are few; for example, on 11 November 1819 two brigs were lost, one of
which was the Albion, travelling from Swansea to Dublin and the other was thought to be an
American vessel (W02651 and W02757 respectively). On 5 September 1904, the Viola, a 182-
ton wooden barquentine, travelling from Glasgow to Cherbourg, with a cargo of coal was lost
on the bank two miles off the North Arklow Lightship. An unnamed schooner or brigantine was
also lost at the same location that day (W02748 and W02772 respectively). The First World War
left its mark on the bank. On 19 August 1915, the German submarine U-27 was lost there, and
on 21 September 1917 an unnamed submarine may have foundered on the bank (W02746 and
W02773 respectively). On 28 March 1917, the South Arklow Lightship, Guillemot, a steel-framed
vessel measuring 96 feet long, 22.66 feet wide, and 11.75 feet deep was boarded by the crew
of the German submarine UC-65 and sunk (W02737). The remains of the Guillemot lie in 50 m
of water at a known location off the bank.

18.5.2.7 The wreckings generally occurred during the winter and early spring, with the majority between
November and March/April. This is in keeping with expectations for such events to occur during
the seasonally foul weather. In nine cases, wind direction was recorded. It appears that storm
conditions during prevailing south-westerly winds accounted for six wreckings (W02754,
W02690, W2770, W02373, W0268 and W02665); north-easterlies for two wreckings (W02661
and W02770); while an east-southeasterly summertime storm resulted in the wrecking of one
vessel (W02725). The Irish Sea is particularly treacherous during a northeasterly/easterly and
the low numbers of wreckings recorded in such conditions suggests that most captains knew
when to seek shelter and had sufficient advance warning to do so. The wreckings that occurred
during southwesterlies suggests that despite efforts to hug the coastline inshore, there were
many occasions when vessels trying to navigate harsh conditions were blown onto the bank.

18.5.2.8 The majority of the vessels wrecked appear to have crossed the Irish Sea regularly between
Britain and Ireland. The route from Welsh ports (Pembry, Cardiff, Swansea) to Dublin would
bring coal (for example, the Sophia, which was lost on 5 November 1855). Other vessels would
have been travelling up and down the Irish Sea connecting, for instance, Glasgow and
Cherbourg (the Viola wrecked on 5 September 1904, W02748), or participating in transatlantic
journeys. The cargo being carried was also wide-ranging but, from an archaeological
perspective, the loss of the 234-ton Sunderland brig Jemine or Gemini in 1799 is of interest
because her manifest included three 3-pounder carriage-mounted guns, and these items could
present themselves on the seabed during future marine geophysical and associated surveys.
She was travelling from Opporto to Dublin (W02697). In addition, the Thomas, was a 318-ton
ship from Sunderland carrying six 4-pounder cannon (W02744). Equally, vessels carrying more
mundane cargo, such as iron sheets (the Selina W02734), iron (the Louisa or Louise W02707),
pig-iron (the Calcutta WW02664, Sarah W02732, Dove W02675) and ore (the Parton W02719
and Queen W02724) are of interest in this regard.

18.5.2.9 The wooden frames and steel frames of the wrecked vessels will not survive above the seabed
for any length of time as exposed elements will be eroded quickly in the seawater. Only the
portions of vessels that are buried by covering sands and silts tend to survive intact over time.
The deployment of side-scan sonar can identify wreckage and debris that lies proud of the
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seabed but it requires a magnetometer to detect material that lies buried, and magnetometers
detect ferrous metal.

18.5.2.10The large numbers of recorded wreckings provide a sense of the archaeological potential of the
Arklow Bank but it is not possible to deduce from these records where the wreck sites are
located. The record would be made by those watchers and reporters of the events taking place
from the shore or from one of the lightships who saw and recorded a ship in distress, or have
been part of rescue parties dispatched to save crews and passengers and recover cargo. Their
records will typically position the ship in relation to the nearest topographic reference point. In
the case of the Arklow Bank, this might be as general as being off the north or south ends of
the bank. They do not record where on the bank a vessel may have finally foundered, as there
are no obvious topographic markers to relate to other than either end of the 25 km-long
sandbank. For further insight, it is necessary to consider other sources, including fishermen’s
records of ‘snag points’, divers’ records of discoveries underwater and marine geophysical
survey records. The latter will include official surveys by the United Kingdom’s Hydrographic
Survey Office (UKHO), which tend to record only substantial wreckage that causes navigation
hazards, and more discrete surveys commissioned for marine development projects or
undertaken for research purposes.

Known and Recorded wreck sites within the Marine Archaeology Study Area extending
to one tidal cycle of the Cable Corridor and Working Area

18.5.2.11 There are 64 known shipwreck sites and potential wreck sites in the sea area that includes the
Marine Archaeology Study Area; 15 of which are associated with the reach of one tidal cycle,
and 49 of which are associated with the Arklow Bank and its immediate sea area (Figure 18.1).

18.5.2.12The distribution of known shipwrecks and locations of potential shipwrecks as indicated on
Arklow Bank highlights the northern half of Arklow Bank as an area with clusters of shipwrecks.

18.5.2.13The 2019 survey on Arklow Bank and the three cable route corridors under consideration in
2019 has added significantly to the known wreck sites on Arklow Bank. The 2022 survey, which
focused on the Cable Corridor and the Working Area, with some overlap survey on the Bank
has contributed additional information. The 2024 survey provided updated survey records at
three of the existing shipwreck sites and did not record any new sites. The three surveys
provided an updated account of the seabed conditions at those known shipwreck sites that lie
within the Array Area and have recorded new sites (Figure 18.4). The correlations between the
different surveys are noted in Annex 2 of Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology and
Cultural Heritage Technical Report (Revised March 2026), while the detail of the wreck sites is
presented in Annex 4 Volume III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
Technical Report (Revised March 2026), which is a catalogue of shipwreck sites and sites of
potential wreckage on Arklow Bank and the adjacent waters. The survey data examined for the
Proposed Development, which focused on side-scan sonar and magnetometry data sets, did
not reveal an indication of submerged prehistoric material.

18.5.2.14Wreck sites and potential wreck sites identified in previous surveys were not all observed in the
2019 and 2022 surveys, while both surveys identified new sites in areas surveyed previously.
This speaks to the dynamic environment of the Arklow Bank, where shifting sands will routinely
expose and alternatively bury sites of archaeological interest.

18.5.2.15 Archaeological review of the datasets concurs with the principal observations and identifies
seven additional potential wreck sites that were not highlighted in the survey reports. The
archaeological interpretation concludes that the historic surveys and the surveys of 2019 and
2022 indicate the locations of 82 shipwreck sites in the Array Area and the Cable Corridor and
Working Area, and adjacent to same. The 2019 survey was able to correct the locations of five
shipwreck sites: W02788; W02790; W02791; W02798 and W09512
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18.5.2.16The distribution of historic wrecks on Arklow Bank and that of the sites recorded in 2019 and
2022 suggest that wreckings are focused in particular locations on the bank. There are more
wreck sites recorded on the west side of the bank than on its eastern side. This accords with
the pattern of historic wreckings as recorded in contemporary sources, where more vessels
appear to have been lost during prevailing southwesterly storms than on other occasions.
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Figure 18.4: Proposed  Development with known and new shipwreck sites overlaid  
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Archaeological potential of intertidal zone
18.5.2.17A walkover inspection of the Landfall location at Johnstown North townland, Co. Wicklow, was

carried out during low water in 2020 and 2024 to assess the archaeological potential at this
location (Volume III, Appendix 18.3: Intertidal Archaeology Inspection Report). The Landfall
location is one of low rock cliffs interspersed with small coves that are filled with sand containing
a shingle overburden, with an expanse of sandy beach (Ennereilly Beach) reaching north to
Redcross River. There is no indication of archaeological features exposed at this location.

Cultural heritage assets
18.5.2.18The Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), based on the 60 km-buffer identified in Volume II,

Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Revised March 2026),
includes archaeological and architectural heritage sites from across three counties. The
selection was based on representative sites from along the coastal fringe where the greatest
degree of theoretical visibility can be charted, and also from locations inland where the rising
ground of the Wicklow Mountains allows for sea views from high ground on its east-facing
slopes. The sites selected reflect the broad range of site types, time periods and landscape
settings that exist with the greatest potential for negative visual impacts arising from cultural
heritage considerations. The sites are presented in Table 18.4 and include archaeological
complexes recorded in the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) and the locations of buildings
registered in the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage (NIAH) (see also Volume III,
Appendix 18.2: Cultural Heritage Visual Impact Assessment Report (Revised March 2026)).
The sites include a wide range of site types that also represent different time-periods:

• Prehistory is represented by a cist burial (SMR WX007B0001 at Kilmichael Point) and an
expanse of rock art (SMR WI030-024) inland at Ballykean, Co. Wicklow;

• The medieval period is represented at Dalkey Island (SMR DU023-029); Wicklow Head;
Ardnairy, Co. Wicklow, and Glasscarrig North (SMR WX017-008); and

• The late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries are represented by coastal fortifications (SMR
DU023-029) on Dalkey Island and in Killiney (SMR DU026-011), Co. Dublin; by the coastguard
station (NIAH1500741) at Kilmichael Point; the lighthouse (NIAH16403101) on Wicklow Head,
and by Courtown harbour, Co. Wexford. The former signal tower on Mizen Head at Ardanairy
may also have dated to this period if not somewhat earlier; it is included as an example of a
location for which the cultural heritage remains are no longer upstanding but whose foundations
are likely to remain in situ. There are also residences from this period, including nineteenth-
century seafront houses in Greystones, Co. Wicklow; Cahore House at Cahore Point, Co.
Wexford; and the eighteenth-century Ballymore House, Co. Wexford, which lies somewhat
inland.

18.5.2.19 While the reach of the ZTV is extensive, it is noteworthy that certain key cultural heritage sites
that are known to inhabit the valleys of the Wicklow mountains lie outside the ZTV. This is the
case with respect to Glendalough, the principal early medieval monastic centre in the southeast
region of Ireland and candidate site for World Heritage status. The ZTV does not include the
valley bottom and side slopes where the known cultural heritage sites are located, but does
reach the higher ground above the cultural heritage complex. The high ground remains an area
with dense woodland cover. The trees prevent visibility of the Proposed Development from such
elevations.

Table 18.4: List of locations identified to consider cultural heritage setting

Location Principal Site Type SMR and NIAH
Reference

Distance to
Array Area

Dalkey Island Archaeological complex SMR DU023-029- 40 km
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were the heights along the centre of the sandbank that are exposed at certain low water
conditions, and the immediate shoreline at the Landfall. In both instances, the shallow nature of
the water cover in these locations hindered the deployment of the survey devices and the return
of meaningful data. On the bank, this resulted in a zone averaging 320 m wide, expanding to
690 m wide in the central area from which multibeam survey data only was recovered. The
shortfall at the Landfall at Johnstown North extends over a distance of 50 to 100 m, which covers
an active surf zone.

18.5.4.3 The zone of the bank surveyed only by multibeam survey lies outside the area for wind turbine
construction, but it is possible that inter-array cables may be routed across it. Where known
shipwreck sites are located within this area, Archaeology Exclusion Zones (AEZs) are
established around the wreck sites to ensure that the wrecks are protected from any impacts.
Additional surveys are anticipated ahead of the micro-positioning of such cabling (see Table
18.10), with a view to avoiding cultural heritage features and other obstacles, and this will
provide a further level of protection against impacts on cultural heritage.

18.5.4.4 The cable-lay process at Johnstown North will be by means of trenchless techniques (see
Volume II, Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026). Such work will not
require the exposure of the surface sediments and consequently it is anticipated that there will
be no surface-level disturbance of the surf zone or the intertidal foreshore.

18.6 Impact assessment methodology

18.6.1 Key parameters for assessment
18.6.1.1 The assessment of significance of effects has been carried out on both of the two discrete

Project Design Options detailed in Volume II, Chapter 4, Description of Development (Revised
March 2026). This approach has allowed for a robust and full assessment of the Proposed
Development.

18.6.1.2 The two Project Design Options and parameters relevant to each potential impact are detailed
in Table 18.5 and Table 18.6.
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18.9.1.4 The construction phase includes confirmatory surveys that will typically be for short duration,
lesser magnitude and localised, when compared to those resulting from site preparation
activities.

18.9.1.5 Seabed preparation activities for foundations include:

• installation of wind turbines and OSP monopile foundations via drilling;
• cable installation via sandwave clearance;
• boulder clearance PLGR;
• landfall connection via trenchless activities to avoid direct impacts on the intertidal foreshore;

and
• any associated jack-up vessel and vessel anchoring activities.

18.9.1.6 These construction activities will disturb the seabed, resulting in sediment being released into
the water column and subsequently redeposited. Impacts of sediment disturbance and
deposition have the potential to expose previously unrecorded marine archaeology receptors,
and also to bury or partially bury known marine archaeology receptors, resulting in the potential
for direct, temporary impacts on marine archaeology assets located on the sandbank and on
the seabed between the bank and the shore.

18.9.1.7 During seabed preparation activities, sandwaveswill be cleared within a 100 m diameter of each
foundation location, with an average of 5 m depth of material being relocated. This will occur for
approximately 20% of the structures. For the inter-array and interconnector cabling, sandwaves
will be cleared along a corridor up to 70 m wide with clearance activities along 30% of the cable
route. For the export cabling, sandwaves will be cleared along a corridor up to 70 m wide (for
each cable). This will occur across 30% of the offshore export cable length. These activities will
generate localised sediment plumes and temporary increases in suspended sediments.

18.9.1.8 A series of five marine disposal areas (Dumping at Sea (DaS) Areas) have been identified within
the Array Area, and one area closer inshore (see Figure 18.1.5 and Figure 18.1.6 within Volume
III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology Technical Report (Revised March 2026)). The locations
are outside of any known wreck site, with the closest location (referenced Zone 3 - Mid West)
being 80m distant from wreck UHC19004_SSS_LA_0958. Updated sediment plume and
deposition modelling confirms that deposition in these disposal areas remains highly localised
and limited in thickness, with no detectable morphological change at the scale of wreck sites or
Archaeological Exclusion Zones (AEZs).

18.9.1.9 Modelling confirms that material placed within the DaS areas does not accumulate over time
but is rapidly re-distributed by the high-energy hydrodynamic regime of the Arklow Bank system.
As such, DaS activities do not create a mechanism for progressive or sustained burial of
archaeological receptors beyond the naturally occurring sediment mobility of the sandbank. The
sediment plume modelling also demonstrates that deposition within the DaS areas remains
spatially limited, with no far-field transport into archaeologically sensitive areas of the bank.
There is therefore no pathway for indirect effects on wreck concentrations beyond the localised
disposal footprint.

18.9.1.10The results of the modelling of suspended sediments and associated deposition arising from
this activity as presented in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) has
shown that maximum sedimentation occurs on the slack tide and maximum resuspension and
transport occurs when the tidal currents increase. Although the material is deposited at discrete
locations, the high energy nature of the site causes it to be widely distributed and amalgamated
within the sediment transport cycle. As demonstrated in the updated modelling in Volume II,
Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026), sediment released during construction
activities is rapidly dispersed within the high-energy tidal regime, forming only thin,
discontinuous deposits that do not persist beyond a single tidal cycle and remain within the
natural variability of the dynamic sandbank system.

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 44



  

 

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 45 

 

 

 

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT 

 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION  

 

GOBe
APEMGroup

z lsse
Renewables

18.9.1.11 During foundation installation, drilled installation of up to 14 m diameter monopiles will extend
to 37 m depth. The maximum deposition depth from drilling activities is approximately 15 mm in
the vicinity of the project works. Sediment levels after the cessation of each drilling operation
are not expected to be discernible from the background sediments due to the limited magnitude
of deposition and the similar nature of the material.

18.9.1.12 For inter-array cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and upto 1.5 m deep below lowest
seabed level. For interconnector cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 0-
2.5m m deep below lowest seabed level. Modelling indicates that deposition following trenching
forms a thin layer in the north of the Array Area, typically up to approximately 2.5 mm, remaining
within the natural variability of the sandbank system and not generating persistent burial or
exposure beyond that occurring through natural sandwave movement. In the south of the Array
Area, maximum deposition thicknesses are higher, reaching up to 215 mm, however it is
noteworthy that deposition is not predicted to occur beyond 3 km from the inter-array cable
trenching operations location..

18.9.1.13 For offshore export cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and 2.5 m deep. Sediment
deposition is greatest in the vicinity of the disturbance activity, with thicknesses up to 150 mm
(for the nearshore/southern location) and 100 mm (for the offshore/northern location) occurring
within 1 km. Beyond this, the thickness of deposited sediment rapidly reduces such that less
than 2 km from the active disturbance, the deposited thickness is less than 2.5 mm for both
scenarios. With even further distance, the thickness of deposited sediment becomes
immeasurable. Sediment deposition is of greater thickness but lesser extent in the southern
scenario, which is likely to be due to the shallower water depths present closer to shore (with
sediment having less chance to be advected horizontally). In reality, deposited sediment will
become re-worked and entrained back into the sediment transport system under the action of
both tides and waves.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.9.1.14The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the installation works, to facilitate the recording
and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the construction phase (Volume
III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.9.1.15The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.9.1.16 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the construction phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not significant in EIA
terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.1.17The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.
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RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.1.18The significance of effects on known and unknown heritage assets from sediment disturbance
and deposition is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already
identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual
effects have been predicted in respect of sediment disturbance and deposition.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.1.19The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the operational and maintenance works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
operational and maintenance phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management
Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.9.1.20The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.9.1.21 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the operational and maintenance phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.1.22The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.1.23The significance of effects on known and unknown heritage assets from sediment disturbance
and deposition is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already
identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual
effects have been predicted in respect of sediment disturbance and deposition.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.1.24The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the decommissioning works, to facilitate the
recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the decommissioning
phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.9.1.25The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.
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18.9.2.8 For the inter-array and interconnector cabling, sandwaves may be cleared along a corridor up
to 70 m wide with clearance activities along circa 20% of the cable route. For the export cabling,
sandwaves may be cleared along a corridor up to 70 m wide (for each cable). This may occur
across 30% of the offshore export cable length. These activities will generate localised sediment
plumes and temporary increases in suspended sediments.

18.9.2.9 A series of five marine disposal areas (Dumping at Sea (DaS) Areas) have been identified within
the Array Area, and one area closer inshore (see Figure 18.1.5 and Figure 18.1.6 within Volume
III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology Technical Report). The locations are outside of any
known wreck site, with the closest location (referenced Zone 3 - Mid West) being 80m distant
from wreck UHC19004_SSS_LA_0958. Updated sediment plume and deposition modelling
confirms that deposition in these disposal areas remains highly localised and limited in
thickness, with no detectable morphological change at the scale of wreck sites.

18.9.2.10 Modelling confirms that material placed within the DaS areas does not accumulate over time
but is rapidly re-distributed by the high-energy hydrodynamic regime of the Arklow Bank system.
As such, DaS activities do not create a mechanism for progressive or sustained burial of
archaeological receptors beyond the naturally occurring sediment mobility of the sandbank. The
sediment plume modelling also demonstrates that deposition within the DaS areas remains
spatially limited, with no far-field transport into archaeologically sensitive areas of the bank.
There is therefore no pathway for indirect effects on wreck concentrations beyond the localised
disposal footprint.

18.9.2.11 The results of the modelling of suspended sediments and associated deposition arising from
this activity as presented in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) has
shown that maximum sedimentation occurs on the slack tide and maximum resuspension and
transport occurs when the tidal currents increase. Although the material is deposited at discrete
locations, the high energy nature of the site causes it to be widely distributed and amalgamated
with the sediment transport cycle. As demonstrated in the updated modelling in Volume II,
Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026), sediment released during construction
activities is rapidly dispersed within the high-energy tidal regime, forming only thin,
discontinuous deposits that do not persist beyond a single tidal cycle and remain within the
natural variability of the dynamic sandbank system.

18.9.2.12 During foundation installation, drilled installation of up to 14 m diameter monopiles to up to 37
m depth. The maximum deposition depth from drilling activities is approximately 15 mm in the
vicinity of the project works. Sediment levels after the cessation of each drilling operation are
not expected to be discernible from the background sediments due to the limited magnitude of
deposition and the similar nature of the material.

18.9.2.13 For inter-array cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and upto 1.5 m deep below lowest
seabed level. For interconnector cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 2.5 m
deep below lowest seabed level. Modelling indicates that deposition following trenching forms
a thin layer in the north of the Array Area, typically up to approximately 2.5 mm, remaining within
the natural variability of the sandbank system and not generating persistent burial or exposure
beyond that occurring through natural sandwave movement. In the south of the Array Area,
maximum deposition thicknesses are higher, reaching up to 215 mm, however it is noteworthy
that deposition is not predicted to occur beyond 3 km from the inter-array cable trenching
operations location. Although secondary re-erosion was not simulated, the high-energy
hydrodynamic conditions at Arklow Bank ensure that deposited material is naturally re-worked,
consistent with baseline sandbank behaviour.

18.9.2.14For offshore export cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 2.5 m deep.
Sediment deposition is greatest in the vicinity of the disturbance activity, with thicknesses up to
150 mm (for the nearshore/southern location) and 100 mm (for the offshore/northern location)
occurring within 1 km. Beyond this, the thickness of deposited sediment rapidly reduces such
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that less than 2 km from the active disturbance, the deposited thickness is less than 2.5 mm for
both scenarios. With even further distance, the thickness of deposited sediment becomes
immeasurable. Sediment deposition is of greater thickness but lesser extent in the southern
scenario, which is likely to be due to the shallower water depths present closer to shore (with
sediment having less chance to be advected horizontally). In reality, deposited sediment will
become re-worked and entrained back into the sediment transport system under the action of
both tides and waves.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.9.2.15The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. AEZs are identified around each known historic shipwreck site to protect
the integrity of the shipwreck site where possible from direct impacts, and within which works
will not take place unless agreed by the NMS. An AMP has been prepared to inform the
installation works, to facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material
discovered during the construction phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological
Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.9.2.16The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.9.2.1 /Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the construction phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not significant in EIA
terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.2.18The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.2.19The significance of effect from direct impact on historic shipwreck sites is not significant in EIA
terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered
necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of
direct impacts on historic wreck sites.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.2.20The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the operational and maintenance works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
operational and maintenance phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management
Plan (Revised March 2026)).
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18.9.2.21 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.9.2.22 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the operational and maintenance phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.2.23The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.2.24The significance of effect from direct impact on historic shipwreck sites is not significant in EIA
terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered
necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of
direct impacts on historic wreck sites.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.2.25The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the decommissioning works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
decommissioning phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan
(Revised March 2026)).

18.9.2.26The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.9.2.27 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the decommissioning phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not significant in
EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.2.28The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.
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As such, DaS activities do not create a mechanism for progressive or sustained burial of
archaeological receptors beyond the naturally occurring sediment mobility of the sandbank. The
sediment plume modelling also demonstrates that deposition within the DaS areas remains
spatially limited, with no far field transport into archaeologically sensitive areas of the bank.
There is therefore no pathway for indirect effects on wreck concentrations beyond the localised
disposal footprint.

18.9.3.11 The results of the modelling of suspended sediments and associated deposition arising from
this activity as presented in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) has
shown that maximum sedimentation occurs on the slack tide and maximum resuspension and
transport occurs when the tidal currents increase. Although the material is deposited at discrete
locations, the high energy nature of the site causes it to be widely distributed and amalgamated
with the sediment transport cycle. As demonstrated in the updated modelling in Volume II,
Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026), sediment released during construction
activities is rapidly dispersed within the high-energy tidal regime, forming only thin,
discontinuous deposits that do not persist beyond a single tidal cycle and remain within the
natural variability of the dynamic sandbank system.

18.9.3.12 During foundation installation, the installation of up to 14 m diameter monopiles to up to 37 m
depth. The maximum deposition depth from drilling activities is approximately 15 mm in the
vicinity of the project works. Sediment levels after the cessation of each drilling operation are
not expected to be discernible from the background sediments due to the limited magnitude of
deposition and the similar nature of the material.

18.9.3.13 For inter-array cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and upto 1.5 m deep below lowest
seabed level. For interconnector cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 2.5 m
deep below lowest seabed level Modelling indicates that deposition following trenching forms a
thin layer in the north of the Array Area, typically up to approximately 2.5 mm, remaining within
the natural variability of the sandbank system and not generating persistent burial or exposure
beyond that occurring through natural sandwave movement. In the south of the Array Area,
maximum deposition thicknesses are higher, reaching up to 215 mm, however it is noteworthy
that deposition is not predicted to occur beyond 3 km from the inter-array cable trenching
operations location. Although secondary re-erosion was not simulated, the high-energy
hydrodynamic conditions at Arklow Bank ensure that deposited material is naturally re-worked,
consistent with baseline sandbank behaviour.

18.9.3.14 For offshore export cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 2.5 m deep.
Sediment deposition is greatest in the vicinity of the disturbance activity, with thicknesses up to
150 mm (for the nearshore/southern location) and 100 mm (for the offshore/northern location)
occurring within 1 km. Beyond this, the thickness of deposited sediment rapidly reduces such
that less than 2 km from the active disturbance, the deposited thickness is less than 2.5 mm for
both scenarios. With even further distance, the thickness of deposited sediment becomes
immeasurable. Sediment deposition is of greater thickness but lesser extent in the southern
scenario, which is likely to be due to the shallower water depths present closer to shore (with
sediment having less chance to be advected horizontally). In reality, deposited sediment will
become re-worked and entrained back into the sediment transport system under the action of
both tides and waves.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.9.3.15The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded where possible, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and
preservation by record where required. An Archaeology Management Plan (AMP) has been
prepared to inform the installation works, to facilitate the recording and reporting of any
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archaeological material discovered during the construction phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9:
Archaeological Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.9.3.16The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.9.3.17There are no records of buried palaeo-landscapes being present on the Arklow Bank or in the
surrounding waters. Buried palaeo-landscapes are vulnerable sites that can be exposed by
disturbance activities. Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the
sensitivity of the receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The
factored-in measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries
being made in the course of the construction phase is Low. As such, the effect is considered to
be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.3.18The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.3.19The significance of effect from direct impacton buried palaeo-landscape sites is not significant
in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are
considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted
in respect of direct impacts on buried palaeo-landscapes.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.3.20The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the operational and maintenance
works, to facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during
the operational and maintenance phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological
Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.9.3.21 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.9.3.22 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the operational and maintenance phase is low. The effect is considered to be not significant
in EIA terms.
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PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.3.23The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.3.24The significance of effect from direct impact on buried palaeo-landscapes is not significant in
EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are
considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted
in respect of direct impacts on buried palaeo-landscapes.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.3.25The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based on
avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the decommissioning works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
decommissioning phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan
(Revised March 2026)).

18.9.3.26The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration, intermittent
and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The
magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.9.3.27 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the decommissioning phase is low. The effect is considered to be not significant in EIA
terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.3.28The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.3.29 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the decommissioning phase is low. The effect is considered to be not significant in EIA
terms.
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mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no
significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of the setting of terrestrial
cultural heritage assets.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.4.11 The installation is for 53 WTGs will reach 273 m upper tip height above LAT (m) and the
installation of two OSPs will reach 53 m height above Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT) (m)
(excluding antennae).

18.9.4.12 The Proposed Development will include lighting and marking of the installations..

18.9.4.13 Maximum of 1,359 vessel round trips per year comprised of crew transfer vessels, jack-up
vessels, cable repair vessels and other vessels, from local ports or transiting from a previously
operational location.

18.9.4.14The operational and maintenance activities will result in indirect impacts on the visibility from
cultural heritage assets.

18.9.4.15The impact is predicted to be of long term duration and low reversibility. It is predicted that the
impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.9.4.160verall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The visibility of the wind turbines
will dissipate inland and will only be visible to sites with an east-facing aspect. The indirect
nature of the visual impact in the course of the operational and maintenance phase is low. The
effect is considered to be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.9.4.17The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.9.4.18The significance of an indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets from
operational and maintenance of the WTGs and OSPs is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore,
no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.
Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of the setting
of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.9.4.19The decommissioning phase is comprised of the removal of the above-water infrastructure and
associated vessel activities. The WTGs and OSPs will be progressively removed over the
decommissioning phase.

18.9.4.20The decommissioning phase activities will result in indirect positive visual impacts on the
visibility from cultural heritage assets.

18.9.4.21 The impact is predicted to be of short to medium term duration. It is predicted that the impact
will affect the receptor indirectly. The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.
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• landfall connection via trenchless activities to avoid direct impacts on the intertidal foreshore;
and

• any associated jack-up vessel and vessel anchoring activities.

18.10.1.6These construction activities will disturb the seabed, resulting in sediment being released into
the water column and subsequently redeposited. Impacts of sediment disturbance and
deposition have the potential to expose previously unrecorded marine archaeology receptors,
and also to bury or partially bury known marine archaeology receptors, resulting in the potential
for direct, temporary impacts on marine archaeology assets located on the sandbank and on
the seabed between the bank and the shore.

18.10.1.7 During seabed preparation activities, sandwaves will be cleared within a 100 m diameter of each
foundation location, with an average of 5 m depth of material being relocated. This will occur for
approximately 20% of the structures.

18.10.1.8 For the inter-array and interconnector cabling, sandwaves will be cleared along a corridor up to
70 m wide with clearance activities along 30% of the cable route. For the export cabling,
sandwaves will be cleared along a corridor up to 70 m wide (for each cable). This will occur
across 30% of the offshore export cable length. These activities will generate localised sediment
plumes and temporary increases in suspended sediments.

18.10.1.9 A series of five marine disposal areas (Dumping at Sea (DaS) Areas) have been identified within
the Array Area, and one area closer inshore (see Figure 18.1.5 and Figure 18.1.6 within Volume
III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology Technical Report). The locations are outside of any
known wreck site, with the closest location (referenced Zone 3 - Mid West) being 80m distant
from wreck UHC19004_SSS_LA_0958. Updated sediment plume and deposition modelling
confirms that deposition in these disposal areas remains highly localised and limited in
thickness, with no detectable morphological change at the scale of wreck sites.

18.10.1.10 Modelling confirms that material placed within the DaS areas does not accumulate over
time but is rapidly re-distributed by the high-energy hydrodynamic regime of the Arklow Bank
system. As such, DaS activities do not create a mechanism for progressive or sustained burial
of archaeological receptors beyond the naturally occurring sediment mobility of the sandbank.
The sediment plume modelling also demonstrates that deposition within the DaS areas remains
spatially limited, with no far-field transport into archaeologically sensitive areas of the bank.
There is therefore no pathway for indirect effects on wreck concentrations beyond the localised
disposal footprint.

18.10.1.11 The results of the modelling of suspended sediments and associated deposition arising
from this activity as presented in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March
2026) has shown that maximum sedimentation occurs on the slack tide and maximum
resuspension and transport occurs when the tidal currents increase. Although the material is
deposited at discrete locations, the high energy nature of the site causes it to be widely
distributed and amalgamated with the sediment transport cycle. As demonstrated in the updated
modelling in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026), sediment released
during construction activities is rapidly dispersed within the high-energy tidal regime, forming
only thin, discontinuous deposits that do not persist beyond a single tidal cycle and remain within
the natural variability of the dynamic sandbank system.

18.10.1.12 During foundation installation, drilled installation of up to 14 m diameter monopiles will
extend to 37 m depth. The maximum deposition depth from drilling activities is approximately
15 mm in the vicinity of the project works. Sediment levels after the cessation of each drilling
operation are not expected to be discernible from the background sediments due to the limited
magnitude of deposition and the similar nature of the material.

18.10.1.13 For inter-array cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 1.5 m deep below
lowest seabed level. For interconnector cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up
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to 2.5 m deep below lowest seabed level. Modelling indicates that deposition following trenching
forms a thin layer in the north of the Array Area, typically up to approximately 2.5 mm, remaining
within the natural variability of the sandbank system and not generating persistent burial or
exposure beyond that occurring through natural sandwave movement. In the south of the Array
Area, maximum deposition thicknesses are higher, reaching up to 215 mm, however it is
noteworthy that deposition is not predicted to occur beyond 3 km from the inter-array cable
trenching operations location..

18.10.1.14 For offshore export cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and 2.5 m deep.
Sediment deposition is greatest in the vicinity of the disturbance activity, with thicknesses up to
150 mm (for the nearshore/southern location) and 100 mm (for the offshore/northern location)
occurring within 1 km. Beyond this, the thickness of deposited sediment rapidly reduces such
that less than 2 km from the active disturbance, the deposited thickness is less than 2.5 mm for
both scenarios. With even further distance, the thickness of deposited sediment becomes
immeasurable. Sediment deposition is of greater thickness but lesser extent in the southern
scenario, which is likely to be due to the shallower water depths present closer to shore (with
sediment having less chance to be advected horizontally). In reality, deposited sediment will
become re-worked and entrained back into the sediment transport system under the action of
both tides and waves.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.10.1.15 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the installation works, to facilitate the recording
and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the construction phase (Volume
III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.1.16 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.10.1.17 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
in the course of the construction phase is Low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.1.18 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.1.19 The significance of effects on known and unknown heritage assets from sediment
disturbance and deposition is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant
adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of sediment disturbance and deposition.
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Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.1.20 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the operational and maintenance works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
operational and maintenance phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management
Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.1.21 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.1.22 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
in the course of the operational and maintenance phase is Low. As such, the effect is
considered to be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.1.23 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.1.24 The significance of effects on known and unknown heritage assets from sediment
disturbance and deposition is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant
adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of sediment disturbance and deposition.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.1.25 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the decommissioning works, to facilitate the
recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the decommissioning
phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.1.26 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.1.27 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
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across 30% of the offshore export cable length. These activities will generate localised sediment
plumes and temporary increases in suspended sediments.

18.10.2.9 A series of five marine disposal areas (Dumping at Sea (DaS) Areas) have been identified within
the Array Area, and one area closer inshore (see Figure 18.1.5 and Figure 18.1.6 within Volume
III, Appendix 18.1: Marine Archaeology Technical Report). The locations are outside of any
known wreck site, with the closest location (referenced Zone 3 - Mid West) being 80m distant
from wreck UHC19004_SSS_LA_0958. Updated sediment plume and deposition modelling
confirms that deposition in these disposal areas remains highly localised and limited in
thickness, with no detectable morphological change at the scale of wreck sites.

18.10.2.10 Modelling confirms that material placed within the DaS areas does not accumulate over
time but is rapidly re-distributed by the high-energy hydrodynamic regime of the Arklow Bank
system. As such, DaS activities do not create a mechanism for progressive or sustained burial
of archaeological receptors beyond the naturally occurring sediment mobility of the sandbank.
The sediment plume modelling also demonstrates that deposition within the DaS areas remains
spatially limited, with no far-field transport into archaeologically sensitive areas of the bank.
There is therefore no pathway for indirect effects on wreck concentrations beyond the localised
disposal footprint.

18.10.2.11 The results of the modelling of suspended sediments and associated deposition arising
from this activity as presented in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March
2026) has shown that maximum sedimentation occurs on the slack tide and maximum
resuspension and transport occurs when the tidal currents increase. Although the material is
deposited at discrete locations, the high energy nature of the site causes it to be widely
distributed and amalgamated with the sediment transport cycle. As demonstrated in the updated
modelling in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026), sediment released
during construction activities is rapidly dispersed within the high-energy tidal regime, forming
only thin, discontinuous deposits that do not persist beyond a single tidal cycle and remain within
the natural variability of the dynamic sandbank system.

18.10.2.12 During foundation installation, drilled installation of up to 14 m diameter monopiles to up to
37 m depth. The maximum deposition depth from drilling activities is approximately 15 mm in
the vicinity of the project works. Sediment levels after the cessation of each drilling operation
are not expected to be discernible from the background sediments due to the limited magnitude
of deposition and the similar nature of the material.

18.10.2.13 For inter-array cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 1.5 m deep below
lowest seabed level. For interconnector cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up
to 2.5 m deep below lowest seabed level. Modelling indicates that deposition following trenching
forms a thin layer in the north of the Array Area, typically up to approximately 2.5 mm, remaining
within the natural variability of the sandbank system and not generating persistent burial or
exposure beyond that occurring through natural sandwave movement. In the south of the Array
Area, maximum deposition thicknesses are higher, reaching up to 215 mm, however it is
noteworthy that deposition is not predicted to occur beyond 3 km from the inter-array cable
trenching operations location. Although secondary re-erosion was not simulated, the
high-energy hydrodynamic conditions at Arklow Bank ensure that deposited material is naturally
re-worked, consistent with baseline sandbank behaviour.

18.10.2.14 For offshore export cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 2.5 m deep.
Sediment deposition is greatest in the vicinity of the disturbance activity, with thicknesses up to
150 mm (for the nearshore/southern location) and 100 mm (for the offshore/northern location)
occurring within 1 km. Beyond this, the thickness of deposited sediment rapidly reduces such
that less than 2 km from the active disturbance, the deposited thickness is less than 2.5 mm for
both scenarios. With even further distance, the thickness of deposited sediment becomes
immeasurable. Sediment deposition is of greater thickness but lesser extent in the southern

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 62



  

 

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 63 

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT 

 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION  

 

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT 

 

Operational and maintenance phase 

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT 

 

 

GOBe
APEMGroup

z lsse
Renewables

scenario, which is likely to be due to the shallower water depths present closer to shore (with
sediment having less chance to be advected horizontally). In reality, deposited sediment will
become re-worked and entrained back into the sediment transport system under the action of
both tides and waves.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.10.2.15 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. AEZs are identified around each known historic shipwreck site to protect
the integrity of the shipwreck site where possible from direct impacts, and within which works
will not take place unless agreed by the NMS. An AMP has been prepared to inform the
installation works, to facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material
discovered during the construction phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological
Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.2.16 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.10.2.17 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
in the course of the construction phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.2.18 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.2.19 The significance of effect from direct impact on historic shipwreck sites is not significant in
EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are
considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted
in respect of direct impacts on historic wreck sites.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.2.20 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection, and preservation by record where
required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the operational and maintenance works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
operational and maintenance phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management
Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.2.21 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.2.22 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor
is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in measures
ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made in the course
of the operational and maintenance phase is Low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.2.23 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.2.24 The significance of effect from direct impact on historic shipwreck sites is not significant in
EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are
considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted
in respect of direct impacts on historic wreck sites.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.2.25 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the decommissioning works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during the
decommissioning phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological Management Plan
(Revised March 2026)).

18.10.2.26 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.2.27 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
in the course of the decommissioning phase is low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.2.28 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.2.29 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
in the course of the decommissioning phase is Low. As such, the effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.
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18.10.3.11 The results of the modelling of suspended sediments and associated deposition arising
from this activity as presented in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March
2026) has shown that maximum sedimentation occurs on the slack tide and maximum
resuspension and transport occurs when the tidal currents increase. Although the material is
deposited at discrete locations, the high energy nature of the site causes it to be widely
distributed and amalgamated with the sediment transport cycle. As demonstrated in the updated
modelling in Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026), sediment released
during construction activities is rapidly dispersed within the high-energy tidal regime, forming
only thin, discontinuous deposits that do not persist beyond a single tidal cycle and remain within
the natural variability of the dynamic sandbank system.

18.10.3.12 During foundation installation, the installation of up to 11 m diameter monopiles to up to 37
m depth. The maximum deposition depth from drilling activities is approximately 15 mm in the
vicinity of the project works. Sediment levels after the cessation of each drilling operation are
not expected to be discernible from the background sediments due to the limited magnitude of
deposition and the similar nature of the material.

18.10.3.13 For inter-array cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 1.5 m deep below
lowest seabed level. For interconnector cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up
to 2.5 m deep below lowest seabed level. Modelling indicates that deposition following trenching
forms a thin layer in the north of the Array Area, typically up to approximately 2.5 mm, remaining
within the natural variability of the sandbank system and not generating persistent burial or
exposure beyond that occurring through natural sandwave movement. In the south of the Array
Area, maximum deposition thicknesses are higher, reaching up to 215 mm, however it is
noteworthy that deposition is not predicted to occur beyond 3 km from the inter-array cable
trenching operations location. Although secondary re-erosion was not simulated, the
high-energy hydrodynamic conditions at Arklow Bank ensure that deposited material is naturally
re-worked, consistent with baseline sandbank behaviour.

18.10.3.14 For offshore export cable installation, the trench will be 15 m wide and up to 2.5 m deep.
Sediment deposition is greatest in the vicinity of the disturbance activity, with thicknesses up to
150 mm (for the nearshore/southern location) and 100 mm (for the offshore/northern location)
occurring within 1 km. Beyond this, the thickness of deposited sediment rapidly reduces such
that less than 2 km from the active disturbance, the deposited thickness is less than 2.5 mm for
both scenarios. With even further distance, the thickness of deposited sediment becomes
immeasurable. Sediment deposition is of greater thickness but lesser extent in the southern
scenario, which is likely to be due to the shallower water depths present closer to shore (with
sediment having less chance to be advected horizontally). In reality, deposited sediment will
become re-worked and entrained back into the sediment transport system under the action of
both tides and waves.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.10.3.15 The factored-!n measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded where possible, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and
preservation by record where required. An Archaeology Management Plan (AMP) has been
prepared to inform the installation works, to facilitate the recording and reporting of any
archaeological material discovered during the construction phase.

18.10.3.16 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.10.3.17 There are no records of buried palaeo-landscapes being present on the Arklow Bank or in
the surrounding waters. Buried palaeo-landscapes are vulnerable sites that can be exposed by
disturbance activities. Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the
sensitivity of the receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The
factored-in measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries
being made in the course of the construction phase is Low. The effect is considered to be not
significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.3.18 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.3.19 The significance of effect from direct impact on buried palaeo-landscape sites is not
significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table
18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been
predicted in respect of direct impacts on buried palaeo-landscapes.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.3.20 The factored-in measures outlined in Table 18.10 establish a working environment based
on avoiding known archaeological sites where possible, ensuring that any new observations are
recorded, advancing solutions to ensure site protection where possible, and preservation by
record where required. An AMP has been prepared to inform the operational and maintenance
works, to facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered during
the operational and maintenance phase (Volume III, Appendix 25.9: Archaeological
Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.3.21 The impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short to medium term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.3.22 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The factored-in
measures ensure that the likelihood of new significant archaeological discoveries being made
in the course of the operational and maintenance phase is Low. As such, the effect is
considered to be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.3.23 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.3.24 The significance of effect from direct impact on buried palaeo-landscapes is not significant
in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 67





  

 

Volume II, Chapter 18, Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Revised March 2026) 69 

 

 

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT 

 

 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION  

 

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT 

 

Operational and maintenance phase 

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT 

 

 

GOBe
APEMGroup

x sse
Renewables

18.10.4.4The construction will include lighting and marking of the installations and the construction site.

18.10.4.5During the 4 year construction phase, there will be a maximum of 4,150 vessel round trips to
the Array Area, including 20 vessel round trips for installation of the export cables (including
activities at the Landfall), comprised of jack-up barge/dynamic positioning vessels, tug/anchor
handlers, cable installation vessels, guard vessels, survey vessels, crew transfer vessels, and
scour/cable protection installation vessels.

MAGNITUDE OF THE IMPACT

18.10.4.6The construction phase is comprised of the above-water installation activities associated with
47 wind turbines with a tip height of 287 m above LAT and two OSPs reaching 53 m in height
above LAT (excluding antennae), within the Array Area located approximately 6 to 15 km to the
east of Arklow in County Wicklow. The ZTV suggests that visibility of the wind turbines, which
will be progressively installed over the construction phase, dissipates inland, where the rising
ground of the Wicklow Mountains will mean that the Proposed Development will only be visible
to sites with an east-facing aspect (see Volume III, Appendix 18.2: Cultural Heritage Visual
Impact Assessment Report (Revised March 2026)).

18.10.4.7The construction activities will result in indirect impacts on the visibility from cultural heritage
assets.

18.10.4.8The impact is predicted to be of short to medium term duration, intermittent and low reversibility.
It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The magnitude is therefore,
considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

18.10.4.9Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the receptor is
considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The visibility of the wind turbines
will dissipate inland and will only be visible to sites with an east-facing aspect. The indirect
nature of the visual impact is considered to be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.4.10 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.4.11 The significance of an indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets
from construction ofthe WTGs and OSPs is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional
mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no
significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of the setting of terrestrial
cultural heritage assets.

Operational and maintenance phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.4.12 The Installation of 47 WTGs will reach 287 m upper tip height above Lowest Astronomical
Tide (LAT) (m) and the Installation of two OSPs will reach 53 m height above Lowest
Astronomical Tide (LAT) (m).

18.10.4.13 The Proposed Development will include lighting and marking ofthe installations.
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18.10.4.14 The operational and maintenance operations will include a maximum of 1,359 vessel round
trips per year comprised of crew transfer vessels, jack-up vessels, cable repair vessels and
other vessels, from local ports or transiting from a previously operational location.

18.10.4.15 The operational and maintenance activities will result in indirect impacts on the visibility
from cultural heritage assets.

18.10.4.16 The impact is predicted to be of long term duration and low reversibility. It is predicted that
the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.4.17 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate. The visibility of the
wind turbines will dissipate inland and will only be visible to sites with an east-facing aspect.
The indirect nature of the visual impact in the course of the operational and maintenance phase
is Low. As such, the effect is considered to be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.4.18 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.4.19 The significance of an indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets
from operational and maintenance of the WTGs and OSPs is not significant in EIA terms.
Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered
necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of
the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

Decommissioning phase

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.10.4.20 The decommissioning phase is comprised of the removal of the above-water infrastructure
and associated vessel activities. The WTGs and OSPs will be progressively removed over the
decommissioning phase.

18.10.4.21 The decommissioning phase activities will result in indirect positive visual impacts on the
visibility from cultural heritage assets.

18.10.4.22 The impact is predicted to be of short to medium term duration. It is predicted that the
impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.10.4.23 Overall, the magnitude of the impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity of the
receptor is considered to be High. The effect will, therefore, be Moderate, positive. The indirect
nature of the visual impact being made in the course of the decommissioning phase is Low.
The effect is considered to be not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

18.10.4.24 The significance of effect is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation
to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.
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RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

18.10.4.25 The significance of an indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets
from decommissioning of the WTGs and OSPs is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no
additional mitigation to that already identified in Table 18.10 are considered necessary.
Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been predicted in respect of the setting
of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

18.11 Cumulative impacts assessment methodology

18.1 1.1 Methodology
18.11.1.1 The Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) takes into account the impacts associated with the

Proposed Development together with other proposed and reasonably foreseeable projects,
plans 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: CIA 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.

18.11.1.2A tiered approach is adopted to provide an assessment of the Proposed Development as a
whole. The tiering methodology is provided in Volume III, Appendix 3.2: CIA Screening (Revised
March 2026).

18.11.1.3 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.

18.11.1.4The owner and operator of the ABWP1, Arklow Energy Limited has commenced pre-application
consultation (Case Reference OC27.321635) with the appropriate local authorities to
decommission ABWP1, which has reached the end of its operating life. The ABWP1 team has
begun engaging with the Maritime Area Regulatory Authority (MARA) and is working closely
with An Coimisiun Pleanala to agree on the details of the decommissioning and removal works.

18.11.1.1 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.

18.11.1.2 Due to the commitments made by the Developer in respect of the Foreshore Licence FS007339
and Foreshore Licence Application FS007555 (Table 18.10), FS007339 and FS007555 have
been screened out of the CIA.
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are likely to be short-lived and of localised extent, with limited opportunity to overlap with the
Proposed Development's activities.

18.12.2.5 It is unlikely that activities associated with the Irish Mussel Seed Company Ltd (T32-027A),
located off Kilmichael Point, would interact with the Proposed Development. However, T32-
027A lies within one tidal cycle of the Proposed Development, and sediment transport from the
Proposed Development can be expected as part of the tidal cycle.

18.12.2.6Construction activities for Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array will also result in temporary SSC
increases and resultant sediment deposition. The Proposed Development and these projects
are not directly aligned according to the tidal flows, reducing the potential for any sediment
plumes to overlap. Further, on a northerly tide any sediment plumes produced during
construction works will travel in a northerly direction from both developments (and visa versa
on a southerly tide) thus reducing further the potential for any cumulative impacts.

18.12.2.7The Tier 1 projects identified in Table 18.12 include ABWP2 OGI and OMF, T32-027A Mussel
bed, Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array. The cumulative impact is predicted to be of local
spatial extent, short term duration, intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact
may affect the receptor indirectly. When assessed cumulatively with the Tier 1 projects, the
magnitude of the cumulative impact is considered to be Negligible for both Project Design
Options.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.2.80verall, the cumulative magnitude of the impact is deemed Negligible for both Project Design
Options and the sensitivity of the receptor is High. The resulting cumulative effect for both
Project Design Options during construction, when assessed cumulatively with the Tier 1 projects
listed in Table 18.12, is therefore Not Significant in EIA terms.

TIER 1 + TIER 3

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.12.2.9 A precautionary scenario has been considered during the construction phase. This considers
an overlap between construction of the Proposed Development and decommissioning of
ABWP1.

18.12.2.10 The decommissioning works will be a reversal of the installation process. Monopiles will
be cut at a depth of 2 m below the mudline. Inter-array cabling will be cut and buried below 2
m. Such works will result in sediment disturbance on Arklow Bank and will add to that being
conducted as part of construction activities for the Proposed Development.

18.12.2.11 As described in Table 18.10, an AMP will be prepared to inform the installation works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered.

18.12.2.12 The cumulative impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact may affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Negligible.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.2.13 Overall, the magnitude of the cumulative impact is deemed to be Negligible and the
sensitivity of the receptor is considered to be High. The cumulative effect will, therefore, be not
significant, which is Not Significant in EIA terms.
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are likely to be short-lived and of localised extent, with limited opportunity to overlap with the
Proposed Development's activities.

18.12.3.5The activities associated with the Irish Mussel Seed Company Ltd (T32-027A), located off
Kilmichael Point, will not interact with known historic wreck sites on the Array Area or in the
Cable Corridor and Working Area.

18.12.3.6Construction activities for Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array will also result in temporary SSC
increases and resultant sediment deposition. The Proposed Development and these projects
are not directly aligned according to the tidal flows, reducing the potential for any sediment
plumes to overlap. Further, on a northerly tide any sediment plumes produced during
construction works will travel in a northerly direction from both developments (and visa versa
on a southerly tide) thus reducing further the potential for any cumulative impacts.

18.12.3.7The Tier 1 projects identified in Table 18.12 comprise ABWP2 OGI and OMF, Irish Mussel Seed
Company Ltd , Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array. The cumulative impact is predicted to be
of local spatial extent, short term duration, intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that
the impact may affect the receptor indirectly. When assessed cumulatively with the Tier 1
projects, the magnitude of the cumulative impact is considered to be Negligible for both Project
Design Options.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.3.80verall, the cumulative magnitude of the impact is deemed Negligible for both Project Design
Options and the sensitivity of the receptor is High. The resulting cumulative effect for both
Project Design Options during construction, when assessed cumulatively with the Tier 1 projects
listed in Table 18.12, is therefore Not Significant in EIA terms.

TIER 1 + TIER 3

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.12.3.9 A precautionary scenario has been considered during the construction phase. This considers
an overlap between construction of the Proposed Development and decommissioning of
ABWP1.

18.12.3.10 The decommissioning works will be a reversal of the installation process. Monopiles will
be cut at a depth of 2 m below the mudline. Inter-array cabling will be cut and buried below 2
m. Such works will result in seabed disturbance on Arklow Bank and will add to that being
conducted as part of construction activities for the Proposed Development.

18.12.3.11 As described in Table 18.10, an AMP will be prepared to inform the installation works, to
facilitate the recording and reporting of any archaeological material discovered.

18.12.3.12 The cumulative impact is predicted to be of local spatial extent, short term duration,
intermittent and low reversibility. It is predicted that the impact may affect the receptor indirectly.
The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Negligible.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.3.13 Overall, the magnitude of the cumulative impact is deemed to be Negligible and the
sensitivity of the receptor is considered to be High. The cumulative effect will, therefore, be not
significant, which is Not Significant in EIA terms.
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receptors is considered to be High across the construction, operational and maintenance, and
decommissioning phases of the Proposed Development.

Construction phase

TIER 1

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.12.5.2The Proposed Development, together with the marine-based projects and plans identified in
Table 18.11, may result in indirect impacts on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

18.12.5.3The construction phases of Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array are likely to overlap with the
construction phase of the Proposed Development. The presence of additional offshore wind
farms within the ZTV for the Proposed Development will result in additional indirect impacts on
the terrestrial setting of cultural heritage assets.

18.12.5.4Tier 1 projects identified in Table 18.12 comprise Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array. The
cumulative impact is predicted to be of regional spatial extent, long term duration and low
reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. When assessed
cumulatively with the Tier 1 projects, the magnitude is considered to be Medium.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.5.50verall, the magnitude of the cumulative impact is deemed to be Medium and the sensitivity of
the receptor is considered to be High. The cumulative effect will, therefore, be significant, which
is Significant in EIA terms. However, the impact is indirect.

Operational and maintenance phase

TIER 1

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.12.5.6The Proposed Development, together with the marine-based projects and plans identified in
Table 18.11, may result in indirect impacts on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

18.12.5.7The operational and maintenance phases of Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array will overlap
with the operational and maintenance phase of the Proposed Development. The presence of
additional offshore wind farms within the ZTV for the Proposed Development will result in
additional indirect impacts on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

18.12.5.8Tier 1 projects identified in Table 18.12 comprise Codling Wind Park and Dublin Array. The
cumulative impact is predicted to be of regional spatial extent, long term duration and low
reversibility. It is predicted that the impact will affect the receptor indirectly. When assessed
cumulatively with the Tier 1 projects, the magnitude is considered to be Medium.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.5.90verall, the magnitude of the cumulative impact is deemed to be Medium and the sensitivity of
the receptor is considered to be High. The cumulative effect will, therefore, be significant, which
is Significant in EIA terms. However, the impact is indirect.
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Decommissioning phase

TIER 1

MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT

18.12.5.10 The Proposed Development, together with the marine-based projects and plans identified
in Table 18.11, will result in the removal of the WTGs and OSPs above the seabed, which will
result in a positive indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets.

18.12.5.11 The impact is predicted to be of short to medium term duration. It is predicted that the
impact will affect the receptor indirectly. The magnitude is therefore, considered to be Low.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

18.12.5.12 Overall, the magnitude of the cumulative impact is deemed to be Low and the sensitivity
of the receptor is considered to be High. The cumulative effect will, therefore, be Moderate.
The significance of an indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets from
decommissioning of the WTGs and OSPs is Not Significant in EIA terms.

18.13 Transboundary effects
18.13.1.1 A screening of transboundary impacts has been carried out and has identified that there was

no potential for significant transboundary effects with regard to Marine Archaeology and Cultural
Heritage from the Proposed Development upon the interests of other states.

18.14 Summary of effects
18.14.1.1 Information on marine archaeology and cultural heritage within the Marine Archaeology and

Cultural Heritage Study Area was collected through desktop review, site surveys and
consultation.

18.14.1.2Table 18.13 presents a summary of the potential impacts, mitigation measures and residual
effects in respect to marine archaeology and cultural heritage relating to Project Design Options
1 and 2. The impacts assessed include: sediment disturbance and deposition leading to effects
on known and unknown heritage assets; direct impact on historic shipwreck sites; direct impact
on buried palaeo-landscapes; and indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage
assets. Overall, it is concluded that there will be no significant effects arising from the Proposed
Development alone during the construction, operational and maintenance or decommissioning
phases.

18.14.1.3Table 18.14 presents a summary of the potential cumulative impacts, mitigation measures and
residual effects in respect of Project Design Options 1 and 2. The cumulative impacts assessed
include: sediment disturbance and deposition leading to effects on known and unknown heritage
assets; direct impact on historic shipwreck sites; direct impact on buried palaeo-landscapes;
and indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets. Overall, it is concluded
that there will be significant cumulative effect arising from the Proposed Development alongside
other projects/plans for indirect impact on the setting of terrestrial cultural heritage assets during
the Construction and Operational and Maintenance phases. No other significant cumulative
effects are predicted for the Proposed Development alongside other projects/plans.

18.14.1.4No potential transboundary impacts have been identified in regard to effects of the Proposed
Development.
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