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2.3.3.5 Therefore, the assessment of impacts to each MNR makes reference to whether the Proposed
Development would conflict with the ability of the MNR to meet these outline functions.

2.3.4 Areas of Special Protection
2.3.4.1 ASPs may be designated for birds, other animals or plants, with the landowner’s permission.

ASPs also provide protection for new bird sanctuaries now that the Wild Birds Act has been
repealed (though previously designated bird sanctuaries remain in force). Currently, one ASP is
designated at the Ayres Gravel Pits. Under the ASP Order, access is restricted subject to
permission from the landowner.

2.3.4.2 The Ayres Gravel Pits ASP has been managed as the Manx Birdlife Point of Ayre National
Reserve for over 20 years, in consultation with Island Aggregates (who operate the gravel quarry)
and DEFA. The site is considered one of the most important sites in the Isle of Man for migratory
wildfowl. The Manx Birdlife Point of Ayre National Reserve Management Plan 2025-2030 (Manx
Birdlife, undated) includes specific management objectives, including targets for activity
(management), species and habitats. This includes targets for maintaining or increasing the
populations of a number of birds which are considered within the offshore and intertidal
ornithology assessment.

2.3.4.3 Therefore, assessment of impacts to this site will make reference to the ornithological species
targets within the Management Plan and will consider whether the Proposed Development will
conflict with these targets.

2.3.5 National Nature Reserves
2.3.5.1 Section 31 of the Wildlife Act 1990 allows DEFA to declare land to be a NNR, where DEFA is

satisfied that the land is being managed by the owner or occupier as a nature reserve and is of
national importance. Once designated, byelaws may be implemented that prohibit or restrict
certain activities within the site for its protection.

2.3.5.2 To date, only one NNR has been designated in the Isle of Man - The Ayres NNR. Because
byelaws may be implemented, a NNR provides a higher level of protection in the terrestrial
environment than an ASSI. However, there are currently no objectives or management plans
available for the site against which an assessment can be made as to whether the Proposed
Development conflicts with its purpose of designation. Because of the overlap of the Ayres NNR
with the Central Ayres ASSI, the assessment will be closely aligned with the ASSI assessment
and methodology.

2.3.6 RAMSAR sites
2.3.6.1 Ramsar sites within the Isle of Man jurisdiction are assessed according to the methodology

outlined in Section 2.2, for the relevant receptor groups considered within scope. Ramsar sites
which are associated with other designated sites (SACs or SPAs) are also considered within the
Nature Impact Statement (NIS) (Revised March 2026) assessment where screened in for
assessment.

2.3.7 Factored in Measures, Mitigation and Monitoring
2.3.7.1 As part of the design process, a number of designed-in measures and management measures

(or controls) have been factored into the Proposed Development to limit the potential for impacts
on the environment. A full description of these measures is present in Volume II: Chapter 25,
Summary of Factored-in Measures, Mitigation and Monitoring (Revised March 2026) and relevant
measures are listed at the start of each receptor group considered within the assessment.
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2.3.7.2 The measures are either in the form of embedded or additional mitigation measures and are
considered within the Stage 2 assessment. Should the assessment still conclude a significant
impact on the Protected sites, with the commitments considered, then further mitigation will be
considered which will be included within the assessment, or if the impacts are not mitigatable
then the assessment will proceed to Stage 3.

2.3.7.3 Additional mitigation has been committed to specifically to further mitigate the impacts of
underwater noise on marine mammals. Under this scenario, the start of the ramp up (soft start)
will commence at 400 kJ and the ramp-up duration will be extended. Further details can be found
in Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026).

2.4 Stage 3: Compensation
2.4.1.1 Should the Stage 2 assessment conclude significant impacts on the Protected sites and that this

is not something that can be mitigated, then compensation will be required. This will be
considered and presented in an Appendix should it be required.
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3.1.3 Screening of Areas of Special Scientific Interest
3.1.3.1 Areas of Special Scientific Interest (ASSIs) are designated under the Wildlife Act 1990 and are

selected based on established habitat and species criteria (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry, 2008). ASSIs cover areas with particular fauna, flora, or geological features of
importance. This primarily relates to terrestrial locations, however ASSIs can also cover the
intertidal zone down to the Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT) level.

3.1.3.2 The designation of an ASSI sets up a procedure by which landowners and occupiers must consult
DEFA before undertaking actions or activities which could affect the interest of an ASSI. The
designation documents for ASSIs provides a list of operations requiring consultation with DEFA,
in accordance with Section 27 of the Wildlife Act 1990. These criteria have been used as the
primary basis for screening of ASSIs.

3.1.3.3 The habitat selection criteria are followed by criteria for site selection based on the presence of
important species from a range of plant and animal groups. In some cases, a site may qualify on
both habitat and species grounds. ASSIs are selected to safeguard areas of high natural heritage
importance which collectively represent the diversity of habitats, species and geological and
geomorphological features of the Isle of Man.

3.1.3.4 Due to the primarily terrestrial nature and the considerable distance (greater than 149.36 km) of
all ASSIs from the Proposed Development, several receptor groups can be screened out of further
assessment. Specifically, there are no identified pathways for potential effects on Onshore and
Coastal Ecology or Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology receptor groups, and no construction,
O&M, or decommissioning activities are expected to impact them (see paragraph 3.1.2.4; Table
3.1). Therefore, the screening for ASSIs will focus only on the remaining relevant receptor groups,
with particular emphasis on Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology.

3.1.3.5 There are currently 25 ASSIs designated which are listed in Table 3.2 below.
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3.1.4 Screening of Marine Nature Reserves
3.1.4.1 MNRs are designated underthe Wildlife Act 1990 as a type of Marine Protected Area (MPA), with

the intention of protecting areas of sea from potentially damaging activities. MNRs are associated
with particular habitats and/or species which form the basis of designation, to enable their
protection or recovery (designation features). It has been noted by DEFA that MNRs are intended
to serve a wider, area-based conservation objective. While the designation features are important
to these sites and are indicative of their function, the listed designation features do not form an
exhaustive or comprehensive list of relevant features or habitats present. However, the
designation features are considered to be a helpful indicator of the site function and basis for
assessment.

3.1.4.2 MNRs are managed by DEFA, in close cooperation with its fisheries science advisors, the fishing
industry and recreational users. The landward limit of MNRs is HAT, meaning that there can be
spatial overlap with coastal ASSIs which extend down to LAT.

3.1.4.3 The first MNR (Ramsey Bay) was established in 2011 as a result of the Manx MNR Project.
Alongside this site, there was also a network of closed and restricted areas which were
established for fisheries management and research purposes under the Fisheries Act 1990,
which functioned as MPAs to enable sustainable fisheries management as part of the Fisheries
Strategy (Future Fisheries). MNRs are integral to the Island’s Biodiversity Strategy, which
contained a commitment to protect at least 10% of the Island’s waters by 2020.

3.1.4.4 The combination of the MNR Project, Future Fisheries, the Biodiversity Strategy and the Island’s
international obligations led to two public consultations - one on an inshore zoning plan in 2016,
and a second on MNR designations in 2017. Following these consultations, all MPAs were re-
designated as MNRs in 2018. The aim of this change was to provide a consistent approach to
the protection of marine areas, give specific protection to habitats and species under the Wildlife
Act 1990, meet international commitments, and provide opportunities for future management
measures.

3.1.4.5 As of 2018, there are 10 MNRs designated within the inshore area (0-3 nautical miles (nm)),
covering over 50% of this inshore area and over 10% of the entire 0-12 nm territorial sea. MNRs
extend up to the coastline to the level of HAT. These sites are listed below in Table 3.3. All MNRs
have been assessed at the feature level in accordance with the relevant Zols, as outlined in Table
3.1.

3.1.4.6 Due to the marine nature of the MNRs and the considerable distance (greater than 141.58 km)
of all MNRs from the Proposed Development, several receptor groups can be screened out of
further assessment. Specifically, there are no identified pathways for potential effects on Onshore
and Costal Ecology, Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology or Fish and Shellfish receptor groups,
and no construction, O&M, or decommissioning activities are expected to impact them (see
paragraph 3.1.2.4; Table 3.1). Therefore, the MNR screening will focus only on the remaining
relevant receptor groups: Marine Mammals (excluding common and grey seals) and Offshore and
Intertidal Ornithology, where applicable impact pathways exist.
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Proposed Development take place outside of the boundary of the ASP and do not directly conflict
with the wording of the ASP Order.

3.1.6.5 The Ayres Gravel Pits ASP is also managed as the ‘Manx Birdlife Point of Ayre National Reserve’
and is considered one of the most important sites in the Isle of Man for migratory wildfowl species.
Any potential for impact to migratory bird species that are present in the Ayres Gravel Pits, where
there is a pathway for effect, have been considered within the Migratory Collision Risk
assessment as part of the Offshore Ornithology chapter of the EIAR, where its concluded that
there is no potential for any significant impacts to the populations.

3.1.6.6 With consideration of the purpose of the site and its nature, the Ayres Gravel Pits ASP (known as
the Manx Birdlife Point of Ayre National Reserve) is therefore screened out of further
consideration in the EIAR.

3.1.7 Screening for Ramsar Wetlands of international Importance
3.1.7.1 Ramsar sites are wetlands of international importance designated following the Ramsar

Convention in 1971.

3.1.7.2 In the Isle of Man, one site, Ballaugh Curraghs Ramsar, is designated for ornithological features
and wetlands. The site qualifies for this status because of its bog pools, marshy grassland, birch
woodland, modified bog and willow scrub (known as curragh, characteristic of wetland habitat in
the Isle of Man). The site hosts winter roosting hen harriers and provides breeding habitat for
corncrake. While this site is currently the only designated Ramsar site in the Island, it is noted
that a report by the UK Overseas Territory Conservation Forum (UKOTCF) also proposed five
further sites which could be designated in future (The Ayres, Southern Coasts & Calf of Man,
Central Valley Curragh, Gob ny rona Maughold Head and Port Cornaa, and Dalby Peatlands).
However, only mapping information is present for those sites, and there has been no further
progress made in designating the sites, therefore they cannot be considered within this
assessment. Overall, as established within Section 3.1.2, there is no pathway for effect for non-
seabirds species associated with protected sites on the Isle of Man and therefore all Ramsar sites
are screened out from further consideration within this assessment.

3.1.8 Screening Summary
3.1.8.1 All of the protected sites within the Isle of Man were considered within the screening exercise,

with impacts identified in relation to one or more of the five receptor groups; Onshore and Coastal
Ecology, Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology, Fish and Shellfish; Marine Mammals and
Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology.

3.1.8.2 Table 3.4 below provides a summary of all sites considered in the screening exercise that were
progressed to the Protected Site Impact Assessment. These sites are identified as receptors
within the relevant EIAR topic Chapters listed below, and an assessment is undertaken within the
EIAR Chapter for the relevant designated features. This Chapter brings together the assessment
conclusions for each receptor group, so that conclusions on potential effects on the purpose of
designation of the protected sites below can be considered in the context of all of their designation
features as a whole.
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COLLISION RISK

3.2.1.6 Collision risk was also assessed, with fulmar screened in for modelling based on susceptibility
classifications and baseline flight-density data. Although Fulmar is generally regarded as a low-
risk species for collision, collision risk modelling was undertaken (presented in Volume II, Chapter
12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026)). The outputs demonstrated that predicted
collisions were effectively zero across all seasons and for all Project Design Options (0 mean
collisions, with 95% confidence intervals of 0 - 0). Given the extremely low magnitude of the
predicted effect, no further assessment was required, and collision risk is not considered
significant for this species.

CONCLUSION

3.2.1.7 Therefore, it is considered that there is no conflict between the Proposed Development and the
purpose of the Dalby Coast, Glen Maye, Marine Drive, Dhoon Glen and Maughold Cliffs and
Brooghs ASSIs,

Puffin

3.2.1.8 This section provides a species-specific assessment for puffin, drawing on the conclusions
presented in Volume II, Chapter 12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026). It summarises
the predicted impacts relevant to this species (namely collision risk and
disturbance/displacement) and evaluates whether these effects are likely to adversely influence
the designated features and in turn the integrity of the associated ASSIs and MNRs.

DISTURBANCE AND DISPLACEMENT

3.2.1.9 For disturbance and displacement, the EIAR considered puffin across all Project Design Options
(1a, 1b and 2) using established sensitivity classifications (Garthe and Huppop, 2004; Furness
and Wade, 2012; Wade et al., 2016; Dierschke et al., 2016). Considered to have a general
sensitivity to disturbance and displacement of Low to Medium. Therefore, puffins were excluded
from further assessment because their peak population in the Array Area and the Cable
Corridor/Working Area was low, and the species has only low to medium sensitivity to disturbance
and displacement.

3.2.1.10 Indirect disturbance resulting from changes to prey species and their habitats was also
considered. While such effects have the potential to influence seabird foraging behaviour, the
EIAR concluded that these impacts would be of negligible magnitude and not significant in EIA
terms; for puffin specifically, no meaningful effect on prey availability or foraging distribution is
expected.

COLLISION RISK

3.2.1.11 Collision risk was also assessed, with sensitivity to the impact considered based on Garthe and
Huppop (2004), Furness and Wade (2012), and Wade et al. (2016). These concluded that puffin

are at very low risk of collision. The EIAR also clarified that puffin have a low density found within
the Array Area. With consideration of both of these factors, puffin were screened out from
assessment for impact from collision risk due to the negligible potential for significant impacts.

CONCLUSION

3.2.1.12 Therefore, it is considered that there is no conflict between the Proposed Development and the
purpose of Maughold Cliffs and Brooghs ASSI with regards to puffin features.
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Kittiwake

3.2.1.13 This section provides a species-specific assessment for kittiwake, drawing on the conclusions
presented in Volume II, Chapter 12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026). It summarises
the predicted impacts relevant to this species (namely collision risk and
disturbance/displacement) and evaluates whether these effects are likely to adversely influence
the designated features and in turn the integrity of the associated ASSIs and MNRs.

DISTURBANCE AND DISPLACEMENT

3.2.1.14 For disturbance and displacement, the EIAR considered kittiwake across all Project Design
Options (1a, 1b and 2) using established sensitivity classifications (Garthe and Huppop, 2004;
Furness and Wade, 2012; Wade et al., 2016; Dierschke et al., 2016) and they are considered to
have a general sensitivity to disturbance and displacement of Low. Therefore, kittiwake was
screened out of requiring further assessment as they are not known to avoid wind turbines.

3.2.1.15 Indirect disturbance resulting from changes to prey species and their habitats was also
considered. While such effects have the potential to influence seabird foraging behaviour, the
EIAR concluded that these impacts would be of negligible magnitude and not significant in EIA
terms; for kittiwake specifically, no meaningful effect on prey availability or foraging distribution is
expected.

COLLISION RISK

3.2.1.16 Collision risk was also assessed for all Project Options, with sensitivity to the impact considered
based on Garthe and Huppop (2004), Furness and Wade (2012), and Wade et al. (2016). These
concluded that kittiwake face a medium risk of collision and are present at a high density within
the Array Area. This impact was therefore considered and assessed further within the EIAR. The
collision risk modelling (CRM) estimated the annual total kittiwake collisions would be between
34.5 (CRM Option 1 using site-specific flight heights) and 154.7 (CRM Option 2 using generic
flight heights). CRM Option 1 is the recommended model to use when a sufficient sample size of
site-specific flight heights is available (JNCC 2024, DCCAE, 2018), therefore the estimated
annual impact of 34.5 individuals is considered the most appropriate figure.

3.2.1.17 At the average baseline mortality rate for kittiwake of 0.156 the number of individuals from the
largest biologically defined minimum population scale (BDMPS) population expected to be at risk
of mortality across all seasons is 111,212 (712,897 x 0.156). The addition of 34.5 to this increases
the mortality rate by 0.031%. The biogeographic population for kittiwakes is 5,100,000 (Furness,
2015). The number of individuals from the biogeographic population expected to be at risk of
mortality across all seasons is 795,600 (5,100,000 x 0.156). The addition of 34.5 to this increases
the mortality rate by 0.004%. Thus, the increase in background mortality is between 0.004% and
0.031%. An impact of this magnitude would not materially alter the background mortality of the
population and would be undetectable.

CONCLUSION

3.2.1.18 Therefore, with consideration of the lack of sensitivity to disturbance/displacement, and lack of
material impact from the collision risk, it is considered that there is no conflict between the
Proposed Development and the Maughold Cliffs and Brooghs ASSI with regards to kittiwake
features.

Summary of Conclusions

3.2.1.19 As established above, the assessment concludes that there are no conflicts between the
Proposed Development and the purposes of the ASSIs within the Isle of Man for fulmar, puffin
and kittiwake. With consideration of the measurable (though negligible) impacts estimated within
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INJURY AND/OR DISTURBANCE FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING PILE DRIVING

3.2.2.4 Underwater noise has the potential to impact marine mammals if the frequency is within their
hearing range and the sound levels are greater than the relevant thresholds for the Functional
Hearing Group (FHG) in which the species is categorised (Southall et al., 2019). Harbour
porpoises fall into the Very High Frequency (VHF) cetacean FHG which has a generalised hearing
range of 275 Hz to 160 kHz (Southall etal., 2019).

3.2.2.5 Impacts to marine mammals from underwater noise range from changes in behaviour and
masking that affect communication and listening space, and/or locating prey (Basran et al., 2020;
Dunlop, 2016; Erbe et al., 2016; Heiler et al., 2016; Pine et al., 2019; Pirotta et al., 2012;
Wisniewska etal., 2018), displacement and disturbance (Brandt etal., 2011; Culloch et al., 2016;
Graham et al., 2019; Pirotta et al., 2014; Stone et al., 2017), injury and mortality (Reichmuth et
al., 2019; Schaffeld et al., 2019). This underwater noise that can cause these effects is produced
when carrying out piling activities in addition to other construction related activities.

3.2.2.6 The potential for auditory injury is related to the level of the underwater sound, its frequency
relative to the hearing bandwidth of the animals, and by the duration of exposure. Exposure to
loud, underwater noise can lead to a reduction in hearing sensitivity (a shift in hearing threshold)
which may be temporary (TTS) or permanent (PTS).

3.2.2.7 Factored in Measures: Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan (MMMP) detailing the piling
methodology, duration of piling, ramp-up and soft-start procedures, maximum piling energy and
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters. A MMMP is included in Volume III, Appendix
25.2: Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026). The implementation of a MMMP will
mitigate for the risk of permanent auditory injury to marine mammals within a ‘mitigation zone’.
The mitigation zone is determined considering the potential for instantaneous auditory injury
based on the initial hammer strike energy (i.e. soft-start hammer energy). The soft-start will
provide an audible cue to allow marine mammals to flee the area before piling at increased
hammer energy commences. The soft-start will help to mitigate any potential for auditory injury.

3.2.2.8 Auditory Injury PTS: For harbour porpoise, the residual magnitude of the impact of PTS from
underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Negligible, with the sensitivity of the
receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS to harbour porpoise from
underwater noise during pile driving is Not Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

3.2.2.9 Behavioural disturbances: For harbour porpoise, the residual magnitude of the impact of
disturbance from underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Low adverse, with
the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from disturbance to
harbour porpoise from underwater noise during pile driving is Slight adverse, which is not

significant in EIA terms.

INJURY FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING UXO CLEARANCE

3.2.2.10 It is possible that UXO items with a range of charge weights (or quantity of contained explosive)
are present within the boundaries of the Proposed Development, therefore there is potential for
UXO clearance to be required prior to construction. While it may be possible for identified UXO
to be either avoided, removed, or relocated, there is potential that underwater detonation could
be required where it is deemed necessary and unsafe to remove the UXO, resulting in underwater
noise.

3.2.2.11 Factored in Measures: MMMP for UXO clearance detailing the clearance methodologies, and
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters (Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026)). A UXO MMMP will be implemented during any UXO
clearance required. The MMMP will include measures to ensure the risk of instantaneous PTS to
marine mammals is negligible. The exact mitigation measures contained with the UXO MMMP
are yet to be determined because the number, size, condition, and location of UXO that may
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3.2.2.20 Behavioural disturbances: For Risso’s dolphin, the residual magnitude of the impact of
disturbance from underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Low adverse, with
the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from disturbance to
Risso’s dolphin from underwater noise during pile driving is Slight adverse, which is not
significant in EIA terms.

INJURY FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING UXO CLEARANCE

3.2.2.21 It is possible that UXO items with a range of charge weights (or quantity of contained explosive)
are present within the boundaries of the Proposed Development, therefore there is potential for
UXO clearance to be required prior to construction. While it may be possible for identified UXO
to be either avoided, removed, or relocated, there is potential that underwater detonation could
be required where it is deemed necessary and unsafe to remove the UXO, resulting in underwater
noise.

3.2.2.22 Factored in Measures: MMMP for UXO clearance detailing the clearance methodologies, and
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters (Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026)) (see Section 3.2.2.11 for more details).

3.2.2.23 Auditory Injury PTS: For Risso’s dolphin, the magnitude of the impact of PTS from underwater
noise during UXO clearance has been assessed as Negligible, with the sensitivity of the receptor
being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS to Risso’s dolphin from underwater
noise during UXO clearance is Not Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

CONCLUSION

3.2.2.24 Therefore, it is considered that there is no conflict between the Proposed Development and the
purpose of Calf and Wart Bank, Langness, Baie ny Carrickey, Little Ness and Douglas Bay MNRs
with regard to Risso’s dolphin features.

Bottlenose dolphin

3.2.2.25 This section provides a species-specific assessment conclusions for bottlenose dolphin, which
are presented in Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026). It summarises
the predicted underwater noise impacts from piling (injury and/or disturbance) and UXO clearance
(injury) relevant to this species and evaluates whether these effects are likely to adversely
influence the designated features and in turn the integrity of the associated Protected Sites. Other
impact pathways to the species are considered from Paragraphs 3.2.2.47 to 3.2.2.74.

INJURY AND/OR DISTURBANCE FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING PILE DRIVING

3.2.2.26 Underwater noise has the potential to impact marine mammals if the frequency is within their
hearing range and the sound levels are greater than the relevant thresholds for the FHG in which
the species is categorised (Southall et al., 2019). Bottlenose dolphins fall into the HF cetacean
FHG which has a generalised hearing range of 150 Hz to 160 kHz (Southall et al., 2019).

3.2.2.27 Impacts to marine mammals from underwater noise range from changes in behaviour and
masking that affect communication and listening space, and/or locating prey (Basran et al., 2020;
Dunlop, 2016; Erbe et al., 2016; Heiler et al., 2016; Pine et al., 2019; Pirotta et al., 2012;
Wisniewska etal., 2018), displacement and disturbance (Brandt etal., 2011; Culloch etal., 2016;
Graham et al., 2019; Pirotta et al., 2014; Stone et al., 2017), injury and mortality (Reichmuth et
al., 2019; Schaffeld et al., 2019). This underwater noise that can cause these effects is produced
when carrying out piling activities in addition to other construction related activities.

3.2.2.28 The potential for auditory injury is related to the level of the underwater sound, its frequency
relative to the hearing bandwidth of the animals, and by the duration of exposure. Exposure to
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loud, underwater noise can lead to a reduction in hearing sensitivity (a shift in hearing threshold)
which may be temporary (TTS) or permanent (PTS).

3.2.2.29 Factored in Measures: MMMP detailing the piling methodology, duration of piling, ramp-up and
soft-start procedures, maximum piling energy and details of mitigation and monitoring
parameters. A MMMP is included in Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan
(Revised March 2026) (see Section 3.2.2.7 for further detail).

3.2.2.30 Auditory Injury PTS: For bottlenose dolphin, the residual magnitude of the impact of PTS from
underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Negligible, with the sensitivity of the
receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS to bottlenose dolphin from
underwater noise during pile driving is Not Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

3.2.2.31 Behavioural disturbances: For bottlenose dolphin, the residual magnitude of the impact of
disturbance from underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Medium adverse,
with the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from
disturbance to bottlenose dolphin from underwater noise during pile driving is Slight adverse,
which is not significant in EIA terms.

INJURY FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING UXO CLEARANCE

3.2.2.32 It is possible that UXO items with a range of charge weights (or quantity of contained explosive)
are present within the boundaries of the Proposed Development, therefore there is potential for
UXO clearance to be required prior to construction. While it may be possible for identified UXO
to be either avoided, removed, or relocated, there is potential that underwater detonation could
be required where it is deemed necessary and unsafe to remove the UXO, resulting in underwater
noise.

3.2.2.33 Factored in Measures: MMMP for UXO clearance detailing the clearance methodologies, and
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters (Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026)) (see Section 3.2.2.11 for more details).

3.2.2.34 Auditory Injury PTS: For bottlenose dolphin, the magnitude of the impact of PTS from
underwater noise during UXO clearance has been assessed as Negligible, with the sensitivity of
the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS to bottlenose dolphin from
underwater noise during UXO clearance is Not Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

CONCULSION

3.2.2.35 Therefore, it is considered that there is no conflict between the Proposed Development and the
purpose of Baie ny Carrickey, Douglas Bay and Laxey Bay MNRs with regard to bottlenose
dolphin features.

Minke whale

3.2.2.36 This section provides a species-specific assessment conclusions for minke whale, which are
presented in Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026). It summarises the
predicted underwater noise impacts from piling (injury and/or disturbance) and UXO clearance
(injury) relevant to this species and evaluates whether these effects are likely to adversely
influence the designated features and in turn the integrity of the associated Protected Sites. Other
impact pathways to the species are considered from Paragraphs 3.2.2.47 to 3.2.2.74.

INJURY AND/OR DISTURBANCE FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING PILE DRIVING

3.2.2.37 Underwater noise has the potential to impact marine mammals if the frequency is within their
hearing range and the sound levels are greater than the relevant thresholds for the FHG in which
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the species is categorised (Southall et al., 2019). Minke whales fall into the Low Frequency (LF)
cetacean FHG which has a generalised hearing range of 7 Hz to 35 kHz (Southall et al., 2019).

3.2.2.38 Impacts to marine mammals from underwater noise range from changes in behaviour and
masking that affect communication and listening space, and/or locating prey (Basran et al., 2020;
Dunlop, 2016; Erbe et al., 2016; Heiler ef al., 2016; Pine et al., 2019; Pirotta et al., 2012;
Wisniewska etal., 2018), displacement and disturbance (Brandt eta!., 2011; Culloch etai., 2016;
Graham et al., 2019; Pirotta et al., 2014; Stone et al., 2017), injury and mortality (Reichmuth ef
al., 2019; Schaffeld et al., 2019). This underwater noise that can cause these effects is produced
when carrying out piling activities in addition to other construction related activities.

3.2.2.39 The potential for auditory injury is related to the level of the underwater sound, its frequency
relative to the hearing bandwidth of the animals, and by the duration of exposure. Exposure to
loud, underwater noise can lead to a reduction in hearing sensitivity (a shift in hearing threshold)
which may be temporary (TTS) or permanent (PTS).

3.2.2.40 Factored in Measures: MMMP detailing the piling methodology, duration of piling, ramp-up and
soft-start procedures, maximum piling energy and details of mitigation and monitoring
parameters. A MMMP is included in Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan
(Revised March 2026) (see Section 3.2.2.7 for further detail).

3.2.2.41 Auditory Injury PTS: For minke whale, the residual magnitude of the impact of PTS from
underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Negligible, with the sensitivity of the
receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS to minke whale from
underwater noise during pile driving is Not Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

3.2.2.42 Behavioural disturbances: For minke whale, the residual magnitude of the impact of
disturbance from underwater noise during pile driving has been assessed as Low adverse, with
the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from disturbance to
minke whale from underwater noise during pile driving is Slight adverse, which is not significant
in EIA terms.

INJURY FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING UXO CLEARANCE

3.2.2.43 It is possible that UXO items with a range of charge weights (or quantity of contained explosive)
are present within the boundaries of the Proposed Development, therefore there is potential for
UXO clearance to be required prior to construction. While it may be possible for identified UXO
to be either avoided, removed, or relocated, there is potential that underwater detonation could
be required where it is deemed necessary and unsafe to remove the UXO, resulting in underwater
noise.

3.2.2.44 Factored in Measures: MMMP for UXO clearance detailing the clearance methodologies, and
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters (Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026)) (see Section 3.2.2.11 for more details).

3.2.2.45 Auditory Injury PTS: For minke whale, the magnitude of the impact of PTS from underwater
noise during UXO clearance has been assessed as Low adverse, with the sensitivity of the
receptor being Medium. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS to minke whale from
underwater noise during UXO clearance is Slight adverse, which is not significant in EIA terms.

CONCLUSION

3.2.2.46 Therefore, it is considered that there is no conflict between the Proposed Development and the
purpose of Laxey Bay MNR with regard to minke whale features.
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All Species

3.2.2.47 The following sections consider impacts where Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised
March 2026) has concluded the conclusions are applicable to all species, these therefore apply
to harbour porpoise, Risso’s dolphin, bottlenose dolphin and minke whale.

INJURY AND/OR DISTURBANCE FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING SITE SURVEYS

3.2.2.48 Site surveys will be carried out before the construction phase, prior to the installation of the
offshore infrastructure, and routinely during the O&M phase. As specific survey equipment has
not yet been confirmed, a representative range of geophysical and geotechnical sources and their
expected sound levels have been considered.

3.2.2.49 Factored in Measures: MMMP for site surveys, detailing the survey equipment to be deployed,
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters (Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026)). Proposed mitigation has been described in a MMMP will
also be implemented during site surveys and will include measures to ensure the risk of PTS to
marine mammals is negligible.

3.2.2.50 Auditory Injury PTS: For all marine mammal species, the impact of PTS-onset from underwater
noise during construction or O&M phase site surveys has been assessed as Negligible, with the
sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS-onset to all
marine mammal species from underwater noise during site surveys is Not Significant, which is
not significant in EIA terms.

3.2.2.51 Behavioural disturbance: For all marine mammal species, the impact of behavioural
disturbance from underwater noise during construction and O&M phase site surveys has been
assessed as Low adverse, with the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the
significance of effect from behavioural disturbance to all marine mammal species from
underwater noise during site surveys is Slight adverse, which is not significant in EIA terms.

DISTURBANCE FROM UNDERWATER NOISE DURING UXO CLEARANCE

3.2.2.52 It is possible that UXO items with a range of charge weights (or quantity of contained explosive)
are present within the boundaries of the Proposed Development, therefore there is potential for
UXO clearance to be required prior to construction. While it may be possible for identified UXO
to be either avoided, removed, or relocated, there is potential that underwater detonation could
be required where it is deemed necessary and unsafe to remove the UXO.

3.2.2.53 Factored in Measures: MMMP for UXO clearance detailing the clearance methodologies, and
details of mitigation and monitoring parameters (Volume III, Appendix 25.2: Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (Revised March 2026)) (see Section 3.2.2.11 for more details).

3.2.2.54 Behavioural disturbance: For all marine mammal species, the impact of behavioural
disturbance from underwater noise during UXO clearance has been assessed as Low adverse,
with the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from
behavioural disturbance to all marine mammal species from underwater noise during UXO
clearance is Slight adverse, which is not significant in EIA terms.

INJURY AND/OR DISTURBANCE TO MARINE MAMMALS FROM VESSEL ACTIVITIES

3.2.2.55 Increased vessel movements during construction, O&M, and decommissioning may result in
collision risk, avoidance behaviour or displacement, and masking or alteration of vocalisations.

3.2.2.56 Factored in Measures: Environmental Vessel Management Plan (VMP) is informed by best
practice guidance to minimise the risk to marine mammals from vessel activities (Volume III,
Appendix 25.10: Environmental Vessel Management Plan). The implementation of an
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Environmental VMP which includes best practice guidance measures to minimise the potential
for collision risk, potential injury to, and disturbance of marine mammals from vessel activities.

3.2.2.57 Injury from vessel activities: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of the impact of
injury to marine mammals from vessel activities during the construction phase has been assessed
as Negligible adverse, with the sensitivity of the receptor being High. Therefore, the significance
of injury to marine mammals from vessel activities during the construction phase for all marine
mammal species is Not Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

3.2.2.58 Disturbance from vessel activities: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of the
impact of disturbance from vessel activities during the construction phase has been assessed as
Low adverse, with the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of
disturbance of marine mammals from vessel activities during the construction phase for all marine
mammal species is Slight adverse, which is not significant in EIA terms.

CHANGES IN FISH AND SHELLFISH COMMUNITY AFFECTING PREY RESOURCES

3.2.2.59 Impacts to prey resources will be largely restricted to the boundaries of the Proposed
Development and, therefore, marine mammals occurring within this area also have the potential
to be affected.

3.2.2.60 Factored in Measures: A range of factored-in measures will be implemented to minimise impacts
on fish and shellfish communities, which in turn will mitigate any potential changes to prey
species. Full details are provided in Table 10.13 of Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish, Shellfish and Sea
Turtle Ecology (Revised March 2026). These measures include the development and
implementation of an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) and associated annexes (Volume
III, Appendix 25.1: Environmental Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

3.2.2.61 Changes in Prey: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of the impact of changes in
fish and shellfish community affecting prey resources during the construction, O&M and
decommissioning phase has been assessed as Negligible, with the sensitivity of the receptor
being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from changes in fish and shellfish community
affecting prey resources during the construction phase for all marine mammal species is Not
Significant, which is not significant in EIA terms.

ACCIDENTAL POLLUTION

3.2.2.62 In the event of an accidental spill, given the density and distribution of marine mammals, it is
possible that individuals could come into contact with contaminants.

3.2.2.63 Factored in Measures: Environmental Management Plan (EMP) providing the overarching
framework for environment management during construction, O&M, and decommissioning
phases of the Proposed Development. The EMP includes mitigation/monitoring measures and
commitments made within the EIAR and a Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (MPCP) which will
include key emergency contact details (e.g. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Irish Coast
Guard (IRCG).). An EMP is included in Volume III, Appendix 25.1: Environmental Management
Plan (Revised March 2026). Accidental release of contaminants from vessels will be strictly
controlled, thus providing protection for marine life across all phases of the Proposed
Development. Any accidental pollution of the marine environment shall be immediately reported
to the IRCG and to any other local authorities who are likely to be affected by such pollution.

3.2.2.64 Accidental Pollution: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of the impact of accidental
pollution during the construction, O&M or decommissioning phase has been assessed as Low
adverse, with the sensitivity of the receptor being Medium. Therefore, the significance of effect
from accidental pollution during the construction, O&M and decommissioning phase for all marine
mammal species is Slight adverse, which is not significant in EIA terms.
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CHANGES TO ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS

3.2.2.65 The effects of electromagnetic fields (EMF) on marine mammals are not well understood and,
more broadly, there has been a lack of studies investigating the effects of EMFs on the behaviour
of magneto- and electrosensitive animals. Potential responses of cetaceans from EMF could
include avoidance behaviour, disruption in orientation, and effects on feeding or social interaction
(Normandeau et al., 2011), although it is important to note that these responses are all currently
hypothetical.

3.2.2.66 Theoretically, there is the potential for some very localised behavioural effects, although no
evidence exists at present that marine mammal species within the EIAR are magneto sensitive.

3.2.2.67 Factored in Measures: Cables will be buried where possible and protected where not possible
as set out in Volume II, Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026).
Commitment to the burial of cables where possible and protected where not possible, as set out
in Volume II, Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026). While burial of cables
will not reduce the strength of potential EMF, it does increase the distance between the source
of EMF (i.e. the operational cables) and marine mammal receptors, thereby potentially reducing
the potential for effect on those receptors.

3.2.2.68 Changes to EMF: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of the impact of changes in
EMFs from subsea electrical cabling has been assessed as Low adverse, with the sensitivity of
the receptor being Negligible. Therefore, the significance of effect from changes in EMFs from
subsea electrical cabling during the O&M phase for all marine mammal species is Imperceptible,
which is not significant in EIA terms.

INJURY AND/OR DISTURBANCE TO MARINE MAMMALS FROM DREDGING AND TRENCHING.

3.2.2.69 As part of seabed preparation for construction, seabed lowering and feature clearance may be
required by dredging. Additional dredging activities may be required during the operation and
maintenance phase for scour protection repair and maintenance of Wind Turbine Generator
(WTG) and Offshore Substation Platform (OSP) foundations, as well as maintenance of inter-
array cables, interconnector cables and offshore export cables.

3.2.2.70 Trenching will be required during the offshore export cable installation; it is expected that the
majority of the cable route will be buried with the use of jet trenching.

3.2.2.71 Non-piling construction activities such as dredging and trenching produce a continuous and non-
impulsive noise which is generally considered to be very unlikely to result in PTS in marine
mammals (Todd et al., 2015; Southall et al., 2019). The main energy of non-piling construction
activities such as dredging and trenching, is listed as being below 1 kHz (Todd et al., 2015).

3.2.2.72 Factored in Measures: A range of factored-in measures will be implemented to minimise impacts
on marine mammals. Full details are provided in Table 11.15 of Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine
Mammals (Revised March 2026). These measures include the development and implementation
of an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) and associated annexes (Volume III, Appendix
25.1: Environmental Management Plan (Revised March 2026)).

3.2.2.73 Auditory Injury PTS: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of PTS-onset from
underwater noise from dredging and trenching has been assessed as Negligible, with the
sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of effect from PTS-onset to all
marine mammal species from underwater noise from dredging and trenching is Not Significant,
which is not significant in EIA terms

3.2.2.74 Behavioural disturbance: For all marine mammal species, the magnitude of the impact of
behavioural disturbance from underwater noise from dredging and trenching has been assessed
as Low adverse, with the sensitivity of the receptor being Low. Therefore, the significance of
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4 Conclusions
4.1.1.1 This Appendix has considered the potential direct and indirect effects on protected sites within

the Isle of Man, from the Proposed Development. The range of considered potential impacts
has been informed by the assessments within the topic-specific EIA chapters, as well as
reference to existing policy and guidance.

4.1.1.2 Overall, the EIA was carried out using a proportionate approach and considering all of the
impacts both alone and cumulatively, the assessment concludes that the Proposed
Development will not conflict with the statutory purposes of any of the Protected Sites within
the Isle of Man territory.
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