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Operations and Maintenance Facility 
2.15 2.13 The onshore Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF) for Arklow Bank Wind 

Park 2 was granted planning permission in June 2022 by Wicklow County Council 
(under Plan Reg. Ref. No. 21/1316).  

2.16 2.14 The OMF will include office and welfare facilities for the management of the 
offshore wind farm as well as warehouse space for the storage and maintenance of 
machinery associated with the wind farm alongside educational spaces for visitors. It 
will provide a base to service ABWP2 and support its operation. 
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Johnstown North, north of Arklow Town, Co. Wicklow where the offshore export cables 
make landfall (the Landfall). 
Johnstown North, north of ArklowTown, Co. Wicklow where the offshore export cables
make landfall (the Landfall).
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enable Ireland to reach its renewable energy targets into the future. (Local 
Economic and Community Plan 2023 -2029). 
enable Ireland to reach its renewable energy targets into the future. (Local
Economic and Community Plan 2023 -2029).
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effects diminishing with distance offshore and inland. The SLVIA indicates that these 
effects are most pronounced during the operational phase and represent long-term 
changes to seascape, landscape character and views, consistent with the scale and 
nature of offshore wind energy development. Virtually all nationally significant 
offshore wind farm development projects will have adverse effects on the landscape, 
however the project has been sited and designed carefully, taking account of the 
potential impact on the landscape.The WxCDP landscape objectives require landscape 
and visual effects to be assessed and minimised through siting and design but do not 
preclude development where the effects are appropriately assessed and any 
mitigation incorporated to ensure that any potential adverse visual impacts are 
minimised and that natural features and characteristics of the site are retained. These 
objectives must be read together with wider policy support for renewable energy 
development and climate action. 

In respect of listed views and prospects, the Proposed Development is located offshore 
and would be viewed across an expansive seascape. The turbines would be visible 
within the relevant views and prospects but would not obstruct the principal coastal or 
horizon views from identified vantage points, with wider panoramas of the sea and 
coast being retained. When viewed within the relevant views and prospects, the 
Proposed Development would be experienced within a wide, open and large-scale 
seascape, which is already influenced by existing offshore wind development at the 
existing Arklow Bank Wind Park. the Proposed Development would not be seen as a 
new  or unfamiliar feature in the views out to sea, given the operational presence of 
Arklow Bank Wind Park. In this regard, the Proposed Development may result in some 
significant adverse effects but would not block views worthy of protection, including 
views to the wider seascape around the Proposed Development and along the 
coastline, and the principal coastal and horizon views from identified vantage points 
would remain intact. The natural features and characteristics of the coastal landscape 
and seascape would therefore be retained, consistent with Objective L04 of the 
Wexford County Development Plan. However, the SLVIA does conclude that the 
Proposed Development will form a notable increase in the extent of offshore windfarm 
development readily visible across the seascape and result in high magnitude of 
change when viewed from the closest parts of the coast. 

From the outset, the design of the Proposed Development has sought to minimise 
seascape, landscape and visual effects through careful consideration of turbine layout, 
spacing and associated infrastructure. The Proposed Development has subsequently 
been subject to design refinements in response to search and rescue requirements 
and ground conditions. These changes and improvements have resulted in incidental 
changes to the seascape, landscape and visual effects of the Proposed Development, 
although the overall conclusion on significant effects in the EIAR remains the same. 
This is due to the reduced number of turbines, in the case with Project Design Option 
1, refinement of turbine layout and spacing in response to search, rescue and 
navigation safety requirements, the selection of turbine technology with a reduced 
chord width, careful siting of Offshore Substation Platforms, and the design and 
control of aviation and navigational lighting, from a SLVIA perspective, reduce the 
number of visible vertical elements, create a more ordered and less dense layout 
across the horizon, reduce blade visibility and reflectivity, and minimise night-time 
prominence.  
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potential impact on the landscape.The WxCDP landscape objectives require landscape
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mitigation incorporated to ensure that any potential adverse visual impacts are
minimised and that natural features and characteristics of the site are retained. These
objectives must be read together with wider policy support for renewable energy
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In respect of listed views and prospects, the Proposed Development is located offshore
and would be viewed across an expansive seascape. The turbines would be visible
within the relevant views and prospects but would not obstruct the principal coastal or
horizon views from identified vantage points, with wider panoramas of the sea and
coast being retained. When viewed within the relevant views and prospects, the
Proposed Development would be experienced within a wide, open and large-scale
seascape, which is already influenced by existing offshore wind development at the
existing Arklow Bank Wind Park, the Proposed Development would not be seen as a
new or unfamiliar feature in the views out to sea, given the operational presence of
Arklow Bank Wind Park. In this regard, the Proposed Development may result in some
significant adverse effects but would not block views worthy of protection, including
views to the wider seascape around the Proposed Development and along the
coastline, and the principal coastal and horizon views from identified vantage points
would remain intact. The natural features and characteristics of the coastal landscape
and seascape would therefore be retained, consistent with Objective L04 of the
Wexford County Development Plan. However, the SLVIA does conclude that the
Proposed Development will form a notable increase in the extent of offshore windfarm
development readily visible across the seascape and result in high magnitude of
change when viewed from the closest parts of the coast.

From the outset, the design of the Proposed Development has sought to minimise
seascape, landscape and visual effects through careful consideration of turbine layout,
spacing and associated infrastructure. The Proposed Development has subsequently
been subject to design refinements in response to search and rescue requirements
and ground conditions. These changes and improvements have resulted in incidental
changes to the seascape, landscape and visual effects of the Proposed Development,
although the overall conclusion on significant effects in the EIAR remains the same.
This is due to the reduced number of turbines, in the case with Project Design Option
1, refinement of turbine layout and spacing in response to search, rescue and
navigation safety requirements, the selection of turbine technology with a reduced
chord width, careful siting of Offshore Substation Platforms, and the design and
control of aviation and navigational lighting, from a SLVIA perspective, reduce the
number of visible vertical elements, create a more ordered and less dense layout
across the horizon, reduce blade visibility and reflectivity, and minimise night-time
prominence.
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Annex 2:  Marine Strategy Framework 
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2026)  
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1  Introduction  

1.1 Introduction to the Assessment   
 

 

i) the potential spatial extent of habitat lost (D6C4) 
ii) the potential spatial extent of habitat adversely effected (D6C5)  
iii) the modelled impulsive noise (D11C1) with and without abatement, and 
iv)  the modelled continuous noise (D11C2).  
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1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction to the Assessment
1.1.1.1 Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2) Offshore Infrastructure (the Proposed Development) is a

proposed offshore windfarm situated on and around Arklow Bank in the Irish Sea, approximately
6 to 15 km to the east of Arklow in County Wicklow. As described in Volume II, Chapter 1:
Introduction (Revised March 2026), the Proposed Development holds a Maritime Area Consent
(MAC) which covers both the Array Area and Cable Corridor and Working Area. The Array Area
and Cable Corridor and Working Area are shown in Figure 1. The Proposed Development forms
part of the wider ABWP2 Project, which comprises both the offshore infrastructure and the
separate onshore grid and operational and maintenance facilities.

1.1.1.2 As part of the Request for Further Information (RFI) in relation to MSFD (RFI 3), An Coimisiun
Pleanala (ACP) requested that the Applicant:

“3(a) Model, map and present the areal and temporal extent of the potential impact of the
proposed development (accounting where appropriate for each Project Design Option), for the
full construction and operation campaign, on the following indicators:

i) the potential spatial extent of habitat lost (D6C4)
ii) the potential spatial extent of habitat adversely effected (D6C5)
iii) the modelled impulsive noise (D11C1) with and without abatement, and

iv) the modelled continuous noise (D11C2).

3(b) Assess the results obtained for potential habitat loss and habitat adversely affected, to be
assessed against the 2% thresholds established for habitat loss (D6C4) and the 25% threshold
for adverse effects on habitats (D6C5) for the MSFD Celtic Seas North Inner Marine Reporting
Unit.

3(c) Assess the results obtained from modelled impulsive (with and without abatement) and
continuous noise in a) to be assessed against the relevant thresholds values for impulsive and
continuous noise set out in the above referenced Commission Notice.

3(d) Incorporate the output from a), b) and c) and all other relevant updates made as a result of
this request for further information, into a revised assessment of the NMPF policies, particularly
Biodiversity Policy 2, Seafloor Integrity Policies 1, 2 and 3, Fisheries Policy 5 and Underwater
Noise Policy 1. This revised assessment should fully account for the distinction the NMPF places
on ‘important’ species and habitats as defined on page 35 and 36 of the NMPF.”

1.1.1.3 Consequently, this assessment is provided in response to the above RFIs with the purpose of
determining whether the proposed construction, operation and decommissioning of the proposed
development is compliant with the objectives of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD)
(Directive 2008/56/EC of the European Parliament, as amended by Directive 2017/845). This is
to ensure the Proposed Development does not prevent Ireland’s marine environment to maintain
or achieve Good Environmental Status (GES) and to protect the resource base for economic and
social activities in the marine environment. The assessment requested through RFI 3(b), and the
supporting modelling and mapping as per 3(a), can be found in the following sections:

3(a)(i) The potential spatial extent of habitat lost (D6C4) including assessment against the 2%
thresholds established for habitat loss - Section 3.1.5:

3(a)(ii) The potential spatial extent of habitat adversely effected (D6C5) including assessment
against 25% threshold for adverse effects on habitats - Section 3.1.6.

1.1.1.4 The assessment requested through RFI 3(c), and the supporting modelling and mapping as pe
3(a), can be found in the following sections:

Marine Strategy Framework Directive Assessment (RFI March 2026) 1
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Figure 1 Location and boundaries of the Proposed Development
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targets associated with each descriptor feature and the current status of the descriptor feature in
Irish waters.

2.1.3.2 This MSFD assessment draws information from the EIAR (SSE Renewables, 2025) submitted as
part of the application. Signposts to the relevant aspects of the EIAR are provided.

2.1.3.3 The RFI requirements of a) to c) are addressed and presented within the MSFD assessment
section below (Section 3) as part of this report. To address the RFI requirement d), the outcome
of this MSFD assessment is incorporated within the update to the assessment of NMPF policies,
which is provided in Annex A of Volume II, Chapter 2 Policy and Legislation (Revised March
2026).

Marine Strategy Framework Directive Assessment (RFI March 2026) 6
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3  MSFD Assessment  

3.1 D6 Sea-floor  Integrity  
 

 

3.1.2 D6C1 Physical Loss of the Seabed Indicator1 
Spatial extent and distribution of physical loss (permanent change) of the natural seabed 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Physical loss can be defined as a permanent change to the seafloor from sealing of natural substrate, loss of biogenic substrate, 
or a change in habitat from one EUNIS Level habitat (e.g. sand to mud) when a recovery rate exceeds 12 years. 
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3 MSFD Assessment

3.1 D6 Sea-floor Integrity
3.1.1.1 The Proposed Development is entirely located within the Celtic Sea North Inner Marine Reporting

Unit (MRU). As the Sea-floor Integrity indicators within the MSFD are reported at an MRU level,
Sections 3.1.2 -3.1.6 provide an assessment of the Proposed Development on seabed integrity
within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU.

3.1.1.2 The MSFD indicator assessment examples provided in DHLGH (2024a, 2024b) include the
contribution of a number of activities, including fishing (benthic trawling), dredging and disposal
and cabling. Apart from the fishing (benthic trawling) most other activities are relevant, or similar
to those associated with the Proposed Development. The assessments provided below use
magnitude calculations presented in EIAR Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal
Ecology (Revised March 2026) Table 9.7 which includes figures for estimated area of disturbance
for a number of activities. The areas associated with sediment disposal will be included within the
assessment of physical disturbance (D6C2). However, as the total area or location of sediment
redistribution (as a result of the employed cable burial process) is not within Table 9.7, a
conservative multiplication of 1.5 is included here for all disturbance area calculations to include
the contribution of sediment redistribution.

3.1.2 D6C1 Physical Loss of the Seabed Indicator1

Spatial extent and distribution of physical loss (permanent change) of the natural seabed

3.1.2.1 The Celtic Sea North Inner MRU extends to 69,000 km2, of which, as indicated by DHLGH (2024a,
2024b), 261.5 km2 is already considered as lost, which represents 0.38% of the total area of the
MRU.

3.1.2.2 The area of seabed encompassed by the Array Area and Cable Corridor and Working Area
extends to 140 km2. The area of seabed lost due to placement of WTG and OSP foundations and
scour protection and inter array and export cable protection is detailed in Table 2. This indicates
that for Project Design Option 1 the area of seabed lost will be 0.648 km2, while for Project Design
Option 2 the figure will be 0.619 km2 both of which figures represent approximately 0.001% of the
whole seabed within the MRU.

3.1.2.3 Consequently, the Proposed Development represents a relatively small addition to the area of
seabed lost and will not impact on the GES of the MRU in relation to overall physical loss of the
seabed. The total area of seabed loss will increase from 0.38% to 0.381%.

1 Physical loss can be defined as a permanent change to the seafloor from sealing of natural substrate, loss of biogenic substrate,
or a change in habitat from one EUNIS Level habitat (e.g. sand to mud) when a recovery rate exceeds 12 years.

Marine Strategy Framework Directive Assessment (RFI March 2026) 10
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Figure 2 Broad Benthic Habitat Types  and Indicative Layout (Project Design Option 1)  
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Figure 3 Broad Benthic Habitat Types  and Indicative Layout ( Project Design Option 2)

GoBe
APEMGroup

sse
Renewables

288000 296000 312000

Broadscale Habitats  (INFOMAR)

Circalittoral Coarse Sediment

Offshore Circalittoral Sand

1771 N/A

e ABWP2 WTG Layout (47

Turbines)

I I Dumping  at Sea Exit Pit Location

... I Dumping  at Sea Locations wi th in

Array Area

-------- ABWP2 Export Cable Route

-------- ABWP2 Inter-Array Cable Layout

-------- ABWP2 Interconnector  Cable

Circalittoral Mixed Sediment

238 m
‘238 m

‘ 163 m

Circalittoral Mud

Circalittcral Sand

Infral i t toral  Sand

Offshore Circalittoral Coarse

Sediment
Ballynacan Nc th rTOSF

’zZ South shift 4,
Zone

5- North East
Offshore Circalittoral Mixed

Sediment

Offshore Circalittoral Rock and

Biogenic Reef

nlJCornagower
West

Z sse
Renewables

hdrum

270 m

Ball inacor
West

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2256 m
A

Redcross

5
8

6
4

0
0

0

5
8

6
4

0
0

0

Broadscale Habitats and Indicative Layout
(Option 2)R752;

The European
Club /Ki lmagig

Upper

Ki lbr ide
(Arklow By)

Tiknock
Yard l? Fnedr r yba r l

Mid East

R772

Legend

I I ABWP2 Array Area
/

ABWP2 Cable Corridor and

Working Area

jnbridge
fClub

• ABWP2 WTG Layout (47 Turbines)

Ǐ ABWP2 OSP Location

------- ABWP2 Export Cable Route

------- ABWP2 Inter-Array Cable Layout

------- ABWP2 Interconnector Cable

I | ABWP1 Array Area

------- ABWP1 Existing Export Cable

o ABWP1 WTGs

| | Dumping at Sea Exit Pit Location

I------1 Dumping at Sea Locations within
Array Area

5
8

5
6

0
0

0

E01

5
8

4
8

0
0

0
--

--
--

--
-1-

--
--

--
--

5
8

4
8

0
0

0

Tara Hill

5
8

4
0

0
0

0

4
0

0
0

(1

Notes
Ocean Wise, Esri, GEBCO, Garmin,

NaturalVue,  Sources: Esri,

TomTom, Garmin,  FAO, NOAA,

USGS, © OpenStreetMap

contr ibutors,  and the GIS User

Community,  Esri, Ordnance

Survey, NASA, NGA, USGS.

Contains Ordnance Survey data

© Crown copyr ight  and database

rights (2022).  OS OpenData.

Dublin
o

AND

Coordinate System:

ETRS 1989 UTM Zone BON

0 2.5 5 km
I I | | I I | I I I I

0 12  nm
I I I I I I I I I I I

Scale

1:125,000 @ A3

Date Drawn By Checked By Approved By

16/12/2025 GB JB CMc

GoBe
APEMGroup

Figure Number 3

Suites B2 & C2

Higher Mil l

Higher Mil l  Lane

Buckfastleigh

Devon

TQ11 OEN

www.gobeconsultants.com

+44 (0)1626 323890

Figure Reference: Ark_Fig3_BroadBenthicHabitats_OptionTwo © This drawing and its content are the copyright of GoBe Consultants Ltd and may not be reproduced or amended except by prior written permission.

Figure 3 Broad Benthic Habitat Types and Indicative Layout (Project Design Option 2)
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3.1.4.4 Circalittoral mud encompasses 694 km2 of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, while in relation to
the Proposed Development this habitat extends to 1.556 km2 of the Array Area and Cable Corridor
and Working Area. It is estimated that 0.251 km2 of this habitat will be disturbed in relation to
Project Design Option 1 Proposed Development and for Project Design Option 2 the figure is
0.250 km2; for both Design Options, these figures represent 0.036% of the habitat within the MRU
(Table 4). It is currently estimated that in the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU 0.42% of the broad
habitat circalittoral mud is adversely affected by disturbance and as such, GES is currently
achieved for circalittoral mud habitats in the Celtic Sea North South Inner MRU (DHLGH, 2024a,
2024b). In relation to physical disturbance GES is achieved when no more than 25% of a broad
habitat type is adversely impacted, and as such, GES is currently achieved for circalittoral mud
habitats in the Celtic Sea North South Inner MRU. When considering the area of this habitat likely
to be disturbed by the Proposed Development within the MRU, it is clear that this level of
disturbance will represent a negligible proportion of circalittoral mud habitat present in the MRU.
Even as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance to this habitat were to be classified
as adversely affected this would mean a total of 0.456% of the offshore circalittoral mud was
adversely affected, which would not alter the current status of GES.

3.1.4.5 Offshore circalittoral sand encompasses 8,157 km2 of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, in
relation to the Proposed Development this habitat extends to cover 24.121 km2 of the Array Area
and Cable Corridor and Working Area. It is estimated that 2.239 km2 of this habitat will be
disturbed in relation to Project Design Option 1 of the Proposed Development and for Project
Design Option 2 the figure is 2.233 km2; for both Project Design Options, these figures represent
0.027% of the habitat within the MRU (Table 4). It is currently estimated that in the Celtic Sea
North Inner MRU 2.17% of the broad habitat offshore circalittoral sand is adversely affected by
disturbance and as such, GES is currently achieved for offshore circalittoral sand habitats in the
Celtic Sea North South Inner MRU (DHLGH, 2024a, 2024b). When considering the area of this
habitat likely to be disturbed by the Proposed Development within the MRU, it is clear that this
level of disturbance will represent a negligible proportion of offshore circalittoral sand habitat
present in the MRU. Even as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be
classified as adversely affected this would mean a total of 2.197% of the offshore circalittoral sand
was adversely affected, which would not alter the current status of GES.

3.1.4.6 Circalittoral sand encompasses 2,133 km2 of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, in relation to the
Proposed Development this habitat extends to 48.835 km2 of the Array Area and Cable Corridor
and Working Area. It is estimated that 15.123 km2 of the habitat will be disturbed in relation to
Project Design Option 1 of the Proposed Development and for Project Design Option 2 the figure
is 15.098 km2. For Project Design Optionl the figures represent 0.709% of the habitat within the
MRU and 0.708 for Project Design Option 2 (Table 4). It is currently estimated that in the Celtic
Sea North Inner MRU 0.05% of the broad habitat circalittoral sand is adversely affected by
disturbance and as such, GES is currently achieved for circalittoral sand habitats in the Celtic
Sea North South Inner MRU (DHLGH, 2024a, 2024b). When considering the area of this habitat
likely to be disturbed by the Proposed Development within the MRU, it is clear that this level of
disturbance will represent a negligible proportion of circalittoral sand habitat present in the MRU.
Even as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely
affected this would mean a total of 0.759% of the circalittoral sand was adversely affected for
Project Design Option 1 and 0.758% for Project Design Option 2, which would not alter the current
status of GES.

3.1.4.7 Infralittoral sand encompasses 272 km2 of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, in relation to the
Proposed Development the habitat extends to 0.400 km2 of the Array Area and Cable Corridor
and Working Area. It is estimated that 0.055 km2 of the habitat will be disturbed in relation to both
Project Design Options for the Proposed Development which equates to 0.020% of the habitat
within the MRU (Table 4). It is currently estimated that in the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU none
of the broad habitat infralittoral sand is adversely affected by disturbance and as such, GES is

Marine Strategy Framework Directive Assessment (RFI March 2026) 16
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currently achieved for offshore infralittoral sand habitats in the Celtic Sea North South Inner MRU
(DHLGH, 2024a, 2024b). When considering the area of this habitat likely to be disturbed by the
Proposed Development within the MRU, it is clear that this level of disturbance will represent a
negligible proportion of infralittoral sand habitat present in the MRU. Even as a precautionary
assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely affected this would mean
a total of 0.020% of the infralittoral sand was adversely affected and will not alter the current
status of GES.

3.1.4.8 Offshore circalittoral coarse sediment encompasses 14,805 km2 of the Celtic Sea North Inner
MRU, in relation to the Proposed Development the habitat extends to covers 21.530 km2 of the
Array Area and Cable Corridor and Working Area. It is estimated that 1.564 km2 of the habitat will
be disturbed in relation to Project Design Option 1 for the Proposed Development, while for
Project Design Option 2 the figure is 1.561 which equates to 0.011% of the habitat within the
MRU (Table 4) for both Project Design Options. It is currently estimated that in the Celtic Sea
North Inner MRU 0.12% of the broad habitat offshore circalittoral coarse sediment is adversely
affected by disturbance and as such, GES is currently achieved for offshore circalittoral sand
habitats in the Celtic Sea North South Inner MRU (DHLGH, 2024a, 2024b). When considering
the area of this habitat likely to be disturbed by the Proposed Development within the MRU, it is
clear that this level of disturbance will represent a negligible proportion of offshore circalittoral
sand habitat present in the MRU. Even as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance
were to be classified as adversely affected this would mean a total of 0.131% of the offshore
circalittoral coarse sediment was adversely affected, which would not alter the current status of
GES.

3.1.4.9 Circalittoral coarse sediment encompasses 4,003 km2 of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, in
relation to the Proposed Development the habitat extends to 44.023 km2 of the Array Area and
Cable Corridor and Working Area. It is estimated that for Project Design Option 1 of the Proposed
Development 3.857 km2 of the habitat will be disturbed, while for Project Design Option 2 the
figure is 3.848 km2. For both Project Design Options, the figures represent 0.096% of the habitat
within the MRU (Table 4). It is currently estimated that in the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU 0.05%
of the broad habitat circalittoral coarse sediment is adversely affected by disturbance and as
such, GES is currently achieved for circalittoral sand habitats in the Celtic Sea North South Inner
MRU (DHLGH, 2024a, 2024b). When considering the area of this habitat likely to be disturbed by
the Proposed Development within the MRU, it is clear that this level of disturbance will represent
a negligible proportion of circalittoral coarse sediment habitat present in the MRU. Even as a
precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely affected
this would mean a total of 0.146% of the circalittoral coarse sediment was adversely affected,
which would not alter the current status of GES.

3.1.5 D6C4 Physical Loss of Broad Habitat Type
The extent of loss of the habitat type, resulting from anthropogenic pressures, does not exceed a

specified proportion of the natural extent of the habitat type in the assessment area.

3.1.5.1 It is currently estimated that approximately 0.9% of the BHT circalittoral mud in the Celtic Sea
North Inner MRU have been lost (DHLGH, 2024a, 2024b). In relation to physical loss GES is
achieved when no more than 2% of a broad habitat type is lost, and as such, GES is currently
achieved for circalittoral mud habitats in the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU. For both Project Design
OOptions loss of this habitat under the footprint of the Proposed Development, such as WTG
foundations and associated scour and cable protection, will be 0.006 km2, which represents
0.0008% of the habitat across the MRU (Table 5). Consequently, this level of habitat loss will
represent a negligible proportion present in the MRU, which in total would represent
approximately 0.9008% of the circalittoral mud habitat (which is below the 2% target) and will not
alter the current status of GES.

Marine Strategy Framework Directive Assessment (RFI March 2026) 17
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3.1.6.3 In relation to circalittoral mud within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, 0.42% of the habitat is
currently assessed as being adversely affected while 0.9% is considered as lost and as such, the
overall condition of this habitat is considered currently to be in GES. It is estimated that 0.006 km2

of this habitat will be lost in relation to the Proposed Development which represents 0.0008% of
the extent of this habitat across the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, which overall would total
0.9008% of the circalittoral mud habitat (which is below the 2% target); the maximum area of
disturbance is estimated as being 0.251 km2 (Optionl) representing 0.036% of the habitat across
the MRU. Even as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as
adversely affected this would mean a total of 0.456% of the circalittoral mud was adversely
affected which is below the 25% target. Consequently, this addition of disturbance/loss from the
Proposed Development within the circalittoral mud habitat of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU will
not alter the current GES status in relation to circalittoral mud (Table 6).

3.1.6.4 In relation to offshore circalittoral sand within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, 2.17% of the
habitat is currently assessed as being adversely affected while 1.4% is considered as lost and as
such, the overall condition of this habitat is considered currently to be in GES. It is estimated that
a maximum 0.094 km2 (Project Design Option 1) of this habitat will be lost in relation to the
Proposed Development which represents 0.0012% of the extent of this habitat across the Celtic
Sea North Inner MRU, which overall would total 1.4012% of the offshore circalittoral sand habitat
(which is below the 2% target); the maximum area of disturbance is estimated as being 2.239
km2 (Project Design Option 1) representing 0.027% of the habitat across the MRU. Even as a
precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely affected
this would mean a total of 2.20% of the offshore circalittoral mud was adversely affected which is
below the 25% target. Consequently, this addition of disturbance/loss from the Proposed
Development within the offshore circalittoral sand habitat of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU will
not alter the current status of GES in relation to offshore circalittoral sand (Table 6).

3.1.6.5 In relation to circalittoral sand within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, 0.05% of the habitat is
currently assessed as being adversely affected while 0.8% is considered as lost and as such, the
overall condition of this habitat is considered currently to be in GES. It is estimated that a
maximum 0.429 km2 (Project Design Option 1)of this habitat will be lost in relation to the Proposed
Development which represents 0.0201% of the extent of this habitat across the Celtic Sea North
Inner MRU, which overall would total 0.0701% of the circalittoral sand habitat (which is below the
2% target); the maximum area of disturbance is estimated as being 15.123 km2 (Project Design
Option 1) representing 0.709% of the habitat across the MRU. Even as a precautionary
assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely affected this would mean
a total of 0.759% of the circalittoral sand was adversely affected, which is below the 25% target.
Consequently, this addition of disturbance/loss from the Proposed Development within the
circalittoral sand habitat of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU will not alter the current status of GES
in relation to offshore circalittoral sand (Table 6).

3.1.6.6 In relation to infralittoral sand within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, none of this habitat is
currently assessed as being adversely affected while 1.7% is considered as lost and as such, the
overall condition of this habitat is considered currently to be in GES. It is estimated that 0.002 km2

of this habitat will be lost in relation to the Proposed Development which represents 0.0006% of
the extent of this habitat across the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, which overall would total
1.7006% of the infralittoral sand habitat (which is below the 2% target); the area of disturbance is
estimated as being 0.055 km2 representing 0.020% of the habitat across the MRU. Even as a
precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely affected
this would mean a total of 0.020% of the infralittoral sand was adversely affected, which is below
the 25% target. Consequently, this addition of disturbance/loss from the Proposed Development
within the infralittoral sand habitat of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU will not alter the current
status of GES in relation to infralittoral sand habitat (Table 6).
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3.1.6.7 In relation to offshore circalittoral coarse sediment within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU
0.12% of the habitat is currently assessed as being adversely affected while 0.2% is considered
as lost and as such, the overall condition of this habitat is considered currently to be in GES. It is
estimated that 0.022 km2 of this habitat will be lost in relation to the Proposed Development which
represents 0.0001% of the extent of this habitat across the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU, which
overall would total 0.2001% of the offshore circalittoral coarse sediment habitat (which is below
the 2% target); the area of disturbance is estimated as being 1.564 km2 representing 0.011% of
the habitat across the MRU. Even as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were
to be classified as adversely affected this would mean a total of 0.131% of the offshore circalittoral
coarse sediment was adversely affected, which is below the 25% target. Consequently, this
addition of disturbance/loss from the Proposed Development within the offshore circalittoral
coarse sediment habitat of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU will not alter the current status of GES
in relation to offshore circalittoral sand (Table 6).

3.1.6.8 In relation to circalittoral coarse sediment within the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU 0.05% of the
habitat is currently assessed as being adversely affected while 0.2% is considered as lost and as
such, the overall condition of this habitat is considered currently to be in GES. It is estimated that
a maximum of 0.096 km2 (Project Design Option 1) of this habitat will be lost in relation to the
Proposed Development which represents 0.0024% of the extent of this habitat across the Celtic
Sea North Inner MRU, which overall would total 0.2024% of the circalittoral coarse sediment
habitat (which is below the 2% target); the area of maximum disturbance is estimated as being
3.857 km2 (Project Design Option 1) representing 0.096% of the habitat across the MRU. Even
as a precautionary assessment, if all of the disturbance were to be classified as adversely affected
this would mean a total of 0.146% of the circalittoral coarse sediment was adversely affected,
which is below the 25% target. Consequently, this addition of disturbance/loss from the Proposed
Development within the circalittoral coarse sediment habitat of the Celtic Sea North Inner MRU
will not alter the current status of GES in relation to offshore circalittoral sand (Table 6).
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Figure 4 Impulsive Noise Area Using the 170dB Weighted TTS Threshold for with and without noise abatement  scenarios  
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3.2.3 D11C2 Continuous Noise
3.2.3.1 D11C2 primary criteria for Continuous Noise, according to the Commission Decision of 2017 (as

referenced in TG Noise (2022)): ‘The spatial distribution, temporal extent and levels of
anthropogenic continuous low-frequency sound do not exceed levels that adversely affect
populations of marine animals. Member States shall establish threshold values for these levels
through cooperation at Union level, taking into account regional or sub-regional specificities.’

3.2.3.2 Continuous noise is evaluated by considering the proportion of a receptor’s habitat exposed to
noise levels exceeding the LOBE, assessed over a single temporal scale. Specifically, exposure
above LOBE must not exceed 20% of the spatial extent of the target species habitat in any month
of the assessment year (European Union, 2017; EC, 2024).

3.2.3.3 In Ireland’s Marine Strategy (Annex III; DHLGH, 2024b), harbour porpoise is used as the
representative receptor for the continuous noise assessment, reflecting its widespread
distribution across the Irish Maritime Area. Continuous noise levels are evaluated across the full
Irish Maritime Area, which serves as the assessment habitat against the LOBE threshold. The
same spatial extent, the Irish Maritime Area, will be used for the continuous noise assessment in
this report.

3.2.3.4 This assessment of continuous noise uses the modelled threshold of 120 dB re 1 pPa (RMS) as
the LOBE. This threshold is used because it is consistent with the widely-applied NOAA (2005)
Level B harassment threshold of 120 dB re 1 pPa (RMS) for behavioural disturbance from
continuous noise. The threshold is unweighted and so applicable to all marine mammal hearing
groups. It is also noted that this threshold is used within the DHLGH continuous noise assessment
framework (DHLGH, 2024b).

3.2.3.5 All continuous noise sources associated with the Proposed Development have been modelled
following the methodology described in Volume III, Appendix 11.1: Underwater Noise
Assessment (Revised March 2026), and the resulting predicted noise levels are summarised in
Table 9. Continuous noise-generating activities include in this assessment include cable laying,
dredging, rock placement, cable trenching, vessel movements, and operational WTG noise
(Table 9).

3.2.3.6 As shown in Table 9, cable laying generates the greatest maximum impact range of all modelled
activities. Accordingly, cable laying is used as the maximum representative scenario for
continuous noise impacts during the construction phase. However, cable laying does not occur
during the operational and maintenance phase. Therefore, the operational and maintenance
assessment focuses on the continuous noise source for that phase which generates the
maximum representative ranges, which is vessel noise (large). As vessels are not permanent
noise sources, operational WTG noise is also assessed, in order to present the long-term,
permanent contribution of the Proposed Development to the continuous noise levels in the Irish
Maritime Area.

3.2.3.7 Applying the 120 dB re 1 pPa (RMS) threshold produced predicted continuous-noise ranges
between 100 m and 8.3 km, depending on the activity, with cable laying generating the largest
range (see Table 9). Accordingly, the 8.3 km range has been used as the construction-phase
maximum representative scenario for comparison against the continuous noise threshold. For the
operational phase, the assessment instead used an impact range of 2.9 km for vessel noise
(large), and 0.12 km for operational WTG noise (250 m rotor diameter), as these represent the
operational-phase maximum representative scenario for comparison against the continuous
noise threshold.

3.2.3.8 To ensure a conservative evaluation for the construction-phase assessment, the maximum
representative range was mapped from a location within the Proposed Development area that
led to the maximum the spatial extent across the Irish Maritime Area, by avoiding any overlap of
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4 Conclusions
4.1.1.1 The MSFD descriptors and associated targets of relevance have been considered in this MSFD

assessment. On the basis of the assessment outlined above it is considered that the Proposed
Development will not result in a deterioration of the current overall status of the Celtic Sea North
Inner MRU or broad habitat types therein or jeopardise the attainment of Good Environmental
Status. The Proposed Development will also not result in underwater noise levels (impulsive or
continuous) that would adversely affect marine animal populations within the Irish Maritime Area
or compromise the continued achievement of Good Environmental Status.
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significant number of technical Chapters and coordinated a
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technical and marine policy advice to government
departments and agencies such as Cefas, Natural England
and the JNCC.

His experience includes the project management of post-
consent compliance assistance for many offshore wind
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aggregates licence renewals, the provision of expert advice
to developers on mitigating construction impacts on Annex
I habitats, leading the post-construction monitoring of
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Glossary  

�7�H�U�P �0�H�D�Q�L�Q�J 

An Coimisiún Pleanála  
(ACP) 

Formerly An Bord Pleanála (ABP), the independent statutory body that 
decides on appeals from planning decisions made by local authorities in 
Ireland. An Coimisiún Pleanála also decides major strategic 
infrastructural projects under the provisions of the Planning and 
Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act 2006 and have responsibility 
for determining planning permission for certain classes of development 
within the maritime area and for the generality of offshore development 
beyond the nearshore. 

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 �± Offshore 
Infrastructure 
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Infrastructure: This includes all elements under the existing Maritime 
Area Consent. 

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2) 
(the Project) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2) (The Project) is the onshore and 
offshore infrastructure. This EIAR is being prepared for the Offshore 
Infrastructure. Consents for the Onshore Grid Infrastructure (Planning 
Reference 310090) and Operations Maintenance Facility (Planning 
Reference 211316) has been granted on 26th May 2022 and 20th July 
2022, respectively.  

�x Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Offshore Infrastructure: This 
includes all elements to be consented in accordance with the 
Maritime Area Consent. This is the subject of this EIAR and 
�Z�L�O�O���E�H���U�H�I�H�U�U�H�G���W�R���D�V���µ�W�K�H���3�U�R�S�R�V�H�G���'�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�¶���L�Q���W�K�H��
EIAR.    

�x Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Onshore Grid Infrastructure: This 
relates to the onshore grid infrastructure for which planning 
permission has been granted.  

�x Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Operations and Maintenance 
Facility (OMF): This includes the onshore and nearshore 
infrastructure at the OMF, for which planning permission has 
been granted.  
Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 EirGrid Upgrade Works: any non-
contestable grid upgrade works, consent to be sought and 
works to be completed by EirGrid. 

Array Area  The Array Area is the area within which the Wind Turbine Generators 
(WTGs), the Offshore Substation Platforms (OSPs), and associated 
cables (export, inter- array, and interconnector cabling) and foundations 
will be installed. 

Cable Corridor and Working Area The Cable Corridor and Working Area is the area within which export, 
inter-array and interconnector cabling will be installed This area will also 
facilitate vessel jacking operations associated with installation of WTG 
structures and associated foundations within the Array Area. 

Competent Authority (CA) The authority designated as responsible for performing the duties 
arising from the EIA Directive as amended. For this application, the 
Competent Authority is An Coimisiún Pleanála (ACP). 

Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) 

An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is a statutory process by 
which certain planned Projects must be assessed before a formal 
decision to proceed can be made. It involves the collection and 
consideration of environmental information, which fulfils the assessment 
requirements of the Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of the 
effects of certain public and private projects on the environment as 
amended by Directive 2014/52/EU of the European Parliament and of 
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Glossary

Term Meaning

An Coimisiun Pleanala
(AGP)

Formerly An Bord Pleanala (ABP), the independent statutory body that
decides on appeals from planning decisions made by local authorities in
Ireland. An Coimisiun Pleanala also decides major strategic
infrastructural projects under the provisions of the Planning and
Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act 2006 and have responsibility
for determining planning permission for certain classes of development
within the maritime area and for the generality of offshore development
beyond the nearshore.

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 - Offshore
Infrastructure

“The Proposed Development”, Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Offshore
Infrastructure: This includes all elements under the existing Maritime
Area Consent.

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2)
(the Project)

Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2) (The Project) is the onshore and
offshore infrastructure. This EIAR is being prepared for the Offshore
Infrastructure. Consents for the Onshore Grid Infrastructure (Planning
Reference 310090) and Operations Maintenance Facility (Planning
Reference 211316) has been granted on 26th May 2022 and 20th July
2022, respectively.

• Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Offshore Infrastructure: This
includes all elements to be consented in accordance with the
Maritime Area Consent This is the subject of this EIAR and
will be referred to as ‘the Proposed Development’ in the
EIAR.

• Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Onshore Grid Infrastructure: This
relates to the onshore grid infrastructure for which planning
permission has been granted.

• Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 Operations and Maintenance
Facility (OMF): This includes the onshore and nearshore
infrastructure at the OMF, for which planning permission has
been granted.
Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 EirGrid Upgrade Works: any non-
contestable grid upgrade works, consent to be sought and
works to be completed by EirGrid.

Array Area The Array Area is the area within which the Wind Turbine Generators
(WTGs), the Offshore Substation Platforms (OSPs), and associated
cables (export, inter- array, and interconnector cabling) and foundations
will be installed.

Cable Corridor and Working Area The Cable Corridor and Working Area is the area within which export,
inter-array and interconnector cabling will be installed This area will also
facilitate vessel jacking operations associated with installation of WTG
structures and associated foundations within the Array Area.

Competent Authority (CA) The authority designated as responsible for performing the duties
arising from the EIA Directive as amended. For this application, the
Competent Authority is An Coimisiun Pleanala (AGP).

Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA)

An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is a statutory process by
which certain planned Projects must be assessed before a formal
decision to proceed can be made. It involves the collection and
consideration of environmental information, which fulfils the assessment
requirements of the Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of the
effects of certain public and private projects on the environment as
amended by Directive 2014/52/EU of the European Parliament and of
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the Council (EIA Directive) and the regulations transposing the EIA 
Directive (EIA Regulations). 

Environmental Impact Assessment 
Report (EIAR) 

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) is a report of the 
effects, if any, which the proposed project, if carried out, would have on 
the environment. It is prepared by the developer to inform the EIA 
process. 

EirGrid State-owned electric power transmission system operator (TSO) in 
Ireland and Transmission Asset Owner (TAO) for the �3�U�R�M�H�F�W�¶�V��
transmission assets. 

Landfall The area in which the offshore export cables make landfall and is the 
transitional area between the offshore cabling and the onshore cabling. 

Mitigation Measure Measure which would avoid, reduce, or offset an impact. 

Permitted Maritime Usage The construction and operation of an offshore windfarm and associated 
infrastructure (including decommissioning and other works required on 
foot of any permission for such offshore windfarm). 

The Application The full set of documents that will be was submitted to An Coimisiún 
Pleanála in support of the consent. 

The Developer Sure Partners Ltd. 
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Term Meaning

the Council (EIA Directive) and the regulations transposing the EIA
Directive (EIA Regulations).

Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR)

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) is a report of the
effects, if any, which the proposed project, if carried out, would have on
the environment. It is prepared by the developer to inform the EIA
process.

EirGrid State-owned electric power transmission system operator (TSO) in
Ireland and Transmission Asset Owner (TAO) for the Project’s
transmission assets.

Landfall The area in which the offshore export cables make landfall and is the
transitional area between the offshore cabling and the onshore cabling.

Mitigation Measure Measure which would avoid, reduce, or offset an impact.

Permitted Maritime Usage The construction and operation of an offshore windfarm and associated
infrastructure (including decommissioning and other works required on
foot of any permission for such offshore windfarm).

The Application The full set of documents that will be was submitted to An Coimisiun
Pleanala in support of the consent.

The Developer Sure Partners Ltd.
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AA Appropriate Assessment 

ABWP1 Arklow Bank Wind Park 1 

ABWP2 Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 

ACP An Coimisiún Pleanála 

AEZ Archaeological Exclusion Zones 

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable 

ALM Archaeology Management Plan 

CBRA Cable Burial Risk Assessment 

CICES Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services 

COLREG International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea 

DEHLG Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government 

FMMS Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy 

EC European Commission 

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 
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EMP Environmental Management Plan 
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AA Appropriate Assessment

ABWP1 Arklow Bank Wind Park 1

ABWP2 Arklow Bank Wind Park 2

AGP An Coimisiun Pleanala

AEZ Archaeological Exclusion Zones

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable

ALM Archaeology Management Plan

CBRA Cable Burial Risk Assessment

CICES Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services

COLREG International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea

DEHLG Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government

FMMS Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy

EC European Commission

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment

EIAR Environmental Impact Assessment Report

EMF Electromagnetic Field

EMP Environmental Management Plan

EPA Environmental Protection Agency
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LMP Lighting and Marking Plan 
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MMMP Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan 

MPCP Marine Pollution Contingency Plan 

MSFD Marine Strategy Framework Directive 
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OGI Onshore Grid Connection Infrastructure  
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OMF Operations and Maintenance Facility 
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1 Introduction to the Assessment

1.1 Background
1.1.1.1 Under RFI 4, An Coimisiun Pleanala (ACP) noted the requirement for the Developer to update

the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) to include an assessment of impacts (both
positive and negative) to relevant ecosystem functions and services and include mitigation
measures, as appropriate. ACP advised that this should include those services classified as:

• Provisioning;

• Regulation and maintenance; and

• Cultural services.

1.1.1.2 Noting that the Developer is advised to consider the full range of ecosystem services set out in
the report ‘Valuing Ireland’s Blue Ecosystem Services’ (Norton et al, 2018), as referenced in the
National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF).

1.1.1.3 This document sets out the Developer’s assessment of the potential impacts of the Proposed
Development on the ecosystem functions and services criteria listed within the Norton et al.
report. As such, it provides the synopsis report on the relevant impacts on ecosystem functions
and services, as requested in the RFI. As the assessment of effect on ecosystem services and
functions is drawn from the conclusions of the assessments within the EIAR, which included
assessment of construction, operational and decommissioning impacts, the need for adaptive
management, ongoing monitoring and/or other mitigations are considered within the respective
EIAR chapters and transposed within the assessment tables of this report (Table 1.2). As the
conclusions of the EIAR are already directly linked to the assessment of ecosystem functions and
services and therefore it is considered that the impacts (both positive and negative) on relevant
ecosystem functions and services have already been assessed in the EIAR. However, this
synopsis report describes the assessment through the lens of ecosystem functions and services
as referenced in the NMPF.

1.1.1.4 With regard to the two proposed Project Design Options, each chapter of the EIAR has fully
assessed both Project Design Options. This report draws on the conclusions of respective
chapters of the EIAR and therefore the impacts on ecosystem functions and services of both
options have been fully assessed herein.

1.1.1.5 Any cross reference to a chapter, section, table, image, figure or appendix within this document
is to another location within the Addendum to the EIAR unless explicitly stated otherwise. Any
cross reference to anything included in the 2024 EIAR will be clearly labelled as such.

1.1.1.6 Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (ABWP2) (the Proposed Development) is a proposed offshore wind
farm situated on and around Arklow Bank in the Irish Sea, approximately 6 to 15 km to the east
of Arklow in County Wicklow.

1.1.1.7 ABWP2 is made up of both onshore and offshore components. The subject of this Ecosystem
Functions and Services Report is the offshore infrastructure only (the Proposed Development).

1.1.1.8 In May 2022, Sure Partners Ltd. (the Developer) received planning approval for the onshore grid
infrastructure (OGI) (Case Reference: 310090). In June 2022, the Developer received planning
permission for the Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF) (Planning Register Reference:
21/1316).

1.1.1.9 The Proposed Development comprises the Array Area (the area within which the Wind Turbine
Generators (WTGs), the Offshore Substation Platforms (OSPs), and associated cables (export,
inter-array, and interconnector cabling) and foundations will be installed) and the Cable Corridor
and Working Area (the area within which export, inter-array and interconnector cabling will be
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installed. This area will also facilitate vessel jacking operations associated with installation of
WTG structures and associated foundations within the Array Area). The total area of the Array
Area is approximately 63.4 km2. The total footprint of the Proposed Development is 139.4 km2

(Figure 1.1).

1.1.1.10 The proposed Cable Corridor and Working Area will extend from the Array Area to the Landfall
approximately 4.5 km to the north of Arklow at Johnstown North where it will meet with the
consented OGI at the High Water Mark (HWM). The HWM is where the geographical delineation
between the onshore and offshore components of ABWP2 is made.

1.1.1.11 A Maritime Area Consent (MAC) (Ref:2022-MAC-002) was granted for the Proposed
Development in December 2022 and the Developer has prepared a planning application for the
Proposed Development which has been submitted to ACP.

1.1.1.12 An existing wind farm, Arklow Bank Wind Park 1 (ABWP1) consisting of seven turbines with a
capacity of 25.2MW that was constructed on Arklow Bank in 2003/04, is owned and operated by
Arklow Energy Limited. It was the first operational offshore wind farm in Ireland. ABWP1 is located
within a sublease area and is surrounded by the Proposed Development, ABWP1 does not form
part of the Proposed Development.
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Figure 1.1 Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (the Proposed Development)  
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Figure 1.1 Arklow Bank Wind Park 2 (the Proposed Development)
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1.2 Classification of Ecosystem Services  
 

 

 

 

1.3 Policy and Legislative Context  

1.3.1 The National Marine Planning Framework 
 

 

 

 

�x avoid contribution to adverse changes to physical features of the coast; and 

�x enhance, restore or recreate habitats that provide a flood defence or carbon 
sequestration ecosystem services where possible.  

a) avoided,  
b) minimised,  
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1.2 Classification of Ecosystem Services
1.2.1.1 Ecosystems are multilayered communities of living organisms which interact with each other and

their environment. An ecosystem can be defined as “a dynamic complex of plant, animal and
micro-organism communities and their non-living environment interacting as a functional unit"
(Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992).

1.2.1.2 The NMPF defines ecosystem services as “processes by which the environment produces
resources utilised by humans, such as clean air, water, food and materials.” And goes on to note,
“ecosystems are multifunctional communities of living organisms interacting with each other and
their environment. Ecosystems provide a series of services for human well-being (ecosystem
services) either directly (as food and fibre) or indirectly by providing clean air and water” (NMPF,
2021). The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA, 2005) aimed to provide evidence for action
needed to protect ecosystems and their ecosystem services. It introduced a classification system
that categorised ecosystem services into four groupings. The first three, provisioning services,
regulation and maintenance services and cultural services, were all underpinned by the fourth,
supporting services.

1.2.1.3 The United Nations (UN) Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES)
has since been developed using MEA as a starting point and then refined to reflect some of the
key issues identified in the wider research literature. It has been endorsed as a tool for
classification of ecosystem services by the UN and the European Commission (EC). The
classification system was last updated in 2023 (CICES, 2023).

1.2.1.4 In Ireland the same CICES approach has been used in the classification of Valuing Ireland’s Blue
Ecosystem Services (Norton et al., 2018).

1.3 Policy and Legislative Context

1.3.1 The National Marine Planning Framework
1.3.1.1 The NMPF (2021) sets out the framework and proposed approach to managing Ireland’s maritime

activities to ensure the sustainable use of marine resources up to 2040. The plan covers Ireland’s
maritime area, including internal waters (sea area), territorial seas, exclusive economic zone
(EEZ) and continental shelf.

1.3.1.2 Environment policies in the NMPF have been split into nine categories largely aligned to the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) Good Environmental Status (GES) descriptors as
well as addressing air quality and climate change.

1.3.1.3 In particular, the Seafloor and Water Column Integrity Policy 3 of the NMPF also requires
proposals to take account of the space required for coastal habitats, for ecosystem functioning
and the provision of ecosystem services and to demonstrate that they will, in order of preference,
avoid, minimise or mitigate for net loss of coastal habitats.

1.3.1.4 NMPF Climate Change Policy 1 states that proposals should demonstrate how they:

• avoid contribution to adverse changes to physical features of the coast; and

• enhance, restore or recreate habitats that provide a flood defence or carbon
sequestration ecosystem services where possible.

Where potential significant adverse impacts upon habitats that provide a flood defence or carbon
sequestration ecosystem services are identified, these must be in order of preference and in
accordance with legal requirements:

a) avoided,
b) minimised,
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c) mitigated,  
d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts the reasons for proceeding must be 

set out.  

 

1.4 Ecosystem Functions and Services  Methodology  
 

1.4.2 �,�U�H�O�D�Q�G�¶�V���%�O�X�H���(�F�R�V�\�V�W�H�P���6�H�U�Y�L�F�H�V 
 

 

 

1.4.3 UK Energy Research Centre Database of Evidence 
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c) mitigated,

d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts the reasons for proceeding must be
set out.

1.3.1.5 Noting that the NMPF Climate Change Policy 1 (as described above) should be included as part
of statutory environmental assessments where such assessments are required (NMPF, 2021).
The policy goes on to note that “proposals should identify and describe habitats within the
immediate vicinity and determine whether those habitats provide carbon sequestration or flood
defence ecosystem services”.

1.4 Ecosystem Functions and Services Methodology
1.4.1.1 At the time of writing, no specific guidance has been published regarding how projects within Irish

waters should assess ecosystem functions and services. However, as advised by ACP, the
assessment has been informed by the range of ecosystem services documented and associated
assessment provided within ‘Valuing Ireland’s Blue Ecosystem Services’ (Norton et al., 2018).
Additionally, the UK Energy Research Centre (UKERC) funded Phase 4 Research Programme
and developed a ‘Database of Evidence for the impact of Offshore wind farms on Marine
Ecosystem Services’ which has also been considered.

1.4.2 Ireland’s Blue Ecosystem Services
1.4.2.1 The Socio-Economic Marine Research Unit (SEMRU) within the Whitaker Institute of NUI Galway,

have a main research focus examining the economic utility of the marine environment (e.g.
transportation, recreation) and the ecological value (e.g. fisheries, aquaculture) derived from the
productivity of associated ecosystems. The SEMRU non-technical report ‘Valuing Ireland’s Blue
Ecosystem Services' (Norton et al., 2018) is focused on the ecosystem service benefits that
society receives from Ireland’s marine environment, complementing previous work on the Irish
ocean economy.

1.4.2.2 The report itself aims to improve stakeholder and policymaker’s understanding of Ireland's blue
economy and encourage the development of sustainable economic activities that foster “blue
growth". The full range of ecosystem services set out in the report has been used to define the
marine ecosystem functions and services of relevance to the Proposed Development.

1.4.2.3 To note the report only uses the overarching category of ‘ecosystem services’, which also
encompasses their functioning role. Norton et al., (2018) describe that ecosystem services are
provided by the processes, functions and structure of the marine environment that directly or
indirectly contribute to societal welfare, health and economic activities.

1.4.3 UK Energy Research Centre Database of Evidence
1.4.3.1 An evidence database was collated by a review of global primary literature (primary and peer

reviewed) and UK grey literature on the potential and experienced impacts of Offshore Wind Farm
(OWF) developments as part of this UK research. Data was extracted from each evidence source,
for each marine ecosystem component that was impacted by the OWF developments. Information
was recorded on the phase of development, the specific pressure and any other relevant
information about the OWF or its location. Expert judgement by competent experts was used to
map each piece of evidence for impacts according to CICES v5.1 or MEA and other published
classification systems for ecosystem services.

1.4.3.2 The information that has been collated and provided within the database can be interrogated by
applying filters on the headers assigned to each column. This filters the evidence to relevant
sources for each EIAR topic. Whilst not requested for by ACP and not drafted specifically for
Ireland, the information within the database collates information on potential impacts from a
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1.5 Ecosystem Services  
 

�x Provisioning services  �± These ecosystem services are tangible goods and there is often a 
direct connection between the ecosystem and the provision of these ecosystem services. 
Examples of the provisioning ecosystem services generated by Irish marine and coastal 
ecosystems are the fish and seaweed that are harvested and also the aquaculture production 
�D�U�R�X�Q�G���,�U�H�O�D�Q�G�¶�V���F�R�D�V�W�V���� 

�x Regulation and maintenance services  �± These ecosystem services regulate the world 
around us and often are consumed indirectly. Examples of these ecosystem services include 
carbon sequestration which helps to mitigate climate change, treatment of wastewater and its 
return to the hydrological cycle and flood and storm protection by sand dunes and saltmarsh 
which lessens the damage from winter storms.  

�x Cultural services  �± The cultural ecosystem services refer to the psychical, psychological and 
spiritual benefits that humans obtain from contact with nature. Examples of the cultural 
ecosystem services in the Irish marine and coastal zones include recreational activities such 
as walking along the beach, surfing, etc. and also the added value that having a sea view 
from your house has on your well-being.  

�x Supporting ecosystem services  uphold and enable the maintenance and delivery of the 
other ecosystem service categories. To avoid double counting, supporting services tend not to 
be included in ecosystem value assessments as only final impacts on well-being are counted 
as economic benefits. For example, the effects of changes in nutrient cycling in marine 
systems will be reflected in the final welfare impact on provisioning services such as 
commercial fish catches or in the cultural service of recreational fishing. 

1.6 Screening of Ecosystem Functions and Services  
 

Table 1.1 Screening assessment for the Proposed Development for ecosystem services as detailed 
in Norton et al.,  (2018) 

Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR 
Charters/Assessments 

Provisioning ecosystem service  

Offshore capture fisheries IN: Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture 
(Revised March 2026) 
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variety of OWFs and has been used to inform this Ecosystem Functions and Services report due
to its relevance.

1.5 Ecosystem Services
1.5.1.1 The three categories of ecosystem services as noted in the ACP RFI of provisioning, regulation

and maintenance and cultural are further defined by Norton et al. (2018) as follows, including a
fourth ecosystem service noted in Norton et al (2018) of supporting ecosystem services:

• Provisioning services - These ecosystem services are tangible goods and there is often a

direct connection between the ecosystem and the provision of these ecosystem services.
Examples of the provisioning ecosystem services generated by Irish marine and coastal

ecosystems are the fish and seaweed that are harvested and also the aquaculture production
around Ireland’s coasts.

• Regulation and maintenance services - These ecosystem services regulate the world
around us and often are consumed indirectly. Examples of these ecosystem services include
carbon sequestration which helps to mitigate climate change, treatment of wastewater and its
return to the hydrological cycle and flood and storm protection by sand dunes and saltmarsh

which lessens the damage from winter storms.

• Cultural services - The cultural ecosystem services refer to the psychical, psychological and

spiritual benefits that humans obtain from contact with nature. Examples of the cultural
ecosystem services in the Irish marine and coastal zones include recreational activities such

as walking along the beach, surfing, etc. and also the added value that having a sea view
from your house has on your well-being.

• Supporting ecosystem services uphold and enable the maintenance and delivery of the
other ecosystem service categories. To avoid double counting, supporting services tend not to

be included in ecosystem value assessments as only final impacts on well-being are counted

as economic benefits. For example, the effects of changes in nutrient cycling in marine
systems will be reflected in the final welfare impact on provisioning services such as

commercial fish catches or in the cultural service of recreational fishing.

1.6 Screening of Ecosystem Functions and Services
1.6.1.1 The first stage of the assessment is to consider if there is a pathway between the Proposed

Development and a potential interaction with an ecosystem service. In this way, some ecosystem
services can be screened out from assessment as there is no source-pathway-receptor
interaction between the Proposed Development and the ecosystem service. The screening
exercise for the Proposed Development is presented in Table 1.1. Where an ecosystem service
is screened in, the main part of the assessment (presented in Section 1.7) will refer to the
assessment undertaken as part of and documented in the EIAR for the Proposed Development.
As such, the relevant EIAR chapter and/or associated appendix is referenced in Table 1.2.

Table 1.1 Screening assessment for the Proposed Development for ecosystem services as detailed
in Norton etal., (2018)

Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR

Charters/Assessments

Provisioning ecosystem service

Offshore capture fisheries IN: Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture
(Revised March 2026)
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Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR 
Charters/Assessments 

Inshore capture fisheries IN: Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture 
(Revised March 2026) 

Aquaculture IN:  
Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture (Revised 
March 2026) 

Algae/ Seaweed harvesting OUT: There are no known commercial algae / seaweed harvesting 
activities taking place on the eastern side of Ireland. As such there is no 
potential for commercial algae / seaweed harvesting activities to be 
impacted due to the Proposed Development, as all known sites are 
located at such a significant distance from the Proposed Development 
that there is no potential for impacts. As such this ecosystem service is 
screened out.  

Genetic materials OUT: The rich biodiversity within the marine and coastal zones provide a 
range of genetic material that has potential future uses, which include the 
exploitation of genes related to certain traits to genetically modify 
organisms (Norton et al, 2018). Whilst there are some (non-significant) 
impacts predicted to marine ecological receptors, this will not impact the 
potential future provision of genetic materials. As such this ecosystem 
service is screened out. 

Water for non-drinking purposes IN: Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and Sediment Quality (Revised 
March 2026) 

Regulating and maintenance ecosystem services  

Waste services IN: Volume II, Chapter 19: Infrastructure and Other Users (Revised March 
2026) 

Coastal defence IN: Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) 

Lifecycle and habitat services IN:  
Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and Sediment Quality (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish, Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 13: Offshore Bats (Revised March 2026) 

Pest and disease control IN:  
Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish and Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology 
(Revised March 2026) 

Climate regulation OUT: Climate regulation by marine environments was not assessed as 
part of the assessment for the Proposed Development. However, there 
are not expected to be any impacts to the intertidal habitats and so no 
change to their climate regulatory function. Whilst there will be a degree 
of disturbance to fully subtidal sediments, areas of temporary disturbance 
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Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR
Charters/Assessments

Inshore capture fisheries IN: Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture
(Revised March 2026)

Aquaculture IN:
Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture (Revised
March 2026)

Algae/ Seaweed harvesting OUT: There are no known commercial algae / seaweed harvesting
activities taking place on the eastern side of Ireland. As such there is no
potential for commercial algae / seaweed harvesting activities to be
impacted due to the Proposed Development, as all known sites are
located at such a significant distance from the Proposed Development
that there is no potential for impacts. As such this ecosystem service is
screened out.

Genetic materials OUT: The rich biodiversity within the marine and coastal zones provide a
range of genetic material that has potential future uses, which include the
exploitation of genes related to certain traits to genetically modify
organisms (Norton et al, 2018). Whilst there are some (non-significant)
impacts predicted to marine ecological receptors, this will not impact the
potential future provision of genetic materials. As such this ecosystem
service is screened out.

Water for non-drinking purposes IN: Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and Sediment Quality (Revised
March 2026)

Regulating and maintenance ecosystem services

Waste services IN: Volume II, Chapter 19: Infrastructure and Other Users (Revised March
2026)

Coastal defence IN: Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026)

Lifecycle and habitat services IN:
Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and Sediment Quality (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish, Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 13: Offshore Bats (Revised March 2026)

Pest and disease control IN:
Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish and Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology
(Revised March 2026)

Climate regulation OUT: Climate regulation by marine environments was not assessed as
part of the assessment for the Proposed Development. However, there
are not expected to be any impacts to the intertidal habitats and so no
change to their climate regulatory function. Whilst there will be a degree
of disturbance to fully subtidal sediments, areas of temporary disturbance
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Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR 
Charters/Assessments 

are expected to fully recover, and thus no indirect effect on their climate 
regulatory function. There is expected to be a small reduction in some 
areas of subtidal sediments, due to the placement of infrastructure and, 
where required scour and cable protection, however this is expected to 
result in negligible reduction in climate regulatory function. In addition, 
Arklow Bank is more comprised of mobile coarser sediments which is not 
effective in capturing carbon. The Proposed Development as a whole is 
considered beneficial to the functioning of wider ecosystem services by 
making carbon savings overall, due to the provision of green electricity. 
As such this ecosystem service is screened out. 

Cultural services  

Recreational services IN: 
Volume II, Chapter :10 Fish, Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter: 11 Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter: 12 Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter: 15 Shipping and Navigation (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 21: Population and Human Health (Revised March 
2026) 

Scientific and educational services IN:  
Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish, Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology (Revised 
March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 13: Offshore Bats (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 15: Shipping and Navigation (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 18: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 
(Revised March 2026) 

Marine heritage, culture and 
entertainment 

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

Aesthetic services IN: Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 18: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 
(Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 21: Population and Human Health (Revised March 
2026) 

Spiritual and emblematic values IN:  
Volume II, Chapter 18: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 
(Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (Revised March 2026) 
Volume II, Chapter 21: Population and Human Health (Revised March 
2026) 
Volume III, Appendix 21.2: Supplementary Socio-economic Analysis (RFI 
March 2026) 
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Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR
Charters/Assessments

are expected to fully recover, and thus no indirect effect on their climate
regulatory function. There is expected to be a small reduction in some
areas of subtidal sediments, due to the placement of infrastructure and,
where required scour and cable protection, however this is expected to
result in negligible reduction in climate regulatory function. In addition,
Arklow Bank is more comprised of mobile coarser sediments which is not
effective in capturing carbon. The Proposed Development as a whole is
considered beneficial to the functioning of wider ecosystem services by
making carbon savings overall, due to the provision of green electricity.
As such this ecosystem service is screened out.

Cultural services

Recreational services IN:
Volume II, Chapter :10 Fish, Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter: 11 Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter: 12 Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter: 15 Shipping and Navigation (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 21: Population and Human Health (Revised March
2026)

Scientific and educational services IN:
Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 10: Fish, Shellfish and Sea Turtle Ecology (Revised
March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 11: Marine Mammals (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 12: Offshore Ornithology (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 13: Offshore Bats (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 15: Shipping and Navigation (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 18: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
(Revised March 2026)

Marine heritage, culture and
entertainment

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

Aesthetic services IN: Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 18: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
(Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 21: Population and Human Health (Revised March
2026)

Spiritual and emblematic values IN:
Volume II, Chapter 18: Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage
(Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 17: Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (Revised March 2026)
Volume II, Chapter 21: Population and Human Health (Revised March
2026)
Volume III, Appendix 21.2: Supplementary Socio-economic Analysis (RFI
March 2026)
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Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR 
Charters/Assessments 

Non-use values OUT: Whilst it is understood that non-use values (existence and bequest 
values e.g., satisfaction with the knowledge a resource exists by an 
individual not currently making use of the resource) is one of the 
ecosystem services which is provided by the marine environment, this 
aspect has not been directly assessed as part of the Proposed 
Development. However, by ensuring the other services and functions are 
considered (see above rows and the subsequent assessments where 
required), these non-use values are also assumed to be maintained. 

1.7 Ecosystem functions and services assessment  
 

�x Relevance to the Proposed Development: 
o Baseline information on the ecosystem service presented from the national assessment 

(Norton et al., 2018); 
o Information on the potential for impacts to ecosystem services by offshore windfarms, 

summarised from the UKERC database; 

�x Mitigation measures and Impact Assessment summary: 
o Mitigation that is relevant to the EIAR Chapter that is used as the basis for the assessment. 

This can be in the form of factored in mitigation and best practice, and where it was identified 
as a requirement within the EIAR further mitigation; 

o  The significance of effect predicted within the EIAR Chapter; 
o Conclusion regarding the potential for impacts to ecosystem services as a result of the 

Proposed Development. 
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Ecosystem Service Screening assessment and Associated EIAR
Charters/Assessments

Non-use values OUT: Whilst it is understood that non-use values (existence and bequest
values e.g., satisfaction with the knowledge a resource exists by an
individual not currently making use of the resource) is one of the
ecosystem services which is provided by the marine environment, this
aspect has not been directly assessed as part of the Proposed
Development. However, by ensuring the other services and functions are
considered (see above rows and the subsequent assessments where
required), these non-use values are also assumed to be maintained.

1.7 Ecosystem functions and services assessment
1.7.1.1 The second stage is the ecosystem function and service assessment. Where an ecosystem

service has been screened in (from Table 1.1), information is presented in Table 1.2 that makes
up the assessment of the potential impact of the Proposed Development on that ecosystem
service. The table includes:

• Relevance to the Proposed Development:
o Baseline information on the ecosystem service presented from the national assessment

(Norton et al., 2018);
o Information on the potential for impacts to ecosystem services by offshore windfarms,

summarised from the UKERC database;
• Mitigation measures and Impact Assessment summary:

o Mitigation that is relevant to the EIAR Chapter that is used as the basis for the assessment.
This can be in the form of factored in mitigation and best practice, and where it was identified
as a requirement within the EIAR further mitigation;

o The significance of effect predicted within the EIAR Chapter;
o Conclusion regarding the potential for impacts to ecosystem services as a result of the

Proposed Development.

1.7.1.2 In essence, the assessment as provided below, utilises the assessments conducted within the
EIAR and presents them within the context of ecosystem services.

Ecosystem Functions and Services Assessment (RFI March 2026) 12
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Table 1.2 Marine ecosystem functions and services assessment for the Proposed Development  

EIAR Chapter Introduction and wider UKERC evidence Mitigation measures   Impact Assessment summary 

Provisioning ecosystem service  

Offshore and Inshore Capture Fisheries (both inshore and offshore ecosystem services are considered together)  

Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries 
and Aquaculture (Revised March 2026) 

The estimated value for landings made by capture 
fisheries within the Irish EEZ (vessels >15 m) was 
over EU470 million in 2015 (Norton et al., 2018). 
The Proposed Development must maintain the 
population abundance, distribution, habitat and 
diversity of species caught by offshore fisheries. 
 
The UKERC database, which provides wider 
evidence of potential impacts, which are not related 
to the Proposed Development, indicates an overall 
general decrease in catch per unit effort and 
negative effect on abundance in relation to wind 
farm construction, whereas there are more positive 
benefits, including increases in catch per unit effort 
during the operational phase. There is also 
indication of a negative impact on static and towed 
gears of commercial fisheries along with a generally 
negative economic impact on commercial fisheries. 
In some areas of Europe and the USA, an increase 
in catch per unit effort was recorded for cod, 
pouting, sole and brown crab during wind farm 
operation. 

Factored in mitigation measures consist of: 
�x Appointment of a Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO) and use of 

Offshore FLOs (OFLOs) as required to enable ongoing liaison with 
fishing fleets to be maintained. 

�x Timely and efficient posting of Notice to Mariners (NtM) and 
navigational warnings. 

�x Adherence to appropriate guidance with regards to fisheries 
liaison and mitigation procedures in the event of interactions 
between the proposed development and fishing activities, 

�x Cable Burial Risk Assessment (CBRA) - The aim of the CBRA is 
to undertake a risk assessment in order to determine suitable 
burial depths for a cable along the entire route to protect the cable 
from third party and natural hazards. This includes identifying all 
hazards to the cable and carrying out a risk assessment to make 
recommendations on the burial depth required along the length of 
the cable to ensure that the risk to the cable is within acceptable 
limits. The CBRA includes an assessment of seabed conditions 
(based on available survey data) and an assessment of shipping, 
fishing, dredging, military activities etc. Burial requirements are 
normally driven by the risk from fishing gear and vessel anchors, 
as well as the seabed conditions along the cable route (which 
affects the anchor and fishing gear penetration depths). 

�x Implementation of cooperation payments where the relocation of 
static gear is required, as appropriate, and following an evidence-
based approach. 

�x Advisory Safety Zones (500 m) will be put in place for construction 
and maintenance works, and for pre commissioning works (50 m).  

�x �$�G�Y�L�V�R�U�\���F�O�H�D�U�D�Q�F�H���G�L�V�W�D�Q�F�H�V�����8�V�H���R�I���µ�U�R�O�O�L�Q�J�¶���W�H�P�S�R�U�D�U�\�����������P��
advisory clearance distances around installation/maintenance 
vessels. 

�x Development of and implementation of an Environmental 
Management Plan (EMP). This includes mitigation/monitoring 
measures and commitments made within the EIAR, including but 
not limited to chemical usage, invasive and non-native species, 
pollution prevention and waste management. 

�x A Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy (FMMS) has 
been prepared. The FMMS sets out the means of ongoing 
fisheries liaison through construction and operation and 
maintenance (O&M) phases of the proposed development and 
details and commits to mitigation measures of relevance to 
commercial fisheries. 

�x Gear loss - Implementation of a procedure for claim for loss or 
damage to fishing gear which is provided in the FMMS. 

�x A Vessel Management Plan (VMP) - The VMP confirms the types 
and numbers of vessels that will be engaged on the proposed 
development, and considers vessel coordination including 
indicative transit route planning (Marine Coordination). 

 
Based on the predicted level of effects it is concluded that some 
additional mitigation is required beyond the primary mitigation 
measures. For commercial fisheries this includes: 
 
�x In order to mitigate the potential effects on the whelk fishery 

operating across the Cable Corridor and Working Area during the 

Not significant to slight adverse effects  are predicted for 
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors as a result of the 
Proposed Development.  
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific 
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors (following the 
implementation of the factored in and additional mitigation measures), 
including those that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be 
concluded that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal 
ecosystem functions and services to function with regards to 
commercial capture fisheries. 
 
The Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture chapter (Volume II, 
Chapter 14) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and 
cumulatively with other plans and projects. As such, the above 
ecosystem functions and services conclusions also includes 
consideration of cumulative impacts. 
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Table 1.2 Marine ecosystem functions and services assessment for the Proposed Development

EIAR Chapter Introduction and wider UKERC evidence Mitigation measures Impact Assessment summary

Provisioning ecosystem service

Offshore and Inshore Capture Fisheries (both inshore and offshore ecosystem services are considered together)

Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries
and Aquaculture (Revised March 2026)

The estimated value for landings made by capture
fisheries within the Irish EEZ (vessels >15 m) was
over EU470 million in 2015 (Norton et al., 2018).
The Proposed Development must maintain the
population abundance, distribution, habitat and
diversity of species caught by offshore fisheries.

The UKERC database, which provides wider
evidence of potential impacts, which are not related
to the Proposed Development, indicates an overall
general decrease in catch per unit effort and
negative effect on abundance in relation to wind
farm construction, whereas there are more positive
benefits, including increases in catch per unit effort
during the operational phase. There is also
indication of a negative impact on static and towed
gears of commercial fisheries along with a generally
negative economic impact on commercial fisheries.
In some areas of Europe and the USA, an increase
in catch per unit effort was recorded for cod,
pouting, sole and brown crab during wind farm
operation.

Factored in mitigation measures consist of:
• Appointment of a Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO) and use of

Offshore FLOs (OFLOs) as required to enable ongoing liaison with
fishing fleets to be maintained.

• Timely and efficient posting of Notice to Mariners (NtM) and
navigational warnings.

• Adherence to appropriate guidance with regards to fisheries
liaison and mitigation procedures in the event of interactions
between the proposed development and fishing activities,

• Cable Burial Risk Assessment (CBRA) - The aim of the CBRA is
to undertake a risk assessment in order to determine suitable
burial depths for a cable along the entire route to protect the cable
from third party and natural hazards. This includes identifying all
hazards to the cable and carrying out a risk assessment to make
recommendations on the burial depth required along the length of
the cable to ensure that the risk to the cable is within acceptable
limits. The CBRA includes an assessment of seabed conditions
(based on available survey data) and an assessment of shipping,
fishing, dredging, military activities etc. Burial requirements are
normally driven by the risk from fishing gear and vessel anchors,
as well as the seabed conditions along the cable route (which
affects the anchor and fishing gear penetration depths).

• Implementation of cooperation payments where the relocation of
static gear is required, as appropriate, and following an evidence-
based approach.

• Advisory Safety Zones (500 m) will be put in place for construction
and maintenance works, and for pre commissioning works (50 m).

• Advisory clearance distances. Use of ‘rolling’/temporary 500 m
advisory clearance distances around installation/maintenance
vessels.

Not significant to slight adverse effects are predicted for
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors as a result of the
Proposed Development.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors (following the
implementation of the factored in and additional mitigation measures),
including those that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be
concluded that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal
ecosystem functions and services to function with regards to
commercial capture fisheries.

The Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture chapter (Volume II,
Chapter 14) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and
cumulatively with other plans and projects. As such, the above
ecosystem functions and services conclusions also includes
consideration of cumulative impacts.

• Development of and implementation of an Environmental
Management Plan (EMP). This includes mitigation/monitoring
measures and commitments made within the EIAR, including but
not limited to chemical usage, invasive and non-native species,
pollution prevention and waste management.

• A Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy (FMMS) has
been prepared. The FMMS sets out the means of ongoing
fisheries liaison through construction and operation and
maintenance (O&M) phases of the proposed development and
details and commits to mitigation measures of relevance to
commercial fisheries.

• Gear loss - Implementation of a procedure for claim for loss or
damage to fishing gear which is provided in the FMMS.

• A Vessel Management Plan (VMP) - The VMP confirms the types
and numbers of vessels that will be engaged on the proposed
development, and considers vessel coordination including
indicative transit route planning (Marine Coordination).

Based on the predicted level of effects it is concluded that some
additional mitigation is required beyond the primary mitigation
measures. For commercial fisheries this includes:

• In order to mitigate the potential effects on the whelk fishery
operating across the Cable Corridor and Working Area during the
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construction phase, a FMMS has been produced (Volume III, 
Appendix 25.3: FMMS (Revised March 2026)), which provides 
principles for co-existence and details further mitigation, including 
cooperation agreements and associated payments. With respect 
to any cooperation agreements and associated payments, an 
evidence based procedure will be followed.  

Aquaculture   

Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes 
(Revised March 2026) 

Aquaculture is an important sector particularly in 
rural areas along the Irish western seaboard. Most 
of the aquaculture output produced relates to 
salmon, oyster and mussel farming and is mainly 
based along the western coast of Ireland (Norton et 
al. 2018). 
 
The spatial extent and distribution of any sediment 
plumes and associated deposition should not 
adversely affect aquaculture and is at a level that 
ensures that the structure and functions of the 
ecosystems are safeguarded. 
 
The UKERC database, which provides wider 
evidence of potential impacts, which are not related 
to the Proposed Development, indicate the potential 
for positive benefits due to the potential for 
colocation of OWFs and aquaculture.  

Factored in mitigation measures consist of: 
�x Scour protection will be installed as described in Volume II, 

Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026). 
�x Environmental monitoring - Commitments to environmental 

monitoring. O&M asset monitoring commitments include survey of 
seabed and assets every six months for the first two years and 
annually thereafter (Volume II: Chapter 4: Description of 
Development (Revised March 2026)). This will include monitoring 
to determine scour development and cable burial. 

�x Cable burial and protection - Cables will be buried where possible 
and protected where not possible. 

 
Based on the predicted level of effects it is concluded that no 
additional mitigation is required beyond the primary mitigation 
measures. 
 
An aquaculture site is located off the coast of Arklow, co. Wicklow, 
approximately 5.3 km from the closest point of the Cable Corridor and 
Working Area �± the Irish Mussel Seed Company mussel farm. The 
mussel farm is made up of semi-permanent structures marked by 
eight navigation buoys which are fixed to the seabed via screw in 
anchors. However at a distance of 5.3 km from the closest point of the 
proposed development, it is not anticipated that significant SSC or 
deposition as a result of trenchless operations or seabed preparation 
for export cable installation and the associated spoil activities for the 
proposed development  will overlap with the Irish Mussel Seed 
Company Aquaculture site. 

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse  effects are predicted for 
marine coastal processes receptors, as a result of the Proposed 
Development. 
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine 
geology, sediments and coastal processes receptors, including those 
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that 
that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem 
functions and services to function with regards to aquaculture 
services. 
 
The Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture chapter (Volume II, 
Chapter 14) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and 
cumulatively with other plans and projects. As such, the above 
ecosystem functions and services conclusions also include 
consideration of cumulative impacts. 
 

Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries 
and Aquaculture (Revised March 2026) 

Aquaculture is an important sector particularly in 
rural areas along the Irish western seaboard. Most 
of the aquaculture output produced relates to 
salmon, oyster and mussel farming and is mainly 
based along the western coast of Ireland (Norton et 
al. 2018). 
 

As per previous commercial fisheries and aquaculture section under 
�µ�3�U�R�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�L�Q�J���H�F�R�V�\�V�W�H�P���V�H�U�Y�L�F�H�V�¶�����Z�K�L�F�K���F�R�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���W�K�D�W���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H 
factored in mitigation measures, such as production and adherence to 
an EMP and appointment of a FLO, and the inclusion of additional 
mitigation measures, such as cooperation agreements and associated 
payments, there will be no adverse significant effects. 
 
Specifically, the mussel seed fishery was assessed as a receptor 
within Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture (Revised 
March 2026). The assessment noted potential impacts that range 
from not significant to slight adverse effect . 

Not significant to slight adverse effects  are predicted for 
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors (alone and 
cumulatively) as a result of the Proposed Development.  
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific 
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors (following the 
implementation of the additional mitigation measures), including those 
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that 
there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem functions 
and services to function with regards to aquaculture. 

Water for non -drinking purposes     

Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and 
Sediment Quality (Revised March 2026) 

The most significant type of non-drinking use for 
marine water identified in Irish coastal, marine and 
estuarine ecosystems is the use of water for cooling 
in electricity generating stations in a number of 
estuaries around Ireland (Norton et al. 2018). The 
Proposed Development is not close to an existing or 
planned electricity generating station.  
 
UKERC database which provides wider evidence of 
potential impacts, which are not related to the 

Factored in mitigation measures consist of: 
�x Implementation of an EMP - This includes mitigation/monitoring 

measures and commitments made within the EIAR, including but 
not limited to chemical usage, invasive and non-native species, 
pollution prevention and waste management. 

�x Scour protection - scour protection will be installed prior to the 
foundations in order to reduce the development of scour around 
the structures. Further detail is provided in Volume II, Chapter 4: 
Description of Development (Revised March 2026).  

Imperceptible  adverse to slight  adverse  effects are predicted for 
marine water and sediment quality receptors as a result of the 
Proposed Development. 
 
In addition, the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute to 
the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or jeopardise 
�W�K�H���S�R�W�H�Q�W�L�D�O���I�R�U���Z�D�W�H�U���E�R�G�L�H�V���W�R���D�F�K�L�H�Y�H���µ�*�R�R�G�¶���V�W�D�W�X�V�� 
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine 
water and sediment quality receptors, including those that may occur 
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construction phase, a FMMS has been produced (Volume III,
Appendix 25.3: FMMS (Revised March 2026)), which provides
principles for co-existence and details further mitigation, including
cooperation agreements and associated payments. With respect
to any cooperation agreements and associated payments, an
evidence based procedure will be followed.

Aquaculture

Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes
(Revised March 2026)

Aquaculture is an important sector particularly in
rural areas along the Irish western seaboard. Most
of the aquaculture output produced relates to
salmon, oyster and mussel farming and is mainly
based along the western coast of Ireland (Norton et
al. 2018).

The spatial extent and distribution of any sediment
plumes and associated deposition should not
adversely affect aquaculture and is at a level that
ensures that the structure and functions of the
ecosystems are safeguarded.

The UKERC database, which provides wider
evidence of potential impacts, which are not related
to the Proposed Development, indicate the potential
for positive benefits due to the potential for
colocation of OWFs and aquaculture.

Factored in mitigation measures consist of:
• Scour protection will be installed as described in Volume II,

Chapter 4: Description of Development (Revised March 2026).
• Environmental monitoring - Commitments to environmental

monitoring. O&M asset monitoring commitments include survey of
seabed and assets every six months for the first two years and
annually thereafter (Volume II: Chapter 4: Description of
Development (Revised March 2026)). This will include monitoring
to determine scour development and cable burial.

• Cable burial and protection - Cables will be buried where possible
and protected where not possible.

Based on the predicted level of effects it is concluded that no
additional mitigation is required beyond the primary mitigation
measures.

An aquaculture site is located off the coast of Arklow, co. Wicklow,
approximately 5.3 km from the closest point of the Cable Corridor and
Working Area - the Irish Mussel Seed Company mussel farm. The
mussel farm is made up of semi-permanent structures marked by
eight navigation buoys which are fixed to the seabed via screw in
anchors. However at a distance of 5.3 km from the closest point of the
proposed development, it is not anticipated that significant SSC or
deposition as a result of trenchless operations or seabed preparation
for export cable installation and the associated spoil activities for the
proposed development will overlap with the Irish Mussel Seed
Company Aquaculture site.

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse effects are predicted for
marine coastal processes receptors, as a result of the Proposed
Development.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine
geology, sediments and coastal processes receptors, including those
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that
that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem
functions and services to function with regards to aquaculture
services.

The Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture chapter (Volume II,
Chapter 14) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and
cumulatively with other plans and projects. As such, the above
ecosystem functions and services conclusions also include
consideration of cumulative impacts.

Volume II, Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries
and Aquaculture (Revised March 2026)

Aquaculture is an important sector particularly in
rural areas along the Irish western seaboard. Most
of the aquaculture output produced relates to
salmon, oyster and mussel farming and is mainly
based along the western coast of Ireland (Norton et
al. 2018).

As per previous commercial fisheries and aquaculture section under
‘Provisioning ecosystem services’, which concludes that with the
factored in mitigation measures, such as production and adherence to
an EMP and appointment of a FLO, and the inclusion of additional
mitigation measures, such as cooperation agreements and associated
payments, there will be no adverse significant effects.

Specifically, the mussel seed fishery was assessed as a receptor
within Chapter 14: Commercial Fisheries and Aquaculture (Revised
March 2026). The assessment noted potential impacts that range
from not significant to slight adverse effect.

Not significant to slight adverse effects are predicted for
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors (alone and
cumulatively) as a result of the Proposed Development.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific
commercial fisheries and aquaculture receptors (following the
implementation of the additional mitigation measures), including those
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that
there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem functions
and services to function with regards to aquaculture.

Water for non-drinking purposes

The most significant type of non-drinking use for
marine water identified in Irish coastal, marine and
estuarine ecosystems is the use of water for cooling
in electricity generating stations in a number of
estuaries around Ireland (Norton et al. 2018). The
Proposed Development is not close to an existing or
planned electricity generating station.

UKERC database which provides wider evidence of
potential impacts, which are not related to the

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse effects are predicted for
marine water and sediment quality receptors as a result of the
Proposed Development.

In addition, the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute to
the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or jeopardise
the potential for water bodies to achieve ‘Good’ status.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine
water and sediment quality receptors, including those that may occur

Factored in mitigation measures consist of:
• Implementation of an EMP - This includes mitigation/monitoring

measures and commitments made within the EIAR, including but
not limited to chemical usage, invasive and non-native species,
pollution prevention and waste management.

• Scour protection - scour protection will be installed prior to the
foundations in order to reduce the development of scour around
the structures. Further detail is provided in Volume II, Chapter 4:
Description of Development (Revised March 2026).

Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and
Sediment Quality (Revised March 2026)
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Proposed Development, including information 
regarding water quality, indicates predominantly no 
overall impact on marine water quality during all 
stages of an offshore wind farm. This implies no 
overall impact to provisioning ecosystem services. 

�x CBRA - The aim of the CBRA is to undertake a risk assessment in 
order to determine suitable burial depths for a cable along the 
entire route to protect the cable from third party and natural 
hazards. This includes identifying all hazards to the cable and 
carrying out a risk assessment to make recommendations on the 
burial depth required along the length of the cable to ensure that 
the risk to the cable is within acceptable limits. The CBRA includes 
an assessment of seabed conditions (based on available survey 
data) and an assessment of shipping, fishing, dredging, military 
activities etc. Burial requirements are normally driven by the risk 
from fishing gear and vessel anchors, as well as the seabed 
conditions along the cable route (which affects the anchor and 
fishing gear penetration depths). 

�x An Invasive Non-Indigenous Species Management Plan - The plan 
outlines measures to ensure vessels comply with the International 
Maritime Organisation (IMO) ballast water management 
guidelines, it will consider the origin of vessels and contain 
standard housekeeping measures for such vessels as well as 
measures to be adopted in the event that a high alert species is 
recorded. 

�x A Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (MPCP) - The MPCP will 
ensure that any potential risk of spillage or pollution is minimised. 
This commitment is standard practice and ensures the use of 
appropriate preventative measures and serves as an embedded 
mitigation against this type of pollution incidence. If an accidental 
spill occurs, all relevant parties will be informed as required in the 
MPCP. 

�x Adherence to a VMP - The VMP will confirm the types and 
numbers of vessels that will be engaged on the Proposed 
Development and consider vessel coordination including indicative 
transit route planning (Marine Coordination). This commitment is 
standard practice and relates to consideration of impacts 
associated with non-native species, accidental pollution, habitat 
loss/disturbance and collision risk. 

�x Adherence to a Rehabilitation Schedule Volume II, Chapter 4: 
Description of Development (Revised March 2026)) and 
Rehabilitation Schedule (Volume III, Appendix 4.1) - This 
commitment is standard practice. The Rehabilitation Schedule 
describes measures for the decommissioning of the Proposed 
Development. There will be several impacts to receptors 
associated with decommissioning (e.g. removal of infrastructure). 
 

No additional mitigation or monitoring measures are considered 
necessary for the construction, operation and decommissioning 
phases specific to the potential impacts on marine water and 
sediment quality. 
 
Further supporting evidence on the absence of water quality impacts 
is provided in Volume III, Appendix 7.1: Water Framework Directive 
(Revised March 2026) due to the Proposed Development, which 
concludes that the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute 
to the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or 
�M�H�R�S�D�U�G�L�V�H���W�K�H���S�R�W�H�Q�W�L�D�O���I�R�U���Z�D�W�H�U���E�R�G�L�H�V���W�R���D�F�K�L�H�Y�H���µ�*�R�R�G�¶���V�W�D�W�X�V�� 

through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that there will be no 
impediment to the ability of normal ecosystem functions and services 
to function with regards to water for non-drinking purposes. 
 
The Marine Water and Sediment Quality chapter (Volume II, Chapter 
7) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and cumulatively 
with other plans and projects. As such, the above ecosystem 
functions and services conclusions also include consideration of 
cumulative impacts. 
 

Regulating and maintenance ecosystem services   

Waste services   

Volume II, Chapter 19: Infrastructure and Other 
Users (Revised March 2026) 

In some cases, provided the ecosystem is not 
overloaded, it can process waste material through 
either physical or biochemical means and the output 
is much less harmful and indeed may be a 

Factored in mitigation measures consist of: 
�x Ongoing consultation with Arklow Energy Limited throughout the 

remaining lifetime of ABWP1 - To promote and maximise 

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse  effects are predicted for 
infrastructure and other users as a result of the Proposed 
Development.  
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Proposed Development, including information
regarding water quality, indicates predominantly no
overall impact on marine water quality during all
stages of an offshore wind farm. This implies no
overall impact to provisioning ecosystem services.

through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that there will be no
impediment to the ability of normal ecosystem functions and services
to function with regards to water for non-drinking purposes.

The Marine Water and Sediment Quality chapter (Volume II, Chapter
7) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and cumulatively
with other plans and projects. As such, the above ecosystem
functions and services conclusions also include consideration of
cumulative impacts.

• CBRA - The aim of the CBRA is to undertake a risk assessment in
order to determine suitable burial depths for a cable along the
entire route to protect the cable from third party and natural
hazards. This includes identifying all hazards to the cable and
carrying out a risk assessment to make recommendations on the
burial depth required along the length of the cable to ensure that
the risk to the cable is within acceptable limits. The CBRA includes
an assessment of seabed conditions (based on available survey
data) and an assessment of shipping, fishing, dredging, military
activities etc. Burial requirements are normally driven by the risk
from fishing gear and vessel anchors, as well as the seabed
conditions along the cable route (which affects the anchor and
fishing gear penetration depths).

• An Invasive Non-lndigenous Species Management Plan - The plan
outlines measures to ensure vessels comply with the International
Maritime Organisation (IMO) ballast water management
guidelines, it will consider the origin of vessels and contain
standard housekeeping measures for such vessels as well as
measures to be adopted in the event that a high alert species is
recorded.

• A Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (MPCP) - The MPCP will
ensure that any potential risk of spillage or pollution is minimised.
This commitment is standard practice and ensures the use of
appropriate preventative measures and serves as an embedded
mitigation against this type of pollution incidence. If an accidental
spill occurs, all relevant parties will be informed as required in the
MPCP.

• Adherence to a VMP - The VMP will confirm the types and
numbers of vessels that will be engaged on the Proposed
Development and consider vessel coordination including indicative
transit route planning (Marine Coordination). This commitment is
standard practice and relates to consideration of impacts
associated with non-native species, accidental pollution, habitat
loss/disturbance and collision risk.

• Adherence to a Rehabilitation Schedule Volume II, Chapter 4:
Description of Development (Revised March 2026)) and
Rehabilitation Schedule (Volume III, Appendix 4.1) - This
commitment is standard practice. The Rehabilitation Schedule
describes measures for the decommissioning of the Proposed
Development. There will be several impacts to receptors
associated with decommissioning (e.g. removal of infrastructure).

No additional mitigation or monitoring measures are considered
necessary for the construction, operation and decommissioning
phases specific to the potential impacts on marine water and
sediment quality.

Further supporting evidence on the absence of water quality impacts
is provided in Volume III, Appendix 7.1: Water Framework Directive
(Revised March 2026) due to the Proposed Development, which
concludes that the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute
to the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or
jeopardise the potential for water bodies to achieve ‘Good’ status.

Regulating and maintenance ecosystem services

Waste services

Volume II, Chapter 19: Infrastructure and Other
Users (Revised March 2026)

Factored in mitigation measures consist of:
• Ongoing consultation with Arklow Energy Limited throughout the

remaining lifetime of ABWP1 - To promote and maximise

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse effects are predicted for
infrastructure and other users as a result of the Proposed
Development.

In some cases, provided the ecosystem is not
overloaded, it can process waste material through
either physical or biochemical means and the output
is much less harmful and indeed may be a
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beneficial product. Of note services provided as part 
of wastewater and disposal of material, such as 
dredge material can be impacted by projects. As 
such the Proposed Development should not impact 
other users which are involved in waste services.  
 
 
UKERC database which provides wider evidence of 
potential impacts, which are not related to the 
Proposed Development, indicates an overall 
positive impact on waste remediation. However, to 
note this was only based on two examples provided. 
This included an increase in mussel bed function for 
biochemistry cycling and a reduction in 
microplastics. 

cooperation between the Developer and Arklow Energy Limited 
and to minimise both spatial and temporal interactions 

�x �8�V�H���R�I���µ�U�R�O�O�L�Q�J�¶���W�H�P�S�R�U�D�U�\�����������P���D�G�Y�L�V�R�U�\���F�O�H�D�U�D�Q�F�H���G�L�V�W�D�Q�F�H�V��
around installation/maintenance vessels (Volume III, Appendix 
15.1, Navigational Risk Assessment (NRA) (Revised March 
2026)). 

�x Promulgation of information advising on the nature, timing and 
location of activities, including through Notices to Mariners. 
Information and notices will also be posted near Landfall. 

�x Appointment of a Community Engagement Manager during the 
pre-construction and construction phase (Volume III, Appendix 
25.1: EMP (Revised March 2026)). 

�x Adherence to a Lighting and Marking Plan (LMP) Volume III: 
Appendix 25.6: LMP (Revised March 2026). Navigational aids and 
marine charting, also to be agreed with the Commissioners of Irish 
Lights. 

�x Adherence to a Vessel Management Plan (VMP) (Volume III, 
Appendix 25.7). 

�x Implementation of a buoyed construction/decommissioning area 
around the Array Area during the appropriate phases. 

�x Adherence to a Rehabilitation Schedule (RS) (Volume III, 
Appendix 4.1). 

 
No additional mitigation or monitoring measures are considered 
necessary for the construction, operation and decommissioning 
phases specific to the potential impacts on infrastructure and other 
users. 
 
To note, the potential implications of the crossing of existing 
wastewater pipelines by proposed infrastructure of the Proposed 
Development has been considered. There are no crossings of existing 
wastewater pipelines. 
 
To note, the assessment considered within Volume II, Chapter 19: 
Infrastructure and Other Users (Revised March 2026) include 
consideration of the other disposal sites in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Development, the dredge disposal for ABWP1. The assessment also 
considers the dredging/disposal/redistribution of sediment that may be 
required for the Proposed Development. 

 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific 
infrastructure and other users, including those that may occur through 
inter-related factors, it can be concluded that there will be no 
reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem functions and services to 
function with regards to waste services. 
 
The Infrastructure and Other Users chapter (Volume II, Chapter 19) 
assessed the potential for project alone impacts and cumulatively with 
other plans and projects. As such, the above ecosystem functions and 
services conclusions also include consideration of cumulative 
impacts. 
 

Coastal defence   

Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes 
(Revised March 2026) 

The ecosystem service of coastal defence is the 
preventative or moderating effect that certain 
ecosystems can have on infrequent natural hazards 
thus reducing the level of harm imposed on life, 
health or property. Many ecosystems can act as 
physical barriers to dampen or reduce the energy 
hitting the terrestrial portion of the seashore. Such  
ecosystems include reefs, seagrasses, kelp 
beds/forests, dunes and saltmarshes. As such, the 
Proposed Development should not cause changes 
to coastal processes that have the potential to 
negatively impact on the ability of natural 
ecosystems to provide coastal protection services. 

As per previous coastal processes �V�H�F�W�L�R�Q���X�Q�G�H�U���µ�3�U�R�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�L�Q�J��
ecosystem service, which concludes that with the factored in 
mitigation measures, such burial of cables where possible, there will 
be no adverse significant effects . 
 
To note, there are none of the noted coastal defence ecosystems 
(reefs, seagrasses, kelp beds/forests dunes and saltmarshes) within 
the near-shore or intertidal areas in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Development (Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal 
Ecology (Revised March 2026)). As such, there is no potential for 
impacts to any ecosystems that have the potential of providing natural 
coastal defence services. This includes no potential for impacts due to 
any works on the shallow subtidal HDD exit pit areas. 

Imperceptible  adverse to slight  adverse  effects are predicted for 
marine coastal processes receptors (alone and cumulatively), as a 
result of the Proposed Development. 
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine 
geology, sediments and coastal processes receptors, including those 
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that 
that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem 
functions and services to function with regards to coastal defence 
services. 

Lifecycle and habitat services   
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EIAR Chapter Introduction and wider UKERC evidence Mitigation measures Impact Assessment summary

beneficial product. Of note services provided as part
of wastewater and disposal of material, such as
dredge material can be impacted by projects. As
such the Proposed Development should not impact
other users which are involved in waste services.

cooperation between the Developer and Arklow Energy Limited
and to minimise both spatial and temporal interactions

• Use of ‘rolling’/temporary 500 m advisory clearance distances
around installation/maintenance vessels (Volume III, Appendix
15.1, Navigational Risk Assessment (NRA) (Revised March
2026)).

• Promulgation of information advising on the nature, timing and
location of activities, including through Notices to Mariners.
Information and notices will also be posted near Landfall.

• Appointment of a Community Engagement Manager during the
pre-construction and construction phase (Volume III, Appendix
25.1: EMP (Revised March 2026)).

• Adherence to a Lighting and Marking Plan (LMP) Volume III:
Appendix 25.6: LMP (Revised March 2026). Navigational aids and
marine charting, also to be agreed with the Commissioners of Irish
Lights.

• Adherence to a Vessel Management Plan (VMP) (Volume III,
Appendix 25.7).

• Implementation of a buoyed construction/decommissioning area
around the Array Area during the appropriate phases.

• Adherence to a Rehabilitation Schedule (RS) (Volume III,
Appendix 4.1).

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific
infrastructure and other users, including those that may occur through
inter-related factors, it can be concluded that there will be no
reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem functions and services to
function with regards to waste services.

The Infrastructure and Other Users chapter (Volume II, Chapter 19)
assessed the potential for project alone impacts and cumulatively with
other plans and projects. As such, the above ecosystem functions and
services conclusions also include consideration of cumulative
impacts.

UKERC database which provides wider evidence of
potential impacts, which are not related to the
Proposed Development, indicates an overall
positive impact on waste remediation. However, to
note this was only based on two examples provided.
This included an increase in mussel bed function for
biochemistry cycling and a reduction in
microplastics.

No additional mitigation or monitoring measures are considered
necessary for the construction, operation and decommissioning
phases specific to the potential impacts on infrastructure and other
users.

To note, the potential implications of the crossing of existing
wastewater pipelines by proposed infrastructure of the Proposed
Development has been considered. There are no crossings of existing
wastewater pipelines.

To note, the assessment considered within Volume II, Chapter 19:
Infrastructure and Other Users (Revised March 2026) include
consideration of the other disposal sites in the vicinity of the Proposed
Development, the dredge disposal for ABWP1. The assessment also
considers the dredging/disposal/redistribution of sediment that may be
required for the Proposed Development.

Coastal defence

Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes
(Revised March 2026)

The ecosystem service of coastal defence is the
preventative or moderating effect that certain
ecosystems can have on infrequent natural hazards
thus reducing the level of harm imposed on life,
health or property. Many ecosystems can act as
physical barriers to dampen or reduce the energy
hitting the terrestrial portion of the seashore. Such
ecosystems include reefs, seagrasses, kelp
beds/forests, dunes and saltmarshes. As such, the
Proposed Development should not cause changes
to coastal processes that have the potential to
negatively impact on the ability of natural
ecosystems to provide coastal protection services.

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse effects are predicted for
marine coastal processes receptors (alone and cumulatively), as a
result of the Proposed Development.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine
geology, sediments and coastal processes receptors, including those
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that
that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem
functions and services to function with regards to coastal defence
services.

As per previous coastal processes section under ‘Provisioning
ecosystem service, which concludes that with the factored in
mitigation measures, such burial of cables where possible, there will
be no adverse significant effects.

To note, there are none of the noted coastal defence ecosystems
(reefs, seagrasses, kelp beds/forests dunes and saltmarshes) within
the near-shore or intertidal areas in the vicinity of the Proposed
Development (Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal
Ecology (Revised March 2026)). As such, there is no potential for
impacts to any ecosystems that have the potential of providing natural
coastal defence services. This includes no potential for impacts due to
any works on the shallow subtidal HDD exit pit areas.

Lifecycle and habitat services

Ecosystem Functions and Services Assessment (RFI March 2026) 16
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Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes 
(Revised March 2026) 

Marine geology, sediments and coastal processes 
must be maintained to ensure the seabed is 
habitable for marine organisms. The spatial extent 
and distribution of permanent alteration of 
hydrographical conditions to the seabed and water 
column, is at a level that ensures that the structure 
and functions of the ecosystems are safeguarded 
and that benthic ecosystems, in particular, are not 
adversely affected. 
 
UKERC database which provides wider evidence of 
potential impacts, which are not related to the 
Proposed Development, including information 
regarding Sediment and Geology, indicates an 
overall general increase in sediment loss via plumes 
and scour and accretion effects on the seabed. 
There is generally no impact on sedimentation and 
geology and seabed features. The result of these 
impacts is an overall negative to no impact on 
regulating and maintenance ecosystem services. 

As per previous coastal processes �V�H�F�W�L�R�Q���X�Q�G�H�U���µ�3�U�R�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�L�Q�J��
ecosystem service, which concludes that with the factored in 
mitigation measures, such burial of cables where possible, there will 
be no adverse significant effects. 
 

Imperceptible  adverse to slight  adverse  effects are predicted for 
marine geology, oceanography and physical processes receptors 
(alone and cumulatively), as a result of the Proposed Development. 
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine 
geology, sediments and coastal processes receptors, including those 
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that 
that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem 
functions and services to function with regards to lifecycle and habitat 
services. 

Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and 
Sediment Quality (Revised March 2026) 

Marine water quality must be maintained to ensure 
the water column is habitable for marine organisms. 
The Proposed Development should not impact 
water and sediment quality, such that it significantly 
impacts the form and function of the aquatic 
environment, through the introduction or spread of 
contaminants and toxins.  
 
UKERC database which provides wider evidence of 
potential impacts, which are not related to the 
Proposed Development, including information 
regarding water quality, indicates predominantly no 
overall impact on marine water quality during all 
stages of an offshore wind farm. This implies no 
overall impact to regulating and maintenance 
ecosystem services. 

As per previous marine water and sediment quality section under 
�µ�3�U�R�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�L�Q�J���H�F�R�V�\�V�W�H�P���V�H�U�Y�L�F�H�����Z�K�L�F�K���F�R�Q�F�O�X�G�H�V���W�K�D�W���Z�L�W�K���W�K�H��
factored in mitigation measures, such as production and adherence to 
an EMP and MPCP, there will be no adverse significant effects. 
 
Further supporting evidence on the absence of water quality impacts 
is provided in Volume III, Appendix 7.1: Water Framework Directive 
(Revised March 2026) due to the Proposed Development, which 
concludes that the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute 
to the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or 
�M�H�R�S�D�U�G�L�V�H���W�K�H���S�R�W�H�Q�W�L�D�O���I�R�U���Z�D�W�H�U���E�R�G�L�H�V���W�R���D�F�K�L�H�Y�H���µ�*�R�R�G�¶���V�W�D�W�X�V�� 

Imperceptible adverse to slight  adverse  effects are predicted for 
marine water and sediment quality receptors (alone and cumulatively), 
as a result of the Proposed Development. 
 
In addition, the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute to 
the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or jeopardise 
�W�K�H���S�R�W�H�Q�W�L�D�O���I�R�U���Z�D�W�H�U���E�R�G�L�H�V���W�R���D�F�K�L�H�Y�H���µ�*�R�R�G�¶���V�W�D�W�X�V�� 
 
As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine 
water and sediment quality receptors, including those that may occur 
through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that there will be no 
impediment to the ability of normal ecosystem functions and services 
to function with regards to lifecycle and habitat services. 

Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and 
Intertidal Ecology (Revised March 2026) 

Subtidal and intertidal ecology must be maintained 
to ensure habitats remain suitable for marine 
organisms. The Proposed Development must 
ensure that the works do not impact predator and 
prey relationships, and trophic guilds inhabiting 
subtidal and intertidal areas through anthropogenic 
pressures.   
 
UKERC database which provides wider evidence of 
potential impacts, which are not related to the 
Proposed Development, including information 
regarding habitat, non-native species and 
Electromagnetic Field (EMF), shows increases in 
non-native species abundance and habitat loss due 
to smothering. There was no impact on particle size 
or condition, health, injury, or community behaviour 
as a result of EMF emissions. There is overall 
negative to no impact to regulating and 
maintenance ecosystem services. 

Factored in mitigation measures consist of: 
�x CBRA (to be produced pre-construction) - The aim of the CBRA is 

to undertake a risk assessment in order to determine suitable 
burial depths for a cable along the entire route to protect the cable 
from third party and natural hazards.  

�x Adherence to a Rehabilitation Schedule - The Rehabilitation 
Schedule outlines measures for the decommissioning of the 
Proposed Development (Volume II, Appendix 4.1: Rehabilitation 
Schedule). 

�x Implementation of an EMP - The EMP (Volume III, Appendix 25.1: 
EMP (Revised March 2026)) provides detail on (but not limited to) 
environmental policy, marine pollution and contingency planning, 
marine invasive and non-indigenous species, environmental 
incident reporting, waste management, and 
rehabilitation/decommissioning plans.  

�x An MPCP - Ensures plans are in place to manage any marine 
pollution spills and including key emergency contact details.  

�x Adherence to a Construction Noise Management Plan (Volume III, 
Appendix 25.8: CNMP (Revised March 2026)) - This will monitor 
the noise during piling including wind speed and direction as well 
as implementing use of slow and soft starts during piling activities. 

�x An Invasive Non-Indigenous Species Management Plan will be 
implemented (Volume III, Appendix 25.4: INNSMP) -  The plan 
outlines measures that will ensure vessels comply with the IMO 

Imperceptible adverse to moderate adverse (not significant)  
effects are predicted for subtidal and intertidal ecology receptors, 
including those that may occur through inter-related factors. 
 
Proposed Development will not result in a deterioration of the current 
overall status of the Celtic Sea North Inner Marine Reporting Unit or 
broad habitat types therein or jeopardise the attainment of Good 
Ecological Status due to the Proposed Development. 
 
As such, it can be concluded that there will be no impediment to the 
ability of normal ecosystem functions and services to function with 
regards to lifecycle and habitat services. 
 
The Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology chapter (Volume II, 
Chapter 9) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and 
cumulatively with other plans and projects. As such, the above 
ecosystem functions and services conclusions also include 
consideration of cumulative impacts. 
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Marine geology, sediments and coastal processes
must be maintained to ensure the seabed is
habitable for marine organisms. The spatial extent
and distribution of permanent alteration of
hydrographical conditions to the seabed and water
column, is at a level that ensures that the structure
and functions of the ecosystems are safeguarded
and that benthic ecosystems, in particular, are not
adversely affected.

UKERC database which provides wider evidence of
potential impacts, which are not related to the
Proposed Development, including information
regarding Sediment and Geology, indicates an
overall general increase in sediment loss via plumes
and scour and accretion effects on the seabed.
There is generally no impact on sedimentation and
geology and seabed features. The result of these
impacts is an overall negative to no impact on
regulating and maintenance ecosystem services.

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse effects are predicted for
marine geology, oceanography and physical processes receptors
(alone and cumulatively), as a result of the Proposed Development.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine
geology, sediments and coastal processes receptors, including those
that may occur through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that
that there will be no reduction in the ability of normal ecosystem
functions and services to function with regards to lifecycle and habitat
services.

As per previous coastal processes section under ‘Provisioning
ecosystem service, which concludes that with the factored in
mitigation measures, such burial of cables where possible, there will
be no adverse significant effects.

Volume II, Chapter 6: Coastal Processes
(Revised March 2026)

Imperceptible adverse to slight adverse effects are predicted for
marine water and sediment quality receptors (alone and cumulatively),
as a result of the Proposed Development.

In addition, the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute to
the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or jeopardise
the potential for water bodies to achieve ‘Good’ status.

As there are no significant effects anticipated on the specific marine
water and sediment quality receptors, including those that may occur
through inter-related factors, it can be concluded that there will be no
impediment to the ability of normal ecosystem functions and services
to function with regards to lifecycle and habitat services.

Marine water quality must be maintained to ensure
the water column is habitable for marine organisms.
The Proposed Development should not impact
water and sediment quality, such that it significantly
impacts the form and function of the aquatic
environment, through the introduction or spread of
contaminants and toxins.

UKERC database which provides wider evidence of
potential impacts, which are not related to the
Proposed Development, including information
regarding water quality, indicates predominantly no
overall impact on marine water quality during all
stages of an offshore wind farm. This implies no
overall impact to regulating and maintenance
ecosystem services.

As per previous marine water and sediment quality section under
‘Provisioning ecosystem service, which concludes that with the
factored in mitigation measures, such as production and adherence to
an EMP and MPCP, there will be no adverse significant effects.

Further supporting evidence on the absence of water quality impacts
is provided in Volume III, Appendix 7.1: Water Framework Directive
(Revised March 2026) due to the Proposed Development, which
concludes that the Proposed Development will not cause or contribute
to the deterioration of waterbodies status under the WFD or
jeopardise the potential for water bodies to achieve ‘Good’ status.

Volume II, Chapter 7: Marine Water and
Sediment Quality (Revised March 2026)

Subtidal and intertidal ecology must be maintained
to ensure habitats remain suitable for marine
organisms. The Proposed Development must
ensure that the works do not impact predator and
prey relationships, and trophic guilds inhabiting
subtidal and intertidal areas through anthropogenic
pressures.

UKERC database which provides wider evidence of
potential impacts, which are not related to the
Proposed Development, including information
regarding habitat, non-native species and
Electromagnetic Field (EMF), shows increases in
non-native species abundance and habitat loss due
to smothering. There was no impact on particle size
or condition, health, injury, or community behaviour
as a result of EMF emissions. There is overall
negative to no impact to regulating and
maintenance ecosystem services.

Factored in mitigation measures consist of:
• CBRA (to be produced pre-construction) - The aim of the CBRA is

to undertake a risk assessment in order to determine suitable
burial depths for a cable along the entire route to protect the cable
from third party and natural hazards.

• Adherence to a Rehabilitation Schedule - The Rehabilitation
Schedule outlines measures for the decommissioning of the
Proposed Development (Volume II, Appendix 4.1: Rehabilitation
Schedule).

• Implementation of an EMP - The EMP (Volume III, Appendix 25.1:
EMP (Revised March 2026)) provides detail on (but not limited to)
environmental policy, marine pollution and contingency planning,
marine invasive and non-indigenous species, environmental
incident reporting, waste management, and
rehabilitation/decommissioning plans.

• An MPCP - Ensures plans are in place to manage any marine
pollution spills and including key emergency contact details.

• Adherence to a Construction Noise Management Plan (Volume III,
Appendix 25.8: CNMP (Revised March 2026)) - This will monitor
the noise during piling including wind speed and direction as well
as implementing use of slow and soft starts during piling activities.

• An Invasive Non-lndigenous Species Management Plan will be
implemented (Volume III, Appendix 25.4: INNSMP) - The plan
outlines measures that will ensure vessels comply with the IMO

Imperceptible adverse to moderate adverse (not significant)
effects are predicted for subtidal and intertidal ecology receptors,
including those that may occur through inter-related factors.

Proposed Development will not result in a deterioration of the current
overall status of the Celtic Sea North Inner Marine Reporting Unit or
broad habitat types therein or jeopardise the attainment of Good
Ecological Status due to the Proposed Development.

As such, it can be concluded that there will be no impediment to the
ability of normal ecosystem functions and services to function with
regards to lifecycle and habitat services.

The Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology chapter (Volume II,
Chapter 9) assessed the potential for project alone impacts and
cumulatively with other plans and projects. As such, the above
ecosystem functions and services conclusions also include
consideration of cumulative impacts.

Volume II, Chapter 9: Benthic Subtidal and
Intertidal Ecology (Revised March 2026)

Ecosystem Functions and Services Assessment (RFI March 2026) 17
























