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1. Introduction

1.1. Project Background

The proposed Project Erebus (the Project) is a demonstration scale Floating Offshore Wind (FLOW)
development in the Celtic Sea region. The Applicant, Blue Gem Wind, is a joint venture between
Simply Blue Energy (SBE) and TotalEnergies, set up to create a new low carbon offshore energy
sector in the region; that contributes to climate change targets, supply chain diversification and
energy security.

The Project comprises 6—10 Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) with a total generating capacity of up
to 100 MW. Each WTG is housed on a semi-submersible floating platform with a Up to 10 dynamic
array cables are proposed, with a maximum voltage of 66 kV; plus an offshore export cable,
approximately 49 km in length, which links the array area to landfall at West Angle Bay,
Pembrokeshire.

1.2. Purpose of this Document

This report presents the screening exercise and Stage 1 of the Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ)
Assessment. The structure of this report is as follows:

e Details of the Project (Section 1);

e Approach to MCZ screening (Section 1.4.1);

e The screening exercise, including the identification of sites and the assessment of exposure to
risk pathways resulting from the Project (Sections 3.2);

e Stage 1 of the MCZ Assessment (Sections 4.2.3).

Where there is credible evidence that there is no risk that Project activities are ‘likely to have a
significant risk’ (LSR) on specific features of a MCZ site, by undermining its conservation objective(s),
these features have been screened out and are not taken forward for further assessment. Where
such determination has been concluded, the justification is noted within the relevant receptor
chapter.

If a credible receptor-impact pathway is identified, or there is reasonable doubt whether the Project
will or will not result in LSR, in view of the conservation objective(s), then the respective site and
feature is screened in for LSR, and is taken forward to the next stage (Stage 2).

1.3. Project Description

The Proposed Development is a demonstration scale FLOW development in the Celtic Sea region.
The developer, BGW, is a joint venture between Simply Blue Energy and TotalEnergies. BGW has
been set up to develop FLOW projects in the Celtic Sea; and create a new low carbon offshore
energy sector in the region that contributes to climate change targets, supply chain diversification
and energy security.

The array area is located approximately 35 km southwest of the Pembrokeshire coastline, covering
an area of 43.5 km? in water depths of between 65-85 m (Figure 1.1). The array area is located
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outside of the 12 nm limit, but all elements of the Project, array area, offshore export cable corridor
and landfall, fall within Welsh territorial waters or the Welsh Zone.

The Project comprises 6 to 10 ten Wind Turbine Generators (WTG) with a total generating capacity
up to 100 MW. Each WTG is housed on a semi-submersible floating platform with a mooring system
comprising a maximum of five catenary mooring lines, up to 870 m in length, and a range of
foundation options including drag embedment anchors, driven piles, drilled piles and/or suction
piles. Up to 10 dynamic array cables are proposed, with a lazy wave configuration from the semi-
submersible floating platform to the seabed. The offshore export cable, up to 49 km in length, links
the array area to landfall at West Angle Bay, Pembrokeshire. The offshore export cable will be buried
up to depths of 3 m, however where the burial depth cannot be achieved it will be surface laid with
cable protection.

During the construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning phases, the array area
and offshore export cable corridor may be at risk from adverse effects associated with the Project.
For the purpose of this document, the Project footprint or Project site is considered to be the array
area, the offshore export cable corridor and the associated sediment plume associated with all
phases of the Project. It is considered that the potential for secondary effects from sediment plumes
will be limited to a maximum range of one spring tidal excursion ellipse (see Chapter 6: Marine
Coastal Processes). Under mean spring conditions the maximum tidal excursion is approximately:

e 10 km around the array area;

e 14-15 km around the middle of the ECC (approximately KP20);

e 18-19 km in the nearshore approaches to Milford Haven (approximately KP10);
e 4 km within Milford Haven.

Onshore Project components will comprise onshore cable route from landfall and a substation in the
vicinity of Pembroke Power Station.

The timeline for the Proposed Development would see offshore construction commencing and
completing in 2026 and the Project being operational for 25 years, up to the point of
decommissioning.
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Figure 1.1: Location of the Project array area and offshore export cable.
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1.3.1. Marine Conservation Zone Risk Assessment Process

Under Section 126 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA) (2009), duties are placed on Natural
Resources Wales (NRW) Marine Licencing Team in relation to making decisions regarding marine
licensing and the consideration of MCZs.

As part of the current marine licence decision-making process, NRW Marine Licence Team advise on
developments where:

“...the act is capable of affecting (other than insignificantly)—

(i) the protected features of an MCZ;
(ii) any ecological or geomorphological process on which the conservation of any
protected feature of an MCZ is (wholly or in part) dependent.”

The MCZ Assessment process considers the potential risk for adverse effects associated with the
Project which may affect MCZ protected features. This process has three sequential stages:

e Screening;
e Stage 1 Assessment;
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e Stage 2 Assessment.
1.3.1.1. Screening

The Applicant is not aware of specific NRW guidance on the delivery of a MCZ Assessment.
Accordingly, the following methodology is based on guidance produced by the Marine Management
Organisation (MMO) for the completion of MCZ Assessments within English waters (MMO, 2013).

It is determined that s.126 of MCAA (2009) applies if:
a. The licensable activity is taking place within or near an area being put forward or already
designated as an MCZ; and
b. The activity is capable of affecting (other than insignificantly) either;
i The protected features of an MCZ; or
ii.  Any ecological or geomorphological process on which the conservation of any protected
feature of an MCZ is (wholly or in part) dependant.

Where it has been determined, through screening, that s.126 should apply to the licence or
application, NRW will assess the application further to determine which subsections of s.126 should
apply to the application. This will be done in two stages: Stage 1 assessment and Stage 2 assessment.

During consultation with NRW on Project Erebus Habitats Regulations Assessment (30 June 2020),
the approach to the MCZ assessment was also shared. No comments on the approach were received
from NRW and so the delivery of the MCZ Assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the
method set out in Sections 1.3.1.2 and 1.3.1.3.

1.3.1.2. Stage 1 Assessment

Stage 1 assessment considers the “likelihood of an activity causing an effect, the magnitude of the
effect should it occur, and the potential risk any such effect may cause on either the protected
features of an MCZ or any ecological or geomorphological process on which the conservation of any
protected feature of an MCZ is (wholly or in part) dependant” (MMO, 2013). This should be
considered in terms of whether they hinder the achievement of conservation objectives or
maintenance or achievement of favourable status. If mitigation to reduce identified impacts cannot
be secured, and there are no other alternative locations, then the project will proceed to be
considered under Stage 2 of the assessment process.

1.3.1.3. Stage 2 Assessment

Stage 2 assessment considers the socio-economic impact of the plan or project together with the
risk of environmental damage. There are two parts to the Stage 2 assessment process:

e Does the public benefit in proceeding with the project clearly outweigh the risk of damage to
the environment that will be created by proceeding with it? If so,

e Can the applicant satisfy that they can secure, or undertake arrangements to secure,
measures of equivalent environmental benefit for the damage the project will have on the
MCZ features?

1-4



Technical Appendix 8.1: Marine Conservation Zone Assessment

1.4. Screening

In order to determine whether a MCZ has the potential to be impacted by an activity, it is necessary
to undertake a screening exercise. The structure of this assessment is focussed on the exposure of
MCZs and receptors (protected features) to relevant risk footprints associated with the proposed
works. The screening exercise relates ‘source — impact pathways — receptor’ and makes assessment
of significance in relation to magnitude of risk (of adverse effect) and the sensitivity of a receptor (to
that effect).

The screening for likely significant risk is made within the context of the worst-case scenarios, noting
that management/avoidance/mitigation measures are not considered at this stage.

1.4.1. Screening Methodology

A range was established for each potential adverse effect, within which there was risk to the
conservation objectives of MCZ protected features. For the purpose of the screening assessment,
this defines the distance from a MCZ within which a protected feature can be impacted by
anthropogenic activities. If the activity falls within the screening range of a protected feature, then
there is a potential risk that the protected feature of that site is at risk from the activity and the site
is screened in for further assessment. Section 3.1 details the screening distances used for a range of
features.

1-5



Technical Appendix 8.1: Marine Conservation Zone Assessment

2. Approach to Marine Conservation Zone Screening

2.1. ldentification of Relevant Designated Sites

The criteria described in Table 2.1 have been established and applied to identify potential for
protected features of MCZ sites to be exposed to adverse effects from the Project.

Table 2.1: Criteria used for the identification of Marine Conservation Zones

Item Criteria

1 There is a direct spatial overlap between the MCZ and the project site.

2 There is spatial overlap between the MCZ and the project site or secondary effect footprintt.

The MCZ has a mobile population of a protected feature (e.g. birds, marine mammals, or fish
populations) that may interact directly with the spatial area* of the project footprint.

The MCZ hosts a mobile population of a qualifying interest feature (e.g. birds, marine mammals
and fish) that may interact with the secondary effect footprintt associated with the project.

TThis is considered to occur where the envelope of indirect project effects, e.g. sediment plume, overlaps with a MCZ
protected feature.

*This is considered to occur where the project site overlaps with the foraging range of any MCZ protected species, or
habitat that potentially supports a prey species i.e. all sites have been considered which are within foraging range,
regardless of the possibility of prey species potential presence, or not. As such, a coarse filter has been applied at this
stage. Where there is an overlap in foraging range, connectivity has been assumed and the MCZ has been considered
within the screening assessment in order to maintain a precautionary approach.
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3. Screening for Marine Conservation Zones

Screening has been carried out to identify potential exposure pathways for protected features.
Details of exposure pathways where there is potential for adverse effects are detailed in Section 3.1
of this document. It is assumed that for benthic protected features, risk of impact will be limited to
MCZs that overlap with the direct project footprint, or the secondary plume footprint. UK MCZs also
include highly mobile features at some sites. Although no MCZ has yet been created for cetaceans,
protected features of MCZs do include highly mobile receptors such as pinnipeds and seabirds. In
recognition of this, a precautionary 150 km buffer around the project site, which includes the array
area and offshore export cable corridor (see Figure 3.1) has been used to identify MCZs for
assessment within the screening assessment.

Figure 3.1: Project location and the 150 km buffer for screening MCZ sites and the tidally aligned
sediment plume
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3.1. Potential Receptor-Hazard Pathways

The potential receptor-hazard pathways for protected features have been identified as direct and
indirect effects from horizontal directional drilling (HDD), trenching, piling (driven or suction),
removal of sediment and the placement of anchors and rock protection. A full list of potential effects
from these activities is provided in Table 3.1. The associated changes are considered long-term in
instances where material is expected to be left in place for the project lifetime (around 25 years), i.e.
placement of anchors and rock protection. Temporary sediment disturbance is also expected to
result from ploughing activities required for offshore export cable installation.
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Screening to identify potential risk pathways for protected features has been carried out based on

the receptor-impact pathways detailed in Table 3.1 below:

Table 3.1: Potential receptor-impact pathways for protected features of MCZs

Project Phase

Justification

Construction,
operation and
maintenance,
and
decommissioning

Temporary/permanent
habitat loss/disturbance

There will be no risk of temporary or
permanent habitat loss during the
construction and decommissioning phases
both in the array area and along the offshore
cable route, as all of the MCZs are a sufficient
distance from the works (>8 km). Any
resultant loss is expected to be limited to
areas of direct overlap between the project
footprint and any protected features.
Therefore, there is no potential LSR.

Disturbance or displacement
of mobile features

Mobile protected features may experience
disturbance or displacement from
construction and decommissioning activities.
This may cause fleeing behaviour or
avoidance of the area. The exact response of
mobile protected features to disturbance is
still not fully understood. Currently there are
no MCZs designated specifically for cetaceans
and therefore the focus for marine mammals
will be on pinnipeds.

Marine mammals are highly mobile animals
that may travel great distances to forage. The
foraging ranges of pinnipeds have been used
when identifying potential hazard-receptor
pathways for these receptor species (120 km
for harbour seals and 135 km for grey seals;
(SCos, 2016)).

Temporary increases in
suspended
sediments/smothering

Sediment disturbance is likely during cable
laying and placement of rock protection or
anchors on the seabed or piling
(driven/suction). These activities may
indirectly result in adverse impacts to
protected features due to an increase in the
suspended sediment concentrations and
associated sediment deposition. The effect of
increased sediment concentrations is
expected to be limited to within the tidally
aligned sediment plume in (Chapter 6: Marine
and Coastal Processes within the
Environmental Statement (ES)).

Accidental pollution

During all phases the works there is a risk of
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Project Phase

Justification

accidental pollution from construction
vessels. If there is a pollution incident, it may
be a risk to protected features due to the
contaminants and compromise the objectives
of the MCZ. However, pollution events are
likely to be rare and the associated impacts
would be highly localised and small scale. All
MCZs are sufficiently distant from the Project
site (>8 km). As such, it is considered there is
no potential LSR. See Chapter 16: Shipping
and Navigation for specific mitigation for
pollution risk within the Environmental
Statement (ES) .

Electromagnetic Field (EMF)

Some species are known to use the earth’s
magnetic field for orientation during
migration. In view of this, there is potential
for impacts from electromagnetic fields
(EMFs) produced by energy generation
transmission infrastructure. However,
adverse effects have not been detected at
other UK OWF. Although this potential impact
is not currently well understood, it is
considered that any effects from EMF would
be highly localised around the offshore cables
(array and export). Any effects that do occur
are unlikely to cause effect beyond 100 m
(BOEM, 2020; Normandeau et. al, 2011).
Further consideration is given to the effects of
EMF in Chapter 9: Marine and Coastal
Ecology, Chapter 10: Fish and Shellfish
Ecology, Chapter 13: Marine Mammals and
Volume 3, Technical Appendix 7.2: EMF
Assessment. There are no MCZs within 100 m
and therefore no potential LSR are
considered for this hazard.

Colonisation of hard
structures by INNS

Installation of anchors and rock protection
may potentially change the localised
biodiversity. These structures could provide
different environmental conditions suitable
for marine organisms not previously present
in this area. There is potential for colonisation
by INNS. In addition, INNS may be introduced
through transportation of organisms from
other regions via vessel hull or ballast water,
which could displace local fauna. However,
any colonisation is likely to be limited to the
immediate vicinity of the array area and
offshore cable route and it is considered
unlikely that any sites outside the sediment
plume area will be at risk. Therefore, it is




Technical Appendix 8.1: Marine Conservation Zone Assessment

Project Phase

Justification

considered there is no potential LSR. See
Volume 3, Technical Appendix 9.4: Invasive
Non-Native Species Plan for further
information about INNS.

Collision risk

During the construction, operation and
maintenance and decommissioning phases
there is a risk of collision between marine
mammal receptors and works vessels. This
risk is expected to be confined to a highly
localised area. Although the consequences of
vessel collision with marine mammals can
potentially be severe, the risk of occurrence is
considered to be very low. As such, across the
works duration, if any individuals are affected
over the project lifetime the number is
expected to be very small.

Entanglement

The risk of entanglement arises from the
introduction of mooring lines to anchor the
semi-submersible platforms. Marine mammal
receptors may become entangled in the
mooring lines themselves, or in ‘ghost’ fishing
gear that has become attached to mooring
lines. Floating wind is a new technology, and
as such there are no data on entanglement
risk. However, entanglement incidents have
not been reported for the oil and gas
industry, where similar moorings are used
(Benjamins et al., 2014). By its very nature,
entanglement will only occur within the
footprint of the array area.

Underwater noise

There is potential for underwater noise from
unexploded ordnance (UXO) clearance or
piling to impact marine mammal receptors
within. Any sites designated for marine
mammals, specifically grey seals, will be
captured given that the 150 km screening
threshold exceeds the species-specific
foraging ranges (120 km for harbour seals and
135 km for grey seals; (SCOS, 2016)). Any sites
that are further than 150 km from the array
and offshore cable route will be screened out
from further assessment for this pressure. An
increase in the number of vessels on site, and
general construction activity may result in an
increase in subsea noise above background
levels. Similarly, assessment of noise
produced by ‘snapping’ of mooring cables will
be assessed. However, the spatial extent of
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Project Phase Justification

any impacts is expected to be captured within
the 150 km threshold.

3.1.1. Summary of Potential Pressure Pathways

Risks which are localised to the to the array area and offshore cable route are listed below. There
will be no risk exposure pathway of these effects due to the distance of the MCZs. Therefore, no LSR
is concluded for the following effects and will not be assessed at Stage 1:

e Accidental pollution;
e EMF;
e Colonisation of hard structures by INNS.

The potential risk of the following effects to the MCZs will be assessed within Table 3.2:

e Temporary/permanent habitat loss/disturbance;

e Disturbance or displacement;

e Temporary increases in suspended sediments/smothering;
e Changes to physical processes;

e Collision risk;

e Entanglement;

e Underwater noise.

3.2. Screening

Potential for adverse effects on protected features from the construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning phases will be limited to indirect effects, as the array and
offshore cable route does not overlap with any MCZ site. In order, to maintain a precautionary
approach, allowing consideration of both benthic features and mobile receptors, any MCZ within
150 km of the Project has been assessed within the screening stage.
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Table 3.2: Sites screened for the next stage of the assessment for the Project.

Distance
. (km) from Screening . . .
Country Site Name Category of Interest Feature . . . Reason for Screening Decision
Project Decision
footprint
Protected features: 7.5
e  Grey seal Halichoerus grypus;
Skomer e Pink seafan Eunicella There is potential risk to the MCZ from
Wales MCZ verrucose; In adverse effects associated with the Project
e  Sponge communities; footprint.
e Eelgrass Zostera marina;
e  Algal communities.

34.1 The proposed Project footprint is 34.1 km
distant from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.
Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering

North West | protected features: and siltation, are also so distant from the
England of Lundy . i Out Project site that that no exposure pathways
MCZ *  Subtidal coarse sediment. exist: even using a precautionary

tidally-aligned plume envelope (and
associated deposition footprint), interaction
with the Project site and protected features
cannot occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.
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Country

England

Site Name

South West
Approaches
to the
Bristol
Channel
MCZ

Category of Interest Feature

Protected features:

e Subtidal coarse sediment;
e  Subtidal sand.

Distance
(km) from
Project

footprint

53.5

Screening
Decision

Out

Reason for Screening Decision

The Project footprint is 53.5 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England

Lundy MCZ

Protected features:

e Spiny lobster Palinurus
elephas.

54.6

Out

The proposed works are 54.6 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature,
as they do not move outside of an area of

7 m? (Groeneveld et al., 2013).

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
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Distance
(km) from Screening

Country Site Name Category of Interest Feature Reason for Screening Decision

Project Decision
footprint

Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

71.7 The proposed works are 71.7 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Protected features: Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering

e  High energy circalittoral and siltation, are also so distant from the

Morte . . .
England Platform rock; Out Project site that that no exposure pathways
° I\(Iodgrate energy. exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
circalittoral rock; aligned plume envelope (and associated
e Subtidal coarse sediment. deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.
For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.
Protected features: 75.0 The proposed works are 75.0 km distant
. . from the MCZ. There is no exposure
e  Pink sea-fan Eunicella verrucose; :
Hartland . pathway for direct effects from the
. e Coastal saltmarshes and saline .
Point to proposed works with the protected feature.
England Tintagel reedbeds; Out
MCZ : e Fragile sponge and anthozoan Indirect effects, such as those associated
communities on subtidal rocky with changes in water clarity or smothering
habitats; and siltation, are also so distant from the
e High energy circalittoral rock; Project site that that no exposure pathways
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Country Site Name

Category of Interest Feature

Distance
(km) from
Project
footprint

Screening
Decision

Reason for Screening Decision

High energy infralittoral rock;
High energy intertidal rock;
Honeycomb worm Sabellaria
alveolata reefs;

Intertidal coarse sediment;
Intertidal sand and muddy sand;
Low energy intertidal rock;
Moderate energy circalittoral
rock;

Moderate energy infralittoral
rock;

Moderate energy intertidal rock;
Subtidal coarse sediment;
Subtidal sand.

exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.
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Distance
(km) from Screening
Project Decision
footprint

Country Site Name Category of Interest Feature

Reason for Screening Decision

77.0 The proposed works are 77.0 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Protected features: Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
South of * Moderate energy circalittoral and siltation, are also so distant from the
England Celtic Deep rock; Out Project site that that no exposure pathways
MCZ * Subtidal coarse sediment; exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
* Subtidal mixed sediments; aligned plume envelope (and associated
e Subtidal sand. deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.
For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.
Protected features: 79.7 The proposed works are 79.7 km distant

from the MCZ. There is no exposure

* Pinksea-fan Eunicella pathway for direct effects from the

vEntbess; proposed works with the protected feature.
e Spiny lobster Palinurus
. elephas; Indirect effects, such as those associated
Bideford to e Fragile sponge and anthozoan with changes in water clarity or smothering
England Foreland communities on subtidal rocky Out and siltation, are also so distant from the
Point MCZ habitats; Project site that that no exposure pathways
e High energy circalittoral rock; exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
e High energy infralittoral rock; aligned plume envelope (and associated

deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

e High energy intertidal rock;
e Honeycomb worm Sabellaria
alveolata reefs;

3-5



Technical Appendix 8.1: Marine Conservation Zone Assessment

Country

Site Name

Category of Interest Feature

Intertidal coarse sediment;

Intertidal mixed sediment.

Distance
(km) from
Project

footprint

Screening
Decision

Reason for Screening Decision

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk

is determined.

Subtidal sand.

Protected features: 98.1
. . The proposed works are 98.1 km distant
o DIk gz Dy from the MCZ. There is no exposure
vefrucose; ) pathway for direct effects from the
* Spiny lobster Palinurus proposed works with the protected feature.
elephas;
e High energy circalittoral Indirect effects. such as those associated
rock; with changes in water clarity or smothering
Padstow e High energy infralittoral and siltation. are also so distant from the
England Bay and rock; Out Project site that that no exposure pathways
Surrounds e  High energy intertidal rock; exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
e Intertidal coarse sediment; aligned plume envelope (and associated
e Intertidal sand and muddy deposition footprint) interaction with the
sand; Project site and protected features cannot
e Moderate energy oceur.
infralittoral rock; For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
e Moderate energy intertidal is determined.
rock.
106.8 The proposed works are 106.8 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
Protected features: pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.
England North-East e Subtidal coarse sediment; out . .
of Haig Fras e  Subtidal mud; Indirect effects, such as those associated

with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
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Distance
(km) from Screening

Country Site Name Category of Interest Feature Reason for Screening Decision

Project Decision
footprint

aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

109.2 The proposed works are 109.2 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Indirect effects, such as those associated

Protected features: with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
England Cape Bank * Moderate energy Out Project site that that no exposure pathways

circalittoral rock;
e Subtidal coarse sediment.

exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

Protected features: 111.3 The proposed works are 111.3 km distant

S el A e from the MCZ. There is no exposure

Eneland East of Haig e Hich enerev circalittoral o pathway for direct effects from the
& Fras roik' &Y proposed works with the protected feature.
e Moderate energy Indirect effects. such as those associated
circalittoral rock; with changes in water clarity or smothering
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Country

Site Name

Category of Interest Feature

Sea-pen and burrowing
megafauna communities;
Subtidal coarse sediment
and subtidal mixed
sediments mosaic;
Subtidal mud;

Subtidal sand.

Distance
(km) from
Project
footprint

Screening
Decision

Reason for Screening Decision

and siltation. are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England

Newquay
and the
Gannel

Protected features:

Estuarine rocky habitats;
Coastal salt marshes and
saline reedbeds;

Low energy intertidal rock;
Moderate energy intertidal
rock;

High energy intertidal rock;
Intertidal coarse sediment;
Intertidal mixed sediments;
Intertidal sand and muddy
sand;

Intertidal mud;

Moderate energy
infralittoral rock;

High energy infralittoral
rock;

Subtidal sand;

Subtidal coarse sediment;
High energy circalittoral

114.5

Out

The proposed works are 114.5 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.
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Distance
(km) from Screening

Country Site Name Category of Interest Feature Reason for Screening Decision

Project Decision
footprint

rock;
e Giant goby Gobius cobitis.

England Cape Bank 119.4 The proposed works are 119.4 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Indirect effects, such as those associated
Protected features: with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-

* Subtidal coarse sediment aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

e Moderate energy Out
circalittoral rock

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England Upper Protected features: 128.5 The proposed works are 128.5 km distant
Fowey and ) ) from the MCZ. There is no exposure
Pont Pill * Intertidal coarse sediment pathway for direct effects from the

e Intertidal mud

e Low energy intertidal rock
Il p—— Indirect effects, such as those associated

sAlline reedlbeek with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the

proposed works with the protected feature.

e  Estuarine rocky habitats

e Sheltered muddy gravels

e Intertidal sand and muddy
sand
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Country

Site Name

Category of Interest Feature

Distance
(km) from
Project
footprint

Screening
Decision

Reason for Screening Decision

Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England

Tamar
Estuary
Sites

Protected features:

e Intertidal biogenic reefs

e Intertidal coarse sediment

e  Blue mussel (Mytilus edulis)
beds

e Native oyster (Ostrea edulis)

e Smelt (Osmerus eperlanus)

134.3

The proposed works are 134.3 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with sessile protected
features. The distribution of smelt is not
believed to extend to Welsh waters and as
such this receptor is also not expected to
interact with Project effects (MarLIN,
2021a).

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England

Whitsand
and Looe
Bay

Protected features:

e Giant goby (Gobius cobitis)
e High energy intertidal rock

140.4

The proposed works are 140.4 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with sessile protected
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Distance
(km) from Screening

Count Site N . . .
ountry ke Name Project Decision

Category of Interest Feature

Reason for Screening Decision

Intertidal coarse sediment
Intertidal sand and muddy
sand

Low energy intertidal rock
Moderate energy intertidal
rock

Ocean quahog (Arctica
islandica)

Seagrass beds

Stalked jellyfish (Calvadosia
campanulata)

Stalked jellyfish (Calvadosia
cruxmelitensis)

Stalked jellyfish (Haliclystus
species)

Subtidal coarse sediment
Subtidal sand

Moderate energy
circalittoral rock

Pink sea-fan (Eunicella
verrucosa)

Sea-fan anemone
(Amphianthus dohrnii)

footprint

features. Giant goby are intertidal, typically

in the intertidal in high shore rock pools on
sheltered shores or in waters <10 m
(MarLIN, 2021b). As such it is concluded
that these fish would not travel sufficient
distance so as to be affected by Project
activities. Similarly, stalked jellyfish are
found attached to macroaglage in intertidal
waters (Defra, 2021), and would not be
expected to interact with the Project area of
effect.

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England

Mounts Bay

Protected features:

Moderate energy intertidal
rock

High energy intertidal rock
Intertidal coarse sediment
Intertidal sand and muddy

144.2

The proposed works are 144.2 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with sessile protected
features. Giant goby are intertidal, typically
in the intertidal in high shore rock pools on
sheltered shores or in waters <10 m
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Country

Site Name

Category of Interest Feature

sand

e Moderate energy
infralittoral rock

e High energy infralittoral rock

e Subtidal sand

e Seagrass beds

e Giant goby (Gobius cobitis)

e Stalked jellyfish (Haliclystus
spp)

e Stalked jellyfish
(Lucernariopsis
3-12ampanulate)

e Stalked jellyfish
(Lucernariopsis
cruxmelitensis)

Distance
(km) from
Project

footprint

Screening
Decision

Reason for Screening Decision

(MarLIN, 2021b). As such it is concluded

that these fish would not travel sufficient
distance so as to be affected by Project
activities. Similarly, stalked jellyfish are
found attached to macroaglage in intertidal
waters (Defra, 2016), and would not be
expected to interact with the Project area of
effect.

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

England

Helford
Estuary

Protected feature:

e Native oyster (Ostrea edulis)

148.4

The proposed works are 148.4 km distant
from the MCZ. There is no exposure
pathway for direct effects from the
proposed works with the protected feature.

Indirect effects, such as those associated
with changes in water clarity or smothering
and siltation, are also so distant from the
Project site that that no exposure pathways
exist: even using a precautionary tidally-
aligned plume envelope (and associated
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Distance
(km) from Screening

Country Site Name Category of Interest Feature Reason for Screening Decision

Project Decision
footprint

deposition footprint) interaction with the
Project site and protected features cannot
occur.

For all pathways, No Likely Significant Risk
is determined.

3.2.1. Summary
The following sites have been screened in for assessment at Stage 1:

e Skomer MCZ.
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4. Stage 1 of the Marine Conservation Zone Assessment

4.1. Benthic Protected Features
The following 4 features are protected by the Skomer MCZ:

e Pink seafan;

e Sponge communities;
e Eelgrass;

e Algal communities.

Conservation objectives have yet to be defined for the Skomer MCZ. However, the Defra Marine
Conservation Zones Designation Explanatory Note (2013) states that “Generally, each MCZ has one
conservation objective. The objective applies to all of the features being protected. The objective is
that each of the features being protected be in favourable condition”. As such, the following

assessment proceeds on the presumption that this conservation objective should be adhered to.
4.1.1. Potential Pressure Pathways for Benthic Protected Features

This MCZ does not overlap with the Project footprint (array area or offshore export cable corridor)
and therefore receptor-impact pathways will be limited to indirect effects associated with the
suspended sediment plume likely to result from construction and decommissioning activities. There
are no receptor-impact pathways for any other activities associated with the works, due to the
distance of the MCZ from the array and the offshore cable route. Therefore, the potential adverse
risks associated with the Skomer MCZ will be limited to:

e Temporary increases in suspended sediments/smothering.
4.1.2. Pink Seafan

Pink seafan is a gorgonian that can appear white to pink in colour. Seafans are made of colonies of
small anemone-like polyps. The colonies are on average around 25 cm high but can be up to 50 cm
high. They usually orient at right-angles to the prevailing currents. Pink seafan has been recorded in
the north of Pembrokeshire and eastwards toward Portland Bill. It has also been found in Devon,
Cornwall, the Isles of Scilly and Lundy. Seafans are mainly found on upward facing bedrock in
moderately strong currents (Readman and Hiscock, 2017). Gorgonians are reported to have sporadic
and/or low recruitment with a highly variable growth rate (Yoshioka 1996; Lasker et al. 1998; Coma
et al. 2006). Pink seafan are not sensitive to changes in suspended solids and light changes in
smothering and siltation rates. However, they have medium sensitivity to heavy smothering and
siltation rate changes and have low resistance and medium resilience (Readman and Hiscock, 2017).

4.1.3. Sponge Communities

Sponges are in the Phylum Porifera. They are sessile organisms that attach to benthic substrates in
rocky habitats. The sponge communities in Skomer MCZ have been designated due to the high
species diversity. Within the Skomer MCZ, 130 sponge species have been recorded, and 88 of these
are known species, while 42 need further investigation or are undescribed. There are 4 species in
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Skomer MCZ that are listed on the nationally rare and scarce marine benthic species list for Great
Britain (Sanderson, 1996). Sponges are the simplest multi-cellular animals; able to survive in a range
of environments but in murky waters may block their pores, which may affect survival by inhibiting
their ability access essential nutrients and oxygen (Jones et al., 2020).

4.1.4. Eelgrass

Eelgrass are a plant adapted to live in marine conditions. They are found throughout the UK but their
distribution is patchy. Eelgrass is found in shallow waters down to 4 m in sheltered areas such as
bays, estuaries, saline lagoons and inlets. They are primarily found on sand to fine gravel substrate.
Eelgrasses are very highly sensitive to smothering and moderately sensitive to an increase in
suspended sediments. They have very low recoverability and high intolerance to smothering. They
have moderate recoverability and intermediate tolerance to an increase in suspended sediment
(Tyler-Walters, 2008).

4.1.5. Algal communities

Algal communities within Skomer MCZ consist of species that are considered to be photosynthetic
eukaryotes. Algal communities can encompass a variety of different species, which are likely to have
a wide range of preferred environmental conditions. The sensitivity of algal communities will be
dependent on their location and individual species-specific adaptive capacities. The sensitivity and
resilience and resistance will be dependent on species composition and the environment in which
they are found.

4.2. Marine Mammal Protected Features

Grey seal is a protected feature of Skomer MCZ, and this species will therefore be assessed within
Stage 1 of the MCZ Assessment. Screening has been carried out to identify potential exposure
pathways for grey seal populations. Details of exposure pathways and the potential adverse effects
are provided in Section 3 of this document. Evidence to support screening halos, in relation to
marine mammal populations, is also defined in Section 3.1.

24 months of Digital Aerial Surveys (DASs) were completed from October 2019 to September 2021
(Table 4.1). The numbers of grey seals observed within the survey area (the array area and
surrounding 4 km buffer) during the period October 2019-September 2021 are presented below in
Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Survey results for grey seal for the Project survey area.

Total Number over the Survey Period to date
(October 2019 — September 202 )

Species

Grey seal Halichoerus grypus 4
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4.2.1. Potential Pressure Pathways for Marine Mammal Features

Screening has been carried out to identify potential exposure pathways for grey seal populations.
Grey seals can travel large distances and, therefore, there are a range of potential pressure
pathways:

e Temporary/permanent habitat loss/disturbance;

e Disturbance/displacement;

e Temporary increases in suspended sediments/smothering;

e Collision risk (with construction, O&M or decommissioning vessels);
e Entanglement with mooring lines;

e Barrier effects;

e Underwater noise.

4.2.2. Grey Seals

Grey seals range widely in search of prey, with a forging range of up to 135 km (SCOS, 2016). Adults
spend most of the year at sea and come ashore in autumn to form breeding colonies on rocky
shores, beaches, caves, occasionally on sandbanks and small islands during winter
(September-January). The UK population represents about 40% of the world population. The grey
seals of the Celtic and Irish Seas are believed to reproductively isolated from the subpopulations in
the North Sea and Scotland (SCOS, 2010). Grey seal tracking data presented by Russel et al. (2017)
show a high degree of connectivity between populations within the Celtic and Irish Seas region
(Figure 4.1). This emphasises the highly mobile nature of this species. As such, it is important for
assessment to account for distances potentially travelled by individuals from established colonies.
UK marine waters are divided into Seal Management Units by the Special Committee on Seals
(SCOS), each one comprises of a distinct breeding colony. The Project is within the ‘Wales’
management unit.
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Figure 4.1: Tracks of (a) grey seals from 1991-2016 tagged in the UK and used to generate the usage maps and map (b) showing the count data for grey
seals between 1996 and 2015 (From: Russell et al., 2017)
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4.2.3. Stage 1 Assessment

Table 4.2: Stage 1 assessment for the protected features in the Skomer MCZ.

Project Phase

Protected
Feature

Justification

Construction,
operation and
maintenance and
decommissioning

Temporary
increases in
suspended
sediments/
smothering.

Pink seafan

Sponge
communities

Eelgrass

Algal
communities

Sediment disturbance is likely
during cable laying and
placement of rock protection or
anchors on the seabed and piling
(suction/driven piles). The
associated increase in suspended
sediment concentrations and
associated sediment deposition
introduces risk of adverse impact
on benthic receptors.

However, the Skomer MCZ is
located 8.3 km from the array
and offshore cable route, outside
the tidally aligned sediment
plume extent. As such, there is no
receptor-impact overlap and
therefore, No Likely Significant
Risk is concluded for all benthic
receptors.

Temporary/
permanent
habitat loss/
disturbance;
Disturbance/
displacement;
Temporary
increases in
suspended
sediments/
smothering;
Collision risk (with
construction,
O&M or
decommissioning
vessels);
Entanglement
with mooring
lines;

Barrier effects;

Underwater noise.

Grey seals

Grey seal have been screened
into the Habitat Regulation
Assessment (HRA) for several
sites including the Pembrokeshire
Marine/Sir Benfro Forol Special
Areas of Conservation (SAC) and
therefore this protected feature
will be assessed during the
Report to Inform Appropriate
Assessment (RIAA) stage. Seals
are managed in seal management
units (SMUs), which consider
distinct populations. The
designated grey seal populations
listed for the SAC sites considered
within the RIAA are part of the
same population (Welsh SMU) as
the Skomer MCZ population. As
such, the RIAA is considered
adequate for assessment of
potential impacts on the grey seal
population within the Welsh SMU
(SCOs. 2010).

The assessment is presented in
Volume 3, Technical Appendix
8.4: Report to Inform Appropriate
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Assessment.
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5. Summary

Skomer MCZ was the only site that progressed through the screening stage for consideration within
Stage 1 assessment. Due to the spatial separation between the Skomer MCZ and Project activities it
was determined that there is no Likely Significant Risk (LSR) for benthic features of this site.

Grey seal are also listed as a feature of the Skomer MCZ, however, the potential for adverse effects
from Project activities on this population is assessed, in detail, within the RIAA.
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