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Table 1: Potential results of sound exposure 
(from Hawkins and Popper 2016) 

Impact Effects on animal 

Mortality Death from damage sustained 
during sound exposure 

Injury to tissues; 
disruption of 
physiology 

Damage to body tissue, e.g 
internal haemorrhaging, 
disruption of gas-filled 
organs like the swim bladder, 
consequent damage to 
surrounding tissues 

Damage to the 
auditory system 

Rupture of accessory hearing 
organs, damage to hair cells, 
permanent threshold shift, 
temporary threshold shift 

Masking Masking of biologically 
important sounds including 
sounds from conspecifics 

Behavioural 
changes 

Interruption of normal 
activities including feeding, 
schooling, spawning, 
migration, and displacement 
from favoured areas 

These effects will vary depending on the sound 
level and distance 

 

B. Expert Advice on Specific Species Groups 

 
 
The sea is the interconnected system of 

all the Earth's oceanic waters, including the 
five named ‘oceans’ - the Atlantic, Pacific, 
Indian, Southern and Arctic Oceans - a 
connected body of salty water that covers over 
70 percent of the Earth's surface. 

This vast environment is home to a 
broader spectrum of higher animal taxa than 
exists on land. Many marine species have yet 
to be discovered and the number known to 
science is expanding annually. The sea also 
provides people with substantial supplies of 
food, mainly fish, shellfish and seaweed. It is a 
shared resource for us all.  

Levels of anthropogenic marine noise 
have doubled in some areas of the world, every 
decade, for the past 60 years. (McDonald, 
Hildebrand et al 2006, Weilgart 2007) When 
considered in addition to the number other 
anthropogenic threats in the marine 
environment, noise can be a life-threatening 
trend for many marine species.  

Marine wildlife rely on sound for its 
vital life functions, including communication, 
prey and predator detection, orientation and for 
sensing surroundings. (Hawkins and Popper 
2014, Simmonds, Dolman et al 2014) While 
the ocean is certainly a sound-filled 
environment and many natural (or biological) 
sounds are very loud, wildlife is not adapted to 
anthropogenic noise.   

 
 
The species groups covered in the 
following sub-modules are: 
 Inshore Odontocetes 
 Offshore Odontocetes 
 Beaked Whales 
 Mysticetes 
 Pinnipeds 
 Polar Bears 
 Sirenians 
 Marine and Sea Otters 
 Marine Turtles 
 Fin-fish 
 Elasmobranchs 
 Marine Invertebrates

General principles 
Building on the information from 

module section B.1, sound waves move 
through a medium by transferring kinetic 
energy from one molecule to the next. Animals 
that are exposed to elevated or prolonged 
anthropogenic noise may experience passive 
resonance (particle motion) resulting in direct 
injury ranging from bruising to organ rupture 
and death (barotrauma). This damage can also 
include permanent or temporary auditory 
threshold shifts, compromising the animal’s 
communication and ability to detect threats. 
Finally, noise can mask important natural 
sounds, such as the call of a mate, the sound 
made by prey or a predator.   

These mechanisms, as well as factors 
such as stress, distraction, confusion and panic, 
can affect reproduction, death and growth 
rates, in turn affecting the long-term welfare of 
the population. (Southall, Schusterman et al, 
2000, Southall, Bowles et al, 2007, Clark, 
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Ellison et al, 2009, Popper et al, 2014, 
Hawkins and Popper 2016)  

These impacts are experienced by a 
wide range of species including fish, 
crustaceans and cephalopods, pinnipeds (seals, 
sea lions and walrus), sirenians (dugong and 
manatee), sea turtles, the polar bear, marine 
otters and cetaceans (whales, dolphins and 
porpoises)–the most studied group of marine 
species when considering the impact of marine 
noise.  

The current knowledge base is 
summarized in the following module. 

This important volume of information 
should guide the assessment of Environmental 
Impact Assessment proposals. 
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B.1. Inshore Odontocetes 
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Odontocetes close to shore or in shallow 
waters  

Consider when assessing  
 Seismic surveys  
 Civil high power sonar  
 Coastal and offshore construction works  
 Offshore platforms  
 Playback and sound exposure experiments 
 Vessel traffic greater than 100 metric tons  
 Vessel traffic less than 100 metric tons  
 Pingers and other noise-generating 

activities 

Related CMS agreements 
 Agreement on the Conservation of 

Cetaceans of the Black Seas 
Mediterranean Seas and Contiguous 
Atlantic Area (ACCOBAMS) 

 Agreement on the Conservation of Small 
Cetaceans in the Baltic, North East 
Atlantic, Irish and North Seas 
(ASCOBANS) 

 MOU for the Conservation of Cetaceans 
and their Habitats in the Pacific Islands 
Region (Pacific Islands Cetaceans) 

 MOU Concerning the Conservation of the 
Manatee and Small Cetaceans of Western 
Africa and Macaronesia (West African 
Aquatic Mammals)  

Related modules 
 Refer also to modules B.10, B.12 and C 

when assessing impact to inshore 
odontocetes 

B.1.1. Species Vulnerabilities 
Close-range, acute noise exposure is 

known to generate spatial displacement, often 
extended over the duration of the noise 
exposure (Anderwald et al 2013, Pirotta et al 
2013), temporary hearing impairment 
(temporary threshold shifts or TTS)(e.g. 
Kastelein et al 2015, Lucke et al 2009) 
reduction in both occurrence and efficiency, or 
even cessation, of foraging behaviour (e.g. 
Pirotta et al 2014).  

Permanent hearing impairment 
(permanent threshold shifts or PTS) has not 
been documented empirically (unethical) but is 

expected to occur and exposure thresholds 
have been predicted (e.g. Southall et al 2007, 
NOAA 2016).  

Long-range (and therefore of wider 
spatial magnitude), chronic noise exposure is 
also known to generate spatial displacement, 
often extended over the duration of the noise 
exposure (Campana et al 2015).  Masking of 
communication and other biologically 
important acoustic signals also occurs (e.g. 
Gervaise et al 2012). 

Spatial displacement can cause the 
temporary loss of important habitat, such as 
prime feeding ground, forcing individuals to 
exploit suboptimal foraging areas. This effect 
is of significant concern if foraging behaviour 
is seasonal and/or if foraging habitat is limited 
or patched. Similarly, displacement can reduce 
breeding opportunities if it occurs during the 
mating season. Therefore, foraging habitat and 
breeding season are particularly sensitive 
components to noise impact. 

B.1.2. Habitat Considerations 
Inshore odontocetes often feed on 

opportunistic, seasonally abundant prey (e.g. 
Shane et al 1986). Habitat is often degraded 
due to proximity to highly populated coastal 
areas. Thus, populations have been fragmented 
or are in the process of being fragmented. For 
these reasons, suboptimal habitat should be 
available to perform the biological tasks that 
will be disturbed by the introduction of noise. 
Population structure should be known in 
enough detail to allow evaluation of the 
population's resilience to the disturbance.  
Some odontocetes show diel (24 hour cycle) 
movement patterns from offshore to inshore 
regions for resting (Thorne et al 2012), or prey 
accessibility (Goodwin 2008). Similarly, 
seasonal patterns have been described for 
inshore odontocetes mainly driven by their 
prey's life cycle (Pirotta et al 2014) or 
seasonality in human disturbance (Castellote et 
al 2015). These movement patterns and co-
occurring disturbances should be considered to 
minimize odontocetes’ exposure to noise or 
reduce cumulative impact. Some species have 
small home ranges or show high site fidelity 
with low connectivity. They therefore may be 
more vulnerable to population level impacts, 
particularly in areas of repeated anthropogenic 
activity. Caution should be taken to minimise 
overlaps with such areas. Appropriate 
scheduling of noise-generating activities at 
periods with the lowest presence of 
odontocetes should be prioritized. Feeding can 
be concentrated in habitat specific features 
such as river mouths (Goetz et al 2007) or 
canyons (Moors-Murphy 2014). These spatial 
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Table 2: TTS and PTS from impulsive and non-impulsive noise sources for 
inshore odontocetes (from NOAA 2015) 

Metric TTS onset PTS onset 
Impulsive Non-

impulsive 
Impulsive Non-

impulsive 
SEL cum 24h 140 dB 153 dB 155 dB 173 dB 
dB peak 196 dB n/a 202 dB 202 dB 
 

particularities of habitat should also be 
considered and their disturbance minimized. 

B.1.3. Impact of Exposure Levels 
The harbour porpoise has been 

described as the inshore odontocete most 
sensitive to noise exposure among the species 
of which we have data (Lucke et al 2009, 
Dekeling et al 2014, but see Popov et al 2011).  

Based on the NOAA acoustic guidelines 
(NOAA 2016), which imply the most up-to-
date scientific information on the effects of 
noise on marine mammals, onset of 
physiological effects, that is TTS and PTS, for 
impulsive and non-impulsive noise sources is 
based on a dual metric (dB peak for 
instantaneous sound pressure and SEL 
accumulated over 24 h for both impulsive and 
non-impulsive, whichever is reached first) and 
is summarized in the table (over) for high 
frequency hearing specialists, which includes 
the harbour porpoise. 

These thresholds are based on weighted 
measurements, which take into consideration 
hearing sensitivity across frequencies for each 
hearing functional group. For more details 
please see NOAA (2016). 

A more restrictive decision from the 
German Federal Maritime and Hydrographic 
Agency on the onset for physiological effects 
on harbour porpoises must also be considered 
in this context. This Agency has implemented 
a different threshold since 2003, specifically 
for pile driving operations. Criteria consist of a 
dual metric, SEL = 160dB re 1 mPa2/s and 
SPL(peak-peak) = 190 dB re 1µPa. Both 
measures should not be exceeded at a distance 
of 750 m from the piling site. 

Regarding onset of behavioural 
disruption, NOAA has not yet updated its 
guidelines, and a threshold of 120 dB RMS for 
non-impulsive and 160 dB RMS for impulsive 
noise remain as the onset thresholds for all 
cetacean species. New information obtained 
through controlled noise exposure studies on 
offshore cetacean species (e.g. SOCAL-BRS, 
3S), suggests that onset of behavioural 
disruption is context dependent, and not only 
received levels but also distance to the source 

might play an important role in triggering a 
reaction. Few studies have been focused on 
behavioural reaction to noise on inshore 
odontocetes. These show how the onset of a 
response is triggered by the perceived loudness 
of the sound, not just received levels (Dyndo et 
al 2015). At least for harbour porpoises, this 
finding lends weight to the recent proposal by 
Tougaard et al (2015) that behavioural 
responses can be predicted from a certain level 
above their threshold at any given frequency 
(e.g. in the range of 40–50 dB above the 
hearing threshold for harbour porpoise).  

For loud noise sources such as large 
diameter pile driving or seismic surveys 
commonly found in inshore odontocete habitat, 
the onset for behavioural response can occur at 
very substantial distances (e.g. Tougaard et al 
2009, Thompson et al 2013). 

B.1.4. Assessment Criteria 
Several key characteristics on the 

biology of a species should be adequately 
assessed in an EIA. Population stock structure 
is a critical element to allow evaluating 
potential negative effects outside the scope of 
the individual level. This information is often 
unavailable for inshore odontocetes, and 
regulators or decision makers should adopt a 
much stricter position regarding this criterion 
for impact assessment decisions. Correct 
impact evaluation cannot be accomplished 
without understanding the extent of a 
potentially impacted population. Because 
spatial displacement is by far the most 
prominent effect to occur in noisy activities 
occurring in inshore odontocete habitat, 
sufficient information on habitat use and the 

availability of unaffected 
suboptimal habitat should 
be addressed in the 
evaluation. Other more 
general points should not 
be forgotten when 
determining if this species 
group has been adequately 
considered by an EIA, 
such as the correct 
relationship between the 

spectral content of the noise source and 
hearing information for the affected species, 
and the integration of both behavioural and 
physiological effects for the estimated 
proportion of the population to be affected by 
the activity. 

 
References 

Anderwald, P Brandecker, A Coleman, M 
Collins, C Denniston, H Haberlin, MD O’Donovan, M 
Pinfield, R Visser, F. and Walshe, L. 2013. 



 

CMS  Family Marine Noise Guidelines   Module B.1-15 

‘Displacement responses of a mysticete, an odontocete, 
and a phocid seal to construction-related vessel traffic’. 
Endangered Species Research 21: 231-240. 

Campana, I Crosti, R Angeletti, D Carosso, L 
David, L Di-Meglio, N Moulins, A Rosso, M Tepsich, P. 
and Arcangeli, A. 2015. ‘Cetacean response to summer 
maritime traffic in the Western Mediterranean Sea’. 
Marine Environmental Research 109 (2015) 1-8. 

Castellote, M Brotons, M Chicote, C Gazo JM. 
and Cerdà, M. 2015. ‘Acoustic monitoring of bottlenose 
dolphins in Spanish Mediterranean Marine Protected 
Areas’. Ocean and Coastal Management 113:54-66. 

Dyndo, M Wisniewska, DM Rojano-Donate, L. 
and Madsen, PT. 2015. ‘Harbour porpoises react to low 
levels of high frequency vessel noise’. Scientific Reports 
5:11083. 

Dekeling, RPA Tasker, ML Van der Graaf, AJ 
Ainslie, MA, Andersson, MH André, M Borsani, JF 
Brensing, K Castellote, M Cronin, D Dalen, J Folegot, T 
Leaper, R Pajala, J Redman, P Robinson, SP Sigray, P 
Sutton, G Thomsen, F Werner, S Wittekind, D. and 
Young, JV. 2014. ‘Monitoring Guidance for Underwater 
Noise in European Seas - Background Information and 
Annexes. Guidance Report part III.’ 2nd Report of the 
Technical Subgroup on Underwater Noise (TSG Noise). 

Gervaise, C Roy, N Kinda, B. and Menard, N. 
2012. ‘Shipping noise in whale habitat: characteristics, 
sources, budget, and impact on belugas in Saguenay-St. 
Lawrence Marine Park hub’. J Acoust Soc Am 132:76–
89. 

Goetz, KT Rugh, DJ Read, AJ. and Hobbs, RC. 
2007. ‘Habitat use in a marine ecosystem: beluga whales 
Delphinapterus leucas in Cook Inlet’. Alaska. Mar. Ecol. 
Prog. Ser. 330:247-256. 

Goodwin L. 2008. ‘Diurnal and Tidal Variations 
in Habitat Use of the Harbour Porpoise (Phocoena 
phocoena) in Southwest Britain’. Aquat Mamm 34:44-53. 

Kastelein, RA Gransier, R Marijt, MAT. and 
Hoek, L. 2015. ‘Hearing frequency thresholds of a harbor 
porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) temporarily affected by 
played back offshore pile driving sounds.’ J. Acoust. Soc. 
Am. 137, 556–564. 

Lucke, K Siebert, U Lepper, P. and Blanchet, 
MA. (2009) ‘Temporary shift in masked hearing 
thresholds in a harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) 
after exposure to seismic airgun stimuli’. J Acoust Soc 
Am 125:4060– 4070. 

Moors-Murphy, HB. 2014. ‘Submarine canyons 
as important habitat for cetaceans, with special reference 
to the Gully: A review. Deep Sea Res. Part II’. 104:6–19. 

NOAA. 2016. Technical Guidance for Assessing 
the Effects of Anthropogenic Sound on Marine Mammal 
Hearing: Underwater Acoustic Thresholds for Onset of 
Permanent and Temporary Threshold Shifts. U.S. Dept. 
of Commerce, NOAA. NOAA Technical Memorandum 
NMFS-OPR-55, 178 p. 

Norrman, EB Duque, SD. and Evans, PGH. 2015. 
‘Bottlenose dolphins in Wales: Systematic mark-
recapture surveys in Welsh waters. Natural Resources 
Wales Evidence Report Series No. 85. (Natural 
Resources Wales: Bangor) 83pp. 

Pirotta, E Laesser, BE Hardaker, A Riddoch, N 
Marcoux, M. and Lusseau, D 2013. ‘Dredging displaces 
bottlenose dolphins from an urbanised foraging patch’. 
Mar. Pollut. Bull. 74, 396–402. 

Pirotta, E Thompson, PM Miller, PI Brookes, KL 
Cheney, B Barton, TR Graham, IM. and Lusseau, D. 
2014. ‘Scale-dependent foraging ecology of a marine top 
predator modelled using passive acoustic data’. Funct. 
Ecol. 28, 206–217. 

Shane, SH.,Wells, RS Würsig, B 1986. ‘Ecology, 
behavior and social organisation of the bottlenose 
dolphin: a review’. Mar. Mamm. Sci. 2, 24e63. 

Southall, BL Bowles, AE Ellison, WT Finneran, 
JJ Gentry, RL Greene, CR Jr Kastak, D Ketten, DR 
Miller, JH Nachtigall, PE Richardson, WJ Thomas, JA 
and Tyack, PL. 2007. ‘Marine Mammal Noise Exposure 
Criteria: Initial Scientific Recommendations’. Aquat. 
Mamm. 33, 411–521.  

Thompson, PM Brookes, KL Graham, IM 

Barton, TR Needham, K Bradbury, G. And Merchant, 
ND. 2013. ‘Short-term disturbance by a commercial two-
dimensional seismic survey does not lead to long-term 
displacement of harbour porpoises’. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B 280:20132001. 

Thorne, LH Johnston, DW Urban, DL Tyne, J 
Bejder, L. and Baird, RW et al 2012. ‘Predictive 
Modelling of Spinner Dolphin (Stenella longirostris) 
Resting Habitat in the Main Hawaiian Islands’. PLoS 
ONE 7(8): e43167. 

Tougaard, J Wright, AJ. and Madsen, PT. 2015. 
‘Cetacean noise criteria revisited in the light of proposed 
exposure limits for harbour porpoises’. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 
90, 196–208. 

Tougaard, J Carstensen, J Teilmann, J Skov, H 
Rasmussen, P 2009. ‘Pile driving zone of responsiveness 
extends beyond 20 km for harbour porpoises (Phocoena 
phocoena, (L.))’. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 126, 11–14.


