
Request for Further Information in relation to the effects on the environment: 

Foreshore Application on behalf of Greenlink Interconnector Limited in respect of an 

Submarine Electricity Interconnector landing at Baginbun Beach, Co. Wexford 

FS007050 

 

 
1. Request for Further Information made on 08 December 2020 

 
In conducting the Screening for AA, case-law of the Court of Justice of the European Union 
(Case C 258/11) has established that the assessment carried out under Article 6(3) cannot 
have lacunae and must contain complete, precise and definitive findings and conclusions 
capable of removing all reasonable scientific doubt as to the effects of a project on a 
European site.  
During our review of the information submitted with application reference FS007050, we 
have determined that further information is required to enable us to complete our review. 
Therefore, we request that the applicant provide the following further information.  
 
1. A ‘search area’ of 10 km was applied by the applicant to identify Special Protection Areas 
(SPAs) with the potential for interaction with the proposed development. This process 
identified four SPAs within 10 km of the proposed development, however, just one SPA 
(Bannow Bay SPA) was screened in for assessment of likely significant effect. Of the three 
screened-out SPAs, Ballyteige Burrow SPA (8.1 km away) is considered unlikely to interact 
with the proposed development as the birds protected here forage in the intertidal zone and 
are unlikely to forage at sea. It is considered however, that there is a potential impact 
pathway between the remaining sites (Keeragh Islands SPA and Saltee Islands SPA) and 
the proposed development. The applicant has screened these sites out using JNCC’s 
displacement buffers for offshore windfarm developments as justification, however, as 
seabirds protected at both sites have foraging ranges beyond 10 km, there is potential for 
species from these sites to be foraging or transiting throughout the proposed development 
and therefore, there is a potential pressure-receptor pathway. The applicant is requested to 
provide an assessment on the likely significant effects of the proposed development on 
these SCI species for the Keeragh Islands SPA and Saltee Islands SPA.  

2. The potential pressure ‘Hydrological changes (inshore/local)’ as a result of the placement 
of external cable protection was mentioned in Table 4-1, Table 4-3, Table 4-6, Table 4-7, 
and in Section 4.6 Screening Statement and Conclusions, however no assessment of likely 
significant effect to Hook Head SAC was provided for this pressure. The applicant is 
requested to provide an assessment on the likely significant effects to habitats at Hook Head 
SAC as a result of hydrological changes (inshore/local).  

3. It is concluded in Section 4.4.3.2 that although there is the potential for individual salmon 
or twaite shad to be killed by UXO detonation, there is no potential for likely significant 
effects as the impact is unlikely to affect the viability of the species, populations or stocks. 
The applicant is requested to provide more information to support this statement, as it is 
unclear how aggregations of migratory fish would be avoided to avoid population effects. 
Additionally, in their response to the observations of Inland Fisheries Ireland, the applicant 
provided the following information:  
“GIL recognise that of the activities proposed, UXO detonation (if required) does have a 
potential to injure Twaite shad if it was undertaken in in the general vicinity of Hook Head 
between April and May. GIL therefore agree that as a precaution, UXO detonation between 
April and May (inclusive) should be controlled.  
The following Project Specific Mitigation will be added to the Schedule of Mitigation 
presented in Chapter 17 of the EIAR.  



PS19 – UXO detonation will not be undertaken between April and May (inclusive) between 
KP145 and KP159.27.”  
Case law (Case C-323/17) has established that proposed mitigation measures cannot be 
taken into account when screening out likely significant effects, therefore, underwater noise 
changes to migratory fish must be taken through to the Natura Impact Statement (NIS) to 
allow Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment to be carried out.   
 
 
4. It is unclear why likely significant effects to marine mammals from UK SACs were 
excluded for injury and disturbance from UXO detonation, while significant effects to marine 
mammals from Irish SACs could not be excluded. Although the UK SACs are further from 
the proposed development than the Irish SACs, species are protected outside the 
boundaries of the site and there is an obligation to examine the implications of the proposed 
development on these species, provided that those implications are liable to affect the 
conservation objectives of the site (Case C-461/17). The applicant is therefore requested to 
provide further explanation of the conclusion of ‘No potential for significant effects / AA is not 
required’ for marine mammal species from UK SACs.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

2. Request for Further Information made on 22 January 2021 
 

Having reviewed the Greenlink application documentation, we understand that final design of 

the horizontal directional drilling (HDD) exit points had not been completed at the time of 

application submission. Our understanding of the project design proposed within the 

Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) is that 

there are two likely scenarios presented for the HDD exit point, which lie within the Hook 

Head Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Site Code: 000764). We have summarised these 

scenarios as follows:  

 

1. Sediment is sufficiently deep to allow HDD ducts to exit and cable can be trenched 
directly into the seabed, avoiding the need for external cable protection at this 
location; 

2. The HDD ducts exit at an angle due to underlying geology, requiring placement of 
external cable protection, in the form of rock berms. This external cable protection 
would comprise two rock berms measuring 5.2m wide x 20m long and 0.7m high, 
with an overall seabed footprint of 208m2, leading to permanent loss of  Annex I 
habitat ‘Large Shallow Inlets and Bays’ within Hook Head SAC. This has been 
described in the application documents as the ‘worst-case’.  

 

Therefore, based on the information provided regarding the placement of external cable 

protection, we cannot conclude that the Greenlink Interconnector will not adversely affect the 

integrity of a European site. We request that the applicant confirms whether there is any 

further certainty regarding the likelihood of scenario 1 or 2 being the preferred option within 

Hook Head SAC.   

 
 


