
From: 
Sent: Monday 19 April 2021 11:17 
To: Housing Foreshore <foreshore@housing.gov.ie> 
Cc: 

 
Subject: Greenlink Interconnector project 

 

Re: Your Ref FS007050 

Hi, 

Thank you for inviting submissions and/or observations regarding the effects on the 
environment related to the further information provided regarding FS007050 (New 
Ross Standard, issue dated 6 April 2021, page 67). I have no comment to make 
regarding the further information provided, but I wish, if I may, to make two 
representations of a general nature regarding the Greenlink Interconnector project. 

Sabellaria reef, that is, aggregations of the Honeycomb Worm Sabellaria alveolata, 
are a notable feature of Baginbun Beach. Greenlink is aware of these reefs as the 
presence of the tube-building worms is noted and referred to in both the EIAR and 
NIS regarding intertidal habitat surveys carried out at Baginbun on behalf of that 
company. Since Sabellaria reefs are not a common feature on the South Wexford 
Coast and since they are particularly well represented at Baginbun Beach, I request 
that the company by required to take measures to protect these reefs from any 
damage during any and all operations carried out on the beach. 

In the past, I found plants of Eelgrass Zostera marina washed up on Baginbun 
Beach and reported them to , Botanical Society of Britain and Ireland 
Vice-County Recorder for Co Wexford (https://bsbi.org/maps?taxonid=2cd4p9h.pb0). 
The plants were fresh and in flower suggesting that they were growing nearby. The 
nearest known Eelgrass bed to Baginbun Beach is at Bannow Bay. While the plants 
may have drifted from there, the stands at Bannow Bay are in sheltered areas with 
restricted tidal scour, so it would appear unlikely that Bannow Bay was the source of 
the specimens I reported. Another possibility is that there may be an unknown, 
subtidal stand growing in the nearshore waters at Baginbun Head. Consequently, it 
would be great if biologists working in the area for the Greenlink Interconnector 
project would report any sightings they may have of seagrass beds around Baginbun 
Head. 

Kind regards, 

*************** 

mailto:foreshore@housing.gov.ie
https://bsbi.org/maps?taxonid=2cd4p9h.pb0


GREENLINK	INTERCONNECTOR	
	
Submission	to	the	Minister	for	Housing,	Local	Government	and	Heritage,	
Foreshore	Section,	Department	for	Housing,	Local	Government	and	Heritage,	Newtown	Road,	
Wexford,	Co.	Wexford.	
	
Ref:	FS007050	
	
It	will	be	historically	important	that	some	concern	was	expressed	by	the	public	in	anticipation	of	a	
decision	being	made	by	the	Minister	for	Housing,	Local	Government	and	Heritage	regarding	Eirgrids	
subsea	cable	i.e.	the	Greenlink	Interconnector	between	Freshwater	West,	Pembrokeshire,	Britain	and	
Baginbun	Beach,	County	Wexford,	Ireland	for	the	purpose	of	transmitting	electricity.	This	is	especially	
important	given	the	increasing	international	concern	regarding	the	potential	harm	from	electromagnetic	
fields	(EMF)	and	man-made	sound	on	all	living	things	in	our	offshore	seas	and	oceans.		
	
At	present,	whether	systemic	authorities	accept	the	fact	or	not,	the	majority	science	has	already	
established	that	electromagnetic	fields	per	se	have	the	potential	to	cause	adverse	health	effects	on	all	
living	things.		We	have	filled	our	environment	with	a	power	that	heralds	the	potential	destruction	of	
nature	in	a	way	that	is	now	more	than	apparent	–	it	is	predictable!		Despite	limited	knowledge	about	
electricity	or	magnetic	fields	but	with	enough	knowledge	to	be	aware	of	safer	ways	of	establishing	EMF	
systems,	a	valuable	but	misunderstood	tool	has	been	released	on	the	basis	of	conviction	that	the	
destruction	being	created	can	be	bundled	into	acceptable	loss	with	the	mantra	‘the	benefits	outweigh	
the	risks’.			
Such	a	short-term	vision!	
	
This	submission	is	written	with	little	understanding	of	the	technical	‘science’	regarding	interconnectors	
and	instead	is	written	from	a	human	perspective	on	behalf	of	our	relatives	who	live	in	the	oceans	and	
who	help	to	keep	our	planet	as	exquisitely	balanced	as	it	has	been	up	to	recent	times.		Limited	
knowledge	also	means	that	this	submission	will	echo	the	voices	of	independent	scientists	who	have	not	
succumbed	to	the	pursuit	of	personal	reward	or	economic	self-interest	in	lieu	of	morally	based	decisions.	
	
INITIAL	POINTS:	
	
Eirgrids	Greenlink	Electricity	Interconnector	will	link	the	electric	grids	in	Britain	and	Ireland.		As	Britain	is	
no	longer	part	of	the	European	Union	it	will	not	establish	a	direct	link	with	Europe	as	stated	in	the	
Greenlink	report.		If	given	the	‘go-ahead’	it	will	create	a	power	link	with	the	UK,	now	a	country	
independent	of	Europe.	
	
4.1	The	Greenlink	report	states	that	the	‘proposed	interconnector	does	not	constitute	a	“project”	listed	
within	the	EU	Directive	2014/52/EU		‘accordingly	an	EIA		(Environmental	Impact	Assessment)	is	not	
required	in	relation	to	the	proposed	interconnector’.		However,	the	replaced	Annex	111	under	section	(1)	
Characteristics	of	projects	and	(2)	Location	of	projects	in	this	Directive	suggests	that	the	Greenlink	should	
be	subject	to	an	Environmental	Impact	Assessment.	
	
Although	Greenlink	did	have	an	Environmental	Impact	Assessment	undertaken	under	Best	Practice,	the	
conclusion	of	the	EIA	regarding	Marine	Mammals	and	Reptiles	(5.5	pg	26)	refers	to	noise,	identifying	
potential	significant	effects	on	marine	mammals	and	reptiles	and	proposing	mitigation.		However,	no	
conclusion	is	provided	regarding	the	impact	of	electromagnetic	changes	on	mammals	–	this	is	a	serious	
oversight	and	should	be	rectified	prior	to	any	decision	being	made,	especially	given	the	findings	in	
emerging	reports.						
	
The	continuous	recent	use	of	the	prefix	‘Green’	to	all	possible	reports	and	projects	regarding	energy	
seems	to	be	designed	to	manipulate	the	public	into	believing	that	proposals	using	the	word	‘green’	are	
somehow	eco-friendly.		The	fact	remains,	there	is	nothing	‘green’	about	man-made	artificial	
electromagnetic	fields.	
	



Finally,	the	proposed	development	will	cross	Hook	Head	which	is	a	protected	area	referred	to	as	a	Natura	
site	2000	and	is	therefore	seen	as	important	enough	to	be	protected	under	the	EU	Habitats	Directive	
(92/43/EEC)	and	Birds	Directive	(2009/147/EC).	
			
THE	ISSUES	
This	submission	takes	two	key	issues	identified	as	the	basic	areas	to	be	considered	with	regard	to	sub-sea	
cables	i.e.	the	potential	adverse	effects	from	Electromagnetic	Fields	(EMF)	and	Man-Made	Sound.	
	
Along	with	the	myriad	species	of	fish,	shellfish,	molluscs,	reptiles	etc	at	‘least	26	species	of	marine	
mammal	are	known	to	occur	in	Irish	waters’	such	as	two	species	of	seal,	and	‘’twenty-four	species	of	
cetacean	(i.e.	whales,	dolphins	and	porpoises)	have	been	recorded	from	Ireland.		(Guidance	to	Manage	
the	Risk	to	Marine	Mammals	from	Man-made	Sound	Sources	in	Irish	Waters	–	Department	of	Arts,	
Heritage	and	the	Gaeltacht	(2014)	
https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/general/Underwater%20sound%20guidance_Jan%202014.pdf	
			
	ELECTROMAGNETIC	FIELDS	(EMF)	
The	European	Commissions,	Science	for	Environment	Policy	Leaflet	–	How	do	subsea	cables	affect	
electromagnetic-sensitive	marine	species?		(5th	October,	2020/Issue	549)	refers	to	a	research	paper	
Anthropogenic	electromagnetic	Fields	(EMF)	influence	the	behaviour	of	bottom-dwelling	marine	species		
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/549na3_en_how-do-subsea-

cables-affect-electromagnetic-sensitive-marine-species.pdf		(2020)	and	highlights	the	possible	impact	of	
EMF	on	particular	‘marine	species	that	have	adapted	to	use	electric	and	magnetic	cues	in	essential	
aspects	of	their	life	cycle.”		Underwater	cables,	such	as	the	Greenlink	Interconnector,	which	will	be	
installed	in	our	coastal	and	offshore	waters	emit	electromagnetic	fields	which	can	disrupt	cues	used	by	
some	species	to	‘detect	prey,	avoid	predators,	find	mates,	orientate	and	migrate’.		This	research	paper	
concludes	that	‘electro-	and	magneto-sensitive	species	display	observable	behavioural	difference	in	the	
presence	of	an	EMF-emitting	HVDC	electricity	cable’	and	despite	these	cables	being	protected,	this	does	
not	shield	the	emitted	EMF,		‘which	is	often	used	to	locate	buried	cables.’	
	
The	Sustainable	Energy	Authority	of	Ireland’s	(SEAI)	report,	
https://www.seai.ie/technologies/ocean-energy/ocean-test-sites-in-ireland/foreshore-lease/Appendix-4-
Impact-of-electric-and-magnetic-fields.pdf	
IMPACT	OF	ELECTRIC	AND	MAGNETIC	FIELDS	FROM	SUBMARINE	CABLES	ON	MARINE	ORGANISMS,	THE	
CURRENT	STATE	OF	KNOWLEDGE	
This	report	also	expresses	concern	that	‘when	more	anthropogenic	sources	of	magnetic	and	electric	
fields	are	present	in	the	marine	environment	there	is	a	potential	that	those	organisms	will	be	affected’	
i.e.	those	‘organisms	that	are	able	to	detect	the	natural	geomagnetic	field	for	navigational	purposes	
(such	as	whales,	turtles,	and	fish)	and	others	(mainly	fishes	as	sharks	and	rays)	that	can	also	respond	to	
the	biological	electric	fields	emitted	by	all	organisms.’		This	study	has	shown	that	EMF	emitted	from	a	
power	transmission	cable	may	be	detected	in	a	range	‘of	up	to	a	few	hundred	meters’	i.e.	within	the	
detection	range	of	many	species.		The	SEAI	study	mirrors	the	conclusions	of	the	Anthropogenic	
electromagnetic	Fields	(EMF)	influence	the	behaviour	of	bottom-dwelling	marine	species	(link	above)	in	
that	behavioural	effects	have	been	shown	both	for	species	that	use	the	magnetic	field	for	navigational	
purposes	and	for	species	using	electric	fields	for	detecting	prey.	
Concerns	are	particularly	expressed	about	the	impact	on	functional	roles	and	migration	behaviour	of	
marine	species.	
	
MAN-MADE	SOUND	
A	report	from	the	Department	of	Arts,	Heritage	and	the	Gaeltacht,	Guidance	to	Manage	the	Risk	to	
Marine	Mammals	from	Man-made	Sound	Sources	in	Irish	Waters	2014	
https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/general/Underwater%20sound%20guidance_Jan%202014.pdf	
considers	man-made	sound	sources	in	coastal	and	marine	environments	and	their	‘potential	adverse	
impact	particularly	on	mammals	who	have	‘adapted	to	life	in	the	sea	by	exploiting	‘	sound	properties	in	
water	effectively’	for	the	purpose	of	‘navigation	and	perception	of	their	environment,	communication,	
prey	identification	and	capture,	and	the	detection	of	predators’.		Emphasis	is	placed	on	the	hearing	
system	of	marine	mammals	and	how	their	auditory	sensitivity	allows	them	to	‘respond	to	changes	in	
pressure’	–	an	ability	that	is	‘particularly	susceptible	to	damage’	from	man-made	sound	sources.		The	



reports	summary	reminds	us	that	‘it	is	an	offence	to	disturb	or	injure	a	marine	mammal	(Section	1.2)	
whether	this	occurs	via	introduced	sound	or	another	anthropogenic	source.’		This	strong	response	to	
potential	injury	from	man-made	sound	on	marine	mammals	places	such	an	event	in	a	category	of	
extreme	seriousness.			
	
Scientific	literature	regarding	the	auditory	responses	to	EMF	by	humans	is	well	documented	(first	
published	by	Allan	Frey	in	1961)	and	is	experienced	by	a	percentage	of	the	population	who	are	
electrohypersensitive	and	have	‘microwave	hearing’	–	a	constant	torture.		As	yet,	no	scientific	research	
has	been	undertaken	regarding	the	possibility	of	such	an	effect	occurring	with	marine	mammals	but	
remains	a	possibility.		(Auditory	System	Response	to	Radio	Frequency	Energy	–	Technical	Note	–	
Aerospace	Medicine	1961)	https://zoryglaser.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/AUDITORY-SYSTEM-
RESPONSE-TO-RADIO-FREQUENCY-ENERGY.pdf	
	
OTHER	
In	light	of	the	fact	there	the	knowledge	base	regarding	the	potential	effects	of	EMF	or	indeed	man-made	
noise	in	coastal	and	offshore	waters	is	still	extremely	limited	and	that	no	solid	facts	as	yet	exist,	it	
behoves	us	to	think	very	carefully	about	how	the	wrong	decision	could	affect	the	future	of	our	oceans	
and	its	integral	life.		
	
It	is	reassuring	to	note	that	marine	mammal	observers	will	be	employed	to	assess	impact,	although	it	
does	not	specify	whether	this	will	be	a	long-	or	short-term	event.	
	
It	is	believed	that	the	Greenlink	Interconnector	will	become	more	than	just	a	cable	and	will	link	up	to	
offshore	wind	power	and	perhaps	wave	power	–	future	vision	dictates	that	the	issues	of	EMF	and	noise	
will	escalate.		Will	these	issues	be	revisited	should	that	happen?			
	
Many	questions	remain	unanswered	including	one	that	has	arisen	today	in	which	a	threat	has	been	made	
to	cut	supplies	of	electricity	through	an	interconnector	between	France	and	the	island	of	Jersey.		Does	a	
trade	agreement	exist	between	the	UK	and	Ireland	in	relation	to	the	Greenlink	Interconnector	and	has	
such	an	event	been	addressed	within	it?		Is	there	any	legislation	on	this	matter?			
	
Given	the	obvious	lack	of	established	knowledge	regarding	the	threshold	sensitivities	of	marine	species,	
the	numerous	unanswered	questions	and	the	fundamental	ecological	importance	of	this	decision	the	
Minister	for	Housing,	Local	Government	and	Heritage	is	asked	to	defer	a	decision	on	Eirgrid’s	Greenlink	
Interconnector	until	gaps	in	information	and	knowledge	are	met.		Our	waters	are	our	Heritage	and	are	
teeming	with	life	and	it	is	our	responsibility	to	protect	these	for	the	sake	of	the	planet	and	for	our	
children’s	future.			We	pay	our	representatives	to	ensure	that	this	responsibility	is	taken	seriously		
	
Thanking	you,	
	

	
6th	May	2021		
	
	
Recommended	Reading:			
Bees,	Birds	and	Mankind,	Destroying	Nature	by	‘Electrosmog’,	Effects	of	Wireless	Communication	
Technologies	by	Bio-scientist,	Ulrich	Warnke				
Published	as	Brochure	1,	by	Prof.	Dr.	med.	Karl	Hecht,	Dr.	med.	Markus	Kern,	Prof.	Dr.	phil.	Karl	Richter,	
and	Dr.	med.	Hans-Christoph	Scheiner		(English	version	2009)	
https://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/7521097894.pdf	
	



Ref. FS007050 

 

Foreshore Section, 
Department of Housing, Local Government 
And Heritage, 
Newtown Road, 
Wexford 
Co. Wexford 
 
By Email: foreshore@housing.gov.ie 
 

06 May 2021 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: Greenlink Interconnector Foreshore License Application; Second Public Consultation 

I,  , @hotmail.com, having reviewed the further information submitted by 

Greenlink Interconnector Limited to the above-referenced foreshore license application, wish to make 

a number of observations, as set out below. I trust that these will be taken into account in the further 

consideration of the license application. 

 

1 FEI request 1 - Screening of SPA (FEI 08/12/2020) 

Clarification request from the DHPLG of 08 December 2020: 

‘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 Effects. 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.’ 

Observations on applicant response: 

The applicant responded to this request for clarification in Section 4 of the ‘FS007050 Greenlink 

Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation (P1975_R5327_Rev2)’, dated 23 March 2021. 

The original approach to definition of zones of influence (ZoI) for SPAs of 10km, without consideration 

of the ecology and specifically the potential foraging distance for the seabird species protected by the 

sites was wholly inadequate.  The approach outlined by the Applicant in their response uses recent 

mailto:foreshore@housing.gov.ie


advice on potential habitat foraging distances from Thaxter et al1 as the basis for consideration of ZoI 

and from the UK Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) on susceptibility to disturbance and 

habitat specialisation2.  The SNCB advice is specific to the potential effects of offshore windfarms, and 

the applicant does not make clear why this guidance is suitable for assessment of the impacts of this 

project.   This should be done.  It is acknowledged that the scale of works and associated levels of 

levels of disturbance predicted for an offshore windfarm are likely to be far greater than for this 

project. 

It is noted that the Applicant’s FEI response acknowledges both guillimot and razorbill as being 

categorised as having medium susceptibility to disturbance in line with the UK SNCB guidance.  The 

guidance recommends that species with a medium or higher level of susceptibility to disturbance 

should undertake a further ‘matrix’ level of assessment.  This has not been done, and the rationale for 

this approach should be explained. 

 

Summary Observations: 

The applicant should make clear the rationale for applicability of windfarm guidance used to this 

project, and provide clarification as to why further assessment of guillemot and razorbill, as 

outlined in SNCB guidance, is not considered necessary. 

 

 

2 FEI request 2 - Potential for Hydrological Changes (FEI 08/12/2020) 

Clarification request from the DHPLG of 08 December 2020: 

‘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).’ 

Observations on applicant response: 

The applicant responded to this request for clarification in Section 5 of the ‘FS007050 Greenlink 

Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation (P1975_R5327_Rev2)’, dated 23 March 2021. 

An initial response was provided on 13 January 2021 which proposed additional mitigations to restrict 

the HDD exit point to below the 10 m bathymetry contour, taking into consideration inner and outer 

depth of closure and a further evaluation of the potential for significant effect from associated cable 

protection. This response was later expanded on 01 March 2021, to include a commitment not to use 

external cable protection at the HDD exit location at all.  

 
1 Woodward, I., Thaxter, C.B., Owen, E and Cook, S.C.P. (2019). Desk-based revision of seabird foraging ranges  
used for HRA screening. British Trust for Ornithology Research Report No. 724.   
2 Joint SNCB Interim Displacement Advice Note (2017). Advice on how to present assessment information on  
the extent and potential consequences of seabird displacement from Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) 
developments.  
January 2017 



These two mitigation commitments could be considered to be inconsistent and would benefit from 

additional clarification as to the approach to cable protection at  HDD punch out, and whether cable 

protection may be used within the Hook Head SAC and more widely. 

In addition, from the project description it is not clear if additional cable protection will be used in 

other parts of the Hook Head SAC, other than for protection of the cable at the HDD exit. If this were 

to be the case, the potential for hydrological changes should also be considered. 

The NIS Section 2.8.3 - Cable burial and protection, indicates that ‘where the seabed composition is 

not suitable for burial, external mechanical protection will be provided through rock placement or 

concrete mattresses‘. Other sections of the EIAR (EIAR Section 4.7.5.6 - Rock placement) suggest that 

cable protection would be limited to cable crossing and potentially at the HDD exit point 

(contingency), and also where marine cable repairs may be needed in the future (EAIR Section 4.10.2 

Marine cable repairs).   

If rock placement is used, then the minimum contour where the rock placement could be installed 

should take into consideration the dimensions of the berm (indicated to have 0.7 m height). For 

example, the top of a rock berm of 0.7 m high placed in water depth or 10 m would effectively be at 

9.3 m water depth, which is slightly above the inner depth of closure estimated to be 9.39m. 

Moreover, the berm dimensions may vary, and the adoption of a margin of error could be considered 

to assure the top of the berm is below the calculated inner and outer depth of closure, also considering 

that the rock placement is likely to remain in place in perpetuity. 

 

Summary Observations: 

Applicant should clarify if the commitment to restricting the HDD exist point to a location below 

10 m contour is still applicable given that the cable protection is no longer needed at the HDD exit 

point and 

Applicant should clarify if the use of external cable protection is proposed anywhere within the 

Hook Head SAC.   

If cable protection is proposed, then clear consideration should be given for the potential for 

hydrological changes and other effects as a result. 

 

 

3 Request 3 – UXO Detonation – Protected Fish Species (FEI 08/12/2020) 

Clarification request from the DHPLG of 08 December 2020: 

‘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 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.’ 

Observations on applicant response: 

The applicant responded to this request for clarification in Section 6 of the ‘FS007050 Greenlink  

Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation (P1975_R5327_Rev2)’, dated 23 March 2021. 

The FEI requested that the applicant should provide more information to support the following 

statement: ‘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’.  

In follow-up to this request, the applicant responded in Section 6 of the ‘FS007050 Greenlink 

Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation (P1975_R5327_Rev2)’, dated 23 March 2021. In this 

response, the applicant provides information used to inform the AA, with additional questions and 

answers based on NPWS guidance (2012)3, whilst also proposing further mitigation measures.  

The AA assessment of effects predicts that permanent injury to twaite shad and Atlantic salmon, 

would occur within 6.2 km of any required UXO detonation, as per underwater sound modelling (see 

Page 27 to 28). Based on this distance, it is stated that although the River Barrow and Rive Nore SAC, 

Lower River Suir SAC and Slaney River Valley SAC, would fall outside of the zone of influence for UXO 

detonation, migratory species could swim into the zone of influence during migration. The AA 

concludes in the absence of any mitigation, that ‘it cannot be excluded, that noise generated from 

UXO detonation will not lead to a likely significant effect on twaite shad and Atlantic salmon’. The 

applicant also details that there is a lack of ‘publicly available information on the migration patterns 

of Atlantic salmon and twaite shad from the SACs in question’.  

The applicant confirms that mitigation for the detonation of UXO will include a seasonal restriction 

from April to May, between KP145 and KP159.27, to avoid the sensitive spawning period of twaite 

shad (see Page 31). Given that there is limited information on the migration patterns of Atlantic 

salmon and twaite Shad, a seasonal restriction would be expected across the whole route of the 

Proposed Development, to account for uncertainty in the presence of this species.  

Furthermore, the assessment of effects prior to mitigation for the AA (see Page 27 to 28) focusses on 

permanent injury to twaite shad and Atlantic salmon. The predicted distance of 6.2 km was used to 

determine whether the SACs considered fall within this distance. However, the applicant fails to 

 
3 NPWS (2012) Marine Natura Impact Statements in Irish Special Areas of Conservation. A working document. 
April 2012 



consider temporary threshold shifts4 and behavioural disturbance. Twaite shad is a member of the 

family clupeidae and is therefore considered to be a high hearing sensitivity fish, based on the hearing 

range categories proposed by Popper et al. (2014)5. Behavioural disturbance to high hearing sensitivity 

fish would be expected to occur over much larger differences than that for mortality and permanent 

injury, meaning that effects could occur in the SACs discussed earlier.  

Therefore, a query is raised to the applicant, as to whether a precautionary approach has been 

adopted. It would be prudent for the applicant to provide further detail as to why the following was 

not considered: behavioural disturbance to twaite shad and Atlantic salmon from the detonation of 

UXO; and a seasonal restriction on the detonation of UXO across the whole cable route.   

The use of a ‘Big Bubble Curtain’ (BBC) has been proposed as mitigation to limit the effects to species 

of fish because of UXO detonation (see Pages 31 to 33). It is noted that the applicant has stated that 

the technical feasibility of the BBC cannot be guaranteed, considering the water depth and wave 

height within the Proposed Development, particularly at water depths greater than 40 m. If this 

mitigation cannot be adopted in deeper waters, this may leave an area where likely significant effects 

may occur. Could a seasonal restriction across the whole cable route be more suitable for these areas 

of the Proposed Development in greater water depths?  

 

Summary Observations: 

A fully precautionary approach has not been taken for the effects of UXO detonation on migratory 

species of fish.   Although the applicant has considered the potential for permanent injury to 

twaite shad and Atlantic salmon, they have not considered potential for wider disturbance and 

displacement beyond the modelled zone (6.2km) within which permanent injury or death is 

predicted.    

The applicant should clarify and justify why potential for significance for behavioural disturbance 

and displacement to migratory fish from underwater sound, and application of a seasonal 

restriction on UXO detonation across the wider cable route are not considered.  

The applicant proposes use of a BBC to mitigate under water noise transmission, while also 

acknowledging that that use of this method may not be feasible due to conditions expected at the 

site.   The applicant should provide details of alternative mitigation proposed, if the BBC proves 

not to be effective, or cannot be used.  

 

 

 

 

 
4 A temporary and reversible increase in the threshold of audibility at a specified frequency or portion of an 
individual’s hearing range 
5 Popper, A.N., Hawkins, A.D., Fay, R.R., Mann, D., Bartol, S., Carlson, T., Coombs, S., Ellison, W.T., Gentry, R., 
Halvorsen, M.B., Løkkeborg, S., Rogers, P., Southall, B.L., Zeddies, D. and Tavolga, W.N. (2014). ASA S3/SC1.4 
TR-2014 Sound Exposure Guidelines for Fishes and Sea Turtles: A Technical Report prepared by ANSI-
Accredited Standards Committee S3/SC1 and registered with ANSI. Springer and ASA Press, Cham, Switzerland. 



Request 4 - UXO Detonation – Marine Mammals (FEI 08/12/2020) 

Clarification request from the DHPLG of 08 December 2020: 

‘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 requested to 

provide further explanation of the conclusion of ‘No potential for significant effects / Appropriate 

Assessment is not required’ for marine mammal species from UK SACs.’ 

Observations on applicant response: 

The applicant responded to this request for clarification in Section 7 of the ‘FS007050 Greenlink 

Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation (P1975_R5327_Rev2)’, dated 23 March 2021. 

The applicant provided mitigations measures to reduce significance of effects on marine mammals in 

Irish waters. This included: avoiding the need for detonation, use of deflagration for all UXO charge 

sizes, spatial-temporal restrictions, use of BBC, use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices (ADD), use of Passive 

Acoustic Monitoring to support visual observations, and soft start. 

However, the response doesn’t provide any ‘further explanation of the conclusion of ‘No potential for 

significant effects / Appropriate Assessment is not required’ for marine mammal species from UK SACs’. 

The document repeats the argumentation already provided in the NIS, that ‘significant numbers of 

animals from a different SAC would not be present within the zone of influence for the UXO detonation 

in Irish waters’, without providing  any further explanation to support that assumption.  Given the 

wide range of the marine mammal species considered, this appears a broad and unjustified statement, 

and in the absence of further explanation, transboundary effects on UK designations cannot be 

excluded. 

It is noted that the response considers it ‘appropriate and precautionary’ to apply the same mitigation 

measure as has been agreed in Welsh waters to Irish waters, which is inconsistent (or perhaps even 

contradictory) with the conclusion of ‘No potential for significant effects / Appropriate Assessment is 

not required’ status for the UK SAC Marine mammals in Irish waters.  

Moreover, while the adoption of additional mitigation measures would reduce the significance of any 

risk to marine mammals, it wouldn’t exempt the need for Appropriate Assessment (AA) under Case 

law C-323/17.  

In this context, if no further rationale could be provided to support the assumption that a significant 

number of animals from UK SACs would not be present within the zone of influence for the UXO 

detonation in Irish waters, an AA is required to assess the potential effects to UK SAC marine mammals 

in Irish waters if UXO denotation is required.  

 

 

 

 



Summary Observations: 

The Applicant should present further explanation supporting their conclusion that a significant 

number of animals from UK SACs would not be present within the zone of influence for the UXO 

detonation in Irish waters. 

The applicant’s adoption of ‘appropriate and precautionary’ mitigation measures suggest that 

there may exist a potential for significant effects of a transboundary nature. It may be appropriate 

to undertake an Appropriate Assessment to assess the potential effects to UK SAC marine 

mammals in Irish waters if UXO denotation is required.  

 

 

4 HDD Exit – Rock protection (FEI 22/01/2021) 

Clarification request from the DHPLG of 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.’ 

Observations on applicant response: 

The applicant responded to this request for clarification in Section 3 of the ‘FS007050 Greenlink  

Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation (P1975_R5327_Rev2)’, dated 23 March 2021.  

The applicant now confirms that Greenlink will ‘no longer use external cable protection (rock 

placement or concrete mattresses) at the HDD exit point. Protection to the cables and HDD duct will 

be provided by adequate burial in sediment’. This clarification suggests that Scenario 1 is the preferred 

option.  

To confirm that cable protection can be removed from the project design, the developer reviewed the 

interpreted surficial sediment depths and demarcated a ‘Preferred HDD Exit Location’ within the 

previously informed ‘Indicative HDD Exit Area’ polygon (see Drawing No: P1975-INST-026 and Drawing 

No: P1975-INST-024, pages 13 and 14 of the Response document). 



It is noted, that the ‘Preferred HDD Exit Location’ substantially overlaps with an identified 

Archaeological Exclusion Zone (AEZ) - the CA-2007. While the indicative centreline presented in the 

drawings avoids the AEZ, it is also acknowledged that this line is indicative only, and may still be subject 

to change, within the defined constraints. Two other AEZs lie close to the cable route approaching the 

landfall, CA_2008 and CA_2009. 

Further consideration to AEZs (specifically CA-2007, CA-2008 and CA-2009) is given in Section 8 of 

‘Greenlink Response’, and mitigation measures are proposed if the AEZs cannot be avoided: 

‘It was noted that anomalies CA-2007, CA-2008 and CA-2009 lie close to the preliminary cable route 

and if the AEZs cannot be avoided the anomalies should be the focus of archaeological dive inspections. 

The dive inspection should be undertaken well in advance of any offshore works taking place in order 

to allow for the archaeological dive assessment report to be submitted to the UAU in a timely fashion 

and for a response to issue from the UAU on the report. Based on the results of the archaeological dive 

inspection report, further archaeological recommendations may be forthcoming, including 

preservation in situ (avoidance via placement of agreed exclusion zones), archaeological test 

excavation or preservation by record/full excavation.’  

The mitigation is incorporated to the Schedule of Mitigation, as presented in Section 9 of the 

‘Greenlink Response’ and appears reasonable.  It is noted, however, that “avoidance via placement of 

agreed exclusion zones” is included within the proposed mitigation, which is optimistic given that the 

scenario considered is already one of non-avoidance of an exclusion zone.   

 

Question: 

Can the applicant: 

• Clarify whether Scenario 1 or a variation of scenario 1 is the proposed approach and 

provide a clear description of any variation. 

• Clarify mitigation which may be applied if the HDD exit location and cable route centre 

line intrude into the existing AEZ.  
 

 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

_______________________ 

 

 

 


	Submission 1_redacted.pdf (p.1)
	Submission 2_redacted.pdf (p.2-4)
	Submission 3_redacted.pdf (p.5-12)

