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1. Introduction 

1.1 Project Background 

Greenlink Interconnector Limited (GIL) is proposing to develop an electricity 

interconnector (Greenlink) linking the existing electricity grids in Ireland and Great 

Britain.  The Proposed Development comprises the Irish Marine components of 

Greenlink from mean high-water springs (MHWS) at Baginbun Beach, County 

Wexford to the 12 nautical mile (NM) limit. It comprises: 

• Two high voltage direct current (HVDC) electricity power cables; 

• A smaller fibre-optic cable for control and communication purposes; and 

• All associated works required to install, test, commission and complete the 

aforementioned cables; and  

• All associated works required to operate, maintain, repair and decommission the 

aforementioned cables, including five repair events over the 40-year lifetime of 

Greenlink. 

The Proposed Development includes the following phases: 

• Installation; 

• Operation (including repair and maintenance activities); and 

• Decommissioning 

Kilometre points (KPs) have been assigned to the route to aid with the description; 

running from KP124 at the 12NM limit to KP159.27 at Baginbun Beach.  

1.2 Status of the Foreshore Licence Application 

GIL submitted a Foreshore Licence Application (ref: FS007050) on the 01 August 

2019 to the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government – Foreshore 

Unit.  The Foreshore Licence application was accompanied by the following 

documents: 

• Foreshore Licence Map 

• Foreshore Licence Map – Campile 

• Greenlink Marine Natura Impact Statement (NIS) 

• Greenlink Summary of Offshore & Onshore Environmental Effects 

• Greenlink Marine Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) 

• Volume 1 – Non Technical Summary 

• Volume 2 – EIAR 

• Volume 3 – Appendices 

• Appendix A – Stakeholder Meetings 
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• Appendix B – Competent Experts Table  

• Appendix C – Underwater Noise Assessment 

• Appendix D – Herring and Sandeel Assessment 

• Appendix E – Commercial Fisheries Assessment 

• Appendix F – Marine Archaeology 

• Appendix G – Cable Route Survey 

• Appendix H – Environmental Survey Report 

• Appendix I – Intertidal Habitat Survey Report 

• Appendix J – UXO Risk Assessment 

• Appendix K – Greenlink Magnetic Fields and Induced Voltages 

• Appendix N – Landfall Selection 

The statutory consultation period on the Foreshore Licence Application commenced 

on 12 November 2019 and finished on 08 January 2020 (extended to 22 January 2020 

for some stakeholders).  On completion of the consultation period, the Department 

provided GIL with comments received from consultees and subsequently GIL 

provided responses to these comments. These are available on the Department’s 

website as ‘Consolidated Prescribed Body Observations’ and ‘Applicant Response to 

Prescribed Body Observations’. 

Additionally, as part of the application process the Department conducted a review 

of the NIS and requested (via emails dated 08 December 2020 and 21 January 2021) 

that GIL provide further information on five points to further inform the 

Department’s Appropriate Assessment. 

To ensure that the public had sufficient opportunity to comment on any proposed 

changes to the Foreshore Licence Application, the Department required GIL to 

undertake a second consultation, prior to the completion of the assessment of the 

application, including before completion of the Appropriate Assessment.  

The Second Consultation commenced on the 06 April 2021 and finished on 06 May 

2021.  The consultation documents were available for inspection during this time at 

the following locations: 

• Waterford Garda Station, Patrick Street, Waterford City  

• New Ross Garda Station, Marshmeadows, New Ross, Co. Wexford  

• Wexford County Council, County Hall, Carricklawn, Wexford  

The application was also available to view on Greenlink’s website [1] and the 

Department for Housing, Planning and Local Government website [2]. Please note 

 
1 https://www.greenlink.ie/foreshorelicenceconsultation2 
2 https://www.gov.ie/en/foreshore-notice/a6150-greenlink-interconnector-
wexford/?referrer=http://www.gov.ie/en/publication/9ed2f-greenlink-interconnector-wexford/ 
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as of the time of issue of this Revision 0 Report the application is still available at 

both URLs.  

On instruction from the Department, GIL advertised the public consultation in the 

Irish Independent, the New Ross Standard, the Wexford People, The Skipper and the 

Marine Times.  In accordance with provision Section 19B (3) (b) of the Foreshore Act 

1933 (as amended), GIL also sent the further information to the bodies specified in 

Section 19A (3) of the Foreshore Act, namely: 

• Wexford County Council 

• The National Tourist Development Authority (Fáilte Ireland) 

• The National Trust for Ireland (An Taisce) 

• The Minister for Communications, Climate Action and Environment 

• The Minister for Agriculture, Food and Marine 

1.3 Purpose of this Report 

GIL have prepared this Report to respond to the observations received from Public 

on completion of the Second Consultation.  Three submissions were made.  This 

document clearly sets out the observation and GIL’s response.  For completeness, 

please note that GIL, as requested by the Department, has prepared a response to 

the submissions made by the Prescribed Bodies under separate cover.    

2. Response to Public Observations 

The following public observations have been summarised (not quoted) to present 

the key issues raised within the observation.    

2.1 Public Observation 1 

2.1.1 Observation 

The representation had no comment to make regarding the further information 

provided for public consultation but made two observations of a general nature 

regarding the Greenlink Interconnector project, as follows: 

1. Sabellaria alveolata reef are a notable feature of Baginbun Beach. The 

submission states that 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 be required to take measures to protect these reefs from any 

damage during any and all operations carried out on the beach. 

2. In the past, I found plants of Eelgrass Zostera marina washed up on Baginbun 

Beach and reported them to a person whose name has been redacted, Botanical 
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Society of Britain and Ireland Vice-County Recorder for Co Wexford 

(https://bsbi.org/maps?taxonid=2cd4p9h.pb0 [bsbi.org]). 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. 

2.1.2 GIL Response 

Greenlink have reviewed the public submission received on Monday 19 April 2021 

and would like to thank the person for taking the time to provide an observation.  

Greenlink would like to provide the following response to the two points raised.  

1. The public submission is correct in that Sabellaria reef aggregations were 

identified at Baginbun Beach during the 2018 intertidal survey conducted by 

Greenlink.  The intertidal reef features were observed to extend past the low-

water mark by the subsequent geophysical survey.  Baginbun Beach lies within 

the Hook Head Special Area of Conservation (SAC) which has been designated in 

part because of Reef habitat.  The Greenlink Marine Environmental Impact 

Assessment Report recognised the sensitivity of the reef habitat and to avoid 

effects established exclusion zones around all Bedrock Reef Habitat, including 

Sabellaria reef, identified by the geophysical and environmental survey.  This 

includes the intertidal reef habitat.  The cables will pass underneath Baginbun 

Beach using ducts installed by horizontal directional drilling.  The seaward exit 

point will be seaward of the 10m lowest astronomical tide water depth contour.  

This location is within a sediment channel between the reef habitat, thereby 

avoiding the potential for impacts.   No intrusive works are proposed to be 

undertaken on the beach.  

2. With respect to the reference to eelgrass, the species was not noted during the 

intertidal survey and was not identified during the environmental baseline survey 

of the cable route corridor.  From the location of the horizontal directional drill 

exit point the cable centreline follows a sand channel between the Reef habitat 

within the Hook Head SAC.  The seabed within this channel was identified as a 

rippled sandy/muddy seabed and not suitable for eelgrass.   

2.2 Public Observation 2 

2.2.1 Observation 

The representation had no comment to make regarding the further information 

provided for public consultation but expressed the following initial points: 
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1. As Britain is no longer part of the European Union, Greenlink will not establish a 

direct link with Europe as stated in the Foreshore Licence application. 

2. The Greenlink EIAR 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 III 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.   

3. 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. 

The observation also identifies two issues described in the submission as key; the 

potential adverse effects from Electromagnetic fields (EMF); and man-made sound.  

The representation provides links to research papers that highlight the possible 

impacts of EMF and man-made sound on marine species and concludes with the 

opinion that the knowledge base regarding the potential effects of EMF and man-

made sound in the marine environment is limited. 

It concludes with several statements and questions namely: 

4. 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. 

5. 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? 

6. 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?   

2.2.2 GIL Response 

Greenlink have reviewed the public submission received on 06 May 2021 and would 

like to thank the person for taking the time to provide their initial points, issues 

and statements.   

Greenlink would firstly like to clarify that the proposed Greenlink interconnector 

between Freshwater West, Pembrokeshire, Britain and Baginbun Beach, County 

Wexford is not being developed by Eirgrid, in contrast to the several references 
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made within Observation 2.  The Greenlink project is being developed by Greenlink 

Interconnector Limited, which is owned by Partners Group on behalf of its clients.  

Greenlink would like to provide the following response to the six observations 

raised.  

1. Greenlink will form part of Europe’s northern grid network. Greenlink will still 

provide connection to mainland Europe via existing and proposed UK connections 

to France, Belgium and future partners in UK interconnection projects. The EU-

UK Trade Agreement provides the framework for continued interconnection 

between the EU and the UK, including solutions for trading electricity capacity 

between EU and the UK. The fact of interconnection and legal capacity for 

interconnection remain true, notwithstanding withdrawal of the United Kingdom 

from the EU. 

2. As stated in Section 2.3.1.1 of the Greenlink Marine EIAR, Greenlink had been 

advised that the project categories listed in the EIA Directive must be understood 

by reference to a wide scope and broad purpose. GIL therefore followed the EIA 

process for all project components. An Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

/ Environmental Statement was submitted with all relevant applications for 

consent.  The Minister must therefore complete an EIA before granting any 

foreshore licence.   

3. The Greenlink Marine EIAR provided an assessment of the potential effects of 

electromagnetic changes on marine mammals in Section 10.6.3.  This concluded 

that it is unlikely that marine mammals will be exposed to the strongest fields 

which would cause behavioural changes.  The overall conclusion was that the 

effect will be Imperceptible and is Not Significant (using the assessment criteria 

and definitions provided in Section 5 of the EIAR).     

4. Marine mammal observers will be deployed when according to the Department 

of Heritage and the Gaeltacht (DAHG) “Guidance to Manage the Risk to Marine 

Mammals from Man-made sound sources in Irish Waters” they are necessary to 

monitor activities.  Specifically, this will be when geophysical survey techniques 

are used, and if UXO detonation is required.  

5. The statement in the submission that “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” is incorrect.  Greenlink has been designed 

as an electricity interconnector between two countries.  It will not have the 

capability to link up to offshore wind power or other forms of marine renewables.  

6. The Irish Commission for Regulation of Utilities (CRU) and British regulator Ofgem 

have both completed cost benefit analysis of Greenlink and concluded that the 

interconnector will be of benefit to both UK and Irish consumers. Ofgem has put 

in place a regulatory framework for the transmission of electricity and CRU are 

currently finalising details of the regulatory framework to ensure that both 

jurisdictions ensure that benefit to consumers can be delivered with confidence. 
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2.3 Public Observation 3 

2.3.1 Observation 

The submission made the following observations: 

1. 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. Applicant should clarify if the commitment to restricting the HDD exit 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. 

3. Applicant should clarify if the use of external cable protection is proposed 

anywhere within the Hook Head SAC. 

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

potential for hydrological changes and other effects as a result. 

5. 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. 

6. The applicant proposes use of a Big Bubble Curtain (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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. Clarify whether Scenario 1 [“Sediment is sufficiently deep to allow HDD ducts to 

exit and cable can be trenched directly into the seabed, avoiding the need for 
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external cable protection at this location”] or a variation of scenario 1 is the 

proposed approach and provide a clear description of any variation. 

10. Clarify mitigation which may be applied if the HDD exit location and cable 

route centre line intrude into the existing AEZ. 

2.3.2 GIL Response 

Greenlink have reviewed the public submission received on Friday 06 May 2021 and 

would like to thank the person for taking the time to provide their observation.  

Greenlink would like to provide the following response. 

1. The Joint SNCB Interim Displacement Advice Note (JNCC 2017) categorises 

species by their sensitivity to disturbance by wind farm structures, ship and 

helicopter traffic and their habitat specialisation.  There are no similar guidelines 

for cable installation and therefore Intertek use the windfarm guidance as a 

proxy, recognising that the effects from cable installation will be significantly 

lower than from windfarm construction and therefore the use of the guidance is 

a more conservative approach to assessment.  The guidance suggests that 30-70% 

of the guillemot and razorbill within the 2km buffer zone around a windfarm may 

be displaced.  The matrix approach is used to determine whether this will have 

a significant effect on productivity of the species in the area, assuming that the 

displacement effect is continuous.  This is not appropriate for cable installation, 

which is a temporary activity that will progress along the cable centreline.  Once 

the project vessels have passed through an area (i.e. a matter of days if not 

hours) birds will be able to return to the cable corridor.  As displacement is so 

temporary (and very far from permanent) it was not necessary to take a matrix 

approach for guillemot and razorbill. 

2. The commitment to restricting the HDD exit point to a location below the 10m 

contour was originally proposed in relation to the deposit of external cable 

protection at the HDD exit location, and as such is no longer relevant.  However, 

GIL considered it an important constraint to retain in the application as it 

influences the design of the HDD.  

3. GIL can confirm that the use of external cable protection is not proposed 

anywhere within the Hook Head SAC.  

4. See response to point 3.  

Observations 5 – 8 relate to UXO detonation.  GIL would like to reiterate that it is 

not expected that UXO detonation will be required within the Proposed 

Development.  GIL intend to take all feasible measures to avoid detonation, and 

therefore avoid all associated effects.    

5. The approach taken to assessing the effects of UXO detonation on migratory fish 

species was robust, acknowledging data limitations. Typically, EIA focuses on the 

potential for permanent injury to fish species as this is recognised as the most 

severe effect.  Although it is acknowledged that disturbance effects may occur 
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over a larger area, potentially reaching 10’s of kilometres, the UXO detonation 

(if it occurs) will be a discrete, instantaneous event.  While this may result in 

some brief disturbance, such as startle reactions, it is less likely to result in the 

displacement of fish from specific spawning grounds, compared to the presence 

of a continuous noise source.    

The Greenlink Marine EIAR recognises that there is a lack of publicly available 

information on migration patterns of Atlantic salmon and twaite shad.  Comments 

received from Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFI) were used to inform the assessment, 

this indicated that movements of twaite shad in and out of the estuary occur all 

year.  It was recognised that a seasonal restriction for the entire year was not 

practicable and therefore it focuses on the peak spawning movement at the 

request of IFI and the location along the Proposed Development whereby the 

highest numbers of fish could be reasonably expected.      

6. The use of a BBC is one of a suite of mitigation measures proposed by GIL to 

mitigate the effects of a UXO detonation, if in-situ clearance cannot be avoided.  

Other mitigation proposed includes low order detonation techniques i.e. 

deflagration, the use of acoustic deterrent devices, visual and passive acoustic 

monitoring, and a seasonal restriction to protect spawning fish.   

The most effective mitigation is the use of a low order detonation technique 

which significantly reduces the explosive potential of the detonation.  

Consultation with a low order detonation specialist, indicated that in their 

opinion, a BBC is unnecessary when using low order detonation.  This opinion is 

supported by their modelling of the detonation of a 500lb UXO in 30 metres of 

water, whereby minor disturbance is possible out to >30km during a high order 

detonation (not proposed by GIL) and only 750m during low order deflagration 

(proposed by GIL). 

7. The Proposed Development (in Irish waters) does not lie within a Special Area of 

Conservation designated to conserve Annex I or Annex II listed species.  

Information to Inform Appropriate Assessment was provided in the Greenlink 

Natura Impact Statement (NIS) as screening identified that there is a potential 

for a likely significant effect from underwater sound on grey seal within the site; 

the zone of influence for UXO detonation overlaps with the site boundaries.  GIL 

proposed mitigation including following the DAHG (2014) ‘Guidance to Manage 

the Risk to Marine Mammals from Man-made sound sources in Irish Waters’, and 

the use of acoustic deterrent devices.   

In Welsh waters, the Greenlink crosses the Pembrokeshire Marine SAC, 

designated to conserve grey seal.  Information to Inform Appropriate Assessment 

was submitted within the Greenlink Marine Habitats Regulations Assessment.  

Consultation with the Regulatory Authority, Natural Resources Wales, during the 

AA process, concluded that the mitigation proposed required strengthening and 

it was agreed to add low order detonation (deflagration), the use of a big bubble 

curtain, and a seasonal restriction.     
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It is known that there is movement of grey seal between breeding sites in south-

east Ireland and south-west Wales.  However, the rationale behind the 

assessment was that where Information to Inform AA had been provided for the 

appropriate SACs in each jurisdiction, and mitigation agreed then all appropriate 

mitigation would be in place to protect animals no matter their location.  As the 

assessment process in Wales preceded the assessment process in Ireland, the 

mitigation agreed in Wales was applied to Ireland to ensure that consistent 

protection was afforded to species across the jurisdictions.      

8. In GIL’s opinion, save for the positive effects of interconnectivity recorded in the 

Greenlink Onshore EIAR, the potential for transboundary effects will be limited.  

The Greenlink Marine EIAR concluded that transboundary effects will be Not 

Significant.  Information to Inform AA has been provided by GIL to the relevant 

authorities in Ireland and Wales.  It is GILs understanding that it is the 

responsibility of the relevant jurisdictional authority to conduct AA for a 

European site within their waters.  Natural Resources Wales have conducted 

Appropriate Assessment for UK SACs where there is a potential for a likely 

significant effect from Greenlink.  The Welsh “Written Confirmation of the EIA 

Consent Decision” concluded that a transboundary screening assessment did not 

identify potential for effects to any other EEA State.          

9. GIL can confirm that the preferred approach at the HDD exit location is Scenario 

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.  There is no variation to this approach proposed.    

10. GIL are in the process of awarding the Engineering, Procurement and 

Construction (EPC) Contract.  The Preferred Bidder is aware of all AEZ locations 

and has provided GIL with the assurance that the HDD exit location and route 

will avoid the AEZs.   

In the unlikely event that a situation arises whereby an AEZ cannot be avoided, 

as described in the ‘Greenlink Information to Inform 2nd Public Consultation’ 

(Document Reference P1975_R5237_Rev2), the anomaly would be the focus of an 

archaeological dive inspection, in advance of any works taking place. The 

findings of the inspection would be discussed with the Department of Heritage, 

Arts and the Gaeltacht - Underwater Archaeology Unit and appropriate mitigation 

agreed.  As stated, this may include preservation in situ (avoidance via placement 

of agreed exclusion zones), archaeological test excavation or preservation by 

record/full excavation.  Until a dive inspection is completed it is unknown what 

mitigation, if any, would be proposed, and further clarification cannot be 

provided at this time.   

  


