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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Arup with Hartley Anderson Limited have been commissioned by the Department of Housing, 
Local Government and Heritage (DHLGH) to conduct an Appropriate Assessment (AA) 
Screening (stage 1 screening) and if required, an AA (stage 2), of the likelihood of significant 
impact on Natura 2000 sites from an application for a Foreshore Investigation Licence.  The 
application by covers a range of proposed 
geophysical/geotechnical and environmental surveys over an area which includes a preferred 
offshore wind farm array site off the coast of County Wexford and potential export cable 
corridors.  
 
The proposed works are required to investigate the site and obtain baseline data in order to 
assist the selection of an optimum wind farm location, layout design, the offshore foundation 
locations, the offshore substation location, the cable design and development of cabling laying 
methodologies, the inter-array cabling routes, the cable route to shore and the optimum 
location for a landfall site.  Baseline data will also be required to determine the wind resource 
and environmental conditions in the area. 
 

1.2 Application documents submitted 

A number of application documents submitted by have informed this AA Screening 
and AA, including: 

• Application form [Applicant: Energia Offshore Wind Ltd, date 07/10/2019] 
• Appendix 1: Drawings [Aquafact, drawings no. 001-005, 20/11/2019] 
• Appendix 1: Drawings – Revised [Jennings O’Donovan & Partners Ltd, drawings no. 

001-005, 29/07/2020] 
• Appendix 2: Schedule of Works [Site Investigation Schedule of Works Date 

04/10/2019] 
• Appendix 3: Fisheries [Fisheries Assessment to accompany a Foreshore Licence 

Application for Marine Surveys off the Co. Wexford Coastline, October 2019] 
• Appendix 4: AA Screening & NIS [Appropriate Assessment Screening & Natura Impact 

Statement for Marine Surveys off the Co. Wexford Coastline, October 2019] 
• Public Submissions and Response  

o Submissions received during Public Consultation  
o Applicant Response to Public Submissions 

• Prescribed Bodies Consultation 
o Consolidated Observations 
o Applicant Response to Prescribed Bodies Observations. 

 
In addition, and with respect to the Habitats Directive, an Article 12 Assessment of the 
proposed investigative works is described in Section 5 of this report based on information 
provided in the  application documents (Appendix 3 Marine Mammal Risk Assessment 
of the Appropriate Assessment Screening & Natura Impact Statement (Appendix 4 of the 
application documents)). 
 

1.3 Relevant consultation responses  

The site investigation licence application was open for public consultation between 4th March 
and 28th May 2020.  Consultation responses from the prescribed bodies are provided in Table 
1.1.  Note that most of the responses are not directed at the AA Screening Report or Habitats 
Directive aspects of the proposal. 
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Table 1.1: Responses from prescribed bodies to the consultation 

Prescribed body Response  

Bord Iascaigh Mhara (BIM): 
The extent of the foreshore licence application is bigger than the combined 
area of the proposed windfarm area and the proposed cable corridor.  Why this 
is so is not clear as BIM can only see a few spot locations for proposed 
sensing equipment in this large excess area.  This is clearly seen in drawings 
2,3 and 4 attached in the pdf.  It would be preferable if that excess area was 
excluded as it’s very close to regular seed beds outside Wexford harbour. 
 
There is a lot of overlap of the proposed cable corridor zone with previously 
recorded seed mussel beds and presumably there will be potential overlap with 
new seed beds which may form in the future. 
 
This could lead to problems with accessing seed beds by dredge, loss of seed 
beds due to damage laying cables/lifting up cables.  The foreshore licence is 
for exploratory works so it is probably unlikely that coring or cone penetration 
tests will inflict large scale damage to seed beds. 
 
The main threat will come from laying cables and exclusion zones around.  The 
proposed wind farm area is not seen as a threat due to the deeper water there 
however it is not possible to rule out the existence of mature mussel beds in 
deeper water where the Windfarm structures are proposed to be located.  
Mature mussel beds would be another vital source of mussel larvae and seed. 
If for example a mature mussel bed was found it would have to be protected.  
An independent / BIM scan of the locality for mussels is recommended. 
 
The overlap with a licenced mussel farm is totally avoidable and should be 
adjusted to protect the existing licence (Irish Mussel Seed Company).  BIM 
would recommend an exclusion zone of at least 500m around the aquaculture 
licence.  BIM notes that the Hibernian licence was granted over the 
aquaculture licence which was at an application stage back in Dec 2018.  
However now that the aquaculture site is a full licence it in our opinion it has to 
be protected.  As far as BIM are aware the exploratory works proposed under 
the Hibernian Wind Power licence have not commenced so there is the 
possibility of a cumulative impact on seed mussel beds and the Aquaculture 

The extent of the Foreshore Licence Area is larger than the combined 
proposed wind farm and proposed cable corridor areas in order to allow 
for the deployment of measuring devices (e.g. ADCP for current 
measurements, CPODs for recording acoustics from marine mammals) in 
the event that the Applicant is requested, by the relevant authority, to 
measure outside of the proposed development area, for example as a 
control site. 
 
Regarding the potential for interaction between the proposed cable 
corridor and seed mussel beds, the Applicant acknowledges BIM’s view 
in relation to the nature of the proposed works set out in the Application.  
Specifically in relation to existing aquaculture, as set out in Appendix 3 – 
Fisheries Assessment, the Applicant has committed to avoid any existing 
licensed sites and the Applicant engaged with Irish Mussel Seed 
Company specifically in relation to excluding the licenced  aquaculture 
site and in relation to this the Applicant accepts BIM’s recommendation 
that an exclusion zone of 500m is appropriate. 
 
The impact of cable laying, the presence of cables, exclusion zones and 
the wind farm on seed mussel and mature mussel beds will be examined 
as part of the EIA that will be prepared for the development.  In addition, 
surveys of the proposed wind farm area will be carried out as part of the 
EIA and the results of these surveys will be presented as part of 
consultation with BIM and the seed mussel operators. 
 
Regarding the cumulative impact on seed beds from the Applicants’ 
exploratory works commencing at the same time as the exploratory 
works proposed by Hibernian Wind Power.  As stated above it is the 
Applicant’s intention to avoid or mitigate against any significant impacts 
from the exploratory works on the seed mussel beds in the vicinity of the 
survey area.  In addition, while it is extremely unlikely that both surveys 
would be carried out over the same timeframe, the Applicant will engage 
with Hibernian Wind Power regarding the timing of both surveys. 
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Prescribed body Response  

licence should this foreshore licence be granted and the both commence 
exploration at the same time. 

Marine Survey office (MSO): 
The MSO has previously met with the consultants / proposed developers at 
which time it expressed its strong reservations regarding the initial proposed 
footprint.  Since then a revised footprint has been submitted which is now the 
subject of this application. 
 
The MSO raises no objections to the proposed site investigation works 
proceeding subject to the usual controls being adhered to as outlined in the 
application, however this does not constitute or endorse any consent by this 
office to the construction of the proposed windfarm until navigational risk 
factors have been addressed in full. 

The Applicant welcomes the Marine Survey Office position in relation to 
the proposed site investigation works proceeding subject to the controls 
outlined in the application being adhered to.  The Applicant will continue 
to engage with the Marine Survey Office and will be undertaking a 
detailed Navigation Risk Assessment for the proposed wind farm as part 
of the EIA and further consultation with the MSO will be carried out 
during preparation of the EIA. 

Marine Institute( MI): 
There will be impacts on the seabed resulting from the Geotechnical surveys 
involving cone penetration testing, vibrocoring, drilling of boreholes, and 
collection of grab samples and excavation of trial pits.  Given the number of 
sampling sites proposed and the nature and scale of the sampling method 
proposed, significant impact on the seabed, including species and habitats, are 
not considered likely.  Depending on the type and size of grab sampler used, 
volumes of sediment recovered per grab will range from between 0.003 – 
0.015m3.  Depending on the type and size of core sampler used, volumes of 
sediment recovered per core will range from between 0.02 – 0.1m3 while each 
borehole will have a footprint of 0.018m2. 
 
There is 1 licenced aquaculture site (T32/27) within the proposed site 
investigation area on the Foreshore.  Collection of seabed samples within this 
licenced site is not proposed and therefore significant impacts on the 
aquaculture activity at this licenced site are not considered likely.  
Notwithstanding this, it is recommended that no survey activity be permitted 
within the boundaries of the licenced aquaculture site (T32/27), unless 
otherwise agreed with the Aquaculture Licence holder, and that this should be 
a specific condition of any licence that may be granted. 
 

The Applicant welcomes the MI findings that given the number of 
geotechnical sampling sites and the nature and scale of the geotechnical 
sampling methods proposed, significant impacts on the seabed, including 
species and habitats is not considered likely. 
 
The Applicant also welcomes the MI’s findings that as seabed sampling 
within the licensed aquaculture site is not proposed, significant impacts 
on the aquaculture activity licenced at this site is not considered likely.  
The Applicant has no objection to the MI’s specific licence condition in 
this regard. 
 
The Applicant confirms that the methodology outlined in the MI’s 
response for excavating trial pits is how the Applicant proposes to carry 
out these works.  The Applicant welcomes the MI’s findings that the 
excavation of trial pits in the intertidal area will have non-significant 
impacts and will not impact on aquaculture operations.  While the 
location of trial pits are unknown and therefore were not identified in the 
application, the number of trial pits were identified as being up to 10 at no 
more than 3 landfall options (30 trial pits in total).  The Applicant will liaise 
with the MI closer to the commencement of the survey works when the 
precise locations of the trial pits  are known. 
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Prescribed body Response  

The exact locations of the proposed excavation of trial pits in the intertidal area 
have not been identified.  Trial pits are typically excavated, and subsequently 
backfilled, within a single tidal cycle with typically non-significant impacts.  
However, in the absence of specific information on the number and location of 
the proposed trial pits sites it is not possible at this point to comment further 
and additional information on this element of the proposed project is required.  
There is, however, no intertidal aquaculture activity in the proposed survey 
area and therefore aquaculture will not be impacted as a result of these 
proposed works. 
 
There is commercial fishing activity within the proposed site investigation area 
on the Foreshore and therefore some interaction with fishing activity may 
occur.  Considering the scale, timing and duration of the proposed 
investigations it is considered that that such interaction will be limited and 
overall will not be significant.  Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the 
applicants have stated that a Fisheries Liaison Officer will be appointed prior to 
the commencement of survey activities.  It is recommended that the 
appointment of the Fisheries Liaison Officer should be a specific condition on 
any licence that may be granted. 
 
On the basis of the above and considering the nature, scale and location of the 
proposed site investigations the Marine Institute is satisfied that the site 
investigations as proposed will not have a significant impact on the marine 
environment in the survey area and will not have a significant impact on other 
legitimate uses / users of the area and therefore has no objections to a licence 
being granted.  It is recommended that the following specific conditions should 
be attached to any licence that may issue: 
 

1. The Licensee shall use that part of the Foreshore the subject matter of 
this licence for the purposes as outlined in the application and for no 
other purposes whatsoever. 

2. The Licensee shall ensure that the works are carried out and 
completed in accordance with the plans and particulars lodged with the 
application. 

3. The Licensee shall appoint a Fisheries Liaison Officer who shall 
consult with the SFPA, relevant fishermen’s groups and charter boat 

The Applicant welcomes the MI’s finding that given the scale, timing and 
duration of the proposed investigations it is considered that  interaction 
with commercial fishing activity will  be limited and overall will not be 
significant.  An FLO has been appointed for this project and is actively 
engaging with the fishing community and the Applicant has no objection 
to the MI’s specific licence condition in this regard. 
 
The Applicant welcomes the MI’s finding that given the nature, scale and 
location of the proposed investigations there will be no significant impact 
on the marine environment in the survey area and there will be no 
significant impact on other legitimate uses / users in the area and as a 
result has no objection to the licence being granted.  
 
The Applicant has no objections to the recommended licence conditions. 
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Prescribed body Response  

skippers in order that appropriate actions can be taken to avoid or 
minimize any interactions with ongoing fishing / angling activities in the 
area during the course of the investigations. 

4.  No survey activity shall be carried out within the boundaries of the 
licenced aquaculture site T32/27, unless otherwise agreed with the 
Aquaculture Licence holder. 

Wicklow County Council: 
Wicklow County Council has no objections to the application; however, we 
would appreciate if you could have regard to the following observations: 
 

1. That the disposal pit, in position 52 48 .056N 006 07 .878W, 52 48 
.056 N 006 07 .721W, 52 47 .961N 006 07 .721W, 52 47 .961N 006 07 
.878W (inside the charted Spoil Ground) is left undisturbed, and free of 
cables. 

2. That the anchorage, in position 52 47'.33N, 006 07'.96W (3 to 5 cables 
offshore Southeast of the pier heads) is left unobstructed by cables. 

3. That the pilot boarding area, in position 52 47'.63N, 006 07'.40W (5 
cables East of the entrance) is left unobstructed by cables. 

4. All of the above locations are charted on Admiralty Charts. 
5. In addition, Wicklow County Council would appreciate if the licence 

could include a condition whereby the applicant / licensee notifies 
Wicklow County Council’s Senior Marine Officer prior to the 
commencement of the site investigations so that an appropriate marine 
notice can be issued to vessel owners working out of Wicklow’s 
harbours. 

The Applicant welcomes Wicklow County Council’s position in relation to 
the application and notes their observations regarding the features at 
Arklow Harbour which they request are left unobstructed by cables 
and/or undisturbed.  The application is for site investigation surveys only 
and the Applicant confirms that the disposal pit referred to will not be 
disturbed by the site investigation works.  The cable routes to shore are 
unknown at this stage and they will be identified as the Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) work progresses.  The Applicant will consult 
with Wicklow Co. Co. during the EIA process and the locations of the 
features listed by Wicklow Co. Co. will be factored into any decisions 
made in relation to cable routes.  
 
In addition to arranging, with the MSO, for the production of a Marine 
Notice providing information on the proposed works along with 
commencement and completion dates, the Applicant will also notify 
Wicklow County Council’s Senior Marine Officer prior to the 
commencement of the site investigations as requested. 

Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht (DCHG) 
Underwater Archaeology Unit: 
General preliminary requirements for a geophysical survey for archaeological 
purposes: 

• Side scan sonar: 
For archaeological purposes the side scan sonar should have an 
operational frequency of 410/500 khz. 

 Side scan should be set at 50m survey line spacing 
 If this is narrower then it should be corrected 
 This should not be slant-range corrected 

The Applicant recognises the archaeological potential of the proposed 
site investigation area within the foreshore license submission.  The  
Applicant notes the licence conditions recommended by the Underwater 
Archaeology  Unit (UAU) in this regard. 
 
The Applicant has engaged directly with UAU to discuss these conditions 
and has since engaged a suitably qualified archaeological consultant with 
a track record in dealing with marine and offshore developments.  The 
archaeological consultant has commenced work on a desktop study, 
Underwater Archaeological Impact Assessment (UAIA) and 
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Prescribed body Response  

 There should be 100% coverage of sites and therefore overlap of 
 areas may be required. 
 

• Magnetometer: 
 A magnetometer should always be used in tandem with side scan 
 sonar 
 Proton or caesium magnetometer should be used as well as, again, 
 using 50m side spacing 
 This should be used with DGPS 
 

• Sub-bottom profiler (optional): 
 If using a sub-bottom profiler then the Chirp system is the preferred 
 one as this gives the ultimate resolution 
 This should be used in conjunction with DGPS 
 
General: 

• Co-ordinates should preferably be given in National Grid references 
but supported by latitude and longitude 

• Track plots should also be recorded.  Track plots should be 
superimposed onto a locational chart 

• All geophysical survey should be carried out by suitably qualified 
personnel.  Preferably they should also have underwater 
archaeological experience.  If this is not possible then the results must 
be viewed by a qualified archaeologist with experience in underwater 
archaeology. 

• A copy of the original data/traces as well as the interpreted results of 
the geophysics should be sent to the Underwater Archaeological Unit 
of DCHG.  Further archaeological mitigation may be required once the 
data has been reviewed by DCHG. 

 
It is necessary for any geophysical survey to be licenced by Minister for 
Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.  Application forms are available from the 
licensing section of Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.  A 
method statement should be attached to the application when applying for the 
survey licence.  A copy of this method statement should also be forwarded to 

Archaeological Mitigation Plan (AMP).  The  Applicant is committed to on-
going engagement with UAU, where we will present the output of the 
desktop study, UAIA and AMP to the Underwater Archaeology Unit. 
 
The Applicant is committed to adhering to all  licence conditions 
recommended by UAU following assessment of the above outputs. 
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Prescribed body Response  

the office of the Underwater Archaeological Unit so that the proposed methods 
are in line with the necessary requirements. 
 
All results of such surveys must be forwarded to the underwater Archaeological 
Unit of Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, in advance of any 
development taking place. 
 
Vessels should not travel faster than 4-5 knots when carrying out surveys. 

Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht (DCHG) National Parks and 
Wildlife Service: 
The proposed site survey and associated works have been evaluated by a 
Natura Impact Statement and other documents. 
 
The conclusion of the Natura Impact Statement document is that the proposed 
works are unlikely to pose a significant likely risk to nature conservation 
interests in the vicinity with the application of appropriate mitigation.  The 
Department of Culture, Heritage, and the Gaeltacht concur with this conclusion 
in relation to marine habitats species. 

No response. 

Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFI): 
Mitigation measures in relation to the timing of the works and levels and 
duration of noise generated and potential impact on fish species should be 
agreed with the Foreshore Division and form part of any Foreshore Licence.  
The IFI points out that the NPWS's mitigation measures guidance for marine 
mammals are not transferable to fish species.  Fish remain invisible to any 
shore- or boat-based observer.  Mitigation measures should aim to reduce 
sound generated, in intensity and duration.  Seasonality of the sampling and 
short sampling window may also provide some mitigation.  IFI's comments 
relate both to species of conservation significance and of leisure angling 
significance. 
 
The screening document provides an overview of the various relevant Annex II 
fish species in regard to their hearing capacities.  Some are hearing 
specialists, such as shads, others, such as Atlantic Salmon, are hearing 
generalists.  The screening report refers to the functional deafness of salmon 
above a certain frequency and hence the absence of any impact of sound 

The Applicant notes the recommendations for mitigation proposed by IFI. 
 
The Applicant confirms that the number of sound-requiring test types to 
be employed will be reduced to only those that are absolutely necessary.  
Soft-start and ramp-up procedures will follow the relevant NPWS 
guidance for marine mammals and the duration of the noise-generating 
surveys will be reduced to the minimum  necessary to collect results of 
sufficient quality.  The impacts arising during sensitive periods will be 
avoided or minimised where possible and the sampling window will be 
kept as short as possible. 
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Prescribed body Response  

generating surveys on this species.  However, though salmon and other 
'hearing generalist' species may not hear sound they may not be immune to 
any adverse physical or physiological impact from transmitted sound. 
 
There is no mention of sea trout in the screening document.  The targeted area 
encompasses some important sea trout rivers, including the Slaney, 
Blackwater, Inch/Clonough, Owenavorragh and the Avoca System.  Sea trout 
(post smolt and adult) from these rivers feed predominantly on fish (sand eel 
and sprat) in the coastal water of the east coast of Ireland.  There is very little 
information on the migration track of salmon or sea trout smolts leaving the 
freshwater rivers into the coastal areas.  If species migrate straight out to sea 
the placing of wind turbines in this path could hinder migration whereas 
turbines offset to allow gaps at these locations could potentially reduce the 
impact. 
 
The mitigations for fish should include: 

• Reduction in the number of sound-requiring test types to be employed 

• Use of soft-start and ramp-up procedures for any sound-generating 
surveys undertaken both on a day-to-day and on re-start after any 
stoppages within a day. 

• Duration of noise generating surveys to be reduced to the minimum 
necessary to collect results of sufficient quality. 

• Agreed timing of works so as not to interfere with migration times of life 
stages. 

• Short sampling window to mitigate long term effects. 
 
The advice of the SFPA should be sought in regard to impacts on the 
eggs/larvae and adult life stages of commercially important fish species.  The 
east coast is an important location for coastal recreational angling.  The 
importance of recreational angling to the economy of small villages and towns 
along the Wicklow and Wexford coastline should be taken into account and 
efforts made to ensure no detrimental change to these fish species.  There is 
important elasmobranch habitat along this coastline and many sharks and rays 
are listed as having a threatened or endangered status.  The proposed 
ecological surveys should include recreational fish and the presence of 
elasmobranch and their required habitat. 
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Prescribed body Response  

Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM): 
Following consultation with its technical advisors the DAFM proposed the 
following conditions: 

1. The Licensee shall use that part of the Foreshore the subject matter of 
this licence for the purposes as outlined in the application and for no 
other purposes whatsoever. 

2. The Licensee shall ensure that the works are carried out and 
completed in accordance with the plans and particulars lodged with the 
application. 

3. The Licensee shall appoint a Fisheries Liaison Officer who shall 
consult with the SFPA, relevant fishermen’s groups and charter boat 
skippers in order that appropriate actions can be taken to avoid or 
minimize any interactions with ongoing fishing / angling activities in the 
area during the course of the investigations. 

4. No survey activity shall be carried out within the boundaries of the 
licenced aquaculture site T32/27, unless otherwise agreed with the 
Aquaculture Licence holder. 

5. The licensed aquaculture site in the area must be avoided as it holds a 
foreshore licence to operate on that site.  Any activity must avoid this 
licensed area.  An exclusion zone of 500 meters has been 
recommended. 

6. There are concerns about the potential impact the laying of cables may 
have on mature mussel seed beds.  An independent survey of the 
seed beds and their potential impact has been recommended by one 
of our technical advisors.  Any mature mussel beds must be protected. 

The Applicant notes the 6 observations from DAFM. 
 
The Applicant can confirm that a FLO has been appointed for the project.  
The Applicant confirms no survey activity will be carried out within the 
boundaries of the licenced aquaculture site T32/27 and an exclusion 
zone of 500m will be applied. 
 
The potential impact of cable laying on mature mussel seed beds will be 
examined as part of the EIA that will be prepared for the development.  
Consultation with DAFM and BIM will be carried out at this stage to 
identify seed bed locations and determine suitable assessment methods. 

Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government Water Marine 
Advisor:  
Any Licence issued should have a five-year duration to ensure all SI works can 
be completed in the lifetime of the licence. 
 
Navigation 
When the survey works/investigations are scheduled the applicant must 
arrange for the publication of Local Marine Notices giving a general description 
of the operations and approximate dates for commencement and completion.  
The Mariner Notice will be prepared to ensure that other foreshore users are 

The Applicant welcomes the fact that the Department has no objection to 
the granting of a Section 3 Licence.  The Applicant has no objections to 
the recommended licence conditions. 
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Prescribed body Response  

made aware of the operations.  All vessels taking part in the 
survey/investigation works must comply with full certification requirements. 
 
The survey work will be of a temporary nature, there will be a temporary 
deployment of wind and current measuring buoys.  These buoys must comply 
with standard navigational safety requirements with regard to lighting, 
positioning and mooring.  The impact on marine traffic will be minimal and will 
be over a very limited period.  The proposed works will cause minimal 
disruption to marine users. 
 
The site for all of the proposed survey works are shown on Drawing 001 Rev4 
entitled “Foreshore License Map” dated 29/07/2020 attached to the application.  
This map should be attached to any licence issued.  The SI area covered by 
this application extends to 104,600Ha. 
 
Conclusions/Recommendations 
Having considered the information submitted in support of the application, I 
have no objection to the granting of a Section 3 Licence subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. The Licensee shall notify this Department of the date of 
commencement of the Site Investigation/Survey operations at least 2 
weeks prior to commencement. 

2. At the end of each phase and/or calendar year, the Licensee shall 
inform the Department of the work completed to date and the works 
planned for the coming year. 

3. All works must be completed in accordance with the drawings and 
documents submitted in support of the application. 

4. During the course of the Site Investigation/Survey operations the 
Applicants shall ensure that: 

(a) All necessary precautions are put in place to protect the public 
in accordance with relevant Health and Safety legislation; 

(b) Existing public access arrangements to the general foreshore 
area are not impeded by any vessels, plant or materials used 
in connection with the site investigations/surveys, and where 
relevant this access should be made safe and guaranteed by 
the provision of appropriate signage/notices/barriers etc. to the 
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Prescribed body Response  

satisfaction of the Department of Housing Planning and Local 
Government; 

(c) Procedures are adopted to ensure that the site 
investigations/survey operations are not injurious to fishing, 
navigation, adjacent lands or the public interest 

5. All vessels/floating plant shall have appropriate certification from the 
Marine Survey Office. 

6. On completion of the Site Investigation/Surveys the Licensee should 
ensure that all equipment and materials are removed and the 
foreshore is reinstated to its original condition, to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage. 

7. Marine notice, lighting and markings to be carried out in consultation 
with the Maritime Safety Directorate, Department of Transport, Leeson 
Lane, Dublin 2. 

8. All relevant Site Investigations and Marine Surveys to comply with the 
NPWS (2014) “Guidance to Manage the risk Marine Mammals from 
Man-made Sound sources in Irish Waters” including the employment 
of a Marine Mammal Observer as appropriate. 

9. Any licence issued should have a five-year duration to ensure all 
licenced SI works can be fully completed in the lifetime of the licence. 
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1.4 Response to Request for Further Information 

Further information was requested from the applicant under Regulation 42(3)(b) of the 
European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (as amended) 
regarding certain aspects of the screening process.  The questions and applicant’s responses 
along with reviewer commentary are given in Section 3.5. 
 

1.5 Legislative context 

The Foreshore Act 1933 (as amended), requires that a lease or licence must be obtained from 
the Minister for Housing, Local Government and Heritage for the carrying out of works or 
placing structures or material on, or for the occupation of or removal of material from, State-
owned foreshore.  Under the Act, foreshore consent is required to investigate/survey a 
proposed offshore wind farm site.  Investigation licences permit a developer to undertake 
surveying at specific locations to determine their suitability for energy generation and are 
subject to specific conditions that address, but are not confined to, (i) the scale of the project 
and (ii) the duration of occupation of the foreshore.  
 
The 1992 EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EC) is transposed into Irish law by 
the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations (SI 477 of 2011) (as 
amended), which outlines the requirements for screening for AA and AA under Regulation 42: 
 

42. (1) A screening for Appropriate Assessment of a plan or project for which an 
application for consent is received, or which a public authority wishes to undertake or 
adopt, and which is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the 
site as a European Site, shall be carried out by the public authority to assess, in view 
of best scientific knowledge and in view of the conservation objectives of the site, if 
that plan or project, individually or in combination with other plans or projects is likely 
to have a significant effect on the European site. 
 
(2) A public authority shall carry out a screening for Appropriate Assessment under 
paragraph (1) before consent for a plan or project is given, or a decision to undertake 
or adopt a plan or project is taken. 
 
(6) The public authority shall determine that an Appropriate Assessment of a plan or 
project is required where the plan or project is not directly connected with or necessary 
to the management of the site as a European Site and if it cannot be excluded, on the 
basis of objective scientific information following screening under this Regulation, that 
the plan or project, individually or in combination with other plans or projects, will have 
a significant effect on a European site. 
 

In addition to the requirement to consider potential effects of a plan or project on European 
Sites under Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, the Directive requires consideration of the 
potential effects on species listed under Annex IV of the Directive (termed Annex IV species).  
Under Article 12, Annex IV species are afforded strict protection throughout their range, both 
inside and outside of designated protected areas.  
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SECTION 2 - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED INVESTIGATIVE WORKS 

2.1 Introduction 

The proposed investigative works that are the subject of the licence application include: 
 

• Geophysical surveys (includes for bathymetry, shallow geology, archaeology, wrecks, 
UXO, cables, pipelines); 

• Geotechnical surveys (boreholes, cone penetration testing, vibrocore/surface grab 
samples) 

• Benthic (may include a range of grab sampling, dredge, drop down video/still 
photography, sediment profile images, scuba dive);  

• Intertidal (ecological walkover surveys and trial pits);  
• Fisheries and shellfish; 
• Marine mammal, reptile and seabirds (vantage point, boat-based and breeding seabird 

surveys) 
• Metocean (deployment of floating LIDAR, wave buoys, ADCP units) 
• Marine mammal acoustic survey (deployment of echolocation click detectors (CPODs). 

 
The proposed works are summarised below. 
 

2.2 Summary of proposed investigative works 

2.2.1 Survey locations 

The Foreshore Licence area consists of a proposed offshore wind farm area (ca. 415km2) and 
an inshore cable corridor (ca. 400km2) (see Error! Reference source not found.).  Both of 
these areas are considerably larger than what would be required for development, however, 
they are required at this stage to ensure that appropriate survey extent and effort can be 
carried out during the site investigation/Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) stage, and to 
inform the proposed wind farm location and design.   
 
The geophysical and geotechnical surveys will be confined to the proposed wind farm area 
and cable route corridor (see Figure 2.2 and Table 2.1 for details), while the extended offshore 
survey area is required for the marine mammal and seabird surveys only. 
 
The final details for some of the survey components e.g. the number and location of sampling 
stations for the geotechnical and benthic surveys, will be informed by the results of the 
geophysical surveys. 
 

2.2.2 Survey programme and scope 

have applied for a licence covering activities which may take place over a period of 3 
years.  A high-level indicative project programme and survey scope is provided in Table 2.1.  
This is illustrative and may be subject to change depending on the final design and outcome 
of any consultation and agreements reached with statutory bodies or consultees.  Timings are 
also indicative and dependent on various factors including, but not limited to, weather 
downtime and timing restrictions.  In view of the timing of application, consultation and review, 
it should be noted that the years indicated for each survey component will no longer be 
accurate.  It has been assumed that the seasonal timing of the works will be that originally 
proposed but in a subsequent year.  This should be confirmed by the applicant. 
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Figure 2.1: Map showing proposed Foreshore Licence area 
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Figure 2.2: Map of survey sample locations (note that not all points will be subject to 
sampling, see Table 2.1) 
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Table 2.1: Indicative survey programme and scope  

Activity  Proposed sample numbers / locations  
Indicative 
timings1 

Geophysical 
survey 

Proposed windfarm area and cable corridor 
Multibeam echosounder (MBES), side scan sonar (SSS), 
sub bottom profiler (pinger, sparker/boomer) and 
magnetometer 

Spring/Summer 
2020 (4-month 
campaign) 

Preliminary 
geotechnical 
surveys 

Proposed windfarm area 
Up to 20 boreholes (70m depth) with locations subject to 
results of the geophysical survey and archaeological 
survey. 
 
Proposed windfarm area and cable corridor 
Up to 30 cone penetration tests (CPT) with locations 
subject to results of the geophysical survey and 
archaeological survey. 
Up to 40 vibro core/surface grab with locations subject to 
results of the geophysical survey and archaeological 
survey. 
 
Landfall  
Up to 30 trial pits, machine dug using an excavator (either 
from boat or from land depending on access), typically 3m 
x 1m in area and up to 5m depth. 
Trial pits will be excavated at up to 3 locations informed by 
results of the geophysical survey and archaeological 
survey.  At each location up to 10 trial pits may be 
excavated from the lower shore to the upper shore. 

Summer/Autumn 
2020 (2 months); 

Completion 
geotechnical 
survey and 
sediment 
sampling 

The locations for the completion geotechnical survey will 
be determined by the preliminary geotechnical campaign, 
as will the exact number of boreholes and CPTs to be 
carried out.  These will be forwarded to the Foreshore Unit 
in advance. 

Spring/Summer 
2021 (4-5 
months) 

Benthic sampling 

Up to 100 locations across the array area and cable 
corridors, which will be randomised across the area.  The 
exact nature of the survey will depend on sediment type 
and habitat type which will be determined in part from the 
geophysical surveys. 
 
Methods may be a combination of: 

• Three 0.1m2 Day grabs per sampling location for 
faunal analysis, and one, 1kg sample from a fourth 
0.1m2 Day grab for particle size, TOC and/or 
contaminant analysis. 

• Rallier du Baty dredge for faunal analysis 

• Three sediment profile images 

• Drop-down video/ROV survey 

• SCUBA dive survey 

Winter 2019 (2 
years duration, 
seasonal) 

Intertidal survey 

Three sets of: 

• Three cylindrical hand cores (20cm deep, 15cm 
diameter) for faunal analysis 

• One 1kg sample by surface trowel for particle size, 
TOC and/or contaminant analysis 

 
1 Note that the seasonal timings provided have been assumed to be correct for the purposes of this 
review, but not the indicated years 
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Activity  Proposed sample numbers / locations  
Indicative 
timings1 

Fisheries and 
shellfish 

Survey type and methods will be dictated by the Sea 
Fisheries Protection Authority, if they require a survey. 

Marine 
mammals/reptiles 
and seabirds 

• Monthly vantage point surveys from representative 
number of landfall sites 

• Monthly boat-based surveys 

• Breeding/migration bird surveys 

Marine mammal 
acoustics  

Four echolocation click detectors (CPODs) recovered 
every three months and redeployed at another location for 
an 18-24 month survey period, covering 32 locations 
across the site.  The CPOD locations will be selected 
randomly from centre points taken from a 4km grid across 
the cable corridors and array area. 
A sound trap may be deployed alongside one of the 
CPODs for various durations throughout the monitoring 
campaign to obtain background noise measurements. 

18-24 months 

Metocean 
 

Up to four acoustic doppler current profilers (ADCPs) to 
measure currents and waves at 4 locations.  Trawl 
resistant mooring and acoustic release will be used. 
 
Deployment of a Seawatch/EOLOS wind lidar buoy or 
similar at up to three locations.  Given the low profile of 
these buoys, a 3m high marker buoy will be located 
nearby.  These will be moored to the seabed with single 
point moorings, consisting of clump weight, chain and 
rope. 

Wind resource 
monitoring – On 
award of 
Foreshore 
Licence Q1 2020 
(12-36 months). 
Oceanographic 
monitoring - 
Spring/Summer 
2020 (up to 24 
months) 

 

2.2.3 Survey vessels 

A variety of survey vessels will be required to complete the full scope for geophysical, 
geotechnical and environmental surveys with the exact vessel types being confirmed by the 
survey contractor prior to the surveys commencing. 
 

 indicate that vessels for geophysical surveys are generally between 50-60 m in length, 
with smaller shallower draught vessels used in shallower water.  It is also indicated that the 
vessels used for benthic sampling and boat-based environmental survey may be in the order 
of 20m, or 50-60m if they can be combined with the geophysical surveys.  No information was 
provided on the size of the vessels expected to be used for the geotechnical surveys, or the 
deployment/recovery of the CPODs and metocean equipment. 
 

2.2.4 Survey methodologies 

These are described in Appendix 2 to the application, and also Section 3 of the applicant’s AA 
Screening & NIS Report. 
 
Of particular relevance to the AA Screening and AA is equipment that may be used as part of 
the proposed geophysical surveys (Table 2.2), which produce underwater noise that may be 
detected by (and potentially impact) sensitive receptors at distance from the source. 
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Table 2.2: Equipment proposed for the geophysical survey work  

Equipment type Purpose Frequency range Maximum Source 
Pressure Level  

(dB re 1 µPa @ 1m) 

Multibeam Echo 
Sounder (MBES) 

Determines depth and 
nature of the seabed by 
transmitting sound pulses 
(active sonar).  Transmits 
broad acoustic pulse. 

190-500 kHz 
(depending on 
selected option) 

200-228 (figure only 
provided for the 
Kongsberg EM710) 

Side Scan Sonar 
(SSS) 

Determines depth and 
nature of the seabed by 
transmitting sound pulses 
(active sonar). 

100-500 kHz 235 

Sub-bottom 
Profiler (SBP) – 
Pinger 

Identifies and measures 
sediment layers below the 
seabed. 

3.5 kHz-12 kHz 200 

Ultra-high 
resolution seismic 
(UHRS) – 
Sparker/boomer 

To identify and 
characterise the deeper 
layers of sediment/bedrock 
underneath the seafloor. 

300 Hz-1.2 kHz 226 

Vibrocorer Collection of core samples 
from seabed sediments. 

Approx. 50 Hz 187.4 

Magnetometer Locate and identify ferrous 
objects on the seabed. 

100-500 kHz 235 

 

2.3 Review of proposed investigative works 

EC (2002) guidance indicates that a project description should identify all those elements of 
the project, alone or in combination with other projects or plans, that have the potential for 
having significant effects on the Natura 2000 site.  To this end, the guidance provides a 
checklist of the main type of project parameters that will normally need to be identified which 
has been applied to the description of the proposed investigative works provided by Energia 
in their application. 
 

Size, scale, area, land-take, 
etc. 

Yes: relevant information regarding size and scale of the 
investigative works can be found in Section 3 of the AA 
Screening & NIS report and the proposed survey areas are 
provided in Figure 2.1 and Figure 2.2.  There will be no land-
take in relation to the surveys. 

Project sector The project is in the offshore wind sector. 

Physical changes that will flow 
from the project (from 
excavation, piling, dredging, 
etc.) 

Yes: The potential for physical changes to the environment 
from the proposed surveys are discussed in Section 5 of the 
applicant’s AA Screening & NIS Report.  

Resource requirements  Partly: the AA Screening & NIS Report and Appendix 2, 
Schedule of Works indicates indicative equipment and vessels 
to be used, but does not detail minimum resource requirements 
(e.g. fuel, water, stores, etc.) to undertake the required survey 
works. 

Emissions and waste  Not addressed. 
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Transportation requirements Partly.  Section 3 of the applicant’s AA Screening & NIS Report 
indicates size of potential vessels to be used during the 
surveys. 

Duration of construction, 
operation, decommissioning, 
etc. 

Partly.  The indicative survey programme is detailed in Section 
3 of the applicant’s AA Screening & NIS Report and indicative 
timings of each survey are included, however, the application 
contents are dated and confirmation of expected survey timings 
should be provided.   

Project implementation period Partly.   are applying for a licence covering activities 
spanning up to three years. Again, the application contents are 
dated and confirmation of expected survey timings should be 
provided. 

Distance from Natura 2000 site 
or key features of the site 

See Section 3 of this report. 

Cumulative impacts with other 
projects or plans 

See Section 4 of this report and Section 8 of the applicant’s AA 
Screening & NIS Report. 
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SECTION 3 - STAGE 1 SCREENING FOR APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT 

3.1 Basis for screening the project 

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive indicates that, “Any plan or project not directly connected 
with or necessary to the management of the site but likely to have a significant effect thereon, 
either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate 
assessment of its implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives.  In the 
light of the conclusions of the assessment of the implications for the site and subject to the 
provisions of paragraph 42, the competent national authorities shall agree to the plan or project 
only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned 
and, if appropriate, after having obtained the opinion of the general public.”  These provisions 
are transposed under regulation 42 of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) 
Regulations 2011 (as amended). 
 
The project, as defined in Section 2, is not directly connected with the management of a Natura 
2000 site, and under the provisions of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) 
Regulations 2011 (as amended), and the Competent Authority (in this case the Department of 
Housing, Local Government and Heritage) must therefore determine whether an Appropriate 
Assessment is required.  As part of their application, Energia have provided details of what 
they consider to be the potential sources of impact from the survey operations (Section 5 of 
Appendix 4), and a screening of Natura 2000 sites (Section 6 of Appendix 4). 
 
The following sections outline the approach taken by Energia to screen for AA.  This is 
accompanied by a review, concluding as to whether or not the information provided by the 
applicant is sufficient to determine the potential for likely significant effects (LSE) associated 
with the proposed survey on relevant sites and qualifying interests. 
 

3.2 Sources of likely significant effect 

Section 5 of Appendix 4 submitted by the applicant identifies the potential sources of LSE 
associated with the survey programme.  The range of potential impacts identified by the 
applicant are considered below, along with a review of their appropriateness: 
 
Ornithology: The applicant identified in Section 5.2 that the physical presence of the survey 
vessel could temporarily disturb birds, however, it was noted that the short term nature of the 
activities and available alternative feeding grounds were such that any disturbance will be 
insignificant.  This conclusion is supported by the sensitivity of the qualifying interests of the 
sites identified by the applicant to be relevant, but reference could have been made to sources 
of information to support the conclusions.  For example, a number of species from relevant 
SPAs which are within foraging range of the survey area (e.g. Saltee Islands SPA, see Section 
3.3) have a moderate sensitivity to disturbance by shipping traffic; including razorbill and 
guillemot (Garthe & Hüppop 2004, Fliessbach et al. 2019).  The wintering common scoter and 
red throated diver features of the Raven SPA are highly sensitive to ship traffic (Garthe & 
Hüppop 2004, Fliessbach et al. 2019), although the distance of the site from the survey area 
minimises the potential for interaction.  The applicant indicates any disturbance being caused 
by “an additional vessel” will be insignificant.  In view of likely behavioural responses from 
qualifying interests of relevant sites identified by the applicant, it could be reasonably 
concluded that disturbance of seabirds will be temporary and comparable to that experienced 

 
2 Article 6(4) relates to plans or projects which must be undertaken despite identification of an 
assessment determining a negative effect on a given site due to imperative reasons of overriding public 
interest (IROPI), including those of a social or economic nature.  Suitable compensatory measures are 
required to maintain the coherence of the network should such a case be made. 
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by existing shipping traffic, however, the applicant does not place this within the context of 
existing vessel traffic levels which are widely available (e.g. AIS-based data via EMODnet3; 
commercial sources are also available), albeit for larger vessels. 
 
The applicant did not recognise the potential for diving birds to be affected by underwater 
noise generated from survey activities, including for those which may forage into the survey 
area (e.g. as recognised in Section 4.4 of Appendix 4).  While information on the underwater 
hearing abilities of diving birds and evidence of the effects of underwater anthropogenic noise 
on birds is very limited (both for injury and disturbance), it is considered that a sufficient 
evidence base exists on which to make an assessment. 
 
Tests of hearing in a range of diving species suggest a hearing range of approximately 500Hz 
to 4kHz, with similar results obtained in air and underwater (Crowell 2014, Crowell et al. 2015, 
Hansen et al. 2017).  McCauley (1994) inferred from vocalisation ranges that the threshold of 
perception for low frequency seismic noise in some species (e.g. penguins, considered as a 
possible proxy for auk species) would be high, hence individuals might be adversely affected 
only in close proximity to the source.  It is noted that mortality of seabirds has not been reported 
during extensive seismic operations in the North Sea and elsewhere.  With the exception of 
Pichegru et al. (2017), which relates to penguins, there are no published reports of changes 
in abundance or distribution of diving birds concurrent with seismic or other acoustic survey 
activity.  A study investigated seabird abundance in Hudson Strait (Atlantic seaboard of 
Canada) during seismic surveys over three years (Stemp 1985).  Comparing periods of 
shooting and non-shooting, no significant difference was observed in abundance of thick-billed 
murre (Brünnich’s guillemot), or fulmar or kittiwake. 
 
Deeper-diving species which spend longer periods of time underwater (e.g. auks) may be 
most at risk of exposure, but all species which routinely submerge in pursuit of prey and 
benthic feeding opportunities in marine and estuarine habitats (i.e. also including divers Gavia 
spp., grebes, diving ducks, cormorant, shag, gannet, and Manx shearwater) may be exposed 
to anthropogenic noise.  Seabird responses to approaching vessels are highly variable (e.g. 
Fliessbach et al. 2019), however, flushing disturbance would be expected to displace most 
diving seabirds from close proximity to the survey vessel and any towed equipment, and may 
limit their exposure to the highest sound pressures generated. 
 
It is considered that the potential for LSE should be addressed by the applicant for mobile 
features from sites outside of the working area but which may use it, and which are potentially 
vulnerable to underwater noise.  The coast adjacent to the survey area contains a site for 
which sensitive species such as divers (e.g. red-throated diver) and diving ducks (e.g. 
common scoter) are qualifying interests, and the potential for these features to be present over 
the survey area should be addressed by the applicant.  Certain seabirds (Manx shearwater, 
gannet, guillemot, razorbill and puffin) are also relevant (see Section 3.3). 
 
The interaction of the proposed survey timings with bird seasonality (which may limit the 
potential for interaction with certain qualifying interests) was not considered by the applicant.  
The applicant may consider there is no possibility of LSE all year round, but it is important to 
understand whether certain interactions are limited by or could be discounted on the basis of 
seasonality (e.g. periods of seabird breeding, overwintering periods for waterbirds and other 
wintering qualifying interests).  Prior to consent, an updated survey schedule should be 
provided to confirm timings and where possible these should minimise the potential for 
interactions with potentially sensitive features.  
 

 
3 https://www.emodnet-humanactivities.eu/view-data.php  

https://www.emodnet-humanactivities.eu/view-data.php
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Marine mammals: The applicant identifies in Section 5.1.1 that acoustic disturbance could 
occur (although does not specify to which marine mammal species or group of species) during 
site investigations due to the use of a wide range of frequencies during geophysical surveys 
and localised noise production during geotechnical operations.  Geophysical surveys are 
planned for a period of 4 months during spring and summer and geotechnical survey and 
sampling for 2 months during summer/autumn and 4-5 months during spring and summer.  
Site investigations between March and August would result in exposure of a number of 
cetacean species (although these are not defined) but would be outside the breeding and 
moulting season for grey seal.  It is not clear why reference was not made to potential impacts 
on the harbour seal feature of the Slaney River Valley SAC given the proximity of the site.  
Section 4.2 of Appendix 4 indicates that the sensitive breeding (May-July) and moulting 
(August-September) periods for harbour seals may fall within the site investigation windows 
and this is also noted in Section 7 of the Marine Mammal Risk Assessment (Appendix 3 of the 
AA Screening & NIS Report).  Prior to consent, an updated survey schedule should be 
provided to confirm timings and where possible these should minimise the potential for 
interactions with potentially sensitive features. 
 
Details of the noise sources associated with the proposed site surveys are provided in Table 
2.2.  However, with respect to the potential for LSE, no reference is made by the applicant to 
TTS and PTS threshold criteria from Southall et al. (2019) for relevant Annex II marine 
mammal species.  Of these Annex II species, the harbour porpoise has the lowest threshold 
criterion for the onset of PTS at 202dB re 1µPa, followed by grey seal (218dB re 1µPa and 
bottlenose dolphin (230dB re 1µPa, after Southall et al. 2019).  The emitted sound fields from 
sources such as the sub-bottom profiler, side-scan sonar and multibeam echosounder 
components of the proposed survey, are of much lower amplitude and extent, compared to for 
example, seismic surveys using airguns, due to their lower source levels, higher central 
operating frequencies and greater directionality (narrower beam widths) (e.g. Boebel et al. 
2005, Genesis 2011).  However, very few empirical field data are available to quantify these 
expectations (excepting Halvorsen & Heaney 2018, but noting the caveats presented in Labak 
2019), though it is expected that sound levels from these devices would rapidly attenuate away 
from the source.  In contrast, lower frequency sources, the lowest of which will be the proposed 
sparker/boomer, with a frequency range given as 300Hz-1.2kHz, will propagate further. 
 
With respect to vessel noise and disturbance from the presence of vessels, Sections 5.1 and 
5.2 of Appendix 4 provide details of the perceived tolerance or habituation of marine mammals 
to shipping.  However, more recent data not referenced by the applicant shows that noise from 
the presence and movement of vessels has the potential to cause disturbance to relevant 
Annex II marine mammal species.  For example, a tagging study of a small number of free-
ranging harbour porpoises in Danish coastal waters estimated that porpoises encountered 
vessel noise 17-89% of the time (from evaluation of the wideband sound and movement tag 
recordings).  Occasional high-noise levels (coinciding with a fast ferry) were associated with 
vigorous fluking, bottom diving, interrupted foraging and even cessation of echolocation, 
leading to significantly fewer prey capture attempts at received levels greater than 96dB re 1 
mPa (16 kHz third-octave, Wisniewska et al. 2018).  Pirotta et al. (2015) used passive acoustic 
techniques to quantify how boat disturbance affected bottlenose dolphin foraging activity in 
the inner Moray Firth.  The presence of moving motorised boats appeared to affect bottlenose 
dolphin buzzing activity (foraging vocalisations), with boat passages corresponding to a 
reduction by almost half in the probability of recording a buzz.  The boat effect was limited to 
the time where a boat was physically present in the sampled area and visual observations 
indicated that the effect increased for increasing numbers of boats in the area.  Dolphins 
appeared to temporarily interrupt their activity when disturbed, staying in the area and quickly 
resuming foraging as the boat moved away.  In view of the limited additional ship traffic 
associated with the proposed surveys and the likely behavioural responses from qualifying 
interests of relevant sites identified by the applicant, it can be reasonably concluded that 
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disturbance of marine mammals will be temporary and comparable to that experienced by 
existing shipping traffic, 
 
Section 5.3 indicates that collision risk is considered extremely low as marine mammals in the 
area are exposed on a regular basis and would be aware of their presence.  The survey 
vessels are slow moving and thus any animals would have sufficient time to avoid collision.   
 
Section 5.4 indicates that the risk of disrupting the life cycle of marine mammals in the area is 
considered extremely low.  Marine mammals range over a wide area when foraging and there 
is no evidence that the survey area is an important foraging area.  Geophysical site surveys 
or drilling/coring could cause temporary displacement from the immediate area but any effect 
is likely to be quite localized and of relatively short-duration. 
 
Migratory fish: There are a number of recent reviews of the effects of anthropogenic sound 
on fish; for example: Popper et al. (2014), Hawkins et al. (2015), Carroll et al. (2017) and, most 
recently, Slabbekoorn et al. (2019) that should be reflected in Section 5.1.   
 
Injury threshold criteria have been suggested by Popper et al. (2014), with the criteria for 
mortality and potential injury for species lacking a swim bladder being Lp,pk >213 dB re 1 µPa 
and for all other groups, Lp,pk >207 dB re 1 µPa.  In Section 5.1.1 the applicant suggests that 
there is no information available on the hearing sensitivity of twaite shad and utilise more 
general information on Clupeidae, which have a wider frequency range, extending to several 
kHz and generally show higher sensitivity to sound pressure than other fishes (Hawkins & 
Popper 2017).  However, Teague & Clough (2011) indicate that shad may be able to detect 
ultrasound at frequencies of up to 180kHz, with a preliminary exposure trial of twaite shad 
eliciting significant reactions at sound frequencies of between 30 and 60kHz.  Section 5.1.1 
indicates that based on the operating frequencies of the various surveys, shad will not be 
impacted by them.  However, Table 2.2 suggests there may be overlap between the operating 
frequencies of the sub-bottom profiler and the more general sound detection capabilities of 
Clupeids, with the higher frequency side scan sonar and magnetometer potentially also 
detectable.  The maximum sound pressure levels associated with these surveys suggest that 
they may be greater than the injury threshold criteria suggested by Popper et al. (2014). 
 
Therefore, whilst it is agreed that evidence relating to potential effects from underwater noise 
on fish, including migratory diadromous fish, is limited, the basis for excluding features 
including sea lamprey, river lamprey and Atlantic salmon (and by association freshwater pearl 
mussel) provided in the application is also limited.  For example, studies such as those of Gill 
& Bartlett (2010), Harding et al. (2016) and Mickle et al. (2019), provide relevant evidence on 
the potential sensitivity of these species to underwater noise. 
 
Annex I habitats: the potential for physical interaction with Annex I habitats was not 
considered, and it was noted that for those sites identified to be relevant (Table 6.1 in the 
applicant’s AA Screening Report) there was no potential for interaction.  In view of the nature 
of the proposed activities and that they will not overlap with any of the Annex I habitats, LSE 
was not identified. 
 
The applicant noted that the surveys will result in a slight (and temporary) increase in vessels 
using the area which would therefore theoretically increase the risk of accidents and resultant 
fuel spills.  Theoretically, a hydrocarbon spillage in coastal waters could travel to nearby 
intertidal habitats of Natura 2000 sites but it is unlikely that any spillage would be significant, 
given the nature and size of the vessels.  This risk is considered very low as all vessels will be 
MARPOL compliant, as per standard good practice. 
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Summary: It is concluded that the applicant only partly addressed potential sources of likely 
significant effect for relevant Natura 2000 sites.  While the applicant has identified the main 
sources of potential effect for relevant sites within the area which could be affected by the 
proposed activities, it is considered that a number of potential interactions with mobile 
qualifying interests of SPAs and SACs which may be sensitive to the proposed activities have 
not been identified, and the presentation of an evidence base for the potential effects on SPAs 
and migratory fish in particular is limited. 

 

3.3 Identification of relevant sites 

The applicant based their site selection on a 15km buffer around the application area.  Natura 
2000 sites >15km away were included if they contained mobile qualifying interests that had 
the potential to occur within the survey site and be impacted by the survey activities (e.g. seals, 
porpoises and dolphins).  An upper limit of 100km distance was selected for these species 
(although no justification for this upper limit was given).  A more detailed consideration is 
provided below. 
 
Ornithology: Section 4.4 of Appendix 4 indicates that shearwaters, gannets, gulls, terns and 
auks are common in the waters off the south and east coast of Ireland.  The majority of these 
birds breed in colonies located on the southwest, south and east coasts of Ireland while others 
overwinter in Irish waters.  Other species such as some species of shearwater and skua are 
passage migrants that use the area as a migratory corridor.  However, no link is made to 
potentially relevant SPA sites.  The applicant could have referred to foraging ranges (for 
example, as provided in Thaxter et al. 2012 and Woodward et al. 2019) or additional 
information from available tagging data (e.g. Wakefield et al. 2013) on features of relevant 
seabird SPAs, which would allow for a clear understanding of the basis for initial site selection.  
When these are considered, there is the potential for further interactions, in particular with 
species with longer putative foraging ranges such as gannets, puffin, guillemot and razorbill 
from the Saltee Islands SPA (Wakefield et al. 2013).   
 
In relation to Manx shearwater, and the substantial mean maximum foraging range published 
for the species (Woodward et al. 2019), it is noted that those Irish sites for which this species 
is a qualifying interest are generally located to the south and west (noting that for the Lambay 
Island SPA Manx shearwater is not recorded as a qualifying interest).  Tracks (Wischnewski 
et al. 2019, Fayet et al. 2015) and density distributions (Dean et al. 2013, 2015, Fayet et al. 
2015) suggest that for the UK and Irish colonies studied, longer trips were to offshore waters 
of the North Atlantic, with higher levels of activity closer to colonies.  Large numbers of Manx 
shearwater are present in offshore waters during the summer, with large numbers of sightings 
(and large group sizes), occurring in the Irish Sea and eastern Celtic Sea.  Recent tracking 
studies indicate that large numbers of birds breeding in the UK (e.g. Bardsey, Wales) forage 
within the western Irish Sea during summer months (Guilford et al. 2008, Shoji et al. 2015).  
Interaction with birds from Skomer, Skokholm and the Seas of Pembrokeshire SPA and 
Aberdaron Coast and Bardsey Island SPA should be considered possible. 
 
Annex I Habitats: There was considered to be potential connectivity with SACs designated 
for Annex I habitats if the proposed survey area overlapped the SACs designated features; 
there was limited consideration of the potential for indirect impacts from the release of 
suspended sediments from sampling, which were not considered significant.  The minimum 
distance to any relevant Annex I habitat is with respect to Blackwater Bank SAC which borders 
the southwestern corner of the cable route corridor, with all other sites at least 450m distant.  
The screening criteria for the inclusion of relevant sites for Annex I habitats is considered to 
be adequate to capture all of those SACs relevant to the project for such features. 
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Annex II Species: Natura 2000 sites >15km away were only included if they contained mobile 
qualifying interests that had the potential to occur within the survey site and be impacted by 
the survey activities (e.g. seals, porpoises and dolphins).  An upper limit of 100km distance 
was selected for these species.  It is felt that whilst adequate to capture most relevant sites, 
an ecological basis for site selection is preferrable.  For example, with respect to grey seals, 
Jones et al. (2015) noted that individual grey seals may undertake foraging excursions up to 
100km offshore.  While it is acknowledged that no additional Natura 2000 sites for grey seal 
in Ireland would be included in the screening with the adoption of the foraging range criterion 
for this species, such a range justifies consideration of Lleyn Peninsula and the Sarnau SAC 
(see also Cronin et al. (2016) which suggests grey seals move between the two areas).   
 
With respect to harbour porpoise and bottlenose dolphin, the use of their respective 
management units (IAMMWG 2015) to screen for relevant sites would allow the likely 
population range of those species to be reflected in the screening process.  For example, 
screening for harbour porpoise using the Celtic and Irish Seas MU would identify the following 
relevant sites: Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC, Roaringwater Bay and Islands SAC, Blasket 
Islands SAC, Bristol Channel Approaches / Dynesfeydd Môr Hafren SAC, North Anglesey 
Marine / Gogledd Môn Forol SAC, North Channel SAC, West Wales Marine / Gorllewin Cymru 
Forol SAC).  For bottlenose dolphin, the Irish Sea MU (Cardigan Bay/ Bae Ceredigion SAC, 
Pen Llŷn a'r Sarnau/ Lleyn Peninsula and the Sarnau SAC) would be most relevant.   
 
In addition, although the Slaney River Estuary SAC is >15km from the proposed wind farm 
cable route corridor, it has some migrating fish species that have the potential to occur in the 
vicinity of the survey sites and therefore this site was also included. 
 

Summary: It is considered that, though not well defined or justified, the 15km criterion 
identified the majority of the relevant sites and qualifying interests.  The applicant has 
accounted for mobile species by including certain sites outside of 15km but these are for 
marine mammal features only, with limited ecological basis provided for their inclusion.   

 

3.4 Sites identified by the applicant to be screened for AA 

The sites which were identified by the applicant to be relevant to the project were subject to 
screening assessment as well as a number of further sites identified by this review.  The high 
level outcome for each site is presented in Table 3.1.  Note that shaded cells indicate no 
consideration was made.   
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Table 3.1: Sites screened for likely significant effect and the high level outcome for each site 

Site name Site code 
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SACs 

Magherabeg 
Dunes SAC 

IE001766 9.9km 
north of 
cable 
corridor 

Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210] 
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila 
arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation 
(grey dunes) [2130] 
Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion) 
[7220] 

  No LSE    

Buckroney – 
Brittas Dunes 
and Fen SAC 

IE000729 650m north 
of cable 
corridor 

Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210] 
Perennial vegetation of stony banks [1220] 
Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi) 
[1410] 
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila 
arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation 
(grey dunes) [2130] 
Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea) 
[2150] 
Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea (Salicion 
arenariae) [2170] 
Humid dune slacks [2190] 
Alkaline fens [7230] 

  No LSE    
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Kilpatrick 
Sandhills SAC 

IE001742 600m north 
of cable 
corridor 

Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210] 
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila 
arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation 
(grey dunes) [2130] 
Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes (Calluno-Ulicetea) 
[2150] 

  No LSE    

The Long 
Bank SAC 

IE002161 13.8km 
east of 
wind farm 
area 

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water 
all the time [1110] 

  No LSE    

Blackwater 
Bank SAC  

IE002953 Borders 
SW corner 
of cable 
corridor 

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water 
all the time [1110] 

  No LSE    

Cahore 
Polders and 
Dunes SAC 

IE000700 450m south 
of cable 
corridor 

Annual vegetation of drift lines [1210] 
Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila 
arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation 
(grey dunes) [2130] 
Humid dune slacks [2190] 

  No LSE    
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Kilmukridge – 
Tinnaberna 
Sandhills SAC 

IE001741 6.9km SW 
of cable 
corridor 

Embryonic shifting dunes [2110] 
Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila 
arenaria (white dunes) [2120] 
Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation 
(grey dunes) [2130] 

  No LSE    

Slaney River 
Valley SAC 

IE000781 20.3km 
west of 
wind farm 
area 

Estuaries [1130] 
Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at 
low tide [1140] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 
Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi) 
[1410] 
Water courses of plain to montane levels with the 
Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion 
vegetation [3260] 
Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the 
British Isles [91A0] 
Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus 
excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion 
albae) [91E0] 
Margaritifera margaritifera (Freshwater Pearl 
Mussel) [1029] 

      

Petromyzon marinus (Sea Lamprey) [1095]    No 
LSE 
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Lampetra planeri (Brook Lamprey) [1096]    No 
LSE 

  

Alosa fallax fallax (Twaite Shad) [1103]    LSE   

Salmo salar (Salmon) [1106]    No 
LSE 

  

Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355]       

Phoca vitulina (Harbour Seal) [1365]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Saltee Islands 
SAC 

IE000707 35.2km to 
SW of wind 
farm area 

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at 
low tide [1140] 
Large shallow inlets and bays [1160] 
Reefs [1170] 
Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts 
[1230] 
Submerged or partially submerged sea caves [8330] 

      

Halichoerus grypus (Grey Seal) [1364]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Lambay Island 
SAC 

IE000204 77.6km to 
the north of 
wind farm 
area 

Reefs [1170] 
Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts 
[1230] 

      

Halichoerus grypus (Grey Seal) [1364]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Phoca vitulina (Harbour Seal) [1365]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 
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Rockabill to 
Dalkey Island 
SAC 

IE003000 51km to the 
north of 
wind farm 
area 

Reefs [1170]       

Phocoena phocoena (Harbour Porpoise) [1351]    LSE 
No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

West Wales 
Marine SAC / 
Gorllewin 
Cymru Forol 
SAC 

UK0030397 39.3km to 
the east of 
wind farm 
area 

Phocoena phocoena (Harbour Porpoise) [1351]    LSE 
No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Pembrokeshire 
Marine SAC / 
Sir Benfro 
Forol SAC 

UK13116 57.4km to 
SE of wind 
farm area 

Estuaries [1130] 
Large shallow inlets and bays (1160] 
Reefs [1170] 
Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water 
all the time [1110] 
Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at 
low tide [1140] 
Coastal lagoons [1150] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 
Submerged or partially submerged sea caves [8330] 

      

Halichoerus grypus (Grey Seal) [1364]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Rumex rupestris (Shore Dock) [1441]       

Petromyzon marinus (Sea Lamprey) [1095]       
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Lampetra fluviatilis (River Lamprey) [1096]       

Alosa alosa (Allis Shad) [1102]       

Alosa fallax fallax (Twaite Shad) [1103]       

Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355]       

Pen Llŷn a'r 
Sarnau/Lleyn 
Peninsula and 
the Sarnau 
SAC 

UK13117 62.3km to 
the east of 
wind farm 
area 

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water 
all the time [1110] 
Estuaries [1130] 
Coastal lagoons [1150] 
Large shallow inlets and bays (1160] 
Reefs [1170] 
Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at 
low tide [1140] 
Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and 
sand [1310] 
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia 
maritimae) [1330] 
Submerged or partially submerged sea caves [8330] 

      

Tursiops truncatus (Bottlenose Dolphin) [1349]     LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Lutra lutra (Otter) [1355]       

Halichoerus grypus (Grey Seal) [1364]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 
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Cardigan Bay 
SAC/ Bae 
Ceredigion 
SAC 

UK12712 67.4km to 
the east of 
wind farm 
area 

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water 
all the time [1110] 
Reefs [1170] 
Submerged or partially submerged sea caves [8330] 

      

Tursiops truncatus (Bottlenose Dolphin) [1349]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

Petromyzon marinus (Sea Lamprey) [1095]       

Lampetra fluviatilis (River Lamprey) [1096]       

Halichoerus grypus (Grey Seal) [1364]    LSE No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

North 
Anglesey 
Marine SAC/ 
Gogledd Môn 
Forol SAC 

UK0030398 71.3km to 
NE of wind 
farm area 

Phocoena phocoena (Harbour Porpoise) [1351]    LSE 
No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

SPAs 

Cahore 
Marshes SPA  

IE004143 1km SW of 
cable 
corridor 

Wigeon (Anas penelope) [A050] 
Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A140] 
Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus) [A142] 
Greenland White-fronted Goose (Anser albifrons 
flavirostris) [A395] 
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

No 
LSE 
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The Raven 
SPA 

IE004019 14.9km SW 
of cable 
corridor 

Red-throated Diver (Gavia stellata) [A001] 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo) [A017] 
Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) [A065] 
Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola) [A141] 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) [A144] 
Greenland White-fronted Goose (Anser albifrons 
flavirostris) [A395] 
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999] 

No 
LSE 

No 
LSE 

    

Wicklow Head 
SPA  

IE004127 15.1km 
north of 
cable 
corridor 

Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) [A188] No 
LSE 

     

Note: Following reconsideration by the applicant in their Response to the RFI, likely significant effects were discounted for those sites with harbour porpoise as 
a qualifying interest and the table has been amended to reflect this (see Section 3.5). 
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Finding of no significant effects statement: 

Ornithology 

LSE was discounted for all of the SPAs considered to be relevant to the survey, though only 
physical presence was considered to be a relevant interaction.  In view of the conclusions 
presented in Section 3.2 and 3.3, underwater noise should be considered for at least the 
following sites and related features:  
 
Saltee Islands SPA (puffin, razorbill, guillemot, gannet), Skomer, Skokholm and the Seas 
of Pembrokeshire SPA (Manx shearwater), Aberdaron Coast and Bardsey Island SPA 
(Manx shearwater). 
 
In view of these omissions, it is regarded that further information is required under 
Regulation 42(3)(b) of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 
2011 (as amended) before a screening determination can be made (see Section 3.5). 

Annex I habitats 

LSE was discounted for Magherabeg Dunes SAC, Buckroney – Brittas Dunes and Fen SAC, 
Kilpatrick Sandhills SAC, The Long Bank SAC, Blackwater Bank SAC, Cahore Polders and 
Dunes SAC and Kilmukridge – Tinnaberna Sandhills SAC on the basis that there would be 
no direct interaction with their Annex I habitats.  It is accepted that likely significant effects 
can be discounted for these sites, for their Annex I habitats. 

Annex II species 

LSE was discounted for the sea lamprey, brook lamprey and Atlantic salmon qualifying 
interests of the Slaney River Valley SAC with respect to underwater noise.  As indicated in 
Section 3.2, the evidence base for excluding these features provided in the application is 
limited.  However, the research suggested on the potential sensitivity of these species to 
underwater noise augments the information provided by the applicant rather than 
significantly altering the finding of no LSE for these features.  It is therefore accepted that 
likely significant effects can be discounted for these site features.   
 
In view of the conclusions presented in Section 3.2 and 3.3, underwater noise should be 
considered for at least the following sites and related features: 
 
Roaringwater Bay and Islands SAC (harbour porpoise), Blasket Islands SAC (harbour 
porpoise), Bristol Channel Approaches / Dynesfeydd Môr Hafren SAC (harbour porpoise), 
North Channel SAC (harbour porpoise). 
 
In view of these omissions, it is regarded that further information is required under 
Regulation 42(3)(b) of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 
2011 (as amended) before a screening determination can be made (see Section 3.5). 

Consultation with conservation authorities 

The consultation feedback from prescribed bodies is provided in Table 1.1.  While 
comments broadly relating to environmental effects were received (e.g. from Inland 
Fisheries Ireland on the potential adverse impact from transmitted sound on salmon), only 
one of the responses (Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht (DCHG) National 
Parks and Wildlife Service) directly addressed the Natura 2000 aspects of the application.  
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They agreed with the conclusion of the NIS document that the proposed works are unlikely 
to pose a significant likely risk to nature conservation interests in the vicinity with the 
application of appropriate mitigation.  

Screening determination: 

Annex II species 

LSE on the following Annex II species could not be ruled out with respect to underwater 
noise for the following sites (and features): 
 

• Slaney River Valley SAC (harbour seal, twaite shad) 

• Lambay Island SAC (harbour seal, grey seal) 

• Saltee Islands SAC (grey seal) 

• Pembrokeshire Marine SAC / Sir Benfro Forol SAC (grey seal) 

• Cardigan Bay SAC / Bae Ceredigion SAC (grey seal, bottlenose dolphin) 

• Pen Llŷn a'r Sarnau / Lleyn Peninsula and the Sarnau SAC (grey seal, bottlenose 
dolphin) 

 
It is accepted that likely significant effects cannot be discounted for these site features and 
that Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment is required. 
 
In their response to a request for information (see Section 3.5), the applicant provided 
sufficient justification to determine that likely significant effects could be discounted for those 
sites with harbour porpoise as a qualifying interest.  

 

3.5 Request for Further Information 

Further information was requested from the applicant under Regulation 42(3)(b) of the 
European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (as amended), on a 
number of points, reproduced below with links to the applicant’s response, together with any 
commentary from the reviewers. 
 
Ornithology 
 

• Whether highly sensitive qualifying interests (red-throated diver and common scoter 
from The Raven SPA) may be present over the survey area and the potential for LSE 
associated with the physical presence of survey vessels.   

 
Applicant’s response: 
The applicant RFI Response has provided information with respect to the general 
foraging distribution of both red-throated divers and common scoter with both 
preferring shallow coastal waters less than 20m deep.  These shallow depths are 
confined to the cable corridor within which only a small portion will be surveyed. 
 
With respect to the potential for LSE, the physical presence of the survey vessels may 
result in temporary disturbance or displacement of these species if present in the 
vicinity of the survey vessel.  However, due to the highly localised nature of the 
surveys, the very short duration of activities and the existing levels of recreational, 
fishing and shipping traffic in the area, the surveys are unlikely to have a significant 
impact.  The applicant notes that while survey activity cannot be ruled out during the 
overwintering period for these species (September – April), the vast majority of the 
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survey work will be conducted outside of this period when weather conditions are more 
favourable.  As a result, the likelihood of interacting with overwintering scoter or divers 
will be low. 
 
Commentary: 
There is limited information on the foraging distribution of over-wintering red-throated 
divers and common scoter in the general survey area (e.g. Jessop et al. 2018 for 
relevant information on the presence of divers and scoters).  However, the general 
distribution of these birds over shallow water depths is generally well described (e.g. 
Fox 2003, Duckworth et al. 2021), and would appear to limit significant interaction with 
survey vessels.  The applicant’s consideration of the potential for LSE with respect to 
these sensitive species and the physical presence of survey vessels is acceptable and 
no significant effects are expected. 

 

• The applicant should give further consideration of the potential for mobile SPA 
qualifying interests to interact with the survey area and present additional evidence to 
support the basis of their site selection, and whether additional sites should be 
considered at the LSE stage.  At least the following SPAs should be addressed in the 
screening; Saltee Islands SPA (including for gannet, guillemot, razorbill, puffin), and, 
in a transboundary context, Skomer, Skokholm and the Seas of Pembrokeshire SPA 
(Manx shearwater) and Aberdaron Coast and Bardsey Island SPA (Manx shearwater). 

 
Applicant’s response: 
15km was selected as the ZOI based on the guidance for planning authorities provided 
by NPWS in 2010 (DEHLG, 2010) which has become the norm in Ireland (DAFM 
2019).  Based on the highly localised, temporary and short nature of the proposed 
surveys, in addition to the unobtrusive nature of proposed works (i.e. very minor levels 
of additional vessel activity in areas where baseline levels of vessel activity are high), 
it was considered appropriate that only those SPAs with direct overlap have potential 
to be affected by the proposed activities.  Notwithstanding this rationale, Table 2 of the 
applicant’s RFI Response provides consideration of the additional Natura 2000 sites 
requested to be included in the screening.  
 
Commentary: 
It is acknowledged that existing guidance documents may have been the basis for 
initial site selection, however, as described in Section 3.3 of this document, the 
identification of relevant sites should be informed by ecological considerations such as 
potential foraging range and satellite tracking studies of individuals (where relevant) in 
order to establish potential connectivity between the site and the proposed survey.  
The addition of the requested Natura 2000 sites to the screening assessment are noted 
and welcomed.  However, whilst the applicant provides consideration of potential for 
LSE with respect to physical disturbance, no consideration of underwater noise is 
provided as requested in the Finding of no significant effects statement above and this 
should be addressed. 

 

• The seasonal timings of the survey as indicated in Table 2.1 are assumed to be correct 
for the purposes of this review, however, this must be confirmed by the applicant and 
a revised schedule provided.  The interaction of the proposed survey timings with bird 
seasonality (which may limit the potential for interaction with certain qualifying 
interests) should be considered by the applicant. 
 
Applicant’s response: 
Table 1 of the applicant’s RFI Response provides an update of proposed survey 
schedule. 
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Commentary: 
The applicant notes that whilst it is highly likely that the original seasonal timings of the 
geophysical and geotechnical surveys will be retained, additional flexibility is now 
required due to missing the 2020 survey window and to ensure data can be collected 
as soon as possible to input to the EIAR.  However, the seasonal nature of the 
sensitivity of many of the qualifying interests requires that if the original timings of the 
geophysical and geotechnical surveys are to change significantly (i.e. to a different 
season), the applicant should provide written justification that the findings of this 
screening and AA are still appropriate.  
 
The interaction of the proposed survey timings with bird seasonality is noted in the 
applicant’s response to the RFI with respect to the qualifying interests of The Raven 
SPA (see above).  Interactions with bird seasonality should inform the applicant’s 
justification if there is a significant change to the survey timings considered in this 
report. 
 

Annex II species 
 

• The applicant should give further consideration of the potential for mobile species to 
interact with the survey area and present additional evidence to support the basis of 
their site selection, and whether additional sites should be considered at the LSE 
stage.  A number of sites have been identified that should be addressed in the 
screening; 

 
o Roaringwater Bay and Islands SAC, Blasket Islands SAC, Bristol Channel 

Approaches / Dynesfeydd Môr Hafren SAC, North Channel SAC (harbour 
porpoise). 

 
Applicant’s response: 
A 100km upper limit was selected as the ZOI for mobile species.  The 100km upper 
limit for marine mammals was selected based on the scale and scope of the project 
including the localised range of the acoustic signal emanating from the survey 
equipment.  100km was deemed appropriate on the basis that if there were no LSE on 
SACs within 100km, then there would be no LSE on SACs further afield.  
Notwithstanding this rationale, the additional Natura 2000 sites designated for harbour 
porpoise, which were requested are considered in Table 3 of the applicant’s RFI 
Response.  For completeness, the harbour porpoise SACs within the original 100km 
ZOI are also included.  Table 4 sets out the auditory thresholds of the harbour porpoise 
and the zone of impact determined from a noise assessment review. 

 
Commentary: 
As noted above, the identification of relevant sites should be informed by ecological 
considerations such as potential foraging range, satellite tracking studies of individuals 
(where relevant) and established management areas in order to establish potential 
connectivity between the site and the proposed survey.  The addition of the requested 
Natura 2000 sites to the screening assessment and the results of a noise assessment 
are noted and welcomed.   
 
Tables 3 and 4 appear to be informed by the latest scientific evidence and provide 
adequate information to determine the potential for LSE with respect to auditory injury 
and physical disturbance to the harbour porpoise qualifying interest of those additional 
sites requested by the review but also includes reconsideration of those sites with 
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harbour porpoise as a qualifying interest identified by the original screening 
assessment (Table 3.1).   
 
The original screening assessment indicated that LSE could not be ruled out with 
respect to underwater noise for the following sites which have harbour porpoise as a 
qualifying interest and these were considered in a Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment 
(Section 4): 

 
o West Wales Marine SAC / Gorllewin Cymru Forol SAC  
o Rockabill to Dalkey SAC  
o North Anglesey Marine SAC / Gogledd Môn Forol SAC  

 
However, Table 3 provides adequate justification that likely significant effects can be 
discounted for these sites as well as the additional sites requested.  As a result, a 
Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment is not required for these sites.   
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SECTION 4 - STAGE 2 APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Introduction 

has prepared a Natura Impact Statement (NIS) to provide the Competent Authority 
ficient information to complete an Appropriate Assessment (AA).  In view of the 

screening determination, the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage must 
undertake an AA. 
 
A description of the project including its nature, scale, and duration is provided in Section 2 of 
this report.  The applicant has provided sufficient information detailing the conservation 
objectives of the relevant SPA and SAC qualifying interests considered in their NIS, in Section 
7.2 of their report, and these are not repeated here.  While the conservation objectives are 
presented, there has only been a limited attempt to relate these to the potential sources of 
significant effect in the assessment.  The assessment provided in the applicant’s NIS was 
undertaken on the basis of the potential for adverse effects on species which are qualifying 
interests of the relevant sites, rather than a site-by-site consideration, and is therefore generic.  
Despite the presentation of site-specific information including conservation objectives and site 
summaries, and the information on Annex II species presented in Section 4 of the applicant’s 
NIS, the information is not explicitly considered in the assessment text or conclusions, and 
there is generally a lack of site-specific considerations.  In addition to the IWDG casual 
sightings data presented in Section 4 and the Marine Mammal Risk Assessment, the NIS could 
have usefully referred to results of the ObSERVE programme (Rogan et al. 2018) to provide 
additional context to the potential presence of relevant qualifying interests across the survey 
area, in particular harbour porpoise and bottlenose dolphin. 
 
The only source of potential effect addressed in the NIS is underwater noise, and due to the 
sites identified on the basis of the applicant’s site selection criteria (see Section 3.3 of this 
report), these were exclusively for noise sensitive, mobile species, and principally marine 
mammals (see Table 4.1).  The effects identified were generally direct effects, with 
secondary and indirect effects (e.g. on prey species) not being discussed or referred to 
either at the screening stage, or within the NIS.  The potential for indirect effects on prey 
availability is noted in the Marine Mammal Risk Assessment (applicant’s Appendix 3 to the 
NIS), but there is limited consideration of this.  Appendix 3 has been written to account for 
both relevant Annex IV and Annex II marine mammal species, and while it is accepted that 
the information in the Marine Mammal Risk Assessment is relevant to the NIS, and is cross 
referred to, ideally this information and assessment should have been included as part of the 
NIS. 

 

Table 4.1: Sites subject to Appropriate Assessment 

Site Qualifying interests subject to AA Sources of LSE 

Slaney River Valley SAC 
Harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) 

Underwater noise 
Twaite shad (Alosa fallax fallax) 

Lambay Island SAC 
Harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) 

Underwater noise 
Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) 

Saltee Islands SAC Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) Underwater noise 

Pembrokeshire Marine / Sir 
Benfro Forol SAC 

Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus Underwater noise 

Cardigan Bay SAC / Bae 
Ceredigion SAC 

Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) 
Underwater noise 

Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) 

Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) Underwater noise 
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Site Qualifying interests subject to AA Sources of LSE 

Pen Llŷn a'r Sarnau / Lleyn 
Peninsula and the Sarnau SAC 

Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) 

*West Wales Marine / Gorllewin 
Cymru Forol SAC 

Harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) Underwater noise 

*Rockabill to Dalkey SAC Harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) Underwater noise 

*North Anglesey Marine / 
Gogledd Môn Forol SAC 

Harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) Underwater noise 

Note: Following reconsideration by the applicant in their Response to the RFI, likely significant effects 
were discounted for those sites with harbour porpoise as a qualifying interest and these sites are 
asterisked above (see Section 3.5). 

 

4.2 Appropriate Assessment 

As noted above, underwater noise was the only source of effect considered by the applicant 
to be significant.  The propagation of sound in the marine environment is complex and has 
been the subject of considerable research (e.g. Wang et al. 2014).  Once a sound is emitted, 
its characteristics will be altered with distance from source.  Changes will affect the amplitude 
of the signal and its frequency content and, in the case of impulsive sounds, the injurious 
elements will be reduced through propagation.  The main process that reduces the amplitude 
of the sound wave as it propagates is geometrical spreading; while a host of other processes 
come into play (e.g. reflection, refraction, scattering, reverberation and absorption), many of 
which are dependent on environmental conditions.  The effect of frequency-dependent 
absorption loss is small on lower frequency sources (e.g. <0.3dB/km at 4kHz), which 
contributes to seismic survey noise being detectable by hydrophones hundreds of km from 
the source, but acts to rapidly attenuate higher frequency sources (e.g. 36dB/km at 100kHz) 
(Francois & Garrison 1982). 
 
The emitted sound fields from sources such as the sub-bottom profiler, side-scan sonar and 
multibeam echosounder components of the proposed survey, are of much lower amplitude 
and extent, compared to for example, seismic surveys using airguns, due to their lower source 
levels, higher central operating frequencies and greater directionality (narrower beam widths) 
(e.g. Boebel et al. 2005, Genesis 2011).  However, very few empirical field data are available 
to quantify these expectations (excepting Halvorsen & Heaney 2018, but noting the caveats 
presented in Labak 2019), though it is expected that sound levels from these devices would 
rapidly attenuate away from the source.  In contrast, lower frequency sources, the lowest of 
which will be the proposed sparker/boomer, with a frequency range given as 300Hz-1.2kHz, 
will propagate further. 
 
As noted above in relation to the screening, Section 5 of the NIS underpins the identification 
of species sensitive to the sources of effect from the proposed survey, but it also informs the 
NIS outcome, for example in providing a basis of information on the relative sensitivity of 
marine mammal and fish species to underwater noise of the type generated by the proposed 
activities.  Section 5 should have reflected the latest available evidence on the potential for 
effects on cetaceans, pinnipeds and fish, including on their estimated hearing ranges and 
injury threshold criteria (e.g. Southall et al. 2019, Kastelein et al. 2019, Popper et al. 2014, 
Hawkins et al. 2015, Carroll et al. 2017, Slabbekoorn et al. 2019).  Despite these omissions, 
the applicant’s conclusion that the frequencies of the equipment do not overlap with the most 
sensitive hearing ranges of cetacean species are largely correct (see Table 4.2 for a summary 
of estimated hearing ranges for relevant functional hearing groups and relevant species and 
accompanying injury criteria).  While pinnipeds are not mentioned by the applicant in Section 
5 of their NIS, their region of greatest sensitivity (1.9 kHz to 30 kHz) overlaps with that of the 
sub-bottom profiler (see Section 2), however, the frequency of peak sensitivity (13kHz), is 
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beyond the range of the equipment, and the source level less than the injury threshold criteria 
(218 dB re 1µPa, peak, unweighted) suggested by Southall et al. (2019). 
 
It is generally accepted that significant data gaps exist in the understanding of how fish may 
be affected by underwater noise, however, some evidence can be used to inform the basis of 
an assessment in relation to the twaite shad feature of the Slaney River Valley SAC.  As noted 
in Section 3.2 of this document, injury threshold criteria have been suggested by Popper et al. 
(2014), with the criteria for mortality and potential injury for species lacking a swim bladder 
being Lp,pk >213 dB re 1 µPa and for all other groups, Lp,pk >207 dB re 1 µPa.  Additionally, 
Popper et al. (2014) and Hawkins & Popper (2017), indicate that Clupeidae belong to a group 
of fish with a wider frequency range extending to several kHz and with a generally higher 
sensitivity to sound pressure than other fishes.  In view of the above, there is potential for 
frequency range overlap at source levels with the potential to cause injury for the 
sparker/boomer used as part of the proposed survey, for a species which primarily detects 
sound pressure. 
 

Table 4.2: Marine mammal functional hearing groups and estimated hearing ranges 
for species relevant to the SACs subject to AA 

Functional hearing group 
and relevant species 

Estimated hearing 
range (region of 

greatest sensitivity) 
[frequency of peak 

sensitivity] 

Proposed injury (PTS 
onset) threshold criteria to 

impulsive noise  
(dB re 1µPa, peak, 

unweighted) 

High-frequency cetaceans 
Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops 
truncatus) 

150 Hz to 160 kHz 
(8.8 kHz to 110 kHz) 
[58 kHz] 

230 

Very high-frequency cetaceans 
Harbour porpoise (Phocoena 
phocoena) 

275 Hz to 160 kHz 
(12 kHz to 140 kHz) 
[105 kHz] 

202 

Phocid seals in water 
Grey seal (Halichoerus grypus) 
Harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) 

50 Hz to 86 kHz 
(1.9 kHz to 30 kHz) 
[13 kHz] 

218 

Notes: The region of greatest sensitivity represents parameters f1 and f2, which are the bounds of the 
flat, central portion of the frequency-weighting curve region; the frequency of peak sensitivity 
represents parameter f0.  PTS = Permanent Threshold Shift.  Following reconsideration by the 
applicant in their Response to the RFI, LSE was discounted for sites with harbour porpoise as a 
qualifying interest (see Section 3.5). Source: Southall et al. (2019). 
 

Given the source characteristics and evidence of propagation, the potential sources of the 
proposed survey will either not generate source levels of an amplitude likely to exceed injury 
thresholds for marine mammals, or will not result in received sound levels exceeding this 
threshold beyond more than a few metres from the source.  For the twaite shad feature of the 
Slaney River SAC, the site is some distance from the survey area, and it is not considered 
that the works could affect any of the conservation objectives for the feature4.  It is noted, 
however, that while the conservation objectives are focussed on available spawning habitat 
and its accessibility, the twaite shad spend most of their time at sea, though little is understood 
of their movements in the marine phase (see Davies et al. 2020 for some recent insights on 
acoustic-tagging of twaite shad).  While some shad could be present over the survey area 
during the survey works, it is not expected that adverse effects on site integrity would result 
given the limited temporal and spatial footprint of the surveys.   
 

 
4 https://www.npws.ie/protected-sites/sac/000781  

https://www.npws.ie/protected-sites/sac/000781
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With regards to behavioural disturbance of marine mammals, it has proved much more difficult 
to establish broadly applicable threshold criteria based on exposure alone.  For harbour 
porpoise, there is empirical evidence to support a temporary effective deterrence radius 
around seismic survey of approximately 10km (e.g. see Thompson et al. 2013), however, 
potential effects from other acoustic surveys such as SBPs or echosounders on marine 
mammals, have received much less attention.  Consideration of the higher frequency signals, 
typically lower source levels and higher directionality of these and other high-resolution 
geophysical sources has resulted in the assumption that these would not propagate far 
enough for marine species to be negatively affected by received levels (Halvorsen & Heaney 
2018), however, there is evidence to show they emit energy at lower frequencies audible to 
most marine mammals, although at reduced amplitudes and with a small emitted sound field 
which is unlikely to cause behavioural effects (Cotter et al. 2019). 
 
Therefore, considering the above, the risk of injury or behavioural disturbance to marine 
mammals, and fish, which are qualifying interests of relevant SACs (Table 4.1) is considered 
to be negligible and it is concluded that the survey will not result in adverse effects on site 
integrity. 
 

4.3 Mitigation 

The applicant does not propose any mitigation other than the application of the DAHG (2014) 
best practice guidelines.  In view of the above conclusions of the AA, it is considered that their 
application would provide a suitable level of mitigation for the proposed survey. 
 

4.4 In-combination effects 

The applicant refers to overlap with two other projects, including the Hibernian Kilmichael Point 
site investigations5 and Phase 2 of the Arklow Bank wind farm.  The applicant notes that 
Hibernian Power had indicated in their application that the surveys would be complete in 2018, 
however, as the determination for the survey was only given in December 2018, it is advised 
that the applicant maintain dialogue with Hibernian Wind Power to understand whether their 
survey has been undertaken, and to ensure that the conclusion of the NIS, that the surveys 
will not temporally overlap, is correct. 
 
It may be concluded at this time that significant in-combination effects are not foreseeable in 
view of the other relevant projects identified.  The applicant has indicated that they will consult 
with developers and Government bodies in advance of the works taking place to ensure they 
have the latest understanding of potential overlaps with other projects which could generate 
in-combination effects. 
 

4.5 AA conclusion 

It is determined that the activities will not have a direct adverse effect on the relevant sites and 
features for which a LSE was identified.  It is also concluded that significant in-combination 
effects are not foreseeable in view of the other relevant projects identified and that the 
applicant will consult with developers and Government bodies in advance of the works.

 
5 https://www.gov.ie/en/foreshore-notice/f0017-hibernian-wind-power-kilmichael-point/  

https://www.gov.ie/en/foreshore-notice/f0017-hibernian-wind-power-kilmichael-point/
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SECTION 5 - ARTICLE 12 ASSESSMENT 

5.1 Relevant Annex IV species 

Under Article 12 of the Habitats Directive, Annex IV species are afforded strict protection 
throughout their range, both inside and outside of designated protected areas. 
 
An assessment on the impact of the proposed investigative works on Annex IV cetacean 
species is provided in Appendix 3 to the applicant’s AA Screening & NIS Report.  Those Annex 
IV species that could potentially occur in the survey area are described in Section 4 of that 
appendix which makes use of data from the IWDG’s casual sightings database. 
 
Harbour porpoise are the most widespread and abundant cetacean in inshore Irish waters, 
with highest abundances in the north Irish Sea.  Harbour porpoise were sighted throughout 
the area of interest along the coast with concentrations to the south of the site off Wexford 
Harbour and along the coast between Ballgarrett and Kilmichael Point.  The lack of sightings 
within the proposed wind farm site probably reflects the land-based nature of the sightings 
data and the difficulty in seeing porpoise from shore.  Sightings of harbour porpoise have 
occurred in all months with a peak in numbers during the summer.   
 
Bottlenose dolphins are widespread and relatively abundant off the Irish coast with most 
sightings along the western seaboard.  They are occasionally recorded off County Wexford, 
and sightings were coastal and occurred to the south outside Wexford Harbour and south of 
Arklow with none within the proposed windfarm site.   
 
Common dolphins are distributed around the entire Irish coast but highest concentrations are 
off the south west and west coasts (Berrow et al. 2010).  Common dolphin were recorded 
throughout the site but only occasionally.   
 
Risso’s dolphins are patchily distributed around the Irish coast but seem to favour islands, 
especially off West Kerry, Galway and the Saltee Islands, Co Wexford (Berrow et al. 2010).  
Risso’s dolphin were sighted almost exclusively to the south of the site near Carnsore point 
and south of Wexford Harbour.  There were no sightings within the site of the proposed 
windfarm. 
 
Minke whales are widespread and abundant in inshore Irish waters from May to October 
(Berrow et al. 2010).  However there were only three minke whales sightings and none within 
the site. 
 
Humpback whales are regularly recorded off the south coast of Ireland especially during winter 
(Ryan et al. 2015).  There were six sightings of humpbacks whales, all between 17 and 24 
January 2011 and likely to be the same individual.  All sightings were along the coast to the 
north of Wexford Harbour with one sighting from within the proposed windfarm site. 
 
Aerial surveys were undertaken across Ireland’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) as part of 
the ObSERVE Programme in both summer and winter from 2015 to 2017 (Rogan et al. 2018).  
The CWP lies within ObSERVE stratum 5 and sightings were continuously higher for marine 
mammal species in summer months than in winter.  As with the SCANS III surveys harbour 
porpoises were the most sighted species (see Table 4.2 of Appendix 7) and stratum 5 showed 
higher densities than other strata surveyed.  Only one sighting of a group of five bottlenose 
dolphins was recorded during the entirety of the survey.  Similar to the SCANS III surveys 
(Hammond et al. 2017), no common dolphins were recorded within the Irish Sea with sightings 
predominately occurring off the south and west of Ireland.  Risso’s dolphins sighted during 
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these surveys were thought to represent a community that is frequently located near the Saltee 
Islands off Co. Wexford.  The predictive modelling carried out from this survey suggested that 
for minke whales the Irish Sea is more important during the summer period rather than during 
winter. 
 

5.2 European Protected Species risk assessment 

The potential effects on Annex IV marine mammal species from potential impacts from 
underwater noise is considered in Section 5 of the Appendix 3.  The risk assessment, following 
NPWS Guidelines, was conducted based on the published literature, data from the IWDG 
sightings databases and knowledge of the study area. 
 
Of the survey methodologies, the geophysical surveys may generate the greatest source 
levels, with Table 2.2 of this report indicating source levels ranging from 200dB re 1μPa @1m 
(peak) to 235dB re 1μPa @1m (peak). 
 
Of the species likely to occur in the survey area, the harbour porpoise (very high-frequency 
hearing group) has the lowest threshold criteria for the onset of PTS from both impulsive and 
non-impulsive sounds, at Lp,pk 202dB re 1µPa and LE,24h 173dB re 1µPa2

s; thresholds for the 
other functional hearing groups are Lp,pk ≥218dB re 1µPa and LE,24h ≥198dB re 1µPa2

s for 
pinnipeds and Lp,pk ≥219dB re 1µPa and LE,24h ≥199dB re 1µPa2

s for low frequency cetaceans 
(after Southall et al. 2019).  The potential noise sources reported by the applicant to be 
associated with the surveys, including the use of a sparker/boomer, side scan sonar and, 
potentially, multibeam echo sounder (Table 2.2) suggest that equipment used may have 
source levels greater than the impulsive PTS thresholds for all functional hearing groups.  It is 
noted that the operating frequencies for the multibeam echosounder and side scan sonar are 
partly or entirely outside of the range for the low and high frequency cetacean groups, but the 
frequencies indicated by the applicant for the sparker/boomer and pinger do overlap the 
frequencies for these groups, but either do not for those frequencies of peak sensitivity, or 
else have source levels below the injury threshold6.  This will be unlikely, however, to result in 
received sound levels exceeding this threshold beyond more than a few metres from the 
source. 
 
The risk assessment notes that there are potentially a range of impacts from underwater noise 
including injury and disturbance, but that with the application of measures contained in DAHG 
(2014), it is very unlikely that there will be any negative residual impacts on marine mammals 
in the area.  The conclusions further note that undertaking site investigations between March 
and August would result in in exposure of a number of cetacean species but would be outside 
the breeding and moulting season for grey seal (but not those of harbour seals). 
 
Seals in the area are likely to be tolerant to vessel noise, and in general, disturbance to marine 
mammals by vessels (including collision) is regarded to be largely negated through 
habituation, the slow moving nature of the survey vessels and the temporary nature of the 
activities. 
 

5.3 Article 12 conclusion  

The Article 12 assessment of the potential impacts on European Protected Species from 
activities associated with the proposed survey (noise associated with surveys and vessels, 

 
6 Based on Southall et al. (2019).  Note that the applicant refers to a range of frequencies for species 
and peak sensitivities, but does not provide references to support these. 
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and collision with vessels) concluded that with the implementation of the DAHG (2014) 
mitigation measures: 
 

• there will not be negative residual impacts from the proposed site surveys on marine 
mammals in the area.  

• It was very unlikely that any animals will be injured or killed as a result of the proposed 
works. 

• Harbour porpoise, dolphins and seals using the area are likely to be tolerant of vessel 
noise and any animals which might be displaced from the vicinity of the survey vessels 
or corers can be expected to quickly re-establish use of the area following cessation 
of the works.  
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